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® (1530)
[English]

The Chair (Hon. Ahmed Hussen (York South—Weston—
Etobicoke, Lib.)): Ladies and gentlemen, I call this meeting to or-
der.

Welcome to meeting number six of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Develop-
ment.

[Translation]

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to
the Standing Orders.

Members are attending in person in the room and remotely using
the Zoom application.

[English]

Before we continue, I'd like to ask all in-person participants to
consult the guidelines written on the cards on the table. These mea-
sures are in place to help prevent audio and feedback incidents and
to protect the health and safety of all participants, including the in-
terpreters. You will also notice a QR code on the card, which links
to a short awareness video.

I'd like to make a few comments for the benefit of witnesses and
members. Please wait until I recognize you by name before speak-
ing. For those participating by video conference, click on the mi-
crophone icon to activate your microphone, and please mute your-
self when you are not speaking. For those on Zoom, at the bottom
of your screen you can select the appropriate channel for interpreta-
tion—floor, English or French. For those in the room, you can use
the earpiece and select the desired channel.

This is a reminder that all comments should be addressed
through the chair. For members in the room, if you wish to speak,
please raise your hand. For members on Zoom, please use the
“raise hand” function. The clerk and I will manage the speaking or-
der as best we can, and we appreciate your patience and under-
standing on this.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Tuesday, September 23, 2025, the committee is meet-
ing on the study of Canada's Arctic strategy.

I would now like to welcome our witness for the first hour, Dr.
Jessica Shadian, president and chief executive officer of Arctic360.

Welcome. Up to five minutes will be given for your opening re-
marks, after which we will proceed with rounds of questions from
the members.

Go ahead.

Jessica M. Shadian (President and Chief Executive Officer,
Arectic360): Thank you, and thanks for the invitation to speak to-
day.

Arctic360 is Canada's national Arctic think tank. Our mission is
to elevate Canada’s national conversation about our north and the
Arctic region and to provide an inclusive and coordinated platform
for Canada to engage in Arctic discussions around the world.

The question today is this: Does Canada’s Arctic foreign policy
ensure GAC is fit for purpose in the Arctic? In a word, no. The
AFP was a late reaction to a fundamentally changed world.

Fifteen years ago, the Chinese ambassador to Norway gave an
Arctic Council reception speech before a balcony of onlookers ex-
plaining the Arctic’s importance for China’s national interests,
wrapped in a climate science bow.

This is not new. Yes, for over a decade, Russia has modernized
its Arctic infrastructure and military capabilities to develop re-
sources and control regional access. My simple question is this:
Why aren't we doing the same? Our allied Arctic neighbours also
spent the past decade modernizing Arctic infrastructure and devel-
oping resources.

The AFP says, “The safety, security and defence of the Canadian
Arctic comprise a fundamental priority for the Government of
Canada”. Then why is our north not safe, insecure and underde-
fended? True, it is not in Canada’s strategic interest for the Arctic to
become a theatre of military conflict, but reality prevails. We need
to be prepared—we're not.
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What is new? The U.S.—“Canada's closest partner and ally in
the Arctic”—continues its efforts to take Greenland. The 51st state
could be seen as tongue in cheek. Is it? The U.S. Department of En-
ergy recently acquired a 5% equity stake in Canadian company,
Lithium Americas, followed by a White House announcement that
the DOD is taking a 10% equity stake in Canadian Trilogy Metals,
with aims for another 7%.

The United States-Ukraine reconstruction partnership fund gives
the U.S. 50% of royalties, licence fees and payments from minerals,
hydrocarbons and related infrastructure development projects—and
first choice to acquire them. The Armenian-Azerbaijan transit corri-
dor, a U.S. 99-year lease, aims to develop energy, critical infras-
tructure and digital technologies. The Northwest Territories' For-
tune Minerals has already received U.S. Pentagon funding. This is
just all aside from China.

Canada calls for pragmatic diplomacy; I argue for serious, pur-
poseful, strategic diplomacy. As the second-largest Arctic nation
and longest Arctic coastline, with abundant resources, robust demo-
cratic institutions and settled indigenous land claims, Canada’s Arc-
tic soft power and strategic diplomacy are indispensable.

What the AFP did get right is that it was codeveloped with north-
erners. Now Arctic diplomacy needs to proceed accordingly. Ap-
pointing an Arctic ambassador and opening consulates in Anchor-
age and Nuuk are fundamental levers of strategic diplomacy. Now
they need the mandate to carry out a serious, coherent, purposeful
and strategic Arctic foreign policy.

The following are recommendations.

One, the AFP should reflect the new government’s central mis-
sion for Canada to be strong on defence and strong on the economy.

Two, continued commitment to the Arctic Council is fundamen-
tal. However, it cannot be prioritized over today’s serious geopoliti-
cal realities.

Three, our steadfast commitment to the rules-based international
order is laudable and important, but we need additional means to
engage so as not to meet the fate of the band that refused to stop
playing as the Titanic toppled and sank into the iceberg-laden sea—

® (1535)
[Translation]

Mario Simard (Jonquiére, BQ): Sorry to interrupt, Mr. Chair,
but I have a question related to the Standing Orders.

I would ask that the witness slow down a bit, so that my inter-
preter friends can make it until the end of the meeting. That might
help them catch their breath.

[English]

Jessica M. Shadian: The fourth is engaging in Arctic forums. A
decade late is better than never.

Fifth, we need to do strategic diplomacy. Track 1.5 and track two
diplomacy are essential levers of strategic diplomacy. Our Arctic
neighbours support their Arctic think tanks, using them as levers to
promote their Arctic policy interests on the world stage and to con-
duct track 1.5 diplomacy offstage.

Sixth, Canada needs to show up and be serious on international
Arctic stages alongside foreign affairs ministers, defence ministers,
heads of military and even prime ministers. The same should apply
at home. For the past five years, our annual conference has hosted
all Arctic states plus European and Asian state ambassadors and
high commissioners to Canada. We've yet to have a major foreign
affairs or defence minister deliver remarks.

The seventh is programming. The only Arctic program is GALIL
It focuses on the Arctic Council, indigenous northerners, youth and
the University of the Arctic. Yes, we should fund Arctic Council
activities, but it should not be the only arena of our foreign policy.
We must keep indigenous youth in our foreign policy efforts, but it
must not be our foreign policy. Programming must support track
1.5 and track two Arctic diplomacy and leading Canadian Arctic
think tanks and institutions to position Canada as an Arctic leader
and to grow Canada's soft power and diplomatic standing—

[Translation]

Hon. Mona Fortier (Ottawa—Vanier—Gloucester, Lib.): Sor-
ry, Mr. Chair, but I really want us to be mindful of the interpreters.

I have the utmost respect for the witness's work, but we have to
make sure that the interpreters can keep up with her remarks.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you for that comment.

[Translation]

Jessica M. Shadian: Am I talking too fast?

My apologies.

[English]

I have that problem, and I was supposed to do it really quickly.

Hon. Robert Oliphant (Don Valley West, Lib.): Mr. Chair, you
might give her one extra minute.

Jessica M. Shadian: That will help me.
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Hon. Robert Oliphant: I have a point of order.

We only have one witness, and I think her topic is very impor-
tant. I'd like to hear it. Let's give her a little more time because
there's only one witness.

Jessica M. Shadian: Do I need to repeat anything, or is it okay?
The Chair: You can repeat the last minute or so.

® (1540)
Jessica M. Shadian: [ will.

Programming must support track 1.5 and track two Arctic diplo-
macy and leading Canadian Arctic think tanks and institutions to
position Canada as an Arctic leader and to grow Canada's soft pow-
er and diplomatic standing in the region.

The eighth is research. We need an Arctic science policy fit for
purpose, not only to study climate change but also to do applied re-
search to address it, namely cold-weather innovations spanning ev-
erything from NORAD to housing—for Canada and for export.

Northerners say it best: They do not want to just survive but to
thrive. My comments come in the hopes that Canada survives but
also thrives with success measured when the north and northerners
are prosperous, secure and defended.

Thank you. I'm happy to repeat anything.

The Chair: Thank you very much for your remarks.

I will now open the floor for questions, beginning with MP Ziad
Aboultaif.

You have six minutes.

