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● (1100)

[Translation]
The Chair (Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.)): I call

this meeting to order.

Good morning, everyone.

Welcome to meeting No. 36 of the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs.

[English]

The committee is meeting today to resume its study on expand‐
ing the parliamentary precinct to include parts of Wellington Street
and Sparks Street.

Our first panel consists of officials from CSIS, who will provide
the committee with a security briefing on their work.

Our second panel consists of witnesses and organizations who
have been recalled to committee to provide additional information.

I would like to let the committee know that all of our virtual wit‐
nesses have undergone the pre-committee connectivity and audio
test.

In panel one we are welcoming today Cherie Henderson, assis‐
tant director, requirements, and Newton Shortliffe, assistant direc‐
tor, collection.

Before we start, I remind everyone that all comments by mem‐
bers and witnesses should be addressed through the chair.

Ms. Henderson, please go ahead with your opening statement.
Welcome to PROC.

Ms. Cherie Henderson (Assistant Director, Requirements,
Canadian Security Intelligence Service): Thank you.

Good morning, Madam Chair and members of the committee.

My name is Cherie Henderson and I am the assistant director of
requirements for the Canadian Security Intelligence Service. I am
joined today by my colleague, Newton Shortliffe, the assistant di‐
rector of collection. I would like to thank you for the invitation to
speak to you today and to respond to your questions.

I would like to begin by speaking briefly about the mandate of
the service, to help situate the activities of CSIS at home and
abroad. All our activities are grounded in the CSIS Act, which
clearly articulates our mandate and authorities.

First and foremost we investigate threats to the security of
Canada. Our act defines the threats we are authorized to investi‐
gate: espionage and sabotage, foreign interference, terrorism and
extremism, and subversion.

We provide advice to the Government of Canada on these
threats, including through the production of intelligence assess‐
ments and reports. CSIS may also take measures to reduce threats
to the security of Canada.

Lastly, at the request of the Minister of Foreign Affairs or the
Minister of National Defence and with the consent of the Minister
of Public Safety, CSIS may collect foreign intelligence within
Canada in relation to the intentions, capabilities or activities of a
foreign state.

Importantly, CSIS is specifically prohibited from investigating
lawful advocacy, protest or dissent, except when it is carried on in
conjunction with activities that constitute a threat to the security of
Canada. We are also bound by and uphold the charter rights of all
Canadians.

As indicated in our 2021 public report, which I invite you to read
online, the key national security threats facing Canada—foreign in‐
terference, espionage, malicious cyber-activity and violent extrem‐
ism—are all accelerating and evolving.

We continue to see uncertainty regarding the global balance of
influence, with shifting power structures posing new and complex
challenges to the international rules-based order. These include the
fall of Afghanistan to the Taliban and the Russian Federation's in‐
vasion of Ukraine in February of this year.

Here at home, foreign interference poses one of the most impor‐
tant strategic threats to Canada's national security, targeting
Canada's sovereignty and democratic institutions. Last year CSIS
released a report to the public on foreign interference threats to
Canada's democratic process. In our report we advised Canadians
that foreign states and their proxies target politicians, political par‐
ties and electoral processes in order to covertly influence Canadian
public policy and public opinion, and to undermine our democracy.

We are also increasingly seeing states leverage media to spread
disinformation or run influence campaigns designed to confuse or
divide public opinion, interfering in healthy public debate and polit‐
ical discourse.
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Additionally, here and around the world, the continued impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic has reinforced the unpredictability of the
current threat environment and in some cases exacerbated the
threats.

One of those is most certainly the threat from ideologically moti‐
vated violent extremism, or IMVE, which is fuelled by extreme
views around race, gender and authority. It is a threat that thrives on
division and festers in the online space. We continue to see an in‐
crease in IMVE attacks in Canada and around the world. Lone ac‐
tors remain the primary IMVE threat, as demonstrated by the tragic
June 2021 attack in London, Ontario.

As our director told the Special Joint Committee on the Declara‐
tion of Emergency this past May, in the case of the “freedom con‐
voy”, CSIS was concerned with the threat of IMVE, and specifical‐
ly the potential for serious acts of violence.

The combination of major disruptive events like the pandemic,
the ever-increasing influence of social media and the spread of con‐
spiracy theories has created an environment ripe for exploitation by
influencers and extremists. This environment has the potential to
inspire individuals to commit acts of violence.
● (1105)

In the lead-up to the “freedom convoy”, CSIS closely monitored
known IMVE threat actors to assess any threat of serious acts of vi‐
olence. This operational posture was informed by context. For one,
CSIS had observed a rise in anti-authority violent rhetoric, particu‐
larly as it related to public health measures. CSIS was also aware of
the opportunities that large gatherings and protests could offer
IMVE actors to carry out acts of violence and recruit like-minded
individuals.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Henderson, for those opening com‐
ments. We look forward to learning more within our round of ques‐
tions and answers.

We will be starting with Mr. Calkins for six minutes, followed by
Monsieur Fergus.

Go ahead, Mr. Calkins.
Mr. Blaine Calkins (Red Deer—Lacombe, CPC): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

I really appreciate your being here, Ms. Henderson.

I noticed that when you talked about IMVE, you said it thrives
on division. I notice that the divisive policies of the government
when it came to vaccine mandates wasn't included on the list of
things you just gave when it came to the convoy threats, but that's
fine. I would just like to have that noted.

When the government says things about its own citizens and
takes a divisive approach in its political strategies, I think it creates
or exacerbates the very real problems we have with the state of the
mental health of a lot of Canadians and some of the people who
were inspired to do the things they're doing, but I don't want to get
involved in that. I think we're going to have an opportunity to talk
about these kinds of things in the next study, on foreign interference
and so on.

I will move on now to dealing with the issue at hand, which is
the operational security of the parliamentary precinct.

University of Cambridge historian Christopher Andrew has stat‐
ed that intelligence failures are more often not in the collection of
information but in the failures of sharing, analysis and execution.
Given the lessons learned from the 2014 Parliament Hill shooting
and more recently from the convoy, would you say that intelligence
information is being shared properly within the parliamentary
precinct? Furthermore, would increased co-operation between all
parties in the national capital preclude the need to expand the par‐
liamentary precinct?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: What I would say is that we absolutely
work very closely with all of our police partners, specifically the
RCMP, but all police partners of jurisdiction. We have a very robust
process with the RCMP in regard to making sure we hold what we
call one-vision meetings, where we ensure that any information we
collect or the RCMP collects that could lead to threats to national
security is shared, so that the appropriate body can engage under its
mandate.

We have constantly continued to strive to improve information
sharing and to ensure really good communication between all par‐
ties. There's always room for improvement, but it is an ongoing ef‐
fort to ensure that every party that could potentially be impacted by
a piece of information receives that information and can respond to
it under its mandate.

● (1110)

Mr. Blaine Calkins: During the recent convoy in Ottawa, did
CSIS have a relationship and a communication exchange with the
Parliamentary Protective Service or the Sergeant-at-Arms?

Mr. Newton Shortliffe (Assistant Director, Collection, Cana‐
dian Security Intelligence Service): As the assistant director of
collection, I am responsible for all the regions that are responsible
for the investigations on national security issues that the service
does.

When there is a major incident such as the convoy incident, inci‐
dent groups are created. This is led by law enforcement. Different
partners will participate in that and will interface with those groups
in order to share information to ensure that intelligence can be
passed and to have discussions about what is going on.

The service did participate in those structures during the convoy.
I know that our capital region, which is responsible for the national
capital region, has an excellent relationship with parliamentary se‐
curity, as well as with the RCMP.

I don't know if parliamentary security, however, participated in
the particular incident group in which we were interfacing during
the convoy, because the point of these groups is to create a single
point of contact in and out at the working level so that we reduce
the amount of fog that might otherwise be created by the informa‐
tion flows.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: As a former member of the Board of Inter‐
nal Economy during that particular process, I would suggest to you
that more work needs to be done in sharing that information.
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I believe the advice we were given as parliamentarians in various
debates here in the public sphere was largely done without knowing
the information that we probably ought to have or should have
known. I would like, if you can.... I don't want to put you on the
spot right now, but I think there needs to be a way for parliamentar‐
ians to engage in the debate on issues as important as the ones we're
discussing here today, so that at least parliamentarians can have ac‐
tual informed debate rather than speculating. There was a lot of
speculation and a lot of uncertainty about what was true and what
wasn't true insofar as what the intents of some of the people in‐
volved in the convoy were.

Given that Wellington will be seeing many changes over the next
few years, including the new block 2 plan and renovation to the
Parliament, as well as the West Memorial Building and the heating
and cooling plant, do you believe that the expansion of the precinct
should be left to a panel of experts? Should you be providing ad‐
vice as one of those experts?

There was an NDP MP here who I didn't agree with much and
who said that as parliamentarians we shouldn't be picking out the
colours of the drapes in the building, but we should be providing
oversight rather than actual planning. Do you think that should be
left to a panel of experts and, as such, have you been consulted as a
potential member of that panel?

Mr. Newton Shortliffe: The role of the service is to conduct in‐
vestigations relating to threats to the security of Canada. We look at
individuals and groups who may pose different kinds of threats. We
provide advice on what we're seeing in that regard, but in terms of
policy decisions regarding, for example, what the nature of the se‐
curity should be in the parliamentary precinct, really that's for oth‐
ers and is not something I would be comfortable commenting on.

The Chair: Thank you for that exchange.

