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● (1830)

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface (Senator, Ontario,

ISG)): I call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 20 of the Special Joint Committee
on the Declaration of Emergency, which was created pursuant to
the order of the House of March 2, 2022, and of the Senate on
March 3, 2022.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format pursuant to
House and Senate rules. Should any technical challenges arise,
please advise me, as we may need to suspend to ensure all members
are able to participate.

For our first panel this evening, we are joined, from the Privy
Council Office, by Jody Thomas, national security and intelligence
adviser; Martin Green, assistant secretary to the cabinet, intelli‐
gence assessment; and Mike MacDonald, assistant secretary to the
cabinet, security and intelligence. We are also joined by Marie-
Hélène Chayer, executive director of the integrated terrorism as‐
sessment centre.

I understand that Ms. Thomas will lead with opening remarks.

Ms. Thomas, we welcome you. You have five minutes.
Ms. Jody Thomas (National Security and Intelligence Advi‐

sor, Privy Council Office): Thank you very much, Madam Chair.
I'll make very short introductory remarks.

I am here with three colleagues who have been introduced, so I
won't go through that with you.

I assumed the role of national security and intelligence adviser
on January 11, 2022. It is a position designed to provide coordinat‐
ed, non-partisan advice to the Prime Minister through the Clerk of
the Privy Council. The role includes coordinating the national secu‐
rity and intelligence community and providing a challenge func‐
tion, like all deputy secretaries do at PCO.

[Translation]

The National Security Intelligence Advisor oversees four secre‐
tariats: Security and Intelligence, Foreign and Defence Policy—

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface) : Ms. Thomas, could

you stop, please? I apologize. There's an interpretation issue.
Ms. Jody Thomas: It could be my French. I apologize.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface) : Pardon me, Ms.
Thomas. Go ahead.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you.
[Translation]

The other two secretariats are Intelligence Assessment and the
new Emergency Management and COVID‑19 Recovery Secretariat.
[English]

The national security threat posed by the so-called “freedom con‐
voy” was multi-faceted and complex, and we are learning more
about it daily. The protests, the occupation of the nation's capital
and the blockades of critical infrastructure presented unprecedented
challenges for government.

Freedom of expression and peaceful assembly are fundamental
rights and must be protected in any democracy; however, the gov‐
ernment has a responsibility to ensure safety and security for Cana‐
dians.

I want to emphasize that it was the totality of the circumstances
that led me and others to recommend invoking the Emergencies
Act. It is important to note that these measures were temporary and
in place from February 14 to 23. They were carefully tailored to en‐
sure that they were reasonable, proportionate and, thankfully, short-
lived.

Others have appeared in order to provide information and con‐
text with regard to the broader implications of the myriad factors
that led to how the Emergencies Act was invoked and carried out.
I'm here to speak about the role of the NSIA as a coordinating body
within the federal intelligence community as well as an adviser to
the federal government.

My colleagues and I look forward to your questions.

I will end there.
● (1835)

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface) : Thank you very
much.

We will begin our round of questions starting with Mr. Motz.
Mr. Glen Motz (Medicine Hat—Cardston—Warner, CPC):

Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being here.

Ms. Thomas, I'll focus on you.
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I appreciate your introduction on your role as the national securi‐
ty and intelligence adviser. You provide briefings, as you said, and
advice to the Prime Minister through the PMO.

Would it be fair to suggest that an aspect of your responsibility
during the “freedom convoy” was to provide the PMO, the Prime
Minister and cabinet with briefings with full, frank and factual
threat pictures? Would that be a fair assessment?

Ms. Jody Thomas: The information and the intelligence is pro‐
vided through the PCO, not through the PMO, just as a clarifica‐
tion.

Yes, it is frank, open and transparent information.
Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you.

Would you then agree with me that the Emergencies Act sets out
the threshold upon which government must rely to lawfully invoke
the Emergencies Act, namely, the definition in section 2 of the
CSIS Act? I would suspect that you have a firm understanding of
section 2, which defines what “threats to the security of Canada”
means.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes, and thank you for the question.

This has been a subject of significant discussion. It certainly has
come up in these hearings, and it came up at the inquiry last week.

Legal advice has been provided. I know that both the deputy
minister of justice and the Minister of Justice have both been here.
The government has a responsibility to take a broad look when as‐
sessing national security threats.

Mr. Glen Motz: I want to get to that.

CSIS, the RCMP and the OPP have testified that there wasn't in‐
telligence to support that a threat to the security of Canada existed,
yet, as you've just stated now and you stated at the commission,
you received some legal opinion that included a broader interpreta‐
tion of the Emergencies Act than what the law states is the pre‐
scribed threshold.

Can you tell me who determined that this broader interpretation
was required? That's the first part.

When was that interpretation asked for? Who wrote that interpre‐
tation? When was that interpretation received by you or others who
presented it?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you very much for the question.

The Department of Justice wrote the legal opinion. They write
the legal opinions for government. The paragraph 2(c) question is
significant. The interpretation of paragraph 2(c) and the Emergen‐
cies Act is that the national security description and the parameters
are assigned the meaning per paragraph 2(c) of the CSIS Act, as
opposed to derived directly from.

That means that there's not one person in this country who deter‐
mines that something is a national security threat. We do not be‐
lieve that the drafters of the Emergencies Act intended for the CSIS
director to be the sole arbiter of national security threats to this
country. It means, as an example, that there could be a policing sit‐
uation—lawlessness on the streets, the police are overwhelmed and

they cannot respond—but if there wasn't a very narrow paragraph
2(c) threat, then the Emergencies Act couldn't be applied.

We do not believe that this was the intention of the drafters.

Mr. Glen Motz: I will interrupt you there, Ms. Thomas.

Actually, if you listen to the testimony of the person who drafted
this, Perrin Beatty, he did say that they used section 2 specifically
because of how carefully it was drafted and relied upon.

Would you say, for this broader interpretation that was relied up‐
on, that you relied upon it in the advice you gave to cabinet? Was it
clear to cabinet that this interpretation did not align with the letter
of the law as included in the Emergencies Act?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question.

It did align with the letter of the law, as interpreted. Yes, cabinet
was thoroughly briefed.

● (1840)

Mr. Glen Motz: At this stage, I guess my question would be
this: Why would you place any value on a legal opinion when—to
me—the existing law is pretty clear on what you need?

Could it be that since the circumstances of the protest didn't real‐
ly meet the threshold—as has been said already by the RCMP, the
OPP and CSIS intelligence—it was conscripted to try to justify the
government's invocation of the Emergencies Act?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I thank you very much for the question.

No, I don't agree with that.

Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you very much.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface) : The five minutes are
up. Thank you, Mr. Motz.

I'll move to Mr. Naqvi.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi (Ottawa Centre, Lib.): Thank you very much,
Chair.

Welcome to all the panel members.

Thank you, Ms. Thomas, for being here.

I'm just going to continue the line of questioning where Mr. Motz
left off.

You told the Public Order Emergency Commission that, “in
terms of the Emergencies Act, the Governor-in-Council can consid‐
er more broadly than the intelligence collected by CSIS in deter‐
mining a national security threat or situation or a public order emer‐
gency.” You were alluding to that just now in your comments, as
well.

What did you meant by that? Can you take some time to explain
that to us? Why is that important in the context of a public order
emergency?
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Ms. Jody Thomas: What I meant by that is that the 2(c) national
security definition is not a one-for-one translation into the Emer‐
gencies Act. It is assigned meaning from the CSIS Act, as opposed
to it must be determined by CSIS.

Section 16 of the Emergencies Act requires a broad interpretation
and allows for broad consideration, as the Governor in Council has
that responsibility.

The totality of the events across the country were determined to
meet a threshold for a public order emergency. There were block‐
ades at, as we know, the Ambassador Bridge, Emerson, Coutts and
Surrey. There were convoys being formed across the country. As
the Ambassador Bridge was being cleared, we learned of pop-ups
to retake that bridge. In fact, the police had to stay in place for quite
a significant amount of time.

There was a threat of weapons in Coutts and then the discovery
of the size of the cache. Then there was even news we heard today
about the significance of that cache and the amount of ammunition
that was collected there. We were hearing the same language being
used about Ottawa, that there was a threat of weapons. There were
economic impacts, the inability of Canadians to live their lives and
the increasing rhetoric online.

The concern about the rhetoric online—as you've all heard, be‐
cause you've heard about IMVE, ideologically motivated extrem‐
ism—is that the leaders of those movements are not necessarily the
people who are going to act. It is the people who are motivated and
inspired to act by the rhetoric they read. The rhetoric was increas‐
ing and we were getting concerned. The threats against public offi‐
cials were increasing and we were getting concerned.

