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Standing Committee on Indigenous and Northern Affairs
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● (1635)

[English]
The Chair (Terry Sheehan (Sault Ste. Marie—Algoma,

Lib.)): I call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number four of the Standing Committee on
Indigenous and Northern Affairs. We recognize that we meet on the
unceded territory of the Algonquin Anishinabe peoples.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Wednesday, September 24, 2025, the committee is
commencing its study of indigenous policing and public safety.

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.

I would like to remind committee members of the following
points. Please wait until I recognize you by your name before
speaking. For those on Zoom, at the bottom of your screen you can
select the appropriate channel for interpretation: floor, English or
French. For those in the room, you can use your earpiece and select
the desired channel. 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 as such.

Before we begin, I would like to draw to the attention of our
members the budget for this particular study on indigenous policing
and public safety. The amount requested is $58,050.

Is everyone is favour of adopting the budget?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Chair: Thank you.

I'd like to welcome our witnesses today. From the Office of the
Auditor General, we have Andrew Hayes, deputy auditor general;
Jo Ann Schwartz, principal; and Jennifer Hum, audit project leader.

You have five minutes for your opening statement, after which
we will proceed to rounds of questions.

Proceed, please.
Andrew Hayes (Deputy Auditor General, Office of the Audi‐

tor General): Mr. Chair, thank you for this opportunity to appear
before your committee today in the context of its study on indige‐
nous policing and public safety.

Today I will be discussing our 2024 report on the first nations
and Inuit policing program. I would like to acknowledge that this

hearing is taking place on the traditional unceded territory of the
Algonquin Anishinabe people. Joining me today are Jo Ann
Schwartz, the principal who was responsible for the audit, and Jen‐
nifer Hum, the audit project leader.

The first nations and Inuit policing program was created in 1991.
We audited this program in 2014, 11 years ago, and again in 2024.
Both times, we found critical shortcomings in how the program was
being managed. Public Safety Canada is the lead in managing and
overseeing the program. We found that the department did not work
in partnership with indigenous communities to provide equitable
access to policing services that were tailored to their needs.

Through the program's community tripartite agreements, the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police, or RCMP, delivers dedicated
policing services that supplement the ones from the province or ter‐
ritory. We found that the RCMP did not work in partnership with
indigenous communities to provide proactive policing services.

While funding had significantly increased since our last audit in
2014, we found that $13 million of funds earmarked for the
2022-23 fiscal year went unspent. In October 2023, Public Safety
Canada had anticipated that over $45 million of program funds
would be left undisbursed at the end of that fiscal year. According
to the department's 2023-24 results report, almost $48 million was
left undisbursed. This was concerning in the context of a program
intended to support the safety of indigenous communities.

[Translation]

Public Safety Canada did not have an approach for distributing
funds equitably among communities. The department told us that it
relied on the extent to which provinces and territories were willing
to fund their share of the program, as well as the funding that com‐
munities had received in the past, to determine the amounts allocat‐
ed.

From fiscal year 2018–19 to fiscal year 2022–23, the RCMP was
unable to fill all positions for which it received funding under tri‐
partite community agreements. As a result, first nations and Inuit
communities did not receive the proactive, community-based polic‐
ing services they should have received.
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Ultimately, neither Public Safety Canada nor the RCMP was able
to determine whether the requirements set out in the policing agree‐
ments were being met and whether the program was producing the
expected results. It's important to monitor and analyze data not only
to meet the safety and security needs of communities, but also to
support their self-determination.

Given that this program hasn't been updated since 1996 and has
long-standing issues, Public Safety Canada must work with first na‐
tions and Inuit communities, provinces and territories, and the
RCMP to find a more effective and proactive way to deliver cultur‐
ally appropriate services.

Mr. Chair, that concludes my opening statement. We would be
happy to answer any questions from the members of the committee.

Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much, Andrew. That's right on time.

For the first round, each party will have six minutes. We will
start with MP Schmale.
● (1640)

Jamie Schmale (Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes, CPC): Thank
you very much, Chair.

Thank you to our witnesses for coming for this very important
study. I appreciate your feedback and view into some of the chal‐
lenges with this program.

In your two audits, in the time between the first one and the sec‐
ond one, how many recommendations were worked on and how
many objectives were completed when you looked at it the second
time around?

Andrew Hayes: I don't think I can give you a precise answer to
that question. What I can say is that, in this audit, we found that
many of the recommendations we made in 2014 still remained un‐
addressed. This wasn't a direct follow-up of our 2014 work, but
findings such as the need to update the program policy, which dated
back to 1996.... That hadn't been done, despite an agreement to our
recommendation in 2014.

There were findings in 2014 about the importance of meaningful
engagement with communities. Again, we found that this was a
problem here. Finance and funds allocated had been determined
without engaging with the communities. Again, we found that the
departments did not monitor or report on whether the program was
funding police services that were dedicated and responsive to the
needs of communities.

In effect, these are major findings from 2014 that still exist now.
Jamie Schmale: Wow. Okay. That's quite significant, when you

said 1996 was the last time someone really dove into it and made
substantial changes. A lot has changed in the world and in policing
in general, especially with indigenous policing.

In 2019—this is the political side—the Prime Minister at the
time, Justin Trudeau, said in a mandate letter to the ministers that
there was a direction to move into making indigenous policing “an
essential service”.

Based on what you're seeing and any new information you may
have in front of you—I know you mentioned the vacancies in the
RCMP that went unfilled—do you think the department is any clos‐
er to achieving that goal, or is there too much work still to be done?

Andrew Hayes: I think that would be a question, in the context
of your study, that I would pose to the department.