I will note that it was really nice how, when one group of people
was questioning, everybody else was quiet, even though some of
the comments might not have been well received. I hope that con‐
tinues now with Monsieur Fergus's six minutes.
[Translation]

Hon. Greg Fergus (Hull—Aylmer, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

I hope my questions will not prompt any comments from my
honourable colleagues, from whichever side.

I would first like to thank Ms. Henderson and Mr. Shortliffe for
their testimony.

I would also like to invite Ms. Henderson to finish her presenta‐
tion before I ask my questions. I don't think that will take her long
and I think it will be beneficial for the committee.
● (1115)

[English]
Ms. Cherie Henderson: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I can finish off, if that's okay for the committee.

What I will say is that CSIS was also aware of the opportunities
that large gatherings and protests could offer IMVE actors to carry
out acts of violence and recruit like-minded individuals.

Finally, CSIS was concerned about the threat posed by lone ac‐
tors. That is why, throughout the events of January and February,
CSIS remained engaged with the RCMP and other law enforcement
partners to ensure timely sharing of information.

As I've mentioned, the service is mandated to investigate a vari‐
ety of threats to the security of Canada, and that is what we work
on every day in collaboration with domestic and international part‐
ners.

I understand that your study centres on expanding the federal ju‐
risdiction for the operational security of the parliamentary precinct.
From a CSIS perspective, we understand that our institutions and
parliamentarians can be and are at risk. Tragic past events have
shown as much, almost eight years ago to the day. That said, the
service acts on its mandate regardless of where the threats emanate
from or are directed.

To conclude, although our work at CSIS is often undertaken out‐
side of the public eye, I want to ensure this committee that the ser‐
vice is steadfast in its commitment to keep all Canadians safe.

Thank you.

[Translation]

Hon. Greg Fergus: Thank you for finishing your presentation,
Ms. Henderson.

Is the Canadian Security Intelligence Service best placed for
commenting on security in the parliamentary precinct? Would the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police or other organizations be in a bet‐
ter position to offer us expertise in that regard?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: Thank you for your question. I am go‐
ing to answer in English, so that the nuances are clearer.

[English]

What I would like to say is that CSIS looks at and investigates
threats all across the country. Those threats could potentially be di‐
rected at any area or any individual. We collect that information,
analyze it, develop our assessments and provide it to the other bod‐
ies. Those bodies, such as the RCMP or relevant police services,
can then use that information to help assess the threat with regard to
a particular situation.

While we may not be commenting particularly with regard to the
parliamentary precinct, we can speak and provide information with
regard to the threats we are seeing across the country—or in some
cases, what we are seeing around the world—that are impacting the
situation in Canada.

[Translation]

Hon. Greg Fergus: I would now like to ask a more theoretical
question, but I assure you that I am taking what you just said into
consideration.
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In general, to increase the security of a crucial institution like
Parliament, the Privy Council Office or the Prime Minister's Office,
is it preferable that there be more or less distance between those im‐
portant offices and the street where cars or trucks are travelling?
[English]

Ms. Cherie Henderson: From the CSIS perspective, we
wouldn't necessarily comment on the actual physical security
around certain areas. What we would do is try to get a very clear
appreciation of the threat environment we are currently facing, rec‐
ognizing that the threat environment changes. At the moment, we
know from ITAC that our national threat terrorism level is at medi‐
um.

In situations where we are collecting information indicating that
there is a potential increase that could lead to an increase in the
threat assessment, that needs to be taken into consideration with re‐
gard to the protection of certain areas, depending on the threat in
those areas. It can change, alternate and move, depending on the
threat environment we are seeing at the time. We would hope that
information and assessment could be used for your determination.
● (1120)

[Translation]
Hon. Greg Fergus: Is the situation safer or less safe in today's

world, given trends?

I would ask you to give a short answer.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you for that exchange.
[Translation]

The floor is yours for six minutes, Ms. Gaudreau.
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):

Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to thank the witnesses, because they have taught me
a lot about CSIS, the Canadian Security Intelligence Service. I un‐
derstand clearly that the role of CSIS is to inform us about potential
threats.

I am going to offer some context for the matter at hand: we want
to avoid a recurrence of an event like the one that occurred in 2014,
an event for which the parliamentary precinct did not have all of the
security resources needed for taking action.

I also understand that it is difficult for CSIS to say whether or
not an expansion would help it assess threats, so I am going to ask
much more specific questions in connection with the chronology of
events.

What was the date when CSIS looked at a potential threat? When
did it inform the Ottawa Police Service, the Parliamentary Protec‐
tive Service, or the Royal Canadian Mounted Police?
[English]

Ms. Cherie Henderson: I just want to make sure I understand.

Are you speaking specifically in regard to the convoy itself, or
are you speaking more generally?

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Because of the events surround‐
ing the presence of the convoy, we are trying to determine whether
the expansion is necessary to help people like you maintain the se‐
curity of the site.

What were the dates of your discussions? I am talking about the
period when you started to look at the possibility of a threat associ‐
ated with the arrival of the truckers.

[English]

Ms. Cherie Henderson: I wouldn't be able to speak to exact
dates. What I can speak to is the fact that, prior even to the convoy
starting, in the beginning of 2022 we were all very aware of the
current what I would call rise that we were seeing, or the impact of
the ideologically motivated violent extremist movement.

This was something we had been very aware of. We can even go
back to what happened in Washington on January 6, when we saw
Capitol Hill overrun. I think that shocked a lot of people. We have
always been watching this, and we were constantly watching to de‐
termine whether any individuals we were specifically looking at
within the IMVE milieu were starting to engage with the convoy.
We're always concerned that anything creating—

● (1125)

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: I'm sorry to interrupt you. I
would really like to know on what occasions you discussed the sub‐
ject.

I know the watch you keep is extremely important, but I want to
know what dates and what organizations you spoke with to deter‐
mine whether there was a serious threat, an alarm signal. I would
like to know on what occasions your discussions took place.

What we have to do is determine whether an expansion is possi‐
ble and how things could be facilitated so that the operational ser‐
vices protect our security.

[English]

Ms. Cherie Henderson: I don't have any specific dates. What I
can say is that as we continually monitor and investigate anything
that could be a potential threat to the security of Canada, we con‐
stantly and regularly engage with the RCMP and our police part‐
ners. These are the same rules of engagement we followed with the
RCMP and our police partners during the events that happened in
January and February.

If there was anything that came to light, we would automatically
make the—

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: I will amend my question: when
did someone communicate with you to determine whether some‐
thing was happening, and who communicated with you?
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[English]
Ms. Cherie Henderson: As I was saying, in any of these situa‐

tions, if anything comes across our radar that we feel the RCMP or
the appropriate police need to be advised of to ensure that they can
do the appropriate protection and investigation, we share that. That
is a constant, ongoing, back and forth process. There's no one spe‐
cific date or time. It is something we are constantly working with.

We would never hold or sit on any information that we felt was
necessary to ensure that we were protecting the security of Canadi‐
ans. We go back and forth on a regular basis.

[Translation]
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: From what I understand, you

speak to each other daily or weekly and there was no one time
when you said to yourselves that something was happening. Some‐
one communicated with you, whether it was the Ottawa Police Ser‐
vice, the Parliamentary Protective Service, or even the RCMP. No
one said to you that on that day, they were wondering what you
knew about the upcoming events.

I am just trying to understand how it is possible to tell people
how safe we are. I would really have liked to see the extent to
which what you did, whether it was daily or weekly, might have re‐
assured the people watching us. If you have dates to provide us, I
would invite you to do so.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Blaney, you have six minutes.
Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):

Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you to the folks who are here
providing testimony for us.

I will first go through the chair to Ms. Henderson. You said earli‐
er that our threat level—I think I got this right—at this point, today,
is at a medium. If that's the case, I'm just wondering if you could
tell us what the threat was between January 22 and 29 and then
from January 29 until the convoy was removed.

Ms. Cherie Henderson: From my recollection, the threat level
in Canada has remained at medium. Since it became part of the reg‐
ular process of setting the threat level following the tragic events of
9/11, it has been at medium.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: That's interesting to me. Is there a measure‐
ment for internal threats and then a measurement for external
threats, or are those two things combined?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: The national terrorism threat level is set
by ITAC, our integrated terrorism assessment centre. They have a
very solid methodology that they use. I wouldn't be able to go into
specifics and explain it to you. They set the terrorism threat level
for the country, but they look at areas around the world as well that
may impact us. They may not necessarily, but because we have so
many Canadian interests all around the world, they want to make
sure Canadians are aware of potential threats outside of the country.
We can also engage with Global Affairs Canada, because on their
website they list the various threat—

● (1130)

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you. That's helpful. You've answered
my question.

We have heard, of course, that there are multiple jurisdictions,
specifically around Parliament, and that sometimes figuring out
who is in charge of what and when feels like a bit of a challenge.

I'm just wondering, from the perspective of your department, if it
would be easier to deal with future events on this scale if they ever
happen again? Having the jurisdiction expanded, would that make
any significant difference in your ability to do your work?

Mr. Newton Shortliffe: When there is an incident of this nature,
as I mentioned before, we usually join the intelligence groups that
are created by law enforcement. Our primary counterpart for na‐
tional security incidents is the RCMP. They are the designated lead
for national security incidents, but of course, depending on where
events occur, there can be issues with local police services of juris‐
diction, who's doing what, and that sort of thing.

