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Extracts from Emergencies Act debate in House of Commons (Justin Trudeau, Prime 
Minister, LPC, followed by Questions & Comments; Marco Mendocino, Minister of 
Public Safety, LPC, followed by Questions & Comments; Candace Bergen, Leader of the 
Opposition, CPC, Luc Berthold, Mégantic-Berthold, CPC, followed by Questions & 
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David Lametti, Minister of Justice and Attorney General, LPC, followed by Questions & 
Comments; Bill Blair, Minister of Emergency Preparedness, LPC, followed by Questions 
& Comments) 

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.)   
     moved: 
    That, pursuant to section 58 of the Emergencies Act, this House confirms the declaration of a public order 
emergency proclaimed on February 14, 2022. 
[Expand] 
Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the Minister of Public Safety. 
    On Monday, as we entered the third week of illegal blockades and occupations, the federal 
government invoked the Emergencies Act. We did it to protect families and small businesses, to 
protect jobs and the economy. We did it because the situation could not be dealt with under any 
other law in Canada. We did it because that is what responsible leadership required us to do. 
    For the good of all Canadians, the illegal blockades and occupations have to stop and the 
borders have to remain open. We have made progress since Monday. On Tuesday, the border 
was reopened in southern Alberta after the Coutts blockade was dismantled. The RCMP arrested 
a small group of people within the larger blockade and seized firearms, ammunition and body 
armour. It is believed that this group was willing to use force against police officers. 
    On Wednesday, the blockade in Emerson, Manitoba had been cleared without arrests or 
charges. Traffic and trade at this border crossing have now resumed. 
    In Windsor, Mayor Dilkens said that law enforcement was able to successfully intercept a new 
convoy suspected of heading to the Ambassador Bridge. 
    Here in Ottawa, law enforcement now has more tools and resources in order to give the people 
of this city their jobs, neighbourhoods and freedoms back. 

[Translation] 
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    In Windsor, Coutts and Emerson, illegal blockades have been lifted and border crossings have 
resumed or are resuming. I want to thank law enforcement officers, including RCMP members, 
for their work on the ground.  
    For the sake of the economy, families and workers, it is high time that these illegal and 
dangerous activities ended, including here in Ottawa. 
    Invoking the Emergencies Act is not something we do lightly. This is not the first, second or 
third option. It is the last resort.  
    When I consulted the provincial and territorial premiers on Monday morning I was very clear. 
By obstructing the supply chains, the illegal blockades are causing considerable harm to our 
economy and to Canadians.  

[English] 

    It is consistent with the requirements of the Emergencies Act that the views of the premiers of 
all provinces and territories be carefully considered, and that is what we did. The consultation 
and collaboration with the premiers will continue until the situation is resolved. 
    As I said on Monday, the scope of the Emergencies Act is time-limited and targeted, as well as 
reasonable and proportionate. It strengthens and supports law enforcement agencies so they have 
more tools to restore order and protect critical infrastructure. 
    These illegal blockades are being heavily supported by individuals in the United States and 
from elsewhere around the world. We see that roughly half of the funding that is flowing to the 
barricaders here is coming from the United States. 
    The goal of all measures, including financial measures, in the Emergencies Act is to deal with 
the current threat only, and to get the situation fully under control. 
    I want to reassure Canadians that when the Emergencies Act is invoked, the Canadian Charter 
of Rights and Freedoms continues to protect their individual rights. We are not using the 
Emergencies Act to call in the military. We are not limiting people's freedom of expression. We 
are not limiting freedom of peaceful assembly. We are not preventing people from exercising 
their right to protest legally. We are, in fact, reinforcing the principles, values and institutions 
that keep all Canadians free. 

  (1020)   

    The blockades and occupations are illegal. They are a threat to our economy and to our 
relationship with trading partners. They are a threat to supply chains and the availability of 
essential goods, such as food and medicine, and they are a threat to public safety. 

[Translation] 

    The Emergencies Act will be time limited and targeted to respond to the threats of occupations 
and illegal blockades only. 
    The measures are reasonable and proportionate. I want it to be clear to Canadians that when 
the Emergencies Act is invoked, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms continues to 
protect individual rights.  
    We are not using the Emergencies Act to send in the army. We are not taking away 
fundamental rights. We are not limiting freedom of expression or the right to peaceful protest. 
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What we want to do is ensure the safety of Canadians, protect workers' jobs and restore trust in 
our institutions. 

[English] 

    We understand that everyone is tired of this pandemic. We understand that Canadians are 
frustrated with COVID. Some protesters came to Ottawa to express their frustration and fatigue 
with public health measures, and that is their right. As I said, it is a right that we will defend in 
this free and democratic country. However, illegal blockades and occupations are not peaceful 
protests. They have to stop. 

[Translation] 

    We all want the pandemic to be over. Public health measures are constantly being re-
evaluated. We will continue to modify them based on the science and the situation, and we will 
continue to encourage people to get vaccinated. 

[English] 

    This week, based on advice from public health experts, our health minister, Mr. Duclos, 
announced that we will soon start easing border measures for travellers. Our government— 
[Expand] 
The Deputy Speaker:   
    If I can, I will interrupt the Prime Minister for a second to say we need to make sure we are 
not using proper names here. We want to stick to the riding names. 
    The Right Hon. Prime Minister. 
[Expand] 
Right Hon. Justin Trudeau:   
    Mr. Speaker, this week, based on advice from public health experts, the health minister 
announced that we will soon start easing border measures for travellers. Our government will 
continue to follow the best scientific advice to keep Canadians safe and to support health care 
workers. 
    People are making sacrifices, and have been for two years. It is never time to hurt our 
communities or our fellow Canadians with illegal blockades, but especially not now that we are 
reopening and beginning to get back to the things we love. That is why it is so important for us to 
be having this debate today and in the days to come, and for Parliament to play its role in this 
process. 
    Today, I ask all members of the House to take action against illegal blockades that are harmful 
to Canadians. I ask all members of the House to stand up for families and workers, to stand up 
for jobs and our economy, and to stand up for the freedom of Canadians and for public safety. 

  (1025)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Dane Lloyd (Sturgeon River—Parkland, CPC):   
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    Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister, the Minister of Public Safety and the Minister of Emergency 
Preparedness have repeatedly stated that there is evidence of foreign extremist financing behind 
this convoy. 
     Last week at the public safety committee, the deputy director of intelligence for FINTRAC, 
Barry MacKillop, stated that there was no evidence that this funding in Ottawa was tied to 
ideologically motivated extremism. Under further questioning, he stated that there had been no 
spike in suspicious transactions. 
    On what basis is the government freezing the bank accounts of Canadians? It is in violation of 
section 8 of the charter, which is against unreasonable search and seizure. 
[Expand] 
Right Hon. Justin Trudeau:   
    Mr. Speaker, I think it is going to be extremely important. In this House, over the coming days 
there will be important and robust debate on many such issues. I can highlight, once again, that 
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms continues to apply. The Emergencies Act is subject to the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and the measures that we have brought forward are 
proportional, measured and responsible. They are designed to get Canadians their lives and 
communities back, and to restore their freedoms. 

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ):   
    Mr. Speaker, I believe that just about everyone agrees with the intention of putting an end to 
the siege of Ottawa. It is just about the only hostile protest still going on in Canada. Although the 
intention is a good one, the means being used may not be. 
    Quebec dealt with protests in Quebec City without the Emergencies Act. In Coutts, not only 
did the border reopen without the Emergencies Act, but weapons were seized without it. The 
Ambassador Bridge was reopened without the Emergencies Act. The situation in Manitoba was 
resolved without the Emergencies Act, and there are other examples. 
    How can the Prime Minister claim from the beginning of his speech that there was no other 
way to intervene? Why did he not exclude the provinces and Quebec, which do not want to be 
subject to or use the powers of this law? 
[Expand] 
Right Hon. Justin Trudeau:   
    Mr. Speaker, police forces across the country now have more tools to deal with these illegal 
blockades and occupations, if and when they occur. 
    We will continue to ensure that the measures are proportionate, reasonable and time-limited. 
However, it was and is important to give more tools to the police who need them.  
    We understand that the police were able to keep the situation under control in many parts of 
the country, but the Emergencies Act applies from one end of the country to the other. However, 
it will be used only when necessary. 

[English] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP):   
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    Mr. Speaker, for weeks this occupation has been allowed to continue. People have lost wages, 
citizens have been harassed and the potential for violence has grown. Instead of acting, the 
federal government argued over jurisdiction.  
    What responsibility does the Prime Minister take for the inaction that has made invoking the 
Emergencies Act necessary? 
[Expand] 
Right Hon. Justin Trudeau:   
    Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to reiterate that from day one of these barricades, 
blockages and occupations, the federal government has been supplying resources and working 
closely with local police officers of jurisdiction to ensure they had the tools they needed. 
Obviously, the situation has evolved. The situation has escalated, but every step of the way the 
federal government has been there to support the law enforcement of jurisdiction. Here in Ottawa 
it is the Ottawa Police Service and the OPP, and we will continue to be there with the RCMP as 
necessary. 

  (1030)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Yasir Naqvi (Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the Queen’s Privy Council 
for Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, as members are very much aware, my riding includes Parliament Hill, which has 
been under siege for over three weeks now. My community has been held hostage, and I can 
assure the House these protests have not been peaceful or lawful. 
    My question for the Prime Minister is this. How is the Emergencies Act going to help my 
constituents in Ottawa Centre? 
[Expand] 
Right Hon. Justin Trudeau:   
    Mr. Speaker, Canadians continue to have the right to free expression and to protest peacefully, 
but occupying the downtown cores of our major cities, protesting and blocking border crossings, 
is unacceptable. That is why we have given more tools, in a proportional way, to police officers. 
[Expand] 
Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, I would like to begin by thanking the Prime Minister for commencing this 
important debate on the invocation of the Emergencies Act for the first time. 
    I want to begin with a number of expressions of gratitude, both to my colleagues on this side 
of the House and to the opposition for the informed debate we are about to have. Finally, I would 
like to thank Canadians. I know this has been a very difficult time, a period of great frustration, 
anxiety and uncertainty. It is not lost on me, and I hope it is not lost on any member of the 
chamber, that the confluence of events of the pandemic and now these illegal blockades does 
create for an emotionally charged atmosphere. Sometimes we let that get the better of us here in 
this chamber. 
    My sincere hope is that we will be able to have a principled debate about why it is that the 
government has chosen to invoke the Emergencies Act, the paramount reason being the health 
and safety of all Canadians. 
    We have heard the Prime Minister set out what the test for the invocation of the Emergencies 
Act is, and I know my colleague, the Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada, and 
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other members will elaborate on that. However, I want to focus my comments on what I believe 
are the perceived and real risks to public safety we have seen over the last number of weeks that 
have emanated from the so-called “freedom convoy”.  
    This convoy has taken to the streets, and other critical infrastructure, right across the country, 
including our borders, national symbols, communities and neighbourhoods. It has had a profound 
impact. I would submit to members of this chamber that it has been a very negative and 
detrimental impact to public safety. 
    I want to touch on the number of ports of entry that have been significantly interrupted as a 
result of participation in the illegal blockades, including at Coutts, Alberta; Emerson, Manitoba; 
Surrey, British Columbia; Windsor, Ontario; Sarnia, Ontario; Fort Erie, Ontario; as well as those 
here in Ottawa. 
    I hope that all members recognize that the kind of conduct we have seen at our borders puts 
the integrity and the security of this country into serious question. The impact at Coutts, for 
example, has cost the economy approximately $48 million per day. In Emerson it has been $73 
million day, and in Windsor,where we conduct roughly a quarter of all of our daily trade with 
our most important trading partner, the United States, it has been roughly $390 million. Those 
are just numerical figures, but I think about the translation of those dollar figures into the impact 
on Canadian jobs, families and those who are just trying to get by right now. 
    Whatever the motivation of some individuals who have commingled with those organizers and 
agitators of these illegal blockades, whatever their concerns are with regard to the government's 
strategy to get out of the pandemic, which is of course to get vaccinated, this has become 
something much more concerning. 
    I do want to say we have made some progress at these ports of entry, and that is in large part 
thanks to the very important work that has been undertaken by the members of our law 
enforcement. 