Ziad Aboultaif (Edmonton Manning, CPC): Thank you,
Chair.

Thank you very much to our witness today.

You touched on so many areas with regard to the Arctic. It gave
me the impression that we're lagging behind a lot on the Arctic ap-
proach and that the strategy or policy in place.... I'm not sure. It
seems like we're struggling to even implement it.

I would like to hear your opinion on how the policy can be im-
plemented and what the government's priorities should be in order
to achieve the result that we're all aiming to have?

Jessica M. Shadian: I think that's where we get into this issue
of.... It relates back to being strong on the economy and strong on
defence. Critical infrastructure is just, hands down.... We can't do
anything without the infrastructure there. There is now effort we
see in a defence policy update to look at things from a multi-pur-
pose infrastructure perspective, and the federal government is pay-
ing attention. What I think is not known at this point is how we're
going to fund some of these big projects. They're enormous, and
they're going to cost a lot of money. How is that going to happen?

I also think we are not talking about it with the right lens in the
sense that we need to be future-proofing. We need to have our in-
frastructure sensored and embedded with Al, and be able to then
meet this next generation of transportation infrastructure. I don't
even know if that is in the discussions yet.

This gets into the piece about whether this could be part of the
return on investment, because we should be world leaders in cold
weather innovations, and we're not. We have non-Arctic and Arctic
states that are far ahead of us. This is where we have a lot of poten-
tial to contribute. Cold weather innovations run everything, as [ was
saying, from NORAD to smart ports, fibre cables and what have
you.

We just need to figure this out and wrap our head around it, and
this takes coordination. I feel that a lot of things are sitting all over
the place in different buckets and piles with different conversations
taking place, but they all lead back to the same conversation and we
need to better coordinate how we do these.

Ziad Aboultaif: We are behind, of course, on the policy while
other countries, some Arctic nations and some non-Arctic nations,
are very aggressive in building their own icebreakers, their own
submarines and everything they probably need to have a bigger in-
terest and influence on the Arctic.

In answer to that, we need to look back at Canada to see what the
timetable looks like for our plan. Do you have any idea? You're a
think tank, and you must have done some research or probably
looked at what's behind the scenes on the timetable to implement
our project. You mentioned that the money has to be there. Obvi-
ously you can't do anything without money. Investment has to
come, or we have to build infrastructure, which means we have to
build communities of more than the 130,000 people who are up
there. In all of that, do you see a timetable in place to be able to
implement what we need to do?

Jessica M. Shadian: We need to be strategic, so we need to fig-
ure out what our plan is before we can have a timetable for any-
thing. For about maybe five or six years, several of us from Arc-
tic360 have been shopping around with the federal government. We
are trying to—and we have it already—put together an interactive
mapping tool that would basically first inventory the transportation,
energy and telecommunication infrastructure that we have, because
it doesn't sit in one entity.

We would then try to overlay that with proposed projects that are
being named but also not named. Then you put that in the context
of social infrastructure gaps and defence needs, and then we can
look at it from a strategic position where you can compare.
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What is also an issue here is that you can't just build an energy
project without having telecommunications, because you need to
have fibre. In order to have energy secured, the grids need to be se-
cure. Everything is interrelated. Even if you're going to build a base
in the north and even if there are only 10 or 15 people who come,
that requires more water, more energy and more telecommunica-
tions.

® (1545)

Ziad Aboultaif: All of that has to have a timetable somehow so
things can coordinate. We can't, for example, ask for more more
populated areas without having housing. We can't ask for housing if
there's no economy to provide the jobs needed. All of that intercon-
nects in many ways. That's how you build economies, and that's
how you build strategy. Where are we from that, and how far are
we?

Jessica M. Shadian: I don't think we're anywhere near that. This
is where the interactive mapping tool is what we think will be very
helpful, because then policy-makers, institutional investors and oth-
ers can start looking and saying, “What if we do this first? This is a
good one. This will unlock this and create a pipeline of projects that
will enable that and this.” This has not been mapped out or thought
through.

Right now we're still looking at everything, and this is where it
is. There's been so little money that everyone kind of competes for
federal dollars for their own project, and they're all important. We
need to figure out how to make them strategic and what we need
first. We can't get this wrong—I'll just say that—because, as I say,
this will just prove every naysayer right.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

I will go next to MP Anita Vandenbeld for six minutes.

Anita Vandenbeld (Ottawa West—Nepean, Lib.): Thank you
very much for your testimony and all of the work that you do.

You spoke about science, research and the need to be applying
some of that. I think you referred to things like smart ports.

Where could we be doing more with things like artificial intelli-
gence, green energy and all of the innovative things? What would
be your guidance in terms of what more we could be doing to uti-
lize all of that?

Jessica M. Shadian: We could take advantage of our cold
weather, like our Arctic neighbours have.

I can find more information, but there's this new BOREALIS re-
search entity that will focus on frontier technologies. This is Al
robotics, quantum and all of these things. I think this should be—
not just in its name—Ilocated in the north. We should be figuring
out answers to these big, hard questions and innovating out of our
north.

If you can do it in the north, then you can do it everywhere. We
need to do it in the north most predominantly. When you're thinking
about cold weather technology, we need to have resilient structures
to resist permafrost. This goes to housing. This goes all the way to
what we need for NORAD modernization.

We need to take a page from our Nordic Arctic partners in how
they view and understand their north. It's considered, for them, to

be their future. They're doing big, innovative research and develop-
ment. I think that once we get there, we need to figure out how to
make it Canadian IP.

A big piece of this is that we really need to talk about data
sovereignty. All of this smart technology requires a whole lot of da-
ta. Databases do well in cold weather, but this requires fibre cables.
There's so much opportunity. We just need to have that will and
motivation to be a bit.... It's not even taking a risk. It's doing more
that is akin to our Arctic neighbours.

Anita Vandenbeld: How would we make sure that this research,
science and applications are indigenous-led, particularly given that
we had testimony last time that international research institutes are
coming with foreign nationals and doing research in ways that are
not respectful of some of the Inuit and local communities?

How do we make sure, first of all, that when we are doing inno-
vative science, it is indigenous-led? How do we deal with those
who are coming from outside, to ensure that they are also embed-
ding the same culture and values?

® (1550)

Jessica M. Shadian: Why not make CHARS a hub? Then you're
going to get the best and brightest from Canada going up north and
working with northerners. You're going to attract private capital to
the north. We need to be thinking along those innovation lines. Go
to where the northerners are.

There are so many other connections. That's what I'm saying.
There's steel and how it interacts with permafrost. That can be so-
cial infrastructure all the way to defence technologies. I think
there's an opportunity. We build hubs everywhere else. That's what
I'm saying: We often just think we should be studying climate
change and that's why we go to the north, but it's actually a really
big opportunity.

In terms of international researchers coming to Canada, as I un-
derstand it, they are on federal grants. Nunavut has to go through
the Nunavut research board. There has to be approval there. I don't
know. I'm speaking with not enough knowledge. It's how closely
the federal government and, let's say, the Nunavut research board
work together. I think northerners themselves are very concerned.
They want to make sure that they're keeping their north safe. How
do we triangulate that with some of the federal departments to help
make sure...?

Anita Vandenbeld: I really appreciate your testimony about
how there is so much opportunity and things that may not be cur-
rently front of mind.
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We also have an opportunity now that there is an ambassador.
Where do you think the focus and direction should be to take ad-
vantage of that position? What could that ambassador be doing ?

I know there's not a lot of time left. Could you give us some of
your views on that?

Jessica M. Shadian: I'm very excited. I think Virginia Mearns is
going to be really great.

This is what we're missing. We go to these international confer-
ences. They're security conferences, Arctic conferences, what have
you. Every time you'll have the whole stage filled—first maybe
with a minister of foreign affairs, a defence minister or even a
prime minister, and then they're talking about the other counter-
parts—or many times you'll see a stage and it's, let's say, just one
country, so you have the minister of foreign....

I mean, we'd look so good if we did this. Let's say we have a
minister of foreign affairs, and then we have our ambassador. Then
we also bring the territorial premiers and ITK. We show up in
force, and we're like team Canada, saying, “This is us. This is who
we are as an Arctic nation, and this is what we're doing.”