We were in the third weekend, going into the fourth weekend.
The decision was based on the totality and the section 17 interpreta‐
tion of a broad view, and the Governor in Council took the decision
that the Emergencies Act was the correct course of action.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: What I am hearing from you is that when that
determination is being made—and you speak of the totality of
events that you took into account—there is a contextual nature to
that determination and the basis of your advice to PCO and to the
Prime Minister of whether the threshold is met or not. Am I cor‐
rect?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes, you're correct. CSIS is an intelligence
agency. They collect intelligence and 2(c) allows them to collect in‐
telligence. It doesn't allow us to necessarily act and it doesn't mean
that there will be a police action as a result of 2(c).

The broad interpretation, the context, the national nature, the
amount of time that this had been going on and the dire concerns
coming out of Coutts led to the action taken.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: When we look at your recommendation to the
Prime Minister, and when we look at the recommendation of Mr.
David Vigneault, the CSIS director, I believe he told the commis‐
sion that based on his understanding that the Emergencies Act defi‐
nition of a threat to the security of Canada was broader than the
CSIS Act, as well as based on his opinion of everything he had seen
to that point, he advised the Prime Minister of his belief that it was
indeed required to invoke the act.

Even the CSIS director, as I read it and understand it, agrees with
your understanding of the importance of context.

I am asking you, not on his behalf, but is it your understanding
that his advice to invoke the act was also based on the context that
he was seeing in his role as the CSIS director as to what was hap‐
pening, not just in Ottawa but across the country, and how it was
escalating by the moment?

● (1845)

Ms. Jody Thomas: I can't speak for the CSIS director, but as a
senior deputy minister in the national security community, yes, I
believe that is the perspective he had.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface) : We'll move to Mr.
Fortin.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ)):
Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Thomas, I'm going to continue asking you questions since
you're the star this evening.

As I understood your testimony, what convinced you that the
thresholds had been met were the blockade of the Ambassador
Bridge, for example, the fact that a convoy was headed for Ottawa
and the fact that those people had obtained millions of dollars in
funding.

Do you know the exact figure? To your knowledge, how much
money had they raised?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: It was in excess of $20 million. The exact
number, I think, was revealed during the inquiry.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): You thought they had ap‐
proximately $20 million at the time you recommended that a state
of emergency should be declared.

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question. We knew it was
in excess of $10 million.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): I see.

Those are the reasons why you concluded that there were
grounds to invoke the Emergencies Act. Is that correct?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: It was, as I've said, the number of blockades,
the number of people who were coming to join the Ottawa block‐
ade and occupation, the concern about weapons, the rhetoric, the
IMVE actors who were in the mix and the connection between all
of those entities. Yes, that's the totality of it.
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[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Wasn't there any other

way to address the situation?

For example, you could have had the trucks blocking Wellington
Street removed. They were in fact removed when the time came.
The police officers pushed back the protesters.

Do you think other measures could have been taken under gener‐
al legislation applicable to the jurisdiction?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you very much for that question. I
think you've raised some very important points.

Number one, tow trucks were a problem in multiple locations.
Tow truck drivers were either intimidated or, we've learned, paid
not to participate and not to provide service. We looked as far as
Montreal to get tow truck drivers to come to Ottawa, as but one ex‐
ample. We had a national tow truck strategy, which I know the
deputy minister of Transport Canada has explained to you.

Tow trucks were a major issue. We're talking about big rigs.
We're not talking about the average tow truck. That equipment was
hard to find, and we had to compel tow truck drivers to come and to
respond.

Regarding other measures, we had two tracks of action that we
were looking into and that Mike MacDonald led on behalf of PCO
with Public Safety. You've heard “track one” and “track two” being
talked about. Track one was existing legislation and what could be
used within existing legislation—provincial, municipal and feder‐
al—to resolve the situation.

At the end of weekend three, none of it was working. We could
not gain traction with the province in Ontario. In the city, the police
chief said there was no policing solution. You've heard that testimo‐
ny—
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): I'm going to interrupt you,
since our time is quite short.

The chief of police said he wanted 1,800 police officers to clear
the downtown area. In the end, there were 2,000 in the area the day
after he resigned.

I thought that, under Ontario's Highway Traffic Act, you could
have directed that the tow trucks be mobilized and that, if their
drivers didn't want to remove the trucks, you could have sought an
injunction to compel them to do so. Am I wrong?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: It's an Ontario act, and Ontario did not com‐
pel the tow truck drivers. We used the federal act to do that.

There were many opportunities—
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): I understand that you used
the federal act, but here's the question: could you have used legisla‐
tion in force, such as Ontario's Highway Traffic Act or the Criminal
Code, for example?

Couldn't you have relied on them and said that what was being
done was prohibited and sought an injunction to force the issue?

● (1850)

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: Injunctions were discussed and not used. It

is more a private law remedy, as described by the Minister of Jus‐
tice.

There were actions that could have been taken under existing
legislation, but when they weren't and we were at the end of the
third weekend, the federal government had to act. You have heard
the testimony, both at the inquiry and here, that there were chal‐
lenges in getting Ontario to the table to have discussions and use
their act.

The federal government doesn't apply provincial legislation. The
province does.

[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): You may have heard that

Commissioner Lucki told us in one of her appearances that not all
available measures were used and that, in her view, before going—

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I apologize. Your time

is up.

[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you, Ms. Thomas.

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): We'll move to Mr.

Green.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre,

NDP)): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to our witnesses here today.

As you know, we've been at this for the better part of eight or
nine months, trying to lay the foundation for what will, hopefully,
become recommendations back to the House and the Senate to im‐
prove upon the legislation, the definitions and the thresholds, in the
hope that we don't find ourselves back in a similar situation.

I'll begin with you, Ms. Thomas, through the chair.

Is it your assessment that, while different levels of government
may have had legal remedies available, the practical collapse—I'll
say that, for lack of a better term—of policing and the inability of
police to adequately provide law and order, particularly as it related
to the occupation here in Ottawa...? Did that inform some of your
advice to the Privy Council Office?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question.

When the policing remedies in the City of Ottawa became un‐
available—they could not respond, the magnitude of what was go‐
ing on was beyond their capability—yes, that certainly, after the
third weekend, was part of the advice.
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The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Is it your assessment
that it was on the third weekend that they were rendered unavail‐
able. I'll say “failed”; I'm going to use that language. There was a
failure of policing to adequately provide law and order in the na‐
tion's capital, on Parliament Hill. At what point in your assessment
did you believe that to be a risk to national security?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I can't give you an exact day, sir. I apologize
for that. What I will say is that—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Would you say that it
was early on, in your assessment? Did you contemplate that the
lack...? We've seen this in testimony now—the lack of confidence
among the RCMP, the OPP and the OPS? There was some pretty
clear testimony that those communications had broken down in
many fundamental ways, including operational planning. Would
you agree that there was a breakdown in those communications?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I would agree that certainly there was a
breakdown in communication, and the inability to create an opera‐
tional plan that was effective and executable was certainly a signifi‐
cant issue.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Why is that?
Ms. Jody Thomas: Why did it happen?
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Yes. I'll let you state it

plainly. Why was not having the police available to use legal reme‐
dies...? I'll just put the card on the table. When Mr. Beatty and the
drafters of this legislation first were contemplating the Emergencies
Act, I'm not clear they ever contemplated the failure and break‐
down of policing in the way that we watched and observed across
the country.

Would you agree with that?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I would agree with your assessment of the

Emergencies Act, yes. I think that in Ottawa, being the city of
protests, the information—and I use the term “information” in addi‐
tion to the word “intelligence”—that was provided and available to
police gave a very mixed message at the beginning, and that—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Just to be clear, some
were saying they were going to leave in a couple of days—

Ms. Jody Thomas: That's right.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): —and I think there
were some other reports that suggested this was protracted, and
they had no intention of leaving.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Exactly.

I think the police, being used to managing protests in this city,
thought they had a plan that would manage this situation. The mag‐
nitude of the situation and the number of trucks, and how en‐
trenched they became very quickly in the city, were underestimated
and a consequential issue.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): In your opinion, from a
threat assessment, how important was it for you to have the knowl‐
edge that there were members of Joint Task Force 2, members of
the RCMP security detail for the Prime Minister and, we're hearing
now, perhaps with leaks, that there were active-duty police officers
and military.

When you talk about threats of ideologically motivated violent
extremists, how important was it for you to understand that there
were people with logistical knowledge and capabilities that would
far exceed any typical protest you might see set up on the lawn of
Parliament Hill?

