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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, February 21, 2022

The House met at 7 a.m.

 

Prayer

ORDERS OF THE DAY
● (0700)

[English]

EMERGENCIES ACT
The House resumed from February 20 consideration of the mo‐

tion.
Mr. Kevin Vuong (Spadina—Fort York, Ind.): Madam Speak‐

er, I want to begin by acknowledging and thanking all of the staff of
the House of Commons and the interpreters for joining us today,
bright and early, at seven in the morning. Today, in this province, it
is Family Day, and they are here spending the day with us. I am
grateful and want to thank them and acknowledge them, as well as
everyone who is here with us today. We thank them for their time
and for everything they are doing as we discuss a matter that I think
is very impactful for our families and, really, for our family of
Canada.

I also want to take this occasion to wish Her Majesty the very
best and a speedy recovery. I had the honour of meeting Her
Majesty. I had an audience with her the year of Canada's sesquicen‐
tennial. As one of her medallists, it was the honour of my life to
have had that opportunity.

Continuing where I left off last evening, flags matter. Symbols
matter, just like how our Canadian flag is a beacon of hope for so
many people here at home and abroad. I was distraught, as a person
who has proudly worn our flag and the uniform of our country, to
see people wrap themselves in our flag and use it as a shield for
their behaviour, which sometimes was anything but honourable.

What I have commented on thus far, beginning last evening and
this morning, unfortunately describes in detail what I believe lay at
the heart of some of those who came to Ottawa. They did not come
here to register valid concerns. They certainly did not need three
weeks to pretend to try to do so, and the rhetoric that spewed from
their leaders did not signal a desire for dialogue. They were trying
to impose their views on the nation. They were fed up with man‐
dates, vaccines and not being able to do whatever it is they wanted.
They wanted to dictate. Some even wanted to govern.

Forget about the will of the people; it was the protesters' own
will they wanted to impose. That is not expressing freedom. It is al‐
so a grossly uneducated view of Canadian democracy and an ex‐
tremely poor attempt at implementing a coup. Our rights to free‐
dom of expression and assembly should not and must not include
the oppression of another's.

I wonder if the protesters were equally fed up with the 35,000
Canadians who died as a direct result of COVID‑19 and its vari‐
ants. Did those who are no longer with us die because of the com‐
mon cold? Did they lose their lives because of the actions of draco‐
nian governments to stop the spread of the virus? It is disrespectful
and nonsense.

This is what happens when some people are glued to Fox News
and attend the university of social media. In fact, it was a Fox News
commentator who went so far as to share disinformation about a
protester getting hurt and dying, only to later delete the erroneous
post but, by then, the damage had been done. I would like to com‐
mend the members of the Toronto Police Service's mounted unit for
their professionalism, their work and the exemplary manner in
which they conducted themselves. I commend all of the police ser‐
vices that came to Ottawa to assist in the restoration of peace and
order.

Much will be said of the last three weeks and the targeted use of
a portion of the Emergencies Act to peacefully end the occupation
of our capital and to protect Canada's foreign trade link to our
largest and strongest trading partner. People should remember that
our country cannot live on beautiful scenery alone. We need good
jobs. We need to protect the health of our people and the viability
of our economy and our health care system.

Moreover, with every passing day, the protest was sending a sig‐
nal globally that the rule of law in Canada was weak. It is not often
that Canada makes the podcast on The Economist, never mind be
the main topic of discussion, but we did. Instead of it being about
our world-class arts and culture, our leading tech and innovation,
and the many things that make our Canada, our country, great, it
was about the protest. It was destroying our global reputation.

● (0705)

I would like now to focus my comments on what lies at the basis
of what is being debated in this House, that being the rule of law.
Unfortunately, I know a little of what it is like to be denied the rule
of law. I also know what it is like to be judged by the court of pub‐
lic opinion, where facts are often cast aside as pesky annoyances.
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To the issue at hand, does the limited implementation of certain

provisions of the Emergencies Act deny Canada and Canadians the
rule of law? Does the act remove one's charter rights? Are the po‐
lice and the military going to start searching people's homes and ar‐
resting anyone they do not like? Will Canadians have all of their
civil liberties stripped away at a moment's notice by a nefarious
federal government? Of course not.

In listening to some of my colleagues, it would seem that the fed‐
eral government is on the verge of a military dictatorship. I have
heard stories from my parents and others who actually escaped op‐
pression. I spent hours in Yad Vashem reading, listening and learn‐
ing about the systemic horrors that were endured during the Holo‐
caust. In Ottawa, I heard protesters draw parallels between their ex‐
perience in the occupation and what different oppressed communi‐
ties have endured, and some, sadly, still do. I implore people who
continue to do that to please stop, because they are cheapening the
suffering of those who have endured oppression and much worse.

The rule of law is just that: The law rules. It rules insofar as the
same laws apply to everyone, regardless of their personal circum‐
stances, their race, their orientation or anything else.

The definition of the rule of law employed by the United Nations
is quite lengthy. The term refers to “a principle...in which all per‐
sons, institutions and entities, public and private, including the
State itself, are accountable to laws that are publicly promulgated,
equally enforced and independently adjudicated, and which are
consistent with international human rights norms and standards.”
Interestingly, the UN definition goes on to state, “It requires, as
well, measures to ensure adherence to the principles of supremacy
of law, equality before the law, accountability to the law, fairness in
the application of the law, separation of powers, participation in de‐
cision-making, legal certainty, avoidance of arbitrariness and proce‐
dural and legal transparency.”

The government's decision to implement certain targeted aspects
of the Emergencies Act within a duration of just 30 days is certain‐
ly transparent and ensures adherence to the principles of the
supremacy of the law. At no point does the implementation of the
act remove the rights and freedoms guaranteed under the charter. At
no point does the act usurp the powers of Parliament. At no point
does the act impose some unconstitutional period of martial law.

In conclusion, what is being done with the temporary, targeted
use of certain provisions of the Emergencies Act is to restore peace,
order and good government through legitimate and constitutional
measures to ensure that the people of Ottawa, the economy and the
people of Canada are able to function without further unlawful in‐
terference and interruption.
● (0710)

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I can feel a lot of stress and tension as we debate
this.

Do you respect the Canadian Civil Liberties Association, which I
assume you do? I am assuming everybody—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Perhaps
the member could use the word “he” as opposed to “you”.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: I apologize, Madam Speaker.

I would ask if my colleague respects the Canadian Civil Liberties
Association, which I assume all of us do in the House, and how he
would respond to what it said, as follows: “This use of the Emer‐
gencies Act is unnecessary, unjustifiable and unconstitutional. The
high threshold to invoke the act has not been met. It is in light of all
these violations of civil liberties that we will be taking the govern‐
ment to court.” I am curious what the hon. member has to say about
that.

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, yesterday I was in Ottawa
and wanted to patron a local restaurant, as I hope anyone would
want to do if my own city of Toronto had gone through the same
thing that Ottawa had. It took me 20 minutes of walking before I
could find a local restaurant to support here in Ottawa.

Even a fast casual dining restaurant will have a minimum com‐
plement of staff of seven to 10 people, so imagine how many hun‐
dreds of workers were out of work. I imagine that is an opinion my
Conservative colleague and I would share: the importance of sup‐
porting local businesses. How many jobs and livelihoods were im‐
pacted? How many millions in business revenue were lost? These
are revenues to the treasury that support the important services that
make our country what it is.

This has been a black eye on our country, and it is so vital that
we move forward.

[Translation]

Mrs. Marilène Gill (Manicouagan, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
was a little offended by the presentation from my colleague from
Spadina—Fort York. He repeatedly mentioned a lack of education
on the part of the protesters and occupiers, saying that perhaps they
had attended only the university of social media. I think that is a
massive generalization. He can correct me if I am wrong, but I de‐
tected some contempt in his remarks, similar to the contempt
shown by the Prime Minister.

The PM could not even be bothered to come down from his ivory
tower to meet with people. That is one of the many things he has
not done. I would like to know what my colleague thinks of the
Prime Minister's inaction and whether it constitutes contempt for all
the protesters and occupiers.

● (0715)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, again, one of the real issues
I have observed walking through the streets of Ottawa is how the
people have been impacted. For example, the National Arts Centre
has been closed. To give members a sense of the scope, I will pro‐
vide a statistic from my riding. Ms. Kendra Bator of Mirvish Pro‐
ductions comes from my riding, which is our country's largest the‐
atre production company. Every dollar spent generates $10 in the
local economy. How many millions were lost as a result of the dis‐
ruption by the occupation? It is so vital that we move forward so
we can support Ottawa's businesses and people's livelihoods.
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Ms. Leah Taylor Roy (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond

Hill, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I would like to begin by adding my
thanks to yours for the people who are here supporting us today.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I remind
members they are to address questions to the House. Instead of us‐
ing the words “you” or “yours”, she may want to say “he” or “his”.

The hon. member may continue.
Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Madam Speaker, I will do that.

I would like to begin by thanking all of the people who are here
supporting this morning and the men and women in uniform who
have been working tirelessly all weekend to apply the law we have
invoked. In particular, I would like to thank the York Regional Po‐
lice, which was here and which serves my riding of Aurora—Oak
Ridges—Richmond Hill.

The member discussed the definition of the rule of law as de‐
fined by the United Nations, which I thought was very clarifying. I
was wondering if there is anything in the Emergencies Act that has
been invoked that the member feels in any way impedes that defini‐
tion of the rule of law.

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, just last evening as we were
closing down the chamber, I had the opportunity to personally
thank members of the York Regional Police who are here, just like
the members from the Toronto Police Service and police services
across the country.

As I said during my comments, it is constitutional and measured.
It is a targeted use of but a portion of the Emergencies Act, which
gives me confidence, as does the fact that it is only for 30 days and
can be ended sooner. What is vital is that the occupation was ended
so that we can move forward as a country, and so that this city can
move forward. More importantly is what it means for the rest of
this country, because if we do not end what happened here then it
just as easily could happen in even more municipalities and com‐
munities across this country.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, right
now, Ottawa businesses are allowed to reopen. The Conservatives
and Bloc members have been saying that the situation in Windsor
with the Ambassador Bridge and the corridor is fine, but I can as‐
sure members that even last night and this morning, as I drove
along the corridor I saw that the jersey barricades we have are still
blocking businesses.

I would like the hon. member to reflect on the fact that he could
not find a place to eat last night, but still, ironically, Windsor busi‐
nesses, health care services and other types of emergency vehicles
continue to be blocked because of the actions and the conse‐
quences.

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, if anything, I think that is
where my colleague and l clearly share the importance of taking ac‐
tion to ensure that trade can resume and can move unabated. He
would know better than many how vital that connection is. Just as
important as that connection is to our strongest and largest trading
partner, so too is our reputation and the stain that this protest has
had on it. It is so vital for foreign investment and jobs that we move
forward. That is why the targeted use of a certain portion of the
Emergencies Act is something I support.

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Madam Speaker,
on the state of the current emergency, the member talked about the
temporary nature of it and that it is going to last for 30 days. If all
of the circumstances surrounding this seem to have levelled off and
we are in a state where we can get back to some normalcy, would
he support the revocation of the act?

● (0720)

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, as I emphasized during my
comments, it was very vital that action was taken so that not just
our neighbours and communities here in Ottawa, but our country
could move forward, with certainty and confidence in communities
that have already been impacted, like Windsor, as my colleague
was referring to, and others, because people's livelihoods and busi‐
nesses are at stake. As a former entrepreneur and business owner, I
cannot imagine what that experience has been like for those whose
livelihoods and dreams have been impacted. Again, that is why I
support the targeted, measured, time-limited use of the Emergen‐
cies Act.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, my colleague seems to think that the Emergencies Act was
essential.

I would like him to explain how the police were able to clear the
Ambassador Bridge without this legislation.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, what is essential is people's
livelihoods. What is essential is people's ability to afford rent, put
food on the table and take care of their families. For three weeks,
there were people who did not feel safe going home. For three
weeks businesses were closed and disrupted. People's livelihoods
are essential. That is why it is essential for the Emergencies Act to
be implemented in a measured, limited, targeted way.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC):
Madam Speaker, right off the hop, I want to acknowledge that it is
Family Day here in Saskatchewan, and I hope the residents of Bat‐
tlefords—Lloydminster, despite the cold weather, are able to go out
and enjoy some activities, since Saskatchewan has lifted almost all
of its restrictions.

We know that the invocation of the Emergencies Act is not only
unprecedented but also extreme. While the Prime Minister has de‐
clared a public order emergency throughout Canada to justify this,
there is no evidence that there is a public emergency to necessitate
these broad, sweeping powers. I have listened closely to the com‐
ments from the Prime Minister and his government in the House
and what they have told Canadians. I have yet to hear a legitimate
justification for the implementation of this act.
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The reality is that our country is hurting right now, and it is dis‐

heartening. The current state of affairs is a direct consequence of
the Prime Minister's failed leadership. At a time when we need
leadership to bring Canadians together, the Prime Minister is acting
like the Liberal Party leader, not the Prime Minister of Canada.

At the very onset, before the “freedom convoy” even rolled into
Ottawa, the Prime Minister publicly insulted Canadians and dis‐
missed the genuine concerns being raised, doubling down on the di‐
vision that his government's rhetoric and policies have sown into
this country throughout the pandemic. Whether it be hubris or stub‐
bornness, the Prime Minister has refused to make even the smallest
of efforts to demonstrate to Canadians that he has listened to, heard
and understood their concerns.

As we know, this past week, the Conservatives presented the
Liberal government with an extremely reasonable opportunity to do
just that. The House voted on a Conservative motion that would
have compelled the government to table in Parliament, by the end
of the month, a plan, just a plan, to bring an end to the federal man‐
dates and restrictions. This was a very reasonable motion and, at
the very least, would have helped to bring some resolution to the
growing frustration. It would have also given all Canadians some
clarity, which, quite frankly, they are owed. Shamefully, we know
the Liberals rejected the motion.

What has been even more troubling is that the Prime Minister
and his Liberal government have refused to tell Canadians what
metrics are being used to justify the continued enforcement of fed‐
eral mandates and restrictions. Is it vaccination rates? Is it case
counts? Is it hospital capacity? Is it simply Liberal ideology? Cana‐
dians do not know.

Provinces across the country have presented plans to lift restric‐
tions under their jurisdictions. Countries around the world with
lower vaccination rates than those of Canada have lifted their re‐
strictions. Canadians cannot be expected to live with federal man‐
dates and restrictions indefinitely. We know this because I have
heard from my constituents and I know every single member of the
House has heard from constituents.

Canadians have sacrificed so much over the past two years and
they deserve answers from the Liberal government. However, in‐
stead of answers or plans, the Prime Minister has invoked the
Emergencies Act. What is it for? Is it to crack down on protesters
and those who have supported protests? To be clear, the rule of law
is a fundamental principle in our Canadian democracy. Law en‐
forcement agencies have a responsibility to enforce the law and we
expect them to do so, but we know that they do not need the Emer‐
gencies Act to enforce the law. This extreme suspension of civil lib‐
erties is not about public safety or restoring order or upholding the
rule of law.

The Emergencies Act is clear in its definition of a national emer‐
gency that would give grounds for its implementation. The act de‐
fines a national emergency as an “urgent and critical situation” that
“cannot be effectively dealt with under any other law of Canada”.
There is no such situation.

● (0725)

Even in his own words, the Prime Minister has said that the
Emergencies Act should not be the first or the second resort. The
start of the clearing of illegal blockades at our borders, whether it
be the Ambassador Bridge or the Coutts, Alberta, crossing, perfect‐
ly demonstrates that law enforcement agencies already have the
necessary tools at their disposal to enforce the law.

That said, this really becomes about the Prime Minister granting
law enforcement and financial institutions extraordinary powers to
punish Canadians who support a cause that does not have his ap‐
proval. Through this proclamation of a national emergency, the
government has given itself the right to freeze the personal and
business back accounts and assets of Canadians. There are so many
unanswered questions about this draconian measure and how the
government intends to apply it. This is a very dangerous precedent.
At every turn, the Prime Minister and his ministers have failed to
give any straight answers. I have not seen justification for this over‐
reach. This is not how the government should operate in a free and
democratic society.

It is also evident that there is no consensus among the premiers
to support the Liberal government's extreme response. We know
there is a duty to consult built into this act, and we know that with
the Liberal government, there is rarely, if ever, a collaborative pro‐
cess, let alone a transparent process.

The Prime Minister certainly does not have the support of
Saskatchewan's premier. Premier Scott Moe has clearly stated that
Saskatchewan does not support the Liberal government's invocation
of the Emergencies Act. He has gone on to say that the Prime Min‐
ister has gone too far with the use of this act and has called on all
parliamentarians to stop this abuse of power.

Premier Scott Moe has been very vocal in his opposition to the
use of this act, but he is not alone. The Premiers of Alberta, Que‐
bec, Manitoba, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and P.E.I. have all ex‐
pressed their opposition to the Prime Minister's actions. Therefore,
in addition to encroaching on civil liberties without clear justifica‐
tion, the implementation of the Emergencies Act is also encroach‐
ing on provincial jurisdiction without their expressed consensus,
which seems to be a trend for the government. It does not seem to
care about what jurisdiction it is encroaching on. Again, this debate
is not to be taken lightly. This is a matter of principle with the very
high stakes of safeguarding our fundamental freedoms.

It is also worth noting that it is clear the world is watching
Canada at this moment. In considering the validity of the govern‐
ment's action, members of the House must decide whether the high
threshold set out in the Emergencies Act to justify its use has been
met. If the House gives the Prime Minister these unprecedented and
extreme powers without the legal and moral justification to do so,
Canada loses credibility on the world stage to criticize abuses of
power.
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I want each and every member of the House to think which side

of history they want to be on. The actions of this place have long-
lasting consequences. Either the threshold needed to implement the
Emergencies Act has been met or it has not. Any doubt in that
threshold should be enough to warrant opposition to it, because the
personal cost to Canadians and to our fundamental freedoms is too
high to get it wrong.

I will not be supporting this motion. I do not believe that the nec‐
essary threshold has been met to justify the use of the Emergencies
Act. The government has not provided sufficient evidence that we
are in a national emergency. There is no proof that law enforcement
agencies need additional and far-reaching powers to enforce the
law. Canadians should not face harmful financial penalties for op‐
posing government policy.

We cannot sidestep the simple fact that this really is a crisis of
failed leadership. There has been no effort made by the Prime Min‐
ister to bring a peaceful resolution to this impasse. In fact, it is quite
the opposite. The Prime Minister has been purposeful in his words
to divide, to stigmatize and to insult Canadians with whom he does
not agree.
● (0730)

It is time to reject the Prime Minister's divisive politics and abuse
of power. The Emergencies Act must be revoked and we need to—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Time is
up. The hon. member will be able to continue during questions and
comments.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Lac-Saint-Louis.
Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Madam

Speaker, does the hon. member think that the letter the Alberta gov‐
ernment sent to the federal government seeking assistance with the
blockade in Coutts could undermine the Alberta government's up‐
coming challenge to the Emergencies Act in court?

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Madam Speaker, in my opinion this was
predictable. It is actually an example of what I said in my speech,
that the Prime Minister does not listen to the premiers. If the Prime
Minister had sat down, spoken to and heard what these Canadians
had to say about how these restrictions are affecting their liveli‐
hoods and their opportunities to make a living, I believe we would
not be in this position.

The question I have for the government is, what is next? Sure,
the streets around Wellington may be clear, but what is next? There
have been no conversations with any of the Canadians who have
concerns about these restrictions.
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, I would first like to thank my colleague for her re‐
marks, which are very relevant to me. Members will understand
what I mean when I deliver my speech later.

My question is this. Considering that the Ambassador Bridge
was cleared before this order was in effect, and with what just hap‐
pened in the parliamentary precinct, where authorities managed to
clear out protesters with the rules in place in the Criminal Code and
the Highway Traffic Act, does my colleague believe that the gov‐

ernment is trying to score cheap political points with this legisla‐
tion, which is in force even though members have not yet officially
voted on it today?

[English]

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Madam Speaker, again, this comes down
to failed leadership. We know that law enforcement has the ability.
We have seen this. I gave the examples of the Ambassador Bridge
and also Coutts. This comes down to the Prime Minister failing to
acknowledge actual concerns that Canadians have and how it has
affected their families and their livelihoods for the past two years.

The fact that the Liberal government, along with the NDP, voted
against the Conservative motion for the government to table a plan
just shows arrogance and that the Prime Minister does not care
about the concerns these Canadians have.

● (0735)

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam
Speaker, Canada has become a very toxic petri dish of disinforma‐
tion. We see online now that this is somehow some kind of a plot
with the World Economic Forum. There is this crazy theory going
around that the UN flew a secret plane into North Bay and they
fired rubber bullets on people in Ottawa. We are hit and inundated
with anti-vax disinformation, and it is also being perpetuated by
Conservative MPs. In Washington, Congress is looking into
whether Facebook was allowing bought accounts from foreign
sources to push the convoy, particularly Russian disinformation.

Is Parliament ready to step up and look at the disinformation
campaign? If Congress is investigating what happened with the
convoy, why is there not anything happening here in Parliament?

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Madam Speaker, I do agree that there is
lots of disinformation on any side of any issue, but I think this
comes down to having communication. If leaders are not willing to
communicate with their constituents, or in this case the Prime Min‐
ister with Canadians because they might think differently than him,
that is a problem.

I also want to challenge the member. Is he just going to vote
along with the government, or is he going to stand up on principle
in our vote today on this?

Mr. John Nater (Perth—Wellington, CPC): Madam Speaker,
the House of Commons has been called upon many times to pro‐
nounce its judgment and to vote: to vote on legislation, to vote on
amendments, to vote on estimates and to vote on motions. In the
parlance of parliamentary procedure, when the House of Commons
votes, it divides. When a recorded vote is requested and we are
asked to stand and be counted, it is called “a recorded division”.
There are times in this House when votes are decided “on division”
without a roll call. At Westminster, recorded divisions are conduct‐
ed through “division lobbies”.
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The House “dividing” is not new. The House has been dividing

on subjects great and small since the first session of the first Parlia‐
ment, on November 6, 1867. We have been dividing for nearly 155
years. This is what we do. This is what we are sent here to do, to
serve on behalf of our constituents and on behalf of the people of
Canada. We make decisions on behalf of the people we serve. We
vote yea or we vote nay. There is no grey zone in between. There
are no asterisks appended to our votes. There are few explanations
as to why or how or for what reasons we came to a decision on any
particular matter.

At 7:30 p.m. this evening, the division bells will ring, and the
House of Commons will be called upon at 8:00 p.m. to divide on
the matter of whether to confirm the government’s declaration of a
public order emergency pursuant to the Emergencies Act. Forever
in Hansard and in Journals, our names will be listed as having di‐
vided one way or the other on this very motion before us today.

Divisions in this House are normal. Divisions in opinions,
thoughts and ideas are normal. Different views represented in this
place and elsewhere are normal and are signs of a healthy democra‐
cy. What is not healthy are the divisions in our country and the divi‐
sions in our communities. In recent weeks and months, I have never
seen such division in our country, such anger and frustration. We
are one country, but we are a country that sadly has grown more di‐
vided.

Each of us can play a role in reducing this division, but it re‐
quires work. It requires us to refrain from throwing more fuel on
the proverbial fire and to listen to one another rather than talking
past each other.

Let me be clear. I will be voting against the use of the Emergen‐
cies Act. However, my vote is far more than a simple nay. It is
more than a monosyllabic answer, and it requires more than a 140-
character tweet of an explanation. It is possible to add some grey to
a black and white explanation.

In Canada, it is possible to disagree with, to condemn and to call
for the removal of illegal blockades, while also suggesting that the
government use measures short of the Emergencies Act to achieve
that. As Canadians, we can call for and reinforce the need to be a
country of law and order, while also arguing that the tools of the
Emergencies Act are an overreach. We can and we must call out
and condemn those who would use anti-democratic and nonsensical
MOUs that call for the overthrow of a democratic government,
while at the same time listening to the concerns of individual Cana‐
dians, business owners, truck drivers and entrepreneurs who are
concerned about how rules have impacted their businesses, liveli‐
hoods and families. We can and we must call for the peaceful reso‐
lution of situations, while at the same time disagreeing with efforts
to debank or freeze the assets of Canadian citizens.

The question that confronts us today is whether this act and the
provisions included in the order in council are appropriate at this
time and in these circumstances.
● (0740)

On October 16, 1970, the House of Commons convened to de‐
bate the declaration of the War Measures Act by Prime Minister
Pierre Trudeau. Of the speeches given that day, none was as clear as

the clarion call of the gentleman from Prince Albert, the Right Hon‐
ourable John Diefenbaker. In this House, at that time, he said, “Mr.
Speaker, this is one of those occasions when Parliament has the op‐
portunity of dealing with the question of freedom which, above ev‐
erything else, is the mandate of Parliament and the reason that Par‐
liament exists.” Today, 52 years later, Parliament is called upon
once again to deal with the question of freedom.

When the government places limits on the rights, freedoms and
privileges of Canadians, it is the government, and the government
alone, that must justify it. It is the government that must show to
Canadians that the limitations are reasonable. Indeed, the Emergen‐
cies Act itself requires it.

The Hon. Perrin Beatty served as Minister of National Defence
in 1987 when he introduced Bill C-77, An Act to authorize the tak‐
ing of special temporary measures to ensure safety and security
during national emergencies and to amend other Acts in conse‐
quence thereof, the short title being the Emergencies Act. Mr. Beat‐
ty, I might add, was the member of Parliament for parts of Welling‐
ton County that are now within my riding of Perth—Wellington.

In an interview last week with The Wellington Advertiser, Mr.
Beatty was asked whether the act was being used appropriately:

Without being privy to government intelligence, he said flatly, “I don’t have
enough information.”

“All of us are inclined to give [the government] the benefit of the doubt,” he
added, saying the onus falls on the government to prove its case.

Beatty did, however, point out blockades afflicting Canada’s trade routes were
resolved without reliance on the Emergencies Act, which was intended to be used
“when everything else had failed.”

This is a good point to emphasize. The blockades at the Ambas‐
sador Bridge and the Coutts border crossing were all resolved with
police enforcement rather than relying on the Emergencies Act.

There have been arguments that law enforcement used different
measures that were granted to it through the Emergencies Act, but
that is not the question that faces us. The question that faces us is
whether other measures were available short of the Emergencies
Act.

In an interview on Sunday with CTV's Question Period, no less
an authority than the former commissioner of Ontario Provincial
Police confirmed that he saw no need for the Emergencies Act to
undertake the actions that were taken in downtown Ottawa. He
said, “It was a lack of bodies, a lack of officers to do what we saw
done yesterday. This could have happened [on] day two or three if
they could have amassed the number of officers they had.”
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In fact, section 21 of the Comprehensive Ontario Police Services

Act already provides for the provision of emergency police services
from any province or from the federal government, so when the
government says that the Emergencies Act was not the first or the
second step, the question hangs in the air of why this act was not
used before the sledgehammer of the Emergencies Act.

Others have suggested that this act was needed to compel tow
trucks to assist in removing the trucks in downtown Ottawa, but
again, there are other provisions that could have achieved this.
Paragraph 129(b) of the Criminal Code gives police the option to
require anyone, “without reasonable excuse, to assist a public offi‐
cer or peace officer in the execution of his duty in arresting a per‐
son or in preserving the peace”.

Frankly, it would appear that the only tools employed by the gov‐
ernment that were not previously afforded to it were the financial
powers, and these are the powers that have concerned so many peo‐
ple. Being debanked, even for a period of 30 days, could have seri‐
ous impacts on an individual, and not just for 30 days but for 30
years to come. That the government is actually considering making
some of these tools permanent is even more concerning for all
Canadians. When temporary powers become permanent powers,
the concern for all Canadians is great.

I will conclude with the words of former prime minister John
Diefenbaker: “Parliament is more than procedure; it is the custodi‐
an of the nation’s freedom.” May we all live up to that duty today.

● (0745)

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, first, I would like to thank all the police forces
that were involved over the weekend in executing a very diligent,
professional and judicious police matter, and give special thanks to
the members of the York Regional Police who came in from my
area and assisted.

Invoking the Emergencies Act is a very time-limited and propor‐
tionate measure, obviously done with much consideration and, in
my view, justifiable, given what went on at the border crossings
and the over three-week occupation of our nation's capital by the
protesters. When I think of what has transpired, would the hon.
member agree that, time-limited and proportionate, this is a useful
measure, a tool that has been used in a limited manner and that is
getting the job done and we are getting to a point where the capital
is opening up?

Mr. John Nater: Madam Speaker, the member for Vaughan—
Woodbridge talks about this being a useful tool and measure, but I
go back to my rural roots. As a farm kid growing up, yes, it would
be nice to have that John Deere S series combine to get the job
done, but we have spent a lot of years using the old John Deere
4400 combine, and it combined a lot of corn and soy beans. It got
the job done.

The fact is that, in this matter, there are a lot of tools available to
the government that it simply did not employ. It went to the sledge‐
hammer approach and used the Emergencies Act, when it could
have used so many other acts and tools, short of the sledgehammer
of the Emergencies Act.

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I thank my colleague from Perth—Wellington for his
speech.

At the beginning of his speech, he mentioned the division he is
seeing in society, and I am seeing the same thing. He said that this
is not something that can be explained in a tweet. I imagine he has
the same problem the rest of us do of trying to respond to everyone
on social media and explain this in a few lines. The division that
was created is very complex. That is what I would like him to speak
to.

Does he believe that the government's negligence, its inaction, as
my colleague mentioned, before using a sledgehammer measure
like the Emergencies Act has set a precedent? The government al‐
lowed people to occupy downtown for more than 20 days. This
morning, we see in the headlines that the protesters plan to come
back.

I would like my colleague's thoughts on that.
Mr. John Nater: Madam Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for

the question.

Indeed, the government could have done much more before re‐
sorting to the Emergencies Act. The government could have collab‐
orated with the provinces and the police forces across Canada be‐
fore using this legislation. It is incredible that the government al‐
lowed this occupation to go on and did not take any other measures
before opting for the Emergencies Act.
● (0750)

[English]
Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam

Speaker, I appreciate the intervention from my hon. colleague. It
was balanced; it was calm; it was fair. That is something that has
not necessarily happened all the time here in the last few days, so I
appreciate that.

One of the things he was talking about was the government not
having to use this legislation. However, it was the Ottawa interim
police chief himself who said it was not until he had the abilities
from the invocation from the Emergencies Act that he could actual‐
ly do the job he needed to do, and that he could use all of those
pieces of legislation available to him at all the different levels of
government to do what he needed to do.

Could the member explain why the police chief, in that specific
position, would actually say that, if it was not the case?

Mr. John Nater: Madam Speaker, I would say that, yes, differ‐
ent police forces have been able to use the Emergencies Act, but
that does not mean that it was the only tool that was available to
them. There are many measures the government and police forces
could have used, short of using the Emergencies Act. I think that is
the issue we are facing here today, the use of the sledgehammer of
the Emergencies Act, when other tools and pieces of legislation
were available. They have been more cumbersome, but when we
are dealing with the rights and freedoms of Canadians, sometimes
that extracumbersome process is needed.
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Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC):

Madam Speaker, as you know it is a common practice here in Par‐
liament to thank one's constituents when one rises to speak for the
first time after an election. There is obviously a good reason for do‐
ing that, beyond one having good manners. It acknowledges the
most important truth about this place, which is that the people who
live in our ridings are the reason why we are here, whether they
voted for us or for someone else, and even if they did not vote at
all. This is the House of Commons, and it belongs to the people.

I would like to once again thank the constituents of Cypress
Hills—Grasslands for sending me here as their representative. It is
a great privilege to stand here today on their behalf. I must speak
for them and for their families. I will always try my best to do so.

It always takes time and effort to hear from different people, to
reach out to them and figure out what they are thinking, feeling and
experiencing. Sometimes we agree and sometimes we disagree and
that is okay, but this task is absolutely worth it no matter what. If I
disagree with constituents, that should not prevent me from honour‐
ing them with courtesy, dignity and respect as people and as fellow
Canadians. In fact, it is when we are challenged with competing
thoughts and ideologies that we often make the best decisions for
our constituents and our country.

As a song from my youth says, “not a diamond without the pres‐
sure”. That is what it means to be a member of Parliament. Every‐
one has a role in the democratic process, but elected representatives
have a duty to make an extra effort. A beautiful part of our parlia‐
mentary system is that the same people who serve as the Prime
Minister and cabinet ministers are also just members of Parliament.

For example, the current Prime Minister was elected as a mem‐
ber for Papineau and the leader of the official opposition was elect‐
ed as the member for Portage—Lisgar. On either side of the House
they have to work in both roles at the same time. It remains true
that, before assuming public office in government, someone was
first elected by the people of their riding to be their voice in Ot‐
tawa. That is their primary role. As ministers, they have simply
added another responsibility to serve the entire nation regardless of
representation, but it should never change the fact that they are
working here to represent the people of Canada to the government
and not the other way around.

If they ever forget it and become disconnected, they have com‐
pletely lost their way, and I do believe that recent events so far
show that we are losing our way as a nation. This point should be
front of mind, as we debate and vote on the government's emergen‐
cy order. We have a perfect opportunity to remind the minority gov‐
ernment that it should not be playing around with power. It should
not be using the Emergencies Act to forsake their public responsi‐
bility. The Liberals need to come back down to earth.

On Friday, with police action expected to begin here in Ottawa,
the scheduled debate of the House of Commons was cancelled with
short notice. I decided to go for a walk and look around the scene
outside of Parliament for myself to get a sense of the situation at
hand. As I did, I met a man who was proudly wearing military
medals on his coat, a veteran who had served our country overseas
in Afghanistan. He told me that he made the long journey across
Canada to be here because he is worried about the country that he

loves, the country that he served, and he wants to stand for free‐
dom. I thanked him for his service.

I also talked to a school teacher who lives downtown, and she
did not feel threatened at all as she walked near the front of the
protests. She talked about how she used to be a big supporter of the
Prime Minister, but can no longer support him because of his arro‐
gance and lack of respect for other Canadians.

What I saw and heard from these individuals was far from what
the Prime Minister infamously called a “small fringe minority”
with “unacceptable views”. The disconnect is more obvious than
ever, and it brought out some of the disturbing scenes in our na‐
tion's capital over the weekend after the Liberals invoked the Emer‐
gencies Act. The government's show of force has wounded our so‐
ciety and this is likely to be the longest-lasting result of it.

It is an outrage to see our Prime Minister invoke hateful rhetoric
against those concerned for their freedoms, calling them a “fringe
minority” and choosing to label them as “racist” and “misogynis‐
tic”. Especially in difficult times, we need a Prime Minister who
will put partisan politics aside for the common good. After all, the
Prime Minister represents every Canadian. Every Canadian is one
of his constituents.

For name-calling to be the first and only action taken by the gov‐
ernment before using the Emergency Measures Act further shows
the lack of respect he has for people who do not agree with him.
There are many Canadians, vaccinated and unvaccinated alike, who
recognize that Canadians should have the right to make medical de‐
cisions for themselves. After all, it is a change in the government's
position on the vaccine exemption for truckers that has triggered all
of this.

Canadians should not have to face the question of taking a vac‐
cine or losing their job. They should not be sent home from stores
because they have not been vaccinated. They should not have to
face a financial penalty simply because they are not vaccinated.
Children should not be banned from playing sports because they are
not vaccinated. No Canadian should have to face such dehumaniz‐
ing treatment for simply choosing not to get vaccinated.

● (0755)

That is not the Canada I grew up in, and that is not the Canada
our children should grow up in either.
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This past December, I rose in the House on behalf of all those

who have lost their jobs and their livelihoods as a result of vaccine
mandates. Following that statement, I received hundreds of emails
from Canadians all across the country sharing their personal stories,
many of them devastating. I heard from those who have lost their
home because they no longer have a job or an income to pay the
mortgage. I heard from others who have had to explain to their chil‐
dren that they could no longer join their friends at the hockey tour‐
nament. I heard from students who were kicked out of their univer‐
sity programs. More devastatingly, I have heard from parents who
have lost a child to suicide and attribute the cause to lockdowns,
mandates and bullying.

These people live in Liberal ridings as much as they live in mine,
but does the government bother listening to them? It is not enough
for the Prime Minister to simply say he heard them in an empty
statement while clearing the streets.

Vaccine mandates are wrong. They are morally wrong, and it is
increasingly clear that they are a public policy failure. They are ru‐
ining livelihoods, clogging supply chains, stifling our economy,
eroding medical privacy and dividing society, all the while not liv‐
ing up to the earlier promises of defeating COVID.

Why continue to act like they are a magic bullet out of the pan‐
demic? Why continue to trample on protesters and Canadians'
rights with little to show for it? When will the government finally
take responsibility for their divisive policies, walk back their vac‐
cine mandates and actually consider a comprehensive plan to com‐
bat COVID-19, including access to therapeutics and increasing
funding to provinces so they can ramp up ICU capacity?

I will also add that I believe an apology is needed, an apology for
treating those who are unwilling to get vaccinated or peaceful
protesters as second-class citizens. They are not second-class citi‐
zens. They are as Canadian as we are, and they are worthy of re‐
spect, dignity and a listening ear.

I also want to encourage NDP members to vote against the mo‐
tion. Each time the War Measures Act was used, the previous ver‐
sion of the legislation, it left behind wounds in our society after en‐
abling real or perceived abuses of power. This is already turning out
the same way. I do not expect to quote Tommy Douglas all the
time, but I believe his precedent is worth considering. He described
former prime minister Trudeau's use of the War Measures Act in
Quebec as “using a sledgehammer to crack a peanut”. He stood on
principle by voting against the grain at the time.

There have been some misgivings in the NDP caucus about
opening Pandora's box, but they say they want to fix it somehow
with an inquiry after the fact. One of their former caucus col‐
leagues, who served as the former member for Regina—Lewvan,
even used the same quote from Tommy Douglas to challenge the
current NDP's stated intention to support Liberal overreach.

I hope they will listen to their own people, even if they are from
my province. Over the many hours of debate that I have sat in on, I
have only heard a handful of Liberals even try to outline a reason
for invoking the act, and it is a stretch at best. Some have tried to
use the blockades around the country as the reason. Unfortunately
for the Liberals, they were all mostly cleared prior to invoking the

act. Another tried to say they needed to compel tow truck compa‐
nies to move some of the semis and vehicles. Once again, they were
found to be wrong, as my colleagues from Haldimand—Norfolk
and from Perth—Wellington have already pointed to existing laws
that provide that ability.

The last reason they gave was to stop the foreign funding of the
“freedom convoy”. This does not constitute a national emergency.
Unfortunately for the Liberals, yet again, a couple million dollars
donated to a crowdfunding campaign were halted without the use of
the Emergencies Act.

We have witnessed over a billion dollars in foreign funding come
into Canada over the last number of years to intimidate workers in
the energy sector, lead misinformation campaigns and stop pipeline
projects and resource developments, and there was not a word of
concern from the federal government or the NDP for that matter.

The effects of this reached new levels this past week when axe-
wielding protesters injured an officer and destroyed heavy machin‐
ery and buildings on-site in B.C. and still, not a word of concern. Is
it because they support that protest, or is it because they know that,
if all this foreign money were to be investigated, their friends and
supporters might be implicated? If they are going to use this flimsy
narrative of foreign funding, then they better be consistent in their
approach to it.

If nothing else, after all that has been happening in Ottawa, I
hope that we can learn the correct lessons. Let us listen better to
Canadians, and let us keep the Liberal government in check.

● (0800)

Mr. Ken Hardie (Fleetwood—Port Kells, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member talks about freedom. I am wondering
which freedoms he is trying to preserve. Is it the freedom to over‐
throw the government? Is it the freedom to terrorize people in Ot‐
tawa? Is it the freedom to choke off billions of dollars in trade? Is it
the freedom to flout the law after everybody was very, very clear on
what the people in Ottawa, at Coutts, at the Ambassador Bridge,
wanted?

Are those the freedoms he is trying to protect?

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Madam Speaker, let us be clear. There is
nobody in this House who supports the unlawful overthrow of the
government. We live in a democracy, after all.

At the end of the day, the issues we are hearing about have to do
with people who feel like they are not being heard by the govern‐
ment. They feel abandoned by the government, so they came to Ot‐
tawa to protest. We have seen protests pop up across the country.
Unfortunately, we have seen blockades of critical infrastructure that
have led to the loss of millions of dollars to the economy. That is
definitely unfortunate.
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Thankfully, the RCMP, without the use of the emergency mea‐

sures act, was able to step in to get the job done, open the borders,
open the crossings back up and restore our commerce.

[Translation]
Mrs. Marilène Gill (Manicouagan, BQ): Madam Speaker, I

would like to thank my colleague from Cypress Hills—Grasslands
for his speech and ask him a question.

He talked about respect for his constituents. I think that is the
foundation of the work that we do and I dare imagine that is also
the foundation of the work the Prime Minister must accomplish. To
me, a big part of this crisis in the national capital has to do with the
Prime Minister's shortcomings.

I would like my colleague's opinion on what could have been
done in a way that respects Canadians and Quebeckers.

[English]
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Madam Speaker, I really think that opening

that dialogue, rather than going from zero to 100, would have been
a great first step. The mayor of Ottawa, even though he clearly did
not agree with the protesters and what they were doing, actually
went out and tried to meet and talk to the organizers. He was able
to talk to them and make some arrangements to free up some of the
side streets to allow people to move around and to get some of the
people to go home. The Prime Minister's job is to be a statesman, to
be willing to stand and talk to people to really hear what their con‐
cerns are. That has to be the first step that happens, and then we can
build from there. Then we can start looking at some of the other
laws that we already have in place.

We already heard members talk about laws that would have al‐
lowed for the clearing of parked vehicles. We did not see any of the
bylaw enforcement on vehicles that were in the middle of the street
for longer than the bylaw allowed them to be there. There are some
very simple measures that could have been taken.

Again, we need some leadership. We need to listen to Canadians.
● (0805)

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, the
member's party and the Bloc continue to talk about the Ambassador
Bridge and the corridor being safe, but now the Jersey barricades
have been moved to among the community. He talked about listen‐
ing to constituents, but I do not understand why those parties con‐
tinue to propagate the fact that things are okay.

In fact, right now we are dealing with a bomb threat to the mayor
in his house, and a person has been arrested. I would like the mem‐
ber to respond to that. Since this has been going on, the mayor has
had to take leadership down here. Since the situation has escalated
so much, he has now actually received a bomb threat to his house
and to his family, and a person has been arrested.

Would he speak specifically to that? That is happening right now.
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Madam Speaker, obviously nobody ever

deserves to have a bomb threat to their house for simply trying to
stand up and do their job. The mayor is doing what he can to best
serve his constituents.

Part of the question was about things not being okay. The mem‐
ber is right that things are not okay. People all across this country
have felt disrespected for far too long. They have felt like they have
been vilified and divided on purpose, for only political gain.

Constructive dialogue needs to happen. The Prime Minister had a
role to play. If the Prime Minister had done his job, I feel that the
tensions would not be where they are down in Windsor West and
the surrounding ridings. For things to have gotten to a point that
somebody has done something so unfathomable and unthinkable as
to offer up a bomb threat is ridiculous.

Mr. Dave Epp (Chatham-Kent—Leamington, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I join this debate with great sadness and disappointment in
my heart this morning. Please make no mistake: It is always an
honour to be the voice of the residents and citizens of Chatham-
Kent—Leamington in this chamber, but I am sad because of the toll
that the current situation continues to have on Canadians and the
fact that so much of this is unnecessary and avoidable.

The fundamental question that the government has put before us
today is this: Do we believe that the public emergency act is the
right tool for right now? Has the rightfully high threshold for a pub‐
lic order emergency been met? If the question is how we remove
the protest, the blockade, the occupation that was encamped outside
these doors, then should the question not be to ask what enforce‐
ment tools current legislation lacks to address the illegal activities
outside this House?

Let me be clear: Illegally parking a semi, excessively blowing
horns and harassment all contravene bylaws, but these violations
are subject to fines, towing, injunctions and existing remedies un‐
der existing laws, provincially and municipally, and under existing
law enforcement. They can be reinforced with help from federal
police forces without invoking this act. After all, is that not what
cleared the illegal blockades in Surrey, Windsor, Emerson and
Coutts? I am very thankful for law enforcement intercepting truly
dangerous elements caught with illegal guns and ammunition near
Coutts. Therefore, I thank our “un-defunded” police forces.

Does a basic interpretation of the Emergencies Act determine
that its threshold for invocation has been met, or are we more con‐
cerned that we are being asked to give the Prime Minister great
powers, given his history of deception and his disrespect for the
law?
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The Prime Minister asks us to trust him, to give him unlimited

authority to implement “other temporary measures authorized un‐
der section 19 of the Emergencies Act that are not yet known.” He
is the only Prime Minister convicted for ethics violations, not once
but twice, and he avoided a third conviction due to lack of evi‐
dence, not lack of intent. He is the only Prime Minister ever to sue,
Madam Speaker, your office, to keep from this very House docu‐
ments ordered released by Parliament with respect to the Winnipeg
virology lab. He now asks that we trust him with power never be‐
fore invoked or confirmed by this House under this act. It seems
that when faced with difficult situations, the Prime Minister's go-to
response is to grab as much power as he can.

Let us just think back to immediately after the declaration of the
pandemic in March 2020. The Prime Minister responded by at‐
tempting to give the government unlimited, unfettered taxing and
spending powers without parliamentary oversight. His instinct was
not to come to this House and enter into dialogue to determine the
path forward. Yes, Her Majesty's loyal opposition sits on this side
of the chamber and might not have immediately agreed to every
point put forward, but he was forced into dialogue and debate with
us and we demonstrated through our subsequent actions that we
would support emergency measures when properly engaged.

Similarly, the Prime Minister did not engage in dialogue with
Canadians involved with this protest. He does not have to agree
with them but he does, or he should, have to listen. This very pro‐
cess of listening and engaging de-escalates any situation. It is the
hallmark characteristic of leadership. Name-calling, dividing, stig‐
matizing, traumatizing and grabbing for power escalate any situa‐
tion. They are hallmark characteristics of what? Members can fill in
the blank.

If the question is how the Prime Minister tries to cover up his
record of governing mistakes and whether this attempt to redirect
public attention will work, clearly the answer is no. Inflation will
not be reduced. Our debt will not be addressed. Interest rate rises
will not be blunted. Immigration backlogs will not be addressed.
Labour shortages will not be alleviated. Housing prices will not
drop, and budgets will not balance themselves.

If the question is how invoking this Emergencies Act fits into the
government's overall plan to get us from a pandemic to an endemic
situation, again, for this question, there is a very clear answer. No,
it does not do that, because there continues to be no plan.
● (0810)

History will show that we got into this crisis, this situation in our
nation’s capital, because the government did not have a plan to
transition from a pandemic to an endemic situation. The govern‐
ment’s lack of a plan by which businesses in Chatham—Kent—
Leamington or anywhere in the country could more predictably
manage their staff, their business and their investment decisions
continues to cause unnecessary hardship and failure. The failures
are not theirs; it is the government’s problem, the government's fail‐
ure to plan and its lunging from problem to problem with no coher‐
ent plan that could better multiply our effectiveness through our
collective capacity.

Farmers, greenhouse operators and small businesses in my riding
and across Canada continue to live with the uncertainty of labour

supply, border access and supply chains. They want to see a plan.
Our health care system wants to see a plan for surge capacity. It is
not the bricks and mortar that are missing; it is the human resources
and the people for whom the government did not plan to resource.

The government’s lack of a plan is evident in the fact that we are
so late in acquiring sufficient rapid tests; we are so late in develop‐
ing domestic vaccine manufacturing capacity, and we are so late in
coordinating coherent, integrated, science-based messaging, from
our health care leaders to our political leaders.

It has been more than two years since the pandemic came to
Canada, and we still have no plan for living in an endemic state.
Canadians did what was asked of them. They got vaccinated, they
stayed home, they safely distanced and they agreed to forgo family
gatherings, travel and basic but essential human contact, all to do
their part. What has been the reward for the constituents of
Chatham—Kent—Leamington, or for any Canadians, for what they
did? It is more divisiveness, greater stress, more lost jobs, out of
control inflation, economic uncertainty and still no plan.

Like all of us here, I have friends on both sides of the challenge
before us. Something has happened in our country that may never
be replaced. The capacity for kindness that Canadians are known
for has been strained by our nation’s leader, who has used the poli‐
tics of division rather than co-operation and understanding. There is
a sadness that comes when Canadians are pitted against Canadians.

There is more than enough blame to go around. Was the City of
Ottawa woefully unprepared and did it make serious mistakes at the
beginning of this situation, despite the many days of notice that the
convoy was coming? Many people would say, “Yes.” Was the
province slow to table resources? Again, many people would say,
“Yes,” but here, in the centrepiece of our nation's capital, the ques‐
tion before us today is twofold.

The first question is, where is the plan forward? Even when the
crisis outside these walls is resolved, we will simply return to this
question and the need for an endemic plan to return to normalcy.
The second question is the legislation before us today. Simple com‐
mon sense tells us that if we take the total of what the Prime Minis‐
ter expects the Emergencies Act to bring and subtract from it what
is already covered under existing laws and resources, then I re‐
spectfully submit that the difference we are left with pales in com‐
parison to the constitutional precedent we are asking the House to
confirm.
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I must vote against these measures. The Emergencies Act is not a

substitute for leadership, but rather a consequence of the lack of it.
The Prime Minister loves telling Canadians he has our backs. He
uses the approach of trying to hide behind us while pointing at
those he believes are to blame. Leading cannot be done from be‐
hind. Leading means engaging in conversation, even with those
with whom one disagrees. The only good thing that may come from
enacting this act is that there will be an inquiry, an accountability
review, which will no doubt expose and document for history that
when Canada was at one of its greatest challenges, the response
from the government was a grab for power through the tactics of
division and the lack of any plan forward.

Let us get on with responsible endemic living. Canadians have
done their job; now let us do ours.
● (0815)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, this is so typical of Conservatives. I find it inter‐
esting that the member is already willing to provide the House with
the outcome of a public inquiry that will happen afterward. That
underscores the Conservative gaming here. The member does not
care about the public inquiry that will happen. He has already deter‐
mined the outcome. He just informed the House what it would be,
and that is the unfortunate reality of this.

Would the member like to actually have a public inquiry that
looks into the matter and comes to its own decisions, or would he
rather just tell us what the outcome is going to be right now?

Mr. Dave Epp: Madam Speaker, I am thankful that our forebear‐
ers who created this legislation incorporated the process of an in‐
quiry into it. I am open to being wrong in my prediction about what
that inquiry will state, but given the history that we, as Canadians,
have experienced from the government, I will respectfully stand be‐
hind my prediction.
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, a few moments ago, I heard that there is still a lot
happening at the Ambassador Bridge.

Knowing that the blockade at the Ambassador Bridge was dis‐
mantled before the act was invoked, does my colleague believe that
the act, which is in force at this time, will be essential to complet‐
ing the efforts, that is to continue ensuring the safety and peace of
people in that area?
[English]

Mr. Dave Epp: Madam Speaker, as the member stated, the
blockade and occupation at the Ambassador Bridge were cleared
prior to the invocation of this act. They were cleared with the co-
operation of our various police forces. I condemn the ongoing situ‐
ation there, but it is able to be cleared with existing forces. It is the
draconian imposition of this act, and all that it entails and all its
precedents, as I mentioned in my remarks, that are of great concern
to this side of the House. We support law and order. We condemn
the illegal occupation and blockades, but as so many of my col‐
leagues have pointed out, resources exist to address the issues with‐
out resorting to resources that are not required.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, has the member heard anything from the Liberal govern‐
ment to date that would justify the invocation of the act in the first
place? More importantly, now that these illegal blockades have
been dealt with, does it still require the act to be in existence?

● (0820)

Mr. Dave Epp: Quite frankly, Madam Speaker, no. What is im‐
plied or directly addressed in that act are ongoing powers that are
not required. The ones that concern us the most are the ongoing fi‐
nancial powers of the banks to possibly freeze accounts and things
such as that. If there are crimes being committed, existing legisla‐
tion empowers the government to go after those breaking the law
through large donations through proper, existing sources. It is not
for a $20 donation for a T-shirt to support a cause that is symp‐
tomatic of so much unrest in this country. It is sad that we have
come to this point in our country.

Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Madam Speak‐
er, I will be splitting my time with the hon. member for Nickel Belt.

I rise today to speak on this important motion. The decision to
invoke the Emergencies Act is being taken with much considera‐
tion. This debate is crucial and necessary.

For weeks now, the unlawful occupation and illegal blockades
have disrupted the lives of Canadians, harmed our economy and en‐
dangered public safety. We have witnessed intimidation in our com‐
munities and at our borders.

The Emergencies Act has been invoked to supplement federal,
provincial, territorial and municipal authorities to address and re‐
solve these issues. The impacts of these blockades are significant.
Over three weeks, they caused serious harm to our economy, our
livelihoods and our way of life. They threatened our democracy and
marred Canada's international reputation. These measures are being
implemented in part to halt the illegal actions of those whose inten‐
tion is to overthrow our democratically elected government, and to
stand up to those who wish to extort change by intimidation.

The measures implemented in the Emergencies Act are not broad
or overreaching. They are specific and targeted. They are not per‐
manent. They are temporary, and set for 30 days or less. They are
not heavy-handed. They are proportionate. The level of proportion‐
ate response is dictated by co-operating levels of law enforcement,
not the government.

These short-term measures have allowed law enforcement at all
levels of the government to work in ways they could not have pre‐
viously. The Emergencies Act spells out a clear process that must
be followed once the act is invoked. The specific measures of the
act are subject to numerous checks and safeguards, including the
oversight of a parliamentary committee.

The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms is enshrined in
this act. By invoking the act, a public review will automatically be
triggered. The review ensures transparency and oversight. I have
heard from some who have concerns that invoking this act will set a
precedent. I am confident the criteria to invoke the act have been
met.
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The precedent I will not stand for is to give in to lawless occupa‐

tions and blockades by those who demand that governments negoti‐
ate with them or be undemocratically replaced.

All actions under the act will comply with our charter. That re‐
quirement is built into the legislation. Canadians expect us to act
within the bounds of the charter, and we will live up to these expec‐
tations. Despite the misguided efforts of a few, our democracy re‐
mains strong. However, we cannot be lulled into a sense of compla‐
cency.

Attempted blockades have persisted. Because of the act, addi‐
tional attempts have been thwarted. These are new powers we used
as recently as a few days ago to prevent the resurrection of a border
blockade. This problem is clearly national, and it is still a threat.

The unfortunate radical populism that fuels people to block sup‐
ply chains and disrupt daily lives has not gone away. The pattern of
rhetoric that can be linked to far-right extremism is well document‐
ed. We must not minimalize the reality of this threat.

What has emerged is an entrenched, organized movement that is
being motivated by toxic ideology. These are groups that do not be‐
lieve in the legitimacy of the government. They knew where to hit
Canadians: our borders, supply chains and communities. The Emer‐
gencies Act leveraged tools to end these disruptions and prevent fu‐
ture ones.

The act has allowed law enforcement to restrict access to Ot‐
tawa's downtown core. By creating a secure zone, authorities were
able to stop an influx of more people in vehicles, preventing them
from becoming entrenched in the capital.

It is important not to confuse illegal blockades and occupations
with legal protest. Canadians can continue to teach their children
about the democratic right to assemble peacefully and legally. It is
an important part of sharing our values.

This is different. Let there be no mistake: bouncy castles, tobog‐
gans and hot chocolate do not make an illegal protest a safe place
for children. This was a dangerous situation, yet parents continued
to bring their kids to the front line of these unsafe scenes. This act
seeks to protect children, such as those who have been used right
outside these doors as human shields for the adults who were sup‐
posed to keep them out of harm's way.

The Emergencies Act prohibits parents from bringing children
under the age of 18 to an illegal occupation. It does not prohibit
children from attending peaceful and legal protests with their fami‐
lies.

Recent events here in Ottawa and at multiple border crossings
demonstrated that the ordinary mechanisms in place at multiple lev‐
els of jurisdiction were not sufficient. The subsequent inquiry that
is mandated will help uncover the reasons why other measures were
not effective. These measures that were enacted are already work‐
ing, and we are already seeing results.

We are restoring the rights and freedoms of those who have been
deeply affected: the rights of citizens to safely walk the streets, the
rights of workers to earn a living, the rights of businesses to stay
open and serve customers, and the rights of people and goods to
move freely across international borders.

● (0825)

The debate we are having now, and the review process that will
follow, will allow us, in a transparent and democratic way, to
strengthen the gaps that allowed this situation to happen. This will
ensure that we learn and adapt so we will not have to mobilize the
Emergencies Act in the future for the same reason. In that way, the
Emergencies Act is a self-correcting piece of legislation.

These measures have not been enacted because of the ideology
of the people protesting. That is not the case. This act was invoked
to put an end to illegal blockades and unlawful occupations. The
city of Ottawa is recovering. Businesses are starting to open, and
people are starting to get back to their lives. I believe that crisis re‐
veals character, and I am certain Canadians have the capacity to
heal the damages done with dialogue, compassion and respect.

I want to commend the professionalism, and controlled and pro‐
portionate response, of the law enforcement officials of jurisdiction
over the past few days. I also want to commend journalists and re‐
porters for the important role they played throughout the crisis.
Their work, in very difficult circumstances, has been remarkable.
The violence and harassment they were exposed to is unacceptable.
We need to stand together, all of us in the House, and condemn the
hate speech and harassment that we are seeing. Doing or saying
nothing about the attempts to intimidate journalists is the same as
supporting what is being done to them. Not condemning it is con‐
doning it. I ask my colleagues to consider that as they see members
of the media being threatened by angry mobs.

I would like to address my constituents, the residents of Kitchen‐
er—Conestoga, and thank them for taking the time to reach out to
me. There has been a diverse range of sentiments, and I have lis‐
tened to their views very carefully. The conversations, the emails
and the messages I received all weigh into this decision. I was
elected to be the member of Parliament for all constituents in my
riding, not just those who share my views. I understand and I take
seriously my obligation to hear everyone's views and to listen. I
strive to respect and value the opinions of others.

The impacts of the border blockades have been felt in our riding,
as people were laid off at local plants. Toyota, one of the largest
employers, was idle, which impacted many families in our commu‐
nity. People I spoke with at local feed mills and other businesses in
Kitchener—Conestoga said they were not able to get goods across
the border. I send a big thanks to the truckers and trucking compa‐
nies in my riding who kept going despite those blockades.
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I understand the magnitude of this vote. The research I have

done, the briefings I have attended, the debates I have been part of
in the House and the conversations I have had with constituents
have brought me to this moment, which is not an easy one. Howev‐
er, I did not become a member of Parliament to do the easy things. I
became a member of Parliament to do the right things. Invoking the
Emergencies Act is the right thing.

Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is interesting that the member opposite was speaking
about dialogue, compassion and respect being part of the process
here.

Could he outline three things the current Prime Minister did that
would encompass those ideas of dialogue, compassion and respect?
Realistically, I think the Canadians who were out there protesting
did not see any of that. All we ended up with was the ham-fisted
approach of the Emergencies Act.
● (0830)

Mr. Tim Louis: Madam Speaker, being kind, compassionate and
respectful is not a checklist. Rather it is who Canadians are, and we
need to do that more. Mostly, it starts by listening and having those
dialogues. We need to be respectful about it. If those who disagree
call my office or send me an email I can handle that, but parking a
truck and blocking traffic at a bridge, or taking over a city for three
weeks, is not the proper way to do dialogue and is not something
we are willing to accept here in Canada.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I am astonished by the Liberals' comments of the past sev‐
eral days that this measure was reasonable, sensible and necessary.

They have repeated several times that it was not the first, second
or third option. The questions we have asked about those options
have gone unanswered. We have had vague replies about being
aware, about this being important, about providing additional tools
and other such generalizations.

I have a great deal of respect for the member from Kitchener—
Conestoga and I have the privilege of working with him in commit‐
tee. His efforts are generally focused on the common good and
achieving results. I will humbly ask him to answer my question be‐
cause we know one another somewhat and get along well, at least I
hope that is the case.

Could he tell me about the three steps that preceded the invoca‐
tion of the Emergencies Act?

Personally, I have not seen them and no one has talked about
them.
[English]

Mr. Tim Louis: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague and
friend across the aisle. I am practising my French. If I was any bet‐
ter, I would try to answer, but I want to make sure that I can express
myself clearly.

We do work well together in the chamber, and I think the idea of
invoking this act right now is to show the safeguards that are going
to be in place and the dialogue that is going to happen. The debate
we have had for multiple days, from early in the morning to the

middle of the night, is how we solve problems. That is how we han‐
dle a crisis. We do it together with dialogue.

We are going to have a committee. It will be formed, and that
makes sense. Also, the act can be revoked earlier than 30 days if
Parliament deems it necessary. I think these are proper steps. After
that, we are going to have a review to find out what happened, what
worked and what can be improved.

These are all steps that we need to take to make sure we can
work together, but it starts with dialogue and it starts with listening.