We're not only not strategic but oftentimes not there. It was ex-
cellent to have Mary Simon a couple of years ago at a big confer-
ence—that was great—but we often send the wrong ministers, with
domestic agendas and not foreign affairs portfolios.

I don't know how much time I have left, so I don't want to....
Anita Vandenbeld: We're done.

I'm sorry, but thank you.
The Chair: Thank you for that.

We'll go next to MP Mario Simard.
[Translation]

You may go ahead for six minutes.
Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you for your presentation, Ms. Shadian.

You spoke at length about infrastructure. Historically, Quebec
pursued development in the north because there was a financial in-
terest in accessing natural resources. As is often the case, infras-
tructure is built in very northern areas for development purposes,
whether it's ore or energy. I think that is the best solution in the
short term for developing infrastructure.

I say that because, right now, the government is looking to devel-
op the strategic critical minerals sector. We all know that Canada's
north is home to many strategic critical mineral deposits, but what
is sorely lacking is the infrastructure to get mining projects off the
ground. We've had some discussions with first nations members, in-
cluding representatives of a natural resource centre of excellence
and a major project coalition.

I'd like to know whether you've looked into the infrastructure re-
quired for the development of natural resources, especially positive
models involving first nations. Finding a proponent for this kind of
infrastructure is a challenge. With some sort of financial support,

first nations could become proponents for such infrastructure
projects.

1'd like to hear, at the very least, your thoughts on the infrastruc-
ture needed to develop and deploy natural resource projects in the
north.

® (1555)
[English]
Jessica M. Shadian: Thank you.

This is a larger question, in fact. It's not just infrastructure. The
other side is that we need to build new supply chains.

I've learned a lot from listening to really smart people. I've
learned that we need to create a new critical minerals economy, and
that can't happen with just Canada alone, much less in the north.
This is going to have to be done purposefully and in coordination
with our allies we like to work with.

There are two pieces to it. It comes from everything.... Infras-
tructure is a big part of this, but it gets wrapped up into the whole
discussion. We need to have an entire supply chain identified, from
the mine to the offtake market. We need to have a guaranteed price.

There are a lot of potential critical mineral mines that are Cana-
dian—Canadian-led and proponents of. On that end, there are a lot
of indigenous people and northerners who are proponents. The way
forward on that is outright equity ownership.

The fact is that there are a lot of junior mines dominated by ju-
nior miners, and junior miners are going to have a hard time getting
the financing they need. What I've understood is that this is where
we need to work in a concerted way with our partners to figure out
and identify what those supply chains are. You need to have a
whole supply chain from the mine and the mine project all the way
to the offtake market identified up front, because that becomes an
investable project for pension funds. That's the kind of patient capi-
tal that's required, but then it feeds in with the venture capital be-
cause a lot of this stuff takes new technologies and information.

We need to have a bigger plan. I don't think the north is going to
be able to succeed in this on its own and figure out the infrastruc-
ture gaps. This needs to be a national effort. There are a lot of pro-
posed projects in the north led by northerners themselves.

I understand there is now some discussion about how we could
do this. This is the only way. Otherwise, China is going to continue
to flood the market and keep prices low, and we won't be able to
compete with that market.

[Translation]

Mario Simard: Thank you.
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My next question is directly tied to what you just said. Recently,
I heard about the desire of NATO countries to establish a floor price
for certain critical minerals. Perhaps you can shed some light on
that.

NATO countries rely heavily on rare earths from China, which
controls the market. Canada has the potential to develop those rare
earths, but it needs the infrastructure, as you rightly pointed out.

Do you think it's likely that NATO countries will agree on a floor
price for certain critical minerals, given their strategic importance?

[English]
The Chair: Give a brief response, please.

Jessica M. Shadian: It's something a lot of the new allies want
to have happen because we need it for NATO technologies. From
the EU to the Nordic countries, they are eager and are going after
working out how to create a new critical minerals economy, but
they also know there has to be something coordinated because of
the price.

Maybe it's stockpiling or however you want to look at it, but
these are the efforts and real strategic means we're going to need to
take. Otherwise, we're just going to keep talking about our opportu-
nity and it won't be realized.

A lot of our NATO allies are already going in this direction and
they have strategic partnerships with a lot of different countries to
help build that out.

® (1600)
[Translation]

Mario Simard: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will now proceed with more questioning. We are going to
MP Rood.

Lianne Rood (Middlesex—London, CPC): Thank you very
much for being here today.

You've made it incredibly clear that Canada is not prepared to
meet the threat that Chinese and Russian expansion means for
Canada and our north.

I just wanted to ask this: In your opinion, should Canada be es-
tablishing a permanent base to increase our Arctic military presence
year-round, and could you expand on what a year-round base would
need on day one and over the next 10 years to meet today's threats
and future-proof against tomorrow?

Jessica M. Shadian: I think there are decisions that there will be
several bases put in the north, but that's only one piece. I think
we're going to have a lot more assets and people in the north that
way so it would be a really big help, but again, we're getting back
to the infrastructure thing. We have to figure out how we're going
to have adequate energy, telecommunications, water and all the sur-
rounding infrastructure.

There's a housing crisis in the north as well. We need to think
more holistically. I said it in the past: I definitely do not think that
with trickle-down infrastructure, if we do defence infrastructure, it

will all just fall into place for communities, but I don't think it's
necessary to even think that way. If you think in a multi-purpose
fashion and more strategically, we would be able to address the
economic, the defence and the social infrastructure needs together.

I would just say that, yes, bases are important, and I think there
are others to defer to as to where they should go and what a year-
round presence would look like, people who know much more than
I do. All I will add to that is that it's one piece.

Lianne Rood: You say infrastructure, so beyond buildings in
Kit, are there any continuing supports that might be required then to
keep pace with, let's say, Finland, Norway and the United States, so
that a base up in the north would stay mission-ready and be able to
be interoperable year-round?

Jessica M. Shadian: I'm sure it could be operable year-round
but with what kind of technologies? Parts of the north do not have
any fibre cable.

I'll just add out there that there are a few projects already. Allied
neighbours are looking to build an undersea fibre cable that stretch-
es all the way from Japan to Europe. It needs to be sensored. It
needs to be smart. We need to see what's going on under the water
and monitor things, and so forth and so on, and provide very fast
communication.

Again, we can focus on one thing but we also need to focus on
everything else at the same time.

Lianne Rood: I have two very loaded final questions then. What
do we need to do to meet the current threat environment, and what
do we need to do, as you said, to future-proof ourselves because
right now we're seriously lagging behind?

Jessica M. Shadian: We need to have a very good grasp on what
next-generation transportation technologies look like, and not just
technologies but infrastructure, and then what we need to do that.
When it comes to the north, there's an extra layer of building things
and operating in cold weather environments. If we just make that
almost a focus, it's going to unlock everything else, all the other
pieces that surround it.

I know we're still stuck at trying to figure out if we could build
one deepwater port and where it would be. I just don't think we're
talking about the north with the kind of sophistication we need to
be talking about the north with.

® (1605)

Lianne Rood: On that note, how do you think the newest Chi-
nese and Russian heavy icebreakers changed the threat posed to
Canada? What foreign threat scenarios would worry you most, and
how does Canadian technology now match or beat these capabili-
ties?
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Jessica M. Shadian: For China, as I said the other day, it's not
future-proofing; it's today-proofing. They are already using things
like Al-embedded sensor technologies. I don't know how we can
even compete. We need to know what's going on under our waters.
We need the submarines and then there's also automated piloting
going on under the water to do detection as well, but we really do
need fibre cable as well. That's one piece—under the water and fig-
uring out what's going on under the water—and we are working on
building icebreaker ships. We can't create a ship with...out of
nowhere.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
We'll go next to MP Bill Blair.

You have five minutes.

Hon. Bill Blair (Scarborough Southwest, Lib.): Thank you
very much.

Dr. Shadian, it's very good to see you again.

I'd like to follow up a bit on the question that Ms. Rood asked.
There are a number of different concepts about how to actually es-
tablish a stronger Canadian military presence in the north. One of
the things we've heard very clearly from the military is that their
concept of operations is not to build one base in essentially what is
40% of Canada's entire land mass because the challenges of
traversing that territory and getting to any place really would isolate
that base. The military concept of operations, as I understand it, is a
number of what we call “northern operational support hubs” spread
right across the Arctic.