What I can point you to in our report is that in exhibit 3.2, we
talk about the fact that in 2021, $43.7 million was identified over
five years to co-develop legislation to recognize first nations polic‐
ing services as an essential service. To my knowledge, I don't know
that legislation or draft legislation has been put before the House on
that. Getting an update from the department might be something
that the committee may want to ask.

Jamie Schmale: Yes, absolutely. We're hoping to have them here
a little later today. I thought that if you knew, I could probably di‐
rect my question. That's okay. It's no problem.

You mentioned the RCMP and unfilled vacancies. During your
research, was there a reason or reasons given as to why a great
number of positions were vacant at the time?

● (1645)

Andrew Hayes: There are definitely challenges for the RCMP in
recruiting the officers they need for police services nationwide. I
think that's a reality. In fact, we will be doing an audit of recruit‐
ment by the RCMP, which we intend to present to Parliament in the
spring of 2026.

When I look at this program in particular and our findings back
in 2024, one of the challenges that faced the RCMP is that Public
Safety Canada would be entering into agreements and committing
the RCMP to particular service levels without engaging with the
RCMP at the time. We made a recommendation about the impor‐
tance of everybody being part of those discussions. I think the
RCMP should be part of those discussions in order to be able to
plan their work and their staffing needs.

Jamie Schmale: In your view—again, if you don't know the an‐
swer, it's fine, and I'll ask the RCMP when they come to a future
meeting—at the time, was there any program that you were aware
of or can recall that focused on recruiting indigenous people to join
the RCMP to patrol in areas that were under-serviced?

Andrew Hayes: I do know that the RCMP has been trying to re‐
cruit from various backgrounds. I think that is a question that might
be best put to the RCMP. It will be something that we will be look‐
ing at in the context of our audit, but seeing as how you'll likely
have them in front of you before our report comes out in the spring,
that would be a question for them.

My colleague, Ms. Schwartz, might want to add something here.
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Jo Ann Schwartz (Principal, Office of the Auditor General):
While I can't speak specifically to a strategy for indigenous recruit‐
ment, we did find that the RCMP didn't have a national staffing ap‐
proach that would focus on how it would fill the gaps it had for the
community tripartite agreements. We talk about that in our report,
in paragraph 3.56. Such a national staffing approach could consider
whether they want to have specific attention for recruitment of in‐
digenous officers, but there was no national approach when we
looked at it in 2024.

Jamie Schmale: How much time do I have, Chair?

The Chair: You have 10 seconds.

Jamie Schmale: I don't think I have time to get into my next
one, but a lot of what we're talking about today has been raised in a
debate that we're having in the House right now, about how reports
are being tabled and the information is there, but departments are
not following through. The fact is that the program has not been up‐
dated since 1996. We've had two reports and still we have issues. I
think that highlights the ongoing problem with departments not fol‐
lowing through with what has been committed to, so thank you for
your input.

The Chair: Thank you, MP Schmale.

Now we'll go to MP Hanley for six minutes, please.
Brendan Hanley (Yukon, Lib.): Thank you very much for be‐

ing here.

It's really interesting to begin this really important study with
your report, which of course covered some gaps and deficiencies in
how well the federal funding flow is having an impact and where
we need to improve.

In the report, you discuss different models of funding that are
available through federal sources, including the tripartite agree‐
ments, which, as far as I can determine from the report and the
map, apply to Yukon communities. For context, most communities
in the Yukon are made up of a mix of first nation and non-first na‐
tion citizens. We don't have reserves in the territory, as you know,
and 11 of the 14 Yukon first nations are self-governing, with mod‐
ern treaties.

I don't see modern treaty nations specifically referred to in the re‐
port. No doubt it was in your discussions and your consultations. I
am aware of some of the previous Assembly of First Nations delib‐
erations in the area of indigenous policing, such as a resolution in
December 2021 where they advocated for “a Nation-to-Nation,
Treaty-based approach to the development of policing legislation
and supporting [the development of] regional policing solutions
that include the transfer of sustainable, guaranteed funding to the
respective regions.”

Following that, there was a regional assembly in the Yukon, a
summit, and some of the themes in that summit to inform the na‐
tional AFN recommendations were “Supporting the Modern Treaty
Rights”; recognizing and addressing “Mental Health and Commu‐
nity Safety”, including appropriate resources; “Shifting Towards
Prevention, Healing, and Restorative Justice”; and “Learning from
the Community Safety Officer Program”. A lot of that we will be
addressing during this study, I hope.

Of course, none of that removes the need for adequately re‐
sourced frontline policing, but they're all important for a holistic
and sustainable approach to community safety and justice.

I guess my question, after that long preamble—uncharacteristi‐
cally long, I might say—is this: Were policing services in nations
with modern treaties considered in your report?

● (1650)

Andrew Hayes: We focused on the way the government works
through this policy, this program. Our focus wasn't really on the
provision of police services per se. What we were interested in was
whether or not the RCMP and Public Safety, in the nature of their
responsibility for this program, engaged with the first nations and
the Inuit communities to identify how to deliver policing services
that were tailored to the needs of those communities and that were
responsive to their cultural realities.

I wouldn't say that I'm able to speak specifically about how it is
in a particular community that's covered by modern treaties. As the
Auditor General of Canada, we are also the auditor in Yukon, so we
are familiar with the realities in Yukon, but I can't say that this audit
has the disaggregated information at that level.

What I do think is important from our recommendations, particu‐
larly to the RCMP, is the importance of cultural awareness training
and engagement.

Brendan Hanley: Yes, those are very important points. Thank
you.