I know this was a very complicated issue during the crisis earlier
this year, but for the service it would likely not make a very big dif‐
ference, because our main interface is still through the RCMP and
through their integrated security enforcement teams.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: On the other side of that, are there any con‐
cerns from your perspective with expanding the jurisdiction?

Mr. Newton Shortliffe: As I said just now, from a service point
of view it probably wouldn't make a big difference one way or the
other. We have excellent relationships with our partners, including
local law enforcement, including the Ottawa Police Service, for ex‐
ample, the OPP and other organizations right across the country. I
would expect those to continue, regardless of what structure is im‐
plemented.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.

I've also heard testimony from this department today that threats
across Canada are constantly assessed. If you're telling me that the
threat level stayed at medium when we were watching people come
across the country to disrupt our place of governance, I'm just won‐
dering if there is any other way that you measure this, because it
seems to me that this was not addressed as well as it could have
been.

It didn't seem that the threat was taken very seriously until we
were in a position where it was really hard to deal with it. I'm just
wondering if you could talk about that. How is the assessment of
threat made, and how does that work with the folks you work with
in other departments?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: Again, it's ITAC that sets that national
terrorism threat level, and it pulls the information based on what it
sees across the country and in relation to its members. What the
service does is when.... We are always looking for a threat of seri‐
ous violence to overthrow or to push forward an ideological agen‐
da. That is one thing we are constantly on the alert for.
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That's where, when we are looking at national security, we look
at a narrow section of the pie, because we are looking really at espi‐
onage and terrorism. We look at terrorism if there's an effort to en‐
gage or incite serious violence in order to achieve an objective. If
we see anything, that information would be fed into ITAC, and it
would use that in order to help determine whether or not it would
change that threat level.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

[Translation]

I will now give the floor to Mr. Berthold for five minutes, and
then Ms. Romanado will follow.

Mr. Berthold, the floor is yours.
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

I would like to thank the witnesses.

Ms. Henderson and Mr. Shortliffe, I would like to understand the
process of discussions by the Canadian Security Intelligence Ser‐
vice with the police services, in particular the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, the RCMP, a little better.

What level of information do you share with your police part‐
ners? For example, an investigation is underway concerning a na‐
tional threat. We know that some police services are very cautious
about disclosing their information so as not to interfere with their
own investigations.

In the case of an event like the one we are talking about, what
level of information did you communicate to the RCMP about the
investigations underway, whether or not they concerned the events
that took place in Ottawa?

As a general rule, what will mean that the Canadian Security In‐
telligence Service does or does not share information?
● (1135)

Mr. Newton Shortliffe: Thank you for your question.
[English]

I'll reply in English to make sure I'm clear.

The trigger for sharing information is related to whether we per‐
ceive a possible threat to the security of Canada. As you mentioned
earlier, we investigate the activities of certain individuals who we
believe may be engaged in threat-related activity.

As Ms. Henderson has said, this is a discussion that goes on all
the time with our law enforcement partners, particularly the RCMP.
This is done through a number of different venues. It is done at our
headquarters level, through headquarters-to-headquarters meetings,
where we discuss, for example, what can be passed officially that
law enforcement might be able to use in their own investigations.

There's also tactically a conflation that occurs at the regional lev‐
el between the regions and the integrated national security enforce‐
ment teams on specific individuals we are both aware of. This is to
ensure that we are essentially not tripping over each other in our in‐
vestigations and that key threats are identified.

One of the most important roles is that if we become aware of
information that, for example, is a threat to life or a threat of seri‐
ous violence, we will find a way to get that over into the hands of
law enforcement so they can take action as quickly as possible.

Beyond that, we have challenges—

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Excuse me for interrupting you. It seems that
different filters and various levels of approval are necessary before
information is shared. It has to be determined whether the threat is
in the short or medium term. There are several levels to go through
before the information is passed on to the RCMP or, in the case at
hand, the Parliamentary Protective Service. I imagine the level of
trust between the two police services also has to be assessed before
sharing that information.

Mr. Newton Shortliffe: Yes. We pass on information to the vari‐
ous levels, depending on the intended purpose of sharing the infor‐
mation.

[English]

On one level, we pass information at the strategic level, at the
headquarters level, and that's where the official disclosures will oc‐
cur. This is because we have to carefully manage what is provided
from the service to law enforcement, mainly because of the intelli‐
gence-to-evidence rules that can make it very difficult for law en‐
forcement to see a prosecution through if we have to withdraw in‐
formation later on in order to protect our sources and methods of
operation.

At the tactical level, though—

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: I am going to interrupt you again. I under‐
stand. Thank you.

You did answer and you confirmed that there are several levels to
go through. When information is provided, it has first gone through
several levels of approval at the Canadian Security Intelligence Ser‐
vice, CSIS. A number of people have seen the information.

As a result, when the Special Joint Committee on the Declaration
of Emergency received documents from the government indicating
that while the convoy was in place, CSIS was not worried about ex‐
plaining and sharing information with the public, we can under‐
stand that several authorities within CSIS had seen and approved
that declaration.

Mr. Newton Shortliffe: If I have understood your question cor‐
rectly, you want to know whether several levels of CSIS discussed
threats in general, and yes, there were several discussions about this
at various levels. Ultimately, there was a comprehensive threat as‐
sessment that gave us all the information.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Next is Madam Romanado.
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Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne,
Lib.): Thank you very much, Madam Chair. Through you, I'd like
to thank the witnesses for being with us today.

For the purposes of this study and focusing on whether or not the
protection of the parliamentary precinct should be expanded, in
terms of physical security we were talking about focusing on
whether or not Wellington Street and perhaps Sparks Street should
be closed to vehicular traffic, and whether the jurisdiction over the
security of those streets should move to the Parliamentary Protec‐
tive Service.

One of the witnesses who came forward, former Senator White,
brought up a situation—we also heard it from the PPS—which was
that during the illegal occupation, there were trucks parked on
Wellington and there was no intelligence to understand what was in
those trucks. One of the concerns was obviously that we all know
what happened in Oklahoma City.

In terms of CSIS expertise and intelligence gathering, whether it
be using cyber and so on and so forth, would CSIS be in a position
to provide intel of that nature, given the fact that it's physically here
on Wellington Street? I'm just trying to understand. Would CSIS
have been able to ascertain what was in those trucks, given that
you're not physically on the ground? It is the police who are on the
ground physically. Unless someone is actually putting this informa‐
tion out there, I think it would be hard to assess. Is that correct?
● (1140)

Mr. Newton Shortliffe: Obviously I can't comment on specific
operational activities that occurred, but I can speak a bit more gen‐
erally about how we do our investigations.

We have a number of authorities under the CSIS Act. The CSIS
Act permits us to investigate, to the extent that it's strictly neces‐
sary, threats to the security of Canada. We use a number of methods
for doing that, including interviews, surveillance and things like
that. We can apply for Federal Court warrants for intrusive tech‐
niques. To do a search of a vehicle, for example, would require a
Federal Court warrant, and you'd have to be able to demonstrate
that there are reasonable grounds to believe that there is a threat in
order to get that warrant. That's in the CSIS Act.

The practical application is that sometimes we're in a position to
provide useful intelligence and sometimes we're not.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you.

Given that the City of Ottawa essentially closed Wellington to
vehicular traffic a few months ago, other than the parliamentary
buses, which I think are able to pass in front and so on, it has elimi‐
nated that risk in the sense that vehicles cannot be parked on
Wellington.

In terms of the coordination, we've heard a bit about how CSIS
will be pulled in, or if you are aware of information that would be
beneficial for the other partners to be aware of.... If the Parliamen‐
tary Protective Service were to take over the jurisdiction of, say,
Wellington and Sparks, would having...I don't want to say “one less
partner” to deal with, because obviously you'd still be working with
Ottawa city police and so on and so forth, but would having a
streamlined approach be beneficial?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: I would say in that situation that we
would always strive to share information. We always want to en‐
gage with our partners—police partners, protective services,
RCMP—to ensure that we share the proper information, so we
strive not to have any barriers to information sharing.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: This may be a bit out of your area of
expertise, but given the tourist attraction of Parliament Hill, the seat
of government, and parliamentarians and the people who work on
Parliament Hill, would you, in your expert opinion, recommend
that Wellington remain closed to vehicular traffic?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: We wouldn't be in a position to make
that recommendation, but as we are all aware, that is the symbol of
democracy of our country. It is always going to be a place that at‐
tracts and gathers individuals. When we are aware of large potential
protests, we are always monitoring these for opportunities that
could be presented to IMVE actors to promote or engage in serious
acts of violence.

● (1145)

The Chair: Thank you.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you very much, and thank you
for what you're doing.

[Translation]

The Chair: Ms. Gaudreau, the floor is yours for two and a half
minutes.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I just have one question for the witnesses, and that is about what
happened in 2014 as compared to what is happening today. I did
not get an answer earlier as to who stepped in and who raised the
red flag. I don't know whether it was the Ottawa Police Service, the
RCMP, the Parliamentary Protective Service, or someone else.

Since the witnesses told us in their testimony that it has now
been eight years, have they observed, in the course of their work, a
difference in operational activities, a difference in the strategy for
ensuring the security of the parliamentary precinct?