I recall very well, in the spring of last year, there was a sugges-
tion of perhaps building a base in Iqaluit. I went to Iqaluit. I spoke
to the premier, to the mayor and to a number of people there, and
they were, quite frankly, reeling from the idea. They said that, for
them, it would require a significant investment in infrastructure.
That wouldn't just mean a military base. It would mean things like
power generation and fibre optics, which you mentioned a number
of times. You and I discussed this with Madeleine Redfern many
times. There were also things about deepwater ports, power genera-
tion, water treatment, sewage treatment, health care and education
facilities, and housing—a whole litany of investments that would
need to be made.

In response to that, in the defence policy update that we brought
forward, there was about $220 million for those investments to sup-
port the northern operational support hubs. In the spring, the Prime
Minister announced another $400 million for those infrastructure
investments and for some very specific projects, which I think are
helpful as well. There is about $94 million for power plant up-
grades in Cambridge Bay, in Gjoa Haven, in Igoolik and in Iqaluit.
There is another $78 million to improve critical infrastructure relat-
ed to drinking water, waste water and stormwater. All of that was
informed by people in the north who told us that this is what they
really need.

For many of us down south, we think of asserting our sovereign-
ty through submarines, battleships, fighter jets and over-the-horizon
radar systems, and those are important components of it. However,
when I go to the north—and I know you know this very well, as
you alluded to it in your remarks—they're talking about infrastruc-

ture. This is infrastructure that supports not only our security but al-
0 our prosperity in the north. That means making sure we invest in
communities.

I think Ms. Vandenbeld referenced this, but I'd like your take on
it again. The challenge is this. How do you really incorporate in-
digenous leadership and indigenous voices in those investments? |
think it can be very difficult if we are not well informed about their
perspective on what it takes to live in the north, because then we
could make mistakes.

Frankly, there are few dollars, even though I've talked about big
numbers. It's not a lot of money when we talk about the scale of the
investment required. How do we get this right?

Jessica M. Shadian: Again, it comes back to coordination. The
mapping project comes back to this. There are partners on that. We
work with NTI, and it comes from the private sector, from north-
ern.... NTI has done their infrastructure gap assessment. It's sup-
posed to look at all the infrastructure needs and what we have, and
that's from social, economic and defence perspectives.

We just need to wrap our heads.... We need to be able to see ev-
erything that's there and that's needed. Then we can start prioritiz-
ing, being strategic and figuring out how this connects to that and
how that connects to this. How does the base then create water
when there's not enough water somewhere else? Where do we put a
base, and where will the base be in relation to a port that's going
where? Ports, of course, then create opportunities for more goods to
arrive in the north.

This is it. I don't, in my mind, understand how we're going to ac-
complish everything we need to accomplish if social infrastructure
is over here, critical minerals are over there and the defence discus-
sions are over there. We need to work this out, and we need to do it
quickly. We need to be very strategic. Maybe the projects office
needs to be the one that maps this out.

® (1610)

Hon. Bill Blair: I tend to agree with that. It's one of the reasons
we see the clear nexus between defence policy and foreign policy. I
think they complement each other. They need to be lined up.

I have another question. I agree with the advent of Sweden and
Finland into the NATO family. All of the Nordic nations, all of the
non-Russian Arctic, are now members of NATO, and I think there's
a great deal that we can learn from them. I would also note that
some of those countries have not done as good a job in dealing with
their indigenous populations as we would aspire to. How do we
take the best of what they do but also bring our own values to that?

The Chair: Give a very brief response.
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Jessica M. Shadian: We have a very different situation in
Canada from the Nordics. The Nordics have cultural rights. We
have real land claim agreements. We have Inuit who own surface
and subsurface soil, so it's a very different landscape. I'll just say
that.

The Chair: Thank you.

MP Mario Simard is next. You have two and a half minutes.

[Translation]

Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I want to follow up on what you said about prioritizing infras-
tructure projects. You talked about transportation, telecommunica-
tions and energy infrastructure in your opening remarks.

As far as you know, has the government or an expert like your-
self done an assessment and identified those infrastructure projects
that should be prioritized in the north?

Presumably, there would be some sort of underlying logic. For
instance, energy-related infrastructure would probably be built be-
fore telecommunications infrastructure.

I'm curious as to whether you have such an assessment, one that
lays out the way forward in terms of the infrastructure that should
be built.

[English]

Jessica M. Shadian: I would say that transportation, energy and
telecommunications need to be thought through together. Again, I
feel like I'm saying the same thing over, but to figure that out we
need to map it out. We know, we've heard and we can continue to
listen to and get more information from northerners themselves
about the infrastructure they need, because it's always evolving. We
need to identify specifically.... We do have a sense of what we need
in terms of building out our economic infrastructure. We know, per-
haps quite well, what we need on the defence end.

Then the prioritization comes. If we can look at it on a map that's
overlaid, then you can understand why, if you build something
here, it requires this much energy, these kinds of telecommunica-
tions and this much water. Until we create some sort of ability to
look at everything and then make a plan from there...and then this
is where we ask, “What are the one or two projects that we start, or
three, at the same time?”

That's also how we're going to open up and unlock private capi-
tal. When you bring private capital in, then it becomes.... You have
indigenous equity, but they can't shoulder the whole burden of any
of these projects on their own. The federal government will be a
player in all of this, in different areas, but, again, they can't bear the
burden of the projects all on their own. We're going to need financ-
ing, private capital.

Countries all around the world have infrastructure strategies. It's
a report. It's put together and it creates a strategy for how they're
going to go about mapping out what goes first, when and where,
and how this attracts capital. We just need to put it all together.

® (1615)
[Translation]

Mario Simard: Thank you, Ms. Shadian.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Thank you, Dr. Shadian, for your testimony today and for ap-
pearing on this important study.

That concludes the first half of the meeting. The meeting is sus-
pended.

¢ (et (Pause)

® (1615)

The Chair: Order.

1 will start by welcoming our witness for the second hour, from
the Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, the president, Natan Obed.

Welcome and thank you for joining us today for this important
study.

I now invite you, President Obed, to make an opening statement
of up to five minutes.

Natan Obed (President, Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami): Nakurmiik.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I'm Natan Obed. I'm the president of Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami. It's
great to be here with all of you today.

I'm the president of our national Inuit representational organiza-
tion, and our work is directed by our four Inuit land claim regions,
our treaty rights holding members, including the Inuvialuit Region-
al Corporation, Nunavut Tunngavik, Makivvik and the Nunatsiavut
Government.

Inuit treaty organizations also advance our priorities internation-
ally through the Inuit Circumpolar Council, the international NGO
that represents Inuit across Inuit Nunaat, which is our term for the
international Inuit homeland encompassing parts of Chukotka in
Russia, Alaska, Canada and Greenland.

Herb Nakimayak, the interim president for ICC Canada, ad-
dressed you last week, and I hope to build on his remarks to you.

Inuit are the foremost experts on the Arctic, and Canada would
not be an Arctic state without us. Our homeland, Inuit Nunangat,
encompasses 40% of Canada's land mass and 72% of its coastline.
We either comanage the entirety of that space or own it outright.
Our most recent research in partnership with NRCan shows that we
also hold 32% of Canada's freshwater resources within our home-
land.
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ITK has consistently advocated for Canada to fulfill its potential
as a powerful Arctic state internationally by recognizing the re-
gion's enormous growth opportunities and making the investments
needed to bring it into the rest of the country. Our homeland is the
least-developed Arctic territory among the eight Arctic states, de-
spite its enormous potential for economic growth and its growing
importance as a geopolitically strategic region.

For example, Canada is the only Arctic state without a university
in its Arctic territory. We experience the highest cost of living in
North America due to the lack of federal investment in transporta-
tion and related infrastructure, and our people are at greater risk
than other Canadians and other Arctic populations of experiencing
poverty and human rights violations because of the profound gaps
that exist in health, education and other essential services.

It's also important to note that our mother tongue, Inuktut, while
it is an official language in the Northwest Territories, in Nunavut
and of the Nunatsiavut Government, is not considered an official
language by the Government of Canada. Therefore, within one of
our 13 jurisdictions, provinces and territories in the country, we
have an 85% majority population who has absolutely no right to re-
ceive essential services delivered from the federal government in its
mother tongue. It is a gap that is profound and one that we hope to
change.