I also didn't see.... When you refer to inequities, particularly with
regard to Public Safety's role, how did you define “equitable” in
your report? How would we then determine how to address in‐
equities? What are the measures that we should use?

Andrew Hayes: Thank you very much for that question. To me,
that is one of the areas I think this committee can really dig into and
add some value.

To put a bit of a frame around it, the policy refers to the idea of
providing funds “equitably”, but as we said in our report, Public
Safety Canada did not define what equitable funding meant. In oth‐
er audits that we did, we talked about the concept of equity. I don't
want to be in the position of setting policy, but generally, equity
refers to outcomes, getting to equal outcomes—not looking at it
from the perspective of equality but of equity, bringing the furthest
up from behind.
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What we found in this audit—on the basis of the documents we
reviewed—was that funding allocation wasn't based on priorities
relating to equity. It was really related to whether or not a province
or a territory was ready to provide their portion of funding and—
particularly in relation to the $500 million of additional funding
that was provided almost five years ago now—it was related to the
historic funding that had been provided to some of these communi‐
ties. Putting it in a different way, the funding has largely been used
to stabilize existing agreements, rather than expanding it to other
communities.

Concepts of equity might bring a different result if they were ap‐
plied.

Brendan Hanley: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Brendan.

[Translation]

Mr. Lemire, you have the floor for six minutes.
Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

Ten years ago, former auditor general Michael Ferguson said that
the program wasn't working as intended. Ten years later, your audit
comes to the same conclusion.

How is it that your audit raises the same systemic issues after
more than a decade? What's the problem?

Andrew Hayes: Thank you.

This is another example of an audit where we found problems
that had already been raised in a previous audit. The departments
had accepted the recommendations we made at the time, and when
we went back to do other audits on similar subjects—it wasn't a fol‐
low-up—we found the same problems.
● (1655)

Sébastien Lemire: In the context of such an audit, we think it's
important that we submit a report to Parliament that mentions the
shortcomings. It's important that committees like this study these
findings and ask tough questions of the department.

Exactly, except that they took your recommendations but didn't
implement them, since we ended up with the same report. Indeed,
parliamentarians have a role to play, particularly those in the oppo‐
sition, but the government has failed in this context.

You state in your report that Public Safety had entered into self-
administered service agreements or tripartite agreements. However,
a number of communities aren't served and fall under provincial ju‐
risdiction, such as the community of Long Point, in my region.

Who ultimately pays for those services?
Andrew Hayes: I don't know the specific details for that com‐

munity, but there are agreements with the provinces. When there is
a provincial police force, it is different from other provinces where
there is none. Three provinces are different, and Quebec is one of
them. The way these provinces are funded is different. That's a
question you would probably have to ask the RCMP.

Sébastien Lemire: That's interesting. We see that if the federal
government doesn't do its job with indigenous police forces, the
provinces, particularly Quebec, end up footing the bill.

Since the provinces are paying, why is the Department of Public
Safety unable to increase its percentage or participation?

The provinces spend more to cover the costs of unserved nations,
or rather to cover the costs of certain services. What do you think of
the excuse given by the Department of Public Safety for not invest‐
ing in the provinces because the provinces aren't providing enough
money?

I'm going to quote Shawn Tupper, former deputy minister of
public safety, who testified at the public accounts committee on
April 30, 2024. He said:

We are stuck in a situation where a province can choose not to match the funds, so
we can't flow the funds. It may be, as we've seen in recent years, simply a labour mar‐
ket choice—the RCMP are unable to fully staff their vacant positions.

This is a systemic and real problem.

How can we accept the fact that the federal government is disen‐
gaged because it hasn't succeeded in either its recruitment strategy
or its funding strategy?

Andrew Hayes: That's a question for the department, but I can
add that it's a cost-shared funding program. With respect to the first
nations policing program, we made a recommendation to the de‐
partment that it is important for the federal government to find so‐
lutions to disburse available federal funds when provinces and terri‐
tories are unable to provide their share of funding. We think this is
part of the question that was asked earlier about equity.

Sébastien Lemire: You said that $13 million of program funds
related to the 2022-23 fiscal year had not been spent. In 2023-24, it
was $45 million. If we follow the same logic, should we expect that
there will still be money lapsed in 2024-25? Is it a lack of will on
the part of the federal government, if I can put it that way, or is it
the fact that it is unable to fully discharge its responsibilities?

Andrew Hayes: I want to clarify that the funds mentioned in our
report for the 2023-24 fiscal year were from October 2023. We
looked at the department's reports and found that almost $48 mil‐
lion had not been spent. It is likely that some amounts won't have
been spent in 2025. We don't have that information for you today.
Those funds will probably be tabled in the public accounts in a few
weeks, I think. This is a worrisome situation, because the purpose
of these funds is to improve the safety and security of communities.

Sébastien Lemire: I get the impression that the pressure to fund
police services rests, in a significant way, on the provinces, since
this is their responsibility.



October 8, 2025 INAN-04 5

How do we align that? Would it ultimately be easier to transfer
the money to the provinces? Would it lead to better outcomes?
Would it increase the effectiveness of the programs if the provinces
had only one way to spend the money? Would that help the services
provided on the ground in indigenous communities, particularly
those that are less served or unserved?
● (1700)

Andrew Hayes: I think that's—
The Chair: Please give a brief answer.
Andrew Hayes: Okay.

I think that's a policy question, so the question should be put to
the department. However, I would say that the federal government
has an indigenous mandate, so the jurisdiction is shared.

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you.

I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Lavack, you have the floor.
Ginette Lavack (St. Boniface—St. Vital, Lib.): Thank you

very much, Mr. Chair.