Ms. Lisa Marie Barron (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP):
Madam Speaker, unfortunately, one thing that many of us can agree
on is that we are here today because of the failure of many levels of
government. As we all saw, when this convoy was coming in, the
police opened their arms to it despite the fact that it had a clearly
stated goal of overturning our democratically elected government.
On the other hand, we can look at the experiences of those in in‐
digenous nations, such as that of a woman on Wet'suwet'en territory
who recently had her door knocked down with axes and chainsaws
and was pulled out of her home.

Can the member speak to the differing treatment that has been
given to those in the convoy versus those who are defending their
land? Can we find a way to come together now that we are in this
position?

Mr. Tim Louis: Madam Speaker, I respect that question; it is
fantastic. We do need to look at this. We need to look at what hap‐
pened. We need to look at the biases we have in our day-to-day
lives, those unconscious biases that allow us to treat people differ‐
ently and not with equality and equity. Hopefully as we talk about
this and report on it, we will find out how we can do better in the
future and make sure that all Canadians are treated properly.

[Translation]

Mr. Marc Serré (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Official Languages, Lib.): Madam Speaker, thank you, meeg‐
wetch.

I was elected the member for Nickel Belt in 2015 and I am proud
to represent my constituents for the third time and to improve the
living conditions in my community.

I would never have believed I would be giving a speech in the
House of Commons on the invocation of the Emergencies Act. Yet
that is the case today.
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[English]

I returned to Ottawa on January 31 for the House of Commons
session and I have seen the events first-hand. Many lives, liveli‐
hoods and businesses in Ottawa have been impacted in a very nega‐
tive way. The right to protest is fundamental. I saw and supported
the right to protest with the rolling truck convoy in my riding that
rolled through Highway 17 on January 28, driving toward Ottawa.
However, it was different when the truck convoy parked and
camped on the city streets of Ottawa. This became illegal. Also,
when we see a movement propped up by hate, racism and intimida‐
tion, we have to ask ourselves what we are truly supporting. Let us
be clear: Many people demonstrating were doing this peacefully.
However, this became an illegal occupation and it needed to end.

I am wishing my colleagues, the residents of Ottawa and all in‐
volved parties a safe and peaceful transition as the city is getting
back to the residents. This agreement should not incite violence or
threats. We are more Canadian than that.

Political criticism is at an all-time high. I commend all my col‐
leagues, federal staff and my constituency staff for remaining at the
public service even through these most difficult moments. I want to
thank Nickel Belt constituents with different opinions for voicing
their points of view in a respectful way. There are over 91,000 voic‐
es to represent in Nickel Belt, and we may not all agree, but we
most certainly all wish for a healthier, more united and stronger re‐
gion.

I am grateful to be in Ottawa to represent the residents of Nickel
Belt and will continue to advocate for their priorities and strive to
deliver solutions. It has been a long two years. Everyone has been
affected by the pandemic in some way. There is so much misinfor‐
mation circling and different opinions being shared, but there is a
lot that is positive. We need to reach out to people in need in each
of our communities.

I will give a special thanks to my exceptional constituency office
staff. Despite the vulgar and intimidating tactics and threats in the
office, my team remains committing to helping. Here are a few ex‐
amples. They are helping Mary, a senior, with OAS and GIS bene‐
fits; Evelyn, with affordable housing; Helen, a single mom, with
the Canada child benefit; and John, with a disability pension appli‐
cation. There are many more.

The pandemic has not been easy for anybody. It has altered the
course of normal life for almost two years. People have a right to be
fed up, tired and frustrated.
● (0835)

[Translation]

The Emergencies Act is difficult. Being in government is diffi‐
cult, because we are called upon to make decisions about the health
and safety of Canadians. Over the past three weeks, illegal block‐
ades have disrupted Canadians' lives and jeopardized public safety.
Clearly, the local police forces have struggled to enforce the law ef‐
fectively.

We invoked the Emergencies Act in order to help provincial au‐
thorities deal with the blockades and the occupation and to keep

Canadians safe, protect jobs and restore confidence in our institu‐
tions.

Through the Emergencies Act, we are granting police officers
new powers to control crowds, stop blockades and keep essential
corridors open. The Emergencies Act allows the government to mo‐
bilize essential services, such as tow trucks, enables the RCMP to
act more quickly to enforce local laws and strengthens our ability to
stop foreign money from being used for illegal purposes.

Our government cannot allow disruptions to carry on forever.
Our government will always respect Canadians' right to protest.
However, this does not entitle people to occupy streets, break the
law or shut down essential trade corridors.

This siege and the blockades are crippling our economy and our
democracy. The specific measures set out by the act are limited,
subject to many controls, and must comply with the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

A parliamentary review committee will be established in the next
few days to review the exercise of power during the state of emer‐
gency. These measures will be limited in time, geographically tar‐
geted, reasonable and proportionate to the threats they are meant to
address.

Another important point for the people in Nickel Belt: the Emer‐
gencies Act also includes a number of significant limitations,
checks and balances and guarantees. The Act also provides for a
public inquiry to be held before the end of the first year.

Ottawa's interim police chief, in addition to Vernon White, the
former Ottawa chief of police who was appointed to the Senate by
former prime minister Stephen Harper, and Conservative Ontario
Premier Doug Ford all clearly stated that adopting the emergency
measures was important and essential. They also said that those
measures were necessary to allow for the coordination of municipal
and provincial police forces and the RCMP to keep people safe and
enforce the law.

According to Michael Kempa, a criminology professor at the
University of Ottawa, it is obvious that order would not have been
restored without the Emergencies Act. The act is crucial because it
prompted protesters to leave and outlined serious consequences.

● (0840)

[English]

To my constituents of Nickel Belt, I appreciate why the criticism
comes my way. I signed up to be their MP, their voice in Ottawa,
and although we may disagree sometimes, I do appreciate each of
them for reaching out. I see all the correspondence that comes to
my office, with lots of varied opinions on all sides. These next few
weeks will be difficult and people might feel let down. We all need
to listen better.
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I thank each person who has reached out to someone in need. I

thank our frontline workers. I thank our law enforcement, police of‐
ficers, the Greater Sudbury police officers who came to Ottawa, as
many others did from across the country, the RCMP, OPP officers
and local authorities for keeping Canadians safe and helping
democracy move forward. The restraint these people, these men
and women, have shown in the past few weeks in Ottawa has been
remarkable.

I hear from my constituents that some people want mandates to
continue for a little while longer because they still have concerns
and want a safe, balanced approach to reopening fully. They sup‐
port the government's decision. Some people do not agree with the
federal government's or provincial government's position on man‐
dates. Some support the truck convoy and denounce those who try
to weaponize this movement.

All I know is that we must stick to our Canadian values and
democratic process, where we value respect, denounce intimidation
and choose to collaborate. MPs are the voices of Canadians, and I
am as committed as ever to each of my constituents. I have kept a
grassroots approach when engaging with Nickel Belt constituents,
and continue to meet with individuals with varying opinions on top‐
ics while seeking to preserve the safety and health of our communi‐
ty. We need to grow the region. We need to do this together.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I have heard many things from Liberal
members throughout this debate that I disagree with. However, I
want to start with one thing that I agree with, which the member
said. He said that he supported the right to peaceful protest prior to
blockades and he did not agree with blockading critical infrastruc‐
ture. These are sentiments that I fundamentally agree with.

The provisions of the Emergencies Act that I am most concerned
about are the powers given to arbitrarily freeze individual's bank
accounts without a court order. We are hearing reports of individu‐
als who have had their bank accounts frozen. These individuals do‐
nated to the convoy movement prior to any blockading, and they
wanted to see peaceful protests and wanted to see the convoy
movement bring its message about the need to end mandates. Now
those individuals are seeing their bank accounts frozen.

I would contend that this is in violation of the charter. I would
contend that giving banks the sweeping power to freeze the ac‐
counts of individuals who made small donations in good faith, po‐
tentially without being in support of blockading, is totally unrea‐
sonable. I wonder if the member would agree with me that this is
not an appropriate way to be proceeding.
● (0845)

Mr. Marc Serré: Madam Speaker, obviously, these emergency
powers are important to keep law and order. Let us be clear. We
have had the support of the Canadian chiefs of police, the interim
chief of the Ottawa police and also Premier Ford, the Conservative
Premier of Ontario. They are indicating that these measures are im‐
portant to restore law and order in the community. As we move for‐
ward, we will need to evaluate. It was clearly identified that this
was an illegal occupation and that people needed to leave. People
did not leave and there are consequences for their actions. We will
continue to monitor the situation as we go forward.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for some of the things he
said, especially his appreciation of the work done by the police. I
fully agree with him: they did fantastic work.

I would like to ask a question about the authorities and the po‐
lice. I heard him say that public safety, jobs and businesses were
very important to him.

We know that the siege lasted for over three weeks. Is my col‐
league telling us that the government could not deploy the 1,800
RCMP officers that the City of Ottawa was asking for in order to
take action?

Does the emergency measure that made it so what happened a
few days ago—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
parliamentary secretary.

Mr. Marc Serré: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for her
questions.

Yes, the measures were necessary. We heard from Ottawa's inter‐
im chief of police, the Premier of Ontario and many stakeholders.
All have told us that those exceptional measures were needed to
compel the people and trucks occupying downtown Ottawa to
leave.

Clearly, these measures were necessary. These past few days, we
saw the RCMP, the Ontario Provincial Police and police forces
from across the country come here. The Emergencies Act clearly
restored peace in Ottawa's streets.

[English]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): We have
time for a brief question.

The hon. member for Windsor West.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, the
situation at the Ambassador Bridge continues to be misrepresented
here. The Ambassador Bridge is owned by a private American bil‐
lionaire, one of the richest in the United States. Ironically, the barri‐
cades have now been moved off the Huron Church Road to there
and are along the corridor. The Bloc misrepresenting this is puz‐
zling because there is over 300 years of francophonie culture in that
area settled by Jesuit over 320 years ago. The Conservatives are
now supporting a private American billionaire who now has con‐
crete barriers blocking off the businesses, employees and public
along this corridor. It is literally a runway to the 401 right now.
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Will the member support compensation for border communities,

similar to what Ottawa has received, for all the businesses and the
activity that continues to exist to this day? Ottawa is cleared up but
this area is not. I cannot understand why we are preoccupied with
protecting a private American billionaire who has sued the govern‐
ment dozens and dozens of times—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I did ask
for a brief question and we are out of time.

I will ask the hon. parliamentary secretary to respond quickly.
[Translation]

Mr. Marc Serré: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
speech and for his hard work in the Windsor area over the past sev‐
eral years.

He is absolutely right. Windsor area residents and businesses
need support. We will follow up.
● (0850)

[English]
Mr. Dave MacKenzie (Oxford, CPC): Madam Speaker, I will

be sharing my time with the member for Tobique—Mactaquac.

Canadians across the country are gravely concerned. The Prime
Minister is invoking the Emergencies Act for a crisis that he creat‐
ed. He is attempting to use a tool at the government's disposal that
was created with the intention of rarely if ever being used. The
Prime Minister is using this last resort tool to clean up a crisis of his
own creation.

The Emergency Measures Act gives extraordinary powers to
government, powers that should only be used when every other ef‐
fort has been exhausted. Enacting these measures should not be the
first or the second thing the Liberal government does to resolve a
crisis. We have not seen any action by the Prime Minister to avoid
jumping to this extreme measure.

As a former police chief, I have had enough thorough experience
in dealing with crisis situations and the de-escalation of such crises.
The first step in de-escalation is not to bring in a sledgehammer.
The Prime Minister could not even take the first step everyone
should use in de-escalation. That step would be listening. The
Prime Minister refused to meet with the protesters to listen to their
concerns. These are his fellow Canadian citizens, whether he agrees
with their opinions or not. He is the Prime Minister of Canada and a
good leader listens to his fellow countrymen.

The Emergencies Act specifically states part of the criteria for
enactment is that all other measures have been exhausted in at‐
tempting to resolve the crisis. How can we possibly vote in favour
of this act when the Prime Minister has not even attempted to use
the most basic measure of resolving any crisis? Instead, the Prime
Minister has inflamed the situation, almost as if he wanted to get to
this point. It is quite evident the Prime Minister is not capable of
first steps in any crisis he faces. It is in his ideological identity to
squash anyone who does not agree with him and unfortunately
Canadians from all walks of life know this all too well.

Earlier this week my Conservative colleagues proposed a possi‐
ble step to end the crisis. We proposed the government provide

Canadians with its plan for ending the various federal COVID-19-
related mandates and restrictions. This is an example of one of the
many actions that was available to the government before deciding
on this drastic measure. Providing Canadians with an end plan is
not a controversial decision. Many of the provincial governments
have already done the same. Many Canadians including many par‐
ticipating in the various protests would have welcomed this action
as a sign the government is hearing the wishes of Canadians or
some direction or evidence of an end plan. Instead, the government
jumped to ignore this measured action and is all too eager to get to
this extreme point that we see ourselves in today.

While the Prime Minister has failed to present enough evidence
to support the use of the act, I can think of numerous examples
when this country has faced a crisis and managed to come out of it
without implementing the act. Just last week we saw these protests
at several Canadian-U.S. border crossings. These protests created
grave economic consequences for the country, including my riding
of Oxford. As Oxford has strong ties to the automotive manufactur‐
ing section, I had a first-hand account of the consequences of the
protest in Windsor. Many automotive manufacturing plants had to
slow down or completely shut off production.

My office received numerous messages from constituents who
were being laid off due to these shutdowns. The Windsor border
blockade was a crisis for many of my constituents. What did not
cross my mind or theirs was that the Emergencies Act would need
to be invoked to solve the crisis, and in fact it was not. We saw offi‐
cers peacefully remove the blockades to allow the border to reopen.
They did this without the use of the Emergencies Act.

A similar situation occurred in Coutts, Alberta. Again, RCMP of‐
ficers were able to clear the blockade without any tools from the
Emergencies Act. There have been numerous examples throughout
Canadian history when a crisis such as this one, or I may say worse
than this one, have arose, many of them being of a much more dan‐
gerous nature than the current situation.

Another that comes to mind is the crisis we all saw with 2010
G20 riots in Toronto. Some members of the government would be
very familiar with this crisis, the Minister of Emergency Prepared‐
ness especially as he was the Toronto police chief at the time.
Maybe some forget what we saw during that crisis. We saw a bank
just down the street from parliament being firebombed. We saw po‐
lice cars in flames in downtown Toronto. We saw hundreds of busi‐
nesses damaged by protesters. The Emergencies Act was available
to our government at the time. It was not used in that crisis. Why?
It did not meet the criteria outlined in the Emergencies Act.
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Flaming vehicles and destroyed businesses are what the Minister
of Emergency Preparedness, the acting Toronto police chief, was
facing at the time. If flaming banks and police cars do not consti‐
tute a reason for using the Emergencies Act, I find it very hard to
see how road hockey games and bouncy castles do. The Minister of
Emergency Preparedness knows very well that the police officers
we have here have all the tools necessary to defuse this situation if
needed. The Emergencies Act was not needed in Windsor and
Coutts, Alberta.

Instead, the Minister of Emergency Preparedness said he was
proud to invoke this act. I find it extremely disappointing to hear
this coming from a fellow former police chief. No one in this
House should be proud to use this act. However, it seems the Prime
Minister is all too eager to use it.

Another similar crisis, again during the Minister of Emergency
Preparedness’s time as police chief, occurred a year before the G20
summit. In 2009, we saw many Tamil Canadians upset with what
they were seeing happening in the Sri Lankan civil war. Canadians
shut down northbound and southbound lanes of University Avenue
in Toronto for four days. They blocked the U.S. consulate in Toron‐
to and illegally blocked traffic on the Gardiner Expressway. Again,
it was not necessary to invoke the Emergencies Act. In fact, use of
force by police officers was not necessary. The Toronto police
chief, the current Minister of Emergency Preparedness, used his
training in community policing to help facilitate a peaceful end to
the crisis. The police chief even received an award from the Tamil
Canadian community for his leadership during the protests.

Again, I fail to see why the government sees it necessary to in‐
voke the Emergencies Act now when it was not necessary in 2010
or even last week. Why were we able to see those crises resolved
without such extreme measures? We have several precedents for
why this Emergencies Act should not be invoked and we have no
reasons for why it should be, yet here we are in this debate.

Let us talk about a time when the government had to react to a
similar crisis. It was during the October crisis in 1970. While the
War Measures Act was a different act, it did possess many similari‐
ties to the one being used today. It is important to compare the cri‐
sis of that time to what we are seeing now. In the lead-up to the Oc‐
tober crisis, we saw a terrorist organization robbing and bombing
several institutions in Quebec. That crisis reached a climax with
several kidnappings and the eventual horrendous murder of Quebec
cabinet minister Pierre Laporte.

That was the context of the last time a Canadian government
used such drastic actions to restore order. It does not take much ef‐
fort to realize that while we may be experiencing a crisis of our
own, it pales in comparison to what the government of the day
faced the last time an emergency act was implemented.

Invoking the Emergencies Act now, for the purpose of trying to
cover up the mismanagement and poor leadership of the Liberal
government, would be creating a dangerous precedent for any fu‐
ture crisis the government may face. What is to stop the govern‐
ment from implementing this act every time it has a group of fellow
Canadians who disagrees? We have heard members of the govern‐
ment tell us that this Emergencies Act is necessary to dismantle

these illegal protests and blockades. I again ask how it was possible
that the illegal protests and blockades in Windsor and Coutts were
dismantled if they did not possess the required tools.

Furthermore, the act states that the nature of the emergency is
one that seriously endangers the lives of Canadians. If we are in
such grave danger from these protesters such as those in Ottawa,
why would members of the House even have been allowed to con‐
vene in the House? The threshold for this act has not been met.

We have heard the Minister of Justice brag about how the mere
mention of using the Emergencies Act resulted in protesters in
Coutts, Alberta, dispersing from their blockade. The minister was
bragging about using the most powerful tool available to the gov‐
ernment. He should be ashamed that it has come to this point. He
should be ashamed because it means the government has failed
miserably.

All Canadians should be ashamed that the Prime Minister has
failed them.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the
member represents my son-in-law's riding and I know he works
well on behalf of his community.

In this case where we have invoked the Emergencies Act, it is so
that police have additional tools as needed, tools such as stopping
parents from using their children as human shields in the protest.
By having the act in place, the Children's Aid Society could be used
to protect children who are vulnerable in dangerous situations. The
act is there for police forces to use as needed and police forces
showed incredible restraint throughout the occupation of Ottawa.
Now we see blockades at the borders in British Columbia.

The act is to be used where needed and as needed for the period
of time they are needed. Could the member comment on the judi‐
cious use of the act in giving tools to police forces to use as need‐
ed?

● (0900)

Mr. Dave MacKenzie: Madam Speaker, I am glad that the mem‐
ber's son-in-law found a great place to live with a good member of
Parliament.

Having said that, I am concerned that the Liberals are using this
act as a sledgehammer. I have worked with police officers across
this country. I know that in Windsor, for instance, they were able to
clear that blockade with the help of the RCMP and the OPP, and
they existed before this act came in.

In Alberta and across the country we are seeing that Canadians
are thoroughly upset with the Prime Minister. He does not listen
and just does not pay attention.
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[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, I would
like to hear the member for Oxford on the fact that the Liberal
members are suggesting that the Emergencies Act’s usefulness for
coordinating police forces is enough to warrant its use. However,
the test is much more important and imposing: It is the necessity
and essential nature of the act.

Will this legislation be used every time that it is useful for coor‐
dinating police forces?
[English]

Mr. Dave MacKenzie: Madam Speaker, it would take a lot
longer than the time I have to tell him what I think about it. That
being said, for years and years police departments and police offi‐
cers have worked in a coordinated fashion in a whole variety of
things. This was all brought about through poor planning by a vari‐
ety of agencies, which I am sure we will hear about as this debate
goes on, but more importantly, this act did not need to be invoked.
All of the things that people are taking credit for could have been
done with the civil law that we already have.

As for seizing bank accounts, I have already heard from people
who gave minimal amounts of money to what they believed were
legal entities, and they have now had their bank accounts seized.
That just does not seem right in Canada.

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Qujannamiik, Uqaqtittiji.

I would like to ask the member if he has reviewed the emergency
measures regulations, paragraphs 1(a) to 1(f), if he has looked at
the places that are to be protected and if he has not seen the dangers
that have been placed in those places.

Mr. Dave MacKenzie: Madam Speaker, I have not read that part
of the act or I could not repeat it back, but there are so many things
in the act that are dangerous to law-abiding Canadians who have
now run afoul of the law.

When I heard the parliamentary secretary from Sudbury say that
he supported them when they were in his community and before it
became an unlawful situation, I could only hope that he did not
have his bank account seized too.

Mr. Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I rise today in this, the people's House, with both heavi‐
ness of heart and hope for the future.

My heart is heavy with all that I am hearing from people from
my riding and Canadians from coast to coast. I, along with so many
of them, am greatly concerned with the gargantuan overreach the
Prime Minister has made with the invoking of the Emergencies
Act, granting him and the government unprecedented and unneces‐
sary powers with which to deal with the challenge that is before us.

Seven out of 10 provinces have expressed huge concerns regard‐
ing its implementation and the dangerous precedent it sets in the
suppression of individual rights and freedoms of Canadian citizens.

The fact is that the blockades in Alberta, in Manitoba and here in
Ontario at the Windsor bridge were all resolved peacefully by uti‐
lizing existing laws. Authorities never needed to implement or uti‐
lize the extreme measures of the Emergencies Act, which was

known previously as the War Measures Act, which was only uti‐
lized on three previous occasions: World War I, World War II and
the FLQ situation.

The weaponization of this extreme measure against political op‐
ponents, even to the extent of freezing their assets and threatening
their livelihoods, is draconian, authoritarian and deeply concerning.
It is just plain wrong. I will be voting to revoke it and I encourage
all my fellow parliamentarians to do the same.

While reflecting in preparation for these remarks today, I was re‐
minded of a leadership conference that I had the privilege of attend‐
ing around 20 years ago, at which the keynote speaker shared a sto‐
ry that deeply impacted my life and influenced even my role cur‐
rently as a member of Parliament.

I will never forget what the keynote speaker shared with us that
evening. He was sharing a story about a king and his messenger, his
apprentice. The king wanted to get a very important message
through to a certain community, to an area and region in his king‐
dom. He wanted the community to hear it clearly and he wanted
them to understand it, as the message had severe ramifications.

The messenger was hesitant and in fact was resistant and did not
want to participate or go to share that message. However, the king
said explicitly to the messenger, “I want you to go. I want you to
visit that community for seven days, sit among the people, hear
their stories and observe their customs. For seven days, do not open
your mouth. After seven days, you can give the community the
message that they need to hear."

The keynote speaker applied that principle to all of us as leaders
or aspiring leaders. It was that before we as leaders rush in with fast
answers and quick solutions and grab the megaphone to speak, we
must first take the time to listen and sit where those people that we
are communicating with sit and hear their stories and hear their per‐
spectives. Whether we agree with them or not, whether we embrace
all aspects of what they may be doing or not, we need to have the
courtesy and the decency to at least hear what they are saying.

He said that once the messenger had done this for seven days, he
communicated what he was supposed to communicate and the situ‐
ation was resolved. The message was received, but the messenger
did it from a place of identification. The messenger did it after hav‐
ing sat where they sat and hearing their stories and understanding
where they were coming from, even though he did not agree with
or even share many of the beliefs of those with whom he was com‐
municating.

● (0905)

Could it be that there is an application for all of us in this House
today and for the Prime Minister himself? How different things
could have been had he taken the time to elicit, engage and hear
what people were saying from coast to coast to coast. Rather than
engage, he chose to enrage and escalate rather than de-escalate.
How much of the situation could have potentially been resolved
had he taken the time to hear the concerns of Canadian citizens?



2790 COMMONS DEBATES February 21, 2022

Statutory Order
The last two years of dealing with COVID have not been easy.

COVID has brought many frustrations with it from coast to coast.
Canadians are weary and tired. It has been exhausting. Rather than
escalation, they were looking for their leaders to bring a sense of
peace and calming reassurance, but now we find ourselves in a
heightened state of tension. When jurisdictions around the world
are de-escalating, loosening up restrictions, lifting mandates and al‐
lowing people get their lives back and move on, the Prime Minister
has chosen to use accusations, hurl insults, name-call, castigate and
ridicule. Would not a different approach serve all of us well?

Canadians are looking to us and wondering, “Are you, as elected
officials, hearing what we are saying? Are you hearing what we
have been telling you?”

In preparation for this role as a member of Parliament, and I
know many members have done the same, I knocked on thousands
of doors, sat at tables, took phone calls and responded to emails.
We took the time to hear the concerns of those we desire to repre‐
sent, whether it was at the kitchen table of a nurse who was ex‐
hausted from long overtime hours and time away from her family
or in a farmer's field with farmers who kept doing what they knew
to do even through this time of crisis. When the rest of the world
shut down, they kept growing and producing.

Perhaps members sat at the tables of seniors who felt lonely and
isolated and had not been able to see their grandkids in a long time.
Perhaps members heard the stories of people who lost their employ‐
ment or whose business went under because of the prolonged re‐
strictions and rolling lockdowns. Perhaps they heard the stories and
concerns of the mill owners who were wondering if they could
keep operating in these circumstances. Perhaps they heard the con‐
cerns of parents who were concerned about the increased levels of
depression and anxiety their children were facing. Perhaps they
heard the same concerns I have heard.

Canadians want their lives back. They want their country back.
They want the Canada that we all love and cherish back. They do
not recognize the Canada they are seeing displayed before them on
their television right now. They are not comfortable with the anger
from all sides. Canadians are looking for leaders who will listen to
their cries. They are tired of the extremes on all sides. They are
tired of the “us versus them”. They are tired of the Facebook wars
and the social media conflicts. They are tired of family member be‐
ing pitted against family member and Canadian against Canadian.
They are exhausted by the continual polarization. Canadians are
speaking loudly and clearly.

I conclude with this. I have reason for hope today, because we
have heard their voices. I cling to this old promise from an ancient
scripture: “Weeping may endure for a night, but joy comes in the
morning.”

I wish COVID‑19 had not lasted two years. I wish it had been
only 12 hours, but as sure as night has come and we sense the heav‐
iness upon all of us, morning will break in this country and people
will once again be able to embrace a government that hears their
concerns and responds to them and chooses not to use the nuclear
option of suppressing their rights and freedoms at a time when it is
not needed. They are looking for de-escalation.

On this side of the House, we hear you. On this side of the
House, we will bring your concerns forward.

● (0910)

Mr. Ken Hardie (Fleetwood—Port Kells, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, a year ago we saw Alberta lift its restrictions for the best
summer ever, and it was not. Albertans suffered. The hospitals were
overrun, and Albertans died who did not need to die, but this is the
same message we are hearing from the protesters, at least some of
them, the ones who are not trying to overthrow the government.

Does the hon. member believe that it would be best to not have
only politicians making the decisions to lift mandates, but politi‐
cians backstopped with good, wise, sage public health advice?

● (0915)

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Madam Speaker, the science is very
clear, and the science is recommending that mandates begin to be
lifted and that restrictions begin to be lifted. There was a recent
study by John Hopkins University that has been peer reviewed. It
said very clearly that the lockdowns have done more harm than
good, especially when we compare it to the socio-economic im‐
pacts these lockdowns are having, the mental health costs, the
strain, and increased rates of anxiety and depression.

The science is clear. In jurisdictions such as the U.K., Ireland,
Iceland, Norway, Sweden, France and Spain, as well as 39 of 50
U.S. states, they are all moving in this direction. They are all telling
us it is time to learn how to live with this and move on. That is
what we should be doing and what any responsible government
should be doing.

[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou,
BQ): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech.

I understand him. We are well aware of everything that has hap‐
pened over the past three weeks in Ottawa and of all of the impacts
that it has had on residents and businesses, and even everywhere
else in Canada and Quebec.

My colleague spoke about the protests. It is true that while peo‐
ple do have the right to protest, there are certain limits. It must not
go as far as extremism.

Why does my colleague oppose the use of the Emergencies Act
by the government, given its slow response and inaction over the
past three weeks?

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague
for her very important question.

[English]

Yes, there are extreme elements on all sides, and I believe Cana‐
dians want us to make sure they are dealt with appropriately, and
dealt with through utilizing the existing laws already in place. We
saw this happen across the country. They have been utilized, and
they have been effective, without using the nuclear option of going
to this extreme measure.
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Now, this act is being weaponized against Canadian citizens who

happen to not share the same political views as the government.
That is a dangerous precedent. I think what we need is a measured,
reasonable response, so the hallmark of any democracy's right to
protest is protected when done lawfully and peacefully, as all Cana‐
dians desire.

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam
Speaker, Congress has launched an investigation into Facebook and
how bot farm accounts in Romania, Vietnam and Bangladesh were
tied to the “freedom convoy”. One stolen account accounted for
millions of dollars raised and 340,000 members signed up in two
days.

I am asking why Parliament has not agreed to look into Russian
disinformation in the driving of the convoy, when Congress has
stepped up with a serious investigation into how bot farms and ex‐
tremist content were driven from outside of Canada against Canadi‐
ans.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Madam Speaker, I think right now we
obviously have the tools and mechanisms to make sure safeguards
are in place for foreign donors and others who are involving them‐
selves in Canadian affairs, such as mechanisms like FINTRAC.

Let us utilize the tools that are already in place, rather than this
nuclear overreach that is taking and targeting Canadian citizens for
actions that may be politically opposed to the government of the
day. This is a dangerous overreach, and this measure must be re‐
voked by Parliament.
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, I would like to begin by saying that I will be split‐
ting my time with my esteemed colleague from Abitibi—Baie-
James—Nunavik—Eeyou.

On this day of debate on the Emergencies Act, I would first like
to offer my thanks to all the staff in the House, namely the clerks,
the interpreters, the pages, the security officers and the cooks,
among others. I also thank the reporters and their teams, who cov‐
ered the various protests.

Of course, I am well aware that we are going through an excep‐
tional situation right now. I hope that all parliamentarians, especial‐
ly the government members, are well aware of this. The vote that
will take place in a few hours might create an important precedent.

We have been incredibly busy these past few days. We have been
busy debating an unnecessary law to lift the siege in Ottawa, and I
have been busy talking to the people of Laurentides—Labelle about
the issues related to this bill. Hundreds of people contacted me to
talk about their concerns and what they wanted done about the
blockade that, unfortunately, lasted 23 days.

I would like to use my time to explain the reasons why we op‐
pose the use of the Emergencies Act, which the government in‐
voked in haste without proving that other legislative tools at its dis‐
posal did not work.

I absolutely understand that people are sick to death of the virus
and the public health measures and rules that changed our lives.
The situation had a direct impact on me too, just as it impacted

caregivers, business people, parents and health care workers,
among many others.

It is no secret that we will vote against the use of the Emergen‐
cies Act, and there are many reasons why.

On February 15, the elected members of Quebec's National As‐
sembly unanimously adopted a motion stating that no emergency
situation justified the use of special legislative measures in Quebec
and calling on the Canadian government not to apply the Emergen‐
cies Act in Quebec. Will the government respect the will of the 125
members of the National Assembly?

Even more appalling is that seven out of 10 provinces are against
using this legislation. Obviously, Ontario requested it because that
is where the siege was held.

The application of such legislation should not be taken lightly. It
must be measured and proportionate. The Prime Minister himself
said several times that the act would not be used where it is not
needed. Why, then, does it apply everywhere?

The Prime Minister also explained to the House and in docu‐
ments attached to the motion that he feared that other blockades
would go up elsewhere in Canada, given the mobilization facilitat‐
ed by social media. This type of legislation is not to be applied “just
in case”; it is to be applied to deal with a real and imminent situa‐
tion. The application of the act must be essential and necessary.

Every action taken in the past few days could have been taken
with the tools provided under the Criminal Code. Arrests were
made in coordination with the various police forces, which, in my
opinion, should have been done in the early days.

What we needed was a head of state to coordinate interventions.
Sadly, since being elected, I have seen no such head of state. In‐
stead of getting out in front of a crisis, an issue, or a pandemic, the
Prime Minister racks up conflicts of interest, as I saw when I was a
member of the Standing Committee on Access to Information, Pri‐
vacy and Ethics. When the City of Ottawa called for reinforce‐
ments, the federal government dawdled. Here is how I would sum
up the situation. The federal government did not try anything.
Then, not knowing what to do, it invoked the Emergencies Act,
once all the occupations had been cleared out. The authorities will
continue their work.

The government was not too worried about the Ambassador
Bridge situation until it got a call from the White House. That is
kind of a big deal. Then the government did nothing until it got a
call from the Ottawa police, which wanted an additional 1,800 offi‐
cers. The feds sent in a handful of officers, basically just enough to
protect ministers and MPs. Only about 20 officers were deployed to
the protest sites.

It is important to note that the government cannot invoke the
Emergencies Act unless it can demonstrate that a dangerous and ur‐
gent situation exists and cannot be handled by means of ordinary
laws.
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There is indeed a dangerous and urgent situation, but it is limited
to Ontario. We wanted the act to apply only where the occupation
was taking place, especially since invoking this act, if applied more
broadly than it should be, will set a dangerous precedent. The
Emergencies Act was not needed to settle the rail blockades of
2020, the Oka crisis, 9/11, or even the COVID-19 pandemic.

When someone is criticized for not taking action, they try to
make people forget about their bungling by using a sledgehammer
as a show of strength to impress people. However, politics is not a
game where players come up with strategies for the simple and on‐
ly reason of maintaining or regaining power.

If this makes people rather cynical, I would tell them, “welcome
to the club”. Applying the Emergencies Act when the situation is
confined to one location, not across Canada, is overkill. What sad‐
dens me is that the voters will think that the Prime Minister saved
Ottawa. I want to express my sincerest appreciation to police offi‐
cers at all levels for the tremendous work they have done.

To all those who reached out to me regarding the use of the
Emergencies Act, I want to say that the siege did indeed have to be
stopped. Existing measures are what saved Ottawa. The Criminal
Code and traffic regulations are what saved Ottawa. No, I will not
vote in favour of the use of the Emergencies Act. Quebec's 125
MNAs do not want it to be used. The implications of this legisla‐
tion are too great to use it as a way to take back control, just be‐
cause a government failed to take action and lacks leadership.

I would like to remind members that the federal government
lagged behind the provinces when it came to implementing mea‐
sures to deal with the pandemic. One need only think of the man‐
agement of the borders, or lack thereof, at the beginning of the pan‐
demic. That was a good opportunity for the Prime Minister to show
some leadership as a government leader, but he did not. That is un‐
fortunate for him and for us.
● (0925)

[English]
Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC):

Madam Speaker, I will one day speak French well enough to ask
the member my question in French.

I am curious if my colleague thinks the Emergencies Act should
be revoked, now that Wellington Street is clear, and there is nothing
further blocking the street?

[Translation]
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Speaker, I look forward

to talking to my colleague in French.

To answer her question, the point has just been proven. Remov‐
ing the Ambassador Bridge blockade was possible because law en‐
forcement took the bull by the horns and agreed on a strategy that
could have been used in the early days of the blockade. Law en‐
forcement coordinated their efforts and dismantled the blockade.

Was it because the Emergencies Act was invoked? The answer is
no.

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, accord‐
ing to some constitutional experts, it is not enough for the Emer‐
gencies Act to be useful for the government to proclaim its applica‐
tion. It must be demonstrated that it is necessary and indispensable.

Would my colleague agree that this will be difficult if not impos‐
sible to demonstrate, given that the conflict has been allowed to
worsen for three weeks, and that not all the legal tools available
have been deployed?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Speaker, I thank my col‐
league from Montcalm for his very relevant question.

Indeed, we are waiting for the government to demonstrate that.

When a motion is moved to invoke the Emergencies Act, there
must be an emergency, a danger to the public or a public health
problem. Canada or its public health must be facing some sort of
danger.

As I demonstrated in my speech, there have been so many other
events with more serious repercussions on our society. How is it
that after all this time, after three weeks with very little action, we
decide to get out the hammer and go all out?

No, there is no need to invoke this act.

[English]

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I find the position of the Bloc Québécois to be
quite interesting. Here is a party that I know is only voting against
this because of the implications that it will have politically for its
members, from the perspective of the national government coming
in and superseding provincial territories. Despite the fact that the
Bloc members are shaking their heads, I know they have a big
problem with that.

However, the Bloc Québécois did not seem to have a problem
with it when the Quebec government asked the federal military to
come in and help with long-term care at the beginning of the pan‐
demic.

Why was it okay for the federal government to be an active part‐
ner with Quebec to help secure and fix the long-term care problem,
but when it comes to something like this the Bloc Québécois is to‐
tally against it?

● (0930)

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Speaker, I thank my hon.
colleague for his question.

I think we need to put these issues into perspective. People also
need to understand the role of the Bloc Québécois.

The Bloc has always maintained that the interests of Quebec are
what matter most to the party. We support what is good for Quebec.
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of this law? The answer is no. It did not do so because the problem
is limited to what is happening in Canada's capital.

It is crucial that the federal government listen to the voices of our
elected officials and those of seven other provinces. What happened
in long-term care homes in Quebec is completely different. I am
sick of people conflating different issues.

[English]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
remind members that if they want to have side conversations, they
should please take them out in the lobby. Whether someone is phys‐
ically in the House or virtually, they still deserve the respect of the
House.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Abitibi—Baie-James—
Nunavik—Eeyou.

[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou,
BQ): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from Laurentides—
Labelle for her fine speech.

I want to start mine by commending the excellent work done by
the police forces, whose professionalism and interventions are
above reproach. I would be remiss if I did not also acknowledge the
work of the security officers on Parliament Hill, who ensured our
protection during the siege in front of Parliament. Thanks to them,
we can safely come here and do our work every day.

We must also acknowledge the exceptional work of all the staff
on Parliament Hill and the journalists covering the day's events un‐
der difficult conditions. Honestly, I would rather rise to speak to
more important and less pointless topics than the one before us to‐
day.

Need I remind the House that we are in the middle of a pandem‐
ic? Need I remind the House that many first nations communities
still do not have access to drinking water, that seniors are unable to
make ends meet every month and that they have to choose between
buying food or paying for prescription drugs? Need I remind the
House that it is imperative for the federal government to increase
health transfers with no strings attached up to 35% of the cost of
health care as unanimously demanded by Quebec and the
provinces? I could go on. The list is long.

In order to invoke the Emergencies Act, the government must
demonstrate two things: That a dangerous and urgent situation ex‐
ists, and that this situation cannot be dealt with under what we call
ordinary laws.

All the blockades we saw across Canada these past few weeks
have been taken down, one by one—and without using the Emer‐
gencies Act. Did we need the act to clear the blockades in Sarnia, in
Emerson, Manitoba or at the Ambassador Bridge in Windsor? Did
we need it to end the protests at the Peace Bridge in Fort Erie or in
the greater Vancouver area? In each case, the answer is no. Were
police forces able to end the siege here in Ottawa without the Emer‐
gencies Act? The answer is yes.

The government should never have moved this motion. It is not
warranted given the current state of affairs and the good work done
by police. At best, the government should have revoked it when it
saw that the blockades had been dismantled without anyone using
this law. This would have given us time and allowed us to debate
far more serious matters such as those I mentioned at the beginning
of my speech.

As we know, several provinces, including Quebec, did not want
this law to apply to their territory. The three opposition parties in
the National Assembly stood with Premier Legault and expressed
their disapproval of the application of the federal Emergencies Act
to Quebec. Members of all parties in the National Assembly sup‐
ported a motion to that effect.

Fifty years ago, the federal government used its extraordinary
powers, and we know what happened, because it went down in his‐
tory. The use of such legislation should not be taken lightly. Its ap‐
plication must be measured, proportional and justified. Why did the
Prime Minister decide to apply it to the entire country? He has not
been listening, because several provinces, including Quebec, do not
want it. He showed no respect for the provinces and territories and
did not make an informed and justifiable decision, as a true leader
would have.

I will now explain why we are debating this motion. We have a
Prime Minister who, instead of acting as a government leader wor‐
thy of that title, was hiding who knows where, doing nothing but
waiting. It was not as though we did not know this would happen. It
was not a surprise. We knew that the protesters were coming to Ot‐
tawa.

● (0935)

Let me be clear, Madam Speaker: People have the right to
protest, because that is part of democracy, but they have to do it
while respecting the law. Instead of being proactive, the Prime Min‐
ister chose to sit idly by. Oh, I forgot: At one point, he had the bril‐
liant idea of pouring more gas on the fire by insulting the
protesters. That is unacceptable behaviour unworthy of a real lead‐
er. Because of his inaction, the people of Ottawa and the surround‐
ing area went through many days of hell, fearing for their safety
and putting up with the noise and the traffic. Horns were blaring
day and night. I sympathize with the people who had to endure that
for much too long.

As well, let us not forget about the people who could not work
during the siege. Businesses had to stay closed. People stayed home
out of fear. Sacrifices were made. Will the government help the
workers and business owners who lost revenue through no fault of
their own?

Given the enormity of the situation, and having lost control and
not knowing what else to do, the Prime Minister thought it might be
a good idea to use a bazooka to kill a fly by invoking the Emergen‐
cies Act. That is a dangerous move. The use of this act is not appro‐
priate here, and it will set a precedent.
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I have been watching my Liberal colleagues pussyfooting around

for days. They are trying to justify the Prime Minister's decision by
giving us arguments that have done absolutely nothing to convince
me so far. I am still going to vote against the motion. Even the NDP
said this weekend that it was no longer sure whether the Emergen‐
cies Act was required. It might change its mind and vote against the
Liberals. For the past three weeks, we have experienced highs and
lows and protests that should never have gone on this long.

In closing, I would like to take the rest of my time to thank all
the health care workers for their efforts, dedication and courage
during this pandemic. Our hearts are with them, and we are grateful
for all that they do. I also want to thank the incredible organizations
in Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, which have been doing
an amazing job during the pandemic, as always.

Finally, I want to thank my constituents for the sacrifices they
have made, for their understanding and for following the health
guidelines. It made all the difference in our riding during the pan‐
demic. Thanks to their efforts, we were able to limit the loss of
loved ones during the five waves of the pandemic.
● (0940)

Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I thank my colleague for her speech.

Would my colleague like to comment on the Prime Minister's
lack of leadership at this time? Does she want to end the application
of the Emergencies Act?

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for
his question.

We know everything that happened should have happened during
the early days of the protests in Ottawa. We feel the government did
not take action and did not work with City of Ottawa police ser‐
vices. We do not think the Emergencies Act was necessary because
existing municipal and provincial laws could have adequately ad‐
dressed the situation. As we saw in Quebec, our own legislation
was plenty good enough. That is why I do not think this act was
necessary.
[English]

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I
have been raising the issue of the Ambassador Bridge. The block‐
ade there required extensive supports, and city of Windsor residents
are on the hook for those right now.

Currently, the blockade has been moved to cut off city streets, in‐
cluding a 300-year-old francophonie community that has been very
important for this area. It is also impoverished. Lastly, the Ambas‐
sador Bridge is owned by a private American billionaire, who now
gets the benefit of the barricades funnelling all the traffic to his cof‐
fers.

I would like the hon. member to understand and reflect on this.
Who should be paying for this? Is it the city of Windsor's residents
and the francophonie culture here, or should it be the provincial and
federal governments? Right now we are on the hook.
[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Madam Speaker, we know the act was in‐
voked on Monday to no effect.

In the case of the Ambassador Bridge, city police got it open
again. That can be done again, so there is no need to use the act to
achieve this outcome.

[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I am very concerned about the phe‐
nomenon of discrimination on the basis of political views that we
increasingly hear from the government. The justice minister is talk‐
ing about people's bank accounts being frozen on the basis of being
part of an allegedly pro-Trump movement.

In this country, as long as one is not involved in violence, one is
able to hold whatever views one wants, and that should not be a
factor when deciding whether individuals' bank accounts should be
frozen. Many individuals donated to the convoy movement prior to
the start of any blockading.

Could the member share her thoughts on this phenomenon of dis‐
crimination on the basis of political views, on how people and
protests are treated differently depending on the cause they are ad‐
vocating, and what we as parliamentarians can do to address this
problem?

[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for
his question.

As I said earlier, the provinces and local police can handle
protests that get out of hand and people who break the law.

I think it is important to note that there are already procedures in
place for that. It is just a matter of following them.

[English]

Mr. Scott Aitchison (Parry Sound—Muskoka, CPC): Madam
Speaker, “Grant thy servant an understanding heart that I may dis‐
cern between good and evil.” As I took my seat for the very first
time in the House, these words of Solomon came to mind, seeking
wisdom to lead. Here I was in this place, a place I had dreamt many
times that maybe one day I would have opportunity to sit in and
represent my fellow citizens. Especially today, as I speak in the
House about the chaos, division and anger, not just in front of this
place but all across Canada, I hope for wisdom for myself and all
my fellow members.
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Leaders lead by inspiring those around them to greatness. They

inspire a hope that tomorrow will be brighter than today. They lift
everyone up, not just those who agree with them. They seek to
bring people together, to give the voiceless a voice and a seat at the
table. Leaders stand up for every citizen: every Canadian, urban,
rural, rich or poor, white collar, blue collar, right and left, regardless
of their faith or creed and regardless of their place of origin. A lead‐
er gives every ounce of his being to ensure a legacy of prosperity
and success for his fellow citizens. However, what we saw out front
the last three weeks was a failure of leadership. It was a failure of
those entrusted by Canadians with that most solemn of tasks, which
is to ensure that our kids will inherit a better future than we re‐
ceived, to ensure that the maple leaf is an undying symbol here and
around the world of freedom, pluralism, justice and democracy.

We are here today to talk about the Emergencies Act. I, like
many of my colleagues in the House and millions of Canadians, be‐
lieve that the use of this act at this time is a dramatic overreach. We
have heard from many members here about the consequences if the
bar is lowered even just a little in the future use of this act, and I
echo those concerns.

The fact is, the protests had to end. Every Canadian has a right to
peaceful protest, but we do not have the right to park a truck in the
middle of a city street for three weeks. In the same way, we have a
right to disagree with those who have chosen not to get vaccinated,
but we do not have a right to call them racists or misogynists.

I believed my doctor when he told me that vaccination is the best
tool, not the only tool, but the best tool to protect my health and my
neighbours' health against COVID-19. I also believed my doctor
when he told me that we had reached 85% to 90% vaccination rates
and should be able to start getting our lives back. We see that start‐
ing to happen now. The fact is, Canada is among the most vaccinat‐
ed countries on earth, and yet some of our fellow citizens simply
will not get vaccinated. We need to be okay with that.

While I understand some of the reasons I have heard for vaccine
hesitancy, I do not understand all of them, and I do not need to. I do
not need to understand my fellow citizens' medical choices to de‐
fend their fundamental right to make those choices. That is the
beauty of this country. We get to make our own health choices. We
do not impose draconian measures on the people we disagree with,
and it is also why I echo the words of Pierre Elliott Trudeau, when
he said, “For if individuals and minorities do not feel protected
against the possibility of the tyranny of the majority...it is useless to
ask them to open their hearts and minds to their fellow Canadians.”

This debate should never have had to happen. Truckers should
never have had to park their trucks in front of Parliament. The divi‐
sive rhetoric and demonizing of a minority of Canadians by their
own government, whatever the intention, was, quite simply, dis‐
gusting.

This is clearly not the first time the political class has used our
differences of opinion to divide us for political gain, and it likely
will not be the last. We have stopped talking to each other. We are
all guilty of it. We listen to our party war rooms on how the polls
show us we can slice and dice the electorate to our advantage. We
say we have a desire to listen to each other, and then we go on the

partisan attack. The actions we take right here in the House directly
translate to how we treat each other as Canadians.

● (0945)

I do not know if those of us who sit in the privilege of this place
in our fancy suits, surrounded by deferential security guards calling
us “sir” and “ma’am”, truly understand the anger and frustrations as
so many Canadians feel their hopes and dreams slipping further and
further away. They yearn for politicians to simply talk about their
issues, to genuinely represent them.

The contractor in Swift Current, the single dad in Delta, the fish‐
erman in St. Margaret’s Bay, the police officer in Yellowknife and
the student in Brandon do not care how good our partisan shot was
in question period. They do not care how many retweets our clip
got. They certainly do not care how much we have out-fundraised
our opponents. They just want to know their politicians are working
for them. They want to know that their leaders care about their
livelihoods, that we care as much about their industry as they do.
They want to know we are fighting as hard as we can for them to
not have to choose between putting the kids in hockey or putting
food on the table. They want to know they will be able to own a
home and raise a family in a community their kids can come back
to, where they can retire in dignity.

They want to know their government is well managed and ethical
and delivers excellent services. It would be nice if their government
were just boring. They want to celebrate our great country and the
everyday heroes who make this the most magnificent nation on
earth. They want us and need us to be here every day, seeking and
striving to build our fellow citizens up and bring people together.
We need to stop being politicians and start being leaders.

We were elected to represent our communities, tell the hard
truths and work hard on behalf of our people. We were not sent
here to listen to what the focus groups say or what the polls might
say. We were not sent here to represent only those people who put
up lawn signs. We were not sent here to appeal to the lowest com‐
mon dominator; we were sent here to raise it. Canadians do not
think of their community as a target seat. It is their hometown,
where everyone is a neighbour, where everyone deserves strong
representation in this House.
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There are lots of folks in downtown Toronto and Montreal who

want lower taxes, and there are a lot of people in rural Alberta who
are proud of and really want a strong, publicly funded health care
system. There are a lot of people in Vancouver who are fed up with
vaccine mandates and a lot of people in Regina who are eager to
welcome another new Canadian to their community. There are
plenty of Quebeckers who want to use Canadian energy, and there
are thousands of folks in Manitoba who are proud of their union
membership.

Outside of this Ottawa bubble, Canadians are one people, one na‐
tion, all working to build a country we can be even more proud of
tomorrow than we were yesterday. We are a nation, 38 million
strong, all yearning and striving for a country where everyone has a
place and everyone has a shot at success. Ours is a country where
we might not always agree on every issue, but we always agree that
we live in the greatest country in the world and that we deserve a
government that is not all things to all people but enables us all to
come together, leaving no one behind.

This is a country where a person can be anything they want to be
and do anything they want to do. We can give a job to those without
one; we can ensure that our next generation can afford a home; we
can eradicate poverty; we can come together again; we can break
down the walls that divide us and help heal this broken nation, all
with an understanding heart. It starts with all of us in the House.
Canadians are counting on our leadership.

My message to the Prime Minister and to every one of us in the
House is simple. Listen to those with whom there is disagreement
and be willing to compromise. Let us work together to build on the
common cause of bringing Canadians together, to celebrate all that
unites us. To everyone else, let us tone down the heat. Let us be
open to hearing opinions other than our own, and let us try to see
ourselves on the other side. This is Canada. We can disagree with‐
out hating each other.

There is nothing wrong with Canada that cannot be fixed with
everything that is right about Canada. Let us cut down the partisan
personal attacks and ideological entrenchment; let us start listening
to each other and to our communities rather than the political oper‐
atives who use the differences between us to stoke fear and anger in
the name of winning a few more votes. Let us hold each other to
the same standards that Canadians hold their neighbours to, which
is to say that we should expect compassion, respect, courage and
character from one other. If we can do that, then we will start to
bring this country back together again, because that is what leaders
do, and Canada needs leaders right now.

This is a critical time. We need only to look south of the border
to see the polarizing effects of a divisive political culture and cul‐
ture war. Let us demand excellence from ourselves. Let us choose
what Lincoln called “the better angels of our nature”. Let us go for‐
ward together, building each other up and bringing Canadians from
all walks of life together in our mutual cause of Canada, our
beloved true north, strong and free.
● (0950)

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I just wish to say to the member for Parry
Sound—Muskoka that I really liked his speech today and I liked

the tone and the call for unity. To be frank, I would have expected
nothing less from having, in the last few months, gotten to know
this member of Parliament, who I know represented his constituents
not only at the federal level and but also at the municipal level, and
whom I count as a friend, both today as a parliamentarian and in the
future, when I may not be in the House, hopefully about 10 or 15
years from now.

He quoted Lincoln and that gives me utmost respect for him, as it
would for anybody who knows about history, but I will ask the
member about the fact that we are having a debate on the Emergen‐
cies Act. It is time-limited and it is proportionate. It has gotten the
job done.

I wanted to get this member's view on that.

● (0955)

Mr. Scott Aitchison: Madam Speaker, I want to thank my col‐
league for his gracious comments and kind words. The feeling is
certainly quite mutual.

I think that, very specifically in this moment, it is an overreach.
However, I think the hon. member heard from me that what con‐
cerns me more than anything else are the decades of a political dis‐
course in this country that is designed to divide us. All parties are
guilty of it. I will say to anyone who served in municipal politics
that if we ever behaved in municipal politics the way we behave in
the House, we would not be in office very long. It is disgusting.

It is ripping this country apart and it breaks my heart. We need to
do better.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, pro‐
claiming the Emergencies Act is the executive branch's measure of
last resort.

Out of respect for those of us in the legislative branch, and given
the gravity of the issues, does my colleague think there should be a
free vote on this question?

[English]

Mr. Scott Aitchison: Madam Speaker, I will admit to being sur‐
prised. I was not expecting that. I think that it absolutely should be.
I think that there should be more free votes in this place, frankly. I
would simply say, yes, I agree.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I truly want to thank the hon. member across for his hon‐
est and heartfelt remarks in the House. We have heard a lot of
rhetoric here over the last few days and I know I have certainly
been impacted by it, exhausted at the end of the day and taken
down by it.

Often, the former leader of the NDP has been named in the
House and used against us to create division, so I thank him for
quoting Jack Layton just now, in terms of saying that Canada needs
to be a place where no one is left behind. That provides me with a
lot of hope.
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I agree that this is beyond something that is just about vaccine

mandates. This is about the economic divisions we have in our
country and the fact that people are terrified that they do not know
how they are going to pay for the food they need for their kids, or
their mortgage. I simply want to say that I stand ready to work with
him to make this a better place for Canada and I hope we can con‐
tinue to work together in that fashion.

Mr. Scott Aitchison: Madam Speaker, that is the kind of mes‐
sage that Canadians need to hear more of, those of us on all sides of
the House seeking to work together. I admit I had an exchange just
last night in the lobbies with the member for Edmonton Strathcona
and it got heated. I realized that I was guilty of arguing with her in
the same way I was to speak about today. I regretted it. I exchanged
an email with her this morning to apologize for that.

It is easy to get caught up in the passions of this place. We need
to be constantly checking ourselves. We are not here for our pas‐
sions. We are here to represent people who need us to be here for
them.

Mr. Eric Melillo (Kenora, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is unfortu‐
nate that I have to follow my friend, colleague and seatmate from
Parry Sound—Muskoka because it is a tough act to follow. I appre‐
ciate that I can follow him because I do share a lot of the same con‐
cerns as he does. I truly am concerned with the state of affairs in
this country, in this place, in this chamber, and I am worried about
the direction that our political discussion is going. I would like to
touch on that a bit more later on.

To start my remarks, I would like to come back to the issue at
hand. We are having a very important vote tonight and I believe I
have a duty to share my views on how I will be making my deci‐
sion when the vote comes tonight.

As I said last week in this chamber, the blockades we are seeing
are illegal and they must come to an end. I am pleased to see that
they have come to an end. The right to peaceful protest is an inte‐
gral part of our democracy. It is an important pillar of our democra‐
cy. I have told many people back home that almost every day I am
here, it seems like there is a different protest happening out by the
flame on the lawn of Parliament, and that is an important part of
our process.

However, nobody in this country has the right to blockade criti‐
cal infrastructure. Freedom is limited by how it interferes with the
freedom of others, and that is what we saw on display over the past
few weeks here in Ottawa and in other places across the country.

I believe that police have and had the ability to handle the situa‐
tion without invoking the Emergencies Act. We saw that the Am‐
bassador Bridge was cleared and that the Coutts border crossing
was cleared without the invocation of the Emergencies Act.

In the past in this country, we have seen terrorist attacks. We
have seen the Oka crisis, the Wet'suwet'en blockades, the fisheries
crisis, G20 protests and the Stanley Cup riots in Vancouver. None
of these instances warranted the use of the Emergencies Act. Quite
recently, we have seen the terrible images from B.C. from the
Coastal GasLink assault, a situation where the Emergencies Act
was not deemed to be necessary.

I believe that the government had many options it could have
taken in working with its partners to address the situation, without
going so far, because there are such far-reaching powers afforded to
the government by invoking this act, including the ability to freeze
the bank accounts of Canadians. Many people I know are very con‐
cerned that they may have contributed a small amount to support
this convoy. They may have bought a shirt or contributed in a very
small way because they felt at the time that this convoy, this
protest, was going to be peaceful and was going to raise awareness
about an issue that they cared about. They felt like they did not
have a voice and the protesters were raising that for them.

Those people are the ones I worry could be unfairly impacted by
this decision to invoke the Emergencies Act. They are people who
contributed, not knowing that there would be unlawful protests, not
knowing how the situation would escalate or necessarily who was
organizing it.

I also worry, as many have mentioned in this chamber already
throughout the weekend and here today, about the precedent that
this sets. I believe we are drastically lowering the bar for what con‐
stitutes an emergency in this country. That is something that all of
us in this chamber have to think very hard about when we have our
vote here tonight. We do not want to see widespread use of the
Emergencies Act. We do not want this to become something that is
almost an everyday reaction because of how serious and far-reach‐
ing the powers are. That is why I will be voting against the imple‐
mentation of the Emergencies Act.

It will be interesting to see how this transpires because an argu‐
ment could be made that the situation the government needed to ad‐
dress has been dealt with already. I know that is a question that has
been put to the members of the government so far.

● (1000)

As I mentioned off the top, I want to pick up on some of the
comments that my friend from Parry Sound—Muskoka was mak‐
ing, because the rhetoric I have heard in this debate and in the
chamber over the past couple of weeks in question period, I am tru‐
ly disturbed by. I have been disgusted by it. The polarization that
we are seeing across the country, the polarization that we are seeing
in this chamber needs to stop.

Last week, the Prime Minister accused our side of standing with
people who waved swastikas. Many members of the House have
made comments to essentially say that we are racists. This of
course could not be further from the truth, but they are seeing a po‐
litical opportunity and that is what bothers me the most about this. I
know these members. These are my colleagues, my friends. I know
that it does not seem like it to many people watching at home, but
we actually do get along sometimes in this place, especially when
we get outside of the chamber doors.
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Many members of the government, the NDP and other parties, I

have coffee with them and dinner with them. We crack jokes at the
committee table. After a particularly tough debate, maybe we have
a drink that is a little stiffer, but to think that those individuals view
my colleagues and me as racists, I cannot accept because I surely
know that if I believed anybody in the chamber was a racist, I
would not be having dinner with them or shaking their hand.
Frankly, I do not think I would treat them with any respect whatso‐
ever, and that is the frustrating part because I know it has become
political. The Liberals see an opportunity to divide and to wedge
and they are capitalizing on it.

We have also heard from members of the government that their
leadership, in the last election campaign and since, made a deliber‐
ate decision to stigmatize unvaccinated Canadians, driving wedges
even further. I do not mean to throw this all on the government. I
obviously believe the Prime Minister has an important leadership
role to play right now and we need him to lead by example and
work to unify us. However, we all have to look inward in this place
because we are seeing hateful rhetoric on all sides.
● (1005)

We are seeing people accusing the Prime Minister of being a
communist dictator, which is ridiculous and untrue. We are seeing
hate and polarization all across this chamber and across this coun‐
try, and putting an end to it starts right here with every single one of
us in the House. We need to turn down the heat. We need to tone
down the rhetoric as my friend before me mentioned.

I am shocked that I have to say this in the House. We have a
Prime Minister who was democratically elected three times, who
commands the confidence of this chamber, yet there are many peo‐
ple across the country who are not seeing it as legitimate and that is
a very big problem in our democracy. I disagree with the use of the
Emergencies Act. I believe it is far-reaching, but it does not make
the Prime Minister a dictator. He is within his right to invoke it.

My plea to all of my colleagues is to think about the words we
use in this place. We cannot throw around words like “dictator” and
“racist” flippantly. These words matter. They carry weight and
when we use these words so casually, we delegitimize the true evils
that have been experienced by many people and continue to be ex‐
perienced by many people in the world.

I am asking all of my colleagues to look at their comments, look
at their rhetoric and reassess because we are seeing divisions creat‐
ed that I do not know how we come back from at this point. I am
urging all my colleagues to tone down the rhetoric and work to uni‐
fy. I do not mean to unify in the sense that we all agree on every‐
thing. We never will, nor should we, but let us have a respectful de‐
bate about the issues. Surely we do not need to resort to name-call‐
ing and personal attacks.
● (1010)

Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I look
forward to having breakfast with the hon. member again when the
restaurants open. We have had some really good discussions over
bacon and eggs, and I am sure there will be more to come when we
are allowed to get back into the restaurants, once the health restric‐
tions are lifted.

