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Louis-Hébert, LPC, followed by Questions & Comments; Han Dong, Don Valley North, 
LPC, followed by Question from Scott Reid, Lanark-Frontenac-Kingston, CPC) 

 

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC):   
 
    Mr. Speaker, the government has proclaimed a public order emergency under the Emergencies 
Act. The question before us today in the House is whether the proclamation is consistent with the 
law.  
    For a public order emergency to be proclaimed to deal with the blockades here in Ottawa and 
across the country, three criteria must be satisfied. 
     First, there must be an urgent, critical and temporary situation where there is serious violence 
or the threat of serious violence against people or property for the purpose of achieving an 
ideological, religious or political objective.  
    Arguably, the government has met this first criterion. The RCMP raid in Coutts, Alberta, 
resulted in the seizure of high-powered guns with scopes, handguns, ammunition, high-capacity 
magazines and body armour decorated with patches associated with white supremacist and other 
extremist groups. Thirteen people have been charged in connection with the seizure, including 
four with plotting to murder police officers. The RCMP says that these individuals were 
organized, highly armed and dangerous. In addition, some of the organizers of the blockade here 
in Ottawa used language that suggested they were ideologically motivated and willing to use 
force to achieve their ends. 
    The second criterion that must be met is that either the situation endangers the lives, health 
and safety of Canadians, and is of such proportion or nature as to exceed the capacity or 
authority of a province to deal with it, or the situation seriously threatens the ability of the 
Government of Canada to preserve the sovereignty, security and territorial integrity of Canada.  
    The government can make the case that either or both of these elements have been satisfied. It 
is clear the blockades endangered the lives, health and safety of Canadians in downtown Ottawa. 
The diesel fumes, the constant and ear-shattering noise, the fireworks and so many other things 
hurt the 12,000 Canadians living around the Ottawa blockade. The Province of Ontario 
supported the invocation of the Emergencies Act, implying that the blockade exceeded the 
province's capacity to deal with the situation.  
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    The government can also argue that the situation seriously threatened its ability to preserve the 
sovereignty, security and territorial integrity of Canada. The control of an international border is 
the hallmark of a sovereign state. At one point, four Canadian border crossings were blockaded: 
Windsor, Emerson, Coutts and Surrey. The blockade in downtown Ottawa, the seat of our 
government and our national legislature, was also arguably a threat to the sovereignty and 
security of Canada, as was the call by some convoy organizers for the overthrow of government. 
    The third criterion that must be satisfied is that the situation “cannot be effectively dealt with 
under any other law of Canada”. It is important to note that the act uses the word “effectively” 
rather than “ideally”.  
    The government made an announcement about the public order emergency on the afternoon of 
February 14, but the promulgation of the three orders in council effecting the powers took 
several days. The blockades ended in Windsor on February 13, in Surrey on February 14, in 
Coutts on February 15 and in Emerson on February 16. It is clear that the border blockades were 
effectively dealt with under the existing laws of Canada and not under Emergencies Act powers.  
    Here in Ottawa, while Emergencies Act powers were used, they were not needed. Chris Lewis 
said exactly that yesterday. He said that there was a lack of law enforcement and a lack of police 
officers, but not a lack of laws to enforce. He said that making arrests, seizing trucks, towing, 
cordoning off the city, putting up checkpoints and getting thousands of additional officers to 
assist the Ottawa police could all have been done under the existing laws of Canada. He is a 
former commissioner of the Ontario Provincial Police: the largest police force in the province of 
Ontario.  

  (1555)   