I'd also like to thank the witnesses for sharing their comments
with us today.

In your opening remarks, you made a comment—
[English]

The Chair: I am sorry. Mr. Morin is first.
Billy Morin (Edmonton Northwest, CPC): Thank you, Chair.

I'm happy to be here, finally, to get in some dialogue with the
committee. It's mid-October.

Thank you to the AG team for coming today.

I want to express a little bit of disappointment, though. Original‐
ly, the public safety minister was supposed to attend today. Of
course, he is the previous ISC minister. I'm sure he could have pro‐
vided critical information to this dialogue today that's so important
to indigenous communities. I want to express that disappointment.
It sends the wrong message to first nations, indigenous, Métis and
Inuit communities about how important this conversation is to the
government.

Thank you to the AG team for making it a priority today.

One of the most tragic events in public safety for indigenous
communities happened in September 2022, when there were 11
stabbing deaths and multiple other injuries on the James Smith Cree
Nation. I spoke to Chief Kirby Constant from James Smith Cree
Nation this week. I asked him if there has been a change in the ap‐
proach of the government over the last three years since the tragedy
happened. I want to quote Chief Kirby Constant's feedback. He
said, “James Smith Cree Nation needs to move beyond the one-
size-fits-all approach where Public Safety or RCMP dictate the
model. We want our own policing framework under our own con‐
trol and budget, not as an 'add-on' to federal or provincial pro‐

grams.” Those are the words of Chief Constant from James Smith
Cree Nation.

Can the Auditor General comment on how Chief Constant's
views back up specific failures of the Public Safety ministry and
the RCMP cited in your 2024 report on the first nations and Inuit
policing program, specifically financial...lack of equitable funding
implementation and lack of accountability for program effective‐
ness?

Andrew Hayes: In our 2024 report, we found that the depart‐
ment had not engaged with the first nations and Inuit communities
in a way that would have allowed or supported meaningful contri‐
butions by those communities. For example, the funding decisions
had already been made before the first nations communities or Inuit
communities were consulted or engaged. It is important to engage
with those communities before those decisions are finalized.

The other thing I would point to from our report—and we've
made recommendations about this—is the importance of under‐
standing and training frontline workers and officers on the cultural
traditions' importance and sensitivities for specific communities. To
talk about the tailoring of services requires a deep understanding of
the needs of the community.

Billy Morin: I certainly hear from Chief Constant that he wants
a different formula. Your report says things have to change. On the
Conservative side of things, we always support self-determination
and giving that responsibility back to the communities. That's
where the solutions lie.

Something this report talks about a lot is self-administered police
service agreements. I saw a lot of failures on the RCMP tripartite
model. Hopefully, those get fixed one day. Can you comment on
whether you had an opinion, some data or some feedback on the
self-administered policing agreements? I didn't see as much push-
back on those, and that speaks to Chief Constant's position that he
wants to have more of a self-administered agreement with the Gov‐
ernment of Canada to do his own policing. Are those agreements
better than the current tripartite models?

Andrew Hayes: That's a question that would need to be asked of
a community in particular. I think there are communities that proba‐
bly prefer that model, while there are others that would prefer the
community tripartite agreement model.

In our view, it's incumbent on the government, in partnership
with the provincial government and the communities, to identify
what model might work best for them.

● (1705)

Billy Morin: I have one final quick question, Chair.

During the last fiscal year that you studied, how much money
went unspent that could have gone to indigenous communities for
direct policing investment?
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Andrew Hayes: The most recent numbers we have come from
the departmental report of 2023-24, which said $48 million was left
unspent. I should give the department a bit of room here, because
some of that money could be repurposed to future years. I don't
know the answer to that question.

That's something you could ask the department, but it could be as
high as $48 million.

Billy Morin: Certainly, there's a crisis right now. [Inaudible—
Editor] spent and invested.

Thank you.
The Chair: Madame Lavack.
Ginette Lavack: Take two.

[Translation]

Once again, I'd like to thank the witnesses for appearing today.

As you've mentioned, the report highlights the lack of informa‐
tion necessary to measure program effectiveness. There are no ob‐
jectives and there's no way to determine whether those objectives
are being met.

How does this lack of information on program effectiveness af‐
fect the well-being of first nations and Inuit communities?

Andrew Hayes: This finding matters a lot to us. Performance
measures are important in program management. The department
cannot improve this program if it doesn't have the necessary infor‐
mation regarding the agreements. Moreover, it has to monitor the
RCMP's performance to make sure the requirements of the agree‐
ment are met. It's an important element.

I can't say whether there's a direct link with the safety and securi‐
ty of the communities, but without that information, the department
can't change or improve things.

Ginette Lavack: Have you recommended certain measures in
your report? Could you tell us about them?

Andrew Hayes: Yes, we made recommendations. They are simi‐
lar to the ones we made in 2014 to improve performance measures.
The department is responsible for putting methods in place to mea‐
sure performance, but we do think that's an important recommenda‐
tion.

Ginette Lavack: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: You have a bit more time. Are you done? Okay.
Thank you.

Monsieur Lemire, you have two and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you for appearing, Mr. Hayes. Once again, the quality of
your report is surprising. In your report, you mention that Public
Safety Canada lacks information technology systems to track
spending related to the first nations and Inuit policing program. The
deputy minister, Shawn Tupper, confirmed this at a meeting of the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts. He said, “We have simply

not been able to sustain an IT system that allows us to do the kind
of data analytics that we need to do.”

Do you know whether that's still the case? Do other programs or
departments have the same issue? Can you elaborate on that?