This past summer, ITK published a paper outlining our vision for
sovereignty, security and defence in the region. We discuss how
Inuit contribute to Canada's sovereignty and security and how con-
tinued neglect of the region exposes the country to foreign interfer-
ence and security threats. Our recommendations provided in the pa-
per focus on, among other areas, the need for Canada to continue
engaging in the Inuit-Crown partnership committee that was
formed in 2017, which serves as a forum for Inuit and federal lead-
ers to identify and advance shared priorities.

This model of diplomacy is unique to Canada among the Arctic
states and facilitates substantive co-operation between indigenous
people and the state, which is unparalleled in the Arctic and inter-
nationally. We also focus on the need for Canada to invest more in
the health and well-being of our people to retain and support Inuit
as the region's future and the most important resource.

In addition, we underscore the need for federal budgets to in-
clude Inuit-specific investments that enable Inuit treaty organiza-
tions to access funding that is intended to benefit our people as op-
posed to pan-indigenous allocations or those targeting provincial or
territorial governments.

Finally, we emphasize the need for Canada to enact a broader vi-
sion for bringing Inuit Nunangat into the rest of the country.
Canada's approach to the Arctic continues to be characterized by
piecemeal investments that respond to the political priorities of the
moment rather than the types of investments that have transformed
other regions of the Arctic into prosperous regions with high stan-
dards of living.

® (1620)
I look forward to further discussions today.

Nakurmiik.

The Chair: Thank you very much for your remarks, President
Obed.

I will now open the floor for questions, beginning with MP
Tamara Kronis.

Hon. Mona Fortier: Chair, can we make sure we confirm the
fact that we will have a special guest coming?

Thank you.

The Chair: Yes, I believe we have agreement among all mem-
bers that we will include MP Idlout for five minutes at the end of
all the members' questions.

Are we in agreement?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Chair: Excellent.

We will begin, as I said, with MP Tamara Kronis. You have six
minutes.

Tamara Kronis (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, CPC): Thank you so
much, Chair.

Thank you very much, Natan, for your testimony. It was very in-
teresting.

You mentioned that Canada's Arctic is the least developed of all
the Arctic nations in the area. You gave a number of examples, like
health care, education, defence and a number of other areas. You al-
so outlined the need to include Inuit-specific investments in the
budget.

I'm wondering what you think the top three infrastructure priori-
ties should be.

® (1625)

Natan Obed: Thanks.

Through the Inuit-Crown partnership table, we have worked with
the federal government to identify 79 projects over the next 10
years that total approximately $30 billion and would close the in-
frastructure deficit between Inuit and the rest of Canada, or our
homeland and the rest of the country.

As an example, there's one deepwater port across our 51 commu-
nities. All of our communities are either at tidewater in a marine
environment or in fresh water and adjacent to a marine environ-
ment.

In the conversations around nation-building projects, we have al-
so identified a number of different key infrastructure deficits, such
as the paving of airstrips in a number of our communities, which
limit the ability for airlines to get goods and services out of our
communities and to be able to fly in all types of weather. This ulti-
mately drives up the prices that people pay to travel and of any
goods and services that come into our communities.
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Those are just two examples of the work we're trying to do to
identify, articulate and, hopefully, solve the infrastructure crisis.

The other piece here is housing. Wherever you go across Inuit
Nunangat, that's the first thing you'll hear. Inuit and all people who
live in our homeland will say that we have a housing crisis. We
have 52% overcrowding. In our pre-budget submission, we identi-
fied roughly 6,500 units that are needed in the next 10 years and
over 4,500 units that either need to be improved or need funds for
operation and maintenance, which will also cost approximately $8
billion.

This is the price of being an Arctic state and of the really trou-
bled history of Inuit colonization in the area, which has led to these
systemic barriers for us to be a part of this nation's economy and,
generally, to be healthy and live fulfilling lives.

Tamara Kronis: You mentioned, and it's sort of obvious, that
Inuit are the foremost experts on the Arctic. You talked a lot about
what it means to be an Arctic state.

We, of course, have a government where all parties say they're
committed to reconciliation. I'm wondering, from your perspective,
what sovereignty means for Inuit communities. How might that dif-
fer from how the federal government sees it?

I'm also wondering if you could compare and contrast Canada's
position with respect to the other countries, given the fact that you
have this interface with them.

Natan Obed: Our modern treaties are really at the heart of the
relationship the Inuit have with this country. In United Nations
terms, it's our constructive arrangement. We are proud Canadians,
but it isn't because of Canada's domination of us. It is because of
our partnership in this day and age and our hopes moving forward
that we can remain Canadians and that we can have constructive ar-
rangements with this nation-state.

The challenges we face here in Canada are very different from in
Greenland or in Alaska or Russia. We are very fortunate that we
live in a nation-state with free speech, with rule of law and with a
respect for indigenous peoples' rights. The UNDRIP legislation
passed by the previous government underpins the section 35 rights
we hold and the broad hope that we can implement our existing
rights within the structure of federalism, but also in the provinces
and territories in which we live.

We immediately think about the implementation of those agree-
ments as the first place we go when we talk about sovereignty and
what it means to be Canadian Inuk. What will propel our positivity
and optimism moving forward is our ability to live up to the agree-
ments we've signed and include Inuit as partners in all manners of
diplomacy, of governance and of nation building within our home-
land.

® (1630)

Tamara Kronis: We had a good conversation with the witness
we heard before you about Al and surveillance and data. Of course,
the Arctic archipelago is changing, and it offers some interesting
challenges. I had the opportunity a few weeks ago to see the vehicle
traffic surveillance system in my own community of Nanaimo. The
technological advances that are happening are incredible.

Can you give a sense of how Inuit traditional knowledge and lo-
cal experience could be more effectively integrated into Canada's
Arctic surveillance in order to make it better and purpose-built for
your communities?

The Chair: Unfortunately, because of the time, I can only allow
a brief response.

Natan Obed: Thank you.

First, we have the Canadian Rangers, who are hopefully going to
be more integrated into the larger Canadian Forces.

Generally speaking, Inuit hunters and harvesters traverse the en-
tirety of our homeland and are the eyes and ears on the ground for
surveillance across our homeland. What we are observing and the
concerns we see, whether it's with ship traffic or with any other
non-Canadian presence in our homeland, are then a tangible link to
the first level of defence we have within our country about how to
respond to any foreign threats.

The Chair: Thank you.
We'll go next to MP Robert Oliphant.

You have six minutes.

Hon. Robert Oliphant: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Obed, for joining us today. It's always a pleasure.
[Translation]

Mario Simard: Apologies, Mr. Chair, but Mr. Oliphant's mike
wasn't on. I'm thinking of the interpreters.

[English]

Hon. Robert Oliphant: I want to do three things: flatter you,
ask for your comments and then push you.

Inuit Nunangat has benefited from your leadership for 10 years.
Everyone is aware of it, and Canada has benefited as well. Canada
is better when Inuit Nunangat is better, so thank you.

I want to talk about the concept of codevelopment. Our most re-
cent Arctic strategy had at its core the principle of codevelopment.
When we revised our Arctic foreign policy last year, we kept it.

What does that mean to you and to ITK, but also to the Inuit peo-
ple and indigenous people writ large? Has there been a change in
the 10 years you have been in your office?

Natan Obed: First, thank you for the flattery. I appreciate that.

It has been 10 years. I was just re-elected for my fourth term, and
I'm quite pleased and honoured to represent Inuit here in our na-
tion's capital and wherever my job takes me.
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I've seen quite a bit over the last 10 years, and I have been work-
ing with the Government of Canada over that entire span to ensure
that anything that this government considers in relation to Inuit is
met with the policy, legislative and program expertise that we feel
is necessary for implementing your jobs. Often, we come 95% of
the way to the federal government in providing advice, clarity and
cautionary tales about what happens when programs or legislation
goes awry. Codevelopment is meant to enhance the ability for Inuit
as rights holders to participate in the development of any program,
policy or piece of legislation that explicitly affects our rights or our
standing in Canada.