    Furthermore, it is clear the Emergencies Act powers allowing the government to seize 
financial accounts could have been done under existing law. Ontario Attorney General Doug 
Downey did exactly that on February 10, when he obtained an order under section 490.8 of the 
Criminal Code to freeze access to millions of dollars donated through the platform GiveSendGo. 
    Lawyer Paul Champ also did exactly that on February 17, when he obtained a Mareva 
injunction under existing common law that froze millions of dollars, including cryptocurrency, 
raised for the convoy protests. 
    These actions by the Ontario Attorney General and Paul Champ were done under existing 
laws, and were also done with court approval, unlike the Emergencies Act powers to freeze 
accounts without court approval that the government has now claimed for itself. These 
emergency powers may not pass the Oakes test with respect to proportionality or the requirement 
to minimally impair rights and freedoms. 
    The government has not met the requirement of the act that the situation cannot be effectively 
dealt with under any other law of Canada. Therefore, I cannot support the motion. I would add 
that if the House supports the motion, it would be giving the government powers it likely does 
not lawfully have under the act. 
    While I cannot support the motion, it is clear that the blockades in Ottawa and at the border 
were unlawful, illegal and, in many aspects, criminal. It is also clear that the existing laws of 
Canada did deal, and could have effectively dealt, with the situation. A lack of timeliness in law 
enforcement, and a lack of federal-provincial co-operation and other operational deficiencies, 
cannot be dealt with under the Emergencies Act, nor under the emergency doctrine of peace, 
order and good government. 
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    The failure to uphold the rule of law is the issue here, not a lack of law to effectively deal with 
the situation. In a free and democratic society, the rule of law is essential. Without the rule of law 
there can be no freedom, because liberty without lawful limits, taken to its logical conclusion, is 
anarchy. Without the rule of law, there can be no democracy, because democracy without our 
most basic law, our Constitution, is nothing less than majoritarian mob rule. 
    It is clear we, as a country, have not been serious about the rule of law, and because we have 
not been serious about the rule of law, thousands of Canadians thought it appropriate to 
unlawfully and illegally blockade four international border crossings and our national capital for 
more than three weeks.  
    We have not been serious about the rule of law when a person’s race, religion or creed 
determines whether or how the law is enforced, such as when the CN mainline in Ontario and 
pipelines in Western Canada were blockaded for weeks on end two years ago, and when the 
lawlessness continued last week. We see this when a mob violently tears down statues in the 
public square with no consequence, when dozens of Canadian churches were vandalized or 
torched in the past year, and when, in this place, the Prime Minister violated the Shawcross 
doctrine of the Constitution by pressuring the Attorney General to drop the criminal prosecution 
of SNC-Lavalin, something for which he was never censured or held in contempt. We saw this 
last year when the government defied four orders of the House and its committee for the 
production of the Winnipeg lab documents. 
    If flagrant disregard for the rule of law is tolerated, things will fall apart. The centre cannot 
hold and anarchy is loosed. What is needed now is not the use of the Emergencies Act, but rather 
ensuring that the rule of law in this country is upheld. 

  (1600)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Gary Anandasangaree (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice and 
Attorney General of Canada, Lib.):   
    Madam Speaker, I want to ask my learned friend a very specific question with respect to the 
safeguards that exist within the Emergencies Act. I know it was invoked on February 14. We are 
debating it today. The order was presented two days after the invocation. There are other 
measures that are forthcoming. 
    Can the member speak to the safeguards that are in place to ensure that we protect the rights of 
all Canadians? These emergency measures are temporary, measured, and they ensure that they 
are in compliance with the charter. 
[Expand] 
Hon. Michael Chong:   
    Madam Speaker, three of the safeguards that have been put into the act are the three criteria 
that the government must meet in order to trigger a public order emergency. 
    The first is a threat or the actual use of violence to achieve a political, religious or ideological 
objective. The second is a threat to the health, safety and lives of Canadians that is beyond the 
capacity of a province to deal with, or alternatively that there is a threat to the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity or security of this country. The last is that there is no other law in Canada, 
federal or provincial, that could effectively deal with the situation. 
    Those three criteria are safeguards in preventing intrusions into civil liberties. 
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  (1605)   