  (1035)   

[Translation] 

    I want to thank the RCMP for its efforts and energy. I also want to thank all the police forces 
who are doing great work on the ground. We are seeing a lot of progress. Most of the borders are 
now open. That is good for the economy, good for business and good for Canadians. However, 
this progress is no guarantee. 

[English] 

    It is very important that we continue to guarantee the progress that we have made. I want to 
speak for a moment about the situation here in Ottawa. I know that many of my colleagues in the 
NCR caucus have spoken very articulately and very passionately about the damage that has been 
caused in our communities and neighbourhoods. I have also heard some members of the 
opposition try to somehow cast a minimization, in an effort to generalize what is going on 
outside of this chamber as being legitimate. It is not. It is illegal, and it causes great harm. 
    We have seen people intimidated, harassed and threatened. We have seen apartment buildings 
chained up. We have seen fires set in corridors. Residents are being terrorized, and it is 
absolutely gut-wrenching to see the sense of abandonment and helplessness they have felt for 
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weeks now. I want to assure them that since day one, the federal government has done 
everything it could do to provide additional resources. The RCMP has sent three sets of 
reinforcements to the Ottawa Police Service, and we will continue to do whatever we can to help. 
    However, it is also important for members of this chamber that we write the laws and we set 
the policies, but we trust our police, our law enforcement, to enforce them. That is why it is so 
important that we use every tool in our tool box, especially now, when we find ourselves in a 
predicament, a dilemma, a situation that has perhaps never been seen before. 
    I ask myself, and I hope others are reflecting as well, what this is all about. I try to step back 
and look at what is occurring. I am concerned. I have heard some people say, and they are still 
saying, that this is a protest about vaccines. It is not. They say that it is protest about mandates. It 
is not. 
    I have heard some people still say that this is a protest about freedom. What is going on 
outside, on the streets of Canada and at our borders, is most certainly not about freedom. It is 
about a very small, organized and targeted group of individuals that is trying to strip away the 
very freedoms that we here, and the generations of those who preceded us, have sworn to uphold. 
    I have seen many striking similarities in the way that these blockades have manifested across 
the country, including the tactics that they are using, the timing they are occurring, and the 
targets, whether they are national symbols, such as Parliament here, or provincial legislatures. 
There was also the war monument outside, where we hear members speak passionately about 
their forebears who made sacrifices for the freedoms that we now enjoy. The individuals outside 
are tearing down the barriers to attack those monuments. What does that say? Those are— 
    Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
    Hon. Marco Mendicino: I know members are heckling, but I am encouraging them to reflect 
on this and on the rhetoric. Notwithstanding the efforts of my colleagues to shout me down, I am 
speaking on behalf of constituents and Canadians. Yes, there is an ideologically motivated 
operation that we see here in the rhetoric that is meant to incite. 
    That is indeed one of the reasons why we have had to invoke the Emergencies Act. I want to 
assure members that these are very targeted measures. They are time limited, and they are 
protected by the charter. For those who want to ask questions as to how those powers are going 
to be enforced, part of the debate is going to ensure that there are sufficient guardrails and 
safeguards in place. There will be transparency on how those measures are implemented. 
    There will also be an inquiry to ensure that we can learn from these lessons and make sure that 
this is an instrument that has been used responsibly and in a manner that is consistent with the 
charter to uphold the health and safety of all Canadians. 
    At the end of the day, we are all here, I would hope, to do one thing, and that is to protect the 
health and safety of Canadians. We find ourselves at a crossroads of the pandemic, but we have 
made progress. We have made progress with the pandemic, and we are making progress in 
restoring public order, but it is absolutely imperative that we have these debates in a principled 
and reasonable manner that is respectful of our constituents and respectful of Canadians. That is 
certainly something that I hope we will see over the next number of days. 

  (1040)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Dane Lloyd (Sturgeon River—Parkland, CPC):   
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    Mr. Speaker, the minister today, and in a news conference yesterday, has repeatedly stated that 
there are ideologically motivated, violent extremists and there is a small group of extremists who 
are willing to use violence. He says that there are ties between extremists who were apprehended 
in Coutts and extremists here in Ottawa.  
    However, when asked repeatedly by the media to back up that assertion with evidence, the 
minister fails to provide any evidence. We are talking about invoking a once-in-34-year 
Emergencies Act. Parliamentarians deserve real evidence, not conjecture from the minister, 
before we could ever contemplate suspending the rights of Canadians. In what basis does the 
minister make the claim that there are violent extremists in Ottawa?  
[Expand] 
Hon. Marco Mendicino:   
    Mr. Speaker, I am afraid my colleague operates from the false premise that the Emergencies 
Act is a kind of suspension of charter rights. It is not. 
    As I have said throughout the course of the debate, and as the act itself says, all of the powers 
that need to be exercised in the Emergencies Act must be done in accordance with the charter. 
That means ensuring that section 8 is respected, which guarantees people the right to be 
protected from any unreasonable search and seizure, and the same for section 7 as well. 

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia, BQ):   
    Mr. Speaker, at the beginning of his speech, the minister said that he was proud to move this 
motion, that he was proud to be the first Minister of Public Safety to invoke the Emergencies Act 
since it came into force in 1988. I am wondering how he can be proud to enforce a law that limits 
the fundamental rights of Quebeckers and Canadians. 
    We heard the Prime Minister say that this was the last resort. Unfortunately, I do not think he 
used all of the tools at his disposal before we got to this point. I would like to know what other 
approaches he could have taken before invoking the Emergencies Act. 
[Expand] 
Hon. Marco Mendicino:   
    Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for her question. The Emergencies Act is a last resort. This 
was not the first option and is certainly not the option we prefer. 
    In response to this convoy and illegal blockade, we had to add a lot of resources to help the 
police restore public order on the ground. However, we have gotten to a very difficult point right 
now with a lot of challenges, which is why we invoked this measure. 

[English] 

[Expand] 
Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, in his speech, the hon. member spoke of the people who are being impacted by 
the blockades. He spoke about the harassment and the assaults. I know I have spoken to a lot of 
workers in this downtown about that as well. It is truly heartbreaking. I think of the workers and 
businesses who have been impacted negatively. I think about the people at the Rideau Centre. I 
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think about people within my own region in southwestern Ontario and those businesses who 
have been impacted. 
    What is the government's plan to help those workers and those business owners after this 
debate is done, after we have seen the protesters go home? We have been asking for the 
government to come up with a plan. What is the plan for those people? 
[Expand] 
Hon. Marco Mendicino:   
    Mr. Speaker, I share my colleague's concerns about public safety. Certainly, the impact of 
these illegal blockades across the country has undermined not only public safety but also 
families' and individuals' ability to provide for themselves. I want to assure my colleague that we 
will work with her and all members, so once we clean up these illegal blockades and we have 
public safety restored on the streets here in Ottawa, the Government of Canada will continue to 
be there to support Canadians, as we have been throughout the pandemic. 

  (1045)   

[Expand] 
Hon. Candice Bergen (Leader of the Opposition, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the member for Mégantic—L'Érable today. 
    This week, for the first time since its passage, the Emergencies Act has been invoked by the 
Prime Minister. This is historic, and it is extremely disappointing. The Prime Minister has 
invoked the act, he says, to deal with the protests that have gathered here in downtown Ottawa 
and blockades that were happening at the Coutts border in Alberta, the Emerson border in 
Manitoba, the Ambassador Bridge in Windsor and the border at Surrey, all of which, by the way, 
are now open. There are no more blockades at any borders. What are left are the trucks parked 
outside here in Ottawa that need to move or be moved. 
    However, throughout the last three weeks the Prime Minister has failed to take meaningful 
action to de-escalate the protests here or to use any tools he may have available. Instead, he has 
jumped straight to the most extreme measure, and as he has invoked the act, he has failed to meet 
the high threshold set out by the Emergencies Act to justify it, that being when a situation 
“seriously threatens the ability of the Government of Canada to preserve the sovereignty, 
security and territorial integrity of Canada,” and when the situation “cannot be effectively dealt 
with under any other law of [the country].” 
    Conservatives do not believe the government has shown that threshold has been met, and thus 
we will be voting against it. Members should keep in mind this act is already invoked and is the 
new law of the land. Our debate and the vote on Monday can only stop it if the NDP vote with 
Conservatives and the Bloc to stop it. Supporting the use of the Emergencies Act is one of the 
most serious decisions a parliamentarian can make. I want to remind especially the New 
Democrats of this, who are supporting the Liberals in this sledgehammer approach. History will 
not be kind to the leader of the NDP or his members on this particular question. 
    The Emergencies Act's predecessor, the War Measures Act, was only used three times: World 
War I, World War II and the FLQ crisis. We should keep these precedents in mind. The weight 
of those events should caution us against making this decision lightly. These protests have 
caused disruptions for many Canadians, especially local businesses and residents of Ottawa. As I 
have said, Conservatives are the party of law and order. We believe the trucks should move or be 
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moved, but we want to lower the temperature across the country. The Prime Minister clearly 
wants to raise it. 
     Let us be very clear how this all started. The Prime Minister decided to impose a vaccine 
mandate on truckers with no scientific evidence that it was the right thing to do. Many Canadians 
opposed it, but he went ahead anyway. Truckers and millions of Canadians felt they had no 
recourse with the Prime Minister, and who can blame them? After all, this was the Prime 
Minister who called them racist and misogynist. He said their views were unacceptable and that 
they were on the fringe. When truckers and their supporters arrived in Ottawa, what did the 
Prime Minister do first? He hid for a week and then he continued his insults, calling them and 
anyone who supported them or even talked with them things like Nazi supporters. We saw that 
name-calling and unfair and mean-spirited characterization happen just yesterday by the Prime 
Minister of Canada in the House. That is all he has done to rectify the problem: call names and 
insult. 
    Many of the people who are protesting and are upset are our neighbours. They are our 
constituents. They are Canadians. They want to be heard and given just a little respect by their 
Prime Minister, but he has decided that, because he disagrees with them and does not like their 
opinions, he will not hear them. At every turn the Prime Minister has stigmatized, wedged, 
divided and traumatized Canadians, and now, without even a single meeting with a trucker, 
without talking through one of their concerns, without apologizing for his insults, without 
listening to what people have to say and without using any other tool at his disposal, he has used 
this overreach, the Emergencies Act, and it is wrong. 