We've done it well and we've done it poorly. At its best, we have
things like the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indige-
nous Peoples and the provisions within, which were codeveloped
with Inuit, first nations and Métis with an associated action plan.
Now we have to get to work on its implementation.

In the Arctic foreign policy, there's a mention of action plan mea-
sure 52, which is cross-border mobilization for Inuit, especially
from Greenland, Alaska and Canada, so that we can move across
our homeland in a more seamless way, which would require the
amendment of the immigration act. We haven't gotten to that piece
yet, but successive ministers have talked hopefully about it.

Codevelopment in the space of, say, the Arctic policy can be a bit
more frustrating. At the end of the day, if there isn't a budgetary
link, or if there isn't ownership of the federal government of the en-
tirety of its Arctic policy, then we are brought into conversations
that end up with us restating our established positions and having
expectations that, in many cases, government is unwilling or even
disinterested in meeting on.

Provinces and territories had chapters and rights-holding peoples
had chapters, so there is an Inuit chapter of the ANPF, the Arctic
and northern policy framework. In it, we articulate the ambitions
we have to grow a prosperous Inuit Nunangat. This even includes
ensuring that the federal government defines the term “Inuit
Nunangat” in legislation and in policy so that it can be used clearly
and to the fullest extent.

® (1635)

Hon. Robert Oliphant: I wanted that one in there. I am going to
interrupt you though, because I will never not say it and I encour-
age our government to.

Because we're the foreign affairs committee, I want to talk about
the participation of Inuit and indigenous people, writ large, in for-
eign affairs fora. The Arctic Council has six permanent participants
who sit in their own right at the table. When I go to the OAS, you're
considered stakeholders; it's very different.

Can you help push us on the role that you see Inuit playing in
foreign affairs and multilateral bodies, as well as engaging in a new
way?

Natan Obed: The Arctic Council is a very interesting model in
which indigenous peoples have permanent participant seats. There
is still a line between nation-states and indigenous peoples within
that particular body. I would love to see, in the future, clearly artic-
ulated peer-based spaces in which rights-holding indigenous peo-

ples and their representatives sit alongside state leadership in out-
comes from these types of bodies.

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll now go to the next member.

[Translation]

Go ahead, Mr. Simard. You have six minutes.

Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Thank you for being here, Mr. Obed.

I want to follow up on what you said to Mr. Oliphant about code-
velopment. You talked about the frustration that can arise, and I un-
derstand that.

At the end of the discussion, you talked about the Arctic Council,
which you are involved in.

That brings to mind a doctrine unique to Quebec, which you may
be familiar with, the Gérin-Lajoie doctrine. It calls for greater re-
sponsibility in international forums, particularly in areas specifical-
ly under Quebec's jurisdiction.

Isn't your development shaped by a need for greater political au-
tonomy? I'd like to know whether you have any demands of the
federal government on that front.

® (1640)
[English]

Natan Obed: Our asks to the federal government have been
based more on respect and structured respect, whether it's how we
get into these halls and have passes so we're not seen as visitors to
the House of Commons but peers doing work, just like premiers
when they come into these spaces, or whether it's Canada Day and
the Government of Canada presents its ministers, Prime Minister
and Governor General but also decides who speaks on behalf of in-
digenous peoples, not the indigenous peoples ourselves. How we
are treated when we come to the House of Commons, the protocols
and processes that are housed within the Speaker's office or within
legislation that is housed within Canadian Heritage and also Privy
Council's responsibility for the order of precedence, they need to be
changed. That's how we get to true respect for Inuit rights holders
in this country, by treating us as a part of the construction of
Canada as a nation-state, rather than as groups that you have to pla-
cate because that's the political norm in this country.

We are an essential part of the construction of this country, one
that not very many parliamentarians or those who enact and imple-
ment the rules around the functioning of this democracy care to re-
spect.

[Translation]

Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Obed. I agree with you in many
respects.
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Earlier, we were discussing the development of necessary infras-
tructure, but I think development in the north has to adhere to two
key parameters. On one hand, of course, there's economic develop-
ment and infrastructure development, but on the other hand, there's
social and cultural development, especially for Inuit.

Something you said struck me. If I heard correctly, you said that
85% of essential services provided to your people are not delivered
in their mother tongue. Is that actually what you said in your open-
ing remarks? I thought I heard something like that.

I want to understand the dynamics around essential services, be-
cause 85% is a staggering number. When I think essential services,
I think of health and social services, which would mean that most
of those services are not available to you in your mother tongue. Do
I have that right?

[English]
Natan Obed: Thank you so much for the question.

To clarify, for Inuktut, our language, I was speaking specifically
of Nunavut, one of our four jurisdictions, which houses half of our
population. However, in that particular jurisdiction, 85% of the
Nunavut population is Inuit. The majority mother tongue, for up-
wards of 80% of those people, is Inuktut. The federal government
has no obligation to provide any of its services to any of those peo-
ple in Inuktut.

I give that as an example because it's the strongest example that
you have in the country of a jurisdiction not respecting the linguis-
tic rights of the majority population.

In other parts of Inuit Nunangat, like in Nunavik, in northern
Quebec, almost 100% of Inuit speak Inuktitut. Again, there is no
obligation for the federal government to provide services in Inukti-
tut to them either.

These are essential things that we tried to change through the in-
digenous languages legislation, but we were unable to do so. There
is a five-year review of that legislation coming up, and I do hope
that there can be consideration of official language status within our
homeland so that we can get beyond this very glaring gap in ser-
vice.

® (1645)

The Chair: You can have a very brief question and answer.
[Translation]

Mario Simard: I'll be very quick.

I know this isn't the purpose of our study, but if you have any
specific recommendations to share on language use, I would be

glad to read them. You can submit your recommendations to the
committee.

Thank you, Mr. Obed.
[English]
The Chair: Give a very brief response please.
Natan Obed: Thanks. I'll be sure to follow up with you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We go to the second round of questioning, beginning with MP
Rood.

You have five minutes.

Lianne Rood: Thank you very much.
Thank you for being here today.

How are Inuit organizations leading decisions, day to day, toward
food sovereignty?

Natan Obed: Thanks.

We have tremendous food insecurity issues. We also have
tremendous poverty issues across Inuit Nunangat. We have food in-
security rates upwards to 70%. We also have median income gaps
of approximately $70,000 between Inuit and non-Inuit who live in
our homeland.

We have relied on government programming for some of this eq-
uity piece. The nutrition north program has helped. It is also chal-
lenging in some ways from a social policy lens, but there are also
traditional harvesting grants that are now associated with the nutri-
tion north program that allow for us to harvest healthy, nutritious
country food and provide that as part of food sovereignty or food
security within our homeland.

The transmission of language and culture is also essential to en-
suring that our food sovereignty and food security needs are met.
We know that we have a mixed diet. We know that we need more
employment and greater earning levels to be able to fix the food in-
security issue more broadly. We are trying to work with the govern-
ment on things like school food programs so that our children, if
they are in food-insecure homes, can have food at school to get
them focused on their tasks for the day.

We have a multipronged approach. We are involved at the com-
munity level and all the way up through our national level in either
delivering programs or creating strategies for this work.

Lianne Rood: Are there any other partners besides the Govern-
ment of Canada that are working with you or with the Inuit on food
security? How is success being measured?

Natan Obed: There are ad hoc, not-for-profit societies that have
worked with Inuit communities. Also, the child first initiative was
very progressive in the way that it provided funding for food for
Inuit children who were in need of food. That has been drawn back
this fiscal year by the Government of Canada.

On the ad hoc, individual stopgap measures, whether they be
from southern-based institutions shipping food up or food centres
within Inuit Nunangat that are volunteer-run, we know that we need
to give them more support. There are incredible individuals who
are helping with food insecurity within our communities. We have a
food security strategy nationally, and we also then need to fill in
policy gaps or improve the programs that exist to ensure that, when
we spend a dollar, that dollar is spent on those who need it most,
rather than lining the pockets of for-profit corporations or getting
lost in general administration.
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Lianne Rood: Is there a particular department that your group
has been working with to advance the advocacy on food security?

How much money is committed over the next five years and to
what programs?

Natan Obed: We've worked with this government on funds
specifically for the school food program. There were a few different
departments that were involved in the implementation of that par-
ticular announcement. Generally speaking, though, we don't have
the resources that we were looking for. We put pre-budget submis-
sions in for a 10-year solution for school food programs, just for
one.