[Expand] 
Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):   
    Madam Speaker, I thank the member for his speech. I often enjoy listening to his speeches in 
the House and I respect that he presents a calm and often rational approach. 
    My question is simply this. When we see this discombobulation of democracy, when we hear 
the chief of police in Ottawa—the interim one, granted—say very clearly that they would not 
have been able to take action in the way they did here unless they had these resources, when we 
hear from the organizers their plans to continue these things—they are retreating right now, but 
talking about moving forward later on—and when we see this increased instability across the 
country, how does the member reconcile that position with what we are all seeing and 
experiencing across Canada? 
[Expand] 
Hon. Michael Chong:   
    Madam Speaker, the issue here is not a lack of laws to effectively deal with the situation either 
here in Ottawa or previously at the four border crossings; it is a lack of law enforcement. 
    As the former commissioner of the Ontario Provincial Police said yesterday, the power to 
make arrests, seize and tow vehicles, cordon off the city, put up checkpoints and get thousands of 
additional officers in to assist the Ottawa police already exists in the existing laws of Canada. In 
fact, he said that it is used practically every Canada Day in this city. It is used practically every 
Remembrance Day. Clearly the emergency powers were not required for the clearing of the 
blockades at the four border crossings, because in some cases they were cleared prior to the 
invocation of the public order emergency and in some cases before the orders had really taken 
effect. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Chris Lewis (Essex, CPC):   
    Madam Speaker, if I were a senior member of the NDP, such as the MP for Windsor West, I 
would be ashamed that my leader threw the local police under the bus, as he did in the House last 
Thursday. I would be doubly ashamed if my leader whipped my vote on the Emergencies Act. 
     Once again, the NDP are poised to prop up the Prime Minister so as to not hold the Prime 
Minister to account. The very fact that the standoffs at the Windsor-Detroit and Coutts borders 
were ended peacefully, clearly demonstrates that the Emergency Act was, quite frankly, 
unnecessary. 
    I am wondering if the member would agree that the greatest emergency in Canada today is that 
the NDP continues to prop up this power-hungry Liberal government and today will vote with 
the Liberals to allow— 
[Expand] 
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):   
    We have to allow five to 10 seconds to the hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills to 
answer. 
[Expand] 
Hon. Michael Chong:   
    Madam Speaker, the issue here is a failure to uphold the rule of law that has been years in the 
making. 
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    Two years ago the blockades on the CN main line and in western Canada at the pipeline were 
allowed to continue for weeks. People who tear down statues in front of provincial Legislatures 
and in other public squares in this country suffer no consequences. I think we have a failure here 
to uphold the rule of law, and that is what is needed, rather than the invocation of the 
Emergencies Act. 
 

xxxxx 

 

Mr. Joël Lightbound (Louis-Hébert, Lib.):   
 