Andrew Hayes: I don't know whether it's still the case. Howev‐
er, it's crucial for the department to know where the money is go‐
ing. I was surprised to see that the department couldn't tell us exact‐
ly how much of the program funding had gone where.

I don't know what the department has done since we published
our report almost 18 months ago. You'd have to ask them.

● (1710)

Sébastien Lemire: We are indeed looking forward to asking
them.

I'd like once again to quote the deputy minister, Shawn Tupper.
During his April 30, 2024, appearance, he said:

I won't defend my IT system in the department. The department, over time, has
not made the investments it needs to make, and those are oftentimes expensive
investments. We have simply not been able to sustain an IT system that allows
us to do the kind of data analytics that we need to do. This is something that I
am looking at now and trying to figure out ways so that I can find the cash to
make that kind of investment. That's a department-wide challenge that I have.

Based on your analysis, are there other elements we should focus
on when it comes to the management of IT systems at the Depart‐
ment of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness?

Andrew Hayes: I don't know of another system like that at the
department. We did, however, publish a report on the government's
information technology systems and found that many were outdat‐
ed. We made recommendations to the federal government to fix
those issues.

Sébastien Lemire: Hopefully, the costs won't balloon as well.

Thank you.

[English]

The Chair: Mr. Zimmer, you're next. You have five minutes.

Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern Rock‐
ies, CPC): Thank you, Chair. I don't think I'll need all five minutes.

Once again, thank you, Deputy Auditor General, for your report.
It's very thorough, as usual. We appreciate that.

Let me refer to page 15, section 3.56, where you state the follow‐
ing:
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We found that, although the RCMP had acknowledged broader staffing chal‐
lenges, it had no national staffing approach to fill its obligations under the com‐
munity tripartite agreements as police service providers. RCMP divisions had to
work among themselves to address resource gaps. RCMP officials told us that
the RCMP struggled to attract new recruits to community tripartite agreement
positions due to factors such as remoteness.

I'm up in the north quite a bit. I've been to Cambridge Bay, even
just a month ago, to see the needs or the lack of certain resources
first-hand. It seems that the RCMP is lacking sufficient resources,
and it's a problem. When I was in Cambridge Bay, the first concern
brought to me by Canadian rangers, when they met me, wasn't
community policing. It was actually the concern that their hunting
firearms would be prohibited—for instance, the SKS, which they
use thoroughly for hunting—and would be confiscated by this Lib‐
eral government.

My question for you is very much related to community policing.
Considering that RCMP management in Ottawa can't ensure that
the basic policing needs of first nations and Inuit are met, do you
think it's a good use of manpower and money to go after law-abid‐
ing firearms owners, many of whom are Inuit Canadian rangers,
when they clearly are not the problem?

Andrew Hayes: That is not a subject matter that we cover in our
report. What we did cover is that the RCMP should be engaged
when the department is making agreements that will have an impact
on the staffing levels or the resourcing for the RCMP.

In terms of RCMP resources, I'm sure the commissioner might
be in a good position to answer questions about that. However, we
did note that, because the RCMP wasn't able to staff all of those—
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: Mr. Chair, I have to interrupt the witness.
There's no interpretation. Let's give the interpreters a minute to fix
things.
[English]

Bob Zimmer: I didn't get the interpretation, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Can we check on that? Can everyone turn their mi‐

crophones off? Thank you.

Please continue.
Andrew Hayes: Thank you.

Our report focused on the RCMP's resourcing in the context of
some of the spending. In addition to the comments about the re‐
cruitment strategy, the RCMP left $3.6 million unspent, and that
would have been used for police officers under the community tri‐
partite agreements. In terms of—

Bob Zimmer: I guess, to be more specific, the point is that
we've seen money left on the table by the RCMP in Ottawa, the ad‐
ministrative...the managers who are doing that. The point I was
making is that we already have a limited police force staff. We are
already seeing that it's an issue, based on what you said in your re‐
port, and now that limited staff.... It's even hard to fill the jobs.
There are many needed positions that haven't been filled. Those po‐
lice officers, who are overtasked as it is, are now going to be given
a new role in confiscating firearms across the territories.

I was going to ask you if you think that's a good use of police
manpower and money.

● (1715)

Andrew Hayes: The question is really one of policy, and it
would be for the government to engage with the RCMP about pri‐
orities. In the report, one of our recommendations is for the depart‐
ment, in this case, to engage with the RCMP about their priorities
for the community tripartite agreements.

I wouldn't be in a position to comment on where the government
should put its policies.

Bob Zimmer: Thank you.

I have one last comment. I would say that's something we can
extrapolate and interpret based on what your report is saying. There
are needs in the north. There are needs in first nations and Inuit
communities, and this current Liberal government is going to give
that already taxed resource more things to do in going after law-
abiding firearms owners who, again, aren't the problem.

Thank you again, Auditor.

The Chair: Mr. Melillo, go ahead for one minute.

Eric Melillo (Kenora—Kiiwetinoong, CPC): Chair, you're
very gracious with that one minute. I appreciate that.

The Chair: It's the technical issues.

Eric Melillo: I appreciate our witnesses for being here.

What struck me earlier in the comments in this discussion was
that there really haven't been updates to this policy since 1996. Ob‐
viously, a lot has changed in policing. There have been a number of
reports from the Auditor General. There have been reports from
this committee and many others from outside organizations calling
for change and highlighting the gaps and the issues that exist, yet
the government has not taken action. We've seen, over the course of
time, the current government looking to create more officers and
more commissioners to investigate things instead of just listening to
the reports that are being brought forward.