  (1050)   

    The Prime Minister's leadership in this situation has, frankly, been abysmal. He said this week, 
“Invoking the Emergencies Act is never the first thing a government should do, nor even the 
second. The act is to be used sparingly and as a last resort”, but his actions have shown the 
opposite approach. 
    The so-called measure of last resort has come before taking any action to address the 
frustrations at the root of the protest. How did the Prime Minister go directly from ignoring the 
truckers to turning to the Emergencies Act? Why has the government jumped straight to this 
without doing anything to lower the temperature first? Conservatives put forward a reasonable 
approach that could help bring the temperature down and address the concerns. We asked the 
government to commit publicly to a specific plan and timeline to roll back federal mandates and 
restrictions, but the Liberals and NDP refused to support our plan. Instead, the Prime Minister 
reached for more power. This comes as provincial governments are announcing plans to end 
COVID-19 restrictions. 
    The Prime Minister is an exception to this trend and he refuses to come forward with a plan. 
Even the provinces are unhappy with the Prime Minister for doing this: Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba, Quebec and Nova Scotia. They are all opposed to the use of the Emergencies Act. 
This is not a good look for the Prime Minister. 
    We all want the trucks here in Ottawa to move. We want a peaceful and quick end to the 
trucks blocking the streets in Ottawa. Our message to those protesting is still this: Conservatives 
have heard them. We will keep standing up for them, but it is time to move the trucks. 
    At the same time, no government should resort to the kinds of extreme measures that we are 
seeing. Unfortunately, the Prime Minister has a track record of serious disregard for the law and 
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that raises a lot of red flags. This is the Prime Minister who interfered with an ongoing criminal 
trial in the SNC-Lavalin scandal. This is the Prime Minister who took the Speaker to court 
instead of fulfilling his legal obligation to provide documents to this Parliament on two separate 
occasions. This is the Prime Minister who has been found guilty by the Ethics Commissioner.  
    This Prime Minister admitted his admiration for basic dictatorships. We have seen red flag 
after red flag after red flag. He may not like it, but in Canada civil liberties must be defended at 
every turn. Section 2 guarantees our freedom of association and assembly. Section 7 guarantees 
our right to life, liberty and security of the person. Section 8 guarantees our protection against 
unreasonable search and seizure. 
    Canadians cannot be expected to simply take the Prime Minister at his word. His plans are not 
consistent with fundamental freedoms. The government should not have the power to close the 
bank accounts of Canadians on a whim. The Prime Minister is doing this to save his own 
political skin, but this is not a game. It comes at a cost to Canadians' rights and freedoms. 
Parliament should not allow the Prime Minister to avoid responsibility in this way. 
    I urge all members of the House to proceed with extreme caution. Now is the time to stand up 
for their constituents, to show real leadership, to help heal our divisions, to listen to those we 
disagree with, to not shut them down, to not tell them that they are irrelevant and to not speak 
insults to them. That is the job of each one of us as members of Parliament, no matter who we 
represent. We have to represent them with integrity, with hope, with honour.  
    What the Prime Minister is doing, and has done for the last two years, is to disregard those 
Canadians, call them names and insult them. It is time for every one of us to show leadership and 
say no to this Emergencies Act. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Yasir Naqvi (Ottawa Centre, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, now I will speak on behalf of my constituents, which all of us are sworn to do.  
    I ask the members opposite: If this kind of occupation was happening in their neighbourhoods 
in their ridings for four weeks in a row— 
    Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 

  (1055)   

[Expand] 
The Deputy Speaker:   
    Order. 
    The longer I stand here, the fewer options people will have to actually present their feelings 
and represent their constituents later. 
    The hon. member for Ottawa Centre. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Yasir Naqvi:   
    Mr. Speaker, it has been four weeks in a row. The members opposite talk about listening to the 
protesters but they will not even listen to a member of this House to understand what my 
constituents, the members of my community, are going through. 
    When did the line cross between this being a lawful protest, which we welcome in my riding 
and happen all the time, to an illegal protest? Members opposite were out there taking photos, 
encouraging those protesters to keep honking in the middle of the night.  
    Would the member now denounce those actions? 
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[Expand] 
Hon. Candice Bergen:   
    Mr. Speaker, that is a very good question for his leader, the Prime Minister. When these 
protests started, the first thing the Prime Minister did was call these people names. He insulted 
them. I do not think anyone in that member's constituency thinks that the response of a Prime 
Minister is to hide and then hurl huge insults, not just saying he disagrees with them but calling 
them misogynist, racist, having fringe views and that they should not be tolerated. 
    That is a very good question, and he should ask his own Prime Minister why he did not take 
action, why he did not show leadership and why he did not take the high road and try to at least 
listen to these folks so that they felt they were respected. That is a good question for the boss. 

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ):   
    Mr. Speaker, the problems in Coutts, Alberta, were resolved without the Emergencies Act. 
The same goes for Emerson, where things were resolved without the Emergencies Act. With the 
Ambassador Bridge, once the Americans called the situation unacceptable, it was resolved 
without the Emergencies Act. There were protests in Quebec City, and it was all resolved 
without the Emergencies Act. 
    Here, in the federal capital, in the Prime Minister's backyard, there is an occupation. What did 
the Prime Minister do? First, he called them whiners, then he blamed the police, and then he 
brought out the atomic bomb, also known as the Emergencies Act. 
    My question is simple. Between playing Pontius Pilate and dropping the atomic bomb, there 
was a point at which the government could have shown some leadership and made use of tools. 
    What does the leader of the official opposition think about that? 

[English] 

[Expand] 
Hon. Candice Bergen:   
    Mr. Speaker, the member may recall that I sent a letter very early on to the Prime Minister 
asking that he meet with the opposition leaders to talk about solutions like the ones he just spoke 
about. 
    It is clear that the borders were cleared by police action, and that is a good thing. We believe 
that these protestors here in Ottawa, these blockades could have been moved quickly had the 
Prime Minister shown some leadership and said, “Hey, I'm hearing you. I disagree with you, but 
I hear your concerns. We're going to look at removing these mandates. We're going to do it 
because it's actually scientific to remove them.” 
    I would guarantee that these folks would have moved on had the Prime Minister decided he 
wanted to actually listen. What I promise is that we would not be here today invoking an 
Emergencies Act, which is a sledgehammer on all Canadians. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that the convoy stated its mission was to overthrow the 
government. It sounds ludicrous, but it brazenly posted that on its website and it reiterated it— 
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    Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
[Expand] 
The Deputy Speaker:   
    Order, order. I cannot hear the question, and I am sure the Leader of the Opposition cannot 
hear the question. 
    The hon. member for Burnaby South. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh:   
    Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that the goal of this convoy, posted brazenly on its website, 
reiterated as recently as earlier this week in a press conference, was to overthrow a 
democratically elected government. That was its goal. 
    The interim leader of the Conservative Party says, “We have heard you and we will keep 
standing up for you.” Do you regret endorsing a convoy that is attacking the fundamental 
democracy of our country? Do you regret endorsing and supporting an occupation that is 
harassing citizens? Do you regret endorsing a movement that has lost— 
    Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
[Expand] 
The Deputy Speaker:   
    Order, order. I know the questions have to come through the Chair, and I cannot speak on 
behalf of the Leader of the Opposition.  
    I will let the Leader of the Opposition answer the question. 
[Expand] 
Hon. Candice Bergen:   
    Mr. Speaker, obviously nobody in this House believes that a government should be 
overthrown, although I have seen that member's colleagues at a number of pro-communist 
marches, so I am not sure if that means he endorses communism. 
    In fact, I will tell the House what I know. When history looks back on this, Conservatives will 
have stood up with Canadians, millions of Canadians, vaccinated Canadians, Canadians who are 
blue-collar workers, Canadians who are white-collar workers, Canadians who have had enough 
of a Prime Minister who has divided, wedged, stigmatized and traumatized them, and the party 
that will have stood with the Prime Minister is that member and his NDP colleagues. It is 
shameful. 

  (1100)   

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, I would prefer to stand in the House today and talk about inflation. I would 
prefer to stand in the House today to defend the mothers, fathers and seniors who have suffered 
so much since the beginning of the pandemic and who are facing all sorts of really difficult 
situations. However, because of this Prime Minister's inaction, because he chose to protect his 
career rather than listen to Canadians, we are here today discussing a law that is being invoked 
by Parliament and the Prime Minister for the very first time since its enactment in 1988: the 
Emergencies Act. 
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    This day will go down in history, but not for the right reasons. It is very disappointing. The 
Prime Minister says he is invoking the act to manage the blockades and protests happening in 
downtown Ottawa, at the border crossings in Coutts, Alberta, and Emerson, Manitoba, and at the 
Ambassador Bridge in Windsor. He said it again this morning. 
    I would like to point out to my colleagues that we must take these precedents into account. 
The weight of these events calls for prudence on our part. However, only the blockades in 
Ottawa remain. All of the other blockades ended or were ended without the need for the 
Emergencies Act. For 15 days, the Prime Minister took no real action to defuse the protests. He 
did not listen to the discontent, fatigue and demands being expressed by the protesters and 
Canadians. He preferred to take extreme measures as a first resort. 
    In short, the Prime Minister failed to meet the high threshold provided for in the Emergencies 
Act to justify its invocation and application. For that reason, the Conservatives will be voting 
against his decision. Invoking the Emergencies Act is one of the most important decisions a 
member of Parliament can make. Its predecessor, the War Measures Act, was invoked only three 
times: World War I, World War II and the October Crisis, which Quebeckers remember all too 
well. 
    It is our prime responsibility as parliamentarians to protect our democracy. This includes 
Canadians' right to elect their representatives, the right to disagree with the government, and the 
right to express that disagreement publicly. 
    We know that these protests are causing problems for many Canadians, especially residents of 
Ottawa and local businesses. It is extremely hard for them. They are the collateral damage of a 
situation that extends far beyond the streets and people of Ottawa. We acknowledge that. As we 
have often said, the Conservative Party is the party of law and order. The illegal blockades must 
end quickly and peacefully. It is time to de-escalate the situation, not only in Ottawa, but across 
the country. Unfortunately, as many experts and analysts have said, the Prime Minister's actions 
could have the complete opposite effect. 
    Let us start at the beginning. How did these events start? 
    They started when the Prime Minister decided to politicize an election, to trigger an election in 
the middle of a pandemic, and then decided to force truckers to get vaccinated when there is no 
scientific proof that it was the right thing to do. We put the question to the government. We 
asked the Minister of Health on what expert testimony he was basing his decision to force 
truckers to get vaccinated. The government consistently avoided the question. It never answered, 
but it did not back down. It kept the rqeuirement in place, despite all the problems it was causing 
for our economy and supply chains, and despite the size of the movement it created. 
    When the protesters arrived in Ottawa, the Prime Minister went into hiding for a week and, 
when he came out, he did not attempt to de-escalate the situation. Instead, he insulted the 
protesters and Canadians who did not agree with him. That is what happened. 