    Madam Speaker, the decision we are required to make today in this vote is without question 
one of the most important that a parliamentarian may be called to make. History will judge our 
votes and our debates in the House. 
    This vote is about fundamental issues in a democracy. On the one hand, it is about the duty of 
the government to protect our institutions and the public order, which is necessary in a free 
society. On the other hand, it is about the protection of citizens' civil liberties, which are just as 
fundamental in a free society. 
    First and foremost, I am not going to engage in the kind of attempts that the Bloc Québécois 
has made to draw tenuous connections between the Emergencies Act that we are debating today 
and its predecessor, the War Measures Act. They have very little in common in terms of checks 
and balances or accountability, or even protections guaranteed by the charter. 
    I will also not engage in the game being played by the Conservatives, who had to muster all 
their courage to finally ask the protesters to stop occupying Ottawa and who struggled to 
condemn all the misbehaviour we saw over the past few weeks in Ottawa. 
    I will always defend the right to peaceful protest, but one person's freedom ends where 
another's begins. In a democracy, people always have the right to be heard, but that right does 
not mean they can block critical infrastructure or negatively impact downtown Ottawa residents' 
quality of life for weeks. Those people have nothing whatsoever to do with the protesters' 
demands. 
     Anyone who knows me will not be surprised to learn that, 10 years ago, I was a part of the 
student strike. I wore a red square and marched for more than my fair share, as the saying went. 
However, I never supported the actions of those who blockaded the Port of Montreal or Jacques 
Cartier Bridge at rush hour. I never felt that was the best way to make our voices heard, and 
rather than raise public awareness of our cause, it inevitably turned many people against our 
movement and our ideas. The same happened with the convoy. 
    To those who may be tempted by illegal means, I say resist. Take the high road, because in a 
democracy, we value the noble path of non-violence and the ballot box. 
    Protesting in front of Parliament, in front of provincial legislatures and in front of my office, 
and organizing peaceful marches are all perfectly fine. However, an occupation that lasts for 
weeks and blockades that last for days are not fine. They caused serious problems that municipal 
and provincial governments could not or would not address. Their failures and their inaction 
emboldened others to set up blockades elsewhere in Canada, including in Emerson, Coutts and 
Windsor.  
    That is the problem that the federal government wanted to address by invoking the 
Emergencies Act. Let me be clear. I agree with the government's objective. However, I have 
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serious questions about the means chosen. The Emergencies Act is undoubtedly the most 
draconian weapon in the government's legislative arsenal and, in this case, it confers enormous 
powers on the state, including the power to freeze bank accounts without due process. To invoke 
this legislation, a very high threshold must be met, and this threshold was deliberately set high. 
    According to section 16 of the act, a “public order emergency means an emergency that arises 
from threats to the security of Canada and that is so serious as to be a national emergency”. 
    A threat to the security of Canada is itself defined in section 2 of the Canadian Security 
Intelligence Service Act. There are four possibilities: espionage, foreign influence, activities 
relating to terrorism, and violent insurrection against the government. The threshold is extremely 
high, which is by design, given the powers this act confers. 
    The government based its decision on the third possibility, terrorism, which is defined in the 
act as follows: “activities within or relating to Canada directed toward or in support of the threat 
or use of acts of serious violence against persons or property for the purpose of achieving a 
political, religious or ideological objective within Canada or a foreign state”. 
    I think it is clear that the second aspect, the political objective, is not a factor here, but for the 
first one, the threat of serious violence must constitute a national crisis. That part of it is anything 
but clear to me. For the current crisis to to qualify under that criterion, the government is forced 
to consider economic disruption or, at this point, the threat of economic disruption, as a threat of 
serious violence against persons or property, as set out in the act. 
    Along with many eminent lawyers and various experts, such as Professor Leah West and even 
the Canadian Civil Liberties Association, I believe that is a false equivalence. It is a slippery 
slope that dilutes the strict criteria under the Emergencies Act. 
    During the rail blockades put in place in early 2020 to support the demands of the the 
Wet'suwet'en, I never thought it would be appropriate to invoke the Emergencies Act. It is 
precisely because, even if there were some major economic disruptions, the line was never 
crossed, there was never any violence or threat of serious violence against property or persons. I 
look at the present situation in the same way. 

  (1645)   

    I am aware that I do not have all the information that cabinet has. As a parliamentarian, I must 
make decisions based on the information that is provided to us. 
    Based on what is available to me, I cannot help but echo the comments of my colleague from 
Beaches—East York, that contorting the application of the law in order to defend the law is not a 
very comfortable position to be in. 
    Beyond the concerns I just raised about the threshold for invoking the Emergencies Act, I also 
have questions about the fact that we are being asked this evening not to retroactively confirm 
the use of the act, but instead to extend its application. I wonder if it is still necessary in the 
circumstances, considering the occupation of Ottawa is over, the police have finally and rather 
easily done their job, and there are no more blockades at the border. 
    The measures taken under the Emergencies Act may have been useful to law enforcement, or 
even effective, but that does not mean they are necessary or proportionate, nor that they still are 
as we speak. Personally, I am not convinced.  
    In closing, I want to make some observations in response to what I have heard during the 
debate in the House over the past few days. In our debates and reflections, I think we need to 
avoid letting our dislike of an issue affect our ability to analyze it in a neutral and rational way, 

http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/aff/278326/2022-02-21


7 
 

because governments change and do not always have the same views on different issues. Take, 
for example, environmental or indigenous issues, or even the student issues we hold dear. In the 
current context and for the reasons mentioned, the use of the Emergencies Act creates a serious 
precedent. 
    I also think that we must avoid ascribing too much value to opinion polls when we are 
debating the use of a law like this one. Public opinion is not one of the criteria set by the 
legislator. If I had to choose, I would far rather do the right thing than follow the trend. 
    In the future, I also think we will have to modernize the act to ensure that it can be used more 
adequately to respond to situations like the one we are facing. 
    To conclude, members should not interpret my comments as a repudiation of this government. 
I believe that in the absence of municipal and provincial leadership, the government took the 
steps it believed to be appropriate to address this crisis, and it did so in good faith. I agree with 
the government's objective of restoring order, though I disagree with its methods. 
    As for my vote, since 2015, the Liberal Party has had a moral contract whereby members must 
vote with the government on confidence votes, electoral commitments, and issues affecting 
Canadians' fundamental rights protected by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 
    Under this contract, all other votes are free votes. I made this commitment as a member of the 
Liberal Party. If this evening's vote were not a confidence vote, I would vote against it. However, 
at the very least, as we prepare to vote, I would like to have a clear and unequivocal indication as 
to whether this is truly a confidence vote. 