Since the emergency powers have been granted to police forces,
we have seen the police forces working within their own gover‐
nance. They are not going into the streets and exercising full pow‐
ers, just the powers that are needed to restore law and order. As we
are seeing borders again being put under siege out on the west
coast, we do still need the Emergencies Act so police forces can use
their discretion in using the powers they have. Hopefully, they will
always do so in the professional way they are entitled to.

Could the hon. member comment on having that power avail‐
able, and the importance of having oversight—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
have to give the hon. member for Kenora a chance to comment.

Mr. Eric Melillo: Madam Speaker, I want to thank the member
for buying breakfast at the last opportunity we had. As a true fiscal
Conservative, I thought it was great for him to offer that.

Again, I have to go back to my comment at the front end of my
speech, I do believe that law enforcement had the tools to deal with
this situation outside of the Emergencies Act. We have seen many
protests throughout our country's history. We have seen crowd con‐
trol become necessary in a number of situations.

I would have liked to have seen the government look to other op‐
tions to support policing. As the Prime Minister has said, the Emer‐
gencies Act should not be the first, second or third resort. It remains
unclear, on this side of the House at least, what those first, second
or third resorts were.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I am sincerely grateful to the member for Kenora for the
tone and tenor of his speech. My hat is off to him. I would invite
members of the House to reflect on the impact of that speech and
its tone because that is the level of discourse we should hear in the
House all the time. I hope we will make progress toward that goal.

My colleague talked about people who are undecided about this
act. Some members of the House think the Emergencies Act was
necessary to clear Ottawa streets. We still think it was not. Even if
we were to accept their point of view, does my colleague think
those people could change their minds about the need to hold this
vitally important, historic vote tonight now that the streets are
clear?

[English]

Mr. Eric Melillo: Madam Speaker, I agree with the premise of
the member's question. It is obviously an argument I do not agree
with, but to the argument on the government side that the Emergen‐
cies Act was necessary to remove the protest.
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What we can see now though is that it has gone. I think the emer‐

gency has been dealt with. I would ask all members to consider
whether or not the Emergencies Act is still needed at this time.

Ms. Lisa Marie Barron (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP):
Madam Speaker, as a new member of Parliament, I really appreci‐
ated listening to my colleagues' words today. It has been a really
challenging start to my career as a member of Parliament. To hear
the words about us working together has been uplifting, to say the
least.

I want to ask a little more about that. I have been here from the
onset, when the occupation took over the downtown area around
Parliament here in Ottawa. I have been hearing from residents of
Ottawa, and hearing from my constituents in Nanaimo—Lady‐
smith. It is a challenging time. What many people are asking is,
“How do we come together?” This resonates me, and it is what you
were talking about as well.

There is a lot of misinformation—
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I

will remind the hon. member to refer to the member as the member
for Kenora.
● (1015)

Ms. Lisa Marie Barron: Madam Speaker, I am not sure what I
said that went awry, but I thank you.

My question is about how we come together. I am seeing a lot of
misinformation being used as a tool to divide. The reality is that
Canada is not divided. There are many who are vaccinated and
many who are opposed to the occupation. I am wondering if the
member could speak to how we can come together.

Mr. Eric Melillo: Madam Speaker, that is a difficult question to
answer in 20 seconds. I would probably need another 10-minute
speech to do so. As I mentioned, it starts with us in this chamber.

Though we will disagree on many things, and I know many
members across the way will disagree with me on almost every‐
thing, we must do so respectfully, and within a responsible and rea‐
sonable scope that most Canadians can be proud of. Right now, I do
not think Canadians are proud when they watch what is happening
in this chamber.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne,
Lib.): Madam Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the member
for Brampton North.

I think I lucked out with my time slot because I am following
two members who spoke so eloquently in this chamber. I want to
thank them for that. We all have a role to play as leaders in bringing
down the tone and showing that we can actually work together.

I want to thank the Parliamentary Protective Service, the various
municipal police forces, as well as the RCMP, the OPP, la Sûreté du
Québec, and everyone involved in the last three weeks for their pro‐
fessionalism in bringing this situation to a close. Today, we are dis‐
cussing whether the Emergencies Act should have been used. I will
explain today why I am going to support this motion and why it
was necessary.

When I look at it from a situational analysis perspective, over the
past 26 days, Ottawa has been under siege. We have seen protests at

the Ambassador Bridge. We have seen protests at the Coutts border,
in Vancouver and here in Ottawa. We have seen the Rideau Centre
down the street closed. There are hundreds and hundreds of em‐
ployees who cannot go to work. We have seen fundraising with a
lot of foreign interference toward this occupation. We have seen a
lot of misinformation being shared on social media.

I have been in Ottawa for 22 of the last 26 days of the occupa‐
tion, and I have witnessed first-hand the constant honking, the fire‐
works in the streets, the open fires and citizens afraid to go outside.
One of the most disturbing sights was someone jumping on the
Tomb of the Unknown Soldier. As the mother and mother-in-law of
three serving members, this was incredibly difficult for me to wit‐
ness.

I have seen people being taunted in the streets for wearing a
mask. We have had staff members yelled at, one of whom had feces
thrown at her, for coming to work. We have seen reporters being as‐
saulted. We have seen the stockpiling of propane and fuel. We have
seen this progression, despite measures that had been taken by local
police.

Our government has been in contact with the mayor the whole
time. We have also been in contact with the chief of police, the pre‐
mier and the various premiers of the locations where we have seen
these protests. We deployed RCMP officers and tactical police
troops; had joint intelligence and operational teams, and communi‐
ty liaison teams; and convened a table with relevant federal and
municipal partners. Despite these efforts, it continued.

When we look at the timeline of events, we saw very clearly an
escalation. We saw the potential for this to increase. I know that
Wellington Street is clear right now, but we also know that
protesters are currently in Vankleek Hill. We know that protesters
are just south of us waiting. That is why I believe we are just in in‐
voking the Emergencies Act.

My colleague from Windsor West has said multiple times in the
last three days that the Ambassador Bridge is not secure. Two
blocks away, there are protesters. It is a very volatile situation right
now. It is evolving quickly. I trust the police forces, and the intelli‐
gence they have, to keep us safe.

The laws that we currently have on the books were not sufficient.
One of the most difficult things for me to see were children at these
protests. The invoking of the Emergencies Act will make it punish‐
able to bring children into these protests. It also prevents travel to
the Hill and through border crossings by those intent on breaking
laws. It prevents foreign extremists from joining these protests. It
directs tow companies to assist in removing vehicles parked in our
streets.
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Invoking the Emergencies Act also authorizes financial institu‐

tions to freeze the funds of this illegal activity. We are talking dark
money. We are talking about using crowdfunding to avoid FIN‐
TRAC rules. It also allowed the police forces to save days of delay
in deputizing various police forces.
● (1020)

This is not something we take lightly. When this piece of legisla‐
tion was drafted in 1987, the safeguards were put in place. We are
having this debate. There will be a vote. A joint committee of par‐
liamentarians will be struck. There will be an inquiry. There will be
a report tabled in the House after 60 days to determine whether or
not the invoking of this act was justifiable.

I heard a lot over the last couple of days about listening. I make a
point of reaching out to the citizens who write to me, especially
those who are angry and do not agree, because I really want to hear
their point. Let us be honest. When most people write to an MP's
office, it is not to say we are doing a great job; it is because they are
angry about something or not happy with something. I make every
effort to hear them. While we may not agree on a position, it is im‐
portant that I hear them. I am pretty sure this is the same across all
parties. We have those discussions in caucus. We share what we are
hearing on the ground. Those conversations are happening. People
are listening. We are listening. We have a duty to listen, and we are.

We are dealing with a very scary situation in Canada where peo‐
ple feel empowered to say awful things to others, whether it be on
social media from the safety of their keyboard or attacking them
personally. I have no problem with someone questioning my posi‐
tion on something or questioning a policy, but when we start taking
personal attacks, we have gone too far.

I think there are a lot of questions to be asked coming out of
what has happened in the last month here in Canada. My hon. col‐
league from Timmins—James Bay brought this up, I believe, on
Saturday. I may be mixing up the days after being here debating for
three days. He said there should be a public inquiry into what hap‐
pened here, in addition to the parliamentary inquiry that is stipulat‐
ed in the Emergencies Act.

Ottawa has festivities all the time. It is well versed in crowd con‐
trol. I looked up online what streets are closed normally to vehicu‐
lar traffic during the Canada Day celebrations. How did those
trucks get on Wellington Street? How did a crane get put beside the
Prime Minister's office? Where was the protection for the protesters
walking in between the parked trucks? There will be a lot of ques‐
tions to ask after this through various channels, levels of govern‐
ment and agencies, and I welcome that, so this never happens
again.

I urge colleagues across the aisle, as well as on my side, to be
mindful of the words we use and how we express ourselves, and to
ask questions about what really happened here. How is it that an il‐
legal protest like this was allowed to get so far? Let us be honest. If
the complexion of this protest were different, this would have been
called something entirely different.
● (1025)

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I thank the member for the tone of her speech. We are here

to have debate and discourse, not necessarily to agree but to get to
the root of the issues.

The real point I want to get to is this. Does the member believe
there is still justification for this act? She hinted at some of her con‐
cerns. The Emergencies Act is by far the most draconian and pow‐
erful piece of legislation the federal government has, so we cannot
use it just to protect against a potential threat; it is there to deal with
a national emergency that we are dealing with right now. I would
like her comments on whether she thinks it is justified to still have
this act in place now.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Madam Speaker, I first want to thank
the member opposite for his service to Canada. I know he served in
the Canadian Armed Forces.

Yes, I do. As I said, when the decision to invoke this act was
made, it was measured, targeted and timely. We know now that
within two days the Ottawa police were able to make great ad‐
vances in removing the illegal protesters from downtown Ottawa
and various locations, but they have not gone home. There were
protests across Canada, and they continue. Police are in the best po‐
sition to tell us when they feel the situation is under control. The
safeguards are there and when it is time to revoke the act, we will.

[Translation]

Mrs. Marilène Gill (Manicouagan, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne for her
speech.

I would like to pick up on the part where she talked about the
Ambassador Bridge. Several people have talked about it this morn‐
ing.

She said that there are still protesters a few blocks away from
there. To be clear, these are protesters, not occupiers. This is not a
siege. The Ambassador Bridge blockade was dismantled before the
Emergencies Act was invoked. There was no need for the act. The
situation was dealt with.

Why adopt a draconian measure when the authorities already
have everything they need to take action?

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Madam Speaker, the reality is that
there were children on the Ambassador Bridge. We all knew that
there might be more violence. The OPP and the Premier of Ontario
asked us to implement this measure. We invoked the Emergencies
Act at the request of the province and the police.
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Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague for her work on the industry committee as the
former chair. It was very much a collegial environment.

As I have noted several times in interventions, the Ambassador
Bridge blockade has moved from Huron Church Road and is now
along city streets. A couple of convoys have been intercepted since
the act has been in place.

Does the member find it ironic that a private American billion‐
aire now benefits from traffic being quickly rerouted, when small
businesses and their employees cannot work because the blockades
and cement barriers are now preventing people from getting to their
businesses along the corridor?

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Madam Speaker, I enjoyed working
with my colleague when I was on the INDU committee.

I have heard the member explain throughout this debate the pre‐
carious situation on the ground right now at the Ambassador
Bridge, the fact that there are still protesters blocks away who can
retake that bridge. There are issues with respect to the management
and ownership of that bridge that I would happily discuss with him.
I know he needs to make sure that the people in his community are
able to feel safe, that businesses in his community can continue to
thrive and that we are able to move beyond this awful period in our
history.
● (1030)

Ms. Ruby Sahota (Brampton North, Lib.): Madam Speaker,
being able to rise today on this issue is an opportunity I do not take
lightly nor for granted. It is only in a few democratic countries like
ours that the voice of someone like me would even be heard or car‐
ry any weight.

Over the last several days, we have heard many points of view
on the invocation of the Emergencies Act and regarding the details
outlined in the declaration of the act tabled in the House. After
hearing much of the debate in the House and outside this place, I
want to touch upon some key issues that have been misconstrued or
misunderstood.

The first is that this is just a normal truckers' protest. Anyone
thinking that is naive as to the elements that exist within this
protest, so I will address that. I also want to address that this is not
just a protest representing truck drivers. If people claim that it is,
they really have missed the mark. I represent a large demographic
of truck drivers in my riding, and these are not their real concerns. I
will also address the issue of whether this act was necessary and
whether it is still necessary at this time. Lastly, I would like to show
the real difference that exists between the Emergencies Act and the
War Measures Act.

Let us first address the claim that this is just a normal protest. If
that is what people believe, then they are either naive or wilfully ig‐
noring the dangerous truths that exist within this protest. We have
heard from many criminologists and cybersecurity experts over the
last several weeks that this is not the intention of this protest.

We are not new to protests in Parliament, and neither is Ottawa.
Ottawa is a place that has had protests for centuries, always consist‐

ing of people wanting their say on policy or wanting to have their
issues heard. In fact, this government has never silenced the voices
of those who wish to protest. I, myself, have protested many times
on the Hill in my younger years, and I strongly believe in one's
ability to do so.

However, blocking a city for over three weeks, shutting down its
businesses, and disturbing the mental and physical health of its peo‐
ple is not a protest, not to mention the irreparable harm that has
been done by shutting down our borders for over 18 days.

As the ambassador to the UN and former leader of the Liberal
Party of Canada, Mr. Bob Rae, put it the other day, “A truck is not a
speech. A horn is not a voice. An occupation is not a protest. A
blockade is not freedom, it blocks the liberty of all. A demand to
overthrow a government is not a dialogue. The expression of hatred
is not a difference of opinion. A lie is not the truth.”

On my way in today, for the first time in quite some time, I felt
some freedom. I am sure the people of Ottawa are feeling freedom
today.

Furthermore, the protests have had varying ideological
grievances, with demands ranging from ending the public health
measures to overthrowing a democratically elected government.
While the latter is non-negotiable, the public health restrictions
have been put in place by most governments around the world to
varying degrees, depending on the advice of their public health, the
capacities of their health systems and the willingness of their gov‐
ernments to have high death tolls versus their desire to protect the
vulnerable.

Public health is, and should be, every government's number one
priority. This is not tyranny, nor is it authoritarianism. Those mak‐
ing these outlandish claims have really minimized what many peo‐
ple living in Canada experienced before fleeing from countries that
have these types of regimes. Yes, we have all been inconvenienced.
Yes, we are all tired and frustrated. The good news is that we are
seeing a relaxation of measures across this country.

● (1035)

Despite what a few want us to believe, Canadians, in large part,
have done all of the right things to help get us through this pandem‐
ic. They have gotten vaccinated. Over 90% of Canadians, and over
90% of Canadian truckers also, have been vaccinated. That is an
overwhelming majority. Due to the work that they have done, we
will soon see that many measures will be lifted.
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The Conservatives may want to paint this protest as just truckers

voicing their opinion, but it is more than that. It is an ideologically
motivated group of people who, for weeks on end, had been plot‐
ting and planning the overthrow of this government and other crim‐
inal activities. We have seen that. A lot of people want to forget,
but we saw it at our southern Alberta border. At Coutts, we saw
over 13 individuals be arrested. When we take a look at their back‐
grounds, they are quite astonishing. The plans that they had in place
to kill our federal RCMP officers are not something to minimize.
We should understand the grave danger that some of these people
pose.

We are also seeing congressional committees down south in the
U.S. investigating Facebook and other social media giants to see
where a lot of the push and motivation for this trucker convoy has
come from. It has come from outside of our borders. A lot of the
funding has also come from outside of our borders.

What is very interesting is the correlation that we found between
those who supported the January 6 insurrection at the Washington
Capitol, and those who have supported this trucker convoy. There is
a great overlap. Over 1,100 of the same donors donated to both
causes.

Furthermore, blocking our trade corridors is not just a protest.
Blocking our trade corridors has had a substantial impact on the
truck drivers who live in my riding, and on the auto industry that is
also in my riding. Many workers have been displaced due to the
protest. I hesitate to continue to call it a protest, because it has been
a siege and occupation of our land.

There has also been a lack of transparency as to what the funds
that had been raised by this convoy, this occupation, would be used
for. Therefore, I think it was very important for the government to
impose the Emergencies Act at this time, to make sure that we
could stop that money from getting into the wrong hands. There has
been a very big lack of transparency.

I know many will argue today that the borders have been cleared,
and thankfully Ottawa for the most part has been cleared. This mea‐
sure also allows us to make sure that this does not happen again
within days. We are starting to see it in different places in this
country, so we need to make sure we keep this act in place for the
remainder of the 30 days.

The second thing that I wanted to talk about concerns the truck‐
ers in my riding. The truckers in my riding have been calling me,
talking about the issues that they face. They have been facing long
waits. They have been stuck at times without food or water at the
borders. This is not fair. They have real issues. They have issues of
pay. They have labour issues that they want addressed. If it were a
real trucker protest, that is what the protest should have been about.

Some will argue that the Emergencies Act was not needed, but
we have heard interim Ottawa police chief Steve Bell say that the
Emergencies Act and the province's state of emergency provided
the police with the resources they needed to push back the demon‐
strators. It provided them with the ability to block off the city of Ot‐
tawa so that further protesters did not come to encourage the siege.
It has given them the tools that were necessary, and I would say that
many of the premiers requested these tools all along—

● (1040)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
will go to questions now.

The hon. member for Peace River—Westlock.

Mr. Arnold Viersen (Peace River—Westlock, CPC): Madam
Speaker, in the spring of 2020, we saw rail blockades across the
country. At that point, when Quebec was running out of propane
and people were unable to heat their own homes across the country,
there was no mention of the invocation of the Emergencies Act.
What we did see in that case was an army of cabinet ministers go‐
ing out across the country speaking to whomever they could in or‐
der to resolve the situation.

Why was that tactic not taken in this particular case?

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Madam Speaker, in this case, we had a series
of blockades across the country closing our borders. These did ir‐
reparable damage: over $390 million of damage a day. The city was
taken siege for over three weeks, not to mention that the mayors of
the cities and the premiers were calling on the federal government
to intervene and implement measures to give them the tools and re‐
sources that they needed. Even the premier of Alberta, although he
is stating something else today, wrote to the federal government
wanting us to do more. Therefore, the government has listened and
done what was needed.

[Translation]

Mrs. Marilène Gill (Manicouagan, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Brampton North for her speech.

She talked about the tools that are now available and that we
needed. I would like her to give me a list of the tools that were used
and for her to explain to me why they were not necessary in Sarnia,
Fort Erie, Vancouver, Quebec City and Coutts.

[English]

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Madam Speaker, in fact, Coutts was requir‐
ing them, and had a very difficult time getting the tow trucks that
were needed. Many of the law enforcement agencies complained
that this was a key problem they had. They were not able to get the
private resources that were needed, but that has become a lot easier
ever since the Emergencies Act was put in place. We heard right
here, from Ottawa police chief Steve Bell, that the act and the pow‐
ers that were given within it helped the police to achieve what they
did over the last few days here in Ottawa. They would not have
been able to stop people from coming into the borders of this city
without these measures.

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Qujannamiik, Uqaqtittiji. In
my previous question, I asked the member for Oxford, who also
happens to be on the Standing Joint Committee for the Scrutiny of
Regulations, if he had read the emergency measures regulations, to
which he said that he had not.
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Could the member confirm whether the places listed in subsec‐

tions 1(a) to 1(f) of the regulations, such as airports and internation‐
al bridges, have been under threat, which necessitated the declara‐
tion of the Emergencies Act? Indeed, do they continue to be a secu‐
rity risk? Qujannamiik.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Madam Speaker, absolutely, and I would like
to thank my colleague for bringing that up.

Our infrastructure was under threat and continues to be under
threat in this country. That is why it is so important to make sure
that we vote in favour of the implementation of this act today. This
is a time-limited act. It is targeted to where it is needed. Therefore,
I think it is absolutely the best measure to have in place to be able
to curtail what is happening in our country today.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour to enter into this discussion this morning
after the last few days. I thought the member for Brampton North
made a number of very compelling points.

In reflecting on an insurrection, in a lot of the debate over the last
number of days, some members in this place have said to others,
“Well, what makes you think they could be capable of succeeding
in an insurrection?”

I would ask the hon. member for Brampton North this. In any
reasonable universe, is the test for sedition how likely it is that it
would succeed?
● (1045)

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Madam Speaker, I would say to my col‐
league and to the House that we have received lots of warnings, and
we are continuing to receive warnings, from our security and cyber‐
security experts that Canada and many democratically elected gov‐
ernments are under a real threat. We have seen proof of that here
within our own borders. Weapons and armour have been seized.
Plots have been revealed. That should be enough to wake us all up.

Mr. Frank Caputo: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order.

Twice I referenced the Comprehensive Ontario Police Services
Act, and I referenced a specific provision that was in a schedule
while the act is in force. I came to learn from a very sharp-eyed
person that the schedule is not in force, so I withdraw my com‐
ments that were made with respect to section 21 in that schedule.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
That is duly noted.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Montcalm.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, I will be
sharing my time with the member for Beauport—Côte-de-
Beaupré—Île d'Orléans—Charlevoix.

I taught political philosophy for 30 years. The democratic ideal is
at the heart of my political involvement. That is why I am a
sovereignist, because the political sovereignty of the people is the
very foundation of the democratic ideal.

The debate that is coming to a close today is one of the most seri‐
ous debates I have ever participated in in the House, because the

Emergencies Act is the most powerful and coercive action that a
nation governed by the rule of law can impose in a democracy.

Government by decree is the antithesis of the exercise of legisla‐
tive power. Such decrees cannot be made based on feelings, frustra‐
tion with what others are saying, or ideological differences—
whether far left or far right—or simply to cover up incompetence
on the pretext of a legal vacuum.

It is not with joy in my heart or without emotion that I rise today.
I never would have thought that the 10-year-old-boy from a work‐
ing-class neighbourhood of Montreal who was forced to walk by
armoured tanks and soldiers armed with machine guns every morn‐
ing for the duration of the October crisis, because his school was
right next to the police headquarters on Parthenais Street, would
end up in the House of Commons 52 years later debating the Emer‐
gencies Act.

I remember the fear and the intense climate of suspicion that
gripped the neighbourhood every time there was a police operation
or arrest, whether or not it made the news, involving people we
considered to be perfectly ordinary, like us, with no criminal record
and far from being terrorists, as we rightly thought.

Despite the emotion I am feeling by recalling this memory, I nev‐
er would have failed in my duty to add my voice to that of my col‐
leagues in this debate that started long before January 29, in the
wake of a global health crisis that has affected our lives, everyone's
quality of life, that has left thousands of families in mourning, that
for two years now has challenged our sense of solidarity and mutu‐
al goodwill and that gives new meaning to the old adage, “One per‐
son's freedom ends where another's begins”.

This should lead us as parliamentarians to be more careful than
ever not to set a precedent, but also to be as thorough as possible in
order to maintain the increasingly fragile trust the public has in
their democratic institutions.

The issue here is not the opinions or the interpretation that differ‐
ent people can have of democracy or freedom. As we saw in the
streets for 23 days, and in many other countries of the world
throughout history, people can say and do many things in the name
of freedom and democracy. However, in a country governed by the
rule of law and in a self-proclaimed free and democratic society, the
legitimacy of the government's power in relation to its citizens must
be guided by and measured against a fundamental question that
must be answered to prevent abuse of power.

What are the limits to the government's power to intervene?

My questions arise only out of the desire to understand the ne‐
cessity of invoking this act. I would point out that it is special legis‐
lation, which, let us not forget, was developed in 1988 to replace
the War Measures Act so that the executive branch, meaning the
government, any government, regardless of its political stripes, can
never again claim the absolute power to trample rights and free‐
doms for political purposes, nor engage in abuse of power with im‐
punity.
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I recognize that it is not the same act. Much like Thomson and

Thompson are not the same, these acts are not the same. With this
act, however, the government has brought out the heavy artillery. In
1988, parliamentarians created some safeguards, and one of those
safeguards was us, as members of Parliament. We have a duty to
question the legitimacy of the Emergencies Act, which was invoked
in response to a situation we all now know, when the government
stood by for 21 days.
● (1050)

To all those who claim we are living in a dictatorship, I do want
to point out that totalitarian and dictatorial regimes rarely hold the
kinds of debates we have been having today. These types of debates
are the essence of a parliamentary democracy, of a representative
democracy, but we also have to live up to that responsibility and
maintain credibility. Unfortunately, the sequence of events and the
failure to implement the necessary measures in response to the
siege of the federal capital do not justify these orders.

How did we wind up here? According to the Emergencies Act,
the government had a responsibility to consult the provinces and re‐
port on those consultations to establish that there was a nationwide
emergency. Seven out of 10 premiers opposed the use of the Emer‐
gencies Act in their provinces because they did not feel it was nec‐
essary. Two of the three other premiers said that they did not need
this special legislation.

What national crisis are the Liberals talking about when they
continue to claim that the Emergencies Act must absolutely be con‐
firmed? We are hearing that it is useful, but it must be proven indis‐
pensable. Even the Quebec National Assembly saw fit to distance
itself from the process and unanimously adopted a motion against
the application of the law in Quebec. It reads:

That the National Assembly be concerned about the current disruptions in On‐
tario and around certain federal border crossings;

That it affirm that no emergency situation currently justifies the use of special
legislative measures in Québec;

That it ask the Canadian government to not apply the federal Emergencies Act in
Québec;

That, lastly, the National Assembly reiterate the importance of close collabora‐
tion between the federal government and the Québec government, in particular to
ensure peace of mind and safety for citizens in the Outaouais region who are affect‐
ed by the ongoing demonstrations in Ottawa and who could have to bear the brunt
of any further deterioration of the situation.

The Government of Canada has ignored the requirement to
demonstrate a national emergency. How can it claim a national
emergency when seven premiers say they do not need this legisla‐
tion? How can we draw any other conclusion besides that the usual
laws were sufficient?

I can understand that the members sitting on the government side
feel obliged to support their government's shaky logic and failure to
provide the required proofs. However, I am of the opinion that there
should be a free vote on such a fundamental issue.

This minority government did not do its homework, but because
it has the support of the NDP, it does not matter if it fulfills the obli‐
gations set out in the act. As we speak, the siege in Ottawa has end‐
ed. The so-called national crisis that the government failed to
demonstrate no longer exists. In the circumstances, I wonder if the
NDP is aware that by voting with the government, it is an accom‐

plice to setting a dangerous precedent by accepting such a low bar
and that, one day, a majority government may use it to do some‐
thing even worse.

The government failed to fulfill another requirement, that of
demonstrating, in accordance with section 3 of the act, that any oth‐
er law of Canada, the regular laws, cannot effectively deal with the
emergency situation of this alleged national crisis. Not only did the
government not prove this, but it did not even try. My colleagues
from Joliette and Rivière-du-Nord eloquently and methodically ex‐
plained that existing legislation was sufficient to resolve the situa‐
tion and that seven out of 10 premiers were opposed to the invoca‐
tion of the Emergencies Act in their provinces, because they had
the situation under control. This clearly demonstrates that the con‐
ditions of section 3 were not met.

In conclusion, I invite members of all parties to vote according to
the highest principles that should limit the exercise of the govern‐
ment's power to ensure its legitimacy and guarantee the rule of law.
This will result in a parliamentary democracy where not only can
the general will of the people be expressed, but also where different
points of view can be heard, rather than being relegated to the
streets.

● (1055)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I find it interesting that the member cited the Quebec Na‐
tional Assembly and the unanimous motion. The Province of Alber‐
ta wrote Ottawa asking for assistance. It specifically cited towing.
The Province of Manitoba pleaded with Ottawa to get engaged and
assist, which was only two or three days prior to the enactment of
the Emergencies Act. However, both of those provinces say it is not
necessary. There could come a point in time when it could be nec‐
essary and it would be an option. It is a tool for law enforcement
and others to consider.

What does the member opposite have to say about my home
province of Manitoba in particular, which was pleading for federal
involvement, even though today it says it is not necessary?

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault: Madam Speaker, a very specific and target‐
ed order would have been sufficient to address the towing issue.
The government did not have to get out the heavy artillery and in‐
voke the Emergencies Act simply because it would be useful. The
act should only be used when absolutely necessary.

[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, it should be underlined that, while the
Government of Alberta clearly had been engaged with the federal
government, at no point did it asked for the imposition of the Emer‐
gencies Act. As my colleague pointed out, a majority of premiers,
including the Premier of Alberta and the Premier of Quebec, op‐
posed the use of the Emergencies Act.
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far as we know, support the use of the Emergencies Act, and a ma‐
jority of premiers and many members of Parliament are very con‐
cerned about it. This sets a very dangerous precedent.

Is the member aware if the Quebec government is contemplating
participating in legal action, along with Alberta, against the use of
the Emergencies Act in this case?

[Translation]
Mr. Luc Thériault: Madam Speaker, I have no idea, but it is

clear that the order does not meet the criteria set out in section 3 of
the act.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, I would like to tell my esteemed Bloc Québécois col‐
league that I completely agree that it is important that we vote on
this today. It would be better to have a free vote, and I am wonder‐
ing if the Bloc Québécois agrees with that.

Mr. Luc Thériault: Madam Speaker, obviously, my colleague
understood the questions I asked earlier.

I think that our colleagues opposite should indeed be able to vote
freely, without any party lines, on an issue as important as this one.
Invoking the Emergencies Act is the ultimate act that the executive
branch can take, and it should therefore respect our legislative au‐
thority.
● (1100)

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbinière, CPC): Madam
Speaker, could what we saw and went through this weekend lead
Canadians to lose confidence in their government?

Mr. Luc Thériault: Madam Speaker, I think the police did a re‐
markable job this weekend. However, even though the chief of the
Ottawa Police Service found the Emergencies Act helpful, I think
the police operation could have gone ahead even if the Emergencies
Act had not been invoked, simply by using the laws that were al‐
ready in place.

In that regard, it is possible that people are losing confidence in
their democratic institutions. However, it is important that whatever
happens in the streets can be discussed in this parliamentary forum.
If we do not live up to the highest standards of democracy, these
debates will end up taking place in the streets.

Mrs. Caroline Desbiens (Beauport—Côte-de-Beaupré—Île
d'Orléans—Charlevoix, BQ): Madam Speaker, I would first like
to point out that I realize that we are repeating ourselves. According
to a communication sciences principle, a message needs to be heard
at least 20 times for it to become embedded in the collective psy‐
che. Accordingly, I am honoured to be the 25th or 26th Bloc
Québécois member to speak on behalf of our party.

I applaud the commitment of all my colleagues in the Bloc
Québécois to once again echo the unanimous voice of the Quebec
National Assembly to demonstrate that the use of the War Measures
Act is not warranted in the context of the protests that occurred
over the past three weeks in Ottawa.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
would remind the member for Beauport—Côte-de-Beaupré—Île

d'Orléans—Charlevoix that we are not debating the War Measures
Act.

Mrs. Caroline Desbiens: I apologize to all members of Parlia‐
ment for this slip of the tongue. It was unintentional.

I will resume my speech.

If we confirm the application of this legislation this evening be‐
cause of the situation we went through, we will be demonstrating
that what is meant to be the last resort for a government is being
used with complete disregard for the two key components that ab‐
solutely justify its use.

This will send a message to the public that if they decide to go
through with a planned protest, the government will pretend not to
know about it and allow the protesters to set up, get settled, disturb
the public, shove and intimidate journalists, install hot tubs and oc‐
cupy the streets for three weeks. It will not matter in any case, be‐
cause the government will apply the Emergencies Act while the
Prime Minister stays at his cottage.

I am sorry, but that is not how government management works.
Planned protests are legitimate, permitted and even good to have in
a democratic society when a segment of the population wants to
share a message it considers to be urgent and important, whether
we agree with it or not. It is our cherished democracy that allows it.
Let us not forget the importance of this democracy. Trivializing it,
controlling it or, worse, ignoring it sends a really bad message.

When there is an illegal occupation that includes illegally park‐
ing in the streets or setting up stages without authorization, if hate‐
ful slogans are being used against elected members and the press,
then we need to ask law enforcement, our police forces, to inter‐
vene. The police services were the ones who were called to take ac‐
tion, to organize and to request support from their counterparts in
neighbouring nations, for example those from the Sûreté du
Québec. I want to commend them and thank them from the bottom
of my heart.

Everything was done properly and with a great deal of respect
for the protesters, who were emboldened by the passage of time and
the dismissive attitude of their head of government. I found this sit‐
uation difficult, since people need to be heard and listened to. They
must be given some basic consideration, before an act like this is
thrown at them. Let me be clear. I do not support the deplorable and
punishable actions taken by some individuals. I condemn these ac‐
tions, but I also condemn the lack of consideration and contempt
the Prime Minister has shown for these people he was elected to
represent and to whom he is ultimately accountable.

I want to take this opportunity to commend the police for their
exemplary and extremely diligent interventions since the occupa‐
tion started in Ottawa. They have been calm and effective, under
the circumstances, given that there were many children on site. It
was particularly sad to see the government stand by for so long
knowing these children were there. The government is meant to
govern, which requires being a leader, listening, being open and
showing diplomacy. These are invaluable and appropriate tools that
could have resolved this crisis or, at the very least, prevented it
from escalating.
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This leads me to say that it was not justified and that it will not

be justified for the government to invoke the Emergencies Act. To
have justification, two conditions must be met, in a very clear and,
especially, unequivocal manner. First, there must be a dangerous
and urgent situation. It can be said that it was dangerous and urgent,
but who really caused it? Second, it must be impossible to address
the situation with ordinary laws.

To justify invoking the act under the present circumstances, we
would need to add one or two conditions to it that are just not there.
I want to emphasize that if the House chooses to support the appli‐
cation of this act and if, in a momentary lapse, our NDP colleagues
approve the use of this act, it is crucial that the Bloc Québécois ob‐
tain the exemption to that application of the act for Quebec.

● (1105)

To support my position, I would like to quote from an interview
the Minister of Public Safety gave on the CBC.

He was asked the following question: Is there a link between the
people arrested and the accounts that were frozen? Are they the
same people?

Here is how the minister replied: These actions are taken by law
enforcement; they are independent of politics.

I wonder then how the Emergencies Act has changed things. Vot‐
ing in favour of invoking this legislation sends the wrong message
not only to the public, but also to the rest of the world. All parlia‐
mentarians in this House will bear responsibility for the repercus‐
sions of invoking this legislation and the perception of its applica‐
tion in these kinds of circumstances.

We are talking about setting some kind of precedent, to which fu‐
ture governments in this place will have to refer. I would like to
point out to our NDP colleagues that if they vote to invoke this leg‐
islation, they will be contributing to the normalization of its subse‐
quent use, which will lower the perception of the importance of this
legislation's nature as a tool of last resort.

If by today's actions the public's perception of this law, as well as
that of the various responders, becomes distorted, that could pose a
serious risk to everyone's safety in a future national crisis, which
we do not wish for, but could well happen one day.

Everyone will remember this day. They will hear an announce‐
ment that the government voted in favour of the Emergencies Act
and will say that the situation does not have to be all that critical.
They will say that Parliament Hill will have to again be overrun by
trucks and signs.

In the future, the public may overlook a real threat and, because
we did not have the judgment needed today to correctly assess
whether to use the Emergencies Act or not, we will be a party to
this misguided lapse.

If the NDP is going to be irresponsible and vote in favour of ap‐
plying this law, I would ask that the government at least not apply
the act to Quebec and the provinces that expressed their keen desire
that it not apply in their territory.

● (1110)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I believe the member is so wrong. What is happening,
what has happened and the potential threat of what could happen is
very real.

The shutdown of downtown Ottawa by an illegal protest and
blockades has had a profound and negative impact in many ways.
That is not to mention the blocking of the international border
where literally half a billion dollars plus of financial activity daily
was being blocked. We saw the loss of hundreds of jobs, going into
the thousands, as a direct result. We saw a community, the nation's
capital, being held captive.

The legislation is there to ensure that kids are forbidden from be‐
ing used as part of a barricade. It is there to ensure there is a finan‐
cial consequence for irresponsible behaviour.

Why does the Bloc not support the rule of law in Canada, which
includes Quebec?

[Translation]

Mrs. Caroline Desbiens: Madam Speaker, I would say to my
colleague opposite that the priority is not to neglect the rule of law,
but to apply it correctly.

I will ask him the following questions.

Who let the barricades go up? Who let us get to this point as a
result of a failure to act, complacency and lack of leadership?

[English]

Mr. Ted Falk (Provencher, CPC): Madam Speaker, that was an
excellent speech. The member has clearly made the case that the
threshold for invoking the Emergencies Act has not been met.

Due process is required to happen under the rule of law. Could
the member speak a little about the fact that due process did not
happen, that there was a complete lack of process, and that the gov‐
ernment moved from A to Z unmerited?

[Translation]

Mrs. Caroline Desbiens: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague
for his very relevant question.

Indeed, my background in labour relations taught me that a grad‐
ual negotiation process is required to deal with conflicts. First, you
have to acknowledge the other party's position, assess why that per‐
son or group feels the way they do, consider what they are saying
and then negotiate a plan to resolve the crisis.

The government could have gone through the steps. It could have
met with the other party, negotiated, made proposals, and negotiat‐
ed again, all to keep this protest relatively peaceful.

I think the government's failure to do that is what led to the terri‐
ble situation we are in now.
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Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I congratulate my colleague from Beauport—Côte-de-
Beaupré—Île d'Orléans—Charlevoix for her passionate speech.

She spoke a lot about the value of democracy and about our duty
to protect this democracy and live up to our responsibilities here in
this place.

I would like to hear her thoughts on the dangerous precedent this
will set if, and I emphasize if, the left wing of the Liberal Party
continues to support the government and votes in favour of apply‐
ing this act, which is not needed. Even if it had been needed, it cer‐
tainly is not now, since there is no one left in the streets.

Mrs. Caroline Desbiens: Madam Speaker, I thank my Bloc
Québécois colleague for his good question.

I will reiterate my position. The danger is that, if we exercise
poor judgment here today and support the use of the Emergencies
Act, then our actions might later be interpreted in a way that could
jeopardize the future of many people because they will think that
the Emergencies Act can be used to resolve deadlocks and protests,
when it is supposed to be a law of last resort. The danger is that the
public may become ambivalent. That is serious, and I am once
again asking all members of Parliament to think very seriously
about how they are going to vote this evening.
● (1115)

[English]
Mr. Corey Tochor (Saskatoon—University, CPC): Madam

Speaker, it is an honour anytime to rise on my feet in this House. It
is unfortunate that we are rising today to debate the Emergencies
Act. It is an act whose use is not merited right now. I will outline
my reasoning for voting against this tonight and why I hope that the
NDP will join with us, stay relevant and hopefully support our posi‐
tion that it is not needed right now.

To get understanding, we need to ask ourselves how and why:
How are we here and why are we here debating this, and why did
we have protesters on the streets of Ottawa? It goes to the function
of parliamentarians, which is to listen. We may not agree with the
protesters and we may not agree with all views in Canada, but we
listen, hopefully to have a better understanding of our fellow Cana‐
dians. That is what has been unfortunately lacking in this place.

We have gone through two years of this pandemic with these dif‐
ficulties. Everyone is tired. Everyone wants this to be over. The
good news is that in Canada it is slowly becoming very apparent
that the pandemic is coming to an end. Mandates are being lifted
across Canada. Freedom is on the move again. We are able to take
back our lives. The Super Bowl was just played in California, with
85,000 people in that stadium, and we did not see a spike of
COVID cases afterward. Why is that? Part of it is that vaccines
have helped.

We are one of the most highly vaccinated countries in the world.
We have therapeutic options now available. Also, the variant that is
dominant right now is milder. In the past, this is how pandemics
have ended, with the dominant strain becoming a mild virus that
would go through our population and we would have natural immu‐
nity layered on top of all the other measures that I have outlined.
That is why we are coming to the end of it. We are at the tail end of

this. Province after province is lifting its restrictions. Countries, sig‐
nificant western world countries, are removing the mandates. We
are so close to being in that spot.

Why would the Liberal government in January, last month, at the
end of this pandemic, after claiming that truck drivers were front‐
line heroes, the people who literally fed us and delivered the goods
that sustained us for these last two years, who called them heroes
for the first two years, at the waning end of this pandemic, move
them from heroes to zeros? At the stroke of a pen, the Prime Minis‐
ter decided that at the tail end we are going to have this mandate
imposed when they cross the border. That was a month ago. We are
talking about a small portion of the Canadian population who, for
the most part, are vaccinated and by themselves for 22 hours of the
day, and the Liberals targeted those people. Worse than targeting
them, they insulted them. They divided us.

As this convoy was getting started, the Prime Minister called out
that the people in this freedom convoy were separatist, nothing
more than people who want to tear our country apart. They got to
Ottawa, and I have never seen as many Canadian flags in a group
on Parliament Hill. These are not separatists; they are patriots. They
were called sexist and racist. I would hope that the Liberal mem‐
bers who are here had the opportunity to meet with some of these
fellow Canadians and hear their stories. They would hear and no‐
tice that they are from every nationality, that every corner of the
world is represented by those truckers and the people who joined
them. They were not racist. They were not sexist. They were not
separatists.

We had the Prime Minister piling on, for what purpose? One
would only surmise that it is for his political benefit, and that is
wrong. A lot of wrong things happened in the last two years, but in
the last two weeks or the last month there have been profound
changes in the way I view our institution and the way Canadians
view this place and their government, and it is not for the better.

● (1120)

We are in a different spot. The Queen, at 95 years old, caught
COVID. With all the precautions that are out there, the bubble-
wrapped Queen, at her age, caught COVID, and she is working
through it. We are definitely in a new phase of this pandemic. We
are coming to the end, so why pile on these mandates that only di‐
vide Canadians, not unify us?

The powers that the Emergencies Act gives the government are
profoundly wrong, and we know this to be true. In a free society,
we do not freeze bank accounts. That is the most horrendous thing
that failed regimes around the world do. In their dying days, they
print money, they remove civil liberties and they freeze bank ac‐
counts.
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It is not that difficult to view what is going on in Canada through

a lens of mistrust. We need leadership to bring healing once we are
through this pandemic. When all the mandates are removed, and I
believe we are weeks or less away from that, we are going to have
huge divisions that need to be mended. Invoking the Emergencies
Act only divides Canadians that much more at a time we should not
be divided.

That is a little bit about why we are here, but how are we here?
How was it that a protest would go on for as many days as it did?
When the inquiry takes place, one of the questions and one of the
things to analyze is what happened at the start. For weeks, or days
at least, we would turn on the news and see the news of this convoy
coming to Ottawa. People were lining the highways in the cold just
to wave at the convoy.

Even if someone does not agree with convoy's message, they
must take a step back and understand what it must take for people
to give up all they had in their lives to get on the road and come to
Ottawa to fight for what they believe in and to have their message
heard by the government. The reports that they were coming to Ot‐
tawa were no secret.

When the convoy got here, they were directed or welcomed by
the City of Ottawa's electronic signs that said “convoy turn here”,
and they headed downtown. When they got to the downtown core
of Ottawa, what were they told? “Go ahead, park on Wellington.
You have to leave on Sunday, but you are free to come and break
this law. You can set up shop and you can protest.”

In Canada, we have the right to protest. It is still a right. We need
to provide a space for people to protest, to disagree with their gov‐
ernment and to let their message be heard. I believe that when the
inquiry looks at what the first mistakes were, they will turn out to
be it was the Liberal Prime Minister's pressure that led the Liberal
mayor of Ottawa to invite them down to set up shop on Wellington
Street. That was the message they heard when they got to Ottawa.

People are now second-guessing themselves and saying we need‐
ed intelligence reports because we did not know what was coming.
Turn on the news: The whole country knew where they were going
and why they were going there. Their livelihoods were threatened.
We were at the tail end of a pandemic, a pandemic in which they
were treated like heroes for the first two years for delivering goods,
crossing the border and putting their lives at risk.

In the dying days of this pandemic, as mandates were being lifted
across Canada, what did our Prime Minister decide to do? He de‐
cided to divide Canadians, just like he did in the last election. Lead‐
ing into that election, he said, “No, we do not need mandates.” He
must have received some polling information that showed other‐
wise, and he decided to use this divisive weapon against his own
people to divide Canadians for his political gain.

I will be voting against this motion because it is not right. It is
not right to freeze people's bank accounts and it is not right to insult
the hard-working Canadians who make up that convoy.
● (1125)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the premise of the member's argument from the beginning

was about Liberals putting in the restrictions in regard to long-haul
truck drivers crossing the border. I have a news flash for the mem‐
ber: Long-haul truck drivers cannot drive into the States. That is not
because of Canada; it is because the United States of America will
not let them in unless they are vaccinated.

The member's focus then was on Ottawa. Does he not recognize
that the convoys and the blockades are still a threat at our interna‐
tional borders? Think for once of the real victims here, the people
who are losing their jobs and the community members who are los‐
ing their ability to walk peacefully around their neighbourhoods.
Does he not recognize those people?

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, I will correct the member
opposite. The restrictions on crossing the border were first intro‐
duced by Ottawa. A week later, America retaliated.

With regard to having these restrictions removed, one side has to
move first, and it should be Canada. I suspect the U.S. might actu‐
ally move first and force us to rescind the restrictions, because it
makes no sense to have these restrictions on people who sit in their
cab for 22 hours of the day by themselves. While they have been
crossing the border all through the last two years, they were being
called heroes, and now you call them racists and you call them sep‐
aratists and you call them sexist people. This is wrong.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, I
just want to remind the member opposite that he is to speak through
the Chair. Throughout his speech he kept saying “you” while look‐
ing at the government bench.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member has a point. Comments do need to come through
the Chair.

[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou,
BQ): Madam Speaker, in his speech, my colleague talked about the
protest and the trucker convoy. That deteriorated. It was not neces‐
sarily just a trucker convoy anymore, with all of the flags being dis‐
played in Ottawa. We definitely do not want the Emergencies Act
to be used. We are wondering how far this act can go if invoked.

Given the enormity of what has happened in Ottawa and else‐
where, what does my colleague think? Is it excessive or not?

[English]

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, we have had protests in
Canada for over 150 years. Every protest that I have seen was able
to be stopped with the current laws on the books. We had massive
protests in major cities across Canada, protests in which buildings
were being burnt, cars were being set on fire and people were get‐
ting killed. For three weeks, we had none of that on the streets of
Ottawa. It was the lack of leadership from the Prime Minister that
facilitated this protest getting to the place that it got to.
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I am against blockades. I am against any illegal activity. Canadi‐

ans still have the right to protest. They still have the right to have
their message heard. These measures are not needed, because in the
history of our country we have been able to put down all protests
that we have had in the past up until now. Why is that? I believe it
is because this act is being used for political reasons, not for law
and order, which I am a big believer in.

Mrs. Shelby Kramp-Neuman (Hastings—Lennox and
Addington, CPC): Madam Speaker, I believe we have a responsi‐
bility to reflect on how we have become so divided. Instead of
peace, order and good government, we are witnessing chaos and
disorder and poor government. Today our hon. member acknowl‐
edged the question of leadership.

My question is on behalf of the thousands of emails and phone
calls I have received from people in my riding of Hastings—
Lennox and Addington.

Does the hon. member agree that we need to stop this abuse of
power and focus on our strengths and opportunities as a country?
● (1130)

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, we need healing. We need
a leader who will listen, a leader who will not divide us for his own
benefit. We need to come together like never before because of
what we have been through in the last two years. We talk about the
traumatic scenes that some people witnessed in Ottawa. They could
not go to work, could not see loved ones and could not get around.
Well, that is what our country has been like for the last two years.

We need a leader who will bring freedom back to Canada and re‐
member, “God keep our land glorious and free”.

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Madam Speaker, it is always an honour to rise in this place
to take part in debate, although I must say I am saddened that it is
under the current circumstances. Last week, I put down my words
very carefully on what my contribution to this debate would be, but
last week is not this week. Today is not yesterday. I would ask, why
are we still here? Why has the Prime Minister not revoked this mas‐
sive overreach by his Liberal government? The streets are now
clear and the trucks are gone, and as we have yet to vote on all this,
all done without parliamentary approval, let us recap for a moment
how we came to be here.

Trucking was not broken in Canada. For the past two years,
truckers have successfully delivered the goods, so to speak. Where
was the problem here? Why did the Prime Minister intentionally
pick this fight? Why did he decide to fix a trucking problem that
was not broken? Truckers did their job faithfully for two years
without a mandate. The vast majority of truckers are fully vaccinat‐
ed. A small number of truckers who drive truck alone in their cab
were never at any time shown to be a public health risk. The Liber‐
al government has produced zero evidence to suggest there is a risk,
and now here we are.

We all know that the Prime Minister has poured fuel on the fire. I
will not quote the nasty names he has used because I believe them
to be unparliamentary. He has told the truckers that they hold “un‐
acceptable views”, that they do not deserve to be heard, that they
must be condemned. The Prime Minister succeeded. He drove peo‐

ple to come from all parts of Canada to Ottawa to protest largely
against him and the actions of his government, and to send a mes‐
sage to him that they wanted to be heard. I believe all of Ottawa
and indeed Canada heard their message. Some agree with that mes‐
sage. Others do not. That is what occurs in a democracy. We know
when the Prime Minister sees a protest that he agrees with, he joins
it. Now we know that when he sees a protest he does not agree
with, he will use the most powerful law he has to silence it, because
that is exactly what happened when he invoked the Emergencies
Act.

I come from British Columbia. It is a beautiful province, but one
where we have seen far more than our fair share of protests. As
anyone from British Columbia will tell us, when the RCMP decides
to move in and clear protests, they do so with surgical-like efficien‐
cy. Close to 900 protesters have been cleared from the Fairy Creek
protests and arrested. In November, the RCMP moved in on and
cleared a protest blockade against the Pacific LNG gas line. A re‐
mote region in rural British Columbia with many indigenous
protesters was cleared by the RCMP in a single day. These are not
observations; these are facts. Make no mistake. All of these protests
were cleared under existing Canadian laws.

Let me ask this place a question. Can any of us name any protest
that has occurred in Canada since 2015 that has not ended under ex‐
isting Canadian laws? I do not believe any of us can because none
exist. I was first elected to this place in 2011, and, indeed, during
the majority years of that government, I lost track of how many
protests occurred. Every single one was resolved under existing
Canadian laws. Why does that matter? It is because the standard
used to invoke the Emergencies Act is absolutely crystal clear. The
Emergencies Act cannot be invoked unless the emergency “cannot
be effectively dealt with under any other law of Canada”, full stop.
However, the Prime Minister tried nothing else to de-escalate the
situation before invoking the Emergencies Act.

That leaves a very awkward question on the table: Why is it that
every other protest in modern-day Canadian history was cleared un‐
der existing laws and authority, but this protest required special
laws, the Emergencies Act?

● (1135)

We all know, for whatever reason, that the Ottawa police were ei‐
ther unwilling or unable to do what other police forces in Canada
have done. Also, let us not say it is due to the trucks. What Windsor
police did in clearing the Ambassador Bridge only the week prior
was done under existing laws, and it also involved trucks. Whatever
the answer is to that question, make no mistake that an Ottawa
policing problem is not a national crisis. We all know this.



2810 COMMONS DEBATES February 21, 2022

Statutory Order
I remind the House that all of the measures within the Emergen‐

cies Act must be met before the act can be invoked. It is not some,
nor one. All must be met. Some members may not like that the law
sets the standard, and the government is free to amend the law and
members can support that or not. However, as it stands, the law has
not been amended. All standards must be met before it is invoked
by a government.

Every protest in the past 20 years has been resolved under exist‐
ing Canadian laws. It is not 99% of them, but 100% of them. The
Prime Minister knows this, as does his Minister of Public Safety.
The Liberals therefore had to change tactics, using heated rhetoric
and making serious claims, but without providing any data to back
up those claims. This approach from the Prime Minister seems to
be taken from the Adam Sutler character in the movie V for Vendet‐
ta: scare the people and use fear. That is what the Prime Minister is
trying to do to justify what cannot be legally justified.

This past weekend we watched exactly what happened. There
was no armed insurrection. There were no massive stockpiles of il‐
legal weapons, explosives or incendiary devices found here in Ot‐
tawa. This protest was largely cleared in a single weekend much
like every other protest is cleared in Canada: without using the
Emergencies Act.

Why is this a different situation and why are we still here? Why
is the Emergencies Act not being revoked? I am reminded that re‐
cently the member for Louis-Hébert gave a public statement. He
knows the dangerous games the Prime Minister plays. This member
had the courage to call out the Prime Minister's divisive tactics and
politics of division.

Here is the problem with the politics of division. Politically, I
suppose some would say that if we poll on an issue, pick a winning
side and then demonize the losing side, we come away with more
votes. The challenge with this approach is that when we create
sides, we divide people and create winners and losers. That ap‐
proach divides. It creates hate and animosity.

Indeed, we have heard the Prime Minister use nasty words
against those who, with his policies, have been turned into losers.
We heard the Prime Minister make a most ungraceful and undigni‐
fied attack against a female MP from my party last week. Why
would he do that? Is it really too much of an expectation that a
leader of a G7 country cannot answer a question from a Jewish
member of Parliament without suggesting she stands with people
who wave swastikas? However, he refused to apologize. He refused
three times. Even after a day of reflection, he still refused to apolo‐
gize, but that is what this man has become since the election: bitter,
angry, divisive and vindictive. I say vindictive because we are still
here. The protests have been cleared. The only motive now to con‐
tinue with the act would be to punish, to punish under the terms of
the Emergencies Act, where there is no due process to protect the
innocent from mistakes that may occur. Is this the Canada we want
now, one that punishes people without fairness and without due
process?

Let us also recognize that other countries are now openly mock‐
ing and belittling the actions of the Prime Minister. How will future
Canadian governments condemn those nations for cracking down
on their citizens when we are no better here? Canada used to be an

example, a country known for its kindness to others, its compassion
and its willingness to stand with others to fight against tyranny and
oppression. Today, under the Prime Minister, we have become a na‐
tion increasingly divided whose citizens are fighting among them‐
selves. There was a time in the past when the Prime Minister would
apologize for his use of unparliamentary words in this place and
would speak of sunny ways, but not anymore. We have gone from
sunny ways to dark days.

What has become of the Prime Minister since the election? The
comments directed by the Prime Minister to the member for Thorn‐
hill were abhorrent. We cannot allow division to continue. If mem‐
bers vote for this act knowing full well that not all the conditions
have been met, and knowing the protests have been cleared and the
trucks are gone, they are basically authorizing an overuse and abuse
and setting a very dangerous precedent in this process. They will in
fact lower the bar that needs to be set high. We must do our job as
parliamentarians, which means we must follow the law. If we do
not, we are failing Canadians.

● (1140)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I will quote something from the Winnipeg Free Press that
was printed just the other day. “Premier Heather Stefanson pleaded
in a private letter to Prime Minister Justin Trudeau—”

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member cannot use a member's name.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I am sorry. I definitely
know better.

The article states:

Premier Heather Stefanson pleaded in a private letter to [the] Prime Minister...to
intervene at the Emerson border blockade just days before she publicly opposed his
decision to enact the federal Emergencies Act against protesters.

In a Feb. 11 letter obtained by the Free Press, Stefanson asked [the Prime Minis‐
ter] to take “immediate and effective” action as she pleaded for “national leadership
that only you and the federal government can provide.”

The Province of Alberta asked for Ottawa to help and to bring in
some tow trucks. The Premier of Ontario supports this initiative.
The interim Ottawa police chief supports it. It seems to me that it is
the extreme Conservative right that is playing politics, and there is
ample evidence of hypocrisy.
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Mr. Dan Albas: Madam Speaker, in my speech I said very clear‐

ly that there are laws within Canada that allow for the coordination
of police and for establishing order without invoking the Emergen‐
cies Act. It has never been used before. The member is just wrong.
No one has said that any of the massive protests outside of this
place could not have been dealt with using existing laws.

Now I will quote the Prime Minister:
...in order for you to trust your government, you need a government that will
trust you. When we make a mistake—as all governments do—it is important that
we acknowledge that mistake and learn from it. We know that you do not expect
us to be perfect—but you expect us to work tirelessly, and to be honest, open,
and sincere in our efforts to serve the public interest.

What happened to that Prime Minister?
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I am sick of hearing the Liberals tell us that this is an ordi‐
nary law that will simply provide a few extra tools if needed and
that the provinces begged them to help and to show leadership. We,
too, begged them to show some leadership for more than 20 days.

Showing leadership does not involve the use of an extreme piece
of legislation like the Emergencies Act. It involves bringing people
together, talking to them, trying to meet with them, coordinating
law enforcement and taking action before 20 days have passed.
What does my colleague think about that?
[English]

Mr. Dan Albas: Madam Speaker, leadership is everything. Stok‐
ing divisions and name-calling, as the Prime Minister has done, and
I will not use his unparliamentary terms, have escalated the crisis
much more. He could have chosen to work with the solicitor gener‐
al of Ontario to find ways to support utilizing existing measures,
not the Emergencies Act.

It is the equivalent of awakening the kraken, a legislative
leviathan that should only be broken when in the most dire situa‐
tions. I do not believe the government has met the test, and in fact, I
believe it should rescind that invocation immediately. We are a na‐
tion of laws, but no one person should have such power. Parliamen‐
tarians need to do our part to uphold the rule of law. If the govern‐
ment has not met the high threshold test, we should vote against it.
● (1145)

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif (Edmonton Manning, CPC): Madam
Speaker, history has taught us that giving any government or politi‐
cian too much power or too much money leads to a dictatorship
style of governance. How much does this motion and this experi‐
ence remind us of history?

Mr. Dan Albas: Madam Speaker, I understand that when people
are pushed to the limit, they want to push back. We are supposed to
channel the concerns of Canadians to this place, and as I said, if the
government felt that the threshold was too high in the Emergencies
Act, it could have moved to amend it, but it did not.

We here in this chamber now have a responsibility to look at
whether the Prime Minister and his cabinet have met the threshold
to utilize legislation that gives them enormous powers that have
never been used. We should limit those powers and the government

should revoke its use of the act. In the face of not doing that, we
should vote against this motion to restore—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Lethbridge.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Madam Speaker,
violence was their mode of operation; hate is what drove them; hu‐
man life was called into question or altogether threatened; millions
of dollars of damage was done to property, yet there was silence
from the Prime Minister, and the media only spoke whispers sever‐
al days later.

Meanwhile, 4,500 kilometres away on the other side of the coun‐
try, a diverse group of Canadians gathered from all across. Some
wore turbans and some wore toques. Some were in their seventies
and some were not even able to walk yet. They gathered for one
reason: to advocate for freedom. They gathered to advocate for
what it is to be Canadian: true north, strong and free. These individ‐
uals were truckers, farmers, doctors, nurses, stay-at-home moms,
students, teachers or social workers. I talked with them. I heard
their story. I listened, because that is what a politician does who
deeply cares about this country.

The Prime Minister took a bit of a different approach. He stigma‐
tized. He antagonized. He turned a deaf ear. Some of these individ‐
uals drove big rigs; some of them drove Civics and some of them
drove F-150s. Some of them were vaccinated three times and some
of them were not vaccinated at all. However, they all were Canadi‐
ans fighting for an ideal. Were they disruptive at times? Yes, in‐
deed. That is the point of a peaceful assembly protesting something
that people disagree with. It is allowed in this country, a democratic
country. Were there a few bad actors? Sure there were, but they
were quickly condemned and removed.

When we juxtapose this with the attack on the Coastal GasLink
site at Houston, B.C., with damage to property and threat to human
life, it becomes very clear that the Prime Minister's decision to in‐
voke the Emergencies Act in response to Ottawa is a massive over‐
reach and purely punitive in nature. We know this, especially given
the fact that we watched the border crossings at Windsor, Coutts,
Surrey and Emerson be cleared without the Emergencies Act need‐
ing to be invoked. We know it even more today, when we see that
the downtown core of Ottawa has been cleared out.

However, the Prime Minister insists that he will still move for‐
ward with invoking the Emergencies Act. Why? Is it necessary? I
argue it is not. Again, if the Windsor border, the Surrey border, the
Coutts border and the Emerson border were able to be cleared up
without this over-exaggeration of power, then Ottawa could have
been too.



2812 COMMONS DEBATES February 21, 2022

Statutory Order
There is something more that needs to be discussed here and that

is what that threshold is for invoking the act. The Emergencies Act
has never been used since it was first created in 1988. Its predeces‐
sor, the War Measures Act, was used three times: once in World
War I, once in World War II and once for the FLQ crisis, where
again, human life was taken and the country was really thrown into
chaos. The bar is high, so for the Prime Minister to invoke the
Emergencies Act when an assembly of people comes to protest
with views that are different from his, one has to wonder why; why
the overreach?

The one power the Prime Minister gets from this is the ability to
freeze bank accounts. He has the opportunity to seize control of the
monetary flow for those individuals who hold views different from
his own. This is an abuse of power. We are talking about individu‐
als who may have donated $10 or maybe a few hundred dollars to
this cause. Simply because they had views that were different from
the Prime Minister's, their bank accounts are frozen and they are
unable to make their car payments, their house payments or put
food on the table. Some of them are unable to take care of their
children. Others are unable just to meet the basic needs of life.

