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The federal government has introduced new Metis government recognition agreements, and
legislation (Bill C-53) to entrench those agreements, in a manner that has caught First Nations
off guard and raised serious concerns. Six Nations of the Grand River (SNGR) would like to add
its own voice to those of many First Nations across the country raising alarm, questioning these

developments, and opposing the frantic implementation of this bill and its consequent changes.

SNGR supports recognizing rights-bearing communities in their distinctive identities,
empowering their self-governance and self-determination on the basis of their inherent rights,

and helping them to preserve their cultures, languages, and common identities.

But what C-53 would do is far more complicated. It raises many convoluted questions about how
collective rights will be handled by Canada in the future. It has proven extremely controversial

not just among First Nations but among the Metis themselves. For these reasons, this bill must be
stopped and implementation of the agreements should be paused while these important issues are

considered by the Metis community, by First Nations, and by all Canadians.



Six Nations would ask Parliamentarians some urgent questions:

e Are Canadians aware that the Government of Canada is establishing new governments
inside Canada that have never existed before?

e Are Canadians aware that the Manitoba Metis Federation (MMF) strongly opposes this
bill and the agreements it would seek to entrench?

e Are Canadians aware that the MMF disputes even the Metis identity of the Metis Nation
of Ontario (MNO) and its members?

e Does the Canadian public know that the MNO may not even share a common Metis
identity with the Red River Metis, and that the very word Metis has a different sense in
the context of this new development?

e Do Canadians know this law would empower a new government within Ontario to make
land claims and other legal claims against Canada and Ontario?

e Have First Nations been consulted about the fact that this new government can make
competing land claims in areas where First Nations belonged long before?

e Has the public been informed of the phenomenon of identifying “new historic”
communities?

e Has the Government investigated the rapid rise in Metis self-identification rates in recent
years?

e Has the Government considered the implications of waves of self-identification in the

midst of a rush of new agreements contingent on conflicting definitions of Metis identity?



We note that the agreement C-53 would entrench states that “Canada is negotiating with Métis
Nation Governments that represent various successor collectivities to the Historic Métis Nation
that together make up the Métis Nation.”

e At what point did Parliament and the Canadian public decide to divide “the Metis
Nation” like this, apparently against the wishes of the Manitoba Metis, into separate
distinct “collectivities” organized by province?

e At what point did “the Metis Nation” as a whole — as its own supposed collectivity with

its own right to self determination — consent to this?

There have been well known disputes between various Metis groups, including the Metis
National Council, the MNO, and the MMF, about competing definitions of Metis, questions of
Metis citizenship, and the identification of Metis collectivities. But again, the very question of a
multiplicity of collectivities vs a national Metis collectivity has barely been mentioned to the
Canadian public, let alone accountably reported back to them on. If Metis themselves cannot
agree, no one else can be blamed for questioning the pace of these major changes. At a time
when Indigenous identity theft is becoming more and more of a well-known issue, it is all the

more imperative First Nations and the whole public be allowed to demand answers.

The very process of unilaterally identifying “new historic communities” for the purposes of
establishing Metis rights also raises a host of questions. As our friend Grand Chief Sky-Deer, of
the Mohawk Council of Kahnawake, has said, “There’s never really been a Metis nation in
Ontario, so the government granting them First Nations status is not something that’s acceptable

to us. We think the original rights holders to that land ought to be consulted and they haven’t



been... Even the Red River Metis have denounced the claim.” As the MMF has stated, “The
Manitoba Métis Federation (MMF), the National Government of the Red River Métis, supports
the First Nations’ stance on MNO. The MNO communities have no historical or cultural

connection to the historic Métis Nation in Western Canada rooted in the Red River Settlement.”