[English] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Frank Caputo (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo, CPC):   
    Madam Speaker, it is always a pleasure to rise on behalf of the people of Kamloops—
Thompson—Cariboo. The hon. member took a very analytical approach in his speech and I do 
appreciate all that he said. 
    Earlier in question period, the hon. Minister of Justice was asked about releasing any legal 
opinions in his capacity as Minister of Justice and Attorney General that were provided to him as 
minister as to the legality of imposing the act, what is the legal opinion and has the threshold 
been met. 
    The Minister of Justice and Attorney General did not provide anything in that respect. If the 
threshold has been met, what would the government be afraid of in releasing a legal opinion that 
supports its cause? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Joël Lightbound:   
    Madam Speaker, the member touched on a lot of aspects in his question. To me, based on my 
analysis as a lawyer, when I look at section 16 and what is defined in the CSIS Act as a threat to 
the security of Canada, I do not think the threshold has been met.  
    However, I understand different lawyers and different legal experts can have different legal 
opinions. I also understand I am not privy to all the information that cabinet has. In such 
circumstances, there is usually always a great deal of deference given to the executive. However, 
based on the information I have and based on my reading of the law, I do not think the threshold 
was met. 
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  (1650)   

[Translation] 

[Expand] 
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ):   
    Madam Speaker, I will start by commending my colleague for his political courage. 
    The member started his speech by talking about our individual responsibilities as legislators in 
this evening's vote. By making this a confidence vote, the Prime Minister is doing two things. 
First, he is preventing members of his own caucus, like the member himself, from voting 
according to their conscience. Second, he is preventing the NDP from voting according to its 
conscience without triggering another useless election. 
    I heard my colleague correctly. I respect his position, but I would like to know whether, 
despite their moral contract to vote the same way on emergency and special measures, the 
Liberals will make an exception for my colleague. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Joël Lightbound:   
    Madam Speaker, I, too, have a moral contract and that is with my constituents. They know 
what party I belong to, and it has always been clear that I would support the government in 
confidence votes. 
    I am simply asking for a clear and unequivocal answer as to whether this evening's vote is a 
confidence vote or not. 
[Expand] 
Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP):   
    Madam Speaker, my colleague from Louis-Hébert raised some very relevant points. 
    He touched on the issue of freezing the bank accounts of individuals or businesses involved in 
the organization of these illegal occupations, who often have ties to the far right. Does he not 
find that cutting off the funding of all those who want to destabilize our democratic institutions is 
an extremely effective measure? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Joël Lightbound:   
    Madam Speaker, that is a very relevant question. The member for Rosemont has known me 
long enough to know that I do not have any sympathy for far-right groups. We saw how some of 
these groups latched onto this movement. 
    I think we need to ask ourselves how we can monitor the foreign funding of certain causes in 
Canada. 
    However, a value that is dear to me as a lawyer involved in the defence of civil rights is the 
existence of legal proceedings when the state uses such coercive power. 
[Expand] 
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP):   
    Madam Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague. I am very impressed by his courage. 
    I think we now have a real emergency situation. I believe that the threats to Canada's security 
are real, consistent with the definition of threats to the security of Canada found in the Canadian 
Security Intelligence Service Act. Unfortunately, that definition has not been included in the 
Emergencies Act, although it does refers to that other act. 
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    That is why foreign-influenced activities threaten Canada. Activities that are not foreign-
influenced are hidden. Does my colleague think that foreign activities pose a threat to our 
democracy? 
[Expand] 
Mr. Joël Lightbound:   
    Madam Speaker, I am pleased to see the hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands again. 
    I do not believe that that aspect meets any of the four possibilities in the definition of security 
threat in the Canadian Security Intelligence Service Act, for the simple reason that foreign 
interference would require a state actor. That does not appear to be the case at the moment. 
    In that respect, all Canadians who donate to organizations like Human Rights Watch or 
Amnesty International for advocacy in other countries could find themselves— 
 