It is a massive breach on these individuals, and it is simply for no
other reason than the fact that these folks failed to fall in line. They
questioned the government and they hold views that are different
from the Prime Minister's. Using the tactic of a schoolyard bully, he
has decided to implement the Emergencies Act so that he can con‐
trol, manipulate, dictate, be punitive and punish.
● (1150)

It should be highlighted that the federal government is utilizing
national security tools that were designed to combat terrorism
against Canadians who support protests. We must let that sink in for
just a moment. The Prime Minister of our country is using laws that
are normally used against terrorists, and he is using them against
citizens of his own country who hold views that happen to be dif‐
ferent from his own. That is extremely alarming. It is vindictive.
One commentator said, “It's almost as if the cruelty is the point.”

It did not need to come to this. The reason we are here is that the
Prime Minister decided to put a punitive measure in place. On Jan‐
uary 15, he required that all truck drivers going across the U.S. bor‐
der and wanting to return to Canada needed to be double-vaccinat‐
ed. We are talking about individuals who were earlier declared as
heroes, individuals who stayed in the cabs of their truck, aside from
maybe refuelling or grabbing a quick snack at a gas station. These
individuals have served our country in an incredibly heroic way,
and then the Prime Minister made a decision to go after them and
put restrictions in place. It was nonsense.

This started a movement of hundreds of thousands of Canadians
who started to question the government, question the Prime Minis‐
ter, question his motives, and fair enough, as they did not add up.
Dr. Tam herself was saying that we needed to reassess the mandates
that were put in place at that time. She herself was saying that we
needed to learn to live with COVID, that we needed to return to
normal.

The Prime Minister has turned a deaf ear, a blind eye and has re‐
fused to listen. I am not sure what his agenda is, but it certainly is

not to serve this country well. It certainly is not in the best interests
of Canadians at heart.

Before even knowing who was coming to Ottawa, he refused to
listen. His tactics were mean-spirited and divisive in nature. He
stigmatized. He antagonized. He traumatized. He went after these
individuals telling them they were a fringe minority with unaccept‐
able views. He damaged the unity of this country, pitting one region
or one people against another. He crushed the human spirit.

One of my constituents wrote to me. She is an immigrant who
moved to Canada about a decade ago. She now has three children
and is married. She runs a small business and is a beautiful commu‐
nity participant.

She wrote:

It was mere months ago I filled out the paperwork to become a Canadian citizen.
I desire to align myself with a nation I’ve come to love, to stand beside people who
make it great, to cast a vote in the bucket of democracy. And yet, I am sickened by
the increasingly pervasive narrative being spouted; one where rightness trumps
charity...and good faith, and where ‘being Canadian’ is defined not by our humanity
but by our political affiliations.

And here I am, awaiting news of my application status, while the Canada I
thought I knew crumbles around me, not from Covid-but from the divisive and de‐
structive language being used to define citizenship and belonging.

Further on she wrote:

But what am I saying yes to? A nation that speaks before listening, one that de‐
fines ‘being a good Canadian’ in a way that marginalizes everyone who doesn’t fit
said description.

She concluded by writing:

I humbly ask that we take steps towards the Canada I first moved to-one where
value isn’t gained its given-and given generously by the people who call it home.
Because diversity of thought and conscience are greater markers of democracy than
the alternative.

This is the deep, heartfelt cry of so many Canadians across this
country. We want a unified nation. We want a prime minister who
listens to the fellow citizens of this great country. We want to move
forward with strength. The Prime Minister has claimed that he
wants the same, but in order to do that, it starts with him. He must
trust and respect the Canadian people for the Canadian people to do
the same. Unfortunately, he has chosen gamesmanship over states‐
manship, and it is killing our country.

I urge this House to vote no to the punitive measures that are be‐
ing discussed here today.

● (1155)

Ms. Ya'ara Saks (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Families, Children and Social Development, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I think we can all agree that many of the protesters who
came to Ottawa and other parts of the country felt they were speak‐
ing out against the suffering that many Canadians have felt over the
past two years and that the restrictions for them were difficult and
challenging. This pandemic has been difficult and challenging for
all Canadians.
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to be wilfully blind to the white supremacy sentiments that were
clear and present in the leadership of this convoy, be it Pat King's
vitriol, Tamara Lich's affiliation with the Maverick Party, the Di‐
agolon badges that were found on the members who were arrested
at Coutts, or the 1,100 donors discovered through GoFundMe who
had also donated to the Capitol riots of January 6, 2021, in the
United States. I would be happy to share the ADL report with her if
she would like.

I feel strongly that all of us should be standing up against white
supremacists and anti-democratic sentiments, whether they are
forthcoming and up front in these blockades or part of the driving
forces that led people to gather together.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Madam Speaker, interestingly enough,
the member knows very well that my party, the members on our
side of the aisle, have condemned those acts of hate or the flying of
swastikas, but she chooses to participate in the same tactics as the
Prime Minister, which is to divide, attack and be punitive. It is ab‐
solutely disgusting.

What we are talking about right now is invoking the Emergen‐
cies Act in the country of Canada, an act the Prime Minister will
use in order to go after individuals who disagree with his view‐
points.

Why does the member not ask the Prime Minister to apologize to
the member on our side, who was accused of marching with a
swastika, when she herself is a young Jewish woman? That is dis‐
gusting. I would urge the member to call out the Prime Minister on
that bad behaviour.

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker,
in the comments made by the member for Lethbridge, alongside
others, I appreciated the call for unity, particularly in a discussion
in this House that has been lacking that in recent days. What is im‐
portant in that is also a shared understanding of facts and context.

I also note that in the member's comments there was no mention
of the MOU to overthrow the government or the ties to white na‐
tionalism as part of the ideologies of the protesters who were in Ot‐
tawa. I wonder if the member would want to share more about the
wider context of those who were in Ottawa over recent weeks.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Madam Speaker, I wonder if the mem‐
ber opposite would like to talk about the vast majority of protesters
who held themselves in peaceful regard, such as elderly individuals
and those in their twenties, the children who bounced in bouncy
castles and waved Canadian flags, the people who cooked sausages
and pancakes and held little rallies, and those who advocated for
their freedom, which is their democratic right to do.

I wonder if that same member, after talking about all of those
peaceful protesting acts that were taken here on Parliament Hill by
the vast majority of participants, would then also like to talk about
the fact that the Prime Minister is invoking the Emergencies Act—

● (1200)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Montcalm.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, not only
do the orders not meet the criteria set out in section 3 of the Emer‐
gencies Act, but, to hear the arguments from our Liberal colleagues,
we really get the impression that they are turning the ultimate tool
at the government's disposal into a public interest law.

Does my colleague not find that this trivializes the act?

[English]

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Madam Speaker, as discussed in my
speech, I believe that the Prime Minister is overstepping and that
this is a massive overreach and abuse of power. Something that
should be used against terrorists he is using against the citizens who
have protested him in the streets of Ottawa because they hold view‐
points that are different from his. It is absolutely—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Edmonton Manning.

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif (Edmonton Manning, CPC): Madam
Speaker, let me begin by wishing all Canadians a happy family day.
Today is supposed to be a day for Canadian families to celebrate
and enjoy being a family, with all the peace and prosperity that they
deserve. Meanwhile, the Prime Minister chooses to be the sole ar‐
chitect of this crisis, which we have been talking about for the last
few days.

We stand at a crossroads in the House today. It is by this motion,
and no other, that this Parliament, and the men and women in the
House of Commons today, will be remembered. During the First
World War, Canadians saw the War Measures Act imposed for the
first time. Under that act, more than 8,500 men, women and chil‐
dren of Ukrainian background were interned in 24 camps across the
country. Many of them had been born in Canada.

Their rights, including the right to vote, were ignored by the gov‐
ernment of the day, and Parliament and the people of Canada re‐
mained silent to those injustices. It was only in 2005, with the pas‐
sage of the Internment of Persons of Ukrainian Origin Recognition
Act, that some redress was made to the descendants of those who
were abused by the government, acknowledging that what was
done was wrong.

In early 1942, the government of Canada used the War Measures
Act to intern more than 21,000 Japanese Canadians. They were
held for the duration of the Second World War. Their homes and
businesses were seized and sold to pay for the detention. Once
again, Parliament and the people of Canada remained silent about
the mistreatment of citizens. It was only in 1988 that the then prime
minister Brian Mulroney apologized for this wrongful act by the
Canadian government.
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The last time the War Measures Act was used was during the Oc‐

tober Crisis of 1970. The government of the day imposed it because
of a perceived insurrection, which turned out to be much less of an
insurrection than the government had imagined. Hundreds of Que‐
beckers were ousted from their beds in the middle of the night and
held without a trial, only to eventually be released without apology.
Their supposed crime had been to show support for an unpopular
idea, which was Quebec's independence. The government of the
day lumped them together with those who had committed the
crimes, unable to separate the difference between beliefs and ac‐
tions.

If that sounds much like what has happened in Canada over the
past few weeks, that is because it is. The government does not seem
able to grasp that it is possible to disagree with a policy and to
protest against that policy without being dangerous to society, so it
invoked the Emergencies Act. As former NDP leader Tommy Dou‐
glas famously remarked in 1970, it is like “using a sledgehammer
to crack a peanut”. The government has failed to prove any justifi‐
cation for this action. In effect, it is using the most draconian piece
of legislation at its disposal to fix a parking problem in downtown
Ottawa.

Members of the government ask us to trust them on this matter.
They tell us that their actions will remain consistent with the Char‐
ter of Rights and Freedoms. They tell us that there are no plans to
call in the army.

Pardon me for looking at the government's track record and tak‐
ing those statements with a huge grain of salt. I am sure govern‐
ment members are sincere and believe what they are saying. Unfor‐
tunately, as we have seen, their actions are frequently quite differ‐
ent from the high ideals of their words, and it is by their actions that
they will be judged, not by their flowery language.
● (1205)

I would challenge any member from the government side to ex‐
plain how freezing the bank accounts, without a warrant, of persons
who have not been charged with a crime is consistent with the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Does the action apply only to
those who have illegally parked their vehicles in downtown Ot‐
tawa? What about their families? Does it extend to those who have
liked the “freedom convoy” on Facebook? How far will the Prime
Minister go to silence those who disagree with his policies? We
should just watch him.

We have all heard stories about the government's no-fly list,
which prevents thousands of people with alleged terrorist connec‐
tions from air travel. We all agree that such a list had a purpose.
However, that list of names is just that. It does not include passport
numbers, dates of birth or other information to better identify those
who may not fly. That means we regularly hear of those who are
banned from air travel because their names are on the list, but they
are not the ones who are targeted. A five-year-old child with the
same name as a terrorist had no redress when turned away at the
airport.

Forgive me for wondering how we can trust the government to
freeze the bank accounts of only those who have taken part in the
Ottawa protest. It would be simple to arrest those on the scene. In‐
stead, it is making it more complicated, and it is sure to make mis‐

takes. Telling Canadians that the government respects the Charter
of Rights will be cold comfort when it makes those mistakes and
starts seizing the bank accounts of people who have no connection
to the protests. Canadian citizens who have done nothing wrong
will have the government seizing their assets, and they will have no
redress.

Government members will tell us that this could not happen. I
ask members to remember the no-fly list and ask themselves if they
believe it.

Over the past week, I have received hundreds of phone calls, as I
am sure is the case for every member in the House, not just from
constituents, but also from other concerned Canadians. Some are
angry at the state of our country. They do not understand why the
federal government is not following the science in bringing an end
to various mandates. They demand action.

Many more, though, are afraid. They are afraid of the direction
they see Canada taking. They see division in the House of Com‐
mons and in the country. Many blame the Prime Minister for creat‐
ing those divisions. Others blame politicians.

One woman I spoke with, a senior citizen, was in tears. She loves
Canada. She is horrified at what we are becoming. After two years
of the pandemic, she feels helpless. She is looking to Parliament to
show leadership, and what she sees is a government attempting to
divide Canadians instead of unifying them, a government that de‐
nies the right to peaceful protest for anyone who disagrees with its
policies, a prime minister who is too afraid of others' viewpoints to
even meet with them on Zoom.

I encourage all hon. members, as we cast our vote today, to con‐
sider their place in history, remember the abuses by governments
past and ask ourselves if the situation at hand warrants the method
being used by the government. Let us put aside our different politi‐
cal party identities and come together to vote as Canadians.

The nation is watching us now. Will we pretend that we are liv‐
ing in 1917, 1942 or 1970, or will we show that we understand that,
in 2022, Canadians must not be abused on a whim of a prime min‐
ister? History will remember our actions.

● (1210)

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond
Hill, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I would like to address the question
the member just asked: Will we continue to pretend that we are liv‐
ing in the past?

It seems that the member opposite and his Conservative col‐
leagues are, in fact, living in the past as they continually reference
the War Measures Act and comments Tommy Douglas made about
that act in 1970. We are here to debate a very different act, the
Emergencies Act, which was introduced, in fact, to address the very
concerns the member raised with the War Measures Act and, may I
remind the member opposite, by a Conservative government.
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Why do the member opposite and his colleagues continually ref‐

erence an act that is no longer on the books in Canada? They are
creating confusion, anxiety and concern among people, when we
really should be focused on the act we are debating today, which is
the Emergencies Act.

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Madam Speaker, the hon. member can call
it by whatever name, at the end of the day, the action and the effect
of it is what will be remembered by Canadians for generations to
come. Let us not divide on this issue of the name, as the Prime
Minister, her boss, has been doing in dividing Canadians for the
last years, and we have seen the outcome of that right now. That is
my answer. I hope that hon. member will be able to stand on the
right side of history and vote against this draconian bill.
[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague for his speech, which I found to be very inter‐
esting at times. Obviously, for different reasons, the Bloc
Québécois is also against the application of the Emergencies Act,
which we have been debating since Thursday, but that is not exactly
the issue I wanted to address with my colleague.

As my other colleague said in her question, he mentioned the
War Measures Act several times. He talked about moments in histo‐
ry when this legislation was invoked for different reasons. Obvious‐
ly, this did not fall on deaf ears. I heard his commentary on the sad
events that happened in Quebec in 1970. He also noted that many
Quebeckers were unjustly arrested, sometimes while in bed, in the
middle of the night, for no reason, and were arbitrarily detained, of‐
ten for several weeks.

If the Bloc Québécois moved another motion calling on the gov‐
ernment to apologize to those Quebeckers who were victims of the
War Measures Act in 1970, would my colleague approve our mo‐
tion this time?
[English]

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Madam Speaker, I can see that the Bloc
Québécois and Quebeckers remember that dark chapter when peo‐
ple were arrested without any link and victims were lumped togeth‐
er with criminals. At that time, what was done was unnecessary and
it was done on an imaginary basis. I will support an apology to
Quebec and Quebeckers, because I believe that chapter of our his‐
tory has to be turned forever.
● (1215)

Mr. Ted Falk (Provencher, CPC): Madam Speaker, I thank my
friend for Edmonton Manning for an excellent speech.

I took note particularly of a comment the member made about
following the science and this Prime Minister's refusal to follow the
science when it does not fit his narrative.

I am wondering what message my colleague would give to NDP
members who have always been champions of civil liberties and
who are now seeing the liberties of Canadians trampled under foot.
What would he say to the NDP about voting with their conscience
and about remaining true to the values that they say are important?

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Madam Speaker, yesterday, I was listening
to a speech of an NDP member who was talking about the far right
and the far left. I will call members of the NDP today the far lost.

They are lost and do not remember their history. Quebec is remem‐
bering the history, but the members of the NDP are not. I would
call on those members to vote no today just to be on the right side
of history.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before I
go to debate, a little while ago somebody yelled out “time”. When
people yell out while other people have the floor, it is not proper.
First of all, the timing is up to the Speaker. It is not up to members
within the chamber. As well, I do have a clock in front of me. I am
very conscious of the time, and I think I have been very fair. I ask
those members who feel I have not been to approach me so I can
address it.

Resuming debate, the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Families, Children and Social Development.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Families, Children and Social Development, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the member for Calgary
Skyview.

I have listened intently to the debate that has taken place in the
House now for several days, and I come today with my intervention
as a legislator, as a member of my community and as a mother.

Holocaust survivor Viktor Frankl once said, “Freedom is in dan‐
ger of degenerating into mere arbitrariness unless it is lived in
terms of responsibleness.” The protection of our democratic institu‐
tions and the fabric of this country require for us to be responsible
in this moment.

We can all agree that we came to this House to represent our
communities and their rights under the Charter, which include the
rights to freedom of expression, peaceful assembly and protest, and
the right to be safe and secure in our homes and places of worship.
These democratic freedoms that we cherish and enjoy as Canadians
are exercised and anchored within the rule of law.

As a mother and member of my community, I know we are ex‐
hausted and frustrated by the devastating impacts of the pandemic.
Many of us have experienced trauma, and others are grieving the
loss of a loved one among the over 34,000 Canadians who have
died due to COVID-19.

We can agree that the majority of Canadians, communities, fami‐
lies, mothers and fathers, health care workers, essential service
workers and business owners, have come together and have been
unified to support one another, to take care of each other these past
two years, day after day, in the simplest of ways. They have done
this by wearing masks, by maintaining health protocols and social
distancing, and, yes, by getting vaccinated, including 90% of Cana‐
dian truckers.
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ments have utilized have been with only one primary goal in mind:
to keep one another safe and healthy in this unprecedented global
pandemic and to be united in a fight for the collective health and
safety of one another and of our most vulnerable, the immunocom‐
promised and the elderly.

We have come to agree that the convoy of people who came to
Ottawa unimpeded to speak their minds over the duration of three
weeks of occupation became an illegal blockade. It included mem‐
bers who intimidated residents, threatening their safety and securi‐
ty. Its leaders called for the overthrowing of this government and its
replacement with leaders of their choosing, and they are affiliated
with disturbing alliances to white supremacy, racism and, yes, anti-
Semitism.

We can agree that Canadians were shocked, horrified and trau‐
matized to see the memory and tragedy of the Holocaust dimin‐
ished and weaponized to justify this insurrection, be it through yel‐
low stars worn on coats or, as Canadians were pained to see, white
supremacy flags brazenly flown with Confederate or Nazi flags by
some in the crowd. The language of organizers in their social media
feeds spouted hate and vitriol, demanding a removal of government
time and again, and let us not forget that the tragedy of residential
schools was trivialized to justify these illegal protests.

We can agree that all of these acts harm the fabric of our democ‐
racy, our governmental institutions and our unity. They also harm
the trust we have in one another as Canadians.

We have been asked if the threshold was met to invoke the Emer‐
gencies Act. The test to justify this difficult decision is that there
has to be a threat that is national in scope and that current tools are
unable to address. We can acknowledge that the arrival of hundreds
of truckers at each location across the country, blocking critical in‐
frastructure, is a harm and a threat, be it to the borders themselves,
impacting jobs and the livelihood of families, or in the form of the
hundreds of millions of dollars of our economic trade that were im‐
pacted. It was a harm and a threat, on a more personal level, to the
mother I spoke to, whose autistic child had to be taken to the emer‐
gency room due to the incessant honking of horns that were causing
him to self-harm, or to the man, on one of the first nights of the oc‐
cupation of Ottawa, who died in an ambulance because it could not
get through.

We can agree that a degree of foreign funds, nearly 50% of the
millions raised, was fuelled not by the desire to protest vaccine
mandates but by a desire to drive white supremacist populist agen‐
das that are a threat to our democratic institutions, and was poten‐
tially donated by foreign agents, political movements and individu‐
als from beyond our borders. We must address this.

We can agree that the pervasiveness of these blockades has been
national in scope, impacting borders and communities from across
the country. These were not peaceful protests. This is clear by the
weapons seized at the Alberta Coutts border and the 12 arrests of
those charged with conspiracy to commit murder.

We have been asked if this is a first, second, third or last resort. If
we are to examine the engagement and timelines of the very public
sharing of information as this situation unfolded, we can agree on

the following: Municipal and provincial jurisdictions were offered
assistance and tools by this government on the first day these illegal
blockades took hold. The government was clear in its regular and
daily communication with local authorities on the resources it could
provide if asked to do so.

● (1220)

What colleagues can and should understand is that as the federal
government, we continued to do the work that our jurisdiction and
authority allowed us to do. That is how we protected and respected
the Constitution, the charter and the authority of all levels of gov‐
ernment as a democracy, working together to evaluate capacity
each and every step of the way during the illegal blockades.

The occupation of downtown Ottawa and the Windsor and
Coutts borders posed a unique threat by the tactics used, be it the
trucks themselves, the lethal weapons found or the tremendous eco‐
nomic impact.

Finally, I say this both as a legislator and as a mother, the horri‐
fying images of the children who were put in harm's way time and
again in the name of protest, who were sent as human shields, re‐
quired this Emergencies Act to be implemented. We have an obli‐
gation to our constituents, our businesses, our communities, our
families and yes, our children, to protect them from such harms.

To that end, in order to continue to build on these efforts, the fed‐
eral government made the responsible and reasonable decision to
ensure that this situation could be brought under control so Canadi‐
ans could get their lives back.

We know that these tools were necessary. We know this from the
interim chief of police for Ottawa, Steve Bell, who said so clearly
in his statement last Friday: “With the new resources we've seen
flowing in from our policing partners, the new tools both the
province and federal government have put in place, and our new in‐
tegrated command centre...I believe we now have the resources and
partners to bring a safe end to this occupation.” They have done
that, and they will continue to do so.

Without this act, law enforcement from Vancouver, Sudbury,
Toronto, Halton, York Region, Quebec and many other jurisdic‐
tions, including the OPP and the RCMP, could not have been mobi‐
lized in this manner to answer the call of Ottawa police for 1,800
officers to assist on the ground. We thank each and every one of
them for their service and their swift action. It was professional,
strategic and measured, and kept the peace while dismantling the il‐
legal blockades and removing protesters, restoring the city of Ot‐
tawa back to its rightful residents.
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to be upheld. It was not taken lightly, and the measures we have
proposed are temporary, strategic and necessary to ensure that all
levels of government and law enforcement from across Canada can
work together for Canadians. There will be much discussion, in‐
quiry and review of the implementation of these measures in the
coming months, as there should be, for this is an unprecedented de‐
cision and a responsible, reasonable one.

It will also be a time of deep reflection on where we are as a
country when white supremacy, populism and anti-Semitic, racist
and anti-democratic action can rise so swiftly among protesters and
mobilize others under a banner of freedom that was anything but.
● (1225)

[Translation]
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, the

Prime Minister, the only Liberal member who has the right to speak
freely, just turned what should have been a vote of conscience into
a vote of confidence.

We can see from our discussions with the Liberal members that
many of them are uncomfortable with these extreme measures now
that the truckers are gone. Could my colleague set aside what she
thinks and the speech she just gave and tell us how she feels about
the fact that the Liberal members are not being allowed to vote ac‐
cording to their conscience on such a historic matter? Does that
make her uncomfortable?
[English]

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Madam Speaker, as the member knows, each
and every one of us will vote. How we choose to vote and what we
decide at that moment are based on the serious moment we are in as
a country as we represent our communities, our families, our busi‐
nesses and our constituents. I encourage the member to think
deeply and wisely, as all of us in the House will do, on how we
choose to vote on this important Emergencies Act today.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, last week in the House of Commons, the
Prime Minister made deplorable comments, accusing the member
for Thornhill of standing with those with swastikas. Those com‐
ments were rightfully called out by the member's predecessor,
Michael Levitt, a well-respected member of the House of Com‐
mons who never resorted to the kind of partisan approach that we
have seen from the Prime Minister or even, at times, from this
member. Michael Levitt said on Twitter that it is disappointing to
see the swastika politicized in the House of Commons or anywhere
else.

Is the member willing to stand with Michael Levitt and recognize
that the Prime Minister's comments last week to the member for
Thornhill were inappropriate?

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Madam Speaker, it is this Prime Minister and
this government that have been prepared to take a hard and uncom‐
fortable look at the history of racism and exclusion in this country.
Be it the firm commitment to the path of reconciliation with first
nations, the apology to the Italian community for the internment of
its members in World War II, or the apology to the Jewish commu‐
nity and to the passengers of the St. Louis, we must remind all

Canadians that when we divide and when we say “none is too
many”, the consequences are tragic.

These are our uncomfortable truths. I would invite the member
and his colleagues to get uncomfortable and do the work, the col‐
lective and judicious work, of recognizing that conveniently dis‐
missing a few bad apples or ignoring the disturbing white suprema‐
cy and racism that was in front of all Canadians and at the root of
the leadership of these illegal blockades, are something that needs
to be addressed and explained to all Canadians.

One Nazi flag, one Confederate flag and one gun is too many.

Ms. Ruby Sahota (Brampton North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I
was really moved by the answer the member just gave. We have
been continuously hearing from the opposition today that this is a
peaceful protest, that the protesters all meant well, and that the
protesters were just having a carnival here for the last three weeks.
It is continuing to minimize the seriousness of what is really going
on.

I would like the member to elaborate on why we cannot overlook
the signs that were out there.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Madam Speaker, throughout these three
weeks, with the leadership and the organizers, we have to look at
the root to understand the cause. We can look at Pat King, Tamara
Lich or other members of the leadership who spoke, and we see the
history of their language on social media, of the racist, white
supremacist, anti-democratic statements they have made time and
again. They rallied those around them, people from a different
cause, who were tired, like many, from this pandemic, and used and
weaponized them for something that is much deeper and darker.

We need to address that in this country. The weapons found at
Coutts show it. The badges show it. We will continue to stand up
against it and speak out against it in the House and in this country.

● (1230)

Mr. George Chahal (Calgary Skyview, Lib.): Madam Speaker,
it is an honour to rise in the House today. This evening I will be
voting in favour of confirming the invocation of the Emergencies
Act to restore peace, order and good government.

We are a country of rule of law, protected by the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms. I have heard a clear and urgent plea from my
constituents and Calgarians alike. They want illegal and disruptive
protests to come to an end. The actions of a small group of
protesters have impacted working truckers, business owners and
thousands of law-abiding residents.
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pandemic. Unfortunately, the actions of a few have taken us in the
wrong direction, away from freedom and towards disorder. Local
authorities in both Alberta and Ontario were unable to restore order
for weeks. They allowed protesters to cause massive economic
damage, with border blockades alone disrupting millions of dollars
in trade.

Last week, at our transportation infrastructure committee meet‐
ing, the impacts of that trade were highlighted. At Coutts, for 18
days, they were $48 million a day, for a total of $864 million in
trade lost or deferred. At the Ambassador Bridge, for six days, there
was $2.4-billion worth of impact to our economy. If we look at the
impact on the Pacific Highway or at Emerson, there was a substan‐
tial cost to our economy, coast to coast. It was billions of dollars.

Then we should think about the people impacted: the small busi‐
nesses whose goods and services have not come because of these
blockades. Many small businesses in Calgary are saying it will take
weeks or months to get the supply chain back to a normal working
order, impacting their businesses' ability to open and provide goods
and services to Calgarians and Canadians.

I have had the opportunity to speak to many truckers during this
time. One of my constituents, Kabir, who lives in Calgary Skyview,
was caught in the blockade at Coutts. He could not get back into the
country. He could not pass that blockade. This had a tremendous
impact on him. He was not able to deliver those goods and services,
and make those deliveries of groceries and medical supplies, like
many of his colleagues were doing in the province of Alberta. It al‐
so took him away from getting back home to his family after being
away for 10 days. It disrupted his future job opportunities to deliver
to other parts of the country and back into the U.S. That is one of
the truckers from my constituency, and there are many more who
have been impacted by these illegal disruptions.

My thoughts go out to the family who was on their way home to
Medicine Hat to visit to their loved one. Their mother was ill and
unfortunately passed away. Because of the blockade at Coutts, they
were unable to make it home to see their loved one one last time.
This had an impact on me. The impacts of these illegal blockades
were financial, but they also had a cost to the lives and families of
many.

On the Coutts border specifically, law enforcement agencies ini‐
tially chose to negotiate and de-escalate the situation until they
were faced with radicalized and heavily armed extremists, who
were soon charged with conspiracy to commit murder. The police
found guns, ammunition, body armour, and a threat to attack our
law enforcement authorities.

These events underscored the urgency of action. Invoking the
Emergencies Act had an immediate, positive effect on restoring or‐
der. Law enforcement agencies from across the country were mobi‐
lized and have restored order to Canada's capital.
● (1235)

Border blockades have been dismantled, allowing vehicles to
move freely and maintain critical supply chains. Protest organizers
have been arrested. It is also apparent that alt-right organizations
participated in organizing these protest movements. These are

forces that promote conspiracy theories and disinformation to radi‐
calize individuals. Some of these radicalized individuals have
shown up at my private residence to intimidate me and my family.

Our government is not taking this decision lightly. It has been de‐
bated intensely by elected members of Parliament in the House of
Commons. Its impact will be reviewed closely by a parliamentary
committee explicitly tasked with studying all aspects of this situa‐
tion. Checks and balances are in place to ensure accountability.

I want to express my disagreement with Alberta Premier Jason
Kenney's decision to challenge the federal use of the Emergencies
Act. On February 5, Alberta's minister of municipal affairs sent a
letter to Canada's Minister of Public Safety requesting federal assis‐
tance in removing obstructions from a provincial highway. Our
government listened, and responded by including a provision in the
Emergencies Act that orders tow truck drivers to move vehicles that
are blocking roads. It is unfortunate that the premier continues to
meaninglessly posture instead of putting the best interests of his
province above his own political survival.

Our nation's capital was under occupation for more than three
weeks. Non-state foreign actors have been actively engaged in un‐
dermining our democratic institutions. Canada was unprepared. I
look forward to the continued vigorous debate in Parliament to in‐
vestigate and hold responsible those who have caused direct and in‐
direct damage to our security and to our economic interests.

Ms. Melissa Lantsman (Thornhill, CPC): Madam Speaker, it
is disheartening to see my NDP colleagues in the House support the
gross overreach of the government that would weaponize these
kinds of measures against them ideologically in the future.

Will the member opposite commit to making all documents, ev‐
ery single one of them related to the emergency declaration and its
use, publicly available today in the House as part of a mandatory
inquiry? I would like just a yes or no.

Mr. George Chahal: Madam Speaker, there will be a parliamen‐
tary committee set up to discuss this and thoroughly review all im‐
pacts of this act in the days and weeks ahead. I look forward to
working with the hon. member and having a good discussion on
how to make sure that in the future we can work together to ensure
good support for Canadians from coast to coast.

[Translation]

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his speech.



February 21, 2022 COMMONS DEBATES 2819

Statutory Order
The Bloc Québécois's position has been very clear from the start.

We are against the use of the Emergencies Act. We believe that
leadership was enough to resolve the problem and the situation in
many places in Canada. That proved that this law is not necessary.
The Bloc Québécois is against the use of this legislation, and the
Quebec National Assembly voted unanimously against it. We are
therefore very comfortable with our position.

I would like to ask the only Liberal member from Alberta a ques‐
tion.

Does he not feel a little embarrassed to go against the Premier of
Alberta's position?

● (1240)

[English]
Mr. George Chahal: Madam Speaker, it is important that we

work together with municipal jurisdictions and provinces across
Canada when we deal with national emergencies. No, I do not agree
with the actions Premier Kenney has taken. He asked for help and
support, we provided it and for political reasons he is now looking
to resort to other measures to keep his base in the province and to
play politics. It is very unfortunate that he is doing that.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, the
Ambassador Bridge is open right now. A private American billion‐
aire owns that, however now the blockade is along the entire corri‐
dor. Under the Emergencies Act right now, it is being protected by
municipal forces somewhat, but also by OPP and RCMP. Without
that, it would be left to municipal resources alone.

I am wondering this. Does the member feel that is fair? If we do
not have those types of supports, then there is a threat to the rest of
Ontario and Quebec. For that corridor of 10,000 trucks a day to be
susceptible and only be protected by municipal forces right now
would be absurd.

Mr. George Chahal: Madam Speaker, the member is right. The
concern is that municipal and provincial jurisdictions did not have
the capacity to take action. Municipal governments, for 18 days at
Coutts and six on the Ambassador Bridge, just did not have the re‐
sources to act, and that is why our government stepped up. It is
about the actions that could transpire in Windsor and also impact
the province of Quebec and other parts of Ontario. We need to sup‐
port local municipalities and provinces, as asked and where needed.

Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I wanted my colleague's comments on the weaponization
of motor vehicles as, in effect, they are perfect instruments to in‐
timidate citizens and the public. They are huge, people can sleep in
them, they can get supplies and they can be eaten in. In fact, the po‐
lice were afraid of what might be in those trailers, and it was not
until the Emergencies Act was placed on the Order Paper that the
police were able to get the resources and have the ability to end the
blockade, which went from the Supreme Court of Canada all the
way to—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I have to
interrupt, because we are running out of time. I did ask for a quick
question. I am sure the member for Calgary Skyview can give me a
quick answer. That would be great.

Mr. George Chahal: Madam Speaker, we have seen the
weapons that were found at Coutts. There were guns, ammunition
and body armour, and these large vehicles could be used for further
destructive damage. They could quite easily be used to ram through
barriers and could also be used in other manners as well, so I am
concerned about the vehicles on the streets of residential neigh‐
bourhoods in Ottawa and in other parts of the country.

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order.

I find it absolutely tragic, the irony that is coming from the mem‐
ber who has been—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): That is
not a point of order, and the hon. member has been reprimanded for
this before. If he does this again, I will ask him to leave the cham‐
ber.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Nunavut.

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Qujannamiik, Uqaqtittiji. I
will be splitting my time with the member for North Island—Pow‐
ell River.

During this debate, I experienced Ikiaqurmijaarniq. I spoke so
much from the depth of my heart that my throat and voice were
shaking. I am sincerely concerned about the risks and safety of
Nunavummiut and Canadians, especially with the downplaying of
what happened in the last three weeks and especially with the ex‐
tremism we have seen being downplayed to “having a different
view”.

Much of the debate surrounding the Emergencies Act is because
of the illegal blockade that was dismantled this weekend, which
stemmed from the same extremism. I thank the implementation of
the Emergencies Act and law enforcement. I believe our democracy
could still be at risk, especially with the awful protests that bor‐
dered on extremism that were going on yesterday in Surrey, British
Columbia, and the ongoing issues, as described by my colleague,
the member of Parliament for Windsor West.

The intent of foreign interference is still in Canada. Some mem‐
bers have attempted to generate fear of the Emergencies Act and
the implications of declaring it. Some have accused the NDP of
aligning with the Liberals. I will remind the members that the NDP
has been reluctant. Its members have sought clarity, have been prin‐
cipled and have sought to confirm that there will be accountability.

While I could share much more, I will only give examples of
three instances of government interference in my life. I have an in‐
herent mistrust in authorities and in law enforcement.
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Resolute to teach the High Arctic relocatees from northern Quebec
how to survive. The Inuit from northern Quebec were tricked by
authorities to go on the C.D. Howe, a supply ship. They were told
life and the environment would be better, and wildlife would be
abundant. In reality, there are months of darkness in the winter, and
there is minimal wildlife throughout much of the year. Little did
they know they were sent there by the federal government in the
name of Canadian sovereignty.

When I was four years old, I had frozen my hands. I do not re‐
member the pain. What I do remember is the nurse telling my mom
she would cut my fingers off. I remember my mom protecting me
and arguing against the nurse. I think that was my first exposure to
the awesome power of protest. Thanks to my mom I still have my
fingers. I love my mom.

By 1981, when we lived in Igloolik, my dad committed suicide.
Some years later, I learned that my grandfather, my dad's dad had
committed suicide. From what I have heard, my grandfather was
greatly respected. It is believed the toll of being responsible for the
Inuit in Resolute caused him great grief. I always wonder if
Canada’s policies on sovereignty had a role in this.

After my dad's suicide, my siblings and I were fostered, often
separately. According to the government authorities, my mom
could not cope well enough to raise us. Instead, the government
saw it better to send us to different communities all over Nunavut.
We did get to return to our mom many times.

Now, remember the map of Nunavut and how vastly orange I am
keeping it. All communities are fly-in and fly-out only. Ultimately,
I grew up in five of those communities at one time or another.

I think about how unoriginal my life is as an Inuk, as an indige‐
nous person in Canada. I do not share this for members to feel sorry
for me or the beautiful people I represent. I remind members why I
have an inherent mistrust of government authorities and law en‐
forcement.

Colonial laws dictated my childhood away from my loved ones.
Despite that, I am here. I have spoken Inuktitut. My culture and
Nunavummiut thrive. Here I am, now a duly elected member of
Parliament for Nunavut.

● (1245)

In the face of this adversity, I am inspired by an Inuit song called
Silatugami by Northern Haze, an Inuit rock band. Silatugami, trans‐
lated, literally means “that who is wise”. James Ungalaq, the lead
singer, was inspired by the calm in his friend’s voice. James was
having internal turmoil, much like we are today. Silatugami speaks
of the potential of the abuse of power and the fear of threats, extor‐
tion, deprivation and bullying. It is also a song of hope and calm for
the future. This is the moment we are all in. We are all working for
a better future. We need to be in a time of courage, of fearlessness
and of willingness to learn.

When I think about the last three weeks, I think about the awe‐
some privilege that so many Canadians are so used to. I know that
Canadians can and will move beyond this pandemic.

Will the lives of all Canadians be impacted by this act? No. Am I
concerned about its overreach? Yes. Is there anything we as legisla‐
tors can do, if there is overreach? Yes. What level of oversight is
there? It has the highest, which is parliamentary oversight. That is
us in the House. Will there be accountability? Yes. Will I be willing
to have the measures revoked if I see overreach? Yes.

With deep distrust of government interference, I know that the
Emergencies Act is necessary to protect our democracy. There are
checks and balances. The types of interferences in my life had no
checks and balances. They were government overreach.

However, that is not what we are facing today. We are debating
the impact of foreign interference in our democracy, which has
been proven with the millions of donations that were allowed to in‐
filtrate the minds of Canadians to break our domestic laws.

I have heard foreign interference influence members of Parlia‐
ment and that deeply concerns me. It is why we must act with dili‐
gence to either the expiry of this declaration or hopefully sooner,
when that foreign interference has been dealt with.

● (1250)

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I thank the hon. member for sharing as‐
pects of her own experience and the experience of her communi‐
ties. I think it is a powerful reminder of the injustices that have
been committed by federal governments toward indigenous peoples
and also about, really, the abuses we have seen from overreaching
federal governments.

I think it underlines the importance of freedom, the freedom of
peoples to be authors of their own story, to work and to live where
they wish. I think is it important to underline the fact, and I think
there has been some misstatement around this, that there are people
who have been involved in these protests from all different back‐
grounds. Being on Wellington Street, I have seen members of visi‐
ble minority communities, indigenous people and people who are
concerned about mandates from all walks of life, who do feel that
this is an overreach.

The member seems, in the principles she articulates, to be very
aligned with where I am and where we are in terms of not wanting
the federal government to be able to interfere too much in people's
lives. I do not understand why she is supporting this motion.

Ms. Lori Idlout: Madam Speaker, I am in support because I feel
it is very important that we must continue to protect our democracy.
I sincerely feel that our democracy is under threat. We have seen
this through the media, through social media and through the com‐
ments that have been made in the House. I have seen the foreign
interference that has infiltrated the minds of Canadians.

Qujannamiik.
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Speaker, I think we need to respect the member for Nunavut's story
because she is probably closer to the essence of what is really be‐
hind the protest that we have seen.

We cannot take it at face value that this is about vaccines and
mandates. This is about an attack on our democracy and perhaps
she would have some useful insight for us as to what would draw
people to support the very evil-minded folks who have been behind
this protest. We need to know that to more effectively reach them
and bring them back into a democracy that includes them.

Ms. Lori Idlout: Madam Speaker, that was an important ques‐
tion.

I know, having had whole generations of my people be sup‐
pressed and oppressed for years, with their voices lost or prevented
from being heard, that there are many Canadians who feel their
voices have not been heard. I can understand why they want to be
heard now, but there are ways that they can be heard, lawful ways
that they can be heard. They can stick to their Canadian roots as
kind human beings who respect each other as neighbours. There are
ways to make sure that we are protecting those who cannot be vac‐
cinated, and there are ways to make sure that we are following our
public health measures so that we can be heard to ensure that we
are doing better for our future.

Qujannamiik.

● (1255)

[Translation]
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, many

NDP members have said that they are uncomfortable with the
Emergencies Act and have even indicated that they might vote dif‐
ferently if there were no trucks left today.

When faced with the threat that the NDP would vote according
to its conscience, the Prime Minister announced that this would be
a confidence vote. That means that, today, there are no more parlia‐
mentary safeguards, or hardly any, because we are once again faced
with the threat of another useless election.

Does the member not think that the Prime Minister is showing a
lack of respect for the NDP members by preventing them from vot‐
ing according to their conscience?

[English]
Ms. Lori Idlout: Qujannamiik, Uqaqtittiji.

This is more than just about the Prime Minister for me. This is
about protecting our democracy. That is what we need to be voting
on. We have to make sure that residents like the people in the riding
of the member for Windsor West continue to be protected. We keep
hearing they are still feeling the impacts of the extremist views that
have penetrated our Canadian democracy.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the member for Nunavut for
perhaps one of the most powerful speeches I have ever heard in the
House. I certainly hope all members of this place have an opportu‐
nity to listen to the power of her words.

Last night one of my constituency offices was vandalized. I want
to thank the members of my staff who have gone to clean up the
mess this morning. They work hard every day to help people in our
riding, because they care and want to see a better life for the people
we serve.

I also want to thank the security folks in Campbell River who
work all night to keep our streets safe and who contacted me last
night to let me know. I deeply respect their work and dedication.

I want to thank all of the workers in this House who have driven
or walked here during these unprecedented times to make sure that
this place still works on a long weekend that is meant to be focused
on their families. The House of Commons team shows up every
single time, regardless of who is sitting in any seat in this House,
and I admire them for it.

I am now in my seventh year of working in this place. I am a per‐
son who never wanted or planned to be a politician. I came here be‐
cause, more than anything, I hate injustice.

I came here because I am a white girl who was adopted into an
indigenous family, who at a very young age realized that how I was
treated was different from the majority of my family. It took me
years to understand that what I was seeing was racism and colonial
systems that are everywhere in our country still today.

I learned time and again a very important lesson. I cannot partici‐
pate in minimizing the voices of marginalized people. I cannot min‐
imize any form of action that has any form of extremism at its
roots. I take this very seriously because I know our planet's history
and I know our country's history. When the majority is minimized,
the bodies of marginalized communities pay. If I am not careful in‐
side this white body, the bodies of my children, grandchildren and
family are at risk, and I do not take that lightly.

Here we are and I am being very clear that I have heard people
say they do not feel safe. They are the workers near the Ambas‐
sador Bridge, who watched their jobs become at risk because of the
blockade. They were terrified when they heard folks in the U.S. ask
why they should continue to partner with Canada when these kinds
of things can happen. They have fought so hard to keep these jobs
in Canada and know how fragile the relationship is.

They are the working people who are seeing the costs of their ev‐
eryday expenses grow while watching their income stay the same
or lessen, and just want enough to get by every day. They have
been put in a position of constant worry that they will not be able to
afford what they need to survive and they know they are not getting
the help they need.

They are the young people who are scared because they know
that the ability to purchase a home or even rent one is something
they cannot imagine to be able to afford.

They are the citizens of Ottawa who live right where the block‐
ade happened for three weeks and felt like there was no end in
sight.
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They are the citizens I saw while walking to this place who were

being yelled at for wearing masks.

They are the people with mobility challenges who had vehicles
blocking their way so they could not get to where they needed to
be. I asked several vehicles to move just a couple of feet so they
would have the right to transport themselves safely through their
community. The responses I received were a very clear and some‐
times very rude “No”.

They are the people in this community who heard fireworks set
off in the middle of the night as they slept. The occupation contin‐
ued night after night. Can members imagine the fear of waking up
hearing that noise and not knowing where it was coming from?

They are the poor people who were charged with the attempted
murder of the RCMP officers.

They are the people who were blocked from returning home at
the Coutts intersection for days.

They are the journalists across our country who are now terrified,
who have been spat on, yelled at and called “fake news”, after years
of service in their field.

They are the nurses, doctors and health care workers who for the
last two years have put everything on the line for Canadians. They
have been working too much overtime, have been feeling over‐
whelmed, have had to tell their patients to wait even in some cases
for life-saving supports because the pandemic has overwhelmed our
health care system. They have been threatened and told not to go
out in public wearing anything that shows their profession because
it is not safe.

● (1300)

People are afraid and I feel that as I listen to our debate on this
long weekend. I believe in and have participated in peaceful
protests, protests that were full of anger and frustration at the issues
we wanted to change, fix or see taken seriously by government.
That is not what is happening across this country, and I also do not
believe it is over.

We saw an occupation that became a complete undermining of
our democracy and our social structures. The leaders of this occu‐
pation had an MOU that spoke about overtaking the government.
They invited opposition parties and the Governor General to have a
discussion about how a new government would look.

I will not minimize this. I simply will not do it. I may not agree
with many components of the processes of our institutions. I be‐
lieve, in fact, that there is a lot of work to do to decolonize our sys‐
tems to address key issues, like systemic racism, ablism and white
privilege, and how these institutions continuously leave out work‐
ers, the poor, persons with disabilities, members of the LGBTQ2+
communities and people from BIPOC, Black, indigenous and peo‐
ple of colour communities. Even with that perspective, I will not
minimize what it does to our communities when people do not re‐
spect the rule of law, when they flaunt their complete disregard for
what a peaceful protest is and when they create a party on the street
that does not respect the people who live where they are occupying.

Just yesterday when I was trying to walk to this place, I saw a
business owner chasing two men out of his store with a stick. It was
frightening. As I watched, I was trying to think of what I could do
to help, but I also thought to myself that this is what happens when
people disrespect the rule of law. When they set up bouncy castles
and hot tubs in the streets and say, “Look how peaceful we are,”
people become emboldened to act in a way that our social struc‐
tures often prevent.

I will not minimize the fact that the lead organizers of this occu‐
pation are from groups of extremists who follow very clearly the
beliefs of white supremacy. I believe there were many people out
there who wanted to speak out about mandates and about their fear
of the unknown and their future. I also know that the leaders were
very clear about their agenda. That agenda scares me. I will not
minimize it by saying there are just a few bad apples. I believe
these people are very organized. I believe that they take advantage
of people's fears and give people someone to blame with those
fears.

This is where all of us as parliamentarians must look at history.
Humanity sadly has a history of dehumanizing people from the
communities I mentioned earlier. It is these people and these souls
who often pay the most terrible price. I will not minimize the power
of white supremacists and their ability to build fear. I will not mini‐
mize that the fear can become a weapon.

The NDP has used every tool at its disposal to get the federal
government to act. We called for a debate specifically on the occu‐
pation. We moved a motion at committee to study the measures that
keep money from coming from outside of our country to fund this
occupation and make sure those dollars are all held to account.

We moved a motion to invite the U.S. ambassador to the foreign
affairs committee to address concerns of the prominent U.S. politi‐
cal figures who are encouraging people to donate and support the
convoy leaders. This was voted down by the Conservatives and the
Liberals, with the Liberal member for Vancouver Centre saying that
this is not an urgent issue, that we have too many more urgent
things and she will definitely be voting against it. I simply disagree.
I cannot imagine any other issue right now that is more urgent.

Here we are debating the Emergencies Act. I wish that all levels
of government had worked together more efficiently, that members
of all levels of government had not minimized who was coming to
our nation's front door. Governing in whatever capacity a person
has is not easy. I personally struggle often over the decisions I have
to make in this place. This one has been very hard and it should be.

There are steps that all parliamentarians should be careful when
taking. I wish I had heard a lot more thoughtful debate in this place.
Sadly, there have been a lot of political shots taken, ones that fur‐
ther destabilize our democracy and our communities. On one side,
we see the government dismissing legitimate fears and concerns
from people who are afraid. On the official opposition side, people
are stirring up fears and amping up dangerous rhetoric.
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I will be voting yes. I will continue to take my duties seriously,

with the great possibility of withdrawing my support at any mo‐
ment.

● (1305)

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, that was an amazing speech. I have two questions for the
hon. member.

There has been a lot of talk about division, but I would be inter‐
ested in hearing her comments on the role of disinformation in
stoking that division. I would also like her comments on the naive
suggestion that if only the Prime Minister had sat down and had a
cup of coffee with the leaders of the convoy, somehow everyone
would have gone home happy.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Madam Speaker, I am very concerned about
disinformation. We are seeing the breadth of it grow. That is why it
is so important that we all support the people who do this incredible
work, our media and our journalists. They go out there and ask the
hard questions. They want to report the information. Seeing people
disrespect them and not respect the role that they play is very con‐
cerning to me. We need to be looking at where that disinformation
is coming from and making sure we are holding those systems to
account. That has to be way more rigorous in this country. We
should all be seriously concerned about it.

As for the comment about sitting down with extremists, I could
not agree more, but I do believe that this government needs to listen
to the people in this country who have very strong voices of con‐
cern. That should be recognized, listened to and addressed in a re‐
spectful manner.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I could feel the passion of my hon. colleague in
her speech. It is a lot of stress for those who are watching from
home and it is the same inside this chamber.

This morning I walked to the House of Commons at 6:45 a.m.
Wellington Street was completely cleared. I am just wondering if
the member opposite would be interested in revoking the Emergen‐
cies Act if the protesters are still not there.

Specifically, in a press conference today, at 11 a.m., the CBC
asked the Prime Minister if he would hold on to power for two to
three months in case the truckers came back, and the Prime Minis‐
ter said that indeed, that is what they are thinking about. Does the
member agree with this abuse of power?

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Madam Speaker, I think the committee that
oversees this needs to be set up immediately. I believe there needs
to be a public inquiry. In so many ways, we have to look at what
happened when the people arrived, how the police reacted and what
was appropriate. There is a lot of work that needs to be done.

I will say very clearly to the member that if this government
oversteps in any way the key things that we have identified that
need to be addressed, we will definitely revoke the act. Twenty
members have to do that work. However, I think all of us have to
hold the government accountable, and not only the parliamentarians
in this chamber but all Canadians, and I will be a part of that.

● (1310)

[Translation]

Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval (Pierre-Boucher—Les Patri‐
otes—Verchères, BQ): Madam Speaker, my colleague raised a few
interesting points in her speech earlier. I do not have time to com‐
ment on her whole speech, but I would like to ask her a quick ques‐
tion.

One point she raised really struck me. She made a number of ar‐
guments in favour of using the Emergencies Act.

Here is the question I would like to ask her. Why did the govern‐
ment decide to invoke the Emergencies Act here and now in 2022?

How many times has it been used over the past 30 years? How
many crises have been resolved without this act? What makes this
crisis so much more significant than all the others? Why is the act
necessary in this case? Why could the situation not have been re‐
solved without it?

[English]

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Madam Speaker, that is a thoughtful ques‐
tion.

I think we should all be looking into why we are where we are
today, and I do lay that at multiple levels of government within the
provinces and within this country. I would have liked to see a much
more coordinated approach. Again, people were driving across the
country with the very clear intention of what they were going to do,
and the response when they arrived here was, “The door is open.
Park and do as you will.”

Unfortunately, when we get into a situation where the communi‐
ty is not safe, when we know that people are at risk, when we know
that foreign money is interfering in our democracy, we have to
stand up. We will have to monitor this very closely, and I look for‐
ward to doing so.

[Translation]

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne (Minister of Innovation,
Science and Industry, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to
have this opportunity to participate in this historic debate. I will
share my time with the member for Beaches—East York.

Three weeks, a convoy of protesters arrived in Ottawa to begin
an illegal occupation of our national capital. At times, the Conser‐
vative Party rallied to the cause, which was amplified by a number
of extremists on social media and appeared to be funded in part by
foreign donations.
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[English]

Those illegal blockades then spread to the Ambassador Bridge in
Windsor, to the Coutts border crossing in Alberta and to other
points across our nation. From that, we have seen supply chains
disrupted, businesses shut down, workers forced to stay home and
Canadians harassed in their own neighbourhoods. These blockades
and occupations are illegal. They represent a threat to our economy,
to our communities, to relationships with our key trading partners
and to our international reputation.

Images of these illegal blockades are being broadcast around the
world, images that are not representative of Canada, but are now af‐
fecting our global reputation. The blockades have massively im‐
pacted our supply chains and the availability of essential goods, and
are putting at risk Canada's long-term economic prosperity. They
have threatened our public safety and they are an affront to some‐
thing all members in the House should dearly appreciate: the rule of
law. This cannot and will not be allowed to stand in our country.
[Translation]

As the Minister of Innovation, Science and Industry, my focus is
on ensuring that our post-COVID‑19 economic recovery is dynam‐
ic, robust and sustainable. I know we are positioned to prosper
thanks to our resources, our talent and our extraordinary ingenuity,
not to mention our stability, our trade relations and our respect for
the rule of law.
[English]

That is why it is so concerning that at the Ambassador Bridge in
Windsor, billions of dollars in goods did not cross the border when
the illegal blockades took place. The blockades in Coutts, Alberta
and Emerson, Manitoba meanwhile have affected approximate‐
ly $48 million and $73 million in trade each day, respectively.

The situation here in Ottawa is of concern. We have all seen it.
Downtown businesses have been forced to close, putting people out
of work. The Rideau Centre mall, which we all know, as well as the
businesses operating in it, just down the street from Parliament, is
currently losing $3 million in business per day because it was
forced to close due to harassment of staff and illegal actions from
occupiers. These costs are real. They threaten businesses big and
small, and they threaten the livelihoods of Canadian workers.
● (1315)

[Translation]

Canada is one of the world's principal economies. It relies on sol‐
id and secure supply chains to support our economy. However, be‐
cause those supply chains are global, they are more vulnerable to
risks and shocks. With the effects of the pandemic, as we have all
seen, supply chains around the world have already suffered un‐
precedented pressure.
[English]

The COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in disruptions in produc‐
tion and in shipping. We have seen that companies across the world
are experiencing demand uncertainty, supply and logistical delays,
and significant operation stoppages. The blockades and protests
have added to the already heavy burden that Canadian businesses
across our nation and citizens have been asked to manage during

this pandemic. We cannot allow illegal blockades to hijack
Canada's economic recovery and endanger the livelihoods of Cana‐
dian workers. That should be appreciated by all members in the
House.

[Translation]

I would like to remind members of the House of some of the
devastating effects of these blockades as we debate the confirma‐
tion of the declaration of the state of emergency under the Emer‐
gencies Act.

[English]

I can tell colleagues that auto sector manufacturers like GM,
Stellantis, Honda and Ford had to either reduce or completely sus‐
pend manufacturing last week as a result of the Sarnia and Windsor
trade corridor blockades. That should be of concern to all members
of this House.

I can also point to Douglas Porter, chief economist at BMO. He
stated, “For every week the protests continue, it could start to cut
first quarter growth by up to a couple tenths of a per cent”. That
should be of concern to all members of this House. As we continue
to reopen our economy and come out on the other side of the omi‐
cron wave, any reversal of our economic fortunes is an unnecessary
blow to business owners and Canadians, who have already been
through so much during this pandemic.

I know that every member of this House is concerned about the
recovery, but we should all do what is right and make sure that
there are no more illegal blockades in this country. The impact of
these illegal blockades goes well beyond our borders, sadly. Canada
has no closer friend and ally than the United States of America. It is
a partnership based on geography, common interests, deep people-
to-people connections, and strong and secure economic ties. It is a
relationship we defended and protected when we renegotiated
CUSMA, despite pleas from the Conservative Party for us to fold
and capitulate, and it is one that we are defending here today, to‐
gether.

[Translation]

During recent conversations with my international counterparts
and private-sector stakeholders, it was obvious that both we and the
United States recognized the importance of our integrated supply
chains and the need to work together to ensure the free movement
of goods between our two markets.
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It is for these reasons, and others, that our government took the
unprecedented but necessary step of invoking the Emergencies Act
to restore public order and to protect our economic well-being. This
is not a decision we take lightly, nor is it one that we ever wanted to
make, but it is a step that is needed in order to give law enforce‐
ment authorities the tools they need to face this very unique situa‐
tion in our country.

These measures are reasonable and proportionate. Canadians at
large agree, because they are looking to us to ensure predictability
and the rule of law, protect supply chains and restore our economic
vitality. Goldy Hyder of the Business Council of Canada, for exam‐
ple, said, “we welcome this as a step toward ending illegal block‐
ades across the country and upholding the rule of law.”

Perrin Beatty, of the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, to cite
one more example, said, “The government’s decision to invoke the
Emergencies Act indicates how serious the threat to public safety
and our economy from the ongoing blockades at various points in
Canada has become.”

In conclusion, I would remind colleagues on the Conservative
bench that it was in fact Perrin Beatty who first introduced the
Emergencies Act in 1988 as the former minister of national defence
for the then Conservative prime minister Brian Mulroney. Perhaps
the party that once portrayed itself as the defender of law and order,
and as a champion of the free market, should re-examine how it is
standing today.

We know who we are standing with on this side of the House.
We are standing with workers at the Stellantis Windsor Assembly
Plant, who had their shifts cut due to supply chain blockages. We
are standing with small business owners in Ottawa, like those of
Moo Shu Ice Cream and the local coffee shop Little Victories,
which had to close their doors due to safety concerns. We are stand‐
ing with Canadian truckers, who did their jobs and kept our shelves
and our warehouses stocked during this pandemic. We are standing
with Canadians who want these illegal blockades to end, and with
the support of the House in today's motion, they will.

● (1320)

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, my question for the minister is very simple. He talked
about the still ongoing illegal blockades. Could he just provide one
instance in Canada, ongoing right now, of a current illegal blockade
and why the Emergencies Act is still required going forward?

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne: Madam Speaker, I think
my colleague would agree, after everything we have seen in terms
of violence and intimidation, that the way to act in light of this is to
be prudent and to make sure that as the situation is fluid, we give
law enforcement authorities all the powers they need to make sure
not only that they clear the crossings that have been blocked in
Canada, but that they have all the powers needed to keep these
trade corridors open.

There are businesses in the member's riding and I am sure he un‐
derstands that we need to make sure our supply chains remain open
at this critical point in our recovery.

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, during
the debates of the past few days, which I diligently attended, Liber‐
al MPs have mentioned that the application of the Emergencies Act
was necessary for the police force of Quebec, the Sûreté du
Québec, to be present in Ottawa.

I looked into this over the past two days, and this appears to be
false. It is enough to swear them in, which has been done in the
past.

If the Emergencies Act was so necessary, and if democratic safe‐
guards are so important, then why did members of the minister's
own caucus feel the need to mislead the House?

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne: Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his question.

However, I believe that in a debate such as this, we must choose
our words very carefully and appeal to the public for calm.

I would ask my colleague to read a letter written by different po‐
lice chiefs from across the country stating the need to obtain addi‐
tional powers to manage this unique situation in Canada's history.

I believe that we all want to restore peace and order across the
country. These measures will help us stabilize the situation.

[English]

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, the
Bloc and the Conservatives keep giving the impression that things
are fine at the Ambassador Bridge, but there are barriers lined up
for miles in my constituency to prevent further action. In fact, since
the Emergencies Act has been in place, convoys have been turned
back, but there are still threats that could take place.

I want the minister to explain the consequences for Ontario and
Quebec MPs should this route be choked off and how irresponsible
it is to go back to having just the municipal police force take care of
this international border crossing, which is responsible for 40% of
our daily trade. It is totally irresponsible to put it on local munici‐
palities, and I cannot understand why Ontario and Quebec MPs
would want to put the onus entirely on them when the danger is still
around.

● (1325)

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne: Madam Speaker, the
member said it well. Thirty per cent of all trade between Canada
and the United States is using the crossing at the Ambassador
Bridge. As the member said, it is one thing to have the bridge open,
but, as I have reassured colleagues on both sides of the border, we
need to make sure that we keep the crossing open. It is one thing
for it to be blocked once, but it would be devastating for the Cana‐
dian economy if there were new blockades on that very critical in‐
frastructure. The Emergencies Act will not only give power, as the
member said, to local enforcement authorities, but they could rely
on other forces around the country to make sure order is restored.
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We should all be concerned with keeping our critical trade corri‐

dors open in order to preserve jobs, to make sure our economy
functions and to be seen as and remain a very reliable trading part‐
ner.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith (Beaches—East York, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, the question before us is whether we ought to con‐
firm the government's declaration of an emergency pursuant to sec‐
tion 58 of the Emergencies Act. I have really struggled with the an‐
swer to that question, and I will get to that.

The first question we should all reflect on is a more basic one:
How did it even come to this? Some Conservative colleagues have
made the case that we could have ended the illegal blockades if on‐
ly we had ended federal vaccine mandates, a Neville Chamberlain
approach to pandemic management. Appeasing illegality is an af‐
front to the rule of law, and we should put public health before poli‐
tics.

Mandates will not be with us forever, and yes, we need to re-
evaluate their use. However, it is also true that NACI has yet to
confirm whether a third dose is properly a booster dose or should
be considered part of the primary series. We should proceed cau‐
tiously as we lift measures that helped save lives.