  (1105)   

    The Prime Minister called them racists and misogynists. He even said that their point of view 
was unacceptable. That happens often in the House. Every time somebody says something the 
Prime Minister does not entirely agree with, it is instantly clear that he finds it unacceptable. 
    As far as I know, more than half of Canadians did not vote for him in the last election. 
However, they are still Canadians, and they are entitled to their opinion. They are Canadians who 
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expressed their views and still have the right to do so. Voting against the Prime Minister is 
acceptable. 
    I have heard opinions from everywhere, in my riding, on social media, over the phone and in 
emails. We received a lot of emails this week. The people expressing their views are our 
neighbours, our constituents. They are Canadians who want to make their voices heard and who 
should be able to do so. However, since the Prime Minister does not agree with them and does 
not like their opinion, he simply decided not to listen to them. 
    The Prime Minister stigmatizes and divides Canadians every chance he gets. We know that he 
refused to meet with any of the truckers or their representatives. He did not discuss their 
concerns with them. He did not even apologize for the insults he hurled at all the protesters 
outside and right here in the House. 
    Apologies are not for people who do not agree with him. He ignored what people have to say 
and waited for the crisis to get worse and worse and worse. He could have done something. He 
had plenty of tools at his disposal. 
    The first tool is himself. As Prime Minister and head of state, he could have listened to 
Canadians. The first tool he could have used is himself as head of state. He chose to act like a 
petty politician. Instead of listening, he chose to give himself more power, to expand the 
government's powers. That was a bad decision. The Prime Minister's leadership in this case has 
been deplorable. 
    This week, he even said, and I quote: “Invoking the act is never the first thing a government 
should do, nor the second. The act is to be used sparingly and as a last resort.” 
    No one thinks that the Prime Minister used even the first, second, third or fourth options. He 
has not convinced anyone of the need to invoke the Emergencies Act when almost every expert, 
analyst and police chief said that they had all the tools they needed. 
    The provincial premiers said the same thing more than once. They said that they were able to 
manage the situation and asked the federal government not to throw fuel on the fire by invoking 
the Emergencies Act. That is what happened. 
    How did the Prime Minister go from totally ignoring the protesters directly to invoking the 
Emergencies Act? 
    We hope that history will tell, because the Prime Minister and his ministers will not, and, 
unfortunately, the current crisis was the direct result of the Prime Minister’s lack of leadership. 
    The Conservatives proposed an option, a reasonable approach. We asked the Prime Minister to 
present a plan to announce the lifting of the vaccine mandates, a plan to end the health measures. 
That was not unreasonable. All of the provinces, all of the other governments in Canada are 
doing that. 
    Unfortunately, the Prime Minister dug in and chose to do nothing, to ignore his experts. He 
should not be surprised to learn today that the protesters and Canadians are fed up with his lack 
of leadership. That is the reality we find ourselves in today. The Prime Minister prefers to do 
whatever he wants and continues to refuse to present a plan. 
    The government should not have the power to close Canadians’ bank accounts. The 
government should not have to invoke the Emergencies Act when there are other tools to resolve 
situations like the one that exists in Ottawa right now. 

  (1110)   
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    The Prime Minister failed. Unfortunately, the Prime Minister will be judged, not by us, but by 
generations of Canadians to come. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, the member opposite likes to talk about leadership. However, his party is trying 
to both support and condemn the illegal blockades. 
    The hon. member for Lambton—Kent—Middlesex suggested that the Prime Minister should 
show leadership and give the illegal protesters everything they want. What measures should the 
government have taken? Should the government simply give in to the demands of the illegal 
protesters? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Luc Berthold:   
    Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, to the best of my knowledge, the official opposition is the official 
opposition. 
    This Prime Minister had the tools to work with the provinces and send additional police 
officers in response to the City of Ottawa's request when the City of Ottawa made that request. 
Ministers could have intervened, but they did not. 
    The question the member is asking the official opposition would perhaps best be put to his 
own Prime Minister. Why did he do absolutely nothing at the beginning of this crisis? Why did 
he let things get this bad? That is the question. The lack of leadership is not on our side, it is on 
that side. 
[Expand] 
Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia, BQ):   
    Mr. Speaker, there is one thing that makes me really mad. When the Prime Minister said he 
was going to invoke the Emergencies Act, he said it would be geographically targeted and the 
government would intervene only where justified. 
    The Premier of Quebec made it clear that his government does not want the Emergencies Act 
applied on its territory. The National Assembly unanimously stated the same. 
    According to the text of the order, however, it applies across Canada. This is not the first time 
the Prime Minister has said one thing and done the opposite. Earlier, he said the scope of the act 
is reasonable and proportionate. Does my colleague agree that it is actually unjustified and 
unjustifiable? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Luc Berthold:   
    Mr. Speaker, the Premier of Quebec has said that invoking the Emergencies Act could add 
fuel to the fire by further polarizing the population. He made it clear to the Prime Minister that 
the act should not apply to Quebec. He does not think we need it. He does not see how it would 
improve the social climate at this time. 
    I can also reference the premiers of Manitoba, Prince Edward Island and Alberta. The 
premiers sent a clear message to the Prime Minister that they do not want his Emergencies Act 
and are capable of managing their own affairs in their provinces. Why is the Prime Minister not 
capable of doing the same? 

[English] 

[Expand] 
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Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP):   
    Mr. Speaker, I am raising a point that I have heard the hon. member's leader, the official leader 
of the opposition, raise as a hypothetical, and I want to address it now. It is the notion that the 
Prime Minister “hid”. 
     I am not going to defend all of the Prime Minister's actions by any means, but at the moment 
this convoy started, the Prime Minister had been diagnosed positive with COVID. I think we 
forget that if the Prime Minister had gone to meet with people who were unvaccinated and had 
any of them sickened and died, he could have been charged with manslaughter.  
    Does that occur to people on the other side as— 
    Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
[Expand] 
The Deputy Speaker:   
    Order. I would like to hear the member's question. Has the member completed her question? 
    I just want to make sure everybody listens to the question so that we can get a good answer. 

  (1115)   

[Expand] 
Ms. Elizabeth May:   
    Mr. Speaker, I know that this is a difficult time for everyone, but I think that this hypothetical 
and the use of the word "hid" is, again, inflaming divisions that we should not have in this place. 
    If someone tests positive for COVID, they should not be meeting with anyone and they 
certainly should not be threatening the health and safety of people who have chosen not to get 
vaccinated. 

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Luc Berthold:   
    Mr. Speaker, since the pandemic began, I have had the opportunity on countless occasions to 
listen to speeches and presentations from my hon. colleague using a little tool called Zoom, on a 
little computer. I have heard the member defend the Liberal government several times on this 
little screen. 
    Hiding means not answering questions. It means refusing to take a stand. That is what the 
Prime Minister did by hiding. He hid from his responsibilities. He did not hide at home; he hid 
from his responsibilities. He could have spoken out. He had every opportunity to do so. 
[Expand] 
 

Mr. Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ):   
    Mr. Speaker, I would begin by reminding our friends across the aisle that we are in the middle 
of a pandemic and our friends to our right that I would like to hear myself speak. 
    The pandemic has claimed victims. Some have died, while others are struggling with very 
serious health problems. Some people are living in a state of anxiety. Some people saw their 
purchasing power markedly decline because of the inflationary impact of the pandemic, whether 
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it be permanent or temporary, structural or cyclical. Seniors were hit hard by the pandemic, as 
were the health care systems in Quebec and the provinces. 
    Of course, handling unusual and unprecedented situations sometimes involves trial and error. 
We try things that do not immediately work, and sometimes this approach, these trials and errors, 
can sow doubt. I understand. That is the case for the health restrictions, for the health measures 
around vaccination and the regulations that required, as well as for the travel restrictions. That is 
reasonable and understandable. 
    The answer to all this is, and should always be, information, even if that does not always work 
and the dissemination of good information remains relative. Unfortunately, the management of 
the pandemic was undermined by the federal government’s obsession with taking over Quebec’s 
and the provinces’ powers, imposing conditions outside its jurisdiction, and even subjecting the 
pandemic to multicultural values. 
    All of this does make things more difficult to understand. It creates confusion among 
Quebeckers and Canadians when what we need is quality information. It is also what led to the 
opposition that emerged in the forms we have been seeing in recent weeks. Fear, doubt and 
opposition to a government’s ideas and policies are legitimate. Protesting to express them is 
legitimate. Sedition and insurrection are not legitimate. 
    Is refusing treatment legitimate? 
    Is endangering other people’s lives by refusing treatment or vaccination legitimate? 
    Yesterday, I voluntarily went for my third shot. I was free to do so, and in so doing I was 
protecting and helping bring back freedom for other, more fragile, people, especially those in 
seniors residences, who are awaiting the day when they can feel safe enough to leave the house. 
    Freedom requires striking a balance between individual and collective freedoms. Doing this 
requires judgment, and that is not currently on display in all parties. Freedom is a test of 
leadership, the test of freedom. The Prime Minister failed this test because of ideology. He 
sought to subjugate collective and individual freedoms, to crush the identity of a nation under 
that of all nations, to deny the nation and talk of a postnational state. He is continuing the work 
of his father. He is denying Quebec, he is completing the transformative work of trivializing the 
Quebec nation. 
    Speaking of freedom, that was the purpose of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 
the charter of individual rights, the charter that denies French, secularism and the freedom of 
education, the one that seeks to censor social networks. Though they are an alarming cesspool of 
profanity these days, they remain a place of free expression, except for hate propaganda. The 
charter denies collective rights, the collective identity and the nation. Naturally, the Prime 
Minister stands up for individuals and then he drops the ball. 