Mr. Han Dong (Don Valley North, Lib.):   
    Madam Speaker, it is my honour to participate in today's debate and to share some of my 
thoughts with my hon. colleagues on the current situation in Ottawa. 
    These past weeks have been incredibly difficult for the residents of Ottawa. They have been 
stressful and the residents have suffered a great deal. I would like to begin by thanking the police 
forces from across the country who have stepped up and returned the streets of Ottawa to its 
residents. Officers from Quebec, Durham, Toronto, Sudbury, Calgary and Vancouver have all 
demonstrated incredible professionalism and coordination while working to end an illegal 
occupation that choked the city of Ottawa for more than three weeks. 
    While work has been under way around the clock beyond these walls to clear the streets full of 
trucks, vehicles, debris and fences, we as MPs have been in the chamber debating this motion to 
confirm the declaration under the Emergencies Act. It is important to point out that we are 
debating and voting on the use of an Emergencies Act, because I have been hearing some of my 
hon. colleagues across the way directly comparing the Emergencies Act to the War Measures 
Act. That is not a fair comparison. 
    One important difference between these two acts is that the War Measures Act did not require 
parliamentary oversight. The Emergencies Act does, in fact, require parliamentary oversight. I 
want to recognize the former prime minister Brian Mulroney's Conservative government and the 
parliamentarians of the 33rd session for their hard work and thoughtfulness, which is reflected in 
this piece of legislation. A lot of thought and wisdom have gone into making it effective while 
protecting the rights and freedoms enshrined in the charter and the Bill of Rights. Thanks to 
them, the Emergencies Act requires the oversight of Parliament and asks MPs to have a fulsome 
debate and then vote. 
    I have heard repeatedly from my colleagues from the NDP that they will only support the 
government's use of the act if it is used in a responsible, proportionate and targeted way, and 
only if it is clearly necessary to restore the order and peace for Canadians most affected by these 
illegal blockades, especially those who live in Ottawa. I think that is a very reasonable approach. 
I think the majority of Canadians would expect this kind of thoughtful, deliberate approach from 
their representatives. 
    With that, I would like to thank my colleagues from all parties for engaging in this 
wholehearted, good-faith debate. Their passion and perspectives form the basis for the 
democratic parliamentary oversight that is required by this legislation. 
    I have received many questions in recent days on how this act works, what safeguards it has 
and why it is necessary at this time. I believe it is important for Canadians to understand what 

javascript:void(0)
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11539239
http://apps.ourcommons.ca/ParlDataWidgets/en/intervention/11539298


10 
 

their government is doing, and what mechanisms are in place to keep our democracy healthy. Let 
me speak to these questions. 
    The Emergencies Act, which became the law in 1988, is a federal law that can be used in 
response to an urgent, temporary and critical emergency that seriously endangers the health and 
safety of Canadians and that cannot be dealt with effectively by any other federal, provincial or 
territorial law.  
    Under the Emergencies Act, police are given more tools to restore order in places where 
public assemblies constitute illegal and dangerous activities, such as blockades and occupations, 
as we have seen in Ottawa and at critical border crossings across the country. These tools include 
the ability to designate and secure places where blockades are to be prohibited, such as borders 
and other critical infrastructure. The Emergencies Act also allows the government to make sure 
essential services are rendered, for example, in order to tow trucks blocking roads. In addition, 
financial institutions will be authorized or directed to render essential services to help address the 
situation, including by regulating and prohibiting the use of funds to support illegal blockades. 
    Let me speak to the safeguards that are built into the Emergencies Act.  
    Before it can be invoked, all provinces and territories must be consulted, and they were. 