● (1855)

Ms. Jody Thomas: As that information became available, cer‐
tainly it was a concern—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): When did it become
available?

Ms. Jody Thomas: It was very early on, the first weekend, as
we started to understand who some of the players were, and we saw
the supply chains and logistics that were being built to support the
rigs staying in downtown Ottawa—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Yes. Actually, they had
an off-site supply station, for lack of a better term, where they
could get warm, get fed, get fuel and then come back.

This is what I'm challenged with. While that was simultaneously
happening, there was internal intelligence suggesting that these
folks were going to wrap it up. When we talk about quality of infor‐
mation and intelligence, where were you drawing your intelligence
from to make your decisions? Was it local, provincial or national?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for that.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'm sorry, Ms.
Thomas.

Mr. Green, your time is up.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): They're here for two
hours, Madam Chair, so we'll be fine. We'll come back to that.

Senator Boniface, the floor is yours.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Would you kindly
take a minute or so to answer Mr. Green's question, because mine
actually follows on his?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Do you mean on intelligence sources?

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Yes.

Ms. Jody Thomas: I have my expert on intelligence here, and
I'm going to ask him to step in.

We received intelligence from a number of sources: our own col‐
lection through CSIS, but also the OPP's collection, Project Hen‐
don—I didn't know the name of it, but certainly it was available to
the intelligence teams—our own assessment of open-source intelli‐
gence, and certainly the RCMP and their INSET teams.

Madam Chayer.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer (Executive Director, Integrated
Terrorism Assessment Centre): Thank you very much, Madam
Thomas.
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Yes, as Madam Thomas mentioned, there are several intelligence
agencies in town that were looking at this from their own specific
mandates.

With my organization, ITAC, I had the pleasure of appearing be‐
fore this committee a few months ago, if you remember. Our re‐
sponsibility is to assess the likelihood of a terrorism attack happen‐
ing in Canada and overseas. We looked at the situation from that
perspective and we shared our assessments and our reports with the
broader national security community in Ottawa, as well as with our
colleagues in other jurisdictions, such as law enforcement.

As you will have heard before, national security governance met
regularly during the events and each intelligence assessment agency
shared its relevant assessments with colleagues.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you.

Mr. Green, would you like to add something briefly?
Mr. Martin Green (Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet, Intel‐

ligence Assessment, Privy Council Office): Yes. I would briefly
add that I think it was during the first week, Mr. Green, when there
were more and more open-source reports with respect to former po‐
lice and former CAF members. There was one who said he was an
intelligence officer who, evidently, worked in my section, but I
found out that it was 20 years ago and he was on a short contract.

That was disturbing in terms of how sophisticated the logistics
and the intel might be.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you.

That leads, Ms. Thomas, to some comments you made around
the online information you were picking up. Clearly, the act, when
it was designed, did not have that in mind 30-some years ago.

Can you give us a sense of what that information was that you
were picking up online? How would you assess it in terms of esca‐
lation and de-escalation in relation to certain occurrences taking
place?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you very much for that question.

Madam Chayer is actually the best one to respond to that.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Absolutely, whoev‐

er....
Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: Thank you very much.

A lot of the IMVE rhetoric is being exchanged and disseminated
online, as we all know. Ever since the beginning of the pandemic,
really, we've seen a marked increase in IMVE rhetoric online and
on social media. The challenge with that is, as Madam Thomas
mentioned earlier, the people who disseminate the propaganda are
not necessarily the people who would mobilize to violence and con‐
duct an act of terrorism. What we have seen happening is that the
consumers of that rhetoric and that propaganda slowly, or some‐
times very quickly, radicalize and mobilize to violence, and then
conduct an act of terrorism.

During the convoy, the whole pandemic and still, we saw that
kind of narrative. It's very anti-authority and anti-government, but
also xenophobic and misogynistic.

Another challenge with the IMVE threats we're facing is that
some of my colleagues call it the “salad bar” threats, because peo‐
ple will not necessarily just focus on one set of grievances. They
can pick up many different things, depending on their own personal
circumstances, and get triggered. It's very hard to determine by
what and when, and what kind of active violence they might con‐
duct.
● (1900)

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you.

I have 30 seconds left.

In terms of the rhetoric that we see and we continue to hear, as
you say, how has it impacted internationally? I can get the answer
in my next question, but I have colleagues and former colleagues
working in New Zealand who had great concerns about what was
going on. I think all of that context, as an example, is reflective of
the environment we're in today versus at the time the act was writ‐
ten.

I'll hold that question until the end. I think I'm done.

We will move to Senator Carignan.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan (Senator, Quebec (Mille Isles), C):

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Thomas, would you please tell us about the legal opinion
that many people saw, but that we didn't? Who requested that legal
opinion on whether the Emergencies Act could be invoked?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I think that's a solicitor-client privilege ques‐

tion. The legal opinion is written by the Department of Justice.
There had to be a legal opinion to accompany the invocation docu‐
ment, but beyond that, I don't think I can say much more.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: Who was the client?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: It's the Governor in Council.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: All right.

Did you see that legal opinion?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I was aware of legal opinions along the path

as the determination was made to invoke the act.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: Did Mr. Vigneault see that legal opin‐

ion?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: Mr. Vigneault should speak for himself, but I

believe he had his own legal opinion.
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[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: Outside cabinet, how many people had

access to that legal opinion?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I can't answer that question.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Do you think many people outside cab‐
inet had access to the legal opinion?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm sorry, Madam Chair, but I don't know the
answer to that question. I wouldn't want to speculate.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: The client was the cabinet. The profes‐
sional who provided the service was the Minister of Justice, the At‐
torney General of Canada. The cabinet may therefore waive solici‐
tor-client privilege.

Did the cabinet consult you on the matter of waiving solicitor-
client privilege with respect to that legal opinion?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I was not consulted. I have not had a discus‐
sion on that question.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: I see.

What was the nature of the legal opinion?

Was it a decisive factor in your recommendation?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: The understanding of the Emergencies Act
and the elements of it was critical. My own recommendation was
based on the national security community and the information we
had at hand to advise cabinet on February 13 and 14.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: The list of all the people attending the
cabinet meeting, including the commissioner of the RCMP, is on
the record.

The commissioner of the RCMP sent an email to the Minister of
Public Safety saying that there was no obligation to invoke the
Emergencies Act and that other solutions were available.

When cabinet discussed the matter, did the commissioner of the
RCMP make even the slightest effort to say that she had sent an
email to the Minister of Public Safety? Did anyone who had seen
the email speak out?
● (1905)

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm certainly not going to talk about what

was discussed in cabinet. I think that is understood here. That ques‐
tion has been discussed. At the IRG, there's an opportunity for offi‐
cials to speak. The commissioner of the RCMP had that opportuni‐
ty. The reality is that the plan did not come together until February

17. After the Emergencies Act was invoked, it included authorities
afforded to police. The final plan was not ready until February 17.

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: The plan had been prepared in advance,
hadn't it?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: We had been hearing about plans for weeks.

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: What do you think was the major factor
in invoking the Emergencies Act in Ottawa?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Again, thank you for that question.

I've been very clear, I believe, that it was not one location that
caused the invocation of the Emergencies Act. It was the totality of
the blockades—

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Yes, but the other issues associated
with the blockades had been resolved. The problem was solved in
Windsor and Coutts. All that was left was mainly the protesters on
Wellington Street, where the hot tub and barbecue had been set up.

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question.

That's not actually true. There were blockades in Surrey. Coutts
was being cleared. The Ambassador Bridge was very tenuously
cleared. There was the situation on the Peace Bridge. There were
threats against Via Rail lines, and intelligence about conveys being
created to join and bolster what was going on in Ottawa—

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Ms. Thomas, I'm sor‐
ry.

Senator Carignan, your time is up.

We'll move to Senator Harder.

Hon. Peter Harder (Senator, Ontario, PSG): Thank you very
much, Chair.

Thank you, Ms. Thomas and colleagues, for being here.

I'd like you to describe to the committee how you formed your
view. I'm not asking what it was. It's important for us to understand
the process that the national security intelligence adviser goes
through and to be assured that the advice given is given to the Gov‐
ernor in Council in an unfiltered fashion.

Ms. Jody Thomas: In this particular circumstance, and it was
three weeks into my new job, so I'm not—

Hon. Peter Harder: You're very experienced at that point.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.
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What we did was use the community, as is always done in na‐
tional security events and is the purpose and the reason why the na‐
tional security adviser was created, post-911, to ensure a compre‐
hensive view of national security threats and defence-informed pol‐
icy issues, because each individual agency in the national security
community, CSIS, the RCMP, the Canadian Forces intelligence
command, Global Affairs' foreign intelligence group, CBSA....
There are many. IRCC has an intelligence group. They all collect or
assess intelligence in their very narrow mandates.