  (1120)   

    Freedom is becoming “freedumb”. Driven by fear, doubt and insufficient information, 
freedom is taking on the appearance of right-wing extremism, which condones anything in 
excess, encourages civil disobedience, flirts with violence and pollutes social media—and yet the 
Prime Minister continues to drag his feet. It is in his nature to actively do nothing in times of 
crisis. It is part of his ideology to show contempt for differences and fan the flames of division. 
He just does not get it. 
    Ottawa is under siege. The flag of Prime Minister's country is now being associated with the 
worst of the worst. He needs to take action, but, as usual, he does not know how, so he pretends 
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to take action. He puts on a show. He deflects people's attention, covers up his failures, and 
moves a motion that is as heavy-handed as it is useless, a thinly disguised version of the War 
Measures Act. Thank heavens, it is a watered-down version of the original. 
    The Prime Minister keeps repeating that the charter freedoms are not being infringed upon. If 
the Emergencies Act did not infringe on any freedoms, it would not exist. By its very nature, it 
infringes on freedoms. The Prime Minister's role is not to deny that the act infringes on freedoms 
but to justify it and explain why it is being used. 
    The Emergencies Act was not needed for the Ambassador Bridge, not needed for the border in 
Coutts, not needed for the seizure of weapons in Coutts, and not needed in Quebec. Ironically, 
Quebec does not want the Emergencies Act enforced on its territory, but the Sûreté du Québec 
has been called in for backup in Ottawa. They should put that in their pipe and smoke it. 
    The Prime Minister is saying that the act will be enforced geographically, but that is not how it 
works. He can say it as much as he wants, but that is not how it works. This is a Canadian act, in 
keeping with Canadian tradition. As with other traditions, the copy is always a poor imitation of 
the original.  
    The Quebec National Assembly wants nothing to do with this act, nor does the Government of 
Quebec. Obviously, the Bloc Québécois is not in favour. Conservatives in Quebec are not in 
favour, either. I am meeting with the NDP leader this afternoon to discuss. Could there be some 
way for us to come to an understanding? 
    Only the Ottawa Liberals want it, because the ones from Quebec do not. If Ontario wants this 
act, that does not make it useful. This could all have been done differently, but that falls on them. 
Quebec obviously wants nothing to do with it. 
    The Prime Minister has failed the test of collective freedom. On this, he has a sorry record. He 
often fails the test of freedom. He abandoned Raif Badawi. He has ignored the Uighurs. He is 
complicit with Spain against Catalonia. He sneers at Quebec's linguistic aspirations. He sneers at 
Quebec's secular aspirations. He sneers at freedom of expression and education if it is not in line 
with what he thinks and says. He starves provinces that do not meet his conditions with respect 
to health care. Even in security matters, the Prime Minister acts first and foremost by interfering, 
by grabbing powers that do not belong to him and by intervening in ways that, despite what he 
says, are not warranted as things now stand. All of Canada, except for the crisis in Ottawa that he 
himself engineered, sees this. 
    He has failed the test of freedom of expression, because he has yielded the word “freedom” to 
his worst enemies: the far right and, more importantly, ignorance. Freedom is a progressive 
value; freedom is a national value; freedom is a Quebec value; freedom thrives on truth. 

  (1125)   

    Vaccination is a tool of freedom. It is imperfect, of course, but it remains the least bad 
solution. The sooner we accept it, the sooner all the health measures can be lifted. 
    Worse, by his failure, he has abandoned the sick to manage a crisis that is completely of his 
own making. 
    As for me, I will always defend freedom, especially the freedom of my nation. Quebec is free 
to make its own choices. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.):   
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    Mr. Speaker, the leader of the Bloc Québécois compared a public emergency order to the War 
Measures Act, which is not the case. His public safety critic suggested that this measure takes 
away the rights guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which is not the 
case. 
    This order merely gives police and provincial authorities additional powers to do their jobs, 
which includes tracking financial contributions to illegal activities, including in Quebec, that 
cause economic damage. 
    Normally, the Bloc likes the idea of provincial discretion. Why is it now against a reasonable 
and proportional measure for its province? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Yves-François Blanchet:   
    Mr. Speaker, there is a big difference between offering additional powers to other police 
forces and taking powers away from other levels of government so they can be handed over to 
one's own police force. Once again, the government is performing some gymnastic manoeuvres 
with a few extra twists, which would outdo any figure skating routine in Beijing. 
    When measures are necessary, are appropriate, and restrict freedoms, the government should 
explain and justify them, rather than claim that they do not restrict those freedoms. Whether 
these actions are justified or not, the government is claiming that seizing someone's bank account 
or preventing someone from walking down a particular street does not restrict their freedoms. 
    There are things that are obvious, but this government is a master of claiming the opposite of 
what is obvious and repeating it among its members. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the leader of the Bloc Québécois what he thinks about the 
differences between what the act allows and the capacity and resources on the ground. We can 
see that the major problem in Ottawa right now is the ability to remove tractor trailers from the 
streets. 
    Is my colleague aware that section 129 of the Criminal Code compels transportation 
companies to provide resources to the police when requested? Again, are there too many 
differences between what the act allows and the available resources and capacity? 

  (1130)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Yves-François Blanchet:   
    Mr. Speaker, it is illegal to stop a heavy truck on the white line in the middle of the street, 
except for about a minute and a half when the light is red. 
    These protesters gave notice in advance that this was their intention, and they were allowed to 
come anyway. The Ottawa police got a little worried and requested assistance, which they were 
not given. They were told that 275 RCMP officers were going to be sent in, but that they would 
be reserved for Parliament and the Prime Minister, who was beginning to find it difficult to get 
around and was less inclined to come to Parliament. The Prime Minister himself said that the 
Ottawa police had all the necessary powers to intervene, until he realized that what he was 
saying did not make sense. 
    In every province, each level of government has police forces and state of emergency 
legislation that provide all the necessary tools. We need to stop saying that the current situation 
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cannot be resolved without the use of the Emergencies Act. This scares people into calling for 
the act to be invoked. The provinces could, and can, intervene, as has been seen everywhere 
except here around Parliament. 
[Expand] 
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP):   
    Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. leader of the Bloc Québécois. 
    I would like to ask him a question because I am worried about the enforcement of emergency 
measures and the related geographic issues. In the order before us, there is no clear mention of a 
geographic region. Yesterday, the Prime Minister and the other ministers stated that the use of 
the Emergencies Act would have a geographic limit, but I do not see it here.  
    If the government changed the order to include geographic limits that did not comprise the 
Province of Quebec, might the leader of the Bloc Québécois think that it is needed to resolve the 
situation here in Ottawa? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Yves-François Blanchet:   
    Mr. Speaker, what has happened in the past few years has taught us one thing: What is said in 
general terms is less likely to be implemented than what is written. Based on recent experience, I 
am not really interested in what the Prime Minister says. I am looking at what is written. The 
texts says it applies across Canada. There is no nuance or restriction. 
    The Prime Minister said that he would consult the provinces. That is odd because earlier he 
said in English that the government would consult and perhaps collaborate with them but that if 
he intended to go in somewhere, he would do it. He could change the text and acknowledge 
provincial jurisdiction, since seven premiers said that they do not want this measure to be 
implemented. However, he should do the opposite, that is withdraw the text and replace it with 
one that states what he can do and what he is prepared to do to help Ottawa now, so he can put 
an end to this farce, this political cover-up of his own mistakes. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ):   
    Mr. Speaker, without question, today is a dark day for Canadian democracy. 
    In Quebec, the use of the War Measures Act in 1970 was an extremely traumatic experience. 
Some 500 people were arbitrarily arrested, people who were held for weeks without being told 
their rights. This brings back some truly painful memories.  
    Obviously in politics there is the law, the letter of the law, the punctuation of the law and the 
text of the law, but there is also the spirit of the law. People can say that the Emergencies Act is 
not the same as the War Measures Act, but it triggers memories of a trauma for Quebec.  
    I would like my leader to talk about the trauma Quebec experienced with the application of the 
War Measures Act in 1970.  

  (1135)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Yves-François Blanchet:   
    Mr. Speaker, there is nothing more traumatizing than rising to speak after the member for 
Longueuil—Saint-Hubert. 
    Yesterday I asked government members to show some sensitivity. I understand that does not 
come easily to them, because when we asked them to apologize for the Canadian abuses a few 

javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530737
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/aff/214296/2022-02-17
javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530752
javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530760
javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530771


22 
 

months ago, they practically laughed in our faces and denied our history. We were the last, along 
with the Acadian people, to wait for an apology. 
    I do not expect any miracles, but I am asking them to be sensitive to the fact that Quebeckers 
have an uneasy relationship, not with the humanitarian role of the army—we were happy to 
welcome them because many Quebeckers are members of the forces—but with legislation that 
takes away freedoms and is the spawn of the War Measures Act, albeit a watered-down version 
in scope and nature. We do not like that. It worries us. We have been through this, so we are 
asking for a bit of understanding. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, we agree that the act should not apply in Quebec because there is no way to do 
that, and we were prepared to support the motion moved by the Bloc Québécois yesterday in that 
regard, before the Liberals blocked it. 
    What made me uncomfortable about the Bloc Québécois leader's speech was when he made 
some questionable historical associations involving us by bringing up some painful memories 
and the trauma caused by the use of the War Measures Act in Quebec. There is no comparison 
between the Emergencies Act and what happened some 50 years ago. Even columnist 
Hélène Buzzetti, who could never be accused of being insensitive to Quebec's views, has said 
that the two are not at all comparable. 
    I therefore invite the leader of the Bloc Québécois to look at the provisions of the act in an 
intellectually honest way and to make the necessary distinctions. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Yves-François Blanchet:   
    Mr. Speaker, there is certainly no lack of humility in Rosemont. 
    I would invite the member for Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie to look at the views of the Quebec 
National Assembly, which should matter to him at least a little. 
    His Québec Solidaire friends are against this, as are the Liberals, the Parti Québécois and the 
CAQ. 
    The only person in Quebec who is right is the member for Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie. I am 
rather concerned, but I would remind him that, in 1970, the NDP leader voted against the War 
Measures Act. 
 

 

 

Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP):   
 
    Mr. Speaker, this is a critical moment in our history. In a few weeks, we will enter the third 
year of this pandemic. Canadians are tired, tired of a pandemic that has created so much loss and 
such sacrifice for so many. Canadians are frustrated, frustrated that so many have found 
themselves worse off, while those at the very top have only increased their wealth and power. 
Many are afraid, afraid of the next wave, of the next variant. They are also afraid of the other 
crises we face: fires and floods caused by the climate change destroying their homes and 
livelihoods, losing those they love to a toxic drug supply and not being able to get the care they 
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need or their loved ones need when they need it. However, neither fear, nor frustration nor 
fatigue has won over Canadians' fundamental desire to take care of one another.  
    We are here today, at this moment, because of a failure of leadership. People were abandoned 
by governments that argued over jurisdiction rather than helping people. People were abandoned 
because governments did not take this convoy and its impact on people seriously. They were 
abandoned by the police, some of whom stood with the occupiers and the occupation. 
     It should never have come to this. It should never have come to a point in time where 
thousands of workers lost their wages because of blockades at bridges and because of blockades 
of one of the busiest shopping centres in Ottawa, affecting retail workers, people who were 
already precariously employed. It should never have come to the point where residents, families 
and children were harassed, intimidated and terrorized by the convoy. It should never have come 
to this. 
    Many people are rightly concerned right now about the impact of the Emergencies Act and 
that it might crack down on protests in the future. What we are dealing with is not a protest. It is 
not peaceful. The organizers of this illegal occupation have been clear from the beginning. They 
have not shied away from this; they have been brazen about it. They came here to overthrow a 
democratically elected government. It is a movement funded by foreign influence and it feeds on 
disinformation. Its goal is to disrupt our democracy.  
    We share the concern of many Canadians that the government may misuse the powers in the 
Emergencies Act, so I want to be very clear: We will be watching. We will withdraw our support 
if at any point we feel these powers ae being misused. I have been at many protests and strikes, 
and I have witnessed the full and brutal power of the police being used against peaceful 
protesters. I therefore want to make this clear as well: Indigenous land defenders, climate-change 
activists, workers fighting for fairness and any Canadian using their voice to peacefully demand 
justice should never be subject to the Emergencies Act. The New Democrats will never support 
that. 

  (1140)   

    What has become very clear in this crisis is that there also needs to be a serious examination of 
policing in Canada. Occupiers get hugs from the police while indigenous and racialized 
protesters are met with the barrel of a gun. There are several very troubling accounts of current 
and former law enforcement and military members involved in these occupations. One of the 
requirements of the Emergencies Act is that after its invocation, there is a public inquiry into its 
use. This must include a full public inquiry into the role of law enforcement in these occupations, 
both in their support of the occupiers and, in many case, in their refusal to enforce the law.  