We generally go to Indigenous Services Canada with a lot of our
requests. They're the ones we are working with on the Inuit child
first initiative. They're the focal point of the federal consideration.
Within each of our jurisdictions, our land claim treaty organizations
work with their governments on this issue as well.

® (1650)
Lianne Rood: Thank you.

I have one quick, final question.

In your opening, you mentioned foreign interference. I'm just cu-
rious. Are foreign actors seeking to influence Inuit and how?

The Chair: Give a brief response, please.

Natan Obed: This is a much longer conversation. I would just
say that it's through industry, through research and also through so-
cial media. There are a number of different ways in which foreign
actors have or can influence our populations.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
Next, we'll go to MP Mona Fortier.

You have five minutes.

Hon. Mona Fortier: Thank you, Chair.

Thank you again for being here today. Congratulations for your
fourth term. We had the privilege of working together during the
Inuit-Crown partnership and in different meetings when I was pres-
ident of the Treasury Board. I believe we made some progress, even
though I know there's much more progress that needs to be done.
Your leadership is exemplary and very effective. I know that the
next few years will be another opportunity to move that forward.

We are undertaking a study on Canada's Arctic foreign policy
and related efforts to secure Arctic sovereignty. I wanted to ask
about how we should look at the foreign policy, in the sense of....
Do you have a position paper? How do we include self-determina-
tion of the Inuit in the foreign policy development we're doing?

Natan Obed: Thank you for the question, Mona.

We did codevelop the piece specifically around inclusivity in our
Arctic diplomacy. We're very thrilled that the Arctic ambassador
position has been filled. Virginia Mearns is a capable and extraordi-
nary person. I know she'll do well in the role. We also are hopeful
that the consulates in Anchorage and in Nuuk can be opened as
soon as possible.

There's this overarching principle of inclusion in diplomacy. We
are not part of the Canadian state in that I'm not a member of the
House of Commons, but we are serving the same ends. We are a
part of a nation-state and part of the structure of the nation-state.
This is something we spoke quite a bit about within indigenous
peoples' direct interventions at places like the climate change
COPs.

I think it's possible for indigenous leaders to work with Canada
on positions and sometimes bring forward nation-state positions on
behalf of all Canadians. I think there's a way in which we can
reimagine the way rights-holding indigenous peoples make this na-
tion-state stronger. On certain things, like Inuit Nunangat, it would
only make sense for Inuit leadership to sometimes bring the Cana-
dian position forward to our global counterparts instead of it being
exclusively ministers of the Crown or the Prime Minister.

We have an unbelievable advantage in our constructive arrange-
ments with indigenous peoples in this country. My plea to all of
you is to use it. We want to be helpful. We want to ensure that our
nation-state is as strong as it can be internationally and that our for-
eign policy is the most progressive and the most effective. That can
only happen with greater inclusion of Inuit voices.

Hon. Mona Fortier: If ever you have a position paper or some
supporting document that we can have as a committee to look at
how we can include a recommendation or look into this, it would
be very appreciated. It could guide our report.

Another question [ wanted to ask is this: What role should Inuit
organizations play in shaping Canada's relationship with Arctic
neighbours, such as the U.S., Greenland and the Nordic countries?
Do you have any response to that?

® (1655)

Natan Obed: These are our neighbours and our relatives, in
many cases.

Again, | think Canada has not really considered to its fullest ex-
tent the tactical advantage of having a homogeneous society across
nation-state borders and the positive ability for us to work with our
separate governments for a common interest.

With the Kingdom of Denmark, the tie that binds us is Green-
land. The policy issues that are essential to Greenlandic Inuit are
the same for Canadian Inuit. There has been the willingness by oth-
er nation-states, like Denmark, to provide Inuit-specific considera-
tions for diplomacy that allow for better relations with other nation-
states. Also, with the United States, with the connections we have
with Inuit in Alaska and the work we've done since the 1970s in the
Inuit Circumpolar Council, we could leverage all of that for the na-
tion-state concerns that we have, whether in defence, sovereignty or
development of the region. We have great opportunities.
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Hon. Mona Fortier: Nakurmiik.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

It's my understanding that MP Mario Simard has agreed to give
his two and a half minutes for questions to MP Lori Idlout.

MP Idlout, go ahead.
Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): [Member spoke in Inuktitut)

[English]

Thank you so much to the chair and to the committee, and espe-
cially to MP Simard for sharing his extra time with me.

First, I want to congratulate you on your re-election as ITK presi-
dent. It's your fourth term, as I understand it. You in particular un-
derstand how important it is to represent the Inuit voice. As the MP
for Nunavut, I've heard from so many Inuit from across Canada—in
Nunavik, in the Northwest Territories as well as in northern
Labrador—how I have been their voice as well, being the only Inuk
at times in the House of Commons. I think we share that burden to
ensure the Inuit voice is amplified, and I really appreciate the work
that you do.

My first question to you will be regarding the importance of Inuit
mobility across different countries. We know that the Inuit, as
you've correctly stated, have relations beyond Canada. I wonder if
you could share with us the recommendations you might have to
ease the mobility of Inuit between Canada, Greenland and Alaska,
so that this federal government could help ensure those relations re-
main strong connections.

Natan Obed: Nakurmiik, Lori. Thank you for those warm wish-
es. I'm happy to be working with you again in my new mandate.

The first comes from the UNDRIP legislation on the considera-
tions for mobility. It is our right, and the implementation of that
right is Canada's responsibility. For Inuit, we have said that the
amendment of the immigration act to allow for greater mobility of
Inuit between the nation-states of Greenland/Denmark, Canada and
the United States is a very progressive and essential part of imple-
menting our existing rights.

Regarding the net benefit, think about where we are right now in
world diplomacy. If we had a functional amended immigration act
that allowed for greater mobility between three countries, it would
show the ways in which we are more alike and the ways in which
we have shared respect for one another, which would then allow for
greater conversations to be had on the treatment of indigenous peo-
ples.

® (1700)
The Chair: Thank you very much.
We'll go next to MP Ziad Aboultaif.

You have five minutes.
Ziad Aboultaif: Thank you, Mr. Obed, for appearing today.
I know that the community has priorities. I had a chance to meet

with, in Copenhagen, Denmark, community members from Green-
land and the north. I learned a lot about the issues that are facing

the community, which is an extension, or the other way, of how it is
in Canada.

Can you tell us what the most significant projects are that the
community has seen in the last 10 years in the north, whether
they're infrastructure, social or otherwise? That will probably be
important to know.

Please, go ahead.

Natan Obed: From the social side, it's the legislation regarding
Inuit children, specifically children in care and the ability for Inuit
rights-holding institutions to take greater ownership of caring for
our children. That is an incredibly positive development.

The Inuit child first initiative, which is the equivalent to Jordan's
principle, also focused on equity for Inuit children and has given
Inuit children a chance when they didn't have access before to thou-
sands of different items.

On the structural piece, the Government of Canada is allowing
for, in its budget, Inuit-specific—so distinctions-based—funding
directly to rights holders for things that are of greatest importance
to our communities, such as funding directly for housing or for in-
frastructure, which has allowed for Inuit rights-holding institutions
to directly build homes, build central infrastructure or make part-
nerships to allow for that to happen. That has also transformed the
way in which we interact with the federal government, improved
the lives of Inuit and improved our communities.

We hope that, in this new construction of Parliament, a lot of
those best practices can be built upon, because there's always room
for improvement.

Ziad Aboultaif: How would you describe the engagement of the
community in the affairs of the north? Is it partial or full? How sat-
isfied are you with that engagement, and what do you think can be
done? What is the wish list of the community in order to enhance
that further?

Natan Obed: We have constructed a democracy that goes from
our community level all the way to our international levels, so we
hear a lot from our constituents in a rights-based way, which is
alongside that of the provincial, territorial and federal systems.

The major concern we've heard over the last year is that we do
not want this round of militarization or sovereignty exercises in our
homeland to mirror what happened in the 1940s and 1950s. We've
been through this. Through the end of World War II and the Cold
War era, the American military built over 60 installations across our
homeland without a single consideration for Inuit interests. That's
when the Canadian government relocated Inuit thousands of kilo-
metres to the north as human flagpoles for Canadian sovereignty.
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Those are extreme examples but, when we hear Canadian politi-
cians talking ignorantly about what should happen in our homeland,
we immediately feel that it cannot happen again.