Of course people are tired of pandemic rules. I was furious when
Ontario's schools closed yet again to in-person learning in January.
Protest is to be expected, and everyone has the right to peaceful
protest, but that right does not extend to blocking highways and
bridges. It does not extend to the intimidation, harassment, threats
and the endless and deafening noise we have seen in our national
capital. These are crimes, and they are quite obviously crimes.

We cannot paint every protester with the same brush, but we can
judge people by the company they keep and we should never plat‐
form the language of treason, medical experiments, the Nuremberg
Code or support for white supremacy, all of which we saw on our
democracy's doorstep.

My genuine plea for those listening, for those who dislike the
Prime Minister, for those who dislike public health measures and
especially for those who sit in the Conservative caucus is to just re‐
member that democracies are fragile. Encouraging lawlessness and
emboldening anti-government, anti-democratic voices is a disser‐
vice to our country, no matter how much hatred they have for their
opponents. If they do not stop fanning the flames, I am not certain
we will be able to put out the fire.

Reflecting on my own side of the House, if we are so fearful of
polarization, then we ought to be especially careful not to con‐
tribute to it ourselves. We are each sent here to represent our con‐
stituents, of course, but our obligations extend beyond any
parochial interest. We are the trustees of our democracy; the rule of
law; civil liberties; and peace, order and good government.

The illegal blockades represented an attack on these core ideas.
The greatest criticism of how the blockades were removed is that
they were not removed more quickly. The failure to enforce the law
in Ottawa and the acquiescence to occupation emboldened similar
blockades across the country at Emerson, Coutts and the Ambas‐
sador Bridge. Against a failed municipal and provincial response, a
strong federal response was warranted. Therefore, I suffer no sym‐

pathy for those who shut down our border crossings and inflicted
harm on the residents of Ottawa.

However, in the interest of disappointing everyone in my audi‐
ence, I do have concerns with the invocation of the Emergencies
Act in the circumstances. One constituent I trust a great deal wrote
to me that extraordinary times call for extraordinary measures. She
is unquestionably right, but the law also remains the law, so let us
turn to it for a moment.

Section 16 of the act defines a public order emergency as “an
emergency that arises from threats to the security of Canada and
that is so serious as to be a national emergency”. The shoe arguably
fits, with this general definition in mind, but the act goes on to de‐
fine two terms with great specificity.

First, and again in keeping with section 16, “threats to the securi‐
ty of Canada has the meaning assigned by section 2 of the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service Act.” In turning to the CSIS Act, we
see four possible meanings: espionage, foreign influenced activi‐
ties, activities akin to terrorism, and the violent overthrow of the
government. These are incredibly high standards.

In the order in council, the OIC, the government relies on activi‐
ties akin to terrorism or, as the Minister of Justice said in the
House, “We took measures that had been applied to terrorism and
applied them to other illegal activity”. The specific section requires
that there be activities in support of the threat or use of acts of seri‐
ous violence against persons or property for the purpose of achiev‐
ing a political, religious or ideological objective. It is obvious
enough that the latter element is met, as warped as the ideological
objectives may be, but have there been threats or acts of serious vi‐
olence that themselves amount to a national emergency?

We know that dangerous and extremist elements are embedded
within these protests and blockades. In Coutts, for example, we saw
conspiracy to commit murder charges, with two of the accused con‐
nected to a far-right extremist group. We also saw the police seize a
cache of guns and body armour, and in Ottawa we saw major intim‐
idation of local residents and threats against the police if they en‐
forced the law. As a parliamentarian, I acknowledge I am not privy
to all of the information in the hands of the executive, and there
may well be even more dangerous and coordinated elements at
play.

● (1330)

It also strikes me that these serious threats are ancillary to the
blockades, and it is the blockades that constituted the emergency. A
national emergency, after all, is also a defined term within the act. It
means:
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an urgent and critical situation of a temporary nature that
(a) seriously endangers the lives, health or safety of Canadians and is of such
proportions or nature as to exceed the capacity or authority of a province to deal
with it, or
(b) seriously threatens the ability of the Government of Canada to preserve the
sovereignty, security and territorial integrity of Canada.

There is an additional requirement that no other federal law be
sufficient to meet the emergency as well. It is frustrating that the
government has not clearly articulated which ground it relies on
here, and it appears that it likes to rely on both. When we look at
the illegal blockades and the negative impact they wrought on so
many lives, I do think there is a fair argument that they meet the
definition of a national emergency as long as we understand “ca‐
pacity” to mean both whether a province could act in theory as well
as the reality of their action.

Again, if the blockade is at issue, when we look at the threats of
serious violence, the violence that must itself constitute the national
emergency at issue, it is unclear how the definition is met. To meet
the act's requirements, it seems apparent to me that we need to rein‐
terpret “serious violence to persons or property” to mean economic
harm. I am often in support of large and liberal interpretations of
the law, but I am not convinced we want economic harm to trigger
the act, unless we would be comfortable with the act being used in
other instances of economic harm, the most recent one in memory
being the railway blockades in solidarity with the Wet’suwet’en.

This is all perhaps too lawyerly, too technical an objection. Other
levels of government had failed to act or acted too slowly. Legal
gaps certainly exist in addressing foreign funding and foreign influ‐
ence operations and crowdfunding for illegal domestic activities,
and the emergency measures seem to have worked.

It is also true, as I say, that I do not have all of the intelligence
information that the executive has. My answer to that is a simple
one, and I know many will find it inadequate, but contorting the ap‐
plication of the law in order to defend the rule of law is not a posi‐
tion I find comfort in.

Expert Wesley Wark wrote recently that the Emergencies Act
was unusable because of the high threshold in section 2 of the CSIS
Act. However, he subsequently came around to the idea of shoe‐
horning the law to fit, because of his perception of the nature of the
threat and the missing response from other levels of government.

Expert Leah West recently wrote:
As someone who fervently believes in the rule of law, I’m desolated by what

we’ve witnessed this month: a failure to enforce the law by 2 levels of government
created a crisis that the 3rd had to contort the law to end.

That is a fair summation.

Now, whatever one thinks of the legal contortion, and the ends
may well justify the means and the courts will weigh in on the law,
let us return to the role of Parliament.

In the coming months, we will need to address the shortcomings
in the laws, perhaps to better protect critical infrastructure and most
certainly to better follow the money of foreign influence operations
and crowdfunding for illegal activities, but with proper due process.
Assuming the threshold question is met here, it is still not at all
clear to me whether the government continues to need the ability to

freeze bank accounts without due process, if it ever did. Usefulness
and effectiveness are very different standards as compared with ne‐
cessity and proportionality.

Now, where does it leave us for tonight’s vote on the invocation
of the Emergencies Act and section 58?

Putting aside my concerns around the threshold or due process,
the effect of section 58 is that a yea vote extends emergency mea‐
sures while a nay vote simply revokes the powers as of the day of
the negative vote. A nay vote need not mean impugning the actions
of the government over the last week. Whatever one thinks of the
necessity and proportionality of the emergency powers at the time
they were invoked, whatever one thinks of the threshold that trig‐
gers the act in the first place, the question before us is whether the
powers remain necessary and proportionate to the circumstances to‐
day.

I appreciate the federal leadership over the last week. This is not
the War Measures Act, as this particular legislation highlights the
role of the charter and provides for a significant amount of indepen‐
dent and parliamentary scrutiny. However, I am skeptical that the
strict legal test was met for the act's invocation, and I am not con‐
vinced that the emergency measures should continue to exist be‐
yond today.

I would vote accordingly but for the fact that it is now a confi‐
dence vote. My disagreement, the disagreement I have expressed
here, does not amount to non-confidence, and I have no interest in
an election at this time.

● (1335)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before I
go to questions and comments, I do want to remind members not to
be debating and chatting across the way while another member has
the floor. It is very rude and not very parliamentary.

The hon. member for Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston.

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC):
Madam Speaker, the former speaker, whom I respect and esteem
greatly, was mistaken in one respect: He said that he would disap‐
point everybody, but he has not disappointed me. I think his analy‐
sis is accurate. The actions were unlawful. It was appropriate to end
the blockades.

He also correctly states that it was perhaps not necessary to use
the Emergencies Act. He is entirely correct that if we vote nay
tonight, this would end the Emergencies Act and the legal emergen‐
cy, effectively instantly, without necessarily invalidating that which
was done before.
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I believe I am also right that all of the other things that take place

under the act, including a review of the actions over the course of
the next year, would take place if there was a nay vote tonight. As
he has obviously looked into this, I am asking if that in fact is cor‐
rect.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: Madam Speaker, the hon. mem‐
ber is correct.

To be honest, it is those additional measures that actually give
me greater comfort. When we see that there is a parliamentary com‐
mittee that will be struck, when we see that there is an inquiry,
when we know that 20 members of Parliament or 10 senators can
call for a revocation before the end of the 30-day cycle and we can
have a vote on that, I would hope that the government is itself
deeply scrutinizing the usefulness and the necessity of these mea‐
sures as we go forward. I do not see that these measures are going
to need to continue to exist for the full 30 days, so whether they end
through an act of Parliament or an act of the government, we will
see.

I would just emphasize that the measures he has highlighted are
incredibly important, and they do give me comfort.
[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
have to say that I have a great deal of regard for my colleague, who
did not disappoint with this speech. He is always calm and thought‐
ful, and he always provides an independent analysis. I admire that
about him and think that it is very honourable.

He answered my question to some extent in his earlier remarks,
but I would nevertheless like to make a comment and ask him my
question.

First, I would like to know if the member agrees with the idea
that had this crisis been better managed from the outset, by any lev‐
el of government, we would not be having this discussion today.

The question I want to ask him concerns the fact that this vote on
the Emergencies Act has become a confidence vote. Does he not
think that proceeding in this way somewhat undermines the validity
of the democratic exercise that we are called to have in this House?
Is this not twisting the arms of the parties and members that may
have a different opinion and do not want this to be a confidence
vote?
[English]

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: Madam Speaker, in 2015 we ran
on a platform to encourage freer votes in the House of Commons.
That platform said in effect that there would be free votes except on
three issues: platform commitments, human rights or charter-related
issues, and confidence votes, including budget considerations. It
was not only budget considerations, though. My reading of our par‐
liamentary history is that it is well within the right of the govern‐
ment to declare this a confidence vote, and I will obviously abide
by that.

To the member's previous comments around the failure of other
levels of government, this was absolutely a matter that needed fed‐
eral leadership because of that failure, and, as I said, the federal
government showed that leadership.

● (1340)

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Qujannamiik, Uqaqtittiji.

Yesterday there was news that demonstrators met in locations in
Vancouver and Chilliwack and at the Pacific Highway border cross‐
ing in Surrey, B.C., which was closed and required reopening be‐
cause of the demonstrators.

Would you agree that this is evidence of foreign interference and
requires national oversight from us as parliamentarians?

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I will re‐
mind the hon. member that she is to address questions and com‐
ments to the Chair and not directly to the member.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: Madam Speaker, in the four
branches in section 2 of the Canadian Security Intelligence Service
Act, there is reference to foreign influence. It is generally under‐
stood to be state-sponsored foreign influence. I do think we ought
to be wary here, and perhaps have permanent rules with proper due
process to address that issue going forward.

I do not think we want to address that issue, which is not going
to go away, tomorrow or within 30 days. I think we are going to
want more permanent rules that are firmer and have proper due pro‐
cess.

[Translation]

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbinière, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I feel nostalgic as I rise this afternoon to participate in the
debate on the Emergencies Act.

I remember when I first arrived in Parliament in February 2006,
bright-eyed and full of hope. To me, Parliament represented every‐
thing that was good: freedom, democracy and mutual respect. In the
spring of 2006, on the lawn in front of the Peace Tower, there were
young kids playing soccer, teens throwing frisbees, and young cou‐
ples holding hands.

Canada was a peaceful country. Canadians had put their trust in a
Conservative government with a strong leader, the Right Hon.
Stephen Harper, and a talented team determined to make this coun‐
try stronger, more stable and more united.

This was a government that took responsibility and worked hard,
every day, on behalf of all Canadians. The country was safe, and
there was a sense of confidence in the government. No dream was
too big. Our country was the envy of the entire world. We were a
country filled with promise, opportunity and a dream, the dream of
enabling our children and grandchildren to prosper and earn a good
living.

It is now 2022, and I no longer recognize my country, my
Canada. Since the Liberal Party came to power, Canadians and
Quebeckers have become tired, stressed and disillusioned. They
have lost confidence in this clumsy, intransigent government whose
respect for and defence of fundamental rights leave something to be
desired. They feel a collective disappointment in what is currently
going on.
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The government wants to invoke the Emergencies Act just be‐

cause some Canadians were simply asking to speak to the Prime
Minister. These are proud, patriotic Canadians who are worried
about their future. They simply would like to have a frank discus‐
sion and to see the government release a well-formulated plan to
improve the situation. These people were only asking for a show of
leadership. They wanted to feel that there was a captain at the helm
of our country. These people travel the roads day and night, all year
long, to deliver food and essential goods to contribute to our well-
being. All they needed was support from government.

This government is doubling down on its incompetence. We are
all living in a climate of widespread uncertainty. This winter has
been very hard. The coming spring holds great uncertainty. What
will the summer hold, and what awaits us in the fall, as far as the
pandemic is concerned? I wish for a return of hope, the hope that
the Conservative team, with its new leadership, will be ready to re‐
place this ineffective, incompetent and worn-out government.

This weekend is a dark chapter in our history. How do we ex‐
plain this to future generations? How can I explain to my five
grandchildren whom I adore—my little Maéva, my little Béatrice,
my little Loïc, my little Delphine and my little Arthur—that men
and women who were well intentioned, but desperate and too deter‐
mined, were removed using intimidation and violence, right here in
our democratic and peaceful country? This is not the Canada I want
to leave as a legacy. There are no winners. We are all losers today.

I do know, however, that all is not lost. We still have the hope
and strength to recover from these crises and the unforeseen events
that are yet to come. Canadians from coast to coast to coast are go‐
ing through a difficult time, but if we work together, it will make us
stronger, more united and more ambitious.

I think of our Olympic athletes who made us proud over the past
two weeks. I think of all the hard-working Canadians in our health
care system, and those who go above and beyond for their families
and for a better life. I think of all the opportunities we have here in
Canada to make our mark and succeed.

We need to remain optimistic. Let us be strong. Let us all be unit‐
ed and stand in solidarity to build the Canada of tomorrow, despite
all of the challenges and obstacles in our path and despite the in‐
evitable consequences of having a Liberal government that made
poor choices that will catch up to us sooner or later.
● (1345)

Together, we have everything we need to regain confidence in
our abilities, to prove to ourselves that anything is possible, to heal
our wounds, and to regain the strength and determination that typi‐
fy all those who defend our freedoms and live in this big, beautiful
country full of promise.

As of today, in the House, we all need to make a commitment so
that history does not repeat itself. We need to commit to talking to
our constituents, explaining to them the path that we should follow
to continue with our social initiatives, working to rebuild their con‐
fidence in their elected officials, and working to give them back
their faith in the future by doing something as simple as listening
and showing empathy. We have a duty to talk to each other, respect
each other and understand each other.

Over the past few days, I got a lot of emails and calls from peo‐
ple who asked me to be their voice in Parliament, to get things
moving, as they said. I sensed their impatience and felt all of the
responsibility that comes with the fact that they put their confidence
in me to represent them. I thank them for their kind words and their
wise and inspiring advice.

I will carry the torch as I humbly represent my constituents and
make their lives better this year. I have shown my colleagues all the
hope that I have, but I have reservations about fulfilling my hopes
under the current government. I am a man of faith and conviction,
but I am also a realist, as are Canadians who are no fools.

Since being elected in 2015, the Liberal government may have
initially responded to a certain need for freedom, a renewed desire
for feminism, a new freedom to smoke marijuana and to be whoev‐
er we want, however we want, but let us admit that we are now see‐
ing the consequences of the Liberals' shortcomings. Experts will
tell us the full implications, but for now, an entire generation has
lost its footing, its roots and its social identity. Sad to say, all this
harping on our differences has cost us our unity, our common sense
of duty and sharing, our consideration for the needs of the most
vulnerable and needy. In many respects, the pandemic has shown us
that unfortunately, many have abandoned their roots and those who
brought them into the world. That is so sad.

It gets worse. Some people have no idea what is going on. Some
pretend they do not know. Many are afraid to contemplate a future
in which the Liberal Party has legalized hard drugs and prostitution,
as promised in their platform. Some tell themselves it will be okay
because we will know what our children and grandchildren are con‐
suming and girls and women will get better treatment. The reality
of life on the streets has not changed on the black market. We will
witness the spectacle of a society with more and more problems re‐
lated to mental illness and crime, because the two go hand in hand.
We should expect to see more violence. This situation is being
managed by a clown, if I may say so, but the fact is, this is just a
taste of what may await us.

When I am back in the country, where I was born, where life is
good, I should be living my life to the fullest, but I cannot be at
peace knowing that many people will suffer the consequences of
this Prime Minister's disastrous choices and that all his cronies will
use his immoral policies to fatten their bank accounts.

We were born free. We were living in a free and economically
prosperous country—

● (1350)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member for Lévis—Lotbinière is out of time. He can continue dur‐
ing questions and comments.

[English]

Mr. Ken Hardie (Fleetwood—Port Kells, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, what a change that was. I am wondering if the member lis‐
tened to the speech this morning by the hon. member for Parry
Sound—Muskoka. My goodness, what a change in tone that was,
and not for the better.
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[Translation]

Mr. Jacques Gourde: Madam Speaker, this gives me the oppor‐
tunity to finish the last paragraph of my speech.

We were born free. We were living in a free and economically
prosperous country, but with the Liberal Party in power, we are
now saddled with a dismal image, a far cry from what was once a
welcoming country known around the world as a leader in all areas.

Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval (Pierre-Boucher—Les Patri‐
otes—Verchères, BQ): Madam Speaker, I want to react to my col‐
league's speech. I need to express my disagreement with many of
the things my colleague brought up in his speech, even though we
will likely vote similarly on this motion.

I would like some further explanation.

From what I understand, some of the people who were protesting
on the other side of the street were there for legitimate reasons, but
others were no choir boys. His speech gave me the impression that
he thought they were all wonderful people. I would like to hear his
thoughts on that.

We are talking about the Emergencies Act, but I did not hear him
talk about this act. I think this is a serious situation. I for one did
not wander the streets carrying a Canadian flag.

Does he think that the protesters were all choir boys?

What does he think of the Emergencies Act?
Mr. Jacques Gourde: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for

his question.

I have a message for him.

Everything changes. This too shall pass. We must remain strong
and proud. We must support one another, help those who need our
help, share our strengths and weaknesses, face challenges with dig‐
nity, and spread joy, peace and love wherever we go. It is up to each
of us to make a difference.

I hope these wise words bring hope and peace to us all as we
contemplate Canada's future.
[English]

Mrs. Anna Roberts (King—Vaughan, CPC): Madam Speaker,
I want to ask a question and make a comment. I come from the cor‐
porate world, and we always sat down with our customers and cre‐
ated focus groups to understand what their needs were. I would like
to hear from the member why the government could not do the
same and negotiate with the truckers to come to a peaceful resolu‐
tion.
● (1355)

[Translation]
Mr. Jacques Gourde: Madam Speaker, that is an excellent ques‐

tion and one I ask myself every day.

If, on day one, the Prime Minister had agreed to meet with the
people gathered before Parliament, perhaps we would not have had
to go through everything we went through over the past three
weeks. All the people wanted was to talk to the Prime Minister. He
could have met with their leaders.

[English]

Mr. Ben Lobb (Huron—Bruce, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is an
honour and privilege to rise today to talk about the Emergencies
Act. I think the question a lot of Canadians are asking, and I know
most of the parliamentarians here today have talked about it, is how
we got here and why we are here.

It has been almost two years to the day, and we are in a time
when provinces are lifting their COVID mandates, virtually across
the country. In my home province of Ontario, for example, Premier
Doug Ford has announced his plan to lift COVID mandates, and on
March 1 a significant one will be that he is lifting the vaccine pass‐
ports. That is very significant for the province, and for people who
are vaccinated and unvaccinated.

About 10 days ago, the Conservative Party brought a motion to
the House and asked for a plan that the Prime Minister and his team
would give Parliament and Canadians on how we can move for‐
ward, how we can lift the COVID mandates federally and allow ev‐
erybody to move on, and how we can unite the country and move
together.

We are a very divided country, despite what the Liberals may
say. We are a very divided country at this time, and we need to
move forward. There was a vote a week ago, and the Liberals de‐
feated that motion, failing to give Canadians a plan to move for‐
ward. My point is that if the premiers were not doing anything and
lifting mandates, it might make sense for the Prime Minister to dou‐
ble down and continue on with his divisive comments and every‐
thing else, but when we are looking at the facts, the facts are that
mandates are being lifted not just in Canada, but around the world.
Today we saw in England that Boris Johnson has virtually lifted all
restrictions, and the Prime Minister is continuing to double down.

To my mind, that is how we got to where we are. If he had listed
a reasonable road map, I do not believe anybody would have come
here. I do not believe we would be talking about this today, and I
think everybody would have a path forward. We could start to heal
this country and move forward.

This morning I listened to a long-time friend of mine. He has
been a colleague for many years. He is the member of Parliament
for Oxford. He was the first elected police chief in Parliament, and
he is a very wise individual. He and I served on the public safety
committee over 10 years ago together, at a time when we were re‐
viewing the outcomes of the G8 and G20 summits, but specifically
the G20 summit. No one would believe who the police chief was at
the time. I know most people in here know this, but it was actually
the Minister of Emergency Preparedness. That chief was there to
tell us about what he did at the G20 summit.

They had an integrated security unit at that time. I made a note of
what they called it. They did not need to invoke this act.
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● (1400)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member will have six minutes the next time that this matter is be‐
fore the House.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
[English]

FATHER VITO MARZILIANO
Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.):

Madam Speaker, it is with a heavy heart that I rise as the Catholic
community grieves the sudden passing of a beloved friend, mentor
and humble servant of the Lord, Father Vito Marziliano. Father Vi‐
to was larger than life: kind, caring and joyful. He was an inspira‐
tional leader and servant, and his thought-provoking homilies and
the wisdom he shared will live forever in our hearts and minds.

When I think of Father Vito, I am reminded of the prayer of St.
Francis:

Lord make me an instrument of Your peace.
Where there is hatred, let me sow love.
Where there is injury, pardon.
Where there is doubt, faith.
Where there is despair, hope.
Where there is darkness, light.
Where there is sadness, joy.

Father Vito embodied this prayer. He was truly a gift from God.
He had a profound ability to connect with others, and everyone felt
his kindness. The unprecedented outpouring of grief and love by
those who treasured Father Vito is a testament to the depth of his
connection with our community.

Rest in peace, Father Vito.

Prega per noi.

* * *

FRED RUSSELL
Mr. Kelly McCauley (Edmonton West, CPC): Madam Speak‐

er, three years ago, I rose in this place and wished my friend, World
War II veteran Fred Russell, a happy 100th birthday. Fred passed
this fall at the age of 103 years old.

He served overseas for the entire length of World War II. He sur‐
vived the Dieppe raid. Returning to France and Normandy in the
Normandy landings, he marched into Dieppe with his fellow Cana‐
dians in the liberation of that town, and later served and fought
through northwest Europe and Germany.

Returning to Edmonton after the war, Fred married Eileen and
raised a family of four children, 12 grandkids, 25 great-grandkids
and two great-great-grandkids.

As if years in the army serving our country were not enough,
Fred continued to help by volunteering with the Elmwood Park
community, his church, Scouts and the Edmonton Police Service.

When I look around at what is happening in our country today, I
can only say we need more Fred Russells. May Fred rest in peace.
God bless him.

* * *

FREEDOM OF THE PRESS

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, over the past three weeks, we have seen several disturbing
images of members of the media facing repeated forms of abuse.
They have been subjected to slanderous slogans hung from vehi‐
cles, forms of physical and verbal intimidation, and constant heck‐
les and jeers from protesters and occupiers.

While reporting on the blockade in Surrey, B.C., at the border
crossing, a camera crew was swarmed by protesters and had to be
escorted out of the area by police. In Edmonton, a media outlet felt
it necessary to remove the company branding from one of its vehi‐
cles out of fear for the safety of its employees. Media crews right
here in Ottawa, the capital of our nation, had to hire security in or‐
der to cover events right out in front of this building.

This is unacceptable. In a democratic and free society, the role of
the media, and the freedom of the press to report without intimida‐
tion, are essential. I would like to take this opportunity to recognize
and thank all journalists, camera crews and members of the media
who have covered the front lines of this event for the past few days.
The importance of their work can often go unrecognized, but it is
essential to our society. We thank them.

* * *
[Translation]

HOUSE OF COMMONS ADMINISTRATION

Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille (Salaberry—Suroît, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, on behalf of the Bloc Québécois members, I would like to
salute parliamentary staff for their absolutely exceptional work over
the past few days during these extraordinary sittings of the House.

While police forces were in the streets putting an end to the siege
of Parliament Hill, men and women here worked tirelessly so we
could debate confirmation of the Emergencies Act.

From the cafeteria and maintenance workers to the Sergeant-at-
Arms' team, from the clerks to the security guards, everyone
showed up despite the craziness of the past few days. They have
done an amazing job.

In particular, I would like to acknowledge the herculean task per‐
formed by the interpreters as we debated for 16 hours a day this
weekend. They too were just amazing.

I hope they will be able to get some rest and relaxation. Well
done, everyone, and thank you.
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OLYMPIANS FROM THE OUTAOUAIS

Mrs. Sophie Chatel (Pontiac, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have the
honour to rise virtually in the House today to draw attention to the
extraordinary achievements of our athletes from the Outaouais re‐
gion.

Did members know that one third of the Olympic cross-country
ski team came from the Outaouais? I want to applaud Katherine
Stewart-Jones, Antoine Cyr and Laura Leclair for their excellent
performances at the 2022 Winter Olympic Games.

They have inspired us during this very difficult period, and we
needed it. They are models of determination, resilience and perse‐
verance. They have become such excellent role models for the
young athletes of the region. Once again, I congratulate Katherine,
Antoine and Laura. The entire Outaouais region is proud of them.

* * *
● (1405)

[English]

HUMAN TRAFFICKING AWARENESS DAY
Mr. Arnold Viersen (Peace River—Westlock, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, February 22 is Canada's National Human Trafficking
Awareness Day, thanks to the hard work of the all-party parliamen‐
tary group to end human trafficking and modern-day slavery.

Human trafficking is a form of modern-day slavery that turns
people into objects to be used and exploited. It is profitable, it is vi‐
cious and it is growing. It is happening right here in our own coun‐
try and around the globe.

In Canada, the vast majority of human trafficking victims are
women and girls born right here. Many of them are indigenous.
Globally, more than 40 million people are currently enslaved.

To the victims and survivors of human trafficking, I say that they
are not invisible. We see them, and we will steadfastly continue the
fight against human trafficking, both in Canada and around the
world.

I ask my hon. colleagues and all Canadians to, on February 22,
take a moment to learn about human trafficking, raise awareness in
their communities, support survivor-led organizations and get in‐
volved and create the change. Together we can end human traffick‐
ing.

* * *

HUMAN TRAFFICKING AWARENESS DAY
Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, tomorrow is National Human Trafficking Awareness Day,
as my colleague has just said.

Human trafficking is a form of modern slavery that turns people
into objects to be used and exploited. In Canada, human trafficking
takes on many forms, including sex trafficking, forced labour,
forced marriages, organ trafficking and cybersex trafficking. Nine‐
ty-three per cent of the victims are Canadian, 97% are women and
children, and 50% are indigenous.

Slavery is used in many of the products that Canada imports. Hu‐
man trafficking is vicious, it is profitable and it is growing. It is
time to end human trafficking.

There are four things people can do on February 22 and every
day thereafter: One, learn about it; two, tell others; three, support
anti-trafficking organizations; and four, get involved politically.

* * *

CONTRIBUTIONS OF BLACK CANADIANS

Mr. Shafqat Ali (Brampton Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, James
William Roman escaped slavery in Maryland and came to Canada
via the Underground Railroad. His grandson, Dr. Charles Lightfoot
Roman, was born on May 19, 1889, in Port Elgin, Ontario.

Dr. Roman was one of the first Black Canadians to graduate from
McGill University’s Faculty of Medicine. He was also one of the
first Black Canadians to enlist for service in the First World War.
Moreover, he was a surgeon, author, researcher, lecturer and a rec‐
ognized expert in industrial medicine.

To this day, Dr. Roman’s grandson fondly recalls how his grand‐
parents impacted the lives of Canadians in times prior to universal
health care. They were a heroic team of doctor and nurse whose
back door was never closed to those in need, because their kitchen
served double duty as a public clinic.

Let us always be thankful for the many contributions of Black
Canadians to our great country.

* * *

THE ECONOMY

Mr. Ben Lobb (Huron—Bruce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians
are more divided than ever before, but one topic all Canadians can
agree on is the cost of living. Every visit to the grocery store, every
time we fill up our vehicles or we get our home heating bills, Cana‐
dians are reminded of the Prime Minister's inflationary monetary
policy.

Inflation was 4.8% in December and 5.1% in January. Many
economists say the true cost of inflation is over 10%. Housing costs
have doubled, rent is unaffordable and in some cases used cars are
now worth more than new cars. Who would have ever thought?

Seniors, working families, rural Canadians and urban Canadians
are all stretched to the max. It is time for the Prime Minister and the
finance minister to get their heads out of the Davos clouds and start
listening to Canadians.
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● (1410)

AGRICULTURE DAY
Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.):

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow, Canadians across the country will raise
their forks in honour of the great women and men who grow and
deliver the very best food on the planet.
[Translation]

Canada's Agriculture Day is an opportunity for all of us to thank
Canadian farmers and food processors, who work tirelessly to put
high-quality food products on our kitchen tables.
[English]

Canada’s hard-working farmers and food processors are the
backbone of our economy, especially in our rural communities, and
we are grateful for their dedication and hard work. Tomorrow, let us
celebrate Canada’s Agriculture Day.

Our farmers and food processors mean so much to us, to our
families, to our communities and to our country. Let us raise a fork
to the food we love and to the people who produce it.

* * *

BLACK HISTORY MONTH
Ms. Leslyn Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

I am proud to represent the riding of Haldimand—Norfolk, which
has been a refuge for so many seeking freedom from the early days
before Confederation.

In 1793, the act to limit slavery declared that any enslaved per‐
son who reached Upper Canada, which the abolitionists called the
promised land, became free upon arrival. Right down the street
from my home was one of the last stops on the Underground Rail‐
road, the village of Canfield in Haldimand, where the remains of a
community of former runaway slaves was recently discovered.

Since then, Black Canadians have fought in wars for Canada and
have made contributions in politics, arts, sports, business,
academia, medicine, law and many other areas. These contributions
tell us that Black history is not separate from but an integral part of
Canadian history.

This month, we celebrate Black history and freedom. I thank
Haldimand—Norfolk for preserving this Canadian legacy of free‐
dom. Let freedom reign.

* * *
[Translation]

PROTESTS IN QUEBEC CITY AND OTTAWA
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, in any situation where police intervention is
required, whether it is to maintain or restore public order, our peace
officers must demonstrate a strong sense of individual and collec‐
tive responsibility. They must maintain their composure in the face
of insults being hurled at them, and still demonstrate empathy.

Cohesiveness is the key to success, and I want to congratulate the
police officers of the Quebec City police service who, supported by
officers of the Sureté du Québec, were able to protect the right of

citizens to protest while maintaining public order in the centre of
the national capital of Quebec. Over two weekends, their work al‐
lowed citizens to be heard while respecting the lives of people who
live downtown.

On a similar note, I would also like to acknowledge the work of
the thousands of police officers from across Canada who managed
to regain control of the streets here in Ottawa without excessive
force and while respecting the citizens who wanted to be heard.

The balance between freedom of expression and maintaining
public order is based on a healthy democracy. Let us not take it for
granted.

* * *

CANADIAN OLYMPIC ATHLETES

Mr. Angelo Iacono (Alfred-Pellan, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Canada
is closing out the 2022 Winter Olympic Games in 4th place among
the countries with the most medals, with a total of 26 medals.

[English]

Throughout the past two weeks, team Canada's athletes presented
extraordinary performances, making our country shine internation‐
ally. What an amazing team.

[Translation]

We can be especially proud of our Quebec athletes, who excelled
and are bringing home 13 medals.

I will name them: in snowboarding, Max Parrot and Eliot
Grondin; in freestyle skiing, Mikaël Kingsbury, Marion Thénault,
Miha Fontaine and Lewis Irving; in speed skating, Valérie Maltais,
Kim Boutin, Steven Dubois, Charles Hamelin, Pascal Dion and Jor‐
dan Pierre-Gilles; and Women's hockey, Marie-Philip Poulin, Ann-
Renée Desbiens and Mélodie Daoust.

Congratulations, Team Canada.

* * *
[English]

EMERGENCIES ACT

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, today this House will hold a historic vote. Years from
now, many in this room will reflect on this debate, the crisis that led
us here and the profound historical impact it will have.

At times, debate has been heated on both sides, and I feel the
rhetoric has served no one. However, we cannot understate the rea‐
sons we are here. The hate, intolerance, threats, destruction and in‐
timidation have left a lasting scar on our national psyche. Canadi‐
ans have been left shocked and traumatized.
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Today's vote will happen, and tomorrow the wounds will remain.

We all have an obligation to fix our political system, which is fail‐
ing Canadians. We must fight for proportional representation, so
Canadians feel that their votes count. We must truly address climate
change, so parents can see we care about their children's futures.
We must provide the supports for gig workers, so they can have a
livable wage. We must build affordable housing and secure it as a
human right.

We love this country, so let us fix it and leave it in a better state
for future generations. We owe Canadians that much.

* * *
● (1415)

[Translation]

OTTAWA PROTESTS
Mr. Rhéal Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, 25

days after the first trucks of the convoy of occupiers arrived, the
streets of Ottawa are finally free. It is all thanks to the exceptionally
well coordinated work of seven police forces, including the Sûreté
du Québec.

On behalf of the Bloc Québécois, I want to thank all the officers
who helped put an end to the siege of Ottawa and Parliament Hill.
They showed impressive professionalism and unfailing patience.

Three days ago, it seemed almost impossible to imagine a peace‐
ful resolution to this occupation without confrontation, but that is
the scenario that literally materialized before our eyes while we
could watch the operation from our office windows.

In closing, a special acknowledgment goes to the impeccable
work of the Parliamentary Protective Service, thanks to which
members could continue to work safely in the name of democracy,
despite circumstances that could have been dangerous.

I thank every one of them for their professionalism and effective‐
ness.

* * *
[English]

EMERGENCIES ACT
Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

in 1970, Tommy Douglas took a stand against government over‐
reach when he courageously opposed the use of the War Measures
Act by Pierre Elliott Trudeau, yet where is that courageous and his‐
torical NDP today? New Democrats are standing up for the son of
Pierre Trudeau, giving him extraordinary powers to freeze bank ac‐
counts of political dissidents without due process.

When the Liberals fired unvaccinated minorities in the public
service, the NDP did not stand up for them. When the Liberals en‐
acted policies at the border that caused blue collar workers their
jobs, the NDP did not stand up for them. When those marginalized
and traumatized by government mandates and restrictions mobi‐
lized into the largest pan-Canadian demonstration ever seen, the
NDP did not stand up for them.

I call on my NDP colleagues today to use this rare and extraordi‐
nary power they possess in determining the vote on the Emergen‐

cies Act tonight to stand against giving Liberals unprecedented
power. I call on them to stand up for workers; I call on them to
stand up for democratic rights; I call on them to stand up for every‐
day Canadians and vote no.

* * *
[Translation]

LOUIS RIEL DAY

Hon. Jim Carr (Winnipeg South Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
in the province of Manitoba, February 21 marks Louis Riel Day.

[English]

Each year, we reaffirm Louis Riel for what he was: a passionate
leader advocating justice for the Métis people. He inspired the birth
of Manitoba. Distressed by what he saw, the loss of Métis tradition‐
al lands, Riel called for action.

[Translation]

At the age of 25, Louis Riel formed a provisional government
and presented a declaration of rights to Canada.

[English]

On May 12, 1870, the bill became the Manitoba Act. One hun‐
dred and fifty-one years later, on July 6, 2021, I was witness to the
Government of Canada and the Manitoba Métis Federation signing
the Manitoba Métis Self-Government Recognition and Implementa‐
tion Agreement, an historic step in the renewal of the nation-to-na‐
tion principle and recognition of the Manitoba Métis Federation as
an indigenous government.

Let us reflect and celebrate.

ORAL QUESTIONS

[English]

PUBLIC SAFETY

Hon. Candice Bergen (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Conservatives, along with others, do not believe that the
Emergencies Act was necessary to clear the protests and blockades.
Many experts, including people like Chris Lewis, former commis‐
sioner of the OPP, are saying the government had all the tools it
needed and the Emergencies Act was an overreach.

The Prime Minister reported this morning that Ottawa is clear,
the trucks are gone and the borders are open, but he says that an
emergency remains. Can the Prime Minister tell us: What is the cri‐
teria for this emergency to be declared over, and on what date will
he end these unprecedented and invasive measures?
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Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐

er, the Emergencies Act is enabling critical measures to end these
illegal blockades and prevent further occupations. We have heard
from police chiefs, security experts and municipal and provincial
leadership that it has been essential to the response. We have been
very clear that these measures will apply only when and where nec‐
essary and, again, these tools are to supplement local capacity, not
negate or override it. As soon as these measures are no longer re‐
quired, we will gladly lift them. This is responsible leadership.
● (1420)

Hon. Candice Bergen (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, can the Prime Minister tell us exactly what powers the
Emergencies Act is giving him today that do not already exist? I
know he said he needed the act to force tow trucks to tow trucks
away, but as he has already said, the trucks are gone, and so we do
not need tow trucks any longer.

What power is needed right now, today, under the Emergencies
Act that does not already exist under current Canadian law?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, after weeks of people being harassed in their neighbourhoods
and seeing small businesses forced to close; after billions of dollars
were stalled in trade, putting people's livelihoods at risk; after evi‐
dence of increased ideologically motivated, violent extremism ac‐
tivity across the country; and after a flood of misinformation and
disinformation washed over Canada, including from foreign
sources, it became clear that local and provincial authorities needed
more tools to restore order and keep people safe. I ask all members
of Parliament to stand up for Canada this evening.

Hon. Candice Bergen (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Prime Minister talked earlier today about mending
fences. He called on Canadians to call their unvaccinated cousins
and for Canadians to aim for more decency in our public discourse.

I would like to ask the Prime Minister if he would be willing to
lead by example and apologize to Canadians that he called “racist”
and “misogynist” and described as having “unacceptable views”,
because he disagreed with them. I think it would go a long way.
Would the Prime Minister rise today, and would he lead the way?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, the right of Canadians to express their opinions and the right of
Canadians to protest peacefully and to disagree with their govern‐
ment are something we will always stand up to protect and uphold.
Even with the implementation of the Emergencies Act, the Charter
of Rights and Freedoms continues to apply.

Quite frankly, continuing to demonstrate the way Canadians are
there for each other, not harming their neighbours, not occupying
cities but being there for frontline workers, being there to support
each other, that has been the story of this blockade and this pan‐
demic.

[Translation]
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

let us take the Prime Minister at his word.

This morning, the member for Beaches—East York stated in the
House that he was not convinced that the emergency measures

should remain in place after today. He also said that he would vote
accordingly, but that it is now a vote of confidence.

Is it true that the Prime Minister, after appealing for unity, is
threatening his backbenchers with an election if they do not vote in
favour of these emergency measures?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, the Emergency Measures Act provides for essential measures
that can be used to put an end to these illegal blockades and to pre‐
vent another occupation.

Chiefs of police, security experts and municipal and provincial
leaders told us that this act was essential for the operations being
conducted by police.

I clearly indicated that these measures will only be applied if
deemed necessary. These tools are being added to local resources.
We will cancel these measures as soon as they are no longer neces‐
sary. That is the responsible way to manage the situation.

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
that was a lot of words, a lot of words and then a lot of words.

I listened carefully to the Prime Minister. It is not enough to tell
Canadians to talk to each other. The Prime Minister needs to set an
example.

When has he made an effort to listen to Canadians who do not
think like him? Has he taken the time to call the member for Louis-
Hébert? Is he forcing his members to vote in favour of these emer‐
gency measures? Will he call up and apologize to every single per‐
son he has insulted in recent weeks?

The Prime Minister needs to lead by example.

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, this government and almost all Canadians have been there for
each other from the very beginning of this pandemic. We have sup‐
ported each other through tough times and we have been there for
our small businesses, for our seniors and for our frontline workers.
That is the story of the pandemic. That is not the story of those who
are blockading the streets and preventing other Canadians from go‐
ing to work or living in peace. This is the story of those who have
been there for one another. These are the people we will continue
focusing on. We will be working for the future on their behalf.

● (1425)

Mr. Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, more than two weeks ago, the City of Ottawa requested
1,800 RCMP officers to ensure an adequate police response to the
crisis. The events of last weekend proved that was indeed the solu‐
tion. I would hope the Prime Minister was not even contemplating
invoking the Emergencies Act two weeks ago.
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He will not invoke the act every time there is a protest—I hope

he will resist that temptation—so is he now prepared to revoke the
Emergencies Act?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, the fact is that the situation remains precarious across the coun‐
try. We are very pleased with the work our police forces did this
weekend in Ottawa and Gatineau to keep the people of the region
and the national capital safe. We also saw interventions across the
country to prevent more convoys from going to places where barri‐
cades could form. We must continue to be vigilant, but of course
we all want to announce the end of these emergency measures as
soon as we can. We will assess the feasibility of doing so on a daily
basis.

Mr. Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I challenge the Prime Minister to name a single place in
Canada or in Quebec where this law is warranted at this time. He
spoke about tow trucks; that is about money. He spoke about freez‐
ing bank accounts. We should not be doing that for just two weeks.
We should pass legislation and consider a permanent way to deal
with criminal activities funded with the proceeds of crime.

Given that the Prime Minister himself has confirmed that this is a
vote of confidence because he is afraid of his own caucus, should
he not admit that this is the wrong way to go about it?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I want to say that I greatly appreciate the commitment of the
Leader of the Bloc Québécois to coming up with additional mea‐
sures that we could debate in Parliament once the emergency has
passed in order to ensure that our police forces and authorities all
have the responsible and legitimate tools to address illegal occupa‐
tions or crimes such as these. For the time being, we are still in a
state of emergency, but I know that, like all Canadians, we want to
see the end of these emergency measures as soon as possible. We
will continue to monitor the situation closely.

* * *
[English]

COVID-19 PROTESTS
Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the

occupation in Ottawa and the blockades of bridges and borders
across Canada have had a severe impact on workers. We know that
workers in Windsor, auto sector workers and workers in the down‐
town core of Ottawa, like those at the Rideau Centre and others,
were severely impacted. They lost days and in some cases weeks of
wages, which has made it even harder for them to put food on the
table.

The government has announced a plan to support small business‐
es, but not a plan for workers. Where is the plan to support the
workers who have been impacted by the occupation and the block‐
ades?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I thank the hon. leader of the NDP for his support for workers. I
agree with him on that.

We have continued every step of the way through the difficult
past two years we have had to be there for small businesses, for se‐
niors, for young people, for workers, and we will continue to do

that. We recognize that, on top of the pandemic context, this occu‐
pation and the blockades have been extremely difficult on business‐
es and workers. We are moving forward with measures to support
them. This is something I think we can all agree on in this House,
to be there for Canadians.

[Translation]

Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the
occupation of Ottawa and the blockades at the border hit workers
hard. It is getting more and more difficult for them to make ends
meet. The Liberal government announced a plan to help the small
businesses and the businesses affected by the blockades and the oc‐
cupation, but not a plan for the workers.

Where is the plan to help the workers affected by the occupation
of Ottawa and the blockades across the country?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I thank the leader of the NDP for his commitment to our work‐
ers.

We share that concern. That is why for the past two years we
have taken historic measures to support the workers, small busi‐
nesses, seniors and families that are struggling because of this pan‐
demic, and that is why we are committed to being there for the peo‐
ple who need it in the wake of the occupation of Ottawa.

Yes, we brought in a program for the businesses, but we will
continue to look out for the workers as well.

* * *
● (1430)

[English]

PUBLIC SAFETY

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the Liberal member for Beaches—East York said today in the
House, “I am not convinced that the emergency measures should
[extend] beyond today. I would vote accordingly, but...it is now a
confidence vote”.

It would seem that the Prime Minister is strong-arming his back
bench and the NDP to vote in his favour by threatening an election.
Is that not true?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I think that we all breathed a
sigh of relief at the phenomenal work that was done by law en‐
forcement to bring order and peace outside these doors.

I look forward to the vote that is going to be taking place in just a
few hours to have this House affirm the powers that were needed to
ensure that peace and stability, and to make sure on a preventative
basis that we do not see a return to that level of disorder.
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Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

the blockades have ended. Downtown Ottawa has been cleared. If
there was ever a national emergency, which remains in doubt, it is
over. There is no need for the Emergencies Act vote tonight. It
would seem then that this vote tonight is about far more than the
blockades and the protesters in downtown Ottawa. It would seem it
is only about power, about the government having the power and
setting the precedent for the bank accounts of political dissidents to
be frozen.

Is that not right?
Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, I want to just highlight how instrumental the Emergencies
Act has been in allowing us to address, very effectively but in a
manner that is consistent with the charter, the illegal blockades. I
too want to take a moment to express my profound gratitude. I hope
all members in the chamber will give thanks to the RCMP and all
members of law enforcement who, in a very professional, measured
and restrained manner, have restored order to the streets of Ottawa
and have ensured we made progress at our borders.

We will only use the powers of the Emergencies Act as long as
necessary.
[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
it became clear this weekend that Canada did not need emergency
measures to resolve the situation in Ottawa. Thousands of police
officers from across Canada joined forces to resolve a specific situ‐
ation. This is not the first time that has happened.

Nevertheless, this government still wants to impose the Emer‐
gencies Act, which has no place in this context, in our view. The
border crossings were cleared without this legislation. The Ambas‐
sador Bridge was cleared without this legislation.

Why does the government stubbornly insist on implementing a
law that Canadians do not want?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we have seen significant progress in Ottawa over the past
few days. Our borders and downtown Ottawa are free of blockades,
and our borders are now open.

I want to thank the RCMP and all law enforcement agencies for
their professional and measured response. The Emergencies Act
was instrumental in making this possible, but we want to be done
with it as soon as possible.

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
back home in Quebec City we had protests over two weekends. We
did not need the Emergencies Act. Instead, we saw the government
and the police show leadership, the kind of leadership that has been
sorely lacking in Ottawa in recent weeks.

Seven Canadian premiers, including the Premier of Quebec, want
nothing to do with this act, but the government still wants to im‐
pose this extreme piece of legislation, which has never been used
before this weekend.

Why is the government so insistent on doing this, given that the
provincial premiers do not want it and neither do Canadians?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I assure my colleague and all members in this House that
any measures taken under the Emergencies Act have been taken in
concert with all provincial and municipal authorities.

We will continue to work closely with the provinces and territo‐
ries. Law enforcement is telling us that the act is a necessary tool,
but we will withdraw these measures as soon as possible.

* * *
[English]

JUSTICE

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, has the government received a legal opinion from either
the Attorney General or the Department of Justice as to whether the
emergency powers granted under the Emergencies Act, particularly
the power to freeze financial accounts, are consistent with the Char‐
ter of Rights and Freedoms? If so, will the government release the
legal opinion to the House before this evening's vote?

● (1435)

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am confident as Attorney
General that we have met the standard to apply the Emergencies
Act. As we have stated on many occasions, we are required as a
government that any measures we take will conform with the Char‐
ter of Rights and Freedoms, including section 8 rights of search and
seizure.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, my question is for the justice minister or the finance min‐
ister.

First, how many bank accounts have been frozen under the au‐
thority of the emergency proclamation? Second, will the govern‐
ment commit that no further funds will be frozen without a court
order verifying that a rational connection exists between the funds
and the unlawful blockades? Third, will any currently frozen ac‐
counts for which a rational connection has not been demonstrated
be released forthwith?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I will say at the beginning that the RCMP has clarified
that at no time did it provide any list of donors to banks for enforce‐
ment under the Emergencies Act.

With regard to those financial controls that are being exercised
under the act, as we have said many times, those powers are being
exercised in a manner that is consistent with the charter, including
due process rights, as well as the right to be protected against any
unreasonable search and seizure.
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[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the occupation of Ottawa is over. There
is not a single truck left in the streets, and the protesters have been
dispersed. The police are in control of the situation and life is get‐
ting back to normal.

However, the House will vote tonight on invoking the Emergen‐
cies Act to address what the government is wrongly calling a “na‐
tional crisis”.

Not only was there never a national crisis, there was no crisis at
all. Will the Prime Minister immediately revoke his declaration
about a state of emergency?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, although we have seen the progress made against the ille‐
gal blockades, threats remain.

The Emergencies Act will continue to play a critical role in end‐
ing the illegal blockades. We will follow the advice of the police
and of other experts, who are telling us that the act is still neces‐
sary.

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, that is completely absurd. The Prime
Minister wants us to vote in favour of special legislation when there
are no trucks and no protesters in the streets of Ottawa to get rid of.

The Prime Minister has turned this into a no-confidence vote, so
if we oppose it, it will trigger a second useless election in six
months.

Even worse, what the Prime Minister is demanding means that,
for the first time in history, the House of Commons will vote in
favour of the use of the Emergencies Act to solve a problem that no
longer exists.

Does the Prime Minister realize how low he is setting the bar and
that he is creating a shameful precedent?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, with all due respect to my colleague, there are still risks,
despite all the progress that has been made.

There are risks outside the House of Commons, in the streets of
Ottawa, and at our borders. Efforts are being made to bring back
the illegal blockades.

That is why, according to law enforcement, we still need the
Emergencies Act. We will use this measure in a very responsible
way, in compliance with the charter.

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, let us continue with this theatre of the
absurd. Dozens of truckers who have left Ottawa have threatened to
return as soon as possible.

How long does the Prime Minister plan to maintain the emergen‐
cy measures? Will he keep them in place forever, even if there is no
longer a crisis, just in case the truckers come back?

Seriously, what will it take for the government to realize that it
was not the Emergencies Act that solved the crisis, but rather a co‐

ordinated police response, which is what we have been calling for
since day one?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is important to understand how the act works. All the
measures in the Emergencies Act, which were brought in by the
declaration, are temporary, targeted and used in a way that is con‐
sistent with the charter.

We will withdraw the legislation as soon as possible. However, at
the same time, we must follow the advice of the police.

* * *
● (1440)

[English]

JUSTICE

Ms. Lianne Rood (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the finance minister said at a press conference this morn‐
ing, “For anyone who is concerned that their accounts may have
been frozen because of their participation in these illegal blockades
and occupation, the way to get your account unfrozen is to stop be‐
ing part of the blockade and occupation.” The blockades have end‐
ed, but concerns over frozen accounts have not.

What mechanisms are in place today to help those who were ac‐
cidentally caught in the government's dragnet?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, to be very clear, the RCMP issued a statement today clear‐
ly and unequivocally stating that they have not released the names
of donors to the banks and are doing their job of targeting those in‐
dividuals who are primarily responsible for this, including the peo‐
ple who parked their trucks illegally on the streets. Any Canadians
who happens to have their accounts frozen by their bank should call
their bank and find out why.

[Translation]

Mr. Joël Godin (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Emergencies Act authorizes the freezing of bank ac‐
counts. Many Canadians know very little about the rules, the dura‐
tion or the guidelines.

The legislation must not be trivialized. It is very troubling and,
worse still, the Minister of Finance wants to introduce legislation to
give more powers, without a warrant.

Will the minister commit to including a mechanism to appeal
abusive decisions in order to protect honest Canadians?



February 21, 2022 COMMONS DEBATES 2839

Oral Questions
[English]

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to remind the member that, first of all, there
is nothing retroactive in the measures we have brought forward.
They take effect on February 15. Anyone who, for example, made a
donation to a cause prior to that date would not in any way be im‐
pacted by these measures. Additionally, there is, built right into the
Emergencies Act, parliamentary scrutiny. It is subject to scrutiny by
the House and by the other place. The concerns the member brings
forward can be addressed quite appropriately within the existing
act.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, a finan‐
cial crime expert says the Emergencies Act is a “serious [deviation]
from the normal democratic processes”. A U of T finance professor
says, “Banks may be inclined to overreact...to avoid running afoul
of the government”. Security and finance experts say there are no
suspicious activities or credible threats with protest-related dona‐
tions. There is no evidence, court order or due process and no limits
on what direct or indirect participation means.

It is already happening to my constituents, so when will frozen
bank accounts be up and running again?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the integrated command team, which is composed of the
Ottawa Police Service, the OPP and the RCMP, has been clear and
unequivocal. The authorities that have been provided to them under
the Emergencies Act have been essential to the progress they have
made in getting the situation under control. We have also heard
from the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police, which is all the
chiefs, the Ontario Association of Chiefs of Police and even the
Canadian Police Association, representing the rank and file. All
have been clear and unequivocal that these measures were essential
and have been helping them restore order in this country.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, while some MPs are claiming that the threats are now
over, Canadians are still living with the impacts of the ongoing con‐
voy crisis. In B.C., the Pacific Highway crossing had to be pre-
emptively closed this weekend, blocking commuters, essential
workers and goods. The RCMP arrested 16 people, while other un‐
lawful activity could not be addressed on the spot due to lack of re‐
sources.

After weeks of failed leadership from the government, will the
minister assure Canadians that it is now acting with the urgency
needed?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague for highlighting one of the
ongoing risks we face, which is the threat to our borders and our
trade corridors. They are so critically important to keeping Canadi‐
ans at work and our economy rolling. That is why we continue to
listen very carefully to the advice we are getting from our police
services, which say that the Emergencies Act was instrumental in

addressing the blockades at ports of entry and continues to be in‐
strumental in preventing them.

Ms. Heather McPherson (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, what happened in Coutts, Alberta, is unprecedented. The
Conservatives are downplaying the severity of what is happening
and are pretending that the threat is over.

There was a plot to murder RCMP officers by dangerous extrem‐
ists. Millions of dollars are still coming in from foreign sources to
fund these hate groups—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

● (1445)

The Deputy Speaker: Order. I have the volume as far up as I
can, and I am not hearing the question. Let us keep it to a relative
roar when members are asking a question.

The member for Edmonton Strathcona.

Ms. Heather McPherson: Mr. Speaker, what happened in
Coutts, Alberta, is unprecedented. The Conservatives in the House
are downplaying the severity of what is happening and are pretend‐
ing that the threat is over.

There was a plot to murder RCMP officers by dangerous extrem‐
ists. Millions of dollars are still coming in from foreign sources to
fund these hate groups. When will the government bring forward
legislation to halt all—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. minister.

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I share the concerns of my hon. colleague around the
severity of the charges that were laid in Coutts, including conspira‐
cy to commit murder. Of course, hon. colleagues will recognize that
it would be inappropriate for us to comment on ongoing matters
that are now before the courts. I also share the member's concern
around the rhetoric and extremism that we have seen not only in
Alberta but right across the country, which has motivated some of
the individuals.

We need to be vigilant about that. We need to be sure that we
deal with those threats. That is one of the reasons the Emergencies
Act is there to help protect the health and safety of Canadians.

Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the last three weeks have been extraordinarily difficult for the peo‐
ple of Ottawa, with major roads blocked, noise at all hours of the
night and people threatened and intimidated in their own communi‐
ties. Despite the severe economic impacts of the last two years,
downtown businesses were forced to shut their doors yet again.
This past weekend, we saw police execute a coordinated plan that
finally removed demonstrators and their vehicles from Ottawa
streets. This only came after the federal government invoked the
Emergencies Act for the very first time in our nation's history.
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Can the Minister of Emergency Preparedness explain to the

House why the act was needed to bring the situation to an end?
Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for

Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the actions of the illegal blockaders at our critical infras‐
tructure, at central trade corridors and even here on the streets of
our nation's capital were causing great and lasting harm to our
country, to our economy and to our citizens. This was clearly and
unequivocally an emergency that required extraordinary measures
to restore the rule of law, to protect public safety and to protect
Canadian interests and infrastructure.

I want to lend my voice to my government in a word of thanks to
our law enforcement officials, who did the job we needed them to
do and have protected our interests.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
we are at a point in time in Canadian history that I never thought
we would reach. Canadians in the nation's capital are seeing fences
put up around the streets and police checkstops at every intersec‐
tion, and some Canadians are mistakenly having their bank ac‐
counts frozen. Tonight, in this chamber, every single member of
Parliament will have to rise and say if they agree that this is a
Canada they want for their kids and grandchildren.

My question is for the Prime Minister. How did he convince the
federal NDP to sell out the core beliefs of Jack Layton and Tommy
Douglas?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to assure the member that all of the powers being
used under the Emergencies Act are being used in a manner that is
very proportional, measured and respectful of the charter, including
protections around due process and the right to be protected from
unreasonable search and seizure.

We are always reassessing the need for the Emergencies Act. We
are listening very carefully to the advice we are receiving from law
enforcement. I want to assure the member and all members of the
chamber that we will absolutely retreat from the Emergencies Act
as soon as we can.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the minister does not get it. Canadians do not trust him and his gov‐
ernment.

We have a historic vote this evening. The Liberals have desper‐
ately tried to justify the Prime Minister's power grab and overreach.
We see the leader of the NDP bending over backwards to prop up
the most corrupt government in Canadian history.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Warren Steinley: To the Prime Minister, on top of the—
The Deputy Speaker: I heard the word “corrupt”. Maybe the

member can rephrase.

The hon. member for Regina—Lewvan.
Mr. Warren Steinley: We have seen the NDP leader back up the

most scandalous government we have seen throughout the history
of our country.

To the Prime Minister, on top of the cost of our freedom in his
new Liberal emergency state, when will we see the celebration of
the Liberal's official coalition with the NDP, with the swearing in of
a minister? Perhaps next—

● (1450)

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. minister.

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, what we have seen is another reversal: A party that once
tried to characterize itself as a party of law and order has now aban‐
doned all pretext of supporting law and order in this country.

We have heard unequivocally from the Canadian Association of
Chiefs of Police, from the Ontario Association of Chiefs of Police,
from the police rank and file and from the police commanders who
are restoring peace and order to our city that these measures are
necessary and appropriate. Frankly, we are used to the flip-flops,
but this one is extraordinary.

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the trucks outside are gone. The protests are
over. There are no more blockades. However, the Prime Minister is
still determined to punish those involved under the Emergencies
Act, where there is no due process to protect the innocent. Worse
yet, he does this with the NDP's support.

When did the Prime Minister lose all respect for the charter and
when did the NDP lose their way?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as my hon. colleague has now heard on several occasions,
the tools we are using under the Emergencies Act are very practi‐
cal, very targeted and very measured. We are talking about desig‐
nating secure zones. We are talking about choking off illegal funds
that could be used to aid and abet the illegal blockades. We are talk‐
ing about rapidly deploying the RCMP so that we can restore pub‐
lic safety here in Ottawa. It is all of these things.

The Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police has supported this.
The Ontario Association of Chiefs of Police has supported it. The
Canadian Police Association, which is for the rank and file of po‐
lice and frontline responders day in and day out, supports the Emer‐
gencies Act.

When will the party of law and order actually support the opin‐
ions of the law and order?

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, this party does not support the Charter of
Rights. It also does not seem to understand that continued use of
the Emergencies Act for the Prime Minister's political purposes will
only further divide Canadians. Former NDP MP Svend Robinson
said that a very dangerous precedent is being set.

Why has the Prime Minister not rescinded these emergency pow‐
ers today?
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Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, the short answer is because we are listening to law en‐
forcement, who have given us a very considered view that threats
remain to our communities here in Ottawa and to the neighbour‐
hoods here in Ottawa, which have for far too long been under siege.
We are listening to law enforcement about the threats that remain at
our borders, where trade corridors and supply chains are vital to the
Canadian economy and to keeping Canadians at work. That is why
we continue to use the Emergencies Act, but we are doing it in a
responsible, measured way, consistent with the charter. We will
sunset the Emergencies Act as soon as we can.

* * *
[Translation]

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker, ten‐

sions are escalating again between Russia and Ukraine. Armed con‐
flict is imminent.

Let us look at the evidence. Even though no Russian soldier has
set foot in Ukraine yet, the country is already under attack. For
weeks, the Government of Canada has been claiming it will impose
harsh sanctions against Russia in the event of an invasion. The at‐
tack has started, and Ukraine needs support from its allies now, not
once it is too late.

Will the government immediately issue preventive sanctions to
dissuade Moscow from taking action?
[English]

Hon. Robert Oliphant (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the hon. member
knows, we are indeed ready to impose severe economic sanctions
should Russia further invade Ukraine, an invasion that has been go‐
ing on for many years. We are working closely with allies: the U.S.,
the U.K. and the EU. Sanctions are always most effective when
they are done in lockstep with other countries. That is exactly what
we will do as we stand with the Ukrainian people and with Ukraine.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
Ukraine is calling on its allies to impose sanctions immediately.