CSIS could see one element of the situation, and the Canadian
Armed Forces—if it's foreign intelligence—a completely different
perspective. What we want to do is to ensure that there is an as‐
sessed holistic view of threats, intelligence and information. We use
the intelligence assessment group for foreign intelligence. We don't
have that capacity, in the same manner, for domestic intelligence.
We rely on assessments done by groups like ITAC and information
from the national security and intelligence committee that Michael
MacDonald chairs, along with Public Safety, to build an under‐
standing and advice, because intelligence to decision-makers....

Intelligence is like a data point. It's like economic data. It doesn't
tell you what to do. It tells you what might happen. It gives you in‐
dications of events that could occur and it gives you some insight
into what is occurring, and you have to make decisions with that in‐
formation. It never tells you what to do and it's never a certainty.

We use all of the elements of the intelligence and national securi‐
ty community to build the information that we will give to govern‐
ment. I ensure that it is agreed with by the community before it's
provided.
● (1910)

Hon. Peter Harder: And that it is provided in an unfiltered fash‐
ion to all of the decision-makers...?

Ms. Jody Thomas: All of the decision-makers, yes.
Hon. Peter Harder: In that period of making the assessment—

obviously an ongoing one—did you ever receive a call from your
American colleagues or counterparts, asking what the heck was go‐
ing on?

Ms. Jody Thomas: It wasn't quite phrased that way, but yes.

The deputy national security adviser for Homeland Security in
the White House called me to talk about the Ambassador Bridge in
particular. There was interest in the IMVE movement in general,
for sure, but there was a very particular call about the Ambassador
Bridge and what could be done to unblock that.

The moment I got the phone call, the auto companies had all
called the White House and said, we're laying people off.

Hon. Peter Harder: It was a serious call on the part of your
American colleague.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Very much so, yes.
Hon. Peter Harder: Why did it take to the third week? Certainly

by the second week, by your earlier testimony, it was obvious that
the police failure was not going to self-correct. I was here along
with those colleagues who live in Ottawa and represent Ottawa.

My constant question to witnesses has been, what took you so
long?

Ms. Jody Thomas: There is a fine balance between acting pre‐
cipitously and waiting too long.

Going into the end of the third weekend, understanding the time
it would take to mobilize police and plan for a police action, for ex‐
ample, in Ottawa, we were going into a fourth weekend if action
wasn't taken. Having tried to use all of the existing authorities and
levels of government that we could to resolve the situations, both in
Ottawa and across the country, it was at that point that it was deter‐
mined we should act.

It is a question of was it too late, or was it too early, and I think
that will be debated for quite some time.

Hon. Peter Harder: Thank you.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Your time is up, Sena‐
tor Harder.

We'll move to Senator Patterson.

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson (Senator, Nunavut, CSG): Thank
you, Madam Chair, and to the witnesses.

Ms. Thomas, I'd like to just refer to some of your testimony. You
talked about the assessment of a threat to national security as com‐
ing from a totality of events, a broad sequence of events. You men‐
tioned threats against public officials. Would you be able to elabo‐
rate a little bit on that and what that meant?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you.

I know, again, that my colleague at ITAC has some information
that she can also share.

We saw an unprecedented number of online threats against the
Prime Minister, the Deputy Prime Minister, ministers, local Ottawa
politicians of all three levels of government and public officials
such as federal and provincial chief medical health officers. At one
point, Dr. Tam had to have close protection because of the threats
against her. We'd seen online rhetoric against members of the Prime
Minister's Office. They were serious threats. They were credible.

We had not seen that kind of rhetoric in this magnitude with the
kind of vitriolic language that we were experiencing at that time. It
started during the 2021 election, and it was growing. We really
reached a crescendo with some of the IMVE leaders and people
who follow those movements online. Some were in writing. It was
a significant concern.
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[Translation]
Mrs. Marie-Hélène Chayer: I'd like to add something to that.

Yes, we've been seeing that trend for many months now. Last
summer, you may have seen that a survey was conducted by Le De‐
voir, if memory serves me. Thirty-four per cent of responding fed‐
eral parliamentarians said that they had received death threats.
That's a growing phenomenon.

I'm concerned about it. Sometimes these threats are sent directly
by email or letter. In other instances, they're posted to social media,
where their reach is that much greater because many people see
them and then think it's normal, indeed even acceptable, to make
those kinds of comments and threats against parliamentarians and
senior officials.

Even though some individuals post these threats on social media
without intending to act on them, they can encourage people who
hear this kind of rhetoric to take action.

We're lucky not to have seen that in Canada, but we've seen these
kinds of threats carried out in other countries.
● (1915)

[English]
Mr. Mike MacDonald (Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet, Se‐

curity and Intelligence, Privy Council Office): Chair, can I just
add one more point of context?

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: I have only five minutes.
Mr. Mike MacDonald: The threat environment was such that

the RCMP protective services, the Parliamentary Protective Service
and the Sergeant-at-Arms changed the way to get into the Hill and
were providing shuttle services by protective policing around the
core of Ottawa into the Hill. It got to that level.

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: Thank you.

I'm going to try to get another question in, Madam Chair.

The public thought that the Ambassador Bridge blockade had
been stopped when the Emergencies Act was invoked. You said
that there were pop-ups to retake that bridge. What does that mean?

Ms. Jody Thomas: What we were seeing was online planning to
take the bridge back. The province and the City of Windsor had to
keep significant police resources on site in order to keep traffic
moving. The barricades stayed up for weeks, as an example.

We were taking everything we read online about potential con‐
voys very seriously. When we saw more trucks heading towards
Windsor with plans online, it meant that it was not yet guaranteed
that the bridge was going to stay open. The concerns were trade and
economic issues, but it diverted police resources. There was some
significant thought being given to that police resources were being
diverted deliberately.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Your time is up, Sena‐
tor Patterson.

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: Thank you.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Colleagues, we will

move to the second round of four minutes.

We'll start with Mr. Brock.

Mr. Larry Brock (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Thank you,
Chair.

Good evening, witnesses. Thank you for your attendance.

I'm primarily going to start with you, Ms. Thomas. I'm going to
be delivering a series of rapid-fire questions to you. I'll be asking
whether you agree with the statement or not. It will elicit a yes or a
no. I'm not seeking an explanation.

Would you agree with me that this country is bound by the rule
of law?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.

Mr. Larry Brock: You'd agree that every Canadian—including
the Prime Minister, his cabinet, senior public servants and, most
importantly, the Department of Justice—is also bound by the rule
of law.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.

Mr. Larry Brock: No one, including the Prime Minister, is
above that law.

Is that correct?

Ms. Jody Thomas: That is correct.

Mr. Larry Brock: Now I'm going to be delivering a series of
statements from former cabinet minister Perrin Beatty, who was the
chief architect of the Emergencies Act.

He said, “the committee should press for any information to help
Canadians understand the rationale for invocation, and test against
both the facts of the situation and the deliberately high threshold
that is required.” Do you believe that?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.

Mr. Larry Brock: He said that the Emergencies Act “is a blunt
instrument” because it is used where contingencies “can't be man‐
aged effectively in any other way.” Do you agree?

Ms. Jody Thomas: The Emergencies Act is a charter-compli‐
ant—

Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree?

Ms. Jody Thomas: It's more complex than a yes-or-no answer.

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

He said that invoking the act made “law enforcement easier”, but
“the issue is whether the deliberately high threshold was met, not
whether the powers given were useful.” In other words, it is
whether the powers they already had could have resolved the prob‐
lem. Do you agree with that?

Ms. Jody Thomas: That's how it was used.
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Mr. Larry Brock: In relation to freezing the bank accounts of
people associated with the protest, he said that new government
powers should be “conferred in a time of calm, not by a regulation
drawn up in a crisis.” Do you agree with that?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.
Mr. Larry Brock: He said, “The police were called upon to deal

with a breakdown in our political system.” Do you agree?
Ms. Jody Thomas: No.
Mr. Larry Brock: He said that if government were “to avoid

much more serious emergencies in the future, we must restore a ci‐
vility to our politics that allows us once again to disagree strongly
on issues without seeing one another as enemies.” Do you agree?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not a politician.
Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I would agree, but I'm not a politician.
Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

He said, “Our body politic is wounded at the present time. We
need to heal those wounds. We need to do it by treating each other,
as Canadians, with respect. We need to do so in a way that sets
aside partisan differences and puts the national interest first.”