[English]

Ms. Cherie Henderson: I wouldn't be able to comment specifi‐
cally on the safety strategy applied within the parliamentary
precinct. What I would say is that since the events of 2014 we have
certainly worked tirelessly to ensure that we are closely coordinat‐
ing on any potential threats to the national security of our country,
any potential threats to any area in Canada that could be victim to a
national security threat. We are collecting information to the best of
our ability and sharing that. We are always striving to improve the
information-sharing practices. It's extremely important that we im‐
prove communications, and we consistently work to ensure that in‐
formation is appropriately shared.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Since I have some time left, I'm
going to ask you another question.



8 PROC-36 October 27, 2022

What could be improved to help you to do your good work?
What would be something very important that would enable you to
keep better watch to detect potential threats?
[English]

Ms. Cherie Henderson: One of the things that would help us
greatly in this day and age is the ability to really access and use da‐
ta. We did get changes to the data regime in Bill C-59, but from
what we're experiencing it is still not as fluid. We want to ensure, of
course, that we respect the privacy of Canadians. We are fully
bound by the charter, but we need to find an ability to crunch and
use data to help us assess threats as we move into the future.

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Blaney, you have two and a half minutes.
Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to come back to one of the questions from Ms. Romanado
around the security of the trucks. That was a significant concern.
We have heard testimony that the RCMP did not have the technolo‐
gy required to determine what was in those trucks.

I understand you can't tell us everything, but I feel like there's a
pretty significant gap there. Is there any way we can do better? Do
you have any recommendations around that? Do you have any way
to have intelligence on this issue? You don't have to talk specifical‐
ly, but I'm concerned in the long term that if there isn't a process to
make sure we can assess this, it provides a risk that we are now
proclaiming to everyone, because this is on the public record.

Ms. Cherie Henderson: At that time.... What we tend to do—
and Newton spoke about this—is we really closely monitor all the
opportunities that could potentially arise in this type of environ‐
ment. We're closely keeping an eye on the potential for anyone to
incite or lead to engaging in violent extremist activities.

While, as I noted before, we do not monitor legal protests, we
certainly keep an eye out to make sure we're aware of anything—
any outward influences, external influences—that could lead to po‐
tential serious violence.

We also continue to monitor other streams of intelligence report‐
ing so that we can collect and get a better picture. That's why it's so
fundamentally important that we continue to communicate, because
each agency engaged will have a small piece of the picture that
could help create that better picture. Again, it goes back to really
good communication and information-sharing, and breaking down
any barriers that prevent that sharing ability.
● (1150)

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Just quickly, what I heard is that your con‐
cern really focuses around lone actors who could provide violent
outcomes, and that is directly linked with extremist groups. I just
want to make sure that's clear.

Ms. Cherie Henderson: I would say that our concern is not only
lone actors. Lone actors are difficult to find on many occasions, but
we certainly want to have a really good appreciation of the environ‐
ment and any potential inciting that could lead to lone actors engag‐
ing.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mrs. Block, you have three minutes.

Mrs. Kelly Block (Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek, CPC): Thank
you very much, Madam Chair.

It's good to be here again today. I've appreciated the testimony
we've heard so far.

During the course of the testimony, we've heard that the engage‐
ment of CSIS is based on whether or not they perceive a possible
threat to the national security of Canada and at what level.

My question goes to the documents that were tabled with the
Special Joint Committee on the Declaration of Emergency. Accord‐
ing to those documents, the national security adviser's briefing to
the cabinet on the protests the night before the invocation includes
the comment, “CSIS/CSE: No concerns at this time.”

Can you shed some light on the service's lack of concern about
the protests even the night before the Emergencies Act was in‐
voked?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: While I can't speak to particular inves‐
tigations, I can say that we were watching for any opportunities the
protest could have presented for IMVE actors to promote or engage
in serious acts of violence. We were constantly monitoring streams
of intelligence reporting.

When we are doing our intelligence assessments, they are con‐
stantly changing and can evolve as we watch any situations evolv‐
ing. What can happen one day may change the next, depending on
what we learn through another stream of intelligence reporting.

Mrs. Kelly Block: Thank you.

During the protests, a few individuals, with perhaps a flawed un‐
derstanding of the Constitution, promoted a so-called manifesto,
which was rightly dismissed. However, some members of the Lib‐
eral government claimed this represented an attempt to overthrow
the government.

On the other hand, the special joint committee heard evidence
just last month from the Parliamentary Protective Service and from
our Sergeant-at-Arms, who used to head the RCMP branch for pro‐
tective policing, that they did not consider this to be a serious threat
to national security at all. In fact, Mr. McDonell said, “I didn't take
that comment seriously.”

Does the service share the perspective of the House's own securi‐
ty professionals?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: As I noted, I'm not going to be able to
speak to specific incidents. I can just say we were constantly moni‐
toring. If or when, in any of these situations, we learn of anything
that could be a threat to the national security of our country, we en‐
sure that the proper authorities are advised and take that into their
decision-making processes.
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The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Naqvi, you have three minutes.
Mr. Yasir Naqvi (Ottawa Centre, Lib.): Thank you very much.

I want to thank the witnesses for their time today. It has been
quite helpful to understand. I appreciate the sensitivity of the issues
we're dealing with.

I just want to pick up from the questioning that Ms. Blaney has
been engaged in, but starting perhaps from the top.

In your experience and assessment, was what we saw during the
occupation in the earlier part of this year a fairly unique event, as it
relates to Parliament and the parliamentary precinct here in
Canada?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: That's a very interesting question.

I have been in this business now for almost 31 years. I would say
that what we are seeing right now is unprecedented. We have
threats facing us on all levels.

Today, we're speaking specifically about the IMVE threat that we
are watching across the country, but we are also dealing with
threats from foreign interference in our democratic processes, espi‐
onage and efforts to undermine our economic security. We're
watching what is happening with Russia and the invasion of
Ukraine.

From my appreciation of 30 years in this seat, we are in a very
unprecedented threat environment at the moment. As we have been
monitoring the IMVE threat, it has continued to really increase over
the past few years. I think it is unprecedented.
● (1155)

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you for that very thoughtful, enlighten‐
ing and concerning answer. In light of what you just said, it should
compel Parliament to look at extra measures or steps to ensure that
the parliamentary precinct and, most importantly, parliamentarians
and staff are well protected from this enhanced threat you're speak‐
ing of.

Ms. Cherie Henderson: It's very important for parliamentarians
and all Canadians to have a very good appreciation of the national
security threat environment. We have definitely seen over the past
few years an increase in violent rhetoric and actions taken against
our parliamentarians. I believe they all need to ensure that they
have personal security.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: I have a few brief moments left.

Do you think expanding the parliamentary precinct that covers
Wellington Street and perhaps even Sparks Street would help in
further enhancing protection for parliamentarians and their staff?

Ms. Cherie Henderson: I can't comment on that. I would leave
that for professionals to determine exactly how, and the size of the
parliamentary precinct, but what we as a service can do is continue
to provide threat assessments as to what we see occurring in the
country, which will hopefully help the policy-makers and decision-
makers come to the proper decision.

The Chair: Thank you.

On behalf of all PROC committee members, I would like to
thank you both for your time with us today. I wish you well for the
rest of the day and so forth.

We'll suspend while we switch to panel two.

Take care.

● (1155)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1205)

The Chair: Welcome back for our second panel today at the pro‐
cedure and House affairs committee.

I would like to welcome our guests. We have with us Michel
Bédard, who is the law clerk and parliamentary counsel. From the
National Capital Commission, joining us by video conference, we
have Alain Miguelez, vice-president, capital planning; and Tobi
Nussbaum, chief executive officer. We also have Trish Ferguson,
deputy chief with the Ottawa Police Service, who is joining us by
video conference. Then, in person, we have Larry Brookson, chief
superintendent with the Parliamentary Protective Service.

I would like to start with Mr. Bédard.

Welcome. You have up to three minutes for your opening com‐
ments.

[Translation]

Mr. Michel Bédard (Interim Law Clerk and Parliamentary
Counsel, House of Commons): Thank you Madam Chair and
members of the committee for your invitation to appear today.

My name is Michel Bédard, and I am the interim law clerk and
parliamentary counsel of the House of Commons.

[English]

The Office of the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel provides
comprehensive legal services to the House of Commons and its
members. I trust that my testimony today will assist the committee
in its study on the extension of Parliament Hill and the parliamen‐
tary precinct.

Under the Parliament of Canada Act, the Parliamentary Protec‐
tive Service, or PPS, is responsible for all matters respecting physi‐
cal security throughout the parliamentary precinct and Parliament
Hill. Parliament Hill is defined in the act as “the grounds in the City
of Ottawa bounded by Wellington Street, the Rideau Canal, the Ot‐
tawa River and Kent Street.” The “parliamentary precinct”, also de‐
fined in the Parliament of Canada Act, includes the premises used
by the House of Commons, the Senate, their members and other
parliamentary entities. They “are designated in writing by the
Speaker of the Senate or the Speaker of the House of Commons”.

The practice has been for the Speakers to make a joint designa‐
tion that is tabled before Parliament.
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[Translation]

The Government of Canada, through the Minister of Public Ser‐
vices and Procurement Canada, has ownership and general care
over the grounds of Parliament Hill and the parliamentary build‐
ings. This is, however, subject to the House’s right to administer its
internal affairs free from interference, which is usually exercised
under the authority of the Speaker as guardian of the House’s privi‐
leges, and that of the Board of Internal Economy pursuant to its re‐
sponsibility over the premises of the House.