Moscow has already announced that it recognizes the indepen‐
dence of the Donbass territories, which is the first step toward an‐
nexing them. Ukraine is already experiencing cyber-attacks, a naval
blockade, military pressure, and a disinformation campaign seeking
to justify an invasion.

Last week, the Minister of Foreign Affairs said that the sanctions
will come into effect on day one of an attack.

The attack has started. Will Canada fire a warning shot and im‐
mediately impose sanctions against Moscow?

Hon. Robert Oliphant (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Canada remains
steadfast in its support for Ukraine's sovereignty and territorial in‐
tegrity.

We strongly condemn Russia's decision to recognize the regions
of Donetsk and Luhansk in Ukraine. This is a serious violation of

the Minsk agreements and article 2.4 of the United Nations Charter,
and a threat to the security and stability of the region.

* * *
● (1455)

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians are not easily fooled, and even the
Prime Minister's caucus is growing increasingly nervous about his
reckless governance.

The Prime Minister claims he has no other choice but to invoke
emergency measures. Today, he is turning this into a confidence is‐
sue for his own caucus. The emergency measures constitute a
precedent that must not be taken lightly. What is more, the Prime
Minister is telling us that these measures will be maintained for
three months as a precaution.

Is he telling us that he will invoke emergency measures every
time his leadership is in crisis?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, since the illegal blockades started, the government has
taken many concrete measures, such as giving police forces extra
resources.

At the same time, the Emergencies Act continues to be necessary
to help police prevent further illegal blockades. We want to sunset
the act as soon as we can.

[English]

Mr. Jamie Schmale (Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, Parliament Hill is now cleared. Most of the
charges in Ottawa involve trespassing and mischief. Tow truck op‐
erators were already compelled to help authorities before the Emer‐
gencies Act. Our borders were cleared prior to the law, which has
never been used before, was activated. Organizations such as the
Canadian Civil Liberties Association tell us that the government is
not limiting the act to just Ottawa. It applies universally across the
country. It does not target just one specific protest. It applies to ev‐
ery single Canadian.

Going forward, how often does the Prime Minister plan to use
this tool of last resort as a tool of first resort?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I think even the member opposite would acknowledge
that, when we see the type of criminality that was taking place on
the streets of Ottawa, and when we see the attacks on our critical
infrastructure and the cutting off of vital supply lines into this coun‐
try, it constitutes an emergency because of the harm committed
against our country and our citizens.
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We are prepared to do what is required. We are working very

closely with law enforcement, who have the important task of
restoring the rule of law to our streets, protecting our citizens and
our critical infrastructure. We will only use those measures as long
as they are required.

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Emergen‐
cies Act is intended to be a last resort to deal with a clear, imminent
threat. It is not a sledgehammer to deal with some future unknown
crisis. There is no security threat. The streets are empty and the
blockades are gone. There is no threat to our democracy. We are
here in the House of Commons, with the world watching, about to
have a critical vote.

If there is no threat, will the Prime Minister end his abuse of the
Emergencies Act, or is this just a ploy to ensure that the infringe‐
ments on Canadians' charter rights and our bank accounts are per‐
manent?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I had hoped that the member would have seen over the
course of the last number of days that this is far from using a
sledgehammer. The police have shown restraint. They have been
patient, and they have been professional in carrying out their re‐
sponsibilities under the Emergencies Act, which they continue to
say is necessary to bring about the end of the illegal occupation
here in Ottawa and across the country.

There are still risks, but I assure every member in this House that
we will sunset the Emergencies Act as soon as we can and, in the
meantime, the powers exercised under it will be done in a manner
consistent with the charter.

Mr. Randeep Sarai (Surrey Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, for the
last three weeks, law enforcement partners have been coordinating
their efforts to end illegal blockades and disruptions in Ottawa and
at border crossings. The RCMP have assisted municipal and
provincial forces when requested, helping to stop unlawful
protesters and restoring the freedoms and livelihoods of all Canadi‐
ans.

Why is the continued use of the Emergencies Act necessary to
ensure Canadians' livelihood and quality of life are protected?

● (1500)

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank my hon. colleague for all of his hard work
in representing his community. He will know why the Emergencies
Act continues to be necessary. In Surrey at the Pacific Highway, we
saw a recent effort to once again obstruct trade corridors, which has
a direct and significant impact on the economy and on Canadian
jobs.

I know that is a central concern for the hon. colleague. I hope it
is for all members in this chamber. I hope that tonight everyone will
see fit to support the passage of the Emergencies Act, so we can
end the illegal blockades, and so we can get life back to normal as
quickly as possible.

JUSTICE
Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I asked a serious question earlier, which the Attorney Gen‐
eral did not answer. I asked whether or not the Attorney General or
the Department of Justice had rendered a legal opinion regarding
the public order emergency powers and the charter. Surely his an‐
swer to my question was not the sum total of that legal opinion, if it
exists. Therefore, I will ask the question again. Is there a legal opin‐
ion, yes or no? If there is, will the government release it to the
House ahead of this evening's vote?

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, if the hon. member was a
lawyer he would understand that I would not answer that question. I
speak as the Attorney General for the Government of Canada. In
giving my legal opinion, I have assured this House, and I have as‐
sured the Canadian public, that I feel that we have met the legal
standards based on the decision and that—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Deputy Speaker: I can stand here all day and wait for ev‐

erybody to come to order to bring the temperature down a bit.

I know the Minister of Justice was trying to answer the question.
I will give him 10 seconds to finish up.

The hon. Minister of Justice and Attorney General.
Hon. David Lametti: Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, the reason

why, as an Attorney General, one never discloses whether or not
one has an opinion is because that could be construed as giving
consent to divulge that opinion. It is covered by solicitor-client
privilege, and it will remain so.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY
Mrs. Kelly Block (Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, that is an example of a failure of leadership.

Legal experts, civil liberties organizations and many others are
sounding the alarm, stating that emergency legislation should not
be normalized, that it threatens our democracy and charter liberties.

With the support of the NDP, the federal government is ordering
financial institutions to freeze the bank accounts of Canadians who
do not agree with it. Why are the Liberals and the NDP so willing
to trample over the rights of the citizens they represent?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, since the outset, we have been very transparent with Cana‐
dians about the reasons why we have invoked the Emergencies Act.
There has been a very vigorous debate in this chamber about why,
in the government's view, we meet the test under the Emergencies
Act.

I assure my hon. colleague that all of the powers that are being
exercised in it are being done in a responsible, measured and pro‐
portionate manner that is consistent with existing provincial and
municipal authorities, and we will sunset the Emergencies Act as
soon as we can. In the meantime, we will work with law enforce‐
ment to restore public order and public safety.
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Mr. Rick Perkins (South Shore—St. Margarets, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I was a legislative assistant here in the 1980s. I knew the
legendary NDP co-founder Stanley Knowles, who was elected 13
times as the member for Winnipeg North Centre.

In the 1970 debate invoking the war measures act, Mr. Knowles
said, “we have to work very hard to show that in our kind of society
we still think there is a better way...to deal with ideas that we do not
[agree with].”

Why did the NDP coalition not listen to the sage words of Mr.
Knowles before implementing the act?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, although I appreciate the member's new found New
Democratic viewpoints, let me say this: The Emergencies Act is not
the war measures act. A Progressive Conservative government,
back when the Conservatives called themselves progressives,
brought in this legislation, which was charter compliant and re‐
spected the rights of all citizens and every freedom contained with‐
in the charter.

It is a carefully crafted law, a law that we have complied with
throughout. In articulating our reasons for bringing this forward, I
think even Mr. Knowles would recognize that what has been hap‐
pening on our streets and at our borders constitutes an emergency
that required—
● (1505)

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Dorval—Lachine—
LaSalle.
[Translation]

Ms. Anju Dhillon (Dorval—Lachine—LaSalle, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, by invoking the Emergencies Act, this government has en‐
sured that law enforcement agencies have the tools they need to
dismantle illegal blockades and clear the occupation. We heard di‐
rectly from experts and law enforcement agencies how these tools
were used to do exactly that.

Can the minister update the House on how the financial measures
continue to play a vital role in putting an end to the illegal protests
and letting Canadians get back to their normal lives?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for her question and all her hard
work.

Over the past few days, we have seen significant progress in Ot‐
tawa and at our borders. Downtown Ottawa is free of blockades,
and our borders are open. I want to thank the RCMP and all police
forces for their good work.

All the measures mentioned in the Emergencies Act are very
practical, very targeted and temporary. They were all implemented
in accordance with the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

The government will sunset the Emergencies Act as soon as pos‐
sible.
[English]

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Am‐
bassador Bridge blockade cost over $1 billion in economic losses.

The bridge is now open, but new barricades are blocking local busi‐
ness. We have cancellations of doctor and health appointments and
continued job losses. Since the Emergencies Act started, further
convoys have been turned back and resources have been invested to
protect this national route, even when we just recently faced a
bomb threat.

The government has offered support for Ottawa businesses af‐
fected by the occupation, and that is good. Will this government en‐
sure that it is helping all the border municipalities and the workers
who were harmed by the convoy crisis, because it still carries on?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member for Windsor West for his
advocacy and hard work in representing his constituents. We have
maintained very open lines of communication during the illegal
blockades. The member highlights why it is that the Emergencies
Act continues to be necessary given the risks in Windsor, Coutts
and other ports of entry, such as Surrey.

We are going to work very closely with my hon. colleague, the
hon. colleague for Windsor—Tecumseh and the mayor of Windsor
to ensure that small businesses have all the supports they need so
we can get the economy going again. Notwithstanding the chal‐
lenges of the illegal blockades, this government will be there for
those impacted by them.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
as hon. colleagues will know, from the beginning I have been very
concerned that the regulations appear overly broad and not connect‐
ed to the declaration itself. I want to ask the Minister of Justice and
Attorney General of Canada if he is satisfied, and if he can satisfy
me, that the declaration is tied to these regulations, and that they
cannot be used for anything other than for the specific emergency
as described in the declaration.

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the way in which the regula‐
tions for orders are based in the declaration, as well as the way in
which they are written, clearly indicate that they flow from the dec‐
laration. Therefore, I can assure the hon. member, and I can assure
Canadians, that the regulations for orders can only be used for com‐
batting this particular emergency and no other situation.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

[English]

GREEN MUNICIPAL FUND

Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Natural Resources and to the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to standing Order
32(2), I have the pleasure to table, in both official languages, the
2020-21 annual report for the green municipal fund, “Forward To‐
gether”.
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● (1510)

[Translation]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have
the honour to present, in both official languages, the third report of
the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs.

[English]

The committee advised that, pursuant to Standing Order 91.1(2),
the Subcommittee on Private Members' Business met to consider
the items added to the order of precedence on February 9 and
February 11, 2022, as well as the orders for the second reading of
private members' public bills originating in the Senate, and recom‐
mended that the items listed herein, which it has determined should
not be designated not votable, be considered by the House.

The Deputy Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 91.1(2), the
report is deemed adopted.

(Motion agreed to)

* * *

PETITIONS

QUEEN JULIANA PARK

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): No opportu‐
nity wasted, Mr. Speaker, I have a petition.

This petition is on behalf of very concerned and increasingly des‐
perate citizens of Ottawa who are concerned that 750 mature
canopy trees at Queen Juliana Park in this city will be destroyed
and removed to put in a parking lot, and that the National Capital
Commission's recommendation to use a different location for the
much-needed expansion of the new Ottawa Hospital, which they
recommended should go to Tunney's Pasture, was reversed without
proper process.

The petitioners specifically and concisely call to restore the Na‐
tional Capital Commission's initial recommendation, to preserve
Queen Juliana Park and the entire Central Experimental Farm as
green spaces, and in this pandemic we know how much we need to
get outdoors and into green spaces, and to support the panel's re‐
quest for a public inquiry.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would ask that all questions be allowed to stand at this
time.

The Deputy Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
[English]

EMERGENCIES ACT
The House resumed consideration of the motion.
The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Huron—Bruce has

six minutes remaining in his speech.
Mr. Ben Lobb (Huron—Bruce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, when I left

off I was talking about 2010 and the G20. No situation is the same
and we all know that, but if we go back to that time, the protest
lasted over a week. There were 1,100 people arrested and there was
a lot of destruction. Those of us who are old enough can remember
that.

In my point before, I was not knocking the former chief of po‐
lice, who is now the Minister of Emergency Preparedness. I was
just stating the fact that he was the chief. When the member for
Oxford and I were on the Standing Committee on Public Safety and
National Security, he appeared there and explained all the intrica‐
cies of the operation and all the dealings they had. My point was
that he does not say now that they should have used it. He never
said once that in reflection he should have used it. That time, using
those images and what was going on, would be a lot closer to the
test than what we are dealing with here. I think that is what the
member for Oxford was saying as well.

There was an issue here in Ottawa about a year and a half ago on
Elgin Street right in front of the police station. Again, I am not say‐
ing every situation is the same. I am not saying that. Each one is
different and has different levels of risk, but it is an example of
where the lower part of Elgin Street was shut down by over 100
protesters who were very inspired by what they were protesting. It
was a multi-day shutdown of Elgin. At no time did the mayor of
Ottawa or the police chief go to the government and say that they
needed to bring this act in to shut those people down. Whether peo‐
ple think it is right or wrong, they went in at three in the morning
on a Saturday and dealt with the blockade.

There have been protests and blockades around this country all
the time since this act was enacted in the eighties, and it has never
been used. We heard all sorts of examples of this. That is why I
think it is so important for the City of Ottawa to do an inquiry. It
has 1,500 uniformed men and women and over 600 civilians em‐
ployed within the police service. They are good people.

At the leadership level, at the city level, something went wrong.
They knew for weeks the truckers were coming here. They knew
for weeks that trucks were coming. I had calls from people saying
there was going to be 10,000 trucks here and asking what the city
was going to do. The leadership would have had way more intel
than I obviously would have had.

Again, I am not criticizing the city or the mayor, I am just asking
what they did. We do not know. That is why they need to have an
inquiry. The committee is fine, but there also needs to be something
a little more in-depth than that, and possibly an inquiry at the feder‐
al level as well to figure out why this was done and where the
breakdown happened.
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We heard about the Ambassador Bridge at length, and it was

cleared. The Blue Water Bridge was cleared. It was a multi-juris‐
dictional unit that worked at it with the Windsor Police Service, the
OPP and the RCMP. The OPP, the RCMP, the police services in the
cities and the regional police, like Peel, Durham and York, work to‐
gether all the time. It is not some bureaucratic nightmare like some
of the Liberal members of Parliament talk about. They work togeth‐
er all the time.

The other thing I would like to talk about, and it was brought up
in question period and many other times, has to do with the charter,
specifically the seizure and freezing of bank accounts and whether
that happened or not. We have to be honest, the Minister of Finance
has been very unclear. Even in question period today, Liberals used
very smart words. They say things like “the RCMP never”, but if
we look at the act, the power is given to the banks.

These ministers are picking their words very carefully. That is
where I think they really crossed the line with Canadians. It is scary
to think someone might be getting their bank account frozen and
may be targeted. This is an overreach. When it is all over and done
with, there could be some lawsuits and payouts because there was
an overreach. If we look at the G20, there was over $15 million
paid out.
● (1515)

The other thing I will say is that there has been a tremendous fo‐
cus on this issue. Ukraine and Russia have been a tremendous fo‐
cus, but the biggest thing the Liberals do not want to focus on are
the issues with the economy, the issues around people's pay
cheques, the inflation around how much it costs to live. Every time
we fill our cars, it is $1.55 or $1.60 a litre. These are things the Lib‐
erals are desperate not to talk about. They will talk about every‐
thing else but that.

The sooner we can, let us get beyond this, lift the mandates, unite
this country and get back to being one of the best. I look forward to
that and I am sure most members of Parliament look forward to that
as well.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, at the beginning of the convoy, the organizers were very
clear. They said it was about overthrowing the government by stay‐
ing in Ottawa until all the mandates had been lifted. That was the
organizational group and the types of things they were telling Cana‐
dians.

I understand that there are possibly dozens of Conservative
members of Parliament who have donated to this convoy cause. I
am wondering if the member would agree that donating to those
sorts of stated objectives might be somewhat of a conflict. Is that
maybe why the Conservatives do not want to vote for the Emergen‐
cies Act? Would it be self-serving? Are these not questions that
need to be answered and maybe should be a part of the inquiry and
what happens afterwards?

Mr. Ben Lobb: Mr. Speaker, because Adam Vaughan tweets it, it
does not make it true. If the member wants to go outside that door
and read those names off, I am sure there will be many lawyers
calling him this week. I guarantee that.

The other thing I will say to that member, who I have known a
long time, is that, if he knew, what did he do four weeks ago? Noth‐
ing. What did the Minister of Public Safety do? Nothing. What did
the Minister of Justice do? Nothing. What did the mayor of Ottawa
do? Nothing. They welcomed them in on a red carpet, so we do not
need any of your lectures.

● (1520)

The Deputy Speaker: We are getting into debate again and I
want to make sure that members run everything through the Chair
and not necessarily going straight to another member.

The hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands.

Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, I am sure the hon. member for
Huron—Bruce does not want to take you outside behind the wood
shed. It had that feeling to it. I am sure we want to make sure we
address our comments through the Chair and not at the Chair.

The Deputy Speaker: We are getting really late in the day and I
know we just finished question period, so there is still a lot of ener‐
gy floating around.

The hon. member for Montcalm.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Mr. Speaker, during ques‐
tion period, the Minister of Emergency Preparedness said that he
wanted to restore the rule of law. However, following the rule of
law involves meeting the criteria required to invoke the Emergen‐
cies Act.

The government failed to do that, but it still talking about restor‐
ing the rule of law. Does my Conservative colleague not think that
the government is basically just living by the old adage of “do as I
say, not as I do”?

[English]

Mr. Ben Lobb: Mr. Speaker, that is what the Prime Minister's
mantra has been the whole time since he has been in. What I would
ask is what this act is trying to do that the police cannot already do.
The police are doing it. There are at least ten thousand police offi‐
cers in this country and they are working every day to keep our
streets as safe as they can. What is the act doing? It really does not
do anything except put fear into Canadians.

Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we
know that prominent Republicans in the U.S. have voiced their sup‐
port for this illegal occupation, including Donald Trump. Ottawa
Police Service noted concerns over the significant amount of for‐
eign funding supporting the convoy. Texas Attorney General Ken
Paxton criticized GoFundMe's decision to block the remaining
funding, saying that they “failed to deliver Texans’ money”.

This seems like international interference. Is my colleague as
concerned as I am about the foreign funding that has funded and fu‐
elled this illegal occupation, which literally brought—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Huron—Bruce.
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Mr. Ben Lobb: Mr. Speaker, I have not seen the list, so I would

not know, but how about the Tides Foundation and all of the differ‐
ent groups that have been operating for years on foreign dollars?
Members of Parliament have never said a word. If there are foreign
dollars, I do not think any of them were allocated, but the point is
that this practice needs to be put to an end anyway. If people want
to protest, they should do it with Canadian dollars and do it legally
and peacefully.

The bottom line here is that it is about federal mandates that do
not make any sense and do not keep Canadians safe. An unvacci‐
nated truck driver driving down the I-95 or the I-75 poses no risk to
society. That is the bottom line.

[Translation]
Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval (Pierre-Boucher—Les Patri‐

otes—Verchères, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing my time with
the member for Jonquière.

I want to begin by saying that I did not walk down the street in
front of Parliament waving a Canadian flag. I did not block the
street by parking my car in the middle of it. I have never agreed
with the people who decided to occupy the city. However, even
though I did not agree with them and I felt it was important to fol‐
low the public health guidelines, I still think that invoking the
Emergencies Act is an extreme move for this government to take.

I am sad today. I am sad because we are in a situation of extreme
polarization. We are wondering how we got to this point. We might
say that the COVID-19 pandemic played a role. We might also be
wondering whether the government did anything to try to reduce
this polarization. I do not think it did.

It is unfortunate, because the government let a bad situation drag
on without addressing it. As the saying goes, the longer we wait,
the worse things will get. The government did nothing to address
the situation when the protesters set up across the street. Instead of
trying to ease tensions and find ways to de-escalate the situation, it
decided to add fuel to the fire. I think it did this because it was po‐
litically advantageous.

These people across the street were there to express their frustra‐
tion. They were there to say that they are tired of the health mea‐
sures. We understand. I too am tired of the health measures, but I
also recognize that we need to live with and continue following
these measures until they can all be lifted.

The government had a different view, however. It chose to vil‐
lainize the protesters, as though it were us against them. It wanted
to keep adding fuel to the fire because it was politically advanta‐
geous. We saw how that played out. Instead of showing empathy,
the government chose to insult these people by doing absolutely
nothing and not even trying to put an end to what was happening.

This worked in the beginning, because the leader of the Conser‐
vatives ended up leaving. The Conservatives were caught up with
their own issues, having had their contradictions exposed. No one
could really figure out if they were for or against the health mea‐
sures. No one could tell whether they were for or against the con‐
voy of protesters. Some were opposed, while others supported it. It
was a tough time for the Conservatives as political foes.

What did the government end up doing? More nothing. It washed
its hands of the whole thing and allowed the situation to deteriorate,
knowing it would throw the Conservatives into turmoil. The sad
thing is that the government's role is not to just stand by and be par‐
tisan. Contrary to what we have seen, it should not be partisan at
all. This government adopted a partisan approach instead of dealing
with a situation and improving social cohesion so we can all get
along better and more forward as a society. That is the problem.

Then the government skipped a few steps. After washing its
hands of the whole thing, it suddenly found itself in the spotlight.
Everyone was wondering how it was possible that people could set‐
tle in for weeks with no response from the other side and why the
government was just hurling insults at these people without really
trying to resolve the impasse. That is what we saw.

It seemed to me that, by choosing to play with fire, the govern‐
ment was running the risk of getting burned. Its lack of leadership
was obvious. Then the pyromaniac decided to pass itself off as a
firefighter. It decided to pretend it was taking action and looking for
a way to end the situation. It decided to invoke the Emergencies
Act.

The Premier of Quebec did not want it. The National Assembly
unanimously voted against it. Seven out of 10 provinces said they
did not want it, and that is kind of a big deal. When all those stake‐
holders are telling the federal government it is going too far, it
seems to me the government should be able to read the room, listen
to people and find some other way to address the issues.

● (1525)

We proposed a solution to the government. We asked it not to ap‐
ply the act in Quebec or to apply it only in specific areas. The gov‐
ernment was not interested because it wanted to play politics with
the Emergencies Act. It was so urgent that the government sat on its
hands for weeks and did not try to resolve the situation.

Quebec had protests too. They were handled, and the situation
went back to normal. A bridge was blocked, but then it was un‐
blocked without the use of emergency measures. It seems as though
Ottawa simply lacked the will.

Many critics spoke of a “health dictatorship”. I obviously dis‐
agree, but, by invoking the Emergencies Act, the Liberals kind of
gave them a leg to stand on. The member for Louis-Hébert recently
went so far as to say that he was uncomfortable with his govern‐
ment's decisions and positions because it was politicizing the pan‐
demic. Earlier today, we learned that member is not alone. Other
members within the Liberal ranks feel the same way.
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As my colleague from Mirabel noted, the government knows it is

in trouble. Members of its own caucus are challenging its actions.
MPs in the House are challenging its actions. To us, it looks like
things are not going well for either the Liberals or the Conserva‐
tives. The NDP is on the fence; nobody knows yet. It has been very
hard to understand that party's position lately.

The government said it was prepared to use strong-arm tactics to
ensure success. Maybe it went too far, but it will never admit that.
Maybe there are people on the inside who felt that way. The gov‐
ernment decided to make this a confidence vote. Maybe it thinks
people will be afraid of triggering an election, so they will toe the
line and it can say it was right all along. My colleague from
Mirabel shared a very interesting analysis. He said the government
had decided to change this from a vote of conscience, which would
have allowed people to do their own analysis of the situation and
vote in accordance with their real, sincere thoughts and feelings
about it, to a confidence vote.

That is an excellent explanation of what happened every step of
the way. Every time the government had an opportunity to do the
right thing and make the right decisions, it opted to politicize things
instead. I really do not get it. The only thing the government man‐
aged to do since the start of the protest that became an occupation
was haul out the nuclear option, the Emergencies Act, a law that
has not been used since 1988, the year I was born. We got through
all kinds of crisis situations, but not this one. This one was impossi‐
ble. The government could not handle it. A few hundred people
parked in front of Parliament, and the situation was out of control.
The government could not deal with it. That surprises me.

I am not saying extremist elements were not present. I am not
saying it was not dangerous. What I am saying is that the govern‐
ment let things go. The government did nothing at all. That is
shameful. It tried to persuade us by forcing our hand, but the truth
is it was not very persuasive.

Had the government managed to persuade us, to prove that this
act was indeed necessary, then why are we still debating it when it
has been in effect for seven days already?

Even this morning, it was not clear whether the government
would be able to get a majority to adopt the motion. It has been a
tough road. We can see that the government is not in control of the
situation, even after dropping the nuclear option that is the Emer‐
gencies Act.

I want to extend an invitation to all members of the House. When
it comes time to vote later, rather than voting under threat, rather
than voting with a gun to our heads—because the government is al‐
ways trying to push the envelope and polarize and politicize the sit‐
uation—I invite them to vote according to their conscience and to
ask themselves whether it was worth it.

Is invoking the Emergencies Act absolutely necessary?

We do not think so.
● (1530)

[English]
Mr. Ken Hardie (Fleetwood—Port Kells, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I

think the hon. member and his party need to pick a lane. On the one

hand, he is saying we should have stepped in sooner, that we should
have been proactive, that we should have gone in without any invi‐
tation from the provinces to deal with this. On the other hand, he
says that Quebec does not need the federal government.

Did we step in without Quebec's request to help out in long-term
care homes? No, we did not. We waited until Quebec asked us.

Would the hon. member not believe that is actually the way we
would proceed in this circumstance, that if Quebec asked us to help
with the Emergencies Act, he would recognize that and welcome it?

● (1535)

[Translation]

Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval: Mr. Speaker, I am a bit disappoint‐
ed in the question from my colleague.

I have the impression that this debate on the Emergencies Act,
which is a serious, important piece of legislation with far-reaching
consequences when it is invoked, is being used as an opportunity to
do some Quebec bashing. That is unacceptable.

I will not answer his question because, personally, I think it is be‐
low the belt.

[English]

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif (Edmonton Manning, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
this crisis started on January 7. The government knew about it for
six weeks, but all of a sudden, it was an emergency.

Is the hon. member convinced that the government is not doing
this for any other reason than a power grab?

[Translation]

Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval: Mr. Speaker, to answer my col‐
league's question, for some reason, the government sat on its hands
throughout the entire crisis. It did not do a single thing. It did not
lift a finger.

Instead, the Prime Minister insulted the protesters and hid in his
basement. At some point, he woke up. Suddenly it became urgent
to bring in the Emergencies Act to resolve the situation.

It seems like he tried to save face instead of truly trying to re‐
solve the situation.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech. He raised
some important points. However, does he not recognize that despite
the fact that the streets of Ottawa are calmer today, some real
threats remain?

There are two places near the capital where truckers are waiting.
There are also truckers who have been stopped with a convoy at the
Pacific Highway border crossing in British Columbia. This is not
over.
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Does my colleague not believe that being able to freeze bank ac‐

counts that are funding these illegal occupations is a good thing for
preventing money from Donald Trump supporters and the United
States from flowing in and being used to organize these sieges and
protests?

Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval: Mr. Speaker, my response to the
member is that when we look at Wellington Street and elsewhere
around the country at this time, we can see that all is quiet.

Do we still need the police to continue their work? Yes, certainly.

Do we need to continue to be vigilant with respect to foreign in‐
fluence? Yes, certainly.

However, personally, I do not feel particularly threatened at this
time, and I am not convinced that ordinary folks, who are at home
right now, are feeling particularly threatened.

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the Emer‐
gencies Act was a mistake from the get-go, and the government
knows it.

Today, now that the dust has settled in Ottawa, it is even more of
a mistake. Despite all that, the Prime Minister has decided to turn
tonight's motion into a vote of confidence. That makes no sense.
Why decide to make it a vote of confidence?

Is it to silence his own caucus, because some of its members are
asking themselves serious questions, or is it to muzzle the NDP?

Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval: Mr. Speaker, that is a very good
question. With respect to the Liberal caucus, we may find out in a
few years. When people write their memoirs 10, 15 or 20 years lat‐
er, we often discover things.

We already know that at least three members are not very com‐
fortable with the position of their own government. We also know
that, until this morning, the NDP was not very comfortable with the
government's position.

Magically, after the government decided to make this a vote of
confidence, the NDP bolstered its support. It was unclear previous‐
ly. I have the impression that the NDP's change in position has
something to do with the threat of a vote of confidence.

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I will not be
sharing my time because I am selfish.

How should we tackle this matter? Yesterday, I asked myself
how I would start my speech, and I thought that the best way would
be to examine the issue of this law's legitimacy. In my opinion, this
entails establishing how a free society works. All too often, when
we speak of free societies, we make the mistake of believing that a
democratic society, a free society, is a society that lives consensual‐
ly. That is not the case.

I recommend that everyone read Disagreement: Politics and Phi‐
losophy by Jacques Rancière, who is probably one of the foremost
figures in French political philosophy. In this work, Jacques Ran‐
cière says that politics exist as soon as the “sans-part“, those who
are excluded, want to have a part in society. That is what we see in
class conflict, the feminist movement and the movement of homo‐
sexuals who want to be recognized. They are the “sans-part” who

want to have a part in society. That is the only way the democratic
process functions.

I was looking for a quote this week because the notion of free‐
dom has been the focus of our debates. I was looking for a quote
that would give a positive definition of freedom, and I thought of
my loyal listener, the member for Lac-Saint-Jean, who got into a
little tiff with the member for Carleton on Bill C-8, a bill to imple‐
ment certain budgetary measures.

During this exchange, the member for Carleton started preaching
about freedom. Since he aspires to become the leader of the Con‐
servative Party, his motivations might be different from others'. He
finished his speech talking about the protesters and said, “Freedom
is on the march.” Since my colleague from Lac-Saint-Jean is a
clever guy, he quickly pointed out that the member was off topic
and his speech had absolutely nothing to do with Bill C-8. The
member for Carleton replied that freedom is never pertinent to the
Bloc, which I thought was a little harsh.

I thought it would be appropriate to teach the member for Car‐
leton the definition of freedom and the type of freedom he is talking
about. I think this is relevant to today's debate.

I am going to share a quote from Jan Patocka, a modern Socratic
philosopher. Jan Patocka died in 1977 following an intense interro‐
gation that went wrong. He was an old man, a philosopher and spir‐
itual adviser to Vaclav Havel, the first president of the Czech Re‐
public.

In a book entitled Heretical Essays in the Philosophy of History,
Jan Patocka wrote:

“[P]olitics is always of another order than economic management
or the projection of humans in work...politics is nothing other than
life for the sake of freedom, not life for the sake of survival or even
for well being”.

What does Jan Patocka mean by “life for the sake of freedom”?

For me, it is quite simple, and this goes back to Rancière. Life
for the sake of freedom means that people are willing to challenge
the established rules in order to be recognized. Patocka even died
challenging the Iron Curtain regime to see the Czech regime recog‐
nized. These are people willing to pay a very heavy price. I am not
sure if my colleague from Carleton would be willing to pay such a
price, but at the very least, if we now follow this line of thought, we
should distinguish between two types of freedom.

There is the freedom that people seek to win, the kind that people
are willing to fight for.

However, there is another very basic freedom, as Isaiah Berlin
presents in Liberty. It is the best illustration possible.

In Liberty, Isaiah Berlin refers to two types of liberty: positive
liberty and negative liberty. According to Isaiah Berlin, positive lib‐
erty is the freedom that allows individuals to live their lives the way
they choose.
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It is possible for individuals in a society to feel that they are be‐

ing treated unjustly. This has happened in history, especially to
women in patriarchal societies. It has happened to ethnic minori‐
ties, and it has happened to a national minority, Quebeckers. We be‐
lieve that we have suffered an offence, we want to change the
course of society, we engage in a struggle, and we undertake social
actions in an attempt to define ourselves. This is what Isaiah Berlin
called positive liberty. But Isaiah Berlin also discussed negative lib‐
erty.
● (1540)

Perhaps the best way to understand negative liberty is to look at a
sentence by Dostoevsky in The Possessed. In this novel, Dostoevs‐
ki, through the voice of Stavrogin, said, “If God does not exist, ev‐
erything is permitted.” Let us leave God aside. What Dostoevsky
meant is that if there are no institutions, then everything is permit‐
ted. If there is no legitimate and well-established authority, then ev‐
erything is permitted.

Negative liberty therefore means that not everything is permitted.
Governments are in place for that. We have principles of political
associations, a Constitution that tells us that not everything is per‐
mitted. I may not do everything that I want; I may not limit the
freedom of others. Therefore, this “everything” is not permitted.
Ultimately, negative liberty is a bit like government action.

How are men to be made free? The one who came up with the
best answer was certainly Camus. He said that it was through rebel‐
lion.

I will read a quote from Camus’s novel The Rebel. Afterwards,
we will try to unpack it.

What is a rebel? A man who says no, but whose refusal does not imply a renun‐
ciation. He is also a man who says yes, from the moment he makes his first gesture
of rebellion. A slave who has taken orders all his life suddenly decides that he can‐
not obey some new command. What does he mean by saying “no”?

He means, for example, that “this has been going on too long,” [perhaps that was
what we were seeing outside, but we will come back to that later] “up to this point
yes, beyond it no,” “you are going too far,” or, again, “there is a limit beyond which
you shall not go.” In other words, his no affirms the existence of a borderline.

Camus goes on to say:
Thus the movement of rebellion is founded simultaneously on the categorical re‐

jection of an intrusion that is considered intolerable and on the confused conviction
of an absolute right which, in the rebel's mind, is more precisely the impression that
he “has the right to...” He demonstrates, with obstinacy, that there is something in
him which “is worth while...”

We have heard this outside, but we will get back to it. Camus
says this about someone who uses that positive power on himself
and the society that revolts him.

I wonder if the protesters are rebelling in the sense understood by
Camus.

I will come back to another concept we have not yet discussed,
the concept of “freedumb”; the “freedumb” the protesters were de‐
manding. That reminds me of the platonic concept of double igno‐
rance, that is to say, a person who does not realize that he does not
know things.

That goes hand in hand with the rise in far-right populist politics.
In recent weeks, we heard of an American elected official who did

not know the difference between the Gestapo and gazpacho. That is
a good start. I hope that never happens here.

We heard people talking about alternative facts. Supposedly they
exist. We heard talk of 5G, a chip being injected in people. I will
not get into the issue of vaccination again, but I have even heard
some questionable ideas from some members.

The most recent thing is the protester who was yelling, “It's very
not false”. According to him, the woman who was knocked down
by a horse died, but the media was not telling people. When he was
told that that had been proven to be false, he yelled, “It's very not
false”. That is a new expression.

What really bothers me is that invoking a law like the one the
government is proposing to use means that perhaps, one day, the
government that is in power will use the somewhat controversial
principles of the growing populist far right. Right now, this govern‐
ment could decide to do what the NDP does not want it to, namely,
put a stop to the legitimate pursuit of freedom by certain move‐
ments.

Like my NDP colleagues, I see myself as a progressive. A pro‐
gressive is someone who works tirelessly in an effort to support
people who are seeking to free themselves from a situation they are
trapped in.

In 10 or 20 years, when indigenous, environmental or anti-glob‐
alist movements try to protest to get out of a situation that seems
unfair to them, perhaps someone on the other side will invoke the
Emergencies Act, because once we use it the first time, it sets a
precedent.

Unlike what happened 50 years ago, when the NPD leader at the
time said no to the War Measures Act, my NDP colleagues will
have to live with what happens in this moment in history.
● (1545)

Hon. Greg Fergus (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister and to the President of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I was very interested in my hon. colleague's comments. I
found that his speech was supported by several arguments.

That said, I have a question for him about what he said at the end
of his presentation.

Is that a good enough excuse to do nothing about what he too de‐
scribed as the far right that exists here, that has the money and the
tools to do damage? In 50 years' time, we may regret it if we decid‐
ed to do nothing today.
● (1550)

Mr. Mario Simard: Mr. Speaker, the best tool we have against
populism is education. It is not about trying to shut these people up;
it is about giving them relevant and accurate information. I respect‐
fully submit that an additional tool we could have had was the fol‐
lowing. If our health care system was not in such bad shape, the
lockdowns might have been shorter. The federal government had a
role to play in this. If it had paid its fair share of funding for the
health care system, perhaps the pandemic would not have stirred up
this grumbling and this passion motivated by rancour in some indi‐
viduals. My colleagues have a responsibility in that regard.
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[English]

Mr. Arnold Viersen (Peace River—Westlock, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Prime Minister has called Canadians names. He has
called them misogynists and racists, and asked if we are actually
going to tolerate these people. I am just wondering what the mem‐
ber's comments would be around the Prime Minister's actions in
this. We saw, with the rail blockades in 2020, half of cabinet run‐
ning around the country talking to everybody to try to resolve the
situation when Quebec was running out of propane.

Could there not have been something similar, instead of calling
Canadians names?

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Mr. Speaker, in his speech earlier this week,
my colleague illustrated exactly what I am criticizing. He drew a
parallel with one of his friends, who was supposedly unvaccinated
and could not go to restaurants. That is crass populism that must be
condemned. A pandemic is a complicated situation that will not be
resolved by reopening restaurants. Now, for a public policy-maker
to make a speech that allows him to side with people who express
their anger and hatred in an unacceptable way is something I would
never go along with.

The position of the Liberal Party, which is trying to limit individ‐
ual freedoms, and the position of certain members of the Conserva‐
tive Party, who are trying to rally useful idiots to their cause, are
both unacceptable to me.

[English]

Mr. Blake Desjarlais (Edmonton Griesbach, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I listened attentively to many of the points the member
laid out. I find that we actually agree on many of these points, but
one point I would like the member to elaborate more on is the con‐
nection between populism and extremism. It is true that there is an
element of both of these things within this movement? We have
seen it from folks such as Pat King and organizers at Canada Unity.

Would the member please elaborate on the dangers of populism
and extremism?

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Mr. Speaker, all rebellious movements that
are driven by anger and resentment are dangerous. The populism
that we are seeing today is very clear for the left. It is easy to identi‐
fy. We hear a lot about it, especially south of the border. I am espe‐
cially worried about my colleagues in the west. Perhaps it affects us
less in Quebec, but there is also left-wing populism on identity is‐
sues, where people are ready to label anyone who tries to give
weight to their collective identity and who presents themselves as a
Quebecker. There are now attempts to present that as spontaneously
racist. That is also a type of populism that must be condemned.

[English]

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the government has proclaimed a public order emergency
under the Emergencies Act. The question before us today in the
House is whether the proclamation is consistent with the law.

For a public order emergency to be proclaimed to deal with the
blockades here in Ottawa and across the country, three criteria must
be satisfied.

First, there must be an urgent, critical and temporary situation
where there is serious violence or the threat of serious violence
against people or property for the purpose of achieving an ideologi‐
cal, religious or political objective.

Arguably, the government has met this first criterion. The RCMP
raid in Coutts, Alberta, resulted in the seizure of high-powered guns
with scopes, handguns, ammunition, high-capacity magazines and
body armour decorated with patches associated with white
supremacist and other extremist groups. Thirteen people have been
charged in connection with the seizure, including four with plotting
to murder police officers. The RCMP says that these individuals
were organized, highly armed and dangerous. In addition, some of
the organizers of the blockade here in Ottawa used language that
suggested they were ideologically motivated and willing to use
force to achieve their ends.

The second criterion that must be met is that either the situation
endangers the lives, health and safety of Canadians, and is of such
proportion or nature as to exceed the capacity or authority of a
province to deal with it, or the situation seriously threatens the abil‐
ity of the Government of Canada to preserve the sovereignty, secu‐
rity and territorial integrity of Canada.

The government can make the case that either or both of these
elements have been satisfied. It is clear the blockades endangered
the lives, health and safety of Canadians in downtown Ottawa. The
diesel fumes, the constant and ear-shattering noise, the fireworks
and so many other things hurt the 12,000 Canadians living around
the Ottawa blockade. The Province of Ontario supported the invo‐
cation of the Emergencies Act, implying that the blockade exceed‐
ed the province's capacity to deal with the situation.

The government can also argue that the situation seriously threat‐
ened its ability to preserve the sovereignty, security and territorial
integrity of Canada. The control of an international border is the
hallmark of a sovereign state. At one point, four Canadian border
crossings were blockaded: Windsor, Emerson, Coutts and Surrey.
The blockade in downtown Ottawa, the seat of our government and
our national legislature, was also arguably a threat to the sovereign‐
ty and security of Canada, as was the call by some convoy organiz‐
ers for the overthrow of government.

The third criterion that must be satisfied is that the situation
“cannot be effectively dealt with under any other law of Canada”. It
is important to note that the act uses the word “effectively” rather
than “ideally”.

The government made an announcement about the public order
emergency on the afternoon of February 14, but the promulgation
of the three orders in council effecting the powers took several
days. The blockades ended in Windsor on February 13, in Surrey
on February 14, in Coutts on February 15 and in Emerson on
February 16. It is clear that the border blockades were effectively
dealt with under the existing laws of Canada and not under Emer‐
gencies Act powers.
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Here in Ottawa, while Emergencies Act powers were used, they

were not needed. Chris Lewis said exactly that yesterday. He said
that there was a lack of law enforcement and a lack of police offi‐
cers, but not a lack of laws to enforce. He said that making arrests,
seizing trucks, towing, cordoning off the city, putting up check‐
points and getting thousands of additional officers to assist the Ot‐
tawa police could all have been done under the existing laws of
Canada. He is a former commissioner of the Ontario Provincial Po‐
lice: the largest police force in the province of Ontario.

● (1555)

Furthermore, it is clear the Emergencies Act powers allowing the
government to seize financial accounts could have been done under
existing law. Ontario Attorney General Doug Downey did exactly
that on February 10, when he obtained an order under section 490.8
of the Criminal Code to freeze access to millions of dollars donated
through the platform GiveSendGo.

Lawyer Paul Champ also did exactly that on February 17, when
he obtained a Mareva injunction under existing common law that
froze millions of dollars, including cryptocurrency, raised for the
convoy protests.

These actions by the Ontario Attorney General and Paul Champ
were done under existing laws, and were also done with court ap‐
proval, unlike the Emergencies Act powers to freeze accounts with‐
out court approval that the government has now claimed for itself.
These emergency powers may not pass the Oakes test with respect
to proportionality or the requirement to minimally impair rights and
freedoms.

The government has not met the requirement of the act that the
situation cannot be effectively dealt with under any other law of
Canada. Therefore, I cannot support the motion. I would add that if
the House supports the motion, it would be giving the government
powers it likely does not lawfully have under the act.

While I cannot support the motion, it is clear that the blockades
in Ottawa and at the border were unlawful, illegal and, in many as‐
pects, criminal. It is also clear that the existing laws of Canada did
deal, and could have effectively dealt, with the situation. A lack of
timeliness in law enforcement, and a lack of federal-provincial co-
operation and other operational deficiencies, cannot be dealt with
under the Emergencies Act, nor under the emergency doctrine of
peace, order and good government.

The failure to uphold the rule of law is the issue here, not a lack
of law to effectively deal with the situation. In a free and democrat‐
ic society, the rule of law is essential. Without the rule of law there
can be no freedom, because liberty without lawful limits, taken to
its logical conclusion, is anarchy. Without the rule of law, there can
be no democracy, because democracy without our most basic law,
our Constitution, is nothing less than majoritarian mob rule.

It is clear we, as a country, have not been serious about the rule
of law, and because we have not been serious about the rule of law,
thousands of Canadians thought it appropriate to unlawfully and il‐
legally blockade four international border crossings and our nation‐
al capital for more than three weeks.

We have not been serious about the rule of law when a person’s
race, religion or creed determines whether or how the law is en‐
forced, such as when the CN mainline in Ontario and pipelines in
Western Canada were blockaded for weeks on end two years ago,
and when the lawlessness continued last week. We see this when a
mob violently tears down statues in the public square with no con‐
sequence, when dozens of Canadian churches were vandalized or
torched in the past year, and when, in this place, the Prime Minister
violated the Shawcross doctrine of the Constitution by pressuring
the Attorney General to drop the criminal prosecution of SNC-
Lavalin, something for which he was never censured or held in con‐
tempt. We saw this last year when the government defied four or‐
ders of the House and its committee for the production of the Win‐
nipeg lab documents.

If flagrant disregard for the rule of law is tolerated, things will
fall apart. The centre cannot hold and anarchy is loosed. What is
needed now is not the use of the Emergencies Act, but rather ensur‐
ing that the rule of law in this country is upheld.

● (1600)

Mr. Gary Anandasangaree (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I want to ask my learned friend a very specific
question with respect to the safeguards that exist within the Emer‐
gencies Act. I know it was invoked on February 14. We are debat‐
ing it today. The order was presented two days after the invocation.
There are other measures that are forthcoming.

Can the member speak to the safeguards that are in place to en‐
sure that we protect the rights of all Canadians? These emergency
measures are temporary, measured, and they ensure that they are in
compliance with the charter.

Hon. Michael Chong: Madam Speaker, three of the safeguards
that have been put into the act are the three criteria that the govern‐
ment must meet in order to trigger a public order emergency.

The first is a threat or the actual use of violence to achieve a po‐
litical, religious or ideological objective. The second is a threat to
the health, safety and lives of Canadians that is beyond the capacity
of a province to deal with, or alternatively that there is a threat to
the sovereignty, territorial integrity or security of this country. The
last is that there is no other law in Canada, federal or provincial,
that could effectively deal with the situation.

Those three criteria are safeguards in preventing intrusions into
civil liberties.
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● (1605)

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I thank the member for his speech. I often enjoy
listening to his speeches in the House and I respect that he presents
a calm and often rational approach.

My question is simply this. When we see this discombobulation
of democracy, when we hear the chief of police in Ottawa—the in‐
terim one, granted—say very clearly that they would not have been
able to take action in the way they did here unless they had these
resources, when we hear from the organizers their plans to continue
these things—they are retreating right now, but talking about mov‐
ing forward later on—and when we see this increased instability
across the country, how does the member reconcile that position
with what we are all seeing and experiencing across Canada?

Hon. Michael Chong: Madam Speaker, the issue here is not a
lack of laws to effectively deal with the situation either here in Ot‐
tawa or previously at the four border crossings; it is a lack of law
enforcement.

As the former commissioner of the Ontario Provincial Police
said yesterday, the power to make arrests, seize and tow vehicles,
cordon off the city, put up checkpoints and get thousands of addi‐
tional officers in to assist the Ottawa police already exists in the ex‐
isting laws of Canada. In fact, he said that it is used practically ev‐
ery Canada Day in this city. It is used practically every Remem‐
brance Day. Clearly the emergency powers were not required for
the clearing of the blockades at the four border crossings, because
in some cases they were cleared prior to the invocation of the pub‐
lic order emergency and in some cases before the orders had really
taken effect.

Mr. Chris Lewis (Essex, CPC): Madam Speaker, if I were a se‐
nior member of the NDP, such as the MP for Windsor West, I
would be ashamed that my leader threw the local police under the
bus, as he did in the House last Thursday. I would be doubly
ashamed if my leader whipped my vote on the Emergencies Act.

Once again, the NDP are poised to prop up the Prime Minister so
as to not hold the Prime Minister to account. The very fact that the
standoffs at the Windsor-Detroit and Coutts borders were ended
peacefully, clearly demonstrates that the Emergency Act was, quite
frankly, unnecessary.

I am wondering if the member would agree that the greatest
emergency in Canada today is that the NDP continues to prop up
this power-hungry Liberal government and today will vote with the
Liberals to allow—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
have to allow five to 10 seconds to the hon. member for Welling‐
ton—Halton Hills to answer.

Hon. Michael Chong: Madam Speaker, the issue here is a fail‐
ure to uphold the rule of law that has been years in the making.

Two years ago the blockades on the CN main line and in western
Canada at the pipeline were allowed to continue for weeks. People
who tear down statues in front of provincial legislatures and in oth‐
er public squares in this country suffer no consequences. I think we
have a failure here to uphold the rule of law, and that is what is
needed, rather than the invocation of the Emergencies Act.

Mr. Larry Maguire (Brandon—Souris, CPC): Madam Speak‐
er, today marks one week since the Prime Minister invoked the
Emergencies Act. This has been a long, emotional and distressing
week for all Canadians, no matter one's political stripe, and it is not
difficult to understand why.

The Emergencies Act has never been used in Canada. It is meant
to be a measure of last resort, something to sombrely consider only
if all other attempts at resolution have been exhausted and only
when there are no alternatives remaining. It requires the govern‐
ment to legally justify why it is necessary. Unfortunately, the gov‐
ernment has failed to give the critical justification needed for this
unprecedented decision.

The onus is on the government to justify every single line of the
regulations it is invoking under the Emergencies Act. The Liberals
need to convince Parliament why these measures are needed, rather
than the opposition to explain why they are not. The onus is on the
government to specifically outline how the existing laws of our
provinces and nation could not deal with the protest and the onus is
on the government to lay out all its evidence on how the existing
Criminal Code and intelligence gathering have failed and why it
needs these sweeping new powers. The onus is on the government,
and Canadians are left wanting.

The Canadian Constitution Foundation said, “The high threshold
for declaring a public order emergency in the Emergencies Act has
not been met.”

The BC Civil Liberties Association said, “Canada has not met
the legal threshold for the Act’s invocation.”

Our entire legal system is based on the notion that even in the
most trying of circumstances, there is due process. To oppose the
invocation of the Emergencies Act, one does not need to condone
the actions of all the protesters. What we need to do is step back
and review what powers we as parliamentarians are being asked to
approve. In doing so, we must determine if there is legal justifica‐
tion. Let me remind my colleagues that political justification does
not always equate to legal justification.

If we review the government's proclamation declaring a public
order emergency in the Canada Gazette, we will find that almost
every one of its justifications was aimed at the border closures. It is
important to note that the border closures had all ended, as my col‐
league just said, by the time the Prime Minister spoke in this
House.

There is no disagreement that blocking critical infrastructure
such as railways, bridges, highways and border crossings should
never be allowed. In the spirit of the agreement on that point, I
hope there will be unanimous support from all parties for eternity.
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The question we must ask ourselves is this: What made the gov‐

ernment determine these specific blockades were threats to national
security when previous protests were not? Was it the size and scope
of their economic impact? Was there intelligence suggesting they
would prolong, or were there other considerations that made these
protests different from previous ones that also had shut down large
parts of our economy and put communities at risk? I do not ask
these questions to be rhetorical but to determine the threshold the
government is using.

The government is being taken to court by constitutional and civ‐
il liberties associations for this very reason. They too are concerned
about the precedent being set by invoking the Emergencies Act.
They fear that sometime down the road, using the same economic
or security risk justifications, some future government will do the
same.

To invoke such sweeping powers, the government must be able
to articulate a much stronger and definitive rationale. While this is a
place normally full of platitudes, it would be wise for all of us to
focus on the details of the regulations.

After careful review of the Prime Minister's speech in the House,
I see that not once did he get into the details of how the specific
new powers will be used, nor did he lay out any argument whatso‐
ever on why the current laws were not sufficient. If his intent was
to persuade the members of this House, he was short on details and
he failed to make a convincing argument.

I have many concerns, but I first want to push back on the Prime
Minister's comment that the scope of the Emergencies Act is “tar‐
geted”.

● (1610)

Within the regulations, the Minister of Public Safety is given an
incredible amount of latitude to designate geographic areas where
the Emergencies Act will be used. In fact, the regulations give the
minister absolute power to decree that the act can be used for “any
other place as designated”. Forgive me in advance for not being
willing to support something that gives one minister such extraordi‐
nary powers.

According to the emergency preparedness minister, the govern‐
ment intends to continue exercising the far-reaching powers of the
act for “as long as they are required”. Does that mean for the totali‐
ty of the full 30 days?

If we look outside this very chamber, we will find that the trucks
are gone. The obvious question is this: When can everyday Canadi‐
ans return to Parliament Hill? Let me be very clear. I am not talking
about on the streets or sprawled out around downtown; I am talking
about on the snow-covered lawn. What information or intelligence
is the government using to determine this decision? This is not a
rhetorical question; it is valid and must be answered. The public
cannot even come to support or oppose the very matter we are de‐
bating today. While the Prime Minister has said the government is
not currently infringing on the charter rights of Canadians, such as
the right to peaceful assembly on the lawn of Parliament, I beg to
differ.

On the issue of the Emergencies Act prying into the personal
bank accounts of people, I believe it is the most constitutionally
shaky of all the government's new powers. Anyone who is down‐
playing the severity of the government giving financial institutions
the power to freeze bank accounts has lost sight of the forest for the
trees. There are reports that people who made donations before the
government ever shut down the crowdfunding websites have had
their bank accounts frozen. As confirmed by finance officials, the
Liberal government is giving banks the absolute power to make
their own decisions on whose accounts are frozen. Let me remind
this House what that means: It means freezing bank accounts with‐
out a court order, without any checks and balances or any direct and
immediate oversight.

I want to highlight what one law firm had to say about these reg‐
ulations. Stikeman Elliott wrote:

...leaving it to financial service providers to investigate their customers or to rely
on lists of names, not set out in any law, that are provided by law enforcement or
other government agencies is extraordinary, particularly given the potential to be
prosecuted for dealing with such persons.

I would say to my NDP colleagues that the Liberals just gave the
banks the power to be both judge and jury.

Moreover, the regulations state that the banks must disclose fi‐
nancial information to the RCMP and CSIS if they have reason to
believe an individual was involved in the protests. A “reason to be‐
lieve” is a very low bar for handing over personal banking informa‐
tion. I fail to see how a “reason to believe” does not infringe on
section 8 of the charter, which guarantees that everyone has the
right to be secure against unreasonable search and seizure.

Also found within these regulations is that banks are immune
from civil proceedings for compliance with this order. Regardless
of ill intent or error, any individual negatively impacted has zero le‐
gal recourse.

In closing, if the government had approached this House with
other options before what is in front of us today, perhaps it would
have found more receptive audiences. For example, if the RCMP
needed parliamentary approval to operate outside its normal juris‐
diction when requested to do so by a provincial government, I see
no reason why that could not be done. The Prime Minister should
have accepted our leader's invitation to work with other parties to
see where we could have gone from there.

I simply cannot in good conscience vote for this motion for these
reasons. The powers are too sweeping, the justification is too lack‐
ing and the precedent is too dangerous. I want nothing more than
for the government to show compassion and leadership for all
Canadians. Moreover, I do not want to see anyone blockade or stop
the movement of Canadian families or businesses as they go about
their day. We must remember that we are all citizens and will re‐
main so after this. We cannot continue to just talk past each other.
Let us lower the temperature and begin the essential work of bring‐
ing Canadians back together.



2854 COMMONS DEBATES February 21, 2022

Statutory Order
● (1615)

Ms. Pam Damoff (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Public Safety, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I thank the honourable
member for his comments today. I have listened to some very
thoughtful speeches from members of the Conservative Party dur‐
ing this debate. I have also listened to some that I found quite up‐
setting. I appreciated his comments at the end of his speech about
bringing the temperature down.

One of the member's colleagues said on Twitter that passing this
Emergencies Act would take this government another step towards
dictatorship. I find that kind of language quite disturbing and not
helpful in engaging in very civil discourse. I am wondering if the
honourable member could comment on that, please.
● (1620)

Mr. Larry Maguire: Madam Speaker, as my colleague rightly
said, in my closing remarks I said it is time to get together to come
to a solution on this.

Are we going to leave the Emergencies Act in place for 30 days,
when there are no trucks left on the streets of Ottawa? My col‐
leagues have mentioned that in the House a number of times today.
I believe there is as much peace on the streets as we have seen in
over a month, and more so, and I believe there is an opportunity for
us to get together.

We have to remember, as well, why this started in the first place.
It was because the Prime Minister decided to take a sector that was
already 80% vaccinated, and force a vaccination mandate. That was
fine when COVID first broke out. When he saw omicron numbers
already going down for two weeks before he made the decision to
ask for double vaccination for these truckers, he did it to divide
Canadians. There can be very few other reasons for it.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, the
Emergencies Act is the ultimate action a government can take. By
making this evening's vote a confidence vote, is the Prime Minister
not injecting partisanship into a vote that should reflect the con‐
science of each member of the House?
[English]

Mr. Larry Maguire: Madam Speaker, my colleague's question
is a very important one. Holding a vote as a confidence vote is a
very serious matter. I have heard others in the House make com‐
ments on this during question period and in their speeches today as
well.

Is the Prime Minister doing this because he wants to force the
NDP to vote with him, or is he doing it to cover some of the dissen‐
sion within his own caucus? I think that may be part of the reason
he has decided to make this a confidence vote tonight: He is very
afraid of losing it.

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, we can agree, my colleague and friend and I, that all levels of
government had failed here in Ottawa. The occupiers had been
asked to leave. They were asked to leave by the Anishinabe and Al‐
gonquin people. The City of Ottawa and the Conservative Premier
of Ontario had also tried to use their tools to move the people from
Ottawa. Even a court injunction could not end this occupation.

We have heard from the former defence minister and justice min‐
ister from Stephen Harper's government, Peter MacKay; former Ot‐
tawa police chief and current Conservative Senator Vernon White;
and the former security adviser to Stephen Harper, that this meets
the bar. They support using this act to take action right now.

What does my colleague say to his fellow Conservatives, includ‐
ing the Premier of Ontario, who has asked us not to abandon him
and not to abandon the people of Ottawa? New Democrats will not
do that. In light of all the things that were used, even a court injunc‐
tion, what does the honourable member say to his former Conserva‐
tive colleagues and to current Conservatives who support our mov‐
ing forward with this?

Mr. Larry Maguire: Madam Speaker, there is a huge difference.
I mentioned in my speech the low bar for this emergency measure
being used. All other border crossing situations were already solved
before the Prime Minister stood up in the House. Those border
crossings, which I completely believe should never have been
closed, were opened peacefully, albeit there might have been some
altercations that were not above board. Those were cleared up with‐
out the Emergencies Act put in place, and before the Prime Minis‐
ter stood up in the House.

The public safety minister, who wants to direct and work with
the provinces, gave them no direction. He allowed the protesters to
stay in Ottawa. They were actually invited to be here for three days,
and—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. Minister of Tourism and Associate Minis‐
ter of Finance.

● (1625)

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I am sharing my time
today with my colleague from Louis-Hébert.

It is an honour to join this important debate in the House of
Commons. We meet at a time heavy with history and laden in lega‐
cy. Today I wish to share with the House what the invocation of the
emergency measures act is, and also what it is not. I will also pro‐
vide insights into the financial measures included in the invocation.

Our government has taken the unprecedented step of invoking
the Emergencies Act to restore peace and order across the country,
and to hold that peace. The measures are temporary, geographically
specific and proportionate. They are designed to respect people's
rights, to address the crisis at hand and to comply with parliamen‐
tary oversight.
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Let me be very clear. The Emergencies Act is not a blanket sus‐

pension of civil liberties. It is not a suspension of the charter, and it
does not represent our government's first action in dealing with the
multiple threats to peace and security taking place across the coun‐
try. We got to this point due to the actions of a small group of well-
organized but not well-intentioned people who could not accept the
results of the 2021 election, an election where the issue of how to
continue the fight against COVID-19 was front and centre, and
where each of the parties put forward their platforms and Canadians
made a choice.

Since that election, we have come together in this House, in per‐
son and virtually, to debate and shape, to push and pull the policies,
programs and priorities of a nation. When we are not in the cham‐
ber, we continue to hear from and engage with our constituents. Ev‐
ery member in this place and in the other chamber, day in and day
out, receives and responds to letters, emails, tweets, messages, di‐
rect messages and more on these and other substantive issues. We
engage; we listen; we respond. All of these are indicators and proof
of the democratic system at work, but that system was not good
enough for a tiny group of people, frustrated because they did not
get their way. They planned and they plotted to tear down our insti‐
tutions.

While the public face of these illegal occupations was a demand
to end vaccine mandates, which are regulated by provincial and ter‐
ritorial governments, the core of this movement was not one of
bouncy castles and Friday night street parties. Its stated goal was to
overthrow a duly elected national government, to weaken our
democratic institutions, to spread discord and disinformation, to
foster fear and, in the worst possible scenario, to foment violence.
As evidenced by the discovery of the weapons cache, subsequent
arrests and charges laid against individuals at Coutts, there was ap‐
parent readiness by some in this movement to murder police offi‐
cers and any Canadian who would stand in their way.

These occupations were not developed to end vaccine mandates.
They were designed to be an arrow aimed at the beating heart of
our democracy to appropriate our freedom and our flag while rob‐
bing fellow citizens of their ability to walk to work, to open their
business, to get groceries, to drive to the pharmacy and to simply
sleep in peace, quiet and security.

That arrow has missed its mark. Canadians will not be fooled or
divided. We are resolute in the face of this attempt to destabilize
our democracy and to cause lasting harm to our economy and to our
international reputation.