  (1740)   

    Both the House of Commons and the Senate must vote on the declaration. If either chamber of 
Parliament does not vote in favour of the declaration, then it is immediately revoked. This is 
what we will be voting on tonight. A special joint committee of both the House of Commons and 
the Senate must be established to review the government’s actions under the act on an ongoing 
basis.  
    The declaration expires within 30 days unless there is an extension, which both the House of 
Commons and the Senate would have to approve. After the emergency has ended, the 
Emergencies Act requires the government to hold an inquiry and table a report to each House of 
Parliament within 360 days after the expiration of the declaration of emergency. 
    I also want to be clear about what this act does not do. The Emergencies Act cannot be used to 
call in the military. It cannot be used to limit people’s freedom of speech. It cannot be used to 
suspend fundamental rights or override the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and it 
does not prevent people from exercising their right to protest legally. 
    Recently, I had the pleasure of joining expert panellists while in discussion with the ethnic 
media about the use of the Emergencies Act. Despite our different political views, everyone on 
the panel overwhelmingly agreed that the act is justified and necessary. That is because the rule 
of law is fundamental to Canadian democracy and Canadian society. Our country was built on 
laws written to maintain the collective safety and prosperity of Canadians. That is why people 
from every corner of the globe come to Canada to build their life and family. 
    The proportionate, geographically targeted and time-limited measures in the Emergencies Act 
are necessary to protect residents, businesses and public institutions in the nation's capital and in 
border towns across the country. 
    My constituents are pleased with the work of the men and women in uniform and are happy 
that peace and order has been restored for the people of Ottawa after weeks of torment. 
    For weeks, Canadians have seen illegal blockades occupy their streets, disrupt their daily lives, 
harass people in their neighbourhoods, harm small businesses and threaten the ability of hard-
working Canadians to put food on the table. For weeks, billions of dollars in cross-border trade 
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has been disrupted, putting thousands of people’s jobs and livelihoods on the line. For weeks, 
millions of dollars of foreign funding has flowed in from around the world to destabilize our 
democracy, while evidence of increased ideologically motivated violent extremism activity has 
mounted. 
    The Emergencies Act is necessary to keep our communities safe, to protect people’s jobs and 
to restore confidence in our institutions. That is why I will be supporting the motion for the 
confirmation of the declaration this evening. 
    Finally, Canadians have suffered significantly over the past two years. They are frustrated. 
They are tired. They have carried the weight of a global pandemic on their backs for two years 
now. As we near the end of this terrible public health crisis, exhausted Canadians are looking for 
hope, hope that we must deliver as leaders of our communities and honourable members of 
Parliament. 
    I still remember in the very early days of the pandemic when we all gathered to pass 
emergency financial legislation, which went a long way to support Canadians who were facing 
some of the darkest days of their lives. I hope we can set aside our differences and try to work 
together like that again to ensure transparency and accountability during this emergency and, 
more than anything, to give hope to Canadians again and restore confidence in their public 
institutions 

  (1745)   

    [Collapse] 
Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC):   
 
    Madam Speaker, the member has stated his reasons for voting for this motion and I take him at 
his word. 
    I will mention two other members of his caucus, the member for Louis-Hébert and the 
member for Beaches—East York. The member for Beaches—East York indicated that he will be 
voting for it because it has been made into a confidence motion. I believe the member for Louis-
Hébert indicated that he is not sure whether it has been made into a matter of confidence, which 
is to say that any Liberal MP who votes against it will be expelled from caucus for voting against 
their caucus on this matter. 
     I wonder if I could get some clarification. Has the memorandum been sent out to Liberal MPs 
indicating that this is a confidence measure and that their careers will be over and they will be 
kicked out of caucus if they vote against it, yes or no? 

  (1750)   

[Expand] 
Mr. Han Dong:   
    Madam Speaker, I can only speak for myself. I said very clearly in my statement. It does not 
matter if it is a confidence vote or not a confidence vote. I am supporting this motion for what it 
is and what it does for the people of Ottawa and for the people of Canada. I think it is the right 
thing for the government to step in and invoke the Emergencies Act. It ensures accountability 
and allows us to get through this.  
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    That is my reason for supporting it. It is not because it is a vote of confidence. To me, it would 
not make a difference. 
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