In addition, decisions pertaining to the use of the grounds of Par‐
liament Hill are taken under the authority of the Committee on the
Use of Parliament Hill. The Committee is co-chaired by the House
of Commons Sergeant-at-Arms and the Director of Senate Corpo‐
rate Security on behalf of their respective Speakers. Its membership
also includes representatives from various government depart‐
ments.

The Parliamentary Protective Service's mandate is limited to
physical security; it does not police the Hill or the parliamentary
precinct, and its protection officers are not peace officers. The po‐
lice of jurisdiction for Parliament Hill and the parliamentary
precinct is the Ottawa Police Service. However, their conduct of
business within the precinct must take into consideration parlia‐
mentary privilege.
[English]

If Parliament so wishes, Parliament Hill could be expanded to in‐
clude parts of Wellington Street and Sparks Street by making an
amendment to the definition of “Parliament Hill” that is found in
the Parliament of Canada Act. This will extend the PPS mandate to
provide physical security on these streets.

I know that both streets are currently owned by the City of Ot‐
tawa. Making these streets federal property will make it easier for
PPS to fulfill its mandate.
[Translation]

I would be pleased to answer any questions members may have.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Bédard.

If I understood correctly, Mr. Nussbaum, you will be speaking on
behalf of the National Capital Commission. Welcome, and the floor
is yours for three minutes.
[English]

Mr. Tobi Nussbaum (Chief Executive Officer, National Capi‐
tal Commission): Thank you very much, Madam Chair. Good af‐
ternoon.
[Translation]

I am happy to be with you again today.

I am accompanied by Alain Miguelez, vice-president, capital
planning and chief planner at the National Capital Commission.
[English]

In our role as principal planner of the NCR, we are pleased to be
here with you today to provide our observations on the long-term
impacts of the closure of Wellington Street.

In June we had the opportunity to highlight the importance of re‐
thinking the stretch of Wellington Street in the parliamentary
precinct as the symbolic heart of our nation along Confederation
Boulevard. We discussed with you at that time how its reimagining
should occur in the context of a number of ambitious capital and
city building projects currently under way. These include projects
such as the Cliff plant, the Alexandra Bridge replacement, the revi‐
talization of the former Nepean Point and, of course, the rehabilita‐
tion of Centre Block.

We feel that this reimagining could also usefully think about
studying and enhancing the street in its entirety from the Portage
Bridge all the way to the east where it meets Rideau Street, which
is an important intersection at the heart of our capital. This exercise
could also fit well with an exercise that the NCC is currently en‐
gaged with, which is the renewal of one of our master plans, the
capital core area sector plan, which will set out the vision for this
area for the next 10 to 15 years.

From the NCC's perspective, it is also an opportunity to reimag‐
ine the space and contribute to an enhanced visitor experience and
overall public realm, and to reconsider how the public will interact
with the parliamentary precinct and experience the site of Canada's
seat of government. This could include animation of the area and
opportunities to build on the NCC's work with PSPC, expanding
and complementing the current retail offerings on Sparks Street.
This would give parliamentarians, their staff, residents and visitors
a new way to interact with the area, while also contributing to the
economic recovery and sustainability of the core of Canada's capi‐
tal.

On the question of public transit, which I know we discussed in
June, the work of the NCC transit office is well under way. This of‐
fice will work and help the advancement of la Société de transport
de l'Outaouais's tramway project. We see this project as a vital part
of the reimagining of Wellington Street and a crucial step in en‐
hancing interprovincial transit options.

● (1210)

[Translation]

In the longer term, the National Capital Commission hopes that
the interprovincial transit loop will be implemented.

The Chair: Thank you for your comments.

[English]

We look forward to hearing more during the question and answer
session.

Deputy Chief, we'll go over to you for up to three minutes.

Ms. Trish Ferguson (Acting Deputy Chief, Ottawa Police Ser‐
vice): Good afternoon, and thank you, Madam Chair and commit‐
tee members, for inviting me here today.

I am Acting Deputy Trish Ferguson, and I'm responsible for
overseeing information, investigations and serious and organized
crimes at the Ottawa police.



October 27, 2022 PROC-36 11

We've been following the discussions at these committee meet‐
ings, and I'm grateful for the opportunity to again offer the perspec‐
tive of the Ottawa police.

The testimonies we've heard and our recent experiences in polic‐
ing large events in the city have confirmed the three priorities we
previously identified to you. These are jurisdictional responsibili‐
ties, infrastructure and resources.

As you're aware, the Ottawa Police Service is the police of juris‐
diction for the city of Ottawa. In fulfilling this role, we rely on co-
operation and collaboration with other law enforcement agencies.
As such, the service is used to dealing with questions of jurisdic‐
tion; however, the occupation we experienced in February con‐
firmed the need to further clarify and even reconsider matters of ju‐
risdiction around the Wellington corridor.

Jurisdictional boundaries within and around the parliamentary
precinct need to be clearly defined. Collaborative strategies and re‐
sponsibilities also need to be clarified in order to ensure that, in
times of crisis and emergency, the statutes, regulations and authori‐
ties are already established and understood by all parties. This is
particularly critical for situations in which events spill over estab‐
lished boundaries.

The second issue we ask you to consider is infrastructure. Since
February, we have had several large events in Ottawa, such as
“Rolling Thunder” and Canada Day, and we currently lack physical
infrastructure that can easily and quickly be put in place to protect
key locations and personnel. These events again stretched our re‐
sources thin, in part because we lacked adequate security infrastruc‐
ture. For example, we had to bring in heavy trucks to establish a ve‐
hicle exclusion zone around Parliament. This was less effective and
less reliable than security infrastructure would have been if we had
set up, for example, bollards and protected pedestrian areas.

The third issue, as we discussed before, is the need for adequate
resources for the police service. We must be prepared to maintain
public security and protect the residents of Ottawa, no matter the
size and scale of events. We also know that we cannot continually
call on police from other jurisdictions across the province to help
police events in our city. The demands placed on our service in the
past year have strained our members and highlighted the need for
adequate resources so we can safely and effectively respond to the
needs in our communities, make intelligence-led threat assessments
and enhance inter-agency collaboration.

Members of the Ottawa Police Service are committed to protect‐
ing Ottawa as an open and peaceful capital city, one where resi‐
dents and visitors can move freely and that everyone can fully en‐
joy.

Thank you for your time. I look forward to answering any ques‐
tions.

● (1215)

The Chair: We look forward to that as well. Thank you.

Now we go to Chief Superintendent Larry Brookson.

Welcome to PROC. You have three minutes.

Mr. Larry Brookson (Acting Chief Superintendent, Parlia‐
mentary Protective Service): Thank you, Madam Chair. I appreci‐
ate the promotion.

Good day, Madam Chair, honourable MPs and fellow witnesses.

[Translation]

I am happy to see you here again today to continue our discus‐
sion about operational security issues in the parliamentary precinct.
I would remind you, as the acting chief superintendent of the Par‐
liamentary Protective Service, that these discussions are of consid‐
erable importance for my colleagues and me.

While my opening remarks are brief, I will take this opportunity
to raise a few points that were identified in my last appearance.

[English]

The service is responsible for the physical security of parliamen‐
tarians, staff, employees, visitors, buildings, grounds and assets on
Parliament Hill and the precinct. Therefore, how the service trains
its employees, how the employees engage with one another, how
they collaborate and build their respective networks with our val‐
ued partners and how the service overall carries out its commitment
to continuous learning and improvement are all critical components
in how well our human assets can perform their duties and deliver
security services to this community.

Beyond these distinctly human capabilities, and as I mentioned
in my previous appearances, the service must also rely on how
physical barriers and technologies need to be incorporated in order
to better deliver the mandate. This stays true regardless of the
precinct boundaries.

[Translation]

Operational preparation and the Parliamentary Protective Ser‐
vice's response capacity therefore depend on how human resources,
physical barriers and technology function together to create an inte‐
grated physical security system that serves our parliamentary com‐
munity as well as possible.

[English]

While security information can sometimes be sensitive, I recog‐
nize that today's meeting is being conducted publicly. Please trust
that I will contribute to the discussions as openly as I can.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Brookson.
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Now we will start our six-minute rounds, with Monsieur
Berthold and then Monsieur Naqvi.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to thank the witnesses for being here with us today.

Ms. Ferguson, you said there was not enough equipment to con‐
trol big events around Parliament Hill. Does that mean technical
methods and infrastructure exist that would allow Wellington Street
to be secured during big demonstrations, while allowing it to be
kept open the rest of the year?

Ms. Trish Ferguson: Thank you for your question. I am going
to answer you in English, because I am more comfortable in that
language for the technical terms.
[English]

You're asking if there are existing structures that could be put in
place. From a policing perspective, I think we have many partners
throughout the world who are policing capital cities and who we
could potentially rely upon for best practices for any existing struc‐
tures.

We have changed our processes in a number of larger demonstra‐
tions based on what we've seen around the world and on some of
the trends that have taken place. I think back to Nice, France, sever‐
al years back. That incident altered the way we respond to major
events here, in terms of making sure that we are considering all po‐
tential threats and sources of threats. I believe that's something that
could be put into place.

There are places where we'll keep the area open and free at times
when everything is fine, but where we can have some infrastructure
that would be rapidly put in place should we face a moment of
threat or crisis.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Given that you seem to be familiar with what
is going on outside Canada, could you send us a list of the places
where protective infrastructure has been installed for problematic
times, while maintaining access by vehicles and pedestrians the rest
of the year?

Ms. Trish Ferguson: Yes, I can send you a list of those details.
Mr. Luc Berthold: Thank you.