Furthermore, lands that were traditionally occupied by different First Nations — and possibly
subject to continuing land claims or legal disputes by them — are now liable to be subject to novel
land claims by these supposed “new historic” communities. Bill C-53 has the potential to
unjustly recognize Métis as equivalent rights-holders in First Nations’ traditional, treaty and
ancestral territories over which they have no rights. Further reduction of First Nations’ territories
would directly threaten the ability of our people to express, to the fullest extent, our inherent and
treaty rights, which are inseparable from the land. SNGR, for example, is aware of the presence
today of some Metis on the Haldimand Tract. But there was never any historic Metis community
on our lands, and the Haldimand Tract in its entirety was given by the Crown in 1784 to our
community of Mohawks and “such others of the Five Nation Indians” who wished to settle here,

in consideration of our alliance with the Crown during the American Revolution.

SNGR is not opposed to the legitimate interests of the legitimate Metis people. SNGR would
also point out that if the resultant benefits of C-53 are clear and its rationale solid, then Canada
can afford to take the time to consider the full ramifications of this legislation and the framework

it will entrench. There is no need to rush into changes that affect many but that few understand.



We also question how constitutionally entrenched rights established under the Royal
Proclamation of 1763, the British North America Act of 1867, or the Constitution Act of 1982
can be granted to a newly-created collective that did not exist in 1763, 1867, or 1982, without
that collective being in clear continuity with its own ancestral community. First Nations strongly
support the recognition of First Nation Inherent Rights but reject the creation of rights by
government for groups that did not exist historically as culturally and linguistically distinct,

stable, political identities.

Some further questions:

e Why should any distinctive rights-bearing people be effectively divided and subsequently
delimited by their province of residence, as recent agreements recognizing the MNO and

similar organizations in BC, Saskatchewan and Alberta do?

e Why has the issue of the separate identities of the Red River Metis and the so-called
“other Metis” not been fully and forthrightly acknowledged and dealt with by the

Canadian Parliament?

e Ifthe “other Metis” are distinct from the Metis Nation and are each distinctive
communities, how can they be grouped together on a provincial basis rather than be

respected in their independently distinct identities?



e If, alternatively, the Metis identity is meant to be an all-encompassing common identity
of a single rights-bearing people, how can these rapid-fire agreements occur in the face of
continuing opposition by the Manitoba Metis Federation and by various Metis

communities in Alberta and elsewhere?

e If'the Canadian public is meant to accept the development of formal recognition of these
ostensible rights-bearing groups as distinct from the Metis Nation, why has the federal
government not been honest and forthcoming with Canadians about this? Why has this

legislation been developed in secret and sprung on the public so suddenly?

The Government of Canada should not even be proposing to concede new rights to new
collectivities created as recently as 1993 (in the case of the MNO) without the comprehensive
awareness and consent of Canadians and other affected rights holders. As AFN Interim National
Chief Joanna Bernard has acknowledged, “Bill C-53 was advanced without proper consultation
with First Nations.” The federal government should not be pushing major, complex changes on

the Canadian jurisdictional landscape like this.

To conclude, as the Supreme Court of Canada found in 2003, “self-identification” alone is not

enough to establish Metis identity for the purpose of Constitutional rights claims under s. 35.

“Ancestral connection” and “community acceptance” are also essential defining factors.

The credibility of the MNO agreement here fails on all three counts:



e Sky-rocketing self-identification rates, and internal disputes over the meaning of Metis,
cast doubt on the validity of the very claim to be Metis.

e Ancestral connection to established communities is doubtful when “new historic”
communities have to be identified. The existence of a genuine historic Metis community
must be clearly established and not just asserted in a recent unilateral finding.

e Community acceptance is clearly lacking. There are significant divisions between Metis
communities about Metis nationhood and about community membership. There are also
fundamental questions over the extent to which Metis identity is held in common, thus

raising the question of jurisdictional definitions.

To the Honourable Members of this Committee, Six Nations of the Grand River stands in
opposition to the rapid passage of C-53 or any other aggressive changes to Metis collective
identity, jurisdiction, or territorial rights. The federal government must not prejudice or
jeopardize the principles of justice, recognition, self-determination, jurisdiction, or any other

interests of our people or of any other First Nation.

In Peace and Friendship,

Six Nations of the Grand River