The illegal blockades caused serious harm to provinces, to com‐
munities and to the country. They threatened businesses, big and
small, put Canadian workers at risk and robbed our economy of bil‐
lions of dollars. For example, the blockade at the Ambassador
Bridge affected about $390 million in trade each day; in Emerson,
Manitoba, about $73 million in daily trade was affected, and in my
province, at Coutts, Alberta, about $48 million a day in daily trade
was affected by the blockades.
[Translation]

The illegal actions that have been taken have shaken internation‐
al confidence in Canada as a good place to invest. Canadian jobs
and Canada's prosperity are at stake.

[English]

Protesters against vaccine mandates do not set out to make
Canada poor, but people who seek to undermine our democracy do.
No responsible government could, under these circumstances, let
the safety of its citizens, the health of its economy or its interna‐
tional reputation as a reliable trading partner be harmed in such a
manner and to such a degree.

Our government took action, which is how we arrived at the de‐
cision to declare this national emergency and to invoke the act. The
emergency economic measures order has allowed the government
to take concrete action to stop the financing of these illegal block‐
ades. The measures have allowed the federal government to take a
coordination role in what would otherwise have been beyond our
normal jurisdiction. Specifically, they were aimed at crowdfunding
platforms and payment service providers, as well as at Canadian fi‐
nancial service providers.

● (1630)

In response to a question consistently raised by the opposition
over the course of this debate, I would note that crowdfunding plat‐
forms and some payment service providers are not ordinarily sub‐
ject to the anti-money laundering and anti-terrorist financing laws.
It therefore stands to reason that they could be used to finance un‐
lawful activities, such as illegal blockades.

To address this, the order extended the scope of Canada's anti-
money laundering and anti-terrorist financing rules to cover crowd‐
funding platforms and payment service providers. Specifically, the
entities that are in possession of any funds associated with illegal
blockades are now required to register with the Financial Transac‐
tions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada, FINTRAC, and to re‐
port suspicious and large-value transactions of persons involved in
the blockades. This is mitigating the risk that these platforms could
be used to receive funds from illicit sources or to finance illicit ac‐
tivities.

With respect to financial service providers, the order directs them
to intervene when they suspect that an account belongs to someone
participating in illegal blockades. This means that banks, insurance
companies and other financial service providers must now tem‐
porarily cease providing financial services, including freezing their
accounts, when they believe an account holder or client is engaged
in illegal blockades. The order applies to all funds held in a deposit,
chequing or saving account and to any other type of property. This
also includes digital assets, such as cryptocurrencies.

Of course, these service providers are required to unfreeze ac‐
counts when the account holder stops assisting or participating in il‐
legal blockades.
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[Translation]

With the emergency economic measures order, the government is
also directing Canadian financial institutions to review their rela‐
tionships with anyone involved in the illegal blockades. The order
also gives federal, provincial and territorial government institutions
new powers to share any relevant information with banks and other
financial service providers if that information helps stop the fund‐
ing of the illegal blockades and unlawful activities occurring here
in Canada.

The vast majority of Canadians, those who are law-abiding and
not involved in these illegal blockades, will see absolutely no dif‐
ference. These measures are temporary. They will apply for 30 days
and are aimed at individuals and businesses that are directly or indi‐
rectly involved in illegal activities that are hurting our economy.

[English]

The emergency measures we have declared were designed, as
was the act itself, to respect the charter and to ensure the protection
of charter rights. We treat the rights protected by the charter with
utmost seriousness, as we do the safety and security of all Canadi‐
ans.

Like so many others in this place and across the country, I am
worn out from that persistent, nagging, daily battle against the re‐
lentless, heartless and invisible foe that is COVID-19. No one
asked for this virus. We simply had to respond to it the best we
could, together.

I was not a sitting member during the first two years of the pan‐
demic, and I take this opportunity to salute and thank members of
all parties, Greens, New Democrats, Bloc Québécois, Conserva‐
tives, Liberals and independents alike, for their heroic handling of a
once-in-a-century challenge, with $511 billion invested in the lives
and livelihoods of Canadians so that we could get through the worst
of the pandemic. However, while we may all be done with COVID,
COVID may not yet be done with us.

As we head into a new phase of living with the virus, let us re‐
member who we are as Canadians, what we have built here, north
of the 49th parallel, who we are on the world stage, and what we
can achieve when we work and pull together. There are forces at
play that would love nothing more than to see us fail. We will not
succumb to such elements. We will prevail. It is in our very DNA to
do so. In the face of this national emergency, our government has
taken specific and targeted action, and we have, by law, promptly
submitted those actions to parliamentary approval, to committee
oversight, and to the critical observation of the media, academics
and Canadians from coast to coast to coast.

The debate will continue. Thoughtful commentators, thoughtful
critics, the media and civil society will weigh in with concerns and
observations. All of this is as it should be. In the final analysis, we
have stood for the rule of law. We have been careful to limit the ex‐
tent of these measures, and we acted in the defence of our economy
with a solemn commitment to peace, order, good government and
the health of our society. As we submit these actions for the demo‐
cratic approval of this chamber, we know that brighter days lie
ahead.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Madam Speaker,
the hon. member from across the way made mention that the
protests that took place in Ottawa could be traced back to organized
crime groups or terrorist-like groups, as he accused them of being.
However, he did not offer any evidence for this, and the minister
just a few days ago made the same types of accusations when he
was doing a media press conference. The media followed up with a
number of questions in that regard. When the media asked him if he
could provide evidence, he was not able to. The media then asked if
it seemed like more of a hunch, or whether it was substantiated. He
had to admit that it really was just a hunch, something that he felt
might be a tie.

I am wondering if the hon. member has evidence that he would
like to present to the House of Commons that this is in fact a terror‐
ist-like organization and a large organized crime group.

● (1635)

Hon. Randy Boissonnault: Madam Speaker, the best example
we have of the core ideology at the heart of these blockades and il‐
legal protests is the cache of weapons and body armour and the
plotting discovered by RCMP agents in the province of Alberta to
murder police officers and anybody who stood in their way. One
simply has to go—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: How is that related to Ottawa?

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
would ask the member to allow the minister to answer, please, and
not heckle.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Madam Speaker, I did not hear an an‐
swer, so I was curious.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The minister is answering the question.

The hon. minister.

Hon. Randy Boissonnault: Madam Speaker, what Canadians
simply need to do is look at the social media feeds of the people
behind the protests and they will understand very clearly the ideolo‐
gy and thinking behind these illegal blockades and protests.

[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
recognize the member's intelligence and common sense. We now
know that invoking the Emergencies Act, as the government is try‐
ing to do tonight, is no longer necessary, if it ever was.

Would the member not agree that it would be more appropriate to
use this time to gather in a committee to determine which tools
could prevent crises like the one we have experienced, instead of
resorting to disproportionate measures after the fact?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon.
member for his kind words and praise.
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Despite the differences in our political ideologies, I think that we

can both agree on the need to strengthen peace, order and safety for
all Canadians and Quebeckers.

The government believes it is obvious that the situation across
the country remains delicate and precarious. It is not enough to sim‐
ply call for peace and order; these have to be maintained. That is
our objective at the moment, and we will take all this very seriously
while upholding the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
[English]

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, we have heard a lot of division and rhetoric throughout the occu‐
pation. We heard that the Leader of the Opposition said she did not
think we should be asking the protesters to go home, that we need
to turn this into the Prime Minister's problem and more divisive ac‐
tion like that. Also, one of the top four leaders of the convoy was a
former Conservative candidate. On the other side, we heard the
Prime Minister's rhetoric demeaning people who do not agree with
him.

Does my colleague not agree that the Prime Minister needs to ac‐
knowledge that his tone has also helped create division? He has
pushed people to the margins who do not agree with him. People
have suffered by doing the right thing and implementing the man‐
dates according to health officials, which has harmed their busi‐
nesses and whatever else. Every Canadian has struggled.

Does my colleague agree that for us to move forward and heal as
a nation, the Prime Minister needs to step up and change the
rhetoric and the tone he is using?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault: Madam Speaker, my focus as Asso‐
ciate Minister of Finance and Minister of Tourism and a member of
this government is to ensure that we have peace, security, good
government and safety for Canadians from coast to coast to coast.
The situation is still precarious, as the member may well have
seen—
● (1640)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
have to move on.
[Translation]

Resuming debate.

The hon. member for Louis-Hébert.
Mr. Joël Lightbound (Louis-Hébert, Lib.): Madam Speaker,

the decision we are required to make today in this vote is without
question one of the most important that a parliamentarian may be
called to make. History will judge our votes and our debates in the
House.

This vote is about fundamental issues in a democracy. On the one
hand, it is about the duty of the government to protect our institu‐
tions and the public order, which is necessary in a free society. On
the other hand, it is about the protection of citizens' civil liberties,
which are just as fundamental in a free society.

First and foremost, I am not going to engage in the kind of at‐
tempts that the Bloc Québécois has made to draw tenuous connec‐
tions between the Emergencies Act that we are debating today and

its predecessor, the War Measures Act. They have very little in
common in terms of checks and balances or accountability, or even
protections guaranteed by the charter.

I will also not engage in the game being played by the Conserva‐
tives, who had to muster all their courage to finally ask the
protesters to stop occupying Ottawa and who struggled to condemn
all the misbehaviour we saw over the past few weeks in Ottawa.

I will always defend the right to peaceful protest, but one per‐
son's freedom ends where another's begins. In a democracy, people
always have the right to be heard, but that right does not mean they
can block critical infrastructure or negatively impact downtown Ot‐
tawa residents' quality of life for weeks. Those people have nothing
whatsoever to do with the protesters' demands.

Anyone who knows me will not be surprised to learn that, 10
years ago, I was a part of the student strike. I wore a red square and
marched for more than my fair share, as the saying went. However,
I never supported the actions of those who blockaded the Port of
Montreal or Jacques Cartier Bridge at rush hour. I never felt that
was the best way to make our voices heard, and rather than raise
public awareness of our cause, it inevitably turned many people
against our movement and our ideas. The same happened with the
convoy.

To those who may be tempted by illegal means, I say resist. Take
the high road, because in a democracy, we value the noble path of
non-violence and the ballot box.

Protesting in front of Parliament, in front of provincial legisla‐
tures and in front of my office, and organizing peaceful marches are
all perfectly fine. However, an occupation that lasts for weeks and
blockades that last for days are not fine. They caused serious prob‐
lems that municipal and provincial governments could not or would
not address. Their failures and their inaction emboldened others to
set up blockades elsewhere in Canada, including in Emerson,
Coutts and Windsor.

That is the problem that the federal government wanted to ad‐
dress by invoking the Emergencies Act. Let me be clear. I agree
with the government's objective. However, I have serious questions
about the means chosen. The Emergencies Act is undoubtedly the
most draconian weapon in the government's legislative arsenal and,
in this case, it confers enormous powers on the state, including the
power to freeze bank accounts without due process. To invoke this
legislation, a very high threshold must be met, and this threshold
was deliberately set high.

According to section 16 of the act, a “public order emergency
means an emergency that arises from threats to the security of
Canada and that is so serious as to be a national emergency”.
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A threat to the security of Canada is itself defined in section 2 of

the Canadian Security Intelligence Service Act. There are four pos‐
sibilities: espionage, foreign influence, activities relating to terror‐
ism, and violent insurrection against the government. The threshold
is extremely high, which is by design, given the powers this act
confers.

The government based its decision on the third possibility, terror‐
ism, which is defined in the act as follows: “activities within or re‐
lating to Canada directed toward or in support of the threat or use
of acts of serious violence against persons or property for the pur‐
pose of achieving a political, religious or ideological objective
within Canada or a foreign state”.

I think it is clear that the second aspect, the political objective, is
not a factor here, but for the first one, the threat of serious violence
must constitute a national crisis. That part of it is anything but clear
to me. For the current crisis to qualify under that criterion, the gov‐
ernment is forced to consider economic disruption or, at this point,
the threat of economic disruption, as a threat of serious violence
against persons or property, as set out in the act.

Along with many eminent lawyers and various experts, such as
Professor Leah West and even the Canadian Civil Liberties Associ‐
ation, I believe that is a false equivalence. It is a slippery slope that
dilutes the strict criteria under the Emergencies Act.

During the rail blockades put in place in early 2020 to support
the demands of the Wet'suwet'en, I never thought it would be ap‐
propriate to invoke the Emergencies Act. It is precisely because,
even if there were some major economic disruptions, the line was
never crossed, there was never any violence or threat of serious vio‐
lence against property or persons. I look at the present situation in
the same way.
● (1645)

I am aware that I do not have all the information that cabinet has.
As a parliamentarian, I must make decisions based on the informa‐
tion that is provided to us.

Based on what is available to me, I cannot help but echo the
comments of my colleague from Beaches—East York, that contort‐
ing the application of the law in order to defend the law is not a
very comfortable position to be in.

Beyond the concerns I just raised about the threshold for invok‐
ing the Emergencies Act, I also have questions about the fact that
we are being asked this evening not to retroactively confirm the use
of the act, but instead to extend its application. I wonder if it is still
necessary in the circumstances, considering the occupation of Ot‐
tawa is over, the police have finally and rather easily done their job,
and there are no more blockades at the border.

The measures taken under the Emergencies Act may have been
useful to law enforcement, or even effective, but that does not mean
they are necessary or proportionate, nor that they still are as we
speak. Personally, I am not convinced.

In closing, I want to make some observations in response to what
I have heard during the debate in the House over the past few days.
In our debates and reflections, I think we need to avoid letting our
dislike of an issue affect our ability to analyze it in a neutral and

rational way, because governments change and do not always have
the same views on different issues. Take, for example, environmen‐
tal or indigenous issues, or even the student issues we hold dear. In
the current context and for the reasons mentioned, the use of the
Emergencies Act creates a serious precedent.

I also think that we must avoid ascribing too much value to opin‐
ion polls when we are debating the use of a law like this one. Public
opinion is not one of the criteria set by the legislator. If I had to
choose, I would far rather do the right thing than follow the trend.

In the future, I also think we will have to modernize the act to
ensure that it can be used more adequately to respond to situations
like the one we are facing.

To conclude, members should not interpret my comments as a re‐
pudiation of this government. I believe that in the absence of mu‐
nicipal and provincial leadership, the government took the steps it
believed to be appropriate to address this crisis, and it did so in
good faith. I agree with the government's objective of restoring or‐
der, though I disagree with its methods.

As for my vote, since 2015, the Liberal Party has had a moral
contract whereby members must vote with the government on con‐
fidence votes, electoral commitments, and issues affecting Canadi‐
ans' fundamental rights protected by the Canadian Charter of Rights
and Freedoms.

Under this contract, all other votes are free votes. I made this
commitment as a member of the Liberal Party. If this evening's vote
were not a confidence vote, I would vote against it. However, at the
very least, as we prepare to vote, I would like to have a clear and
unequivocal indication as to whether this is truly a confidence vote.

[English]

Mr. Frank Caputo (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo, CPC):
Madam Speaker, it is always a pleasure to rise on behalf of the peo‐
ple of Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo. The hon. member took a
very analytical approach in his speech and I do appreciate all that
he said.

Earlier in question period, the hon. Minister of Justice was asked
about releasing any legal opinions in his capacity as Minister of
Justice and Attorney General that were provided to him as minister
as to the legality of imposing the act, what is the legal opinion and
has the threshold been met.

The Minister of Justice and Attorney General did not provide
anything in that respect. If the threshold has been met, what would
the government be afraid of in releasing a legal opinion that sup‐
ports its cause?
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Mr. Joël Lightbound: Madam Speaker, the member touched on

a lot of aspects in his question. To me, based on my analysis as a
lawyer, when I look at section 16 and what is defined in the CSIS
Act as a threat to the security of Canada, I do not think the thresh‐
old has been met.

However, I understand different lawyers and different legal ex‐
perts can have different legal opinions. I also understand I am not
privy to all the information that cabinet has. In such circumstances,
there is usually always a great deal of deference given to the execu‐
tive. However, based on the information I have and based on my
reading of the law, I do not think the threshold was met.
● (1650)

[Translation]
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, I will

start by commending my colleague for his political courage.

The member started his speech by talking about our individual
responsibilities as legislators in this evening's vote. By making this
a confidence vote, the Prime Minister is doing two things. First, he
is preventing members of his own caucus, like the member himself,
from voting according to their conscience. Second, he is preventing
the NDP from voting according to its conscience without triggering
another useless election.

I heard my colleague correctly. I respect his position, but I would
like to know whether, despite their moral contract to vote the same
way on emergency and special measures, the Liberals will make an
exception for my colleague.

Mr. Joël Lightbound: Madam Speaker, I, too, have a moral con‐
tract and that is with my constituents. They know what party I be‐
long to, and it has always been clear that I would support the gov‐
ernment in confidence votes.

I am simply asking for a clear and unequivocal answer as to
whether this evening's vote is a confidence vote or not.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, my colleague from Louis-Hébert raised
some very relevant points.

He touched on the issue of freezing the bank accounts of individ‐
uals or businesses involved in the organization of these illegal oc‐
cupations, who often have ties to the far right. Does he not find that
cutting off the funding of all those who want to destabilize our
democratic institutions is an extremely effective measure?

Mr. Joël Lightbound: Madam Speaker, that is a very relevant
question. The member for Rosemont has known me long enough to
know that I do not have any sympathy for far-right groups. We saw
how some of these groups latched onto this movement.

I think we need to ask ourselves how we can monitor the foreign
funding of certain causes in Canada.

However, a value that is dear to me as a lawyer involved in the
defence of civil rights is the existence of legal proceedings when
the state uses such coercive power.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague. I am very impressed by his
courage.

I think we now have a real emergency situation. I believe that the
threats to Canada's security are real, consistent with the definition
of threats to the security of Canada found in the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service Act. Unfortunately, that definition has not been
included in the Emergencies Act, although it does refer to that other
act.

That is why foreign-influenced activities threaten Canada. Activ‐
ities that are not foreign-influenced are hidden. Does my colleague
think that foreign activities pose a threat to our democracy?

Mr. Joël Lightbound: Madam Speaker, I am pleased to see the
hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands again.

I do not believe that that aspect meets any of the four possibili‐
ties in the definition of security threat in the Canadian Security In‐
telligence Service Act, for the simple reason that foreign interfer‐
ence would require a state actor. That does not appear to be the case
at the moment.

In that respect, all Canadians who donate to organizations like
Human Rights Watch or Amnesty International for advocacy in oth‐
er countries could find themselves—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Or‐
der.

The hon. member for Cariboo—Prince George.

[English]

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam
Speaker, we are at a historic moment in our nation's history. The
sun will come up tomorrow, and the eyes of our nation, indeed of
the world, will be looking at how we comport ourselves over the
next couple of hours and how that vote goes at eight o'clock
tonight.

If I am being completely truthful with those who are in the
House, the last two years of my political life have been among the
hardest in my career, and I think I speak for all members and col‐
leagues in the House. Our nation has struggled with what is real
and what is false, with being open and being closed.

We have become a nation divided. We have families that are di‐
vided. We have lost friends. We have lost family members. We
have communities that are divided, torn apart in the wake of a dis‐
ease that has separated us emotionally and physically from the ones
that we love.

I have probably written this speech about 12 times. I have said it
over in my head probably a dozen more times. I have ripped it up
every time. In truth, I do not know what I am going to say as we
move forward.

I struggle with how to describe what it has been like to be a lead‐
er in our community throughout these two years. I know my col‐
leagues in the House, and those that are watching from home, have
experienced the very same issues I am speaking of.
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I have listened to heartbreaking stories from people I have

known for years. I have listened to heartbreaking stories from peo‐
ple I have just met, both vaccinated and unvaccinated, some for
mandates and some for no mandates. I have been inundated with
calls and requests for help. People on both sides of the issue have
come forward to give me their opinions, people who have lost their
jobs or who have lost their businesses, and people who simply want
things to go back the way they were. I have listened to people who
have lost loved ones.

COVID has not only managed to overwhelm our health care sys‐
tem, it has overwhelmed our souls. People were not meant to live in
isolation. We are not designed to be without human contact. The
devastation of this disease goes well beyond ICUs and long-term
care. The mental health aspects cannot be overstated.

We are a nation divided and we are a nation that is struggling.
We are a nation on the brink, because we are not made to deal with
this isolation, and because of a failure of leadership.

Two weeks ago, I received an urgent call from one of my local
leaders. He is a good friend. He has been a sounding board, and he
has never been afraid to tell me the truth, to give me that kick in the
butt. He was almost in tears as he told me about the threats of harm.
He described to me the feelings he had when he learned about his
grandchildren having to hide beneath their desks because there had
been an active shooter in his community. His voice shook as he told
me he feared for his life. He feared for his life.

He fears for his life because of the divisions of this country. He
said I needed to do something for him. He needed me to talk to my
colleagues on all sides of the House. He needed me to turn down
the rhetoric.

We need to stop and listen. Last week, as I walked to and from
my office here on the Hill, I stopped to talk, and I stopped to listen.
I listened to a young man from Langley who had stayed in his vehi‐
cle in -30°C weather just for the chance to be heard. I listened to a
grandmother whose son had committed suicide in December be‐
cause of the overwhelming aspects of this pandemic. I listened to a
trucker whose daughter also took her life last year because of the
mental health challenges brought on by this pandemic.
● (1655)

The toll of this disease will not be measured in weeks or years.
The toll will be measured in lives lost. It will not be just lives lost
from those who suffered from COVID, but lives lost from those
who lived with the mental health issues this disease created, the
mental health issues governments have perpetuated with lockdowns
and school closures. There is an increase in domestic abuse and
drug dependencies. The measure of deaths by COVID will far sur‐
pass the numbers we see on website updates. They do not even
come close to the truth. The fact of the matter is, we will not know
the extent of the devastation this disease has had on us for years to
come.

The people I stopped to talk to were not racists. They were not
extremists. They were not here for an insurrection. As a matter of
fact, I struggle with something. If this had been a real threat, I have
to trust that our security and our intelligence would have shut this
place down long before the trucks arrived on Wellington Street.

They were not Canadians hell-bent on usurping power or trying to
overthrow our government. They simply came to Ottawa because
they wanted to be heard.

They came with stories of tragedy. They came with stories of
heartbreak. They came because they wanted a voice. They came be‐
cause they wanted to be heard. There are 338 members of Parlia‐
ment in this House, and we have all been elected to carry the voices
of the electors, of Canadians, to this place. Our job is to listen. Our
job is to act. Our job is to make this country a better place for ev‐
eryone, not just those who we agree with, but also those who we
disagree with.

When someone comes into my office at home or here in Ottawa,
I do not ask which party they voted for. I do not ask if they are vac‐
cinated, or if they are unvaccinated, because honestly, I do not care.
I kind of hope that they had voted for me, but honestly, I do not
care. I see them for the person they are in front of me. I listen. I
show compassion. I ask how I can help.

When the trucks descended upon Ottawa the first weekend, they
came because they wanted the border mandates lifted. They came
because they had had enough. They came because they wanted to
be heard. Instead, their voices fell upon deaf ears. What that week‐
end did was solidify their need to end the mandates. That weekend
solidified their need to be heard.

That first weekend opened up old wounds, deep wounds that
have not had a chance to heal because of the last two years. It
opened up a flood gate of the pent-up emotions we have all experi‐
enced to one degree or other. We have the raw nerve of a seemingly
unending pandemic and two years of mental and emotional turmoil
left unchecked. They wanted their voices to be heard. Instead, they
were shunned.

They were called extremists. They were labelled. The question
was put to others if we should even tolerate these people. They
were told their views were unacceptable. They were called misogy‐
nists. They were disavowed as people with unacceptable views, and
the man who should have been listening, was not. Instead of doing
his job, instead of hearing what Canadians had to say, the Prime
Minister of Canada disenfranchised thousands of Canadians.

The Prime Minister motivated thousands of Canadians to come
here to have their voices heard. This is arrogance and self-righ‐
teousness. It only served to inflame the situation. Leadership is
about being front and centre. Leadership is about doing what is
right. Leadership is about listening. Leadership is about caring, not
just for those who agree with someone, but also for those who do
not.

Leadership is about tolerance. It is about dialogue. A lot has been
said about dialogue being needed. I have a lot of friends who are in
law enforcement, and I asked them if this was needed. They said
the first point of ending any conflict is dialogue and negotiation. Do
we not teach our kids to use their words, to talk, listen and under‐
stand each other's sides? However, when it mattered most, the se‐
nior leader in our country chose intolerance over listening.
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That is a failure of leadership when it mattered most, and we will

be judged for it.
● (1700)

Mr. Arif Virani (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
International Trade, Export Promotion, Small Business and
Economic Development, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I want to thank
all the law enforcement officials from around the country, including
the OPS, who have done such an incredible job in terms of what
has ended outside of this very building.

I listened intently to the member opposite, and I think we have a
very different perspective on the threat. He basically indicated that
the threat of insurrection was not real. I would simply point him to
the fact that we have documented evidence calling for the over‐
throw of the government. We have instances of weapons being
found from other blockaders, including at the Alberta border, and
we are investigating links between the hate group called Diagolon
and what is happening here. When the arrests were actually being
effected by those brave law enforcement officials whom I know
this member supports, there were attempts made to dislodge their
weapons. That, to me, is proof positive that this kind of legislation
is required.

Would the member agree with me and with the interim chief,
Steve Bell, who said that this legislation is exactly what was needed
in order to effectuate the cleanup of the occupation that was occur‐
ring outside?
● (1705)

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, I can only speak to the
thousands of other protests that we have seen on the Hill over the
time I have been a member of Parliament. I can only speak to the
people I have spoken to, the law enforcement professionals, the ex‐
perts who were there, as I am not expert in this, who said this was a
ham-fisted overreach in power. This could have been accomplished
with the very same laws that we have.

Invoking the Emergencies Act is a very serious step, and one that
should be the last measure. What was the first, second, third or
fourth measure? We did not see that.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, there is a
serious problem here.

All day, it has been said that it would be preferable if members
voted their conscience.

The member for Louis-Hébert just told us the orders do not re‐
spect the invocation criteria for the act. That is what he just told us.
If it were not a confidence motion, he would vote against it, but he
does not know whether it is a confidence vote or not.

What does the member think of this situation where the Prime
Minister has not even been clear with his members and does not
have the courage to tell them whether, yes or no, this is a confi‐
dence vote?
[English]

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, my colleague has a very
good question.

That speaks loudly to me and says that the Prime Minister con‐
tinues to be afraid that his leadership is threatened. He knows he
overstepped his boundaries and his grounds, and he knows his lead‐
ership is fragile, so much so that he has to put that veiled threat out
there so that his colleagues and his MPs, whether here or in his
coalition with the NDP, know that if this vote fails, it could mean
another unnecessary election.

It is just shameful that the Prime Minister would actually take
that step. Let us not make any bones about it. He knows exactly
what he is doing when he puts that out in a press conference. It is a
threat, a shot that he is sending across the bow at any MP who is
considering voting against him.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech.

We all understand that after two years, people are fed up, tired
and frustrated. I also understand the right to be heard. I have attend‐
ed enough protests to be heard a few times.

However, the right to be heard is not the right to honk horns day
and night for 10 days in downtown Ottawa; it is not the right to ha‐
rass and terrorize the public.

I do not agree with the member when he says that there was no
intention to overthrow the government. That was written on their
Facebook page. Far right organizers said they were prepared to
work with the Senate and the Governor General to take the place of
a democratically elected government.

Members of the Conservative Party, the party of law and order,
support this movement and will bring coffee and pizza to these peo‐
ple and get their pictures taken with them. What is happening in
that party?

[English]

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, it will be no surprise that I
disagree with the member 100%.

Where I will agree is that we have had thousands of protests here
in our nation's capital since I was elected. I get that the 10 days of
honking and all manner of noise were not appropriate, but all Cana‐
dians wanted was to be heard—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I appreciate the passionate speech of the member for Cari‐
boo—Prince George. It is always hard to follow him in this House.
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First, I want to thank my constituents. I can honestly say, for all

MPs in the House, that in the last two weeks we have likely re‐
ceived more correspondence than in any other two-week period in
the last number of years on a number of these issues, and it has
been a trying two years. I want to thank my constituents because
they have made it crystal clear that they do not support the invoca‐
tion and the continued use of the Emergencies Act. There has been
a balanced feedback on this one, but the majority have clearly indi‐
cated in my riding that they do not support the Liberal govern‐
ment's decision.

I want to make it crystal clear that I will always support the
democratic right of Canadians to protest. I am on the record, before
this convoy ever arrived here in Ottawa, saying that I will always
support, no matter what the issue is on the political spectrum, the
right of Canadians to democratically protest. However, I am on the
record saying that I will never support people breaking the law. I do
belong to the party of law and order, and I am on the record stating
that I will never support anyone breaking the law. That includes
blockades and anything else.

I am going to focus on my Liberal colleagues and the NDP for
my speech, because I think I know how the majority of the Conser‐
vative and Bloc members are going to vote, based on the indication
now that this is possibly a confidence vote. Maybe my words will
be for nought, but I want to get into the crux of the issue that I think
we are really voting on tonight, and that is the continuation of the
invocation of the Emergencies Act: not the history or why the gov‐
ernment did it, but why we still need it going forward.

There have been some great speeches in the House already that
clearly outline why people on both sides think that the government
was justified or not justified in bringing it forward, but I want to fo‐
cus on the question of why we need it going forward and, lacking
that, the question of trust.

I will just cover the justification briefly. I have read all the tabled
documents that were provided to us as members of Parliament and
the stuff that has been put out in the public sphere to read. I have
tried to either read or listen to every speech given by a Liberal
member, but specifically the Liberal cabinet, the members of the
Liberal government, because they are the ones who should be
speaking more than the rest of us in the House during this debate,
trying to convince us why they are implementing arguably the most
draconian, powerful piece of legislation that exists in our federal
laws. I do not think there is anything more powerful than the Emer‐
gencies Act when it comes to putting it into place and actually cur‐
tailing some of the freedoms that exist in this great country.

What are the justifications that have been tabled so far? If mem‐
bers read through the proclamation, they will see that it really hits
two key points: It talks about the freezing of financial assets, and it
talks about tow trucks. I have been involved in dealing with nation‐
al crises, not necessarily here in Canada but around the world. I un‐
derstand, maybe more than most, what serious national security
threats are, and I have never felt personally that anything that has
occurred across Canada over the last three weeks, dealing with the
blockades or the convoy here in Ottawa, has met that threshold.
Members should not take my word for it. There have been experts
out there. The member for Wellington—Halton Hills laid out in his
speech, a few hours earlier, clear logic that the government has

failed to meet the legal requirements to invoke the act, but it chose
to do it anyway.

Let us make the assumption that the justification was valid for
bringing in the invocation, that it did somehow meet the national
emergency threshold. Was this because the cabinet, as has been
hinted at, had access to additional intelligence or information that
warranted this? How did the government communicate that to
Canadians, but also to the rest of us here in the House of Commons,
with this important vote coming? Did the government reach out and
ask to share that information?

● (1710)

There are many of us in this House who have the appropriate se‐
curity clearance, top secret security clearance, who are former
members of the Privy Council. All that aside, we could quickly and
quite easily read a number of members from all parties in the House
into the necessary security classification and provide that intelli‐
gence or information, because lacking that, the Prime Minister is
really just asking us to trust him. I will get back to the question of
trust in a couple of minutes.

As the Liberal member for Beaches—East York laid out in his
speech just a couple of hours ago, and as I have already hinted at,
the vote tonight is really about why the Emergencies Act and all
these restrictive measures are still required. I feel personally that a
responsible government, even one that felt it was justified in using
this very powerful piece of legislation, would have revoked these
measures as soon as all the illegal blockades disappeared. Why has
the Liberal government not done this?

I listened yesterday as the Minister of Emergency Preparedness
was asked a direct question on national media as to why the Emer‐
gencies Act is still needed going forward when everything has been
resolved. His response was that there is still work to be done. I
stepped out of the chamber this morning to listen to the Prime Min‐
ister in his press conference. It was the first question he was asked,
and then he was asked again by a reporter to give one specific ex‐
ample. His answer was about tow trucks.

We are in a national emergency because somehow we need tow
trucks to move I do not know what. I have been driving in and out
every day over the last two weeks here to Parliament. There were
lots of vehicles illegally blockading the roads that needed to be
towed out, and they are all gone. I had no issues coming in to Par‐
liament Hill this morning.
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What disturbed me and disappointed me as well during that press

conference was that the Prime Minister was asked a couple of other
very easy questions, such as what lessons he learned from the last
few weeks, and his response was that the country is angry. I do not
know if that is learning much of anything. He was asked if he has
any regrets. A sign of a good leader is recognizing that one is not
perfect. I know I have made plenty of mistakes throughout my mili‐
tary career, and I am sure even as a politician in the last couple of
years. The key to learning from them is to actually recognize when
we have made a mistake. That is when we learn the most, and we
should have regrets if we did not do things to the best of our abili‐
ties.

What does it all mean going forward, when we still see the gov‐
ernment continuing to support the emergency measures? Does this
mean the Liberals just want to go after those Canadians who maybe
happened to donate to their local neighbour, the truck driver, who
might have even been fully vaccinated? I know I had constituents
in my riding who came here for the protests fully vaccinated. One
of my best friends, who I did not even realize had come, drove here
with his wife and kids from British Columbia, protested completely
legally and then went home. He drove all the way back. He did not
blockade anything. He did not do anything. Because people made
a $20 donation, are they at risk? Is that why we still need these
measures going forward? I had constituents reaching out to me this
morning saying they are pulling all their money out of the bank and
putting it all in their mattress or whatever, because they do not trust
the government.

If these risks still exist, I do encourage the government to take
the necessary steps to reach out and share those, because I think it
is safe to say the Prime Minister has broken the trust. Canadians no
longer trust him, so regardless of where we are on this issue, let us
work together to build that trust. I am asking the Liberal govern‐
ment to share that information and make it available. If the Liberals
really feel there is a threat out there that still needs to be addressed,
they should bring it forward.

In conclusion, as lawyers and Liberal MPs from Louis-Hébert
and Beaches—East York just stated in their speeches in the last few
hours, the threshold has not been met. The only reason they are vot‐
ing tonight in favour of this is that the Prime Minister would rather
have a federal election than accept that maybe he did not make the
right decision.

Tonight I will be voting to revoke the Emergencies Act.
● (1715)

Mr. Arif Virani (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
International Trade, Export Promotion, Small Business and
Economic Development, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I have listened
intently to the member opposite, and I want to point out something
we have heard repeatedly during the course of these past four days
from the Conservative benches, which is that other steps were not
taken prior to invoking this very significant piece of legislation.
That is categorically false. A table was convened of all leadership
at multiple levels. The RCMP officers were deputized. Ottawa de‐
clared a state of emergency. The Province of Ontario declared a
state of emergency. Funds were targeted using conventional meth‐
ods. Cryptocurrency was then being used by the illegal protesters,
thus triggering the need to employ FINTRAC.

I am going to address FINTRAC in my question to the member
opposite. Thus far, according to the reading I did this morning on
my way here, 206 accounts have been frozen among tens of thou‐
sands of people in two countries who have donated to these illegal
blockades. Is that not, in fact, demonstrating the restraint that has
been shown, in terms of the surgical targeting of those who are
largely funding this with improper donations, including donations
from foreign jurisdictions? Is that not exactly what we should be
doing to cut off the supply chain to this illegal blockading?

● (1720)

Mr. Alex Ruff: Madam Speaker, I would correct my Liberal col‐
league. If he goes back and listens to my speech, I never actually
made any allegations that there were no justifications or steps.
There have been speeches that noted that, but it was not part of my
speech.

With respect to the member's comment, if only 206 accounts
have been frozen so far and he is saying that is a good sign of re‐
straint, I would agree with him.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, the Lib‐
erals tell us that passing the Emergencies Act in its 1988 version is
not abusive because it is guided by the consideration and review of
the legislators we are.

However, by making this a vote of confidence, the Prime Minis‐
ter is perverting the free and informed review that we should be
conducting as legislators. Worse yet, he is hiding his real intentions
from his members.

Does my colleague not find once again that the Prime Minister is
demonstrating a shocking lack of leadership?

Mr. Alex Ruff: Madam Speaker, I completely agree with my
colleague.

[English]

It is a lack of leadership. The whole purpose of the Emergencies
Act is to address a case of last resort. We should not be utilizing it
without absolute concern and restraint. We need to have the over‐
sight. In fact, that is why we have the Emergencies Act. It morphed
and evolved from the War Measures Act because there was a recog‐
nition that we needed the democratic oversight of the House. We
have all these tools in place through the parliamentary review com‐
mittee, which can table and review the revocation within seven
days, and we can get to the bottom of all of this. I am personally
disappointed that the Prime Minister made this a confidence vote.

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, first, I want to thank my colleague, on behalf of all Canadians,
for his service to our country.
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We are supporting this measure reluctantly, and we have made

that very clear. We have heard from other members of the Conser‐
vative Party: Doug Ford, himself a Conservative and the Premier of
Ontario; Peter MacKay, the former defence minister and minister of
justice under the Stephen Harper government; and Stephen Harper's
own security adviser, Richard Fadden. They all believe that this sit‐
uation meets the bar and that this is the right use of the act.

Given the scope of the act we are talking about today, does the
member not believe that they are qualified experts? What does he
say to those Conservatives who are calling for us to move forward
with tonight's vote and to vote in favour of it?

Mr. Alex Ruff: Madam Speaker, every Canadian should have an
opinion on this, and I fully respect their opinions. Maybe they are
right that it was necessary. That is their opinion. However, I would
push back and say that calling for the act when it was needed to get
rid of the existing blockades here in Ottawa is not what we are vot‐
ing on tonight. We are voting on whether it still needs to be in
place, and I am not aware of a single protest or threat in this coun‐
try that still requires the most restrictive, powerful legislation in
this country.

Mr. Peter Schiefke (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the hon. member for Don
Valley North.
[Translation]

I rise in the House today on a matter of great importance. Every
opportunity to rise in this place is sacred. It is a privilege that is not
to be taken lightly, especially when we are called here to talk about
a difficult period for Canada and for all those who call our country
home.

That is what I am doing today, and I rise to assert my conviction
that declaring a public emergency under the Emergencies Act was
necessary to deal with the coordinated, multi-faceted threats that
presently weigh on our safety and security, our democracy and our
economy.
● (1725)

[English]

My constituents, and Canadians in communities all across
Canada, are by this point aware of the self-titled “freedom convoy”
that descended on the city of Ottawa over three weeks ago to, in
their own words, “end the COVID-19 mandates now”. As someone
who openly welcomes opposing views and lively debate, and who
has participated in dozens of protests and demonstrations over my
lifetime, I supported their right to do so. This right is, in fact, en‐
trenched in subsection 2(b) of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
It protects the ability for citizens to voice their discontent, question
authority and seek change. It is at the core of who we are as a peo‐
ple, and as an MP and a proud Canadian, I will always fight to de‐
fend it.

However, in our democracy, freedom of expression is not abso‐
lute. Subsection 2(b) extends toward lawful, peaceful protest. The
charter does not protect illegal blockades and occupations. Far from
seeing people exercising their constitutional rights to disagree vig‐
orously with the government, we have instead seen intimidation,
threats, harassment and an attack on our ability to produce and

trade goods. We have seen a coordinated effort by outside actors to
attack our country’s right to make its own decisions and chart its
own path.

First, let me begin by addressing what has occurred here in Ot‐
tawa. The protest began over COVID-19 mandates and restrictions.
Over the course of three weeks, it had morphed into an occupation
of a city that almost one million Canadians call home. Streets were
blocked, engines ran 24 hours a day, making the air difficult to
breathe for neighbouring residents, and horns sounded at all hours
of the night, with what many in Ottawa, the seniors, parents and
students alike, have called a form of sleep deprivation torture. We
saw frequent and unabated displays of hatred, including swastikas,
Confederate flags and signs proudly stating “pure blood”, and acts
of direct hatred when windows were smashed at local businesses
because they posted signs on their windows that represented differ‐
ing points of view. We have seen the desecration of our national
monuments, including our National War Memorial, and an attempt‐
ed arson, all of which was caught on video.

Prior to this weekend, efforts by the Ottawa police to maintain
law and order in the nation's capital were unsuccessful, resulting in
both the City of Ottawa and the Conservative Government of On‐
tario declaring a state of emergency. All of this is but one compo‐
nent of a much larger and more coordinated effort to undermine our
institutions and our economy.

There has also been a coordinated effort to block our national
border crossings, halt the flow of goods and people, and stop trade.
Blockades have occurred in Surrey, Emerson and Coutts, Alberta.
They have occurred at the Ambassador Bridge in Windsor, Ontario.
These are deliberate attacks targeting critical infrastructure. As the
chairperson of the Standing Committee on Transport, Infrastructure
and Communities, I heard witness testimony just last Thursday,
February 17, that the blockades at these ports of entry have resulted
in trade disruptions costing Canada $3.9 billion, with $400 million
in daily losses at the Windsor crossing alone. With automotive
parts, for example, no longer able to make their way to factories,
shifts at multiple auto plants were cancelled and thousands of work‐
ers were sent home. All of this was impacting businesses, workers
and the confidence in Canada as a reliable trading partner and a
safe place to invest.
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Adding to this, in the United States and indeed in other nations,

foreign citizens and bodies with their own interests have openly
supported the blockades and admitted to sending money and re‐
sources to help the blockades continue. In fact, it has now come to
light that over 50% of all the donations received through the con‐
voy’s online fundraising campaign were American, with American
billionaires donating upwards of $90,000 alone. I ask anyone
watching who hears this whether it is acceptable for any foreign ac‐
tors or foreign citizens to contribute to efforts to undermine the
democratic process of another country or, for that matter, to pur‐
posefully sabotage the economic trade routes of another country
through blockades. These blockades, I repeat, cost $3.9 billion in
economic activity for Canadians.

I ask members of the House, particularly my hon. colleagues and
friends from across the aisle, what their threshold is. Is this not
enough? What is their threshold before they adopt the necessary
measures to counter those who seek to undermine the decisions of
the House and, more importantly, the will of Canadians at large?

Adding to this, just a few days ago, the Anti-Defamation League
showed a result of their study of the online GiveSendGo fundrais‐
ing campaign. It found that roughly 1,100 people in the United
States who supported the January 6 insurrection last year that
stormed the U.S. capital were donors of the blockades here in
Canada.
● (1730)

[Translation]

I am asking all Canadians who are listening and I implore all
members of the House to seriously think about these facts. As
members of the House, we can at least all agree that these actions
are unacceptable and that concerted action must be taken to address
this affront to our democracy.

Furthermore, my hon. colleagues in the House and all Canadians
watching should be alarmed by the 13 arrests at the Coutts border
in Alberta last week. Law enforcement found a large cache of mili‐
tary firearms, ammunition and body armour, which led to charges
of conspiracy to commit murder.

Measures had to be taken to protect our democratic institutions,
our borders and our economy, to respond to the needs of the City of
Ottawa and the Province of Ontario and of any other province re‐
questing assistance as a result of coordinated blockades. For these
reasons, I will be supporting the invocation of the Emergencies Act.

[English]

To address misconceptions and concerns regarding overreach, I
want to reaffirm that this is not the invocation of the War Measures
Act. We are not calling in the military. What we are doing is giving
the RCMP the power to enforce local laws and work quickly and
efficiently with local law enforcement. We are not putting the
RCMP or any other police force under the direct control of the gov‐
ernment. Policing operational decisions remain independent under
this act, as they should and must in any strong democracy. This act
also directs financial institutions to take action to halt the funding
of the illegal blockades at our ports and border crossings and levy
significant penalties.

To address concerns relating to charter rights infringements, I
want to share five key steps, checks and regulations built into the
act and speak to the important role of the Attorney General of
Canada. First, everything done by a government under the Emer‐
gencies Act must be done in accordance with the charter, full stop.
It is entrenched in the preamble of the act. Second, all declarations
are time-limited to 30 days. In fact, it may be less and I hope that it
will be less. Third, the very act of declaring an emergency under
the declaration must be reviewed by a committee of all members of
Parliament and senators from all political parties. Fourth, the exer‐
cise of powers under the declaration must be reviewed by that com‐
mittee. Finally, following the end of an emergency, a full inquiry
must be held.

[Translation]

In closing, the Attorney General of Canada, a fellow Quebecker
who represents the riding of LaSalle—Émard—Verdun, is a sea‐
soned lawyer. He was vice dean of McGill University's faculty of
law. This man has the respect of MPs of all political stripes, and it
is his job to ensure that the rights of all Canadians under the charter
are protected and that all necessary and crucial measures are taken
in accordance with the law.

I have confidence in his abilities and in his character. I have con‐
fidence in the ability of all members of the House to ensure that the
measures set out in this act are used in a measured fashion, and on‐
ly when and where they are necessary to put an end to these attacks
and blockades.

That is what my constituents in Vaudreuil—Soulanges and all
Canadians expect from us, so let us work together to make it hap‐
pen.

[English]

Mrs. Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Madam Speaker,
the borders are open. Those at Coutts, Emerson, Surrey and Wind‐
sor are open. That happened before the Emergencies Act was even
invoked. In Ottawa, the trucks have been removed, the streets are
clear and there is no threat of violence or disharmony. Most of the
charges that have been laid involve mischief or maybe trespass, not
exactly terrorism.

How does the member opposite, along with his colleagues, justi‐
fy the continued use of the Emergencies Act going forward?

● (1735)

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague knows
full well that this is not over. She knows full well that there are still
attempts to ensure that blockades across the country are funded and
that they do not stop. What the government needs to be doing right
now is ensuring these blockades do not continue and do not reorga‐
nize to block the free flow of goods with our neighbours to the
south. We must ensure that what happened here in Ottawa does not
happen again.
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We will re-evaluate, as the days go by, whether or not these mea‐

sures are necessary. It is in fact the job of the House to do just that,
and I look forward to working with my hon. colleagues to make
sure that is the case.

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I want to thank my hon. colleague from Vaudreuil—
Soulanges, a member of the Liberal Party's Quebec caucus, for that
mostly English speech.

We have been debating for three days, so we are familiar with
each party's arguments. There is one thing we do not know. The
member for Louis-Hébert said a few minutes ago that he does not
know if this evening's vote will be a confidence vote. We do not
know. We have not been told. As my hon. colleague and friend
from Montcalm so eloquently put it, if this is a confidence vote, the
outcome may not accurately reflect our beliefs.

My question is simple: Is this evening's vote a confidence vote,
yes or no?

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Madam Speaker, it does not make any dif‐
ference to me whether it is a confidence vote or not.

I am sure it is the best decision we can make as a government to
protect Canadians and to help the City of Ottawa and the Province
of Ontario, which both declared a state of emergency on their terri‐
tory. It is also the best decision to ensure that our borders stay open
to free trade with the United States and to keep our workers em‐
ployed.

[English]
Mr. Blake Desjarlais (Edmonton Griesbach, NDP): Madam

Speaker, I want to focus specifically on a concern of my con‐
stituents and of folks across the country. It relates to indigenous
peoples' rights. I want the member to confirm, in plain, clear lan‐
guage, that invoking the Emergencies Act does not in any way,
shape or form negate or restrict indigenous peoples' rights to access
their lands and to even occupy their lands.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Madam Speaker, I thank my honourable
colleague for his staunch defence of his constituents.

I have full confidence in members of cabinet, most notably the
Minister of Justice, and the actions they are going to take in the
coming days and weeks. I know they will be working diligently to
ensure that the charter rights of all Canadians will be protected as
they carry out the necessary actions to bring back law and order to
the city of Ottawa, as they ensure that everything that needs to be
taken care of in Ontario is indeed taken care of, and as I stated be‐
fore, as they ensure that we no longer have blockades blocking key
points of entry into our country.

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
want to ask my colleague about illegal money coming into Canada.
He can tell us, as he did, that 50% of the funds come from outside
Canada. As a result of the tracking already embedded in platforms
we know where the money comes from, yet the law he proposes to
support here has us looking into Canadians' bank accounts. I would
like him to square that with me.

What does this accomplish that is not already being accom‐
plished with our current financial mechanisms?

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Madam Speaker, I want to point out that the
honourable member has been very selective in what he has men‐
tioned. The reason we know who the donors are right now is that
they were leaked. Somebody hacked the account of the GiveSend‐
Go platform and released that publicly. That is how we know. It
adds to the urgency of our taking action to ensure that these funds
from outside sources are not infringing on the decisions of this
House and on the will of Canadians.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Don Valley North.

Mr. Han Dong (Don Valley North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is
my honour to participate in today's debate and to share some of my
thoughts with my hon. colleagues on the current situation in Ot‐
tawa.

These past weeks have been incredibly difficult for the residents
of Ottawa. They have been stressful and the residents have suffered
a great deal. I would like to begin by thanking the police forces
from across the country who have stepped up and returned the
streets of Ottawa to its residents. Officers from Quebec, Durham,
Toronto, Sudbury, Calgary and Vancouver have all demonstrated
incredible professionalism and coordination while working to end
an illegal occupation that choked the city of Ottawa for more than
three weeks.

While work has been under way around the clock beyond these
walls to clear the streets full of trucks, vehicles, debris and fences,
we as MPs have been in the chamber debating this motion to con‐
firm the declaration under the Emergencies Act. It is important to
point out that we are debating and voting on the use of an Emergen‐
cies Act, because I have been hearing some of my hon. colleagues
across the way directly comparing the Emergencies Act to the War
Measures Act. That is not a fair comparison.

One important difference between these two acts is that the War
Measures Act did not require parliamentary oversight. The Emer‐
gencies Act does, in fact, require parliamentary oversight. I want to
recognize the former prime minister Brian Mulroney's Conservative
government and the parliamentarians of the 33rd session for their
hard work and thoughtfulness, which is reflected in this piece of
legislation. A lot of thought and wisdom have gone into making it
effective while protecting the rights and freedoms enshrined in the
charter and the Bill of Rights. Thanks to them, the Emergencies Act
requires the oversight of Parliament and asks MPs to have a ful‐
some debate and then vote.

I have heard repeatedly from my colleagues from the NDP that
they will only support the government's use of the act if it is used in
a responsible, proportionate and targeted way, and only if it is clear‐
ly necessary to restore the order and peace for Canadians most af‐
fected by these illegal blockades, especially those who live in Ot‐
tawa. I think that is a very reasonable approach. I think the majority
of Canadians would expect this kind of thoughtful, deliberate ap‐
proach from their representatives.
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With that, I would like to thank my colleagues from all parties

for engaging in this wholehearted, good-faith debate. Their passion
and perspectives form the basis for the democratic parliamentary
oversight that is required by this legislation.

I have received many questions in recent days on how this act
works, what safeguards it has and why it is necessary at this time. I
believe it is important for Canadians to understand what their gov‐
ernment is doing, and what mechanisms are in place to keep our
democracy healthy. Let me speak to these questions.

The Emergencies Act, which became the law in 1988, is a federal
law that can be used in response to an urgent, temporary and critical
emergency that seriously endangers the health and safety of Cana‐
dians and that cannot be dealt with effectively by any other federal,
provincial or territorial law.

Under the Emergencies Act, police are given more tools to re‐
store order in places where public assemblies constitute illegal and
dangerous activities, such as blockades and occupations, as we
have seen in Ottawa and at critical border crossings across the
country. These tools include the ability to designate and secure
places where blockades are to be prohibited, such as borders and
other critical infrastructure. The Emergencies Act also allows the
government to make sure essential services are rendered, for exam‐
ple, in order to tow trucks blocking roads. In addition, financial in‐
stitutions will be authorized or directed to render essential services
to help address the situation, including by regulating and prohibit‐
ing the use of funds to support illegal blockades.

Let me speak to the safeguards that are built into the Emergen‐
cies Act.

Before it can be invoked, all provinces and territories must be
consulted, and they were.
● (1740)

Both the House of Commons and the Senate must vote on the
declaration. If either chamber of Parliament does not vote in favour
of the declaration, then it is immediately revoked. This is what we
will be voting on tonight. A special joint committee of both the
House of Commons and the Senate must be established to review
the government’s actions under the act on an ongoing basis.

The declaration expires within 30 days unless there is an exten‐
sion, which both the House of Commons and the Senate would
have to approve. After the emergency has ended, the Emergencies
Act requires the government to hold an inquiry and table a report to
each House of Parliament within 360 days after the expiration of
the declaration of emergency.

I also want to be clear about what this act does not do. The
Emergencies Act cannot be used to call in the military. It cannot be
used to limit people’s freedom of speech. It cannot be used to sus‐
pend fundamental rights or override the Canadian Charter of Rights
and Freedoms, and it does not prevent people from exercising their
right to protest legally.

Recently, I had the pleasure of joining expert panellists while in
discussion with the ethnic media about the use of the Emergencies
Act. Despite our different political views, everyone on the panel
overwhelmingly agreed that the act is justified and necessary. That

is because the rule of law is fundamental to Canadian democracy
and Canadian society. Our country was built on laws written to
maintain the collective safety and prosperity of Canadians. That is
why people from every corner of the globe come to Canada to build
their life and family.

The proportionate, geographically targeted and time-limited mea‐
sures in the Emergencies Act are necessary to protect residents,
businesses and public institutions in the nation's capital and in bor‐
der towns across the country.

My constituents are pleased with the work of the men and wom‐
en in uniform and are happy that peace and order has been restored
for the people of Ottawa after weeks of torment.

For weeks, Canadians have seen illegal blockades occupy their
streets, disrupt their daily lives, harass people in their neighbour‐
hoods, harm small businesses and threaten the ability of hard-work‐
ing Canadians to put food on the table. For weeks, billions of dol‐
lars in cross-border trade has been disrupted, putting thousands of
people’s jobs and livelihoods on the line. For weeks, millions of
dollars of foreign funding has flowed in from around the world to
destabilize our democracy, while evidence of increased ideological‐
ly motivated violent extremism activity has mounted.

The Emergencies Act is necessary to keep our communities safe,
to protect people’s jobs and to restore confidence in our institutions.
That is why I will be supporting the motion for the confirmation of
the declaration this evening.

Finally, Canadians have suffered significantly over the past two
years. They are frustrated. They are tired. They have carried the
weight of a global pandemic on their backs for two years now. As
we near the end of this terrible public health crisis, exhausted Cana‐
dians are looking for hope, hope that we must deliver as leaders of
our communities and honourable members of Parliament.

I still remember in the very early days of the pandemic when we
all gathered to pass emergency financial legislation, which went a
long way to support Canadians who were facing some of the dark‐
est days of their lives. I hope we can set aside our differences and
try to work together like that again to ensure transparency and ac‐
countability during this emergency and, more than anything, to give
hope to Canadians again and restore confidence in their public in‐
stitutions.

● (1745)

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC):
Madam Speaker, the member has stated his reasons for voting for
this motion and I take him at his word.
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I will mention two other members of his caucus, the member for

Louis-Hébert and the member for Beaches—East York. The mem‐
ber for Beaches—East York indicated that he will be voting for it
because it has been made into a confidence motion. I believe the
member for Louis-Hébert indicated that he is not sure whether it
has been made into a matter of confidence, which is to say that any
Liberal MP who votes against it will be expelled from caucus for
voting against their caucus on this matter.

I wonder if I could get some clarification. Has the memorandum
been sent out to Liberal MPs indicating that this is a confidence
measure and that their careers will be over and they will be kicked
out of caucus if they vote against it, yes or no?
● (1750)

Mr. Han Dong: Madam Speaker, I can only speak for myself. I
said very clearly in my statement. It does not matter if it is a confi‐
dence vote or not a confidence vote. I am supporting this motion
for what it is and what it does for the people of Ottawa and for the
people of Canada. I think it is the right thing for the government to
step in and invoke the Emergencies Act. It ensures accountability
and allows us to get through this.

That is my reason for supporting it. It is not because it is a vote
of confidence. To me, it would not make a difference.

[Translation]
Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, I thank

my colleague for his speech.

He said, among other things, that there are safeguards built into
the act, and they include consultation with the provinces. Seven out
of 10 provinces said that they did not want the act to be invoked.
The Quebec National Assembly unanimously adopted a motion.
The Government of Quebec said that it did not want the act to be
invoked. However, the motion does apply to Quebec.

I want to come back to the matter of a confidence vote. There is
at least one member of the House who said that, if this is a confi‐
dence vote, then he would vote in favour of the motion, but that if it
is not, then he would vote against the motion. It is very important
for legislators to have a clear answer. In approximately two hours,
it will be time to vote. We have had a lengthy and intense debate on
this issue over the past few days.

Does my colleague agree that it is time for the Prime Minister to
tell us whether this is a confidence vote? After all, we will be vot‐
ing in two hours.

[English]
Mr. Han Dong: Madam Speaker, for a couple of days now in

this House we have been listening to debate based on different
views of this act. Today, there is something new: the confidence
vote. As a member of this House, I truly believe our decision
should not be based on whether it is a confidence vote or not. If
someone wants to support this bill, they support this bill. If some‐
one does not want to support this bill, they do not support this bill.

I think what is important to talk about tonight is whether some‐
one thinks it is going to restore order and peace for Canadians and
for residents of Ottawa.

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
appreciate my colleague's comments on this. I did listen to his
speech, and the speaking notes were clearly prepared for him.

Has the member thought about the mechanics of what is happen‐
ing here regarding Canadians' financial accounts? I have great ex‐
perience in getting the actual crowdfunding platforms approved in
Canada. Everything the government is pretending it is doing with
these crowdfunding platforms is already part of our FINTRAC
mechanism.

If that was the case, why would you try and disguise your intent
here by pretending that does not exist already? If I prove to him
that was the case, would it change his—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
have a point of order.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I do not think that you
are trying to disguise your intent here and the member is speaking
to you in such a tone, and he probably should not do that.

In addition, it is probably not entirely appropriate for him to be
suggesting that somebody else prepared someone's remarks in here,
unless he knows that for a fact.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The points are noted.

The hon. member for Calgary Centre.
Mr. Greg McLean: Madam Speaker, my apologies. I think the

member across is exactly right.

My question stands. Will the member across answer whether he
would reverse his position on this if we prove that what the govern‐
ment is pretending is happening here is not in fact the case?

Mr. Han Dong: Madam Speaker, I am not an expert, as my hon.
colleague is, in FINTRAC and crowd-based funding. What I know
is that through cryptocurrency and online platforms, there are mil‐
lions of dollars from foreign destinations flowing into Canada to
support illegal blockades, which is not right. We have very limited
information about that. This is not good for our democracy and I
am glad—
● (1755)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Kildonan—St. Paul.

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I rise today, which is a very serious, historic day in our
country. We are literally making history today by debating the gov‐
ernment's ability to invoke the Emergencies Act. It is a critical vote.
Twelve people will decide history today.

As we know, the Liberals have a minority government, so they
need 12 votes and only 12 votes to decide the future of this country
and the precedent we may be setting today. That is when we look to
the Green members and the NDP members. Their voices are more
powerful and more important today than at any other time that I
have been a member of Parliament. The power they wield today
will determine the future of our country. It is really important for
people at home to recognize that this is a pivotal moment in our
country.
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Earlier today I spoke in the House about how important the role

of the NDP members is here. We know that in 1970, Tommy Dou‐
glas, one of the most adored and revered politicians in Canadian
history, voted against the War Measures Act when Pierre Elliott
Trudeau brought it in. Yet, today, we see serious indications that the
NDP members will be voting with the son of Pierre Trudeau to
prop up his government and support the invocation of the Emergen‐
cies Act. I urge them to reconsider. The importance of what we are
doing today, the precedent we are setting, to be able to freeze bank
accounts of political dissidents, cannot be understated.

We are here today to debate the Emergencies Act and whether or
not we need it, but a week ago when the Liberals brought it in, they
claimed that the threshold was met, that there was a national emer‐
gency that jeopardized public safety and our economy. However,
since that time, all the blockades have been cleared. The Ambas‐
sador Bridge has been cleared and the blockade at Coutts, Alberta
has been cleared. Those two, by the way, were cleared without the
emergency powers, and the one in Emerson, Manitoba as well.
Huge props to the RCMP in Manitoba, who did a phenomenal job
of lowering the temperature, peacefully negotiating with protesters,
and resolving the conflict without the need for emergency powers.

The Ottawa police and other police forces cleared the protest this
weekend in Ottawa. The reasons they cited for—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Or‐
der. If hon. members would have their conversations in the lobby, I
would appreciate it. The hon. member is making a speech.

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Thank you very much, Madam Speaker.

The blockades had been cleared. The Liberals did not need the
emergency powers for that.

When it comes to Ottawa, the police have also cleared that out.
However, we consistently hear ministers and members from the
other side say that they need these emergency powers to end the un‐
lawful blockades in Ottawa. That is what we keep hearing and yet,
when we look at the RCMP list that was published on its website,
which was retweeted by the Minister of Public Safety just a few
days ago, with respect to the laws of the Emergencies Act that the
police used, none of them were to clear the unlawful protest. It was
the banking power that the RCMP claimed it needed. That is the
only power the RCMP has cited.