Do you agree with that statement?
● (1920)

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.
Mr. Larry Brock: He said, “The obligation of Parliament at this

point is to do everything it can to try to heal the divisions that have
been created.” Do you agree?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not a parliamentarian.
Mr. Larry Brock: Would you agree with me that one of the

most important roles of a prime minister is to unite Canadians and
not divide them by engaging in name-calling?

Ms. Jody Thomas: The Prime Minister should protect Canadi‐
ans.

Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I agree with protecting Canadians.
Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree that the Prime Minister should

not be name-calling?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not going to comment on that.
Mr. Larry Brock: Okay.

You are aware that at the inquiry, the Prime Minister stated that
he did not call people who were unvaccinated names. Are you
aware of that statement?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes. I heard that statement.
Mr. Larry Brock: Would you agree with me that the Prime Min‐

ister stated on Quebec television in September 2021 that there are
people who are fiercely opposed to vaccination, who do not believe
in science and who are misogynistic and often are racist; that there
are not many of them, but they take up a lot of space; and that he
asked, as a leader and as a country, do we tolerate these people or
do we say, “come on”?

He repeated those same talking points during the unnecessary
2021 federal election. Do you agree that he made those statements?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I did not personally hear those statements. I
apologize.

Mr. Larry Brock: Would you agree with me that the Prime Min‐
ister either has a significant problem with his memory or he delib‐
erately and intentionally misled the inquiry?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Madam Chair, I don't think that this is fair
questioning.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Your time is up.

Mr. Larry Brock: She can answer the question. It's not up to
her, this witness—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan (Outremont, Lib.): I have point of or‐
der, Madam Chair. We do not need commentary on the witness's
testimony—

Mr. Larry Brock: —to question the validity and the relevancy.

Do I still have—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: The witness's testimony stands.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Can I give her an op‐
portunity to answer?

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not sure what the question was.

Mr. Larry Brock: I can repeat the question, Madam Chair.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: [Inaudible—Editor]

Mr. Larry Brock: She asked me to repeat the question. With the
chair's permission, I would like to repeat the question, Mr. Naqvi.

Would you agree with me that the Prime Minister either has a
significant problem with his memory or he deliberately—

Mr. Arif Virani (Parkdale—High Park, Lib.): Madam Chair, I
didn't hear your ruling on whether he should repeat the question.

Can you make a ruling, please, Madam Chair?

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I did. I told him to go
ahead.

Mr. Larry Brock: Can I repeat the question without being inter‐
rupted by the Liberal members?

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Would you kindly
proceed so that we can carry on?

Mr. Larry Brock: I will proceed without interruption. Thank
you, Chair.

Would you agree with me that the Prime Minister either has a
significant problem with his memory or he deliberately and inten‐
tionally misled the Rouleau inquiry?
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Ms. Jody Thomas: I believe that's a pejorative question. I won't
answer it.

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

Thank you, Chair.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Ms. Bendayan, you

have four minutes.
Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses who are appearing before us.

I understand that your advice to the federal government on
February 13 and 14 was based on the intelligence that you were re‐
ceiving from various sources. Is that your testimony here today?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question.

It was based on intelligence, yes, but also the actions being taken
by various departments and the national security and intelligence
community to work with their municipal and provincial partners to
resolve the situation.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: I thought I understood from Ms. Chay‐
er's testimony earlier that some of the intelligence you were receiv‐
ing at ITAC included international terrorist threats that could possi‐
bly take advantage of the situation.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: I'm sorry. Could you repeat that last
part?

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Were you concerned about any interna‐
tional threats to Canada at the time, given the lawlessness that was
going on?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: We actually looked into it, and our
concern and what we flagged in our report is that any violent ex‐
tremist organization could seize the opportunity afforded by events
like that.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Ms. Thomas, you mentioned earlier this
evening a frankly shocking discovery. The Globe and Mail reported
that newly unsealed court documents related to the conspiracy to
murder RCMP officers in Coutts show that investigators found two
pipe bombs, along with 36,098 rounds of ammunition, gas masks
and firearms. Thankfully, these pipe bombs were dismantled by an
explosives team. I also note that the CBC reported that one text
message, cited by police, shows that the bosses told the men to
spread the message that the real goal for the protest included alter‐
ing Canada's political, judicial and medical systems.

It seems that you are aware of this information. You also men‐
tioned that you were very concerned about the situation at Coutts.
Is there anything you would like to or can add to the reporting that
came out today?
● (1925)

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you very much for the question.

Other than the magnitude of it, the size and the behind-the-
scenes intentions, which are now public and confirmed what we be‐
lieved, I don't have anything to add. The determination to over‐
throw the government, whether here or through the use force in
Coutts, and the use of public dissent to change the government or to
have the government change public policy, including health policy,
was an underlying motivation of the convoys.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Thank you.

I thought I heard you earlier state that, having tried to use all of
the existing tools and authorities, by the third weekend of this
protest it was your determination that the federal government need‐
ed to step in. Is your testimony tonight that, based on the intelli‐
gence you had, all existing authorities and tools had been tried up
to that point unsuccessfully?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for that question.

I can't say they'd been tried, because there were opportunities to
use provincial legislation, and it wasn't used by the province.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: You said that you could not gain traction
with the province.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes, that's correct.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Thank you.

You also spoke about your call with the deputy NSA for Home‐
land Security in the United States. Are you aware of these...? You
described the seriousness of the call. To your knowledge, has any
such call ever been made by our American counterpart, and can you
tell us a little bit more about the seriousness of that interaction?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Ms. Bendayan, your
time is up. I'm wondering if she could just answer yes or no, and
then maybe pick it up in the next round.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: I think we should allow the witness to
answer.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): That's what I said.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: It's not necessarily yes or no, but an an‐
swer.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you.

The conversations with the White House, with the national secu‐
rity adviser and with the entire intelligence apparatus in the United
States are constant. My colleagues here at the table talk to their
counterparts all the time.

For me, this soon into my job, to have a call saying, “We need to
fix this. I need to talk to you right away,” with a person I'd not yet
met was a bit unusual. It was a very collaborative call. Our Ameri‐
can colleagues wanted to do whatever they could to assist us be‐
cause the economies are so joint.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Okay. I think that's
sufficient, thank you.

Mr. Fortin, you have three minutes.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Thomas, you say you were in constant communication with
your American counterpart. You told us that the means available in
Ontario weren't used.
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Did you speak with your Ontario counterpart, the person respon‐
sible for public safety in Ontario? Did you speak with him and ask
him what should be done about Wellington Street, and if he could
intervene? Were there any discussions on the subject?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you very much for the question. We
had what we call tripartite calls and tables, through all the various
departments that were trying to take action—through Public Safety,
through Transport Canada and with the policing agencies. We tried,
and you've seen the testimony from the province. We did try. We
were accused of trying to dump the problem onto Ontario. We were
trying to work with Ontario. Ottawa is not the district of Canada.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Did you speak with your
counterpart from—
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I don't have one directly.
Mr. Rhéal Fortin: You don't have one, okay.

[Translation]

You saw, as I did, that the barricades on Wellington Street were
ultimately removed by 2,000 police officers. In your recommenda‐
tions to the Prime Minister, did you tell him he should simply send
police officers to Ottawa, as was done to clear Wellington Street?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for that question. The Ontario po‐
lice act is how police are managed within Ontario. The Ottawa Po‐
lice Service makes the request to the OPP.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Did you recommend that
the Prime Minister intervene and send police officers to Ottawa or
ask other ministers to send in police? Did you recommend the po‐
lice operation to clear Wellington Street?
● (1930)

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I did not make that recommendation, no.

[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Why not?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: That was done through the policing channels

with the RCMP commissioner, who is our liaison with police. The
Prime Minister doesn't direct another level of government to send
police to a certain location.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Wouldn't it have been a
simpler, more respectful solution to invoke the War Measures Act,
or rather the Emergencies Act?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you.

Again, it's more complex than that. The police had been sent to
assist in Ottawa. They needed a plan to execute. Every discussion
came down to “How are you going to use the police officers? What
are they going to be used to do? What is your tactical and strategic
plan?” We were using the RCMP commissioner as our lead on that.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Fortin, I'm sorry.
Your time is up. We'll have another round.

Mr. Green.

Mr. Matthew Green: Thank you. I'm going to put my questions
through to Ms. Chayer. We know through a Guardian report that in
the lead-up to the occupation, ITAC made a recommendation and
reported to the government that there were likely going to be ele‐
ments of ideologically motivated violent extremists. Is that correct?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: We noted in our report that there
was a likelihood they would be there. ITAC doesn't do recommen‐
dations, however. We just assess—

Mr. Matthew Green: Sure. Did you note them? Was it provided
to you through security reports and intelligence that they were ac‐
tive and a part of the movement that was descending on the nation's
capital?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: The report that you're referring to, I
believe, was a non-classified report, a report that we shared with
the police of jurisdiction. It's based on open source.... It was based
on information that we saw in an open source.