[Translation] 

    The use of the Emergencies Act is tantamount to an admission of defeat on the government's 
part. It should never have come to this. The crisis situation in Ottawa now calls for further action 
to prevent grave outcomes. We take the invocation of the Emergencies Act very seriously. 
Nobody wants to see the kind of thing that happened in 1970. 
    Many people remember the War Measures Act in 1970, the random arrests and the army being 
deployed in the streets of Montreal. Many people are worried the same thing could happen again. 
I understand that. That is why the Emergencies Act must be used judiciously and prudently. 
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    We have been assured that there is no plan to call in the army and that the rights set out in the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms will be upheld. That means arbitrary arrest and seizure will not 
be justified under the act. 
    The NDP believes there is currently no justification for the use of emergency measures in 
Quebec. We want the Prime Minister to guarantee that emergency measures will be used only 
where they are truly necessary. The NDP is prepared to use the mechanisms at its disposal to 
revoke the government's powers at a moment's notice. We are not giving the government carte 
blanche, and we will be keeping a close eye on it to make sure it does not overstep.  

  (1145)   

[English] 

    In the last few weeks, we have heard a lot about divisions in our country. That division, sadly, 
has been fed and amplified by members of the House. That has to end. Using a pandemic as a 
political wedge to score points off opponents to try to win a leadership race or an election is 
wrong and, frankly, dangerous. This virus does not care who we voted for. Wearing a mask is 
not a partisan activity. Vaccines save lives, and the vast majority of Canadians and members of 
Parliament know this and have supported vaccination efforts. We cannot let Canadians' trust in 
science and public health be eroded by political opportunism. 
     The pandemic is changing, and our response has to change as well. Restrictions are being 
lifted. We need a plan to get out of the pandemic, to get to the end of the pandemic, a plan based 
on science and our fundamental responsibility to take care of one another. Canadians who have 
done everything asked of them now want to know what to do next. Canadians have followed the 
rules, but they need to believe that restrictions are fair and make sense. We know that things can 
change quickly. New variants may appear and evidence may change. However, without a clear 
plan, confusion, disinformation and resentment grow. 
    We believe that a plan to get to the end of the pandemic, to get us out of this pandemic, has to 
include the urgent repair of our health care system so that people can get care when they need it. 
It has to include finishing the job of vaccination, especially of our children. We have to make 
sure there is global access to vaccines so we avoid future variants and waves of infection, and we 
have to move forward on solving the problems this pandemic has only made worse. 
    The reality is that working people have paid the price of this pandemic. While big companies 
took government money and gave out shareholder dividends and CEO bonuses, frontline 
workers got sick because they had to work without sick leave. Parents struggled to keep their 
kids at home while schools were closed, and big box stores stayed open. 
    People are right to be angry that life has only gotten harder over these past two years, and that 
it is almost impossible to buy a home to keep a roof over one's head or to rent a decent place to 
live because wealthy speculators are driving up the cost of housing. People are right to be angry 
that the cost of groceries goes up to feed the profits of wealthy corporate grocery stores. People 
are right to be angry that they work hard and pay their taxes, but that the superwealthy and big 
businesses do not pay their fair share. People are right to be angry that their lives have become 
harder, while the superwealthy and powerful have only added to their wealth and power.  
    I am angry too, and when I get angry, I fight. I learned long ago that my anger and my fight 
are not with the powerless. People's anger and their fight are not with Canadians. They are with 
those at the very top: the powerful who have built a system rigged against working people. 
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    We can change this, but only if we come together to fight for a Canada that does not leave 
people behind while others profit. The story of this pandemic is not one of division. It is one of 
solidarity. It is a story of frontline health care workers showing up day after day in impossible 
situations. It is a story of grocery workers, farmers and truckers keeping us fed. It is of teachers 
doing their best to connect with children through screens. Our story is of neighbours helping 
each other get vaccinated, and helping each other when they are in need. 
    We will not let the past few weeks define the pandemic for us. Canadians have sacrificed too 
much, lost too many loved ones and missed out on too many moments to allow our country to 
become divided by hate and violence. People should not let their anger turn into hatred. We 
know hatred is like a fire. When it is allowed to grow, it will consume everything. 
    As I hold my daughter, I often think about the world I want for her. I want her to walk through 
the world without fear. I want her to always feel like she belongs. I do not want her to face the 
same struggles I have. I believe this is what we all want for our children. My hope is that our 
decisions in the coming days are guided by this desire to build a better, safer and more just world 
where all of our children believe they belong. 

  (1150)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Gary Anandasangaree (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice and 
Attorney General of Canada, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, I want to take this opportunity to congratulate my colleague for Burnaby South 
on his baby. 
    I have seen the member engage on many occasions with protesters over the many years I have 
known him. This particular time he has not. The opposition has advised the Prime Minister to 
engage with people at the illegal blockades that are here. 
    What are his reflections on engagement with those who are here for the illegal protests and 
blockades, and what message would it send if the Prime Minister or he were to engage with these 
folks? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh:   
    Mr. Speaker, we have been very clear that the convoy wants to undermine our democracy, and 
that this is not a group that we can negotiate or work with. We need to acknowledge that there is 
real frustration among Canadians who have done everything they can to get vaccinated and 
follow public health guidelines.  
    Canadians are frustrated. They want to know what the plan is to get out of this pandemic. That 
plan has to include making sure we invest in our health care system so it is no longer pushed to 
the brink of collapse. That plan has to include responding to the frustrations of Canadians who 
cannot find homes they can afford, who are worried about the cost of living going up, and who 
cannot find jobs that pay the bills. We have to respond to those real frustrations that Canadians 
are feeling. That real anger has to be responded to by us working together to find real solutions 
to solve those problems. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Dane Lloyd (Sturgeon River—Parkland, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, I was disappointed to see the stand that the leader of the NDP and the party have 
taken on an issue that deals with the fundamental civil liberties of Canadians. What has happened 

javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530923
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530923
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/aff/214296/2022-02-17
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/aff/214296/2022-02-17
javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530931
javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11530946


26 
 

to the party of Tommy Douglas? What has happened to the party of Jack Layton that fought 
against Bill C-51 and the War Measures Act? What has changed?  
    The NDP is trying to split hairs. Why has it abandoned one of its fundamental principles? 

  (1155)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh:   
    Mr. Speaker, let me be really clear. We are in this national crisis because of the failure to 
respond to how serious this crisis is. All levels of government failed to take this convoy 
seriously. They failed in their leadership, and that is why this crisis became so bad.  
    In order to fix this crisis, it has to be taken seriously now. I believe that to take it seriously, 
enacting limited and specific powers to deal with this crisis is appropriate. We do so reluctantly, 
and will closely monitor to ensure there is no overreach. We know that the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms continues to apply and that legitimate, peaceful protests demanding justice should 
continue and will be protected. 

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ):   
    Mr. Speaker, I am thoroughly convinced that the NDP leader was not happy about announcing 
his support at the outset, unlike the Minister of Public Safety, who said he was proud to support 
the Emergencies Act. 
    The NDP's current position is inconsistent with the history of the party and the legacy of 
Tommy Douglas, which they claimed to represent when marking the anniversary of the 
Emergencies Act. 
    We will be debating this over the next few days before voting on it later this week. The 
situation we are discussing could also evolve and change. 
    I would like to know whether there is anything that might make the NDP leader change his 
mind and withdraw his support for the Emergencies Act. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh:   
    Mr. Speaker, let me be clear. We are not proud to support these measures. We do so 
reluctantly. The fact that we are now in this situation is a glaring example of the government's 
failure. We are very reluctant to support it. 
    We will remain vigilant to ensure that these measures are not applied where they are not 
needed. However, we are in a national crisis and we must act. The fact that all levels of 
government failed to take action shows a failure of leadership. 
    We want to resolve this crisis immediately, but we reserve the right to use every available tool 
to withdraw our support should the powers be used where they are not needed. 

[English] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP):   
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    Mr. Speaker, we had the lowest death rate in the western world and the highest level of 
vaccination. The solidarity of Canadians was incredible, yet there was an absolute failure and 
exploitation of fear by members in the House. The Leader of the Opposition said they wanted to 
exploit this. There was a failure of the Prime Minister to stand up and show vision, and a failure 
of police to defend people in the streets. We should never have been at this moment. We are 
looking like a failed state. 
    What steps will the leader of the New Democratic Party take to hold the government 
accountable? It has failed us at every step of the way in this crisis. How can we trust it at this 
point? How can we say to Canadians that we will make their streets safe and return the rule of 
law, but we will make sure the Liberals are accountable? How will we do that? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh:   
    Mr. Speaker, I want to be clear to Canadians that we take this step with a lot of reluctance. We 
are not in any way proud that we are at a point in our country's history where the Emergencies 
Act has to be implemented. We think a failure of leadership got us to this point. It was a failure 
of taking the convoy seriously. People were abandoned. Workers were abandoned and residents 
of Ottawa were abandoned. As a result, we are in this crisis. 
    We are going to support this measure, but we are going to do so with a lot of vigilance. We are 
going to pay close attention to the implementation of the Emergencies Act, and we are prepared 
to withdraw our support at any moment that it becomes clear that there is an abuse of power. We 
have the power to do so. There are a number of tools at our disposal, and we will be paying very 
close attention to the way the Emergencies Act is used. We want to make sure it is used only for 
the goal of dealing with the convoy and the national crisis, so that Canadians can have restored 
confidence in the ability of this country to function properly, to protect them and to keep them 
safe. 