I want to talk to you a bit about a little incident that happened to
me on Wellington Street. At this time, the most dangerous thing on
Wellington street is that it is a street with no real purpose. There are
cars driving on it and pedestrians walking around pretty much ev‐
erywhere in the street, plus bicycles and scooters; it is an absolutely
dangerous place.

I have to tell everyone that last spring, I almost lost my life on
Wellington Street. It was when the traffic lights were still operating
to control vehicle traffic. One of my colleagues stopped me at the
last minute, just before a car flattened me.

I want to thank the Parliamentary Protective Service, which
helped me bring this up with the municipality of Ottawa. I wrote to
the mayor of Ottawa and received a reply from a political staffer.

However, because a traffic study had to be done, it took a month
before the traffic lights were removed and stop signs put up, when
it could have been done in two days.

At present, the lives of parliamentarians and users of Wellington
Street are being put in danger by maintaining the street's undefined
status. What can we do to improve the situation and protect the par‐
liamentarians and visitors who are currently using this artery?

Is it the role of parliamentarians to go and do traffic control and
tell people to stop and pay attention? I don't think so. When politi‐
cians are allowed time to make decisions to protect people, we have
cases like mine, where it took me a month to get an answer.

I don't think we are best placed to decide the best measures. Do
you sincerely think that parliamentarians, elected representatives,
are best placed to make decisions about the security of a place like
Wellington Street?

● (1220)

Ms. Trish Ferguson: What you have described shows exactly
why we need to put something definite in place, with the infrastruc‐
ture we need. I admit that a month is a long time, but I can't speak
for the City of Ottawa or the decision that was made.

At the Ottawa Police Service, we absolutely believe in the secu‐
rity of the public and parliamentarians.

Mr. Luc Berthold: My next question is for more or less every‐
body.

We have to decide whether to expand the Parliamentary Protec‐
tive Service's security perimeter. What I understood from
Mr. Bédard's testimony is that the Parliamentary Protective Service
is supposed to protect individuals, not control vehicle speeds. The
role of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police is to anticipate threats.
The role of the Ottawa Police is to make sure that municipal bylaws
and other provincial regulations are obeyed.

How can parliamentarians make such an important decision as
the decision as to which security service should be in charge of part
of a street or part of an area?

Mr. Brookson, do you want to answer?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Thank you for your question.

Once again, I am going to answer in English. It is easier for me
to use technical terms to explain the situation properly.

[English]

In my previous appearances, I've been clear on needing the au‐
thority to make the precinct safe. I don't have the authority over
Wellington Street. All I can do is have our protection officers keep
eyes and ears on what's happening on Wellington. To this point, I
can't engage on Wellington.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Naqvi, you have the floor.
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Mr. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Through you to Mr. Nussbaum, who knows that I listen to every
one of his words very, very carefully, always, I'm still hanging on
“finally”. Can you finish your thought?

Voices: Oh, oh!

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: The suspense is killing me.
Mr. Tobi Nussbaum: Well, I hope I don't disappoint, Mr. Naqvi.

I just wanted to reiterate that I think an important part in looking
ahead to the future of Wellington Street is to double down on the
collaboration and co-operation between federal and municipal part‐
ners. Some of them are here with you during this session. There are
others, of course, such as PSPC and the City of Ottawa. I just want‐
ed to underline our commitment to doing exactly that as we move
forward.

Thank you.
Mr. Yasir Naqvi: That's great. Thank you. I really appreciate

that comment, because I think that will be key as we move forward.

I'll continue with you, Mr. Nussbaum. You were last here in June.
We've had some major events, as the deputy chief was pointing out,
since then, mostly of a festive nature, thankfully, including Canada
Day. We've also had the sombre moment of the National Day for
Truth and Reconciliation.

What has been the experience, from the NCC's perspective, of
the closure of Wellington thus far from vehicular traffic?
● (1225)

Mr. Tobi Nussbaum: In terms of the events we witnessed in the
capital this past season, I think they went off very well. We had
events like the Ottawa Jazz Festival in Confederation Park. We had
the Ottawa Bluesfest at LeBreton Flats Park, and, of course, we had
the Canada Day celebrations and National Indigenous Peoples Day.

I think the experience was positive. People understood that
Wellington Street was closed, so they made their plans with that in
mind. We have an interest, shared I'm sure with the City of Ottawa,
in increasing use of the Ottawa Light Rail Transit. There's an un‐
derstanding now, as the city moves to its phase two extension of
that project, that more and more we want citizens who are coming
to events in the core of Canada's capital to arrive there by other
means than private vehicle, whether it's transit, walking or cycling.

The Wellington Street closure was well known, and as a conse‐
quence we didn't see the kinds of tie-ups we might otherwise have
expected.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you.

I'll come to you, Mr. Brookson. Even though it's not part of the
parliamentary precinct and thus PPS does not have much jurisdic‐
tion over it, has the closure of Wellington Street made it easier for
your team to fulfill its mandate around providing safety for parlia‐
mentarians and staff?

Mr. Larry Brookson: I think the current state of Wellington
Street, the way it has been set up, is for law-abiding citizens. For
anybody who has an intent or is a threat, it's wide open. There are
no barriers.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: Through you, Madam Chair, can you, Mr.
Brookson, expand on the word “barriers”? Are you talking about
physical barriers? Are you talking about psychological barriers?
What's in your mind when you speak of barriers?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, when we
look at Wellington and the physical barriers that were put up to pre‐
vent traffic from coming right down the heartland of our democra‐
cy, of both the triad and the south precinct buildings, the service is
responsible for 30-some buildings, which house some of the most
important people we have in this country, steering us in the right di‐
rection.

The suggestion that Wellington comes right down the heart of it
unabated is a concern to a service that I'm responsible for, so al‐
though I can appreciate the reduced traffic since last winter, it's still
extremely porous.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: I have two minutes. I have two very quick
questions for you.

Do you think expanding the parliamentary precinct to include
Wellington Street up to Sparks Street would help in undermining
the porousness that you speak of and enhancing security for parlia‐
mentarians, staff and the community writ large?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, my position
has not changed and the answer to that is yes.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you.

My second question is this. Do you think the next step on top of
that, which is to transfer Wellington Street from municipal govern‐
ment to federal government, will also further enhance your ability
to do your duty well?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, yes, that's
correct.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you.

The Chair: That's excellent.

[Translation]

Ms. Gaudreau, the floor is yours for six minutes.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Thank you, Madam Chair.

We really did get a lot of answers to our questions in the earlier
meetings, but we see that a plan is taking shape. We have heard a
lot about how there are concerns relating to infrastructure, re‐
sources and jurisdictions. Ms. Ferguson confirms this.

According to Mr. Bédard, it is possible, under the rules of the
House of Commons, for us to perform our role and responsibilities
better. Mr. Brookson says he has learned a lot and can make very
clear recommendations. In the last testimony, there was a discus‐
sion of the six services associated with the command centre and the
usefulness of working together. And last, Mr. Nussbaum talked
about how important collaborating and coordinating are.
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The crucial question is how to go about it. At present, we are
talking about expanding the boundaries of the Hill, but more than
that is going to be needed. During the five minutes I have, I would
like each witness to explain precisely what we are missing for
achieving the objective of the security of parliamentarians and Hill
employees and having the necessary authority that each of you may
have, and the resources.

I know that you have some items that can be added to the report,
because this is our last chance at present.

I will start with Mr. Brookson. What are we missing? What do
you need?
● (1230)

Mr. Larry Brookson: I think that if we want to expand the
boundaries of the parliamentary precinct, we will have to invest in
the Parliamentary Protective Service.
[English]

For the service to be successful, we need our partners to also be
in a healthy position. If there's one partner on which I rely heavily,
it's the Ottawa Police Service. It's a service that's been stretched and
moved.

We have to look at this more globally. Again, I don't know where
I'd be without the Ottawa Police Service with respect to the way the
service I'm responsible for delivers on a daily basis. We need to
look at this holistically to make sure all security partners are raised
and elevated at the same time.
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Mr. Bédard, can you add a com‐
ment on what is needed for the PPS to perform its role better, that
role being different from the role of the police?

Mr. Michel Bédard: The solution to adopt, to ensure the securi‐
ty of parliamentarians, includes a geographical expansion of the
PPS's mandate, so that it takes in part of Wellington Street and po‐
tentially other streets. The SPP's mandate is really performed based
on the premises to be protected, that is, Parliament Hill and the par‐
liamentary precinct.

At present, Wellington Street is not part of Parliament Hill, under
the definition given in the Parliament of Canada Act. As I said in
my testimony, the street is the property of the City of Ottawa. The
proposal to extend the ground covered by Parliament Hill to take in
Wellington Street and other portions of streets, and take the neces‐
sary measures for those streets to become the property of the feder‐
al government, is certainly a potential solution.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Ms. Ferguson, how are things
working since it has been more or less closed and people can cross
more freely? I would like to know your opinion on the subject, be‐
cause weeks have passed since our last conversation.
[English]

Ms. Trish Ferguson: For the Ottawa Police Service, I think
what we really crave from this committee is a delineation of juris‐
dictions and statutes for roles and responsibilities. They need to be
clear for all parties and encompass contingencies for times of crisis
and emergency.

The Ottawa Police Service would continue to respond to any
criminal acts that take place within the parliamentary precinct,
which is as it happens right now, and we really want to make sure
our members are provided clear lines as to where their role begins
and where the parliamentary precinct police role would end.