That makes sense because we know police do not need the emer‐
gency powers to clear an unlawful protest. They do not need them
to suppress a riot. They do not need them to clear a bridge or a
piece of critical infrastructure. All of those powers were readily
available to the RCMP and other police forces and to governments,
yet they were not used. We are not sure why that is. We have yet to
receive a clear answer on that. All we have heard is they needed
these emergency powers, these unprecedented powers. As I said,
the RCMP only quoted the financial measures.

I want to talk quite a bit about the financial measures because to
me this is the most critical piece of the Emergencies Act. We are
talking about providing the federal government the power to freeze
people's bank accounts if the government does not agree with their
political opinion. We heard that first-hand from the Minister of Jus‐
tice on national television last week. He said that if someone sup‐

ports a political position he does not like, they should be very con‐
cerned. He said that. People can look it up.

Is that really what we are going to do in this country? If there is a
protest or some sort of demonstration that the government does not
agree with, it can freeze their bank account, or, sorry, it can order
the RCMP, who orders the bank who orders them. That is what the
Liberals have been saying. It is not them; it is the hands-off.

We are voting on the power to freeze bank accounts of political
dissidents today. This is why it is so shocking to me that the NDP,
the party of protests, is looking to support the Emergencies Act to‐
day. It shocks me. In any social media feed of NDP members of
Parliament, we see they have gone to countless protests, yet we see
that the New Democrats are supporting the government's ability to
freeze bank accounts.

I want to talk about the human impact of freezing someone's
bank account. What does that really mean? It means that when they
go to the grocery store to buy food, their debit card does not work.
When they go to the gas station to fill up their car to get to work,
their credit card does not work. When they go to an ATM to pull
out some cash to take their spouse out for dinner, no money comes
out. When their mortgage payment comes out, when their gas pay‐
ment comes out, when their MTS bill, if they are in Manitoba,
comes out, there is no money in the account. It is frozen. The gov‐
ernment can freeze all of someone's assets. That is how significant
this authority is, which may be given to the Liberal government to‐
day.

It is very unclear. I have received so many emails about this. We
know this began as a peaceful protest, one of the largest, if not the
largest, pan-Canadian demonstrations we have ever seen as it rolled
across the country. Thousands of people turned out to show their
support. Estimates say there were 15,000 people on Parliament Hill
that first Saturday. Thousands of Canadian families donated small
sums of money to voice their support for a political movement that
was fighting for their right to bodily autonomy, to make their own
medical choices and to hold a job regardless of their health choices.
There were thousands of people.

When this was announced one week ago today, the finance min‐
ister explained how the government can freeze bank accounts. Do
members want to know the terror and the anxiety felt by those thou‐
sands of people who participated in a lawful protest that very first
day and people who gave $50 three weeks ago to a convoy? Do
members want to know what kind of terror that brings to someone?
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I have constituents saying they are pulling out tens of thousands

of dollars from their bank accounts. I have a veteran, a very dear
friend of mine, possibly the sweetest older man people will ever
meet, who served our country valiantly for 28 years. Although he is
very pro-vaccine, he supports the right for others to choose, so he
gave the convoy $50 two weeks ago. He cancelled his credit cards
because he is so terrified the government is coming for his money. I
have constituents who are hiding cash under their beds. That is how
terrifying this power is.

● (1800)

The lack of clarity has been astounding. It was just today, seven
days after that initial announcement by the Deputy Prime Minister
about freezing bank accounts, that she finally clarified that if it was
before Tuesday, February 15, there was nothing to worry about, as
it was not retroactive. It was just from that Tuesday.

Why did it take her seven days to make that public declaration?
What kind of sadistic pain were the Liberals looking to inflict on
people who innocently supported something that they believed in
and has given them more hope than anything else in the past two
years? It is shameful.

What is really shocking is that there is no due process in this.
There is no court order. It is only if someone has been suspected.
The CBC reported that today. If someone is suspected of supporting
the convoy, they can come for that person's bank account. This is
unbelievable.

It is interesting, because the Liberal government is in power now,
but there are going to be other parties in power. Do we really want
the federal government to have the power to say, “We don't agree
with your protest. You can't go buy groceries. We're going to freeze
your bank account”?

How many demonstrations are from environmental groups or so‐
cial justice groups? Let us really think about this. Peaceful protest
is one of our rights in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. I stand
by every peaceful protest. I stand against illegal blockades, and we
have been very clear about that all along. Those have to end, but
people have every right to peacefully protest, and thousands of
Canadians supported this protest across the country when it was
perfectly legal, lawful and peaceful.

The Liberals are asking us just to trust them. “Just trust us,
there's parliamentary oversight”, as if that means anything. This
Parliament asked four times for those lab documents from the Win‐
nipeg lab with all those shenanigans going on with the Chinese
Communist Party. We never got them. He prorogued Parliament.
He called a snap election both times to get out of scandals of his
own making and he thinks that we are going to trust that parliamen‐
tary oversight is going to be enough to keep his government in
check? I do not think so.

I will end with this. Our party, the Conservative Party of Canada,
will be voting with the fullest power of our ability against giving
this Liberal government the power to freeze political dissidents'
bank accounts. Absolutely, without question, we will be voting
against that. Absolutely.

● (1805)

Ms. Pam Damoff (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Public Safety, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am really disappointed in the
hon. member's comments just now, because I arranged a briefing
for her Thursday night with departmental officials, including fi‐
nance, the RCMP and FINTRAC. She was told quite clearly in re‐
sponse to her questions that these measures took effect on Tuesday
of last week.

I am just wondering about her constituents reaching out to her. It
was not just today that she found out when it came into effect; it
was actually last Thursday night. I am just wondering why she is
implying that she did not know, when in fact she was well aware of
it last week.

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, yes, I was briefed last week.
What is interesting is that when the department officials say one
thing and the Deputy Prime Minister of Canada says another, I'm
not quite sure whom to believe. Were the department officials mis‐
taken or was it the Deputy Prime Minister and Finance Minister of
Canada who was withholding that information? I honestly was not
sure. I am really glad she came out today, because I have been
telling my constituents that I had been hearing that it was just from
the 15th onward, yet we are also hearing across the country that
other bank accounts have been frozen. We have no clarity on this.

Why were they withholding this information? Why were they not
being more forthcoming? The Deputy Prime Minister has the atten‐
tion of the nation any time she wants. Why did she not make this
publicly clear? Is she just trying to punish Canadians? Does she en‐
joy traumatizing them? I do not know.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague from Kildonan—St. Paul, who
talked about lack of clarity. That is an understatement.

With less than two hours to go until voting time, members on
that side of the House are unable to tell us whether or not this is a
confidence vote. One of their members, the member for Louis-
Hébert, just told us he will vote differently if it is a confidence vote.

We will be casting a very important vote on a very important
matter less than two hours from now. Should we not know by now
if it is a confidence vote?

I would like my hon. colleague to share her thoughts on that.

[English]

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague. I
would like to also thank the Bloc Québécois for standing strong and
voting against this abuse of democracy today.
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hear. The Prime Minister today decided that this vote is going to be
a confidence vote. If members do not vote in favour of his motion,
he is going to call an election. That is his respect for the democratic
process today. He is strong-0arming his own backbench MPs, who
have been saying, “Look, I didn't want to vote for this but I'm going
to have to, because it's going to be a confidence vote.”

What impact do members think that is having on the NDP as
well? They have been very clear that they are not quite sure if they
are going to vote in favour, but how are they going to vote against it
if it plunges the country into an election? That is the dignity the
Prime Minister is giving this House. That is his respect for democ‐
racy.

Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the wonderful member for Kildonan—St. Paul.
We share space in the same province.

I want to talk a little about the finances. We know that prominent
Republicans in the U.S. have voiced their support for the protest,
including Donald Trump. Ottawa police are concerned with the sig‐
nificant amount of money supporting the convoy. Texas Attorney
General Ken Paxton criticized GoFundMe, which he said “failed to
deliver Texans' money”, really demonstrating international interfer‐
ence.

I know the member's colleagues have talked about supporting
protests. Certainly I know about all the visceral anti-indigenous
comments that I have had to hear from the Conservative Party over
the past couple of days, but I do not think this is about anti-mandate
versus pro-mandate—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Kildonan—St. Paul.
Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate my colleague

from Manitoba. I have a lot of respect for her and her advocacy.

Although the member did not quite get to her question, I know
that members of the House, particularly NDP members, Liberals,
and the Greens for sure, have gone to protests. Actually, the leader
of the Green Party was arrested for blockading a road to a pipeline
construction site four years ago, so should we be freezing her bank
account? No, of course we should not be freezing her bank account.

I am not looking at the NDP or the Liberals for supporting
protests whose leaders have said extreme things on line, but if that
is the standard we want to be setting today, by all means people can
start digging through their social media feeds and could be finding
a ton of extremist language from leaders of protests that many
members of the House, including NDP members, have attended.
● (1810)

Mr. Blaine Calkins (Red Deer—Lacombe, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
what is a good prime minister?

A good prime minister cares about all of the people and all of the
citizens he represents. A good prime minister takes every opportu‐
nity to bring people together and build consensus, thereby provid‐
ing peace and harmony in the social fabric of the nation. A good
prime minister will consider numerous factors in making decisions
that are in the net best interests of everyone. A good prime minister
puts the needs of the nation and its citizens ahead of the needs of

his or her own political interests. This is especially true when issues
of gravity and magnitude are before the nation.

A good prime minister de-escalates and reduces tensions and fos‐
ters co-operation and agreement wherever possible in the gover‐
nance of the nation. A good prime minister does what is right and
just without demonizing or belittling those who disagree with him.
A good prime minister understands the concept of majority rule
with respect to minority rights. A good prime minister would admit
when he is wrong and change course before it is too late.

I do not believe we have a good Prime Minister. I believe we
have a Prime Minister who cares more about his political fate and
political future than he does about the needs of his citizens. I be‐
lieve we have a Prime Minister who looks at moments of crisis as
political opportunities to be used for political benefit, rather than
managing the crisis and bringing peace and harmony back to the
nation. I believe we have a Prime Minister who picks and chooses
the facts or the science that supports his ideas and his ideology
rather than looking at all sources of information and providing good
governance for everyone. I believe we have a Prime Minister who
does not understand the consequences of the decisions he makes.

It should have been entirely predictable in mid-August of 2021
that the politicization of mandatory vaccinations would divide the
nation. A good prime minister would say this is not an issue that we
should be politicizing and that we should never bypass people's
charter rights and freedoms and force law-abiding Canadians to do
something they fundamentally disagree with, even if many other
Canadians disagree with them.

It should have been entirely predictable that when someone only
accepts a particular source of science that confirms their beliefs and
rejects and challenges all other sources, they are bound to make
mistakes and fail the citizens of their country. I am referring to the
science of mental health. Right now our nation is struggling. It is
one thing to struggle against COVID-19, but it is quite another to
struggle against the powers and forces of the people's own govern‐
ment working against them.

Maslow's hierarchy of needs is widely accepted in the field of
psychology. It is the theory of human motivation. The bottom of the
pyramid of needs is represented by physiological need, such as
food, clothing and shelter, as well as the need to belong and to be
loved. A good prime minister would know these basic concepts and
their impact on Canadians. A good prime minister would know that
denying people the ability to travel and see their loved ones, their
children and grandchildren, their parents and grandparents and oth‐
er family members, and to participate in celebrations of life, wed‐
dings and other important milestones, would have a detrimental
psychological effect on the nation. It is traumatizing.
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A good prime minister would also know that one cannot deprive

people of their basic physiological needs: food, clothing and shel‐
ter. A good prime minister would never take away the right of his
citizens to work and earn a living to be able to pay for food, cloth‐
ing and shelter for themselves and their loved ones. A good prime
minister would not use the powers of the state to coerce citizens to
abide by his policies against their free will. A good prime minister
ought to know the trauma that this would cause in the population of
the nation. A good prime minister would know that this trauma,
over a period of months and now approaching two years, would
leave people in a position where they have nothing left to lose.

A good prime minister knows that when people are traumatized
and in crisis, they have two options: fight or flight. A good prime
minister should know that at times like this, his words matter. I
think the Prime Minister does know, and he also knows that when
he name-calls and degrades Canadians who disagree with him, it
hardens people's resolve and inflames tensions.

The mental health and social damage done by the imposition of
mandates cannot be measured the same way that COVID cases and
hospital counts can be measured, but a good prime minister would
know his people and their sufferings and find solutions for all his
citizens. It was entirely predictable that the politicization of vaccine
mandates would create this trauma and inevitably force Canadians
to cower or to fight. A good prime minister would never put his cit‐
izens in this position. A menacing prime minister would do this on
purpose for his own political gain.
● (1815)

Here we are, with, at best, a careless and reckless Prime Minister
who does not understand the consequences of his choices and ac‐
tions or, at worst, a malicious Prime Minister whose only concern is
winning the game of political division, and who is now invoking
the most powerful law of the land: a law meant to be used for the
absolute worst moments in our nation's history. It is not to be used
by a Prime Minister to grab ultimate power to crush those who dis‐
sent and would dare stand and challenge him, embarrass him and
humiliate him.

This power is immense, but this power has to meet certain
thresholds in order for it to be used, and the government has not
met that threshold. There is no police action being taken right now
where the powers did not already exist for the police to break up
blockades and restore peace and order. Every police officer in
Canada has the full authority of the Criminal Code, in every part of
Canada, to address any crime in progress. The Criminal Code has
numerous provisions in it to end blockades and illegal protests. The
argument the government is making is that the RCMP needed the
ability to write parking tickets and enforce municipal bylaws in or‐
der to break up this blockade. A good Prime Minister would know
that his citizens are not so stupid as to believe this argument.

However, the most fearsome power the government has claimed
is that of using the banks and financial institutions of this country to
deny Canadian citizens from effecting transactions from their bank
accounts. Everything we do in our lives as citizens requires the
ability to transact. Virtually every freedom we exercise as citizens
has behind it a financial transaction. We have the right, or at least
we used to have the right, to free speech and peaceful assembly, to

worship as we choose and to travel without restrictions in our na‐
tion. All of that requires money. We are all, as Canadians, innocent
before the law until proved guilty in a court where evidence is
cross-examined before a judge, and none of us, as Canadians, could
be punished without the due process of law, until now.

By invoking the Emergencies Act, the government has chosen to
restrict the freedom to financially transact for those Canadians
whom the government disagrees with. Without the freedom to
transact, Canadians lose all of their freedoms. Our freedom of
speech might involve paying for an Internet service provider, so
that we can post messages on social media, paying for the use of a
cellphone or a landline, or paying to print signs or brochures. Our
freedom to protest would likely involve paying for gas, flights,
signs, placards and hotel rooms. Our freedom to worship would in‐
clude being able to make donations that pay for the salaries of staff
and worship leaders, and the facilities they congregate in. All of
this now is subjectively enforced by financial institutions without
due process according to the whims of the government of the day
under this emergency order. A good Prime Minister would never do
this.

A good Prime Minister would use the existing laws of the land
and the existing institutions of the land to ensure the safety and se‐
curity of its citizens. The overreach is massive.

The threat to the nation it claims to address is minimal, so much
so that numerous provinces have already said they want nothing to
do with this massive intrusion on the rights and freedoms of Cana‐
dians; so much so that civil liberties associations, members of the
legal profession and objective media are questioning this power
grab; so much so that even members of his own caucus have stated
they are only supporting this measure because it is a matter of con‐
fidence before the House, not because it is premised in the letter or
spirit of the law.

I will be voting against giving the Prime Minister a continuation
of this power. The Prime Minister has menaced the lives and liveli‐
hoods of my constituents ever since he was elected in 2015. He has
hamstrung any growth, hope or optimism of the natural resource
sector in Alberta. He has created tax and regulatory burdens that
drive away investment, and created so much uncertainty that capital
investment businesses and people have fled central Alberta to more
prosperous places in the world. He is menacing our ability to afford
home heating, groceries and every other required cost of living for
food, clothing and shelter, vis-à-vis his carbon tax and inflation. Se‐
niors, working-class families and those on fixed incomes are being
asked to choose between food, medication and shelter. A good
Prime Minister would never put his citizens in this position.



February 21, 2022 COMMONS DEBATES 2873

Statutory Order
Canadians know that protests, blockades and civil unrest are a

symptom, not the underlying problem. The problem is that Canadi‐
ans do not have a good Prime Minister.
● (1820)

Mr. Arif Virani (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
International Trade, Export Promotion, Small Business and
Economic Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would just politely
point out some confusion. The member talks about leaders seeking
political advantage, when it was the interim leader of the opposition
who actually emailed her entire caucus to say that political advan‐
tage should be sought by not discouraging the blockades. That was
on day four.

We have heard from many Conservative members about the
threat having abated, but I will ask the member, when we have ille‐
gal protesters who have been removed from outside this building,
but are staging 30 kilometres away; when we have a blockade that
was attempted at Windsor on February 16; when we have a block‐
ade that was successfully reinstalled in Surrey on February 18; and
when we have an investigation into a hate group that was at the
Coutts border, in his very own province, and the investigation into
links between that group and what is happening here is still ongo‐
ing, would he agree with me that there is still an ongoing threat to
the safety and security of Canadians that needs to be addressed
through this legislation?

The Deputy Speaker: I need to remind everybody that I have a
clock. This is called questions and comments. Normally, on a 10-
minute or five-minute round we try to give members a minute or so
to ask their question. After the minute, I will cut folks off.

The hon. member for Red Deer—Lacombe has the floor.
Mr. Blaine Calkins: Mr. Speaker, how the Liberal government

and Prime Minister have fallen.

Twenty months ago, we went from, “wash our hands and stay
home so we can flatten the curve” to vaccine procurement
bungling. Then we went to, “get vaccinated or we can't travel”, to
“get vaccinated and still spend two weeks in a hotel against our will
when we return to our home country”, to “get vaccinated or lose
our jobs”, to “get vaccinated or we don't even get employment in‐
surance”. Now there is the imposition of this act for the government
to hunt down and seize the assets of Canadians based on intelli‐
gence from illegally hacked data sources of financial transactions.

This is a gross overreach of power. It is politically—
The Deputy Speaker: Questions and comments, the hon. mem‐

ber for Kildonan—St. Paul.
Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

I would like to ask my hon. colleague what his thoughts are on the
government strong-arming his backbench who do not want to vote
for this tonight, and perhaps strong-arming the NDP, whose mem‐
bers have sort of been waffling on whether they are going to vote
for it or not. The Prime Minister has made this a non-confidence
vote today. If it fails, there may very well be an election.

I would like to hear our colleague's comments on that.
Mr. Blaine Calkins: Mr. Speaker, people who are scared do des‐

perate things.

The Prime Minister is scared of losing the vote in the House, be‐
cause he is scared of his own backbenchers. He is not only quelling
protests across the country, he is quelling protests within his own
caucus.

It is absolutely shameful that the Prime Minister grabs power
wherever he can to cover up for his inability to properly govern this
country and to cover up the mistakes. The fact of the matter is that
he is a weak, ineffective prime minister.

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé (Repentigny, BQ): Mr. Speaker, at the be‐
ginning of the crisis, it seemed there were political considerations
underlying the government's radio silence.

My colleague from Red Deer—Lacombe is a whip. Whips en‐
sure that their party members vote according to the party's instruc‐
tions.

However, we do not yet know of any instructions from the party
in power, nor do we know if this evening's vote will be a confi‐
dence vote or not. What does my colleague think of this radio si‐
lence now?

[English]

Mr. Blaine Calkins: Mr. Speaker, today at a press conference
the Prime Minister suggested, which he did not have the courtesy to
do in the House but did so in front of the media, that a matter of
this importance would of course be a matter of confidence before
the House.

This is again a threat to his own caucus to keep the members in
line, and a threat to the NDP. How mightily it has fallen. It is no
longer the party looking after the working class. He is strong-arm‐
ing both the NDP and his own backbench MPs through fear for an
election that nobody wants at this time.

● (1825)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, this being Family Day in Ontario, I want to start by
wishing a happy Family Day in particular to my family, my wife
Vanessa, my son Mason, who is probably playing video games right
now and my two very young ones, Vivian and Frankie, who are
probably watching this. I cannot wait until I get to leave today and
come home, but they had better be asleep by the time I get there. I
will see them in the morning.

I have been listening to this debate for the past four days, and I
have heard a lot of different things being said in the House. I want
to get into the details of those, but before I do, I want to take the
opportunity to thank the men and women from police forces across
the country. The manner in which this operation in Ottawa particu‐
larly was handled was nothing short of the gold standard in terms of
how policing operations, such as this, need to happen. I thank them
for everything that they did to make Ottawa stay safe during the re‐
moval of the occupiers.
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I will start by saying I have been perplexed since the beginning

of this with the position of the Conservative Party of Canada. It is
the party that tells people it stands up for law and order, but the way
that it has been responding to this particular issue is absolutely as‐
tounding. I am not even talking about this vote or this debate. I am
talking about the way that it has responded to everything that has
happened within the last three to four weeks.

Members have been encouraging occupiers not to leave, telling
them to stay in Ottawa because what they are doing is working,
when they know full well that they are breaking the law. That
brings me to a very important point. It is this concept of the differ‐
ence between an occupation and a protest. We have heard, day after
day, Conservatives get up in the House and talk about this as a
peaceful protest. The member who spoke shortly before me, the
member for Kildonan—St. Paul, said it was a lawful protest. It was
not a lawful protest. This was an occupation.

I find it remarkable that they would take this position. The irony
is that the longer it went on, and the more they encouraged it, the
more emboldened those outside became. I have a ton of respect for
the NDP member for Windsor West who got up time after time
when people, in particular Conservatives and the Bloc, would say
there were no problems at the Ambassador Bridge. There were no
problems in Windsor. Everything there was fine. He must have cor‐
rected the record about 20 to 25 times in the past four days that it
was not the case. He said it was only a two-kilometre drive from
where he was sitting, but somehow they were not able to take the
word from him.

I have heard a number of outrageous and false statements in the
House over the last four days. I will start with the one that probably
got the biggest reaction out of me. The member for Lambton—
Kent—Middlesex referred to what was going on over the last three
weeks as “Canada Day times a thousand”. She said that. She is
quoted in Hansard. Members can see the video. She said that it was
like Canada Day times a thousand. Can members believe that? I
wonder if the residents of Ottawa feel the same way.

The member for Regina—Wascana, who replaced Ralph
Goodale, said in the House, sitting right over there, that he did not
see any problem. He said he walked up Metcalfe Street and did not
see al Qaeda or the Taliban, as if that is the standard by which the
party of law and order measures what an emergency is.

The member for Haldimand—Norfolk said that we somehow live
in an authoritarian and totalitarian dictatorship. This is a parliamen‐
tary democracy. She is sitting in the House.

The member for Foothills said all that the occupiers at the Coutts
border crossing wanted was to be heard. Thirteen people were ar‐
rested in conjunction with the seizure of weapons and ammunition.

● (1830)

The member for Abbotsford, although he is just one example, as
so many of them said it, referred to what is going on right now as
martial law. Martial law is when the military is literally walking on
the street. Martial law means the military has taken over the civil
duties of the police. That is absolutely ridiculous.

I have heard from a number of members, including the member
for King—Vaughan, who talked about bank runs, suggesting that
there will be bank runs out there, because people suddenly want to
take all the money out of their accounts. If that happens, it would
be based on the misinformation that they have been spreading.

The member for Grande Prairie—Mackenzie talked about sus‐
pending civil liberties. That is conflating the War Measures Act, the
previous act, with what we actually have in the Emergencies Act.

I want to talk about the Emergencies Act. The Emergencies Act
was actually brought in by a Progressive Conservative government.
Do not for a second think that those who are sitting across the way
are actually a part of that party. Maybe you are, Mr. Speaker, but
the rest of them are not.

The bill was seconded by my predecessor, Flora MacDonald, a
true Progressive Conservative. It was nothing like the War Mea‐
sures Act. The only connection it had to the War Measures Act was
that it was meant to remove it.

It specifically says, and this is how it differs, that it is temporary.
It is for 30 days or less, and it is subject to quick Parliament review.
It takes 20 members to sign and ask for another debate. It is target‐
ed and used only where needed. The War Measures Act was not.
The Emergencies Act is proportionate. The responses used by the
authorities within that act need to be proportionate to what the
emergency is. The War Measures Act did not have that.

Most importantly, it upholds civil liberties. It upholds the Char‐
ters of Rights, which the War Measures Act did not do.

The member for Grande Prairie—Mackenzie said it suspends
civil liberties, but that member knows better, because that was the
War Measures Act and this is not the War Measures Act, despite the
fact that many Conservatives have no problem conflating the two.

What does the invocation of the act accomplish? The most im‐
portant thing, to me, and I have not heard anybody else saying that
any other piece of legislation could have handled this, is that it
made it illegal to bring a child into what was going on out front of
this place.

It made it a criminal offence to do that. Why would anybody be
against that when we saw what we witnessed out there for three
weeks?

It restricted entry so that it allowed police to set up checkpoints,
like they did around Ottawa, so that if someone's intention, their
sole intention, is to come into Ottawa to participate in this demon‐
stration and this occupation, they would not be allowed to do so.

It allowed for the seizure of money and trucks, and I will say,
when it relates to the seizure of money and particular bank ac‐
counts, it is temporary and it needs to be continually reviewed.
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To get to the point of the member for Kildonan—St. Paul, the

RCMP issued a statement today that said it has only turned over to
financial institutions the names of the organizers and the names of
those who had trucks or vehicles on the streets that were not re‐
moved. The member did not read the RCMP statement from today.
If a member does not believe that to be true, they are blatantly say‐
ing the RCMP is lying to the public.

It also allowed for officers who were outside Ontario to be
brought into Ontario, to be used in a jurisdiction outside their home
province. I know Conservatives will say that all of this stuff could
have been done with other laws, but guess what? Nobody else did
it. The province did not want to do it.
● (1835)

In order to bring officers from Quebec into Ontario, there would
have had to have been an agreement between the Ontario minister
responsible and the Province of Quebec. They did not do that. What
did Doug Ford do? He asked the federal government to please in‐
voke the Emergencies Act so it could take care of this. That is ex‐
actly what happened.

I want to talk about some of the people who support this motion
today.

The Conservative Party of Canada has a new-found admiration
for Tommy Douglas. They have invoked his name more in the last
four days in the House than I think they have since Tommy Dou‐
glas himself was here. By the way, Tommy Douglas's opposition
was to the War Measures Act, not to the Emergencies Act.

I will read a quote from a modern-day NDP leader who is actual‐
ly talking about the Emergencies Act. This is—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Deputy Speaker: Order. I know there is an impassioned

speech going on, but that is the challenge. We are getting close to
the end, and I want to make sure everybody gets an opportunity to
speak. This is a 20-minute period of debate. There will then be a
10-minute period for questions and comments. Let us save this until
then.

The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, Ed Broadbent said:

...we've heard of the importance of following the money. With the use of the Act,
the federal government is able to do just that. The...Emergencies Act
give[s]...the means needed to stop any flow of funds that could have made the
situation much worse.

This is Ed Broadbent, a modern-day NDPer, who is talking about
this act, not the War Measures Act. Even if some Conservatives are
not going to listen to the NDP, I will quote some comments from
their own.

This is Senator Vern White and Peter Mackay. They issued a
joint statement, which states:

what we have seen in the occupation of Ottawa and blockages at border cross‐
ings is not the right of protest enshrined in our constitution, but illegal activity
that represents a national security and economic threat to Canada. Leaving aside
the stated manifesto of the organizers to overthrow the government, these
protests are weakening our economy and disrupting the freedoms of law-abiding
citizens.

Senator Vern White went on to say that he supports the use of the
Emergency Measures Act. Those are Conservatives who said that.

The Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police has stated:
The [Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police] supports the fundamental objec‐

tives of the invocation of the Emergencies Act that is intended to regulate and pro‐
hibit illegal public assemblies that lead to the breach of peace, and to restrict the
funding of [all] such illegal assemblies.

That was the association of the chiefs of police.

Therefore, forgive me, but when the Conservatives go out and
dig up quotes from NDP and Conservative members, and other
people from decades and generations ago, I am unwilling to accept
that. I would rather listen to the people who know what is going on
today.

I will say one more thing. I think it is important to reflect on the
people who have actually said that we need the Emergencies Act,
that it is important and that the federal government should use it.
The chief of police of Ottawa has said that. The mayor of Ottawa
said that, and Doug Ford said that.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I hear heckling from across
the way. Why is that so important? Those voices matter because
they are the voices of the direct jurisdictions that were being affect‐
ed. It was Doug Ford's province. It was Jim Watson's city, and it
was the police chief's area. Those are the people who asked the
government to help them.

As we look at how some other provinces reacted to this, I cannot
help but think of the hypocrisy of Alberta's premier Jason Kenney.
This is a man who, on February 5, wrote a letter to the federal gov‐
ernment asking for help. It was a desperate plea, a cry for help, be‐
cause the province was not able to handle it on its own. This is the
same man who a week and a half later, on February 18, said that he
was suing the government for sending help. That is literally what
happened. It is remarkable.

I want to address the issue of why we still need this. I heard that
asked a number of times in question period today. The question
keeps coming up. I will pre-empt it by answering it now so that no‐
body has to ask me.

Why do we still need this if the streets are clear? What an obtuse
way to look at it. If members follow the Ottawa police on Twitter,
they will notice that it was just announced that it has reduced the
secure area. This is an ongoing operation out there, and it is not
done.

Just because the protesters might not be right outside this build‐
ing right now does not mean that everything has been cleared up.
Many of these people are not even that far from here. We hear
about how they are congregating in various areas. This is not over.
● (1840)

The incredible work that was done by the police and the special
forces out front of this building was remarkable. However, while
that work might be done and the stuff that was all over the news
might be over in terms of what was sensational, it does not mean
that we have completely fixed the problem yet.
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In the last three minutes that I have left, I just want to say that I

am very relieved that the creators of this act, my predecessor, Flora
MacDonald, had the foresight to say that we need to make sure that
there is proper scrutiny to look at the way the act is used, and that is
where the inquiry comes in. However, what I find the most interest‐
ing part about the way it is worded is that it says specifically that,
as part of the inquiry, we have to look into the circumstances that
led to the declaration being made.

I am very much interested in hearing about the circumstances
that led to this. I am interested in hearing and learning about how
this movement began, who was funding it, where the money was
coming from, how the coordination worked, who was helping the
organizers, who was directing them, who was giving them tips and
who was basically counselling them, because I think that this will
all be eye-opening to the public. I look forward to that. I look for‐
ward to seeing that play out in public. I look forward to the public
being able to learn about it and, at the end of the day, I look for‐
ward to Canadians knowing, based on that information, based on
that inquiry, exactly what happened, rather than hearing these sto‐
ries we have been hearing from the Conservatives and people
across the way.

Before a member of the Bloc asks me a question about confi‐
dence or whatnot, I am very confident on my vote on this. I will
vote in favour of this, because it is the right thing for Canada and it
is the right thing to do.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, three days ago, the Canadian Civil Liberties Association
filed an application for judicial review in Federal Court to quash
the emergency proclamation, the emergency measures regulations
and the emergency economic measures order.

If the court quashes these three emergency measures, does the
member believe that the government will accept the court's remedy
or will the government appeal the court's ruling?

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, it started off as a really good
question, but it went off somewhere. The member is asking me to
hypothetically, without knowing the arguments or how the judg‐
ment was made, answer whether or not an appeal will be made.

I encourage those who think that the charter is being infringed
upon to take it to court. The courts will only harden the steel around
this particular piece of legislation. That is how we can ensure that
the law is being applied, and as we move forward with this legisla‐
tion, it will better inform how it is done.

The Conservatives come in here and say, “So-and-so is taking
this to court.” Good, I think that should happen. That is part of our
democratic process here. It is part of what makes sure that we have
good laws.
● (1845)

[Translation]
Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I would ad‐

vise the parliamentary secretary to adopt a tone and attitude similar
to that of his colleague from Louis-Hébert, because, in both form
and substance as well as in tone, other than creating a distraction,
he has not contributed all that much to the debate.

One thing is clear, for instance. We know that there is at least one
member on the Liberal side of the House who agrees with us that
the proclaimed orders do not meet the requirements or tests needed
to invoke the Emergencies Act.

The member for Louis-Hébert has just told us that, if he were to
vote his conscience, he would vote against this motion. He has
courage. However, he says that he has a moral contract with his
party, that this moral contract prevents him from defeating his par‐
ty, and that he will therefore vote in favour of the motion if it is a
confidence vote.

Does the parliamentary secretary have the courage to tell us
whether it is a confidence vote or not?

[English]

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, the member for Louis-
Hébert is more than entitled to have his opinion. The member for
Montcalm is totally entitled to have his opinion. It is not the same
opinion that I share.

However, to discredit my entire speech, where I actually went
back and referenced what other people were saying, based on the
fact that this member does not like what I said is completely disin‐
genuous. I spent my entire speech talking about what I heard in the
House. I apologize for my opinion being different from this mem‐
ber's and I apologize if the member does not like what I said, but it
does not mean that I did not address this particular issue head-on,
because I did.

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the member knows that the NDP is reluctantly supporting this mo‐
tion, and we will use all the powers at our disposal to hold the gov‐
ernment to account while this Emergencies Act remains in place.

I support his denouncing of the gaslighting of the Conservatives,
and of the occupation and the convoy itself. However, I do believe
there are many Canadians who have been pushed to the margins
that are struggling through COVID, like all of us. Many people
have been pushed to the margins, and they have not been heard. In
fact, there has been divisive rhetoric on both sides. The Liberals are
responsible too, for not listening to those Canadians and for not ex‐
plaining their decision-making around policies on mandates.

I believe our collective consciousness as a Parliament is, right
now, at its lowest level of shame and blame and fear. I am scared
for our country if we do not bring down the rhetoric and acknowl‐
edge the mistakes that have taken place.

What will the member do to bring down the temperature? What
will he do to acknowledge the failures of the Liberal government
for the sake of our country?

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I disagree with the notion
that somehow there is a lack of unity in this country.
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This country leads developed countries throughout the world in

vaccination rates. We have higher vaccination rates than other any
developed country in the world. When it comes to the member's
question about how we improve the discourse, I am totally open to
doing that but I feel like we need to start from a set of facts. I feel
that more and more people are bringing things into this chamber
that are not even facts. We are starting from a place of misinforma‐
tion, quite often, and that is where I find the vast majority of my
frustration as it relates to the political discourse in the House.

Hon. Greg Fergus (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister and to the President of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, that was just a real “Tour de France” style of speech. I
would like to offer the member the chance to sum up his support
for the motion.
● (1850)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member
for his hard work.

For me, this comes down to looking at the facts. It comes down
to having trust in our government, having trust in our processes,
having trust in the people who are advising us and having trust in
those who are telling us that, yes, they needed the act and they still
need it. I do not think anybody wants this to go on any longer than
it absolutely has to. The notion coming from across the way that
somehow the government wants to take this and entrench these
measures into law is absolutely ridiculous.

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
think what the hon. member did today in his speech was actually to
make a case for not continuing the invocation of the act. He did not
provide us with any compelling reason for why it should stay.

When the member talks about how we got here, the reality and
the fact is, and this is not misinformation or disinformation, the
Prime Minister marginalized, stigmatized, traumatized and divided
Canadians by calling them racist, misogynist and extremists. How
does that help the public discourse? How does that unite the coun‐
try? That is my question to the hon. member.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I did address the issue of
why this still needs to be in place. I cannot reference a member's
presence in the House, but I am aware of when people come and
leave the chamber, and I can tell the member that I absolutely men‐
tioned this.

I talked about the fact that this is an ongoing operation. The op‐
eration has not been shut down yet. It is quite clear there are other
problems, like out in B.C. right now, and other areas that might see
flare-ups. I trust those, and I am not talking about just cabinet, who
are advising and making sure that all the tools are in place in order
to complete this operation.

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.

Speaker, a Liberal member told us earlier that he would vote differ‐
ently if it were a confidence vote.

We have been asking the Liberal members for an hour, and we
are one hour away from the vote, but no one on their benches can
tell us whether it will be a confidence vote or not.

Is the Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government
in the House of Commons close enough to the Liberal leadership to
tell us whether this vote, to be held in one hour, will be a confi‐
dence vote? I do not care if he thinks that it is important that it be a
confidence vote; I just want him to tell us, yes or no, whether it will
be.

[English]

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, no, it is not important to me
if it is a confidence vote. I am going to vote for it. Every other
member in the House could vote against it, but I am still going to
vote for it.

I understand where the Conservative and Bloc members have
been coming from for the last hour and a half. The coalition that ex‐
ists there, I get where it is coming from, but it is irrelevant to me. It
does not matter to me. I am going to vote in favour of this because I
believe it is the right thing to do.

The Deputy Speaker: We are out of time.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Montarville.

[Translation]

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron (Montarville, BQ): Mr. Speaker, if
nothing else, that speech by my colleague from Kingston and the
Islands was amusing. He seemed critical of the Conservatives for
not paying tribute to Tommy Douglas before he was even born.

Actually, I would like to take a moment to pay tribute to my
House of Commons colleagues of all stripes on both sides of the
aisle who went to the trouble of participating in this weighty social
debate by clearly and openly expressing their points of view.

It is a crying shame that this weighty debate is being undermined
and warped by the threat of a confidence vote. That is a crying
shame because it sends a message to the people that, if Parliament
does not do what the Prime Minister wants it to do, it will send
Canadians back to the polls. That is a terrible thing because it
forces the hand of people like the member for Louis-Hébert, who
would vote differently otherwise. It impairs our debate here in the
House.

I would like to talk about another Liberal first minister who tried
to use divisive tactics and a social crisis to score political points. I
am talking about Quebec's Jean Charest, who exploited the student
uprising during the “maple spring” of 2012 in an attempt to score
political points.

That did not go well for him because in the next election, Que‐
beckers elected a Parti Québécois government, in which I had the
honour to serve. We were the ones who had to deal with the conse‐
quences of the previous Liberal government's actions. The unprece‐
dented social crisis was resolved without asking the federal govern‐
ment to invoke the Emergencies Act.
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We did what we had to do. We decided to sit down with the stu‐

dents to discuss the issue of university funding and students' contri‐
bution through tuition fees. We made tough decisions, which I can
confirm, as I was the Quebec minister of public security at the time.
On May 8, 2013, I announced the launch of what was known as the
Ménard commission. I was harshly criticized by police forces and
student associations, but the last protest of the “maple spring” was
held on May 8. That was one year later.

Why? It was simply because we decided to take the bull by the
horns and listen to people despite the criticism. The Ménard com‐
mission looked into what could have sparked the senseless vio‐
lence. The commission released a report that was quickly shelved
by the next Liberal government, for good reason.

I like to think that the exemplary conduct of the Ottawa police in
ending this illegal occupation of downtown streets was greatly in‐
spired by the findings of the Ménard commission on the use of
force during protests and public disturbances.
● (1855)

They did their job without violence and without any need for the
Emergencies Act. All that needed to be done was to take the time to
put measures in place to get out of the crisis. That is what we did.

Governing involves making decisions. Choosing not to make a
decision is making a decision. At the beginning of this crisis, the
government chose not to make a decision and that had serious con‐
sequences. I heard a Liberal member say that his government made
a decision but that we just did not like it.

After letting the situation grow worse and worse for about
20 days, the government decided to invoke the Emergencies Act to
deal with the situation. That was the nuclear option, so to speak.
The government did not try anything else first. It is using the nucle‐
ar option to cover up the fact that it failed to take action for more
than 20 days. That is shameful.

No one can tell me that the solution the government is presenting
is the only solution. The government had a lot of options available
to it, but it chose not to use them. It has to take the blame for that.
We will not be party to the government's attempt to cover up its
pitiful management of the situation so far and regain the public's
favour by supporting the invocation of the Emergencies Act.

I would like to reiterate what my colleague from Avignon—La
Mitis—Matane—Matapédia said in the House on February 14, sev‐
en days ago. She said that it took the government 10 days to con‐
vene a trilateral table, but it forgot to invite police departments. On
day 16, they ended up creating their own integrated command cen‐
tre.

Contrary to what we did following the social crisis of 2012-13,
the Prime Minister never bothered to enter into communication
with the occupiers of Parliament. He did not co-operate when the
Government of Ontario and the City of Ottawa requested 1,800 of‐
ficers to deal with the situation. He did not set up a crisis task force
including all levels of government and all the police forces.

One thing that justifies our position today is that the government
did not consult its partners, meaning Quebec and the provinces, be‐
fore making a decision that is so heavily laden with consequences.

Of the 10 provinces in this country, there are only three that support
the government's action. That speaks volumes to me.

To invoke the Emergencies Act, the government must demon‐
strate two things.

First, it must show that there is a dangerous and urgent situation.
Even if we accept, based on what the member for Kingston and the
Islands just told us, that the situation could remain potentially dan‐
gerous, can we still claim this evening, a few minutes from voting
time, that it is urgent? The answer is only too obvious.

Second, the government must show that it is impossible to deal
with the situation under ordinary laws.

● (1900)

What the government did show was that it never tried using ordi‐
nary laws to deal with the situation. Can it really say after the fact
that it would have been impossible to deal with it using ordinary
laws? The government took great care not to apply any ordinary
laws before invoking the Emergencies Act.

Two criteria must be satisfied for the government to proclaim the
Emergencies Act. They were not. As such, we cannot support the
act because the government did not prove it was absolutely neces‐
sary.

The Prime Minister explained that he invoked the act in case oth‐
er blockades appeared. I would note that nearly all the blockades
except for the Ottawa occupation were dismantled before the Emer‐
gencies Act took effect. In other words, the situation in downtown
Ottawa could have been dealt with using ordinary laws had the
government bothered to try. The government took great care not to,
however. It said it was invoking the act in case other blockades ap‐
peared. An act should not be invoked just in case. An act should be
invoked when there are reasons for it, such as having to manage a
real or imminent situation, not just in case.

It would have been possible to handle the situation by coordinat‐
ing the Ottawa police, the OPP and the RCMP in their enforcement
of the existing laws and regulations, such as the Criminal Code, the
Highway Traffic Act, City of Ottawa bylaws, for example, regard‐
ing peace and quiet for residents, but no. Instead, the government
did nothing for nearly 20 days, before invoking the Emergencies
Act to deal with something it could have dealt with if it had just
tried. The government never did try to deal with it.
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act. I have to say that, as a Quebecker, I am even more troubled by
the government's decision to invoke the Emergencies Act to deal
with this situation. No matter what the Parliamentary Secretary to
the Leader of the Government in the House claims, the Emergen‐
cies Act is a revamped version of the War Measures Act. The gov‐
ernment at the time tinkered with and rejigged the act to make it
more acceptable and palatable. The misuse of this act, most notably
in 1970, was deemed completely unacceptable in a democratic soci‐
ety that upholds the rule of law.

Quebec still has painful memories of the times the War Measures
Act was invoked, for the First World War, the Second World War or
the October crisis in 1970. This is because every time this act was
used, it was against Quebec, in 1917, 1942 and 1970. This brings
up all kinds of painful memories.
● (1905)

Beyond the very flawed justification the government is using to
urge us to vote in favour of implementing this legislation, there is
the somewhat despicable nature of invoking such legislation for a
situation like the one that we faced.

Accordingly, there is no doubt in our minds that we on this side
of the House cannot condone, cannot support, cannot vote in favour
of such legislation. We cannot do it, especially since the National
Assembly of Quebec unanimously voted against the application of
the Emergencies Act. When we say they voted unanimously, that
means with the votes from the Coalition Avenir Québec, of course,
but also from the Liberal Party of Quebec, Québec Solidaire, and
the Parti Québécois. The Government of Quebec opposed the appli‐
cation of the Emergencies Act. Six provinces joined Quebec in op‐
posing the application of the Emergencies Act.

What does this Liberal government think is left of the collabora‐
tive federalism that it tried to sell us on a few years ago if the gov‐
ernment is imposing a law with such serious implications as the
Emergencies Act without even bothering to consult its most impor‐
tant partners, the Government of Quebec and the provincial govern‐
ments? What is more, it is imposing it on them against their will.

The governments are telling the federal government not to in‐
voke the act, but it is doing so anyway. Why? The reason is that it
was so lax before that now it has no choice but to cover up the fact
that it did nothing before and try to resolve the situation.

What we have seen happening in the streets of Ottawa over the
past few hours could have easily been done sooner. The police
forces could have been coordinated days ago. The government did
not do that and the situation got worse.

The government could not see a way out of the situation that it
chose to ignore at the start. The government claimed that it was up
to the Ottawa police to handle it, when it was obvious that the
protesters were not there with a message for the Ottawa City Coun‐
cil or the Government of Ontario. The protesters set up camp in
front of the federal Parliament buildings to send a message to the
federal government.

The federal government said the protest was not its concern and
that it was not responsible for handling it. The protest was against

the federal government, but it preferred to say it was not responsi‐
ble for dealing with it. The result was this dreadful and impossible
situation that led the government to invoke the Emergencies Act.
However, the government's arguments do not in any way justify the
use of this legislation.

I will say it again. My Bloc Québécois colleagues and I will be
voting against this legislation, not proudly, because there is no rea‐
son to be proud of having to vote on this at all today, but because
we feel that it is the right thing to do under the circumstances. I
would also hope that the Prime Minister will reconsider his per‐
verse idea of making this a confidence vote.

● (1910)

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, my hon. colleague claims that if the three levels of government
had worked together from the beginning, the situation would have
been resolved amicably.

However, I would like to quote from an article on the CBC web‐
site. It reads as follows:

[English]

“Premier Doug Ford does not think trilateral talks between the
federal, provincial and Ottawa municipal governments are neces‐
sary since all three levels of government have kept in touch since
the protests started.”

[Translation]

What is really disappointing about the Bloc is that it is promoting
this false idea that if the government had sat down with the leaders
of this illegal protest, everything would have been resolved amica‐
bly. As my hon. colleague knows, in union negotiations, for exam‐
ple, if one party asks for the dismissal of the other party, it is quite
clear there will be no fruitful discussions.

How, then, can he think—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Montarville.

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to my
hon. colleague that there are plenty of people in Canada who would
like to boot the Liberals from power.

Many of them come here and ask to meet with ministers, and the
ministers meet with them anyway. When a government is elected
with about 30% of the popular vote, the majority of the population
may want to topple it, remove it or have it resign. However, that is
no reason not to speak to people.

That said, I take great exception to this pretext, this attempt to di‐
minish, limit and trivialize the Bloc Québécois's positions because
our opposition to the application of the Emergencies Act is not just
based on the fact that the Prime Minister hid in his residence.
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● (1915)

[English]
Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, the member is quite right that the conditions that must be
satisfied in order to invoke the Emergencies Act were not met and
were not even close to being met. Member after member on the
side opposite, and their friends in the NDP, downplay and minimize
the exceptional nature of this legislation. This is legislation of last
resort that provides extraordinary powers to the government that in‐
fringe on the civil liberties of Canadians. We are talking about seiz‐
ing property and freezing bank accounts without due process.

Given how the government has abused its power in invoking this
act when the threshold was not being met, could the member speak
to the dangerous precedent that the government has set in normaliz‐
ing the invocation of these extraordinary powers?
[Translation]

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague for his excellent and important question.

Invoking the Emergencies Act to resolve a civil disturbance that
would usually be readily resolved using ordinary means and laws
opens the door for a government to invoke it again each time there
is another instance of public disorder.

At the beginning of my presentation, I gave examples of social
upheaval from the “maple spring” that lasted almost a year. I men‐
tioned the peaceful manner in which we managed to resolve these
incidents, without resorting to violence or invoking the Emergen‐
cies Act.

Therefore, are we setting a precedent? I believe that this issue
merits—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Rosemont—La Pe‐
tite-Patrie.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, my colleague made a number of very interest‐
ing and relevant points in his speech.

As the Bloc's foreign affairs critic, does he not find the foreign
and American financial interference to be disturbing? What does he
think about the fact that this act allows us to follow the money, as
Ed Broadbent said? This money was intended to destabilize demo‐
cratic institutions. This should concern him, as his party's foreign
affairs critic.

Furthermore, I thought that confidence votes applied only to
throne speeches, budgets and budget bills. In this case, however,
there appears to be a new Liberal category called “whenever the
Prime Minister feels like it”.

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague
from Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie for this important question.

Is it okay for Canada's social and political life to be influenced
by foreign money? We have never been okay with this, and I cer‐
tainly hope that Canada never will be.

However, I want to tell my colleague that just because Ed Broad‐
bent said that the Emergencies Act was required to follow the mon‐

ey does not make it true. Canada already has tools at its disposal to
follow the money and it could have used these tools.

As for the matter of confidence votes, I remind the NDP that, on
a simple motion to create a committee to look into the WE Charity
scandal, its members voted with the government in order to avoid
triggering an election.

Mr. Stéphane Lauzon (Argenteuil—La Petite-Nation, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Montarville said that our govern‐
ment should have taken action sooner.

He also said that the main reason why he was voting against the
use of the act was that there was not enough consultation with the
provinces, which is completely untrue. All of a sudden, my col‐
league is concerned about provinces other than Quebec. He is so
concerned that he renamed the Emergencies Act the War Measures
Act.

Would he rather our government infringe on the jurisdictions of
the provinces and law enforcement agencies?

● (1920)

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: Mr. Speaker, I am not sure I under‐
stood my colleague's question.

I am not sure what to answer, but I am wondering how the mem‐
ber can claim that the provincial governments were consulted when
the provinces are saying they were not. Where was he? Was he hid‐
ing in the closet watching as the federal government consulted the
provincial governments?

The member can say whatever he wants, but the fact is that the
act was invoked without the consent of seven of the provinces. I am
saying that—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Thérèse-De
Blainville.

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
I thank my hon. friend for his passionate, fascinating and informa‐
tive speech.

Yesterday I mentioned the Maple Spring, a big social crisis that
occurred in Quebec. I was wondering whether the Emergencies
Act, which we will be voting on today, would have applied to Que‐
bec. Indeed, the act states that it will be enforced throughout
Canada, regardless of what the provinces and Quebec think of it.

There is a big elephant in the room. The Prime Minister made a
thinly veiled threat about this being a confidence vote. Shortly after
that, in the media, the NDP leader gave his unequivocal support to
this motion.

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: Mr. Speaker, my colleague raises an
important question about the fact that the government decided to in‐
voke this legislation and make it apply generally throughout
Canada, when the problem was entirely localized in downtown Ot‐
tawa.
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Given that some governments had already expressed their oppo‐

sition to the act being enforced in their territory, I think it would
have been simple for the federal government, in the spirit of co-op‐
eration, to limit the scope of the act, as I mentioned earlier. Howev‐
er, it chose not to do so, regardless of what the provinces had asked
of it.
[English]

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, a century ago, Viscount Haldane created the emergency
doctrine of the peace, order and good government clause of the
Constitution. At the time, he indicated that in peacetime, when that
clause was used to create legislation, the onus was on the govern‐
ment to justify the use of that extraordinary power. Justice Laskin,
in the Anti-Inflation Act reference case, seemed to suggest the
same.

Does my hon. colleague feel that this jurisprudence applies to the
CCLA court case that is currently working its way in front of the
court? The Canadian Civil Liberties Association—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Montarville.
[Translation]

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for
the question.

It is indeed a fundamental question: can we invoke legislation of
this nature when we are in a peaceful situation, there is no armed
conflict or state of war?

As I mentioned in my speech, I think indeed that in such a situa‐
tion, the onus is on the government. In this case, the government
has not succeeded at any time to demonstrate to us that the act was
necessary.

If it is not necessary, we must vote against it.
[English]

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
want to acknowledge the important interventions of my colleagues
across all political lines throughout the weekend and today. We are
all tired. Canadians are tired.

I want to make sure it is unequivocally clear that NDP members
are taking the use of the Emergencies Act very seriously. We have
been unequivocally clear that if we vote in favour of the govern‐
ment's request, as we will tonight, it is not a blank cheque. We are
very reluctant here. We are not supporting it because we want to,
but because of the failure of leadership from all levels of govern‐
ment, which led to this point. The government will have to stay
within the established powers or we will withdraw our support. We
have made that unequivocally clear.

I want to speak a little about the main group that organized this
protest, this convoy. They came to Ottawa. They issued a memo‐
randum of understanding, which is a pseudo-legal document. It
called for the establishment of a committee with the Governor Gen‐
eral and individuals appointed by Canada Unity, which would have
had the power to override all levels of government and to dissolve
the democratically elected Government of Canada if it did not fol‐
low through on the MOU.

This is unacceptable. They called on the Prime Minister to dis‐
solve Parliament. We can all agree that this is a failure of the lead‐
ership of the convoy as well to make that declaration. It is certainly
not a way to get a meeting with the Prime Minister and the govern‐
ment.

This is the first time the Emergencies Act has ever been used
since it was created over 30 years ago. The NDP agrees that it
should continue to be avoided as much as possible. It is very clear
that we do not want to use this tool. This is, again, as a result of the
failure of all levels of government, including our Prime Minister, to
show leadership to keep Canadians safe over the past few weeks.

What we face right now are illegitimate protests. They have not
been peaceful. There has been an illegal occupation. People in resi‐
dential areas of Ottawa have been harassed. People do not feel safe
in their own homes. There have been reports of attempted arson of
a residential building. The convoy has given itself unlawful powers
to detain people. We have seen large numbers of firearms confiscat‐
ed in Coutts, Alberta. This cannot continue to escalate further. It
has to stop.

I understand the concerns people have about the potential im‐
pacts of the use of emergency measures legislation. I have those
concerns, too. I have seen Liberals and Conservatives abuse their
power in the past. I have seen their governments attack rights of in‐
digenous peoples and workers, as examples. That is not what we
are talking about here. We are talking about an illegal occupation
that has gone on for three weeks. It has had a huge impact on peo‐
ple.

The NDP will use all powers at its disposal to hold the govern‐
ment to account while the Emergencies Act remains in effect.

I did hear a Conservative member say that the NDP is the party
of the working class and that it has abandoned them. That is not
true. We are not abandoning the people of Ottawa. We are not aban‐
doning the workers of Ottawa. We are not abandoning automobile
workers in Windsor, Ontario, and workers across this country. We
want to make sure there is a clear flow of goods and services so that
businesses can continue to operate.

I heard the leader of the official opposition initially say, “I don't
think we should be asking them to go home”, and that we need to
turn this into the Prime Minister's problem. I had a person from my
community say the same thing to me. Paul reached out to me and
said, “Let the Prime Minister sink on this.” I can tell you, as a New
Democrat I will never let someone be harmed for political gain. We
as New Democrats will not do that. We will stand up for Canadians,
for health care workers, indigenous peoples, people suffering across
this country. We need to stop the division.
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I know the Conservatives like to tell the story that this is not well

supported. Again, I made it very clear that Peter MacKay, a former
Conservative defence and justice minister under Stephen Harper,
thinks that this meets the bar and that this should be supported, as
does Vern White, a Conservative senator, the former chief of police
of Ottawa, as does Prime Minister Harper's own senior security ad‐
viser. The Premier of Ontario is a Conservative and he supports the
implementation of the Emergencies Act to relieve the citizens of
Ottawa and the City of Ottawa.

How can all levels of government be ignored, including first na‐
tions? First nations in my own province, the First Nations Leader‐
ship Council in British Columbia, the Union of British Columbia
Indian Chiefs, and the B.C. Solicitor General support this.

We need to move forward. We need to end the division in our
country, and stop the flow of misinformation and foreign money.
● (1925)

I see it is time to go to a vote.

I urge us all as Canadians to come together and drop the rhetoric.
I know the Prime Minister said a Canadian is a Canadian is a Cana‐
dian. It is time for all of us to include each other, drop the rhetoric
and try to heal as a country.
● (1930)

[Translation]
The Deputy Speaker: It being 7:30 p.m., pursuant to order

made Thursday, February 17, it is my duty to interrupt the proceed‐
ings and put forthwith every question necessary to dispose of the
motion now before the House.

The vote is on the motion.
[English]

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes to
request a recorded division or that the motion be adopted on divi‐
sion, I would invite them to rise and indicate it to the chair.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I would request a recorded
vote.

The Deputy Speaker: Call in the members.

And the bells having rung:
● (2000)

Mr. John Brassard: Mr. Speaker, the eyes of the nation are up‐
on us tonight. Earlier today, the Prime Minister signalled, as did a
member of his back bench, that tonight's vote is a confidence vote.
Convention requires the Prime Minister to publicly declare a confi‐
dence vote of this nature as such, following convention.

My question for the government House leader is this: Is the vote
tonight a confidence vote? If the vote is lost, will the Prime Minis‐
ter plunge us into an election?

Hon. Mark Holland: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the debate but it
is time to vote.
● (2020)

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 32)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Alghabra
Ali Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Battiste
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bibeau
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blaney
Blois Boissonnault
Boulerice Bradford
Brière Cannings
Carr Casey
Chagger Chahal
Champagne Chatel
Chen Chiang
Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek) Collins (Victoria)
Cormier Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Dong
Drouin Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith Fergus
Fillmore Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fragiskatos Fraser
Freeland Fry
Gaheer Garneau
Garrison Gazan
Gerretsen Gould
Green Guilbeault
Hajdu Hanley
Hardie Hepfner
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Idlout Ien
Jaczek Johns
Joly Jones
Jowhari Julian
Kayabaga Kelloway
Khalid Khera
Koutrakis Kusmierczyk
Kwan Lalonde
Lambropoulos Lametti
Lamoureux Lapointe
Lattanzio Lauzon
LeBlanc Lebouthillier
Lightbound Long
Longfield Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga)
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque)
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) May (Saanich—Gulf Islands)
McDonald (Avalon) McGuinty
McKay McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLeod McPherson
Mendès Mendicino
Miao Miller
Morrissey Murray
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Naqvi Ng
Noormohamed O'Connell
Oliphant O'Regan
Petitpas Taylor Powlowski
Qualtrough Robillard
Rodriguez Rogers
Romanado Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Scarpaleggia Schiefke
Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Singh Sorbara
Spengemann St-Onge
Sudds Tassi
Taylor Roy Thompson
Trudeau Turnbull
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Vandal
Vandenbeld Virani
Vuong Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 185

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Barsalou-Duval Beaulieu
Benzen Bergen
Bergeron Berthold
Bérubé Bezan
Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Block Bragdon
Brassard Brock
Brunelle-Duceppe Calkins
Caputo Carrie
Chabot Chambers
Champoux Chong
Cooper Dalton
Dancho Davidson
DeBellefeuille Deltell
Desbiens Desilets
Doherty Dowdall
Dreeshen Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Ellis Epp
Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster) Falk (Provencher)
Fast Ferreri
Findlay Fortin
Gallant Garon
Gaudreau Généreux
Genuis Gill
Gladu Godin
Goodridge Gourde
Gray Hallan
Hoback Jeneroux
Kelly Kitchen
Kmiec Kram
Kramp-Neuman Kurek
Kusie Lake
Lantsman Larouche
Lawrence Lehoux
Lemire Lewis (Essex)
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Liepert
Lloyd Lobb
MacKenzie Maguire
Martel Mazier
McCauley (Edmonton West) McLean

Melillo Michaud
Moore Morantz
Morrice Morrison
Motz Muys
Nater Normandin
O'Toole Patzer
Paul-Hus Pauzé
Perkins Perron
Plamondon Poilievre
Rayes Redekopp
Reid Rempel Garner
Richards Roberts
Rood Ruff
Savard-Tremblay Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Shipley
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Soroka
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart Strahl
Stubbs Thériault
Therrien Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Trudel Uppal
Van Popta Vecchio
Vidal Vien
Viersen Vignola
Villemure Vis
Wagantall Warkentin
Waugh Webber
Williams Williamson
Zimmer– — 151

PAIRED
Nil

The Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

The hon. leader of the official opposition has a point of order.
Hon. Candice Bergen: Mr. Speaker, I file with you, pursuant to

section 59 of the Emergencies Act, a motion to revoke the Prime
Minister's emergency declaration that was proclaimed last week.

In accordance with the act, the motion is signed by more than 20
members of the Conservative Party. This motion—

The Deputy Speaker: The Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons is rising on a point of order.

Hon. Mark Holland: Mr. Speaker, as you are aware, there was a
House order that the House would adjourn after the vote.

The Deputy Speaker: I will let the hon. member finish her point
of order.

Hon. Candice Bergen: Mr. Speaker, we will consider the matter
at the next sitting week.

I say this to all Canadians: Conservatives will continue to use ev‐
ery tool at our disposal to end the Prime Minister's—

The Deputy Speaker: The chief government whip is rising on a
point of order.

Hon. Steven MacKinnon: Mr. Speaker, this is not a point of or‐
der.

Hon. Mark Holland: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I
would like to take the time to thank the staff who stayed over the
course of the weekend, the clerks and the House administration. It
has been a long hour. This has been a historic debate. We should
thank all of the people for their incredible service.
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Some hon. members: Hear, hear!

[Translation]
The Deputy Speaker: It being 8:23 p.m., pursuant to order

made Thursday, February 17, the House stands adjourned until

Monday, February 28, at 11 a.m., pursuant to Standing Orders 24(1)
and 28(2).

(The House adjourned at 8:23 p.m.)
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