  (1200)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government in the 
House of Commons, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, I want to go back to the leader of the NDP's comments about the real story. Over 
the last couple of years, there have been so many heroic moments that we have witnessed where 
people from all regions of the country have stepped up. That really needs to be acknowledged 
right up front.  
    It is an unfortunate situation that we find ourselves in. Not that long ago, a week ago, we had 
literally half a billion dollars' worth of trade between Canada and the U.S. being held hostage by 
convoy blockades. This had a very negative impact on issues such as jobs. We had some 
opposition parties being inconsistent with their messaging, which also caused some issues. 
    Could my friend provide his thoughts on how important it is? Yes, we recognize how 
Canadians have contributed, but at this point in time we have to do things to protect our families, 
businesses and economic trade lines. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh:   
    Mr. Speaker, the question gives me an opportunity to talk about the incredible sacrifices of so 
many people. I think of all the frontline workers who kept us going through the most difficult 
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parts of this pandemic, the retail workers, logistics workers, truck drivers and frontline health 
care workers, and how it has been so difficult for these frontline workers. In a lot of ways, these 
frontline health care workers and frontline workers were abandoned as well. They were the most 
important workers, and in some cases they were paid the least. We fought to make sure that they 
were recognized not just for their hard work and sacrifice, but with fair compensation. That has 
to continue. Health care workers right now are struggling. They are on the brink. Nurses have 
told us about the crisis in health care, so we have to make sure we are supporting them with real 
investments. 
     We are in a real crisis. The fact that one of the busiest borders in North America could be shut 
down, causing thousands of workers to lose their wages, is unacceptable. It is wrong. We need to 
make sure workers are protected. That is why we reluctantly support this measure to make sure 
the convoy is ended, that workers and people are protected, and the residents of Ottawa are 
supported. We stand with them. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Frank Caputo (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, it is always a pleasure to rise on behalf of the people of Kamloops—
Thompson—Cariboo. It is interesting that the hon. leader of the NDP has spoken about the 
division of the government, yet he has consistently propped up the government that has chosen to 
divide. 
    He spoke about the fact that the Emergencies Act should not touch on Quebec, yet he is 
supporting legislation that theoretically could freeze bank accounts in Quebec. Will he support 
that aspect of the act, yes or no? It cannot be separated from the remainder. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Jagmeet Singh:   
    Mr. Speaker, we want to make sure that the act is used in a way that stops the convoys and is 
not used where it is not necessary. I want to be very clear about division. I certainly have said 
that, in the House, divisions have inflamed issues, and the story of this pandemic is one of 
solidarity. I want to be clear. Conservatives have purposely tried to use this convoy as an 
opportunity to score points and cause problems for the Liberals. The Liberals have also looked at 
this as an opportunity to divide and wedge. I am saying it is wrong to do that. We cannot be 
wedging people on a thing that is not partisan. This is a crisis that we have to come together on. 
The pandemic is one we all have to tackle together. It should not be something to score points 
on. 
[Expand] 
Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the President of the Queen's Privy Council for 
Canada and the Minister of Emergency Preparedness. 
    I am pleased and honoured to rise today to speak to the invocation of the Emergencies Act by 
our government and to the motion in this House to affirm the government's decision, but I also 
do so with a deep sense of obligation.  
    Canada is a rule-of-law country. By declaring a public order emergency under the 
Emergencies Act, we followed the law and we are acting within it. There are clear conditions set 
out in the Emergencies Act in order for a public order emergency to be declared. Our 
government believes those conditions have been met and that those same conditions required the 
Government of Canada to act. 
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  (1205)   

[Translation] 

    The Emergencies Act was enacted in 1988 to replace the War Measures Act. There are two 
significant differences between the two acts. One, the Emergencies Act contains a number of 
limits and safeguards, including a parliamentary review. Two, the measures taken under the act 
are subject to the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.  

[English] 

    I want to reiterate this point. The preamble to the Emergencies Act states, “And whereas the 
Governor in Council, in taking such special temporary measures, would be subject to the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the Canadian Bill of Rights and must have regard 
to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, particularly with respect to those 
fundamental rights that are not to be limited or abridged even in a national emergency”. Any and 
all of our government actions will be subject to the charter, and it is my job as Attorney General 
to ensure this. I take that responsibility incredibly seriously. There is, therefore, a further check 
in the parliamentary oversight process as well. 
    The Emergencies Act can only be invoked in specific serious circumstances that amount to a 
national emergency. In order to meet the threshold for a national emergency, three conditions 
must be met: First, we must be in a situation that either “seriously endangers the lives, health or 
safety of Canadians... [and exceeds] the capacity or authority of a province to deal with it, or 
seriously threatens the ability of the Government of Canada to preserve the sovereignty, security 
and territorial integrity of Canada”. Second, the provinces' and territories' capacity to handle the 
situation must be considered insufficient or show gaps. Third, we must conclude that the 
situation cannot be handled adequately under any other Canadian law, including provincial or 
territorial laws. 
    Our government believes these conditions were met, and yesterday we tabled an explanation 
of the reasons for issuing the declaration, as required by the act. We also tabled yesterday, as 
required, a report on any consultation with the provinces with respect to the declaration. I would 
especially like to highlight the support of British Columbia, Ontario, and Newfoundland and 
Labrador, as noted in the document invoking the act to respond to this national emergency. 

[Translation] 

    Once an emergency is declared, the Emergencies Act allows the federal government to make 
the necessary orders and regulations to intervene. 
    Our government respects Canadians' rights and freedoms, which are protected by the charter. 
We intend to use only necessary, reasonable and measured powers to resolve this crisis quickly 
and safely, in accordance with section 1 of the charter. 

[English] 

    As members have seen, our government has introduced targeted orders under the act. While 
the act technically applies to all of Canada, we have been very careful to tailor orders to be as 
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focused as possible, and only in those places affected by blockades and illegal occupations will 
we see any change at all. 
    We have introduced measures to bring the situation under control. They include temporary 
regulation and prohibition of public assemblies that lead to a breach of the peace and go beyond 
lawful protest; the situation in Ottawa and blockades at certain border crossings have gone far 
beyond lawful protest. 
    They also include temporarily designating and securing places where blockades are to be 
prohibited. These places could include borders, approaches to borders, critical infrastructure, 
hospitals and democratic institutions.  
    These measures also include temporarily directing persons to render essential services to 
relieve impacts of blockades on Canada's economy. These persons could include tow trucks and 
their drivers—for compensation, of course. 
    The measures include temporarily authorizing or directing financial institutions to render 
essential services to relieve the impact of blockades, including regulating and prohibiting the use 
of property to fund or support the blockades.  
    They include temporarily enabling the RCMP to enforce municipal bylaws and provincial 
offences where required, and finally, temporary imposition of fines or imprisonment for 
contravention of any order or regulation made under section 19 of the Emergencies Act. 

  (1210)   

[Translation] 

    These are extraordinary times. The Government of Canada is committed to respecting and 
protecting individual rights while maintaining public order. This includes all of the measures 
taken by the Government of Canada in accordance with the Emergencies Act, including any 
orders, regulations or actions of government representatives. 

[English] 

    I want to repeat what I previously stated: It is my responsibility and my commitment as 
Attorney General of Canada to ensure that all steps taken by our government are consistent with 
the charter, as required by the act. 
    The Emergencies Act also contains a number of significant limits, checks and safeguards. As 
required by the act, on several occasions over the past week, the Prime Minister and members of 
cabinet consulted with the premiers and members of their respective governments. Having now 
declared a public order emergency, we tabled the declaration in Parliament, as required, within 
seven days. In fact, we did so as quickly as possible, well before the seven days, tabling the 
declaration yesterday for discussion today so that Parliament could perform its important 
oversight role. 
    In the coming days, a parliamentary committee will be struck to provide oversight while the 
emergency is in effect. This declaration only lasts for 30 days, unless renewed. However, we can 
revoke the emergency much sooner, and we sincerely hope to do so. 

[Translation] 
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    Parliament has the power to revoke an order, which ensures that any measures taken will be 
responsible and measured and will comply with the established limits. 

[English] 

    Orders must be tabled in Parliament within two days for review by parliamentarians, as was 
done yesterday, and Parliament has the power to amend or revoke any order made under the act.  
    In closing, I want to address two critiques of the official opposition. They say this declaration 
is unnecessary, that the illegal blockades and occupations are ending. I say to look outside. They 
are not. I say look at the streets of Winnipeg. The ones that have ended did so after the Prime 
Minister announced we were moving to declare a public order emergency. We are achieving 
what we intended to achieve with these measures and we are doing it in a most measured and 
responsible way. 
    We have seen, further, how fluid the situation is. Since we declared this emergency, we have 
seen other potential blockades stopped. We want law enforcement to have the necessary tools for 
a limited time to ensure we do not have a repeat of any of the blockades. 
    The official opposition is talking about rights. On this side of the House, we take rights 
seriously, and so did the Progressive Conservative government that introduced the Emergencies 
Act and ensured it was charter compliant. That was the right thing to do. 
    We are invoking this act to end illegal blockades and occupations. We are invoking it to 
restore the rights of those who cannot walk safely on the streets of downtown Ottawa. We are 
invoking it to protect the rights of workers to earn a living, of businesses to serve the public, of 
people to move freely across international borders. 
    Let us not confuse illegal blockades and occupations with lawful protests. We know what a 
lawful protest looks like. It does not look like what is happening on Wellington Street, or what 
transpired in Coutts or in Emerson. We have declared a public order emergency to help law 
enforcement deal with these issues quickly and to protect us from having them happen again. 
    Our goal is to see order restored and to see this emergency declaration lifted as soon as 
possible. 
[Expand] 
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC):   
    Madam Speaker, the act expressly prohibits violation of charter rights. The declaration put 
forward by the government assumes power to regulate or prohibit private transfers of funds to 
protesters, including the ability to mandate the reporting of such transfers and the freezing of 
accounts, all without judicial oversight. 
    How is this measure compliant with section 8 of the charter rights to be free from 
unreasonable search and seizure? 
[Expand] 
Hon. David Lametti:   
    Madam Speaker, indeed this act is compliant with section 8 of the charter with regard to 
unreasonable search and seizure. It is an extension of procedures and practices that already exist 
with respect to anti-terrorism financing and money laundering. We are extending these practices 
and procedures that already exist and are already charter compliant to this other situation—that 
is, funding illegal blockades and protests—and we are going to do it in a reasonable manner. It 
will be charter compliant. 
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  (1215)   

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia, BQ):   
    Madam Speaker, I thank the minister for his speech. 
    I think that everyone on this side of the House agrees that this is a measure of last resort. 
However, I do not think we are there yet. There are many other tools that could have been used 
first. It seems to me that this trivializes the Emergencies Act. I am not a legal expert, but it does 
not take a lot of research to find tools in Canada's Criminal Code that the government could have 
used before resorting to the Emergencies Act. Why not press criminal charges against the people 
who were blocking the bridges? Here, people are no longer participating in a legal protest; they 
have Ottawa under siege. Why were criminal charges not laid? 
    I would like the minister to explain to me why he did not use the other tools at his disposal 
under the Criminal Code before invoking the Emergencies Act. 
[Expand] 
Hon. David Lametti:   
    Madam Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for her question. 
    From the start of the crisis, we worked with other governments across Canada and with the 
RCMP. The RCMP worked with other police forces. We saw that there were gaps and that we 
needed to work together. By bringing in measures that did not exist before, we gave Canada's 
police forces additional tools to better address and manage their respective situations. We are 
filling in the gaps. 