Mr. Matthew Green: Given the reports of a discovery today that
this Coutts, armed, militia-like, for lack of better.... I'll put it to you.
This group that originally was a few lone wolves now had other
people involved. Was that part of your assessment? Were you aware
of any ongoing investigations into this group planning to engage in
this way in the lead-up to the occupation?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: I am not at liberty to discuss this is‐
sue.

Mr. Matthew Green: Is it something that you would prefer us to
go in camera for?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: No. It has to do with the level of
classification of those details. What I would say, though, is that,
you know, my job is to assess the likelihood of a terrorist incident.

Mr. Matthew Green: The question I put to you is whether you
were aware that there was an armed terrorist cell organizing with a
direct threat to the RCMP, concurrent with and infiltrating into the
occupation of the convoy movement.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: What I can say is that we were not
aware of the details of the police operations.

Mr. Matthew Green: Were you aware of the details of the orga‐
nizing through open source...? I would imagine much of this orga‐
nizing is happening online.
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Given all of the national security inputs that you had, you either
knew or you didn't. If you knew, you advised them. If you didn't,
would you not consider it a failure of national security that we
wouldn't know they were organizing in this way?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: I believe that I mentioned....

Let me rephrase. National security is a very broad topic—
Mr. Matthew Green: It's a question of whether you knew.
Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: Then, I believe I answered the

question, but—
Mr. Matthew Green: Okay. I'm going to put to you this last

question. I have 30 seconds left.

The notes you have prepared today, would you be willing to sub‐
mit those to the committee? In preparation for this, I'm assuming
you brought notes that you would, if asked questions, refer to. For
the consideration of this committee, I'm going to ask all witnesses
if they would submit their notes to the committee for the purpose of
our analysts and our future reporting.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes, my notes will be—
Mr. Matthew Green: Just to be clear, was that a no?
Mr. Martin Green: There are documents here that I don't think

I'm at liberty to share.
Mr. Matthew Green: Are you aware of the duty of candour, sir?
Mr. Martin Green: Yes.
Mr. Matthew Green: Are you aware that extends to the House

of Commons in terms of being a grand inquisitor of the land and
our having the complete ability to send for documents and other‐
wise? Are you aware of that?

Mr. Martin Green: Yes.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Green, your time

is up.
Mr. Matthew Green: This is a point of order, Madam Chair.

● (1935)

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Yes.
Mr. Matthew Green: Madam Chair, this is an ongoing issue we

have at this committee. I'm not sure, given all of the knowledge we
have here, whether they're being advised to obstruct this committee
or co-operate with this committee.

We were struck with a mandate that swore us in and gave us the
ability to go in camera. I would just put, through you to the wit‐
nesses, that we could go about this in a voluntary way, or we could
start to deal with motions at this committee that would demand the
documents, refusal of which would be, in my opinion, considered
obstruction of this committee.

I just want to make sure the members who are present here
tonight understand the seriousness of this committee and the pow‐
ers and parliamentary privileges we have as MPs.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Madam Chair, my binder will absolutely be
shared. We will share documents and work with the committee
clerk on any redactions because of TS-level material. There should
be no TS-level or secret-level material, but we will certainly share
our information.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you.

Mr. Glen Motz: I have a point of order, Madam Chair. I'm just
curious whether the clerks were able to send the cautionary notice
we agreed to last week to these witnesses prior to their appearance
today. That's all.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): The clerk is indicating
yes.

Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you.

We'll now move to Senator Carignan for three minutes, to be fol‐
lowed by Senator Harder.

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Thank you.

My questions will be for Ms. Thomas.

You're the security advisor to the Prime Minister. Where do you
get your basic information, the information you need to advise
him?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for that question.

The Privy Council Office is a consumer of intelligence. We don't
collect intelligence. We receive raw intelligence and some assessed
intelligence from the national security community, the departments
I listed earlier—CSIS, CSE, Global Affairs Canada, Canadian
Forces intelligence command—

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: The RCMP too.

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes, absolutely, the RCMP.

Some of it is assessed. Some of it is raw. Mr. Green's group does,
for foreign intelligence, an assessment of all of that to provide a
holistic view of the intelligence and what it could potentially mean.

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: You have access to all that information,
don't you?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I do.

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: When did you speak to the RCMP
commissioner for the last time before February 14?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for that question.

We spoke multiple times every day.
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[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: So you spoke many times a day on the

days leading up to February 14.
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes. We, I think, had provided information
about the timelines, the days we had meetings and the kinds of
meetings we had. The RCMP commissioner was at what we call
“DMOC”, the deputy ministers operations committee. There were
private conversations, one-on-one conversations—
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: I see. So you were always in contact
with her and you spoke constantly. Did you ask her if she had a
plan?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: It was not her plan because the RCMP at
that point in time.... The OPS was the police of jurisdiction, so it
was not her plan. She was reporting on the planning efforts by the
planning cell of the three levels of the policing units.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: I see.

Did you ask her whether means other than invoking the Emer‐
gencies Act could be used? Did you ask her that question specifi‐
cally?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I did not ask the commissioner of the RCMP
that question specifically.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Why not?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: It's because we were having continual con‐
versations regarding the two tracks of work: track one being exist‐
ing legislation, track two being new authorities. If there were pow‐
ers yet expended, the way the committee is structured, people put
their opinions on the table.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: I heard the Prime Minister testify be‐
fore the Rouleau Commission, and he said he was looking for a
way to do more.

Did you sense that the Prime Minister wanted to do more?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for that question.

I can't speculate as to what the Prime Minister was thinking
when he answered that question. The Prime Minister wanted the
convoys across the country and the blockades to end. That was the
question every day: How does this end?

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Senator Carignan,
your time is up.

Senator Harder, go ahead.
Hon. Peter Harder: Thank you very much, Chair.

Thank you again to the witnesses for their candour.

I want to talk a bit about the post-revocation work that you are
doing. I'm particularly concerned about whether the lessons learned
from this are in fact incorporated in the way you are working. I
have a couple of questions.

Is the focus on IMVE more prominent as a result of this experi‐
ence? Is there work under way? There was an announcement a cou‐
ple of weeks ago that they were going to have a celebration of the
event in February. Is there work that you are aware of to ensure a
better intelligence-gathering to assess that? Is there ongoing work
with our American colleagues because of the concerns for the eco‐
nomic well-being of trade routes, bridges in particular, that are at a
heightened level now of regular engagement?

Could you describe a little...I wouldn't say lessons learned at this
point, but a heightened operational awareness?

● (1940)

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you very much for that question.

I think Mr. MacDonald would be very useful, as he chairs the
ADMs, who do, as you know, the majority of this kind of work.

We are absolutely learning from what occurred and are trying to
ensure we have that incorporated, where we saw deficiencies, as we
go forward. “Freedom convoy 2023” was mentioned here today.
Mr. MacDonald has already chaired meetings to start looking at
how we're going to respond; DMs will be meeting for the first time
about it this week.

Our two biggest issues coming out of this are IMVE—Ms. Chay‐
er has spoken to that—and also, in a legal framework, a free speech
environment, how we understand open-source domestic intelli‐
gence.

That's a big issue. You can't just sit on Twitter and understand
what's going on. You need to use tools, artificial intelligence and
those kinds of things, looking for keywords, algorithms, to help you
understand what's happening. However, you need a legal frame‐
work to do that. Even though Twitter is public, there are still rights
to privacy, according to the privacy laws of this country. Under‐
standing the information and the trends that are out there without
associating it to individuals who are not persons of interest, law en‐
forcement or intelligence agencies is a big, complex issue. It's
something that we are focusing a significant amount of work on but
we don't yet have an answer to.

Mr. Mike MacDonald: Chair, I'll be very quick, in respect of
time.

There was an opportunity to actually put this in place and think
about how the governance worked and how we responded as a
community. There was the “Rolling Thunder” that occurred in
April, and there was Canada Day, which is a massive gathering. A
lot of the lessons and some of the ideas were put into the gover‐
nance and decision structures there.
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I would highlight one very important thing. I have a deeper rela‐
tionship with the Ottawa police and directly sit with them and talk
with them about these issues. That really didn't happen before. Al‐
so, with Operation Intersect in the national capital region—and this
is only Ottawa-specific—there are conversations around what the
future of Intersect could be, how it could expand, how it can share,
how it can co-operate more. So there are—

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. MacDonald, I'm
going to have to cut you off there. We've gone over the time. Thank
you.