What accountability is there for the government to move forward
on these things? I ask because you've done a lot of great work high‐
lighting these issues, yet the issues persist today.

I'm sorry for going over time.

The Chair: It was only a bit.

Andrew Hayes: Thank you for the question.
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I'm aware of the debate that's happening on Bill C-10 and the
creation of a new agent of Parliament. As the Office of the Auditor
General, we are supportive of accountability mechanisms. As the
Auditor General, we have a broad remit to audit basically anything
that government spends money on. We will continue to focus on
matters that relate to first nations and Inuit. Indeed, we have a few
reports coming out in two weeks that I'm sure this committee will
be interested in. That will continue, regardless of whether other ac‐
countability mechanisms are introduced.

I think what's maybe important to bring out is the role that com‐
mittees can play in holding departments to account for the promises
and commitments they make. In the public accounts committee,
there are action plans that follow our reports. Those could be useful
for the committee to look at, to identify what should be followed up
on with the departments.

The Chair: Thank you.

Now we'll go to Jaime for five minutes.
Jaime Battiste (Cape Breton—Canso—Antigonish, Lib.):

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I have one question, and after that I would like to table a motion.
I've given it beforehand, on September 22, and I've given it to the
clerk, so if they could distribute that while I ask the question, that
would be great for discussion.

You mentioned that there was a large number of unspent dollars
federally that could have gone into this fund. In your research, are
the funds that weren't spent flexible in terms of the federal govern‐
ment's ability to put these out to these communities, or were they
contingent on provincial governments matching that? I understand
that in large areas, 52% of this has to be funded by the federal gov‐
ernment, which means 48% has to be funded by the provincial gov‐
ernments. I'm wondering if the unspent money is largely due to in‐
flexibility, or is it because we didn't have matching contributions
from provinces?
● (1720)

Andrew Hayes: When you have the department in front of you,
I'm sure they will point to the fact that the department looks to the
provinces and territories as being ready to provide their 48% of the
funds before being able to move forward.

One of our recommendations was about considering what revi‐
sions can be put in place to allow for solutions to disburse federal
funds that are available when provinces and territories are unable to
secure their share of funding.

Our report is there on the horizon with other pieces of informa‐
tion, such as the Supreme Court of Canada's decision in 2024 and
the Quebec court of appeal before that, which talks about the hon‐
our of the Crown and engaging in good faith with indigenous, first
nations and Inuit communities. From our perspective, there isn't a
legal impediment.

Maybe it's the way it happens that the department looks for the
provinces to be ready to partner, but at the end of the day, these are
federal amounts that are intended to improve policing in first na‐
tions. In our view, solutions should be considered to get those
amounts equitably out to those communities.

Jaime Battiste: Thank you.

Mr. Chair, with that, I would like to move a motion that I sent out
in both official languages on September 22, 2025.

I think there have been discussions with all parties that there is
an interest in looking at a study around the impacts of Indian Act
membership, subsections 6(1) and 6(2), also known as the second-
generation cut-off. The study will examine the impacts of the non-
stated paternity policy and the gradual decrease of status Indians in
some first nations bands—

[Translation]
Sébastien Lemire: Mr. Chair, there's no interpretation. It might

be useful to give the interpreters a copy of the motion, so they can
read it. We have copies in both languages.

Jaime Battiste: I apologize.
Sébastien Lemire: You didn't do anything wrong, Mr. Battiste.

[English]
The Chair: Can you do that over again?
Sébastien Lemire: It's just giving time for the translators to get

the motion.
Jaime Battiste: Don't you have it in front of you?
Sébastien Lemire: Yes, but it's for them.

[Translation]

It's for the Canadian citizens passionately watching this meeting
who would like to understand the motion in both official languages.

[English]
The Chair: I'm going to suspend for a couple of minutes.

● (1720)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1725)

The Chair: Okay. We're back at it.

Jaime, please take it from the top.
Jaime Battiste: Thank you, Mr. Chair, for that.

There's been some discussion among the parties, and I would like
to table a motion for a study. The study will look at the impacts of
Indian Act membership codes, specifically subsections 6(1) and
6(2), also known as the second-generation cut-off. The study will
examine the impacts of the non-stated paternity policy and the
gradual decrease of status Indians in some first nations bands and
look for possible solutions and amendments to the Indian Act.

I want to talk a little bit about why this is necessary. I think sub‐
sections 6(1) and 6(2) came about in 1985. Over the last 40 years,
we've seen that there's an appetite to amend the Indian Act or to re‐
move these subsections. We've heard from first nations leaders.
We've heard from government officials. I think there is a genuine
appetite to remove the second-generation cut-off clauses and the
non-stated paternity policy.
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However, the question now becomes this: What do we replace
them with? I think that's the difficult question that we have with
this study in saying that we all know that the second-generation
cut-off and the non-stated paternity policy are no longer working
for first nations communities. I think we all know that it should be
the first nations communities themselves that decide who is or isn't
a member of their community, not the Indian Act subsections from
40 years ago.

I think the question is this: How do you do this in a way that en‐
sures that there's full, free, prior and informed consent of first na‐
tions communities if we change anything in the Indian Act; that en‐
sures that it's optional; and that ensures that it's something that's not
coming from Parliament, the Senate or the Prime Minister's Office?
It should come from first nations communities themselves.

I have had some really great conversations with folks around
this. I've had some really great conversations with the national chief
and many first nations leaders. I think we should be looking at a
study at some time in the future. At that point, I'm hoping that the
AFN will have passed a resolution that tells us what the majority of
the first nations leaders believe is the way forward on this.