Any changes to infrastructure that we're seeking would absolute‐
ly be necessary to make sure it respects the rights of parliamentari‐
ans to freely access any of the parliamentary buildings and the
precinct itself. We would like to make sure that whatever key
pieces are put in place in terms of infrastructure will allow for free‐
dom of movement but also give us the capability to quickly and ef‐
ficiently restrict access, particularly for vehicles, in response to a
security threat.

That is something that I think has been highlighted already, that
we haven't been able to do wholeheartedly on Wellington right now.
The member who reported almost being struck by a vehicle....
Those are situations that we are very sad to hear about. We would
like to be able to put something in place that is clear and doesn't put
our members at risk.

● (1235)

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Blaney, you have six minutes.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to thank the witnesses for all of the testimony we've heard
and for spending this hour with us. My first question will be for Mr.
Brookson.

Living through this, I kept walking through that convoy every
day and thinking, “Why are we here?” I don't understand, and I'm
wondering what information the PPS received from the OPS prior
to January 29. What input was there?

I'm still confused, when I look back, that all of those trucks were
blocking our place of governance for the whole of Canada.

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, obviously
the community shares its information among its security partners,
so the date of departure, where the convoys started and the numbers
that were coming were things the service was aware of, and we
commenced our preparation for that, specific to our protective man‐
date.

The remaining policing operations were left to the policing part‐
ners, and the service did not have a role in that.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Okay. I'll leave it at that.

As we're having this discussion, I want to make sure citizens are
well aware, because we know there are people living in the area
where we're talking about expanding the jurisdiction.
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To clarify and put on the record, if it was turned into federal ju‐
risdiction, which would really allow for a lot more security for this
place—you've made that very clear, Mr. Brookson, through testi‐
mony—would there be any interruption for citizens? If they were in
trouble and they had to call 911, would that just continue as is?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, it would
continue as is.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.

Through the chair, Mr. Brookson talked about the accessibility
still. We have blockades up. I appreciate that I can get across that
street a lot more easily when I'm going to different meetings that I
have to attend, but I still see people driving through and I often
think that I don't think they should be doing that. Of course, they
are doing that.

I will first come to you, and then I will come back to the deputy
chief to ask a question about that.

If the jurisdiction was expanded, what kinds of changes would be
there to provide more security for that space? How would we moni‐
tor it? What capacity would the PPS have to monitor that? If some‐
body drove on or came onto that space thinking they were going to
take a shortcut, what powers would that department have?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, one piece
that we've already commenced is that we have a considerable num‐
ber of cameras that file into our OSC—our operational support cen‐
tre.

A piece that I've asked for as of this morning, understanding that
Wellington is going to be a bit more used by vehicles, is that I'm
working with PSPC to get a list of authorized vehicles, so that
when we see a vehicle going down that road, the service knows
from the licence plate if it's authorized. For vehicles that are not au‐
thorized, we'll be contacting the Ottawa police partner through our
OSC to respond and deal with those.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you. I appreciate that.

I'll go to the deputy chief on this one. Again, this is something I
have noticed. I wouldn't know if a vehicle was authorized or unau‐
thorized. Right now, in this interesting stance that we are in, what
are the police doing around monitoring that on Wellington Street?

Ms. Trish Ferguson: Through you, Madam Chair, as I think Mr.
Brookson explained, we are in very close contact with the PPS. We
do joint training with them. We have done a number of tabletop ex‐
ercises that have assisted us in getting some clarity around the re‐
sponse that's required.

As it pertains to vehicles, we know there are vehicles that have
travelled up there. Certain vehicles are required for maintenance of
property or for city officials who need to be in that area. We know
it is not entirely solidified and a safe or secure space at this point in
time. We look forward to some clarity around this from this com‐
mittee, on where they would like to see that happen. We will cer‐
tainly enforce and abide by whatever is decided.

● (1240)

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.

Through the chair to the deputy chief, one of the things I heard in
the testimony very clearly was that the police are stressed and
there's a concern, it seems to me, around human resources and not
having the people to do the work, because the police have experi‐
enced a lot of challenges.

I'm wondering if you could expand on what that means for us in
this place.

Ms. Trish Ferguson: Through you, Madam Chair, you are cor‐
rect. We are very much in a place of lacking resources. Our mem‐
bers are stressed and stretched. However, we continue to police the
city of Ottawa and the wide expanse of geography that we have. We
do that to the best of our resources.

Ideally, we would be able to position officers at both ends and at
any of the gaps along Wellington Street, but fundamentally that's
not something we're able to sustain in the long term. We look for a
solution to this and, as I mentioned before, are happy to support
whatever is decided. Given that...and mentioning resources, we are
very much looking forward to a decision on that.

The Chair: Thank you.

I will go to Mr. Calkins for five minutes, followed by Mrs. Ro‐
manado.

Go ahead, Mr. Calkins.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: Thank you, Madam Chair.

This is not our first chance to have a conversation, Mr. Brookson.

I think there's a reasonable expectation that Canadians have ac‐
cess to their parliamentary precinct. In the spirit of maintaining the
openness that's here—the openness that's been here since I've been
here, which is 2006—and seeing people come and go off the
grounds and be on the front lawn of Centre Block, I can't wait for
the day for that to be open again, to get Parliament looking the way
it used to look.

Notwithstanding that, I've also seen significant security upgrades
here. Basically, there are barricades now. We have two tiers of secu‐
rity even within our own precinct, not to mention the potential third
tier that we're talking about, which is the outer boundaries of the
parliamentary precinct and even the national capital region. In lis‐
tening to your answers, I can understand where you're coming
from. Your perspective, your mandate, is that you want to be able to
secure this area as much as possible. Given those two solitudes, I
don't think we can physically just restrict access and vet every sin‐
gle human being who wants to come in and out of the downtown
core or even to the parliamentary precinct. I don't know if that's hu‐
manly possible. That means we have to rely not solely on physical
infrastructure; we also have to rely on intelligence infrastructure.
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I'm not sure what you're willing to share here, but based on con‐
versations we've had in other places, I was left with the impression
that the Parliamentary Protective Service was not treated as an
equal partner in the eyes of the joint services that are providing se‐
curity and protection and the sharing of intelligence. If we're going
to extend your jurisdiction and your mandate, I would be remiss in
my duties to protect people if you did not have the same capabili‐
ties to...or were not seen as being an equal partner with the Ottawa
police and the RCMP, or an equal recipient of information from
somebody like CSIS.

Can you tell me, if we were to recommend at this committee that
the PPS expand its area of responsibility, that I can make that rec‐
ommendation confidently, knowing that the PPS is completely ca‐
pable and completely in the loop in the intelligence infrastructure of
downtown Ottawa?

Mr. Larry Brookson: First and foremost, certainly not within
this service is the objective or the goal to put fencing and barbed
wire around the parliamentary precinct, but I appreciate the extent
of that question.

This service belongs to Parliament. It doesn't belong to the
RCMP. It doesn't belong to Ottawa Police Service. In supporting
Parliament, this service truly tries its best to work in the shadows.
We're not here to impede. We're not here to obstruct. We're here to
serve. That's the objective of the service, and that will continue.

With respect to our partners, the service has made leaps and
bounds in the past few years in, first of all, being recognized. We
know the service that was here before. Everybody just saw that ser‐
vice and didn't recognize or understand what the Parliamentary Pro‐
tective Service was. That has changed significantly over the last
two and half years.

Regarding intelligence, I know only how it's provided. I can't
speak to what's being held back. I'm very comfortable with what I
am receiving. That's from all security partners. I'm not going to
name them all, for obvious reasons, but with all security partners,
I'm well comfortable on that. If something's coming our way, my
phone will ring or the team's phone will ring.

That comes through, whether it's the Ottawa Police Service, the
RCMP, CSIS or our partners over.... We've done a lot of work over
the last three years with the multi-jurisdictional response initiative.
This is an initiative that was born out of the 2014 incident. We've
run tabletop exercises at that level—the commanders, who are my
counterparts in all these services, because we can't do it alone—as
to what the respective roles and responsibilities would be in a criti‐
cal incident.

That work continues between the service and the Ottawa Police
Service specific to critical incidents that the service would have
control of. We all know how long a critical incident lasts for. It is
roughly three to five minutes, then it's over. The service, as I've said
before, has been built to sustain the first 90 minutes, understanding
the length of time that it takes to get other partners to come in and
assist.

Again, we've run the tabletop. Deputy Chief Ferguson has spo‐
ken about the tabletop exercises that our two services have done be‐

cause, quite honestly, it's these two services that work hand in hand
on a day-to-day basis.

I hope I've answered your question. I'm quite comfortable with
the information we're receiving and the partners that we've estab‐
lished at all those levels.

Thank you.

● (1245)

Mr. Blaine Calkins: I know he doesn't have time to answer,
Madam Chair—

The Chair: You don't have any time to ask, either.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: All right.

I just wanted to know if you have the legislative tools you need
to do your job. If you could submit that in writing to the committee
afterwards, I would appreciate that.

The Chair: Mrs. Romanado, you have five minutes.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.
I'll be quick, as I'm sharing my time with Mr. Fergus.

Mr. Brookson, we just heard that Wellington Street has the jer‐
seys between Bank and Elgin. We know the traffic lights have been
removed on the corners of Metcalfe and O'Connor. We actually
have not seen any police presence on Wellington.