Colleagues, we'll now move to five-minute rounds, if my notes
are correct, beginning with Mr. Brock.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Madam Chair, would this be an appro‐
priate time for a health break?

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): If it's the wish of the
committee, we can take five minutes.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Thank you.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): We'll suspend.

● (1940)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1950)

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): We will resume.

This round is five minutes. We'll begin with Mr. Brock.
Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you, Chair.

I'll go back to you, Ms. Thomas. It will be the same style of
questions. Maybe it will be the same answers. Who knows?

Would you agree that when it comes to determining whether the
government was really acting as a last resort, because no other law
would do, it's the Prime Minister's own explanation that matters?

Ms. Jody Thomas: No, it's broader than that.
Mr. Larry Brock: Would you agree that the government's own

legal interpretation of those things can only be evaluated according
to the Prime Minister's testimony, because all the legal opinions
have not been released?

Ms. Jody Thomas: You'll have to ask that again. I'm sorry.
Mr. Larry Brock: Justice Rouleau, in his opening remarks at the

inquiry, stated, “Uncovering the truth is [the most] important goal.
When difficult events occur that impact the...lives of Canadians, the
public has a right to know what has happened.”

Do you recall that?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I do.
Mr. Larry Brock: The Prime Minister, when first elected in

2015, promised Canadians that they would see the most open and
transparent government ever seen, and yet this inquiry has seen
hundreds upon hundreds of redacted pages from the government,
with little explanation as to the legal basis for such exclusion.

Would you agree that the actions of the Prime Minister and cabi‐
net ministers who have testified at the inquiry have frustrated nu‐
merous lawyers in their ability to drill down to the truth as to the
legal basis for the invocation of the act?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I think that the Prime Minister and ministers'
being on the stand—

Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree or not?

Ms. Jody Thomas: —was extraordinarily—

Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree?

Ms. Jody Thomas: —transparent. I do not agree—

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Madam Chair, the witness should be al‐
lowed to answer the question.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): She can answer.

Go ahead, Mr. Brock.

Mr. Larry Brock: Inquiry lawyer Gordon Campbell stated, “We
have from the beginning of this proceeding through till now at‐
tempted to find a way to lift the veil that has made such a black box
of what has turned out to be a central issue before the hearing.... We
just regret that it ends up being an absence of transparency on the
part of the government.”

Do you recall that statement?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I do not specifically, no.

Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree that Justice Minister Lametti
testified at the inquiry that the government didn't use the legal defi‐
nition within the Emergencies Act but rather used their own reason
but could not release it due to solicitor-client privilege? Are you
aware of that?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I did not see all of Minister Lametti's testi‐
mony.

Mr. Larry Brock: Are you aware that all of the ministers and
the Prime Minister are talking about solicitor-client privilege as a
basis for not releasing those legal opinions? You're certainly aware
of that.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Solicitor-client privilege—

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

Justice Rouleau pressed Minister Lametti on this issue, asking
how we would understand and pass judgment on the legal basis for
invoking the Emergencies Act, which is a central issue in the com‐
mission, when the government was not forthcoming on the legal ra‐
tionale. He then said, “I guess the answer is we just assume they
acted in good faith in application of whatever they were told.”

This is my last question. Do you agree with me that the govern‐
ment response that we should just trust them because they acted in
good faith when invoking the Emergencies Act is the complete op‐
posite of being open and transparent with Justice Rouleau, but—
most importantly—with Canadians? Do you agree with that state‐
ment or not?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Solicitor-client privilege is a long-standing
protocol in this country—

Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree with that statement?
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Ms. Jody Thomas: Solicitor-client privilege—
Mr. Larry Brock: Do you agree, yes or no?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I am not answering that—
Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

I cede the rest of my time to my colleague.
Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you very much, Madam Chair, and to my

colleague.

To ITAC, would you agree that contrary to the suggestions from
Ms. Bendayan, there are individuals and groups that attach them‐
selves to a protest and try to use that protest for their own ideologi‐
cal purpose? Would you agree with that statement?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.

Mr. Glen Motz: The suggestion has been made by Ms. Ben‐
dayan that the people in Coutts were somehow protesters, but they
were not. The RCMP has confirmed that.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Madam Chair, I never made such a sug‐
gestion.

Mr. Glen Motz: You did.

Anyway, Madam Chair, I'd like to take this opportunity in the
time that I have left, and beyond, to move the motion that was cir‐
culated to the committee. I will advise that my intent is to briefly
explain what it is, for those who may not know, and to adjourn the
debate on that until next meeting.
● (1955)

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): I have a point of order.

I want to be clear, Madam Chair, procedurally, that Mr. Motz is
taking this time for the intervention to give notice because, if I am
correct, the correct amount of notice time prior to the meeting did
not elapse. Therefore, procedurally, he can't table it and then ad‐
journ it. Those are different things.

Providing a notice verbally is one thing. Tabling it and adjourn‐
ing it is another.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Motz, I believe
the proper terminology would be just to give notice. I thought that's
what we had discussed.

Mr. Glen Motz: Fair enough. I will give notice that we will table
this motion.

Here's the idea behind it.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Motz, I just want

to inform you that you have about 25 seconds left.
Mr. Glen Motz: But this is not part of my intervention; this is

the moving of a motion.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Pardon me, then. I

thought it was. Go ahead.
Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you.

An area of significant discussion that we've had at this commit‐
tee has been whether the necessary threshold for the government to
declare a public order emergency under the Emergencies Act had

actually been satisfied. The matter of the interpretation of those
thresholds, including, especially, the so-called—

Mr. Arif Virani: Madam Chair, just on a point of order, I believe
Mr. Motz is explaining the rationale behind the notice he's giving
us—

Mr. Glen Motz: Yes.
Mr. Arif Virani: —and he is meant to be doing that during the

remaining portion of his questioning time, which is apparently 25
seconds, according to what you just said.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'm informed that it
doesn't count in your question time, but I'm wondering, Mr. Motz,
if you can make it as brief as possible since it's a notice of motion.

Mr. Glen Motz: Absolutely. I'd have been done already had we
not been interrupted so often, Madam Chair.

The matter of the interpretation of these thresholds, including es‐
pecially the so-called CSIS Act threshold about what constitutes a
threat to the security of Canada, has lately become a central issue in
the proceedings before the Public Order Emergency Commission.

You will all recall that when the Attorney General of Canada ap‐
peared before our committee on April 26, he insisted upon solici‐
tor-client privilege when questioned about these thresholds. In the
face of this claim, on May 31, the committee ordered—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Madam Chair, this is not a notice of mo‐
tion; this is a speech—

Mr. Glen Motz: —the production of all legal opinions upon
which the government determined—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: —of no consequence to the witnesses
before us. Maybe he has a question for the witnesses.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Motz, can you
wrap up the notice of motion, please?

Mr. Glen Motz: Yes.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): We can debate it next

week.
Mr. Glen Motz: I'm not debating it. I'm simply introducing this

particular motion that's going to be before us next week, for those
who might not understand what it is we're asking for.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Proceed.
Mr. Glen Motz: Transparency for Canadians is what I'm after

here. Obviously, those who are opposed to this aren't anxious about
transparency.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I appreciate that. Will
you continue, please?

Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you.

Evidence heard in the last few days of the commission has made
it clear that the government adopted for itself a broader interpreta‐
tion of the CSIS Act threshold than CSIS itself employs to justify
declaring a national emergency. The director of CSIS confirmed
that this was done on the strength of a legal opinion prepared by the
Department of Justice. The commission's efforts to probe these is‐
sues further have been repeatedly stonewalled by the government.
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Mr. Arif Virani: Madam Chair, I believe he's simply reading
from a cover letter that he distributed to all of us. We all got that
letter.

If that's the notice, then we don't have to be listening to this.
Mr. Glen Motz: It's not to you, Mr. Virani.
Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Then it can be discussed next week as

we just agreed, Madam Chair.

This is absolutely unacceptable.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Motz, can I just

ask you to wrap up? I think you got a fair bit on the record already.
Mr. Glen Motz: Our committee is uniquely positioned to assist

in getting answers for both the commission and Canadians, and
with the law of parliamentary privilege being of a constitutional na‐
ture, our committee and the House power supersede statutory law—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Madam Chair, if you have made a rul‐
ing, it can be challenged, and I so challenge that ruling. I do not un‐
derstand what is happening to this committee. Reading a two-page
letter into the record does not constitute giving a notice of motion.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Motz, are you fin‐
ished?