I know this is a difficult conversation. As someone who was the
Mi'kmaq citizenship coordinator for the Assembly of Nova Scotia
Mi'kmaw Chiefs for four years, I know how difficult the conversa‐
tion can be about who is included, who is excluded and the criteria
around that. However, I think it's time for us to have the conversa‐
tion around that. I think the conversation needs to be directed to‐
wards what we amend in the Indian Act, how we replace this and
what the will is of the first nations communities across Canada in
order to see how we can hear from the best minds on this and move
forward in a way that can be seen as first nations communities lead‐
ing this charge.

With that, I am moving the motion. I think there's been some pri‐
or conversation that it's acceptable to all parties.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will open it up for any possible questions or conversation.

MP Schmale.
Jamie Schmale (Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes, CPC): Thank

you, Chair.

I'm fine with receiving it and working on it later, after we figure
out the next study or whatever legislation. However, I do have one
question.

With Bill S-2 working its way through the Senate, do you see
this as a prestudy? Do you see this as something simultaneously go‐
ing on? Do you see this as a way to supplement potential legislation
getting to the House eventually?

Could I just get your thoughts on how you see this playing out if
we were to go ahead with it?

Jaime Battiste: Bill S-2 is really about enfranchisement with the
historic wrongs, when enfranchisement was sometimes forced upon
people and communities. In some situations, status Indians volun‐
tarily gave up their Indian status, and they called this enfranchise‐
ment. This is part of citizenship and membership.

Since it was opened up in the Senate, people have spoken out
and said, yes, they believe this needs to happen on Bill S-2 to take
care of the legal remedies required under enfranchisement, but
they've also started talking about all of the other problems within
the membership. That's what this study—and, I think, another piece
of legislation—could move forward on.

I don't know if it's appropriate to lump every problem within citi‐
zenship and membership under the enfranchisement bill. I think this
study would allow first nations communities to have direct input on
what the amendments to the Indian Act are going to be, in such a
way that they're not scared of any kind of amendment that might
come from the Senate that they weren't consulted on.

It gives us the ability down the line to not only.... I know this
study probably won't happen until spring or February at the earliest,
but it gives the Assembly of First Nations and community members
a chance to put resolutions forward at the AFN in December, or at a
special meeting, so that we can look at what they're recommending
to replace the harmful portions of subsections 6(1) and 6(2) on our
communities.

● (1730)

The Chair: Before I go to Mr. Lemire, I want to ask for consen‐
sus to keep the conversation going. We have a couple of minutes
left. It's 5:30. I think we can allow for this after the technical diffi‐
culties. Everyone is nodding.

Go ahead, Mr. Lemire.

[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like the parliamentary secretary to tell us how many items or
bills the committee can expect. Bill C‑10 is on the agenda, and so is
Bill S‑2, and others will probably be added soon. There are ru‐
mours going around. All members of a committee should have rela‐
tively equal opportunity when it comes to study topics and the
meeting time allotted to discuss them; I think that's important.
There are a lot of government topics on the committee's legislative
agenda at the moment. Is this the right time to move a motion for a
study that would involve eight meetings?

[English]

Jaime Battiste: In terms of the legislation that's in front of us,
we have Bill C-10 in the House on the modern treaty commissioner
and Bill S-2 on the enfranchisement legislation. There are certain
rules that prohibit me from speaking about what's next and any‐
thing that's been tabled at this point.

By introducing this study now, I want to give first nations com‐
munities a large number of weeks, possibly months, to consider the
impacts and the amendments that are going to come in the future.
It's important for us to have this conversation now, knowing full
well that in two months, the first nations leaders will be meeting in
Ottawa at their special chiefs assembly with resolutions. I want to
give them the chance to really think this out before we make
changes to the Indian Act.
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This motion intends to give first nations communities the chance
to really think about this and put resolutions forward, so that by the
time we study it, it will have been really thought out and hopefully
we'll have some consensus on what we replace this portion of the
Indian Act with.

The Chair: Right now, we have this motion. I think the subcom‐
mittee can figure out a schedule at another date. We're following
the same procedure of taking turns on our studies. We'll schedule
that later, at a different time.
[Translation]

Is everyone okay with that?
Sébastien Lemire: I'd like to see the agenda again.

Why have the witnesses left, Mr. Chair?

The meeting started at 4:30. There was still an hour left in the
meeting.
[English]

The Chair: We were done with all of the rounds. We did the first
round and the second round. Jaime was the last person to ask a
question.
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: The committee agreed to a one-hour meet‐
ing. I'll check the Notice of Meeting. Maybe I didn't read it correct‐
ly, but I'm surprised to see the meeting end after one hour.
[English]

The Chair: Yes, it was a one-hour meeting, so that's why I asked
to continue this discussion on the motion.
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: I understand. I didn't realize the meeting was
to end at 5:30.

I notice, though, that we're losing another hour of discussion, and
that's unfortunate. I'm not saying it's due to a lack of preparation or
anything like that, but we're talking about a study on a serious mat‐
ter that would require eight meetings. We might need to push some
items back, because we're going to run out of time. We're talking
about adding new studies to our agenda, but our inability to keep to
the allotted meeting times means we won't be able to conduct as
many studies as we would want.

I find our current study relevant and interesting, and I'd like to go
deeper, especially with the first nations, but we've already lost the
first week, the second and a large part of the third. We still man‐
aged to write a report and vote on it thanks to the exceptional work
of our analysts ahead of time. This is our fourth week, but we had
only one hour, because we had to attend a very relevant training
session. I don't like how inefficient we are as a committee.