I witnessed construction workers almost getting hit while trying
to cross at the corner of O'Connor and Wellington yesterday. Walk‐
ing here this morning to come to committee—my office is in Val‐
our—we witnessed a car literally slalom through the jerseys and
race down the street because the driver knew there was no police
presence and there were no traffic lights. It's a quick shortcut now. I
actually feel less safe crossing street now on Wellington.

Given the fact that Minister Tassi, when she was minister of pro‐
curement, said that 50% of parliamentary buildings are going to be
south of Wellington within the next eight years, can we get this set‐
tled once and for all, so that parliamentarians, people who work on
Parliament Hill and visitors don't get hit?

Can you comment, please?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Thank you, Madam Chair.

The City of Ottawa, not the Ottawa Police Service, governs all
the traffic and the safety measures that need to go in place. The ser‐
vice has been working with the City of Ottawa, too, as these barri‐
ers start to get manoeuvred. They are going to continue to get ma‐
noeuvred, particularly with the winter coming and the need for
snow removal. It's not that I'm pleased about any of that, but that's
just what's going to be happening.

We continue to work with the Ottawa Police Service and, as
Deputy Chief Ferguson has indicated, they don't have the resources
to put somebody there. This is where the service, which I'm respon‐
sible for in delivering this mandate, will reach out to the Ottawa
Police Service and come up with something.
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Now, if this means the service has to take on a resourcing re‐
quirement from the Ottawa Police Service, our partner, then I'm
prepared to do that. It's not appropriate for us to be risking any of
our parliamentarians crossing Wellington Street.

Hon. Greg Fergus: Thank you, Ms. Romanado.

I have a very quick, lightning round of questions to close off a
few things we heard in the testimony.

Mr. Nussbaum, are there any private businesses located on
Wellington Street now?
● (1250)

Mr. Tobi Nussbaum: Through you, Madam Chair, I believe any
businesses can access.... I know of one retail establishment at the
corner of O'Connor and Wellington, but the access is from O'Con‐
nor. I don't think there are any other private businesses that are cur‐
rently located right on Wellington Street.

Hon. Greg Fergus: Through you, Madam Chair, once again to
Mr. Nussbaum, are there any plans for the NCC to establish a much
greater degree of private businesses on Wellington Street?

Mr. Tobi Nussbaum: Through you, Madam Chair, I think it's
part of the reimagining of Wellington Street in the context of, as
you've spoken about, a larger precinct, including Sparks Street. We
have an interest in ensuring a vibrant and active area for visitors,
occupants, workers, parliamentarians and others. We have a real in‐
terest in making sure there is activity and animation in that area.
Whether it can occur right on Wellington Street or on Sparks Street,
those questions are going to need to be sorted out through the kinds
of conversations we're having with partners.

Hon. Greg Fergus: Very quickly, this is going to be a large
question, but I would really appreciate it if you could be brief.

Are there any national capitals where they have restricted private
vehicular access around their parliamentary precincts?

Mr. Tobi Nussbaum: I can't necessarily speak to parliaments,
because not all major capitals have parliaments.

Mr. Miguelez and I were in Washington, D.C. You may well be
aware that in front of the White House and now in front of
Congress there are various measures, such as physical barriers to
the streets. We are actually undertaking an investigation to see what
other capitals are doing.

The short answer is yes.

[Translation]
Hon. Greg Fergus: Thank you for your answer and for keeping

it brief, since I don't have a lot of time left.

[English]

Would restricted private vehicular access, combined with addi‐
tional intelligence tools such as cameras, people on the street, etc.,
provide greater security for the parliamentary precinct, in your
opinion?

[Translation]

My question is for Mr. Bédard or Mr. Brookson.

[English]
Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, I'll take that

one.

Yes, it would.
Hon. Greg Fergus: Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fergus.

[Translation]

Ms. Gaudreau, the floor is yours for two and a half minutes.
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Thank you, Madam Chair.

In life, we have to evaluate what happened in the past in order to
correct the future.

Mr. Brookson, I would like to hear your opinion on what was
missing in the process, at the beginning, for us to have ended up
with an occupation that, we hope, will not happen again, because
we do not want any more of them.
[English]

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair,
[Translation]

As I have explained before this committee several times, it is to
have authority over Wellington Street, and maybe Sparks Street, so
we can close them in the event of some threat or other. In my opin‐
ion, that is what was missing.

Following the discussions I had with the Ottawa Police Service, I
had asked at that time that Wellington Street be closed, but that re‐
quest was not agreed to, for one reason or another.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: This is my last question. We
were talking earlier about resources, which are a scarce commodity
these days. If we did go ahead with an expansion, would you be
able to continue providing protective services for parliamentarians,
not just within a potential new delineation of the parliamentary
precinct, but also outside it?

Mr. Larry Brookson: I'm going to answer in English because
there are technical terms.
[English]

For the exterior, humans will only get us so far. That's why we
have technology to increase our capability. The exterior, on what
can happen out there, is where the technology and the sensing capa‐
bility needs to take place, whether it comes through cameras or ex‐
isting technology, as well as effective barriers.

My biggest concern is vehicles being used as threats or weapons,
whether they're large or small vehicles being weaponized. In terms
of effective barriers and the technology, it's not necessary to have
more guns on the Hill—I think we have enough—but we need oth‐
er things to help.
● (1255)

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Blaney, you have two and a half minutes.
Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you, Madam Chair.
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I appreciate this. These are interesting conversations we're hav‐
ing today. I'm going to come back to you, Mr. Brookson. I have a
lot of questions.

We've heard proposed here some discussions about potentially
increasing public transit along Wellington and finding ways to do
that. When we talk about how concerned you are with the lack of
capacity to block people, are there any concerns around public tran‐
sit going through that space?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Madam Chair, I'll always be the voice of
concern, but I'm also a voice in working with partners and under‐
standing the requirements and the service deliverables for Parlia‐
ment. If we're talking specifically about a tram line or buses, I'm
working with that partner in having those vehicles checked before
they come through. That's something I'm comfortable working
with, whether they're partners at the NCC or whoever ends up hav‐
ing that.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Through you, Madam Chair, I think what
we're hearing clearly is that this in-between state is really messy.
That's just reality. When you're in between one thing and another in
life, and you don't know where you're going, things can be prob‐
lematic.

I am going to come back for one more question, Mr. Brookson,
to better understand this. Even if the proposed expanded jurisdic‐
tion happens and we do see it increase, I understand that it will still
continue to be multi-jurisdictional. I don't think that will change
profoundly in any way. What will change in terms of safety for this
place?

Mr. Larry Brookson: Through you, Madam Chair, you'll see an
immediate deployment of our marked vehicles on Wellington
Street. You'll see a considerable shift in our human assets being on
Wellington Street.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: My last question is to you, Mr. Bédard.

You spoke, in your testimony, about some of the things we'll
have to do around redefining the parliamentary precinct. I think
that's what you said. Could you just explain what that means a bit
more, what the process is and how hard or, hopefully, easy that
could be?

Mr. Michel Bédard: In using the current tools established on the
Hill and in the parliamentary precinct, currently the mandate of
PPS is circumscribed to the Hill and the precinct. The Hill is de‐
fined as the Parliament of Canada. If you were to expand the defini‐
tion of the Hill, you'd have to amend the Parliament of Canada Act.
Whether it's easy or difficult to amend an act of Parliament, I'll
leave to you.

Now the—
The Chair: Thank you. Since you've left it with us to do this im‐

portant work, we appreciate that.

I really want to thank all witnesses for taking the time to join us
today. The work you do is appreciated and noticed. I'll give a spe‐

cial shout-out to Mr. Brookson and the PPS. We really appreciate
the work of your men and women in uniform. They're always here.
I have to say I appreciate them wholeheartedly.

With that, I hope you all have a really good day.

With committee members staying for 30 seconds, today is the
conclusion of our witnesses for the parliamentary precinct study.
We will enter into doing the report. The summary of evidence, as
we've already agreed, has turned into the foundation of the report,
so most of it is written.

What I will ask is for analysts to compile any of the additional
information into that report so that it's up to date. I would ask col‐
leagues to submit their recommendations—in both official lan‐
guages—to the clerk by Tuesday, so we can get that turned around,
get into the next steps and try to keep ourselves moving.

Go ahead, Madame.
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Chair, could you repeat
that, please?
[English]

The Chair: The analysts will finish drafting the report—
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: This report, right.
[English]

The Chair: —on the security briefing, yes. It was in our agree‐
ment that it's the first one that comes back to us. Then we will have
recommendations. If you want to choose a recommendation togeth‐
er, you're welcome to. If you want to each submit your recommen‐
dations to the clerk, then we'll go through them as a committee to
choose if the report will have a recommendation, multiple recom‐
mendations or where we're at.
● (1300)

[Translation]
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: What is the deadline?

[English]
The Chair: It's Tuesday.

[Translation]

Right?
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: That's perfect. Thank you,

Madam Chair.
The Chair: You can submit those recommendations to the clerk.

Have a good day, everyone.

The meeting is adjourned.
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questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a re‐
production or use is not in accordance with this permission.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux privilèges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses
comités. Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas
l’interdiction de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibéra‐
tions de la Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La
Chambre conserve le droit et le privilège de déclarer l’utilisa‐
teur coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduc‐
tion ou l’utilisation n’est pas conforme à la présente permis‐
sion.

Also available on the House of Commons website at the
following address: https://www.ourcommons.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web de la Chambre des
communes à l’adresse suivante :

https://www.noscommunes.ca