[English] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP):   
    Madam Speaker, I have been here for much of the last three weeks, and what I have seen in 
Ottawa is a complete failure of civic officials and a complete failure of the police. This should 
never have been allowed to spiral. In Quebec City and Toronto, we saw that the police did their 
job. At the Ambassador Bridge, we saw the ridiculous situation of our bridge being shut down 
for eight days without action. 
     Now we are having to take these measures. The minister is talking about anti-terrorism 
measures. Is the government able to tell the House that it has evidence that there is terrorism and 
extremism that can justify this measure, or do we just have to clean up the mess from the failure 
of what happened here in Ottawa? 
[Expand] 
Hon. David Lametti:   
    Madam Speaker, I thank the member for his question, delivered with his usual passion in this 
important circumstance. 
    I mentioned terrorism as part of the financing. This is not a terrorism act. We took measures 
that had been applied to terrorism and applied them to other illegal activity, but I am not equating 
this to terrorism. What we have done is declare a public order emergency based on the reasons 
we gave in the declaration that we have made. They include the very deleterious economic 
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impact to the kinds of workers that the hon. member has tried to protect throughout his whole 
career. We could think of auto workers in southwestern Ontario or Niagara or beef farmers or 
pork farmers out west whose supply chains were blocked in trading with our largest trading 
partner. 
    We have declared a public order emergency based on those very serious grounds. We needed 
to act. We had been there from the beginning and we saw gaps. We filled them. Now we have 
given better tools to the police. 
[Expand] 
Hon. Bill Blair (President of the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister of 
Emergency Preparedness, Lib.):   
    Madam Speaker, it is a privilege to have the opportunity to rise today as the Minister of 
Emergency Preparedness to speak to the importance and necessity of the motion before the 
House. 
    Let me also acknowledge that the fact we are all in this House, that elected representatives 
from across Canada have come to debate this important measure, is evidence of the strength and 
resiliency of our democratic institutions. Although the subject of today's debate is a solemn one, 
I think it is also evidence that should give us strength, resolve and hope. 
    Let me begin my remarks by acknowledging the impact that these blockades and 
demonstrations have had on Canadian citizens, particularly the people of Ottawa who have been 
subject to intimidation and threats. The disruption of the course of their lives is, frankly, 
unacceptable. 
    Among the most important freedoms that we covet and protect in this country are freedom of 
opinion, freedom of expression and freedom of assembly, lawful peaceful protest. It has also 
been said that one's freedom to swing their fists ends at the end of another's nose. What we have 
seen, unfortunately, over the past three weeks is that those rights have been exceeded and abused 
to the point that it has put Canadians in harm's way. 
    I also want to speak briefly about the impact of the blockades that were taking place at vital 
trade corridors in this country, our international borders. When the protesters decided to go to 
our borders, we need to recognize and acknowledge they were going for the throat. They were 
going to cut off the supply of goods and services that our country relies on. 
    When they stopped parts from coming across that border at the Ambassador Bridge, they 
shuttered factories and they idled workers. They damaged the reputation of Canada as a safe and 
stable place to invest. They hurt Canadians. It was clearly their intent. It is clearly what they 
were doing, and it had to stop. 
    We saw the same targeted approach to hurt Canadian interests and to harm their fellow 
citizens in Coutts, Alberta; in South Surrey, British Columbia; in Emerson; at the Ambassador 
Bridge; and a number of fakes at other border points. This was not by accident. They did not just 
wander into those spaces. They went for the throat of this country. They created an emergency, 
an emergency that we had to respond to. 
    For the first time, we have come to the difficult decision to invoke the authorities of the 
Emergencies Act. I want to assure the House from the very outset that our government 
recognizes the significance of this decision, and the heavy responsibility that would come with 
pursuing it, not just the responsibility of the government but of the House. 
    We approached the process with caution and with care. It was essential that we explored all 
options available to us. We looked at everything very closely. We looked at our existing 
legislation. We looked at the regulations with the support of our Department of Justice officials 
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to see what additional federal supports would be required. We examined existing municipal, 
provincial and federal authorities. 
    I think it is rather evident the threat of parking tickets did not deter those trucks in Ottawa. The 
threat of the enforcement of Ontario's Highway Traffic Act did not deter those commercial 
carriers from coming down our highways and using their vehicles, which are licensed under that 
legislation, to cause harm to Canadians. It has also become clear that with the limitations, even 
of the authorities enshrined within federal law and the Criminal Code, our law enforcement 
officials were struggling. 
    I will give two examples that I hope will be helpful to Parliament in consideration of the 
necessity for these measures.  
    One of the challenges that our law enforcement officials had was this, and it was not just our 
law enforcement officials but those who are tasked with gathering and analyzing financial 
intelligence through FINTRAC. Unfortunately, the funding associated with these actions, which 
in many cases have been clearly criminal and harmful to Canadians, was opaque. It became very 
clear when our officials came to us that they did not have the tools they needed to provide the 
necessary and appropriate scrutiny of the source of that funding, and that they did not have the 
tools to bring the accountability and even the consequences that were required in doing their 
jobs. We listened to what they needed. Ontario, for example, declared an emergency and brought 
forward really important and useful regulations, but they could not do that because it was our 
responsibility. We considered that and we listened. 

  (1220)   

    Another example that may sound trivial, but was significant, relates to jurisdictions right 
across the country. I heard from my counterpart and colleague, the minister responsible in 
Alberta, who for weeks had been asking for help to get tow trucks down to Coutts, Alberta, to 
haul those trucks away. However, the tow truck industry in Alberta, like in Ontario, like right 
across the country, as a result of threats and intimidation were afraid to do their jobs. We needed 
that equipment. We needed those drivers. We needed their ability to remove those vehicles, but 
they were intimidated and afraid, so we have brought forward in these measures the authority not 
to compel them but to really authorize them to do what we all need to be done. 
    I submit to all those here that these measures work. People who knew the gaps in our laws and 
our law enforcement's response were exploiting them. When we closed those gaps, they went to 
school. We saw evidence of that in Coutts.  
    I do not want to minimize the importance of the RCMP investigation. By the way, I am not 
going to comment on any of the aspects of their investigation or the prosecution that will follow. 
It is totally inappropriate for a minister to do so. However, I want to thank them for doing their 
job. I want to thank God that they were able to do it safely.  
     That eliminated part of the threat at Coutts, but when we announced on Monday that we were 
coming for the source of their funding and that there were going to be real consequences, 
financial consequences for their actions, they scurried away. That is exactly what we needed 
them to do. They did exactly the same thing in Emerson, Manitoba. Even though we saw 
yesterday in Windsor that some of them were going back because that is the way they can most 
effectively attack this country, they were stopped. They were stopped by effective law 
enforcement. 
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    We have brought forward these measures, but let me also assure all my colleagues in this 
House that these measures must always be charter-compliant. Our expectation is that our law 
enforcement officials will do their job, the job we all need them to do, but they will always do it 
mindful of their responsibility to uphold the rule of law, to effect their lawful purpose with a 
minimum of force and to do the work right.  
    I also want to assure this House that we will be there to support them. When they say they 
need tools, we will give them the tools to do the job. When they say they need resources, we will 
provide those resources to do the job. 
    Every order of government and every person in this House has a responsibility to stand up 
with resolve and determination and to do what is necessary to protect Canada's interests. 

  (1225)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Dane Lloyd (Sturgeon River—Parkland, CPC):   
    Madam Speaker, I note that the deputy director of intelligence for FINTRAC, Barry 
MacKillop, would disagree with the minister's suggestion that there is extremist financing of the 
convoy, but I will move on to my question. 
    Back in January through March 2020, as the minister said, those people came for the throat. 
What happened to the throat of our country when our railways were being blockaded and when 
our pipelines were being blockaded? We could not even get propane to Quebec in the middle of 
the winter, risking the lives of so many seniors. The port of metro Vancouver was blockaded. 
The government said we needed to initiate dialogue, and we needed to work with those people to 
come to a peaceful resolution. 
    What is the difference with the current situation that we are facing? Why is the Emergencies 
Act needed? 
[Expand] 
Hon. Bill Blair:   
    Madam Speaker, let me just speak to the member's first point because I have heard him ask the 
question before. Perhaps he has not been satisfied with the answer. I understand, because I also 
speak to FINTRAC often and I have worked with them for decades. They did not have the 
evidence because they did not have the tools to collect the evidence. We listened to them. They 
said it was opaque. They did not have the tools to examine cryptocurrency laws, for example. 
We told them we heard them. If they do not have the evidence, we will give them the tools to 
collect the evidence because it is necessary to protect Canadians. 
    The member's argument against these measures is clearly a little bit shallow. He needs to 
recognize that. He is right that we did not have that information. Now we are getting that 
information. It is what our law enforcement officials need to protect the country. 

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ):   
    Madam Speaker, we agree the situation is serious. The problem is, for over two weeks, only 
the opposition parties recognized it as an emergency. 
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    The Prime Minister failed in his duty to use tools that were available to him before. 
Quebeckers and Canadians deserve better. 
    I would like to know if the hon. minister is proud to be seated next to a last-resort Prime 
Minister. 

[English] 

[Expand] 
Hon. Bill Blair:   
    Madam Speaker, I want to assure the member that, not only am I proud but it is the honour of 
my life to be a member of this government serving Canadians. I also want to be very clear that 
we have been seized from the very first moment with supporting law enforcement efforts and 
also the efforts of our municipal and provincial partners. We have been working closely with 
provincial governments right across the country, including Quebec.  
    I want to take this opportunity to acknowledge that we very much respect the jurisdiction of 
provinces and territories over policing in their jurisdiction, as I am sure they recognize and 
respect our responsibility to maintain the integrity and security of our borders. All orders of 
government have a responsibility to protect Canadians, and we will all work together to do it.  
[Expand] 
Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP):   
    Madam Speaker, I understand and share the concerns that people have about the potential 
long-term impacts of the use of emergency measures legislation, in particular, as it relates to the 
expansion of the institution of policing, given the past abuses and overreach against legitimate 
political actions by indigenous, racial and climate-justice activists and workers. However, with 
the capital and country in crisis, Canadians are feeling abandoned by their local police services 
who have repeatedly been caught on video compromised and at times seeming to be working in 
collusion with the insurrectionist occupation. 
    The last royal commission on policing was in 1962. Will the Minister of Public Safety commit 
to establishing a national commission on policing that would review the duties assigned to the 
police and their corresponding budgets, and will the minister commit to a secretariat or some 
other office to report on the radicalization and use of public resources and security forces for 
undemocratic ends? 

  (1230)   

    [Collapse] 
Hon. Bill Blair:   
 

 

    Madam Speaker, one of the things that has become quite apparent, and I have heard concern 
across the country as well, is an overwhelming desire that the police in this country do their job 
and that they do it right, that they do it in a way that is compliant with all of our laws, with our 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and that their response is measured, thoughtful, proportional 
and effective. We are working hard to make sure they have the tools and support they need.  
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    I spent 40 years in policing. Policing must always be accountable to the people it serves, 
because the most important tool that the police have is the trust and confidence of the people 
they serve. We will always work to maintain that trust and confidence. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP):   
    Madam Speaker, I appreciate the Minister of Emergency Preparedness sharing the care and 
caution with which this is being applied. The Prime Minister shared a more targeted approach, 
but I need to reconcile that with what I am reading in the regulations that we have been provided, 
which mention critical infrastructure quite broadly. I share the concerns of the member for 
Burnaby South, for example, with respect to how this could be applied in the future to 
indigenous land defenders and climate activists.  
    Could the minister clarify the difference between the more targeted approach we are hearing 
and the words we are seeing written here? 
[Expand] 
Hon. Bill Blair:   
    Madam Speaker, I understand the member's concern. I want to provide him with reassurance.  
    These measures are time-limited. They are subject to parliamentary and judicial scrutiny, and 
we will only use these measures as long as they are required. We recognize their extraordinary 
nature. They have to be subject to the scrutiny of this House; it is in the law. We will only use 
them as long as they are required, and we will always ensure that they are compliant with the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 
 

javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11531399
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/aff/214296/2022-02-17
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/aff/278714/2022-02-17
javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11531406

	44th PARLIAMENT, 1st SESSION
	EDITED HANSARD • No. 033

	Thursday, February 17, 2022