We have structured our democracy to interact with yours. Let's
use it to ensure that respect for Inuit rights is upheld throughout this
rather than be trampled again.

Ziad Aboultaif: The demographic growth is very important. We
can probably agree on that.

Are you satisfied with the demographic growth in the north
among the community? If you're not, is there anything that can be
done? What do you think can be done to enhance that? Without the
people, the land is nothing.

The Chair: Can you give a brief response, please?
Natan Obed: Yes.

We have a median age of, I believe, 23, so we have a very young
population. The challenge that we have is in relation to housing and
infrastructure. Many Inuit have to leave. There are no opportunities
for housing or opportunities for jobs, and that's part of the develop-
ment of the region.

® (1705)
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Next, we'll go to MP Bill Blair.

You have five minutes.

Hon. Bill Blair: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I don't think I'll require the full five minutes, by the way. I may
share my time with Mr. Oliphant, if that's all right.

I have a couple of things.

Since 2019, we've been sitting at the table. Mona made reference
to the Inuit-Crown partnership table. I think it's very useful. I think
it also has not realized its full potential. Real change is a process,
not an event. We have to get past events and get into a different re-
lationship in that partnership, as described.

I'd very much welcome your thoughts on how we can improve
that partnership so that we can continue to capitalize on what has
been gained and to grow it.

Natan Obed: Thanks.

Bill and Mona are essential members. I've really gratefully ap-
preciated your participation and thoughtfulness in that.

The central premise of the Inuit-Crown partnership table is that
the Government of Canada will always have priorities and Inuit
will always have priorities. Let's decide what our shared priorities
are and work on them constructively. Let's bring our most challeng-
ing issues to the table. Let's figure out how to create work plans
that interrupt cycles and set a better course.

I think the challenge so far is that it's been largely divorced of
budget cycles. We have three meetings a year—one with the sitting
Prime Minister and two with the CIRNAC minister as co-chairs
alongside me.

If we were to structure our work plans and our deliveries to go
into federal pre-budget considerations, then it would also, from a
ministerial and departmental perspective, incentivize the further
work on the work plans. That's if you understand that it is all inte-
grated. That's versus now, where we still had very ambitious work
plans with no funding to do them, which is a disincentive to do the
work. Then we come back to the table and get updated on zero to
little progress, which has been a challenge.

We still are in the early stages. I also think that some of the out-
puts—for instance, the Inuit Nunangat policy is a key output of the
Inuit-Crown partnership committee table—need to be shared wins
instead of “Inuit got this from government.” Sometimes it feels like
within the public service and departments it is akin to consultation
rather than a true partnership, which maybe departments enter into
with other jurisdictions or nation-states and think very differently
about.

We're still at the very early stages of changing the perception of
how indigenous peoples work with the nation-state and the shared
expectation and outcome that we all share from our side. We have
just as much of an obligation to the space as the federal govern-
ment. That was what we were trying to interrupt. It was the point-
in-time investment, the benevolent federal minister flying into our
community and announcing something on one day and then getting
the kudos for that. I know that's something that's central to your
leadership as well.

Hon. Bill Blair: Thank you for that.

I want to acknowledge that there are, I think, opportunities to
connect that budget cycle to our aspirations. You in particular have
spoken about ensuring that we invest in marine transportation and
social infrastructure in Inuit communities in order to foster prosper-
ity but also to protect our national security interest. Potential exists
in the significant investment that we've now committed to meet our
NATO obligations of 1.5%. That's actually a very substantive po-
tential for nation-building investment.

This is my own standpoint from defence infrastructure. There is
the opportunity to invest in multi-use infrastructure, which is in-
formed by the people who live in those communities as to what
would work for them as opposed to imposing things upon them. I
think there's real opportunity there.
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I'll describe the last point quickly. When you make reference to
the mobility of people across political boundaries, the Inuit people
across the Nunangat and in Russia, America, Denmark and Green-
land, are you referring to the Jay treaty and Canada's failure to rec-
ognize the Jay treaty, or are you thinking of something beyond that?

® (1710)
The Chair: Give a very brief response.

Natan Obed: The Jay treaty is part of it. As an Inuit I can travel
to the U.S. under the Jay treaty. I can't come back to Canada under
the Jay treaty, even though it is a bilateral treaty between Canada
and the U.S.

Hon. Bill Blair: Canada doesn't recognize it. I'm aware of that,
so I was asking to clarify it.

Natan Obed: It's absurd. It is part of the solution.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will now conclude with MP Lori Idlout.

You have five minutes. Please proceed.

Lori Idlout: Qujannamiik. Thank you so much.

I've appreciated the line of questioning from my colleagues in
this committee. Part of my questioning will be quite partisan—be-
ing part of the NDP. We saw, for example, the expedited passing of
Bill C-5, without the free, prior and informed consent of indigenous
peoples. I heard clearly that you're expecting governments to have
stronger relationships with Inuit, and you're demanding better re-
spect. I wonder whether you could share your views on what that
could look like and how that could have positive impacts for Inuit.

Natan Obed: Nakurmiik, Lori.

First and foremost, for any of the coming-up listed projects for
the implementation of Bill C-5, if they have any connection to Inuit
Nunangat, they must have the explicit support of Inuit. We know,
from this legislation, that there are dreams and aspirations for all
sorts of entrepreneurs and jurisdictions, and I can't think of a worse
fate for us to have than to fight some of these new listed projects
because there wasn't respect given to Inuit in the process.

We have been very clear, as Inuit leadership, that we welcome
the ability to bring Inuit Nunangat into Canada. We have been hop-
ing for this for a generation, perhaps two. The question, now, is
this: Can we do that together? I know that we can, but there is an-
other path, and one that, unfortunately, is something that we have to
also mention. It's that, in this country's past, our rights were happily
trampled on by opportunistic businesses and governments, and we
just can't let that happen today.

Lori Idlout: Thank you so much.

My next question is regarding Arctic sovereignty versus Arctic
security. I see that this Liberal government is focused only on Arc-
tic security, on military defence. Can you elaborate on why it's so
important to also balance that out with Arctic sovereignty?

Addressing programs like the Inuit child first initiative would be
so important. Helping to eliminate TB, I know for ITK, is very im-
portant. These are programs that are so important and that show
that Canada is willing to invest in Arctic sovereignty.

Natan Obed: Yes, as we state whenever we can, Inuit are the hu-
man face of Arctic sovereignty for Canada. That is just a factual
statement. The health and sustainability of our communities and the
investments in them are essential features of Canada's defence strat-
egy and its aspiration to keep its own sovereignty. The funds that
the federal government can invest in Inuit communities, which re-
sult in healthy and safe communities, are essential for the Canadian
Rangers, for all the workers who might be working at airstrips, mil-
itary bases or marine ports, and for those people who are ensuring
that governments are functioning. We need to invest in our commu-
nities to ensure that we can meet, with the best possible foot for-
ward, whatever is coming at us.

I don't think it's too much to ask to lower our tuberculosis rate to
the Canadian average from the 300 times rate we have now, or that
we provide just essential services for Inuit children so that they are
not discriminated against by being Inuit.

® (1715)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

I would like a very brief question and answer, please.

Lori Idlout: Yes. Very quickly, I had amazing feedback from a
constituent, Jesse Tungilik, who talked about the dangers of focus-
ing only on Arctic security and how that would actually put more
women at risk because of the military being flown into our commu-
nities.

I wonder if you can speak to the need to amplify how Arctic se-
curity includes keeping Inuit women safe.

The Chair: Give a brief answer, please.

Natan Obed: This is the same consideration as for fly-in, fly-out
natural resource extraction projects and the negative impacts of that
on certain members of local communities. It has to be a considera-
tion, especially considering the murdered and missing indigenous
women and girls—especially Inuit women and girls—and the need
to do more for that population.

The Chair: Thank you very much, President Obed, for your tes-
timony today and for appearing on this important study.

That concludes this meeting. Is it the will of the committee to ad-
journ the meeting?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
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The Chair: Thank you. The meeting is adjourned.
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