Moreover, I think adding an eight-meeting study would give a lot
of time to the government at the expense of the opposition parties.
In the current context, I question the motion, not its principle, but
the time we have to move forward on other issues that concern first
nations. The committee's agenda is already quite full of government
bills, yet we would add a study. Meanwhile, over the last few days,
we've lost almost enough time to complete a study.

I would support the motion's principle, but I have my doubts
about the schedule, especially since we're dealing with a minority
government. No one knows how long it'll stand. I find the subject
interesting, but we need to consider the context.

Could we entertain the motion, but discuss the priorities and
scheduling so that it's fair for everyone?

● (1735)

[English]

The Chair: Go ahead, Jaime.

Jaime Battiste: I agree with my colleague. I agree that we really
need to figure out why we had only one hour of time on the polic‐
ing study. I will take his frustrations back to the ministers and their
departments. We fully expect them to understand that there's an im‐
portant committee study going on and that we really needed to uti‐
lize this second hour.

But I did see, at the end of this hour, that we had the opportunity
to talk about something that's of great concern for first nations com‐
munities in terms of their future and their children not being on sta‐
tus lists. This is something that we've talked about. I hope we will
have some consensus moving forward that this is a study that we
will take on eventually, as the Liberal study that we want to move
forward.

I would also like to say two things. First, I'd like to have a yes or
no on whether we're voting in favour of this study being acceptable
to this committee.

Second, I know that we have some gaps in the witnesses. We
don't have fully submitted witness lists. There are some areas we're
not hearing from. That's part of the conversation that I think we're
willing to have over the next 45 minutes, to ensure not only that we
have our witness slots filled up and that gaps aren't there when
we're looking at the work plan, but also that we make the most out
of this very important study. It's important to a lot of community
members across first nations communities and indigenous commu‐
nities across Canada.

I would like to take care of the first order of business that's been
put forward by the motion, and then possibly open it up, if there's a
willingness to do so within the committee.

● (1910)

The Chair: MP Schmale, go ahead.

Jamie Schmale: Thank you, Chair.

Yes, I think there's a willingness to continue discussing that. I
think we all agree it's a topic we want to learn more about.

I just wanted to add my comments and echo what Sébastien was
talking about.



October 8, 2025 INAN-04 11

We did have the next line of questioning, which was of the ISC
officials. We have a lot of unanswered questions, and the time is
short on a very important study. Are we confident the Minister of
Public Safety is coming for sure?

The Chair: I'll turn to the clerk on what the scheduling is and
what transpired.

The Clerk of the Committee (Malachie Azémar): I proposed
two dates to them—October 29 and November 3—and I'm waiting
for their response.

Jamie Schmale: Thank you, Chair.

That's good news. That being said, do we want to discuss now or
later what the potential plan might be if the minister doesn't show
up? I assume the officials will come regardless. Is that correct?

The Clerk: Yes.
Jamie Schmale: Okay, that's good.

We do need the minister to show up, because he does have that
institutional knowledge of both Crown-Indigenous Relations and
Public Safety. He would have a great deal of information that might
piece together a lot of what we're trying to achieve on this study, so
I'd be pretty disappointed if he didn't show up. Maybe we can dis‐
cuss later what we do after that, if he doesn't show up, but I'm glad
to hear the officials are coming.

At this point, if there's no other discussion, do you just want to
put Jaime's motion in the queue?

The Chair: We'll put it in the queue, and then we'll do it the way
you guys said: Taking turns, each party will bring forward a motion
at the appropriate time.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Very good.
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: I'd like to add something. A few meetings
ago, I put forward a motion on the witnesses to invite. The commit‐
tee decided to put that motion aside. I don't want to play politics,
but I agreed to that, even though it could've been postponed. I un‐
derstand that's not the committee's decision in this case.

Furthermore, we have a long list of witnesses. We could've spent
the second hour with them. For example, the president of the As‐
sembly of First Nations Quebec-Labrador was in town yesterday, as
was the president of the Assembly of First Nations, the AFN. I was
at a press conference with them on the Chalk River issue. We
could've easily invited other witnesses.

This is my question: Since the minister won't be here for a
month, can't we start the study with other witnesses? It's unfortu‐
nate, but we'll just have to relate the witnesses' remarks to the min‐
ister for his reaction. There are benefits for a minister to appear at
the beginning of a study.

The committee must move forward. I don't want to lose any
more meeting time. Our agenda needs to be clear with set sched‐
ules.

I'd like to get an email with the list of witnesses who have con‐
firmed their participation and those who have yet to confirm. That
way, we'll know where we stand, because we've already lost too
many meetings.
[English]

The Chair: I'm going to turn it over to the clerk.

My understanding is that you're going down the list of submitted
witnesses, but go ahead.
[Translation]

The Clerk: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I have sent invitations for October 20, 22 and 27. Some witness‐
es have already confirmed their participation. We should have wit‐
nesses for the next three meetings.

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you.
[English]

Jaime Battiste: I know we had asked for an initial list of wit‐
nesses. I'm wondering if the clerk could give us an updated work
plan by Friday that indicates what areas or what regions or what
people we have gaps in. We would hate to have a study across
Canada where we didn't hear from an entire province. If you could
identify the gaps for us by Friday, that would give us the ability to
see those gaps and then ensure we have an official list by the fol‐
lowing Wednesday to ensure that we're using most efficiently the
amount of time and that the people are coming.

I'll let the other parties know that I have every indication from
Minister Anandasangaree that he is making this a priority. I've
heard nothing to say that he's not coming, so I'm pretty sure we're
going to hear from him. I want you to rest assured of that.

The Chair: Okay, very good.

Is there any further discussion?

The meeting is adjourned.
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