Mr. Glen Motz: With the commission's report being tabled in
less than a month....

Pardon me?
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'm asking you to fin‐

ish there.
Mr. Glen Motz: Yes.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you.
Mr. Glen Motz: Am I done?
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Yes, I believe you've

covered it. Thank you.

Mr. Virani, go ahead for five minutes.
● (2000)

Mr. Arif Virani: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Thomas, I'm going to start with you. Obviously, in the CSIS
Act, there's a definition of threats to the security of Canada. Para‐
graph 2(c) of that definition talks about “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...objective within Canada or a foreign state”.
There are also a few other categories.

Are you aware of that definition?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I am.
Mr. Arif Virani: Ms. Thomas, you testified in front of the public

order inquiry before Justice Rouleau, and obviously you were sub‐
jected to cross-examination by a number of different counsel.

The Government of Canada counsel at one point asked you some
questions regarding your understanding of the perceived aims of
some of the protesters, and you responded that you understood that
there were various aims, including the removal of the Prime Minis‐
ter. Do you recollect that testimony?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I do.

Mr. Arif Virani: Do you stand by that testimony?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I do.

Mr. Arif Virani: Ms. Bendayan took you to some articles that
were recently unearthed, given that a search warrant was unsealed,
I believe in the Superior Court in Lethbridge, Alberta. Some of
what was unearthed when that search warrant was opened was that
the leadership team that was orchestrating the Coutts blockade
talked about “the elimination of...the professional political class”.
That was one of the quotes. It also had information about the real
goal of the protest, including “altering Canada's political, justice
and medical systems”.

Are you aware of that information?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I am now.

Mr. Arif Virani: We know that Coutts was cleared on or about
February 13-14. Once Coutts was cleared, was it your understand‐
ing that the threat was over at the Coutts border, or did you have a
sense that threats continued to exist there or in other parts of the
country?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question.

When the Coutts situation was cleared, because of the weapons
found, we were relatively certain that Coutts would remain clear.
However, we were uncertain...and certainly had knowledge that Ot‐
tawa was far from clear. We were starting to hear the same lan‐
guage: weapons in the rigs, weapons in Ottawa, knowledge of
weapons.

For protection of the criticality of that investigation, the police
were keeping a very close hold, which I completely understand and
respect. When we were hearing the same language about Ottawa, it
would have been negligent not to make the same presumptions
about the potential of weapons in Ottawa.

Mr. Arif Virani: What would you say with respect to border
blockades in places like Manitoba, British Columbia, etc.?

Ms. Jody Thomas: We were increasingly concerned about
British Columbia. On the evening of the 13th, a vehicle rammed
through the border. On any given day, there was activity in a differ‐
ent location that was causing concern.

Again, the continual flow of intelligence was that pop-ups were
being formed to support...from the island to go to Surrey, from B.C.
to drive across the country to bolster Ottawa. The movement was in
fact—despite what happened at Coutts—growing, not diminishing.

Mr. Arif Virani: That was after the invocation of the Emergen‐
cies Act.

Ms. Jody Thomas: That was before the invocation.

Mr. Arif Virani: But your sense is that the threats continued.

Ms. Jody Thomas: They continued, yes.
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Mr. Arif Virani: Your job as national security adviser—I'm sor‐
ry to ask you such a trite question—is to provide advice to the
Prime Minister and to cabinet with respect to security threats.

Ms. Jody Thomas: I provide advice and information.
Mr. Arif Virani: This perceived threat, from your perspective,

would have informed your advice to the Prime Minister when you
were asked pointedly about whether the invocation of the Emergen‐
cies Act should occur.

Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.
Mr. Arif Virani: You also testified at the same inquiry before

Justice Rouleau with respect to the definition. I think this was to the
Canadian Civil Liberties Association counsel; I know there were
many counsel asking you questions.

I believe you noted that the definition of national security needed
to be modernized to reflect the nature of modern threats and that
different threats may not meet the current section 2 definition. Can
you expand on what you were getting at in that response?

Ms. Jody Thomas: When the Emergencies Act was written, the
presumption and understanding of threat at that time was something
manifesting probably overseas as a threat against Canada—hope‐
fully never to the extent of, but more along the lines of 9/11—rather
than what we saw on January 6.

With January 6, that kind of domestic threat is a movement
rather than a structured organization with command and control.
That is what terrorist cells, for lack of a better term, used to have, a
command-and-control situation where people were given their tasks
and they went and executed them.

The IMVE movement is exactly as has been described by my
colleagues here today. They are people with views, generally awful,
but lawful, as CSIS says, who can use social media to bring other
people into those views using misinformation and disinformation.
And that motivates people to act.

There have been—
● (2005)

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Ms. Thomas, I'm sor‐
ry, but Mr. Virani's time is up.

Mr. Arif Virani: Thank you, Ms. Thomas.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Fortin, you have

five minutes.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you,
Madam Co‑Chair.

Ms. Thomas, how many people were on Parliament Hill or on
Wellington Street at the height of the protests?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: The height of the protest was on the week‐
ends, and we had counts of 500 to 700 rigs and 8,000 to 10,000
people.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): I see.

If we found out today that another protest was being planned for
January and that an estimated 5,000 to 10,000 people would be on
the Hill, would you recommend that the Prime Minister invoke the
Emergencies Act?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: No.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Why not?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: With “Rolling Thunder”, which occurred
here in April or May, we saw that, with a proper understanding of
intelligence and information, working with the convoy or protesters
coming to the city, and the correct police response, in conjunction
with our colleagues across the national security community, such as
the team at Intersect, the Emergencies Act was not required.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Would you change your
recommendation if you learned that the protesters included individ‐
uals who intended to stay on Wellington Street for several weeks?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Again, I think different police and municipal
actions would ensure that people did not stay on Wellington Street.
Certainly, you can't get to Wellington Street in the same location
any longer. A different action would be taken, ahead of time, to pre‐
vent the settling in to the extent we saw in January and February.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): All right.

What would you recommend to the Prime Minister if you learned
that some of those protesters might be armed?

[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: If they were people of interest to CSIS, we
would recommend that CSIS speak to the RCMP about that. A po‐
lice action would be taken and an RCMP investigation opened. If it
is a police of jurisdiction issue, I have every confidence the Ottawa
Police Service would respond appropriately.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): What would you recom‐
mend to the Prime Minister if you found out that the protesters in‐
tended to move in with big trucks, as was the case a year ago, to
block Wellington Street or Sparks Street, that is to say Parliament
Hill?
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[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: Before any recommendation to the Prime

Minister, we would work with the police to ensure the trucks did
not stay. As we saw in Montreal, Quebec and Toronto—where they
did copycat convoys—when the trucks were not allowed to park,
they did not have the same problem.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Correct me if I'm wrong,
but my understanding is that the actual cause of the problem in Ot‐
tawa was that the police did a poor job or didn't do their job at all.
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not a policing expert. The police are do‐
ing their own review, and the inquiry will speak to the policing as‐
pects of this. However, in cities where the trucks were not allowed
to stop, they did not have the same problem.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): If faced with the same sit‐
uation today, how would you, as national security advisor, advise
the Prime Minister in view of the police's inaction and poor strate‐
gies?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: Would this be about a future event?
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Yes.
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: We would be very much engaged with the
RCMP and Intersect, and our colleagues in Public Safety and other
departments, to ensure that the proper level of response and plan
was in place, as we saw with the “Rolling Thunder” event and on
July 1 of this year.

I think the kind of protest, convoy or manifestation, whatever
you want to call it, that can come and is willing to stay is now dif‐
ferently understood, and the response would be different.
● (2010)

Mr. Mike MacDonald: Mr. Chair, for a bit more context, one of
the successes—
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): I only have 30 seconds
left, Mr. MacDonald.

Mr. Mike MacDonald: I'll be very brief.
[English]

One of the successes with “Rolling Thunder” was, in fact, the
role of the city and the decisions it took, which the Ottawa police
enforced.

Thank you.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you, Mr. MacDon‐
ald.

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Fortin, I'm sorry.

Your time is up.

[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you.

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Go ahead, Mr. Green.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Ms. Thomas, you de‐

scribed the traditional definition of a terror cell: people who are
ideologically motivated—although you said foreign, post-9/11—
but controlled by people who call the shots to people on the ground,
who would then carry it out.

Based on the information that, you're suggesting, you just found
out today, would you not consider the action at Coutts to be in line
with the traditional definition of a terror cell?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for that question.

It's a very important question, Mr. Green. I don't know enough
about it at this point to answer. I only know what we've all read in
the media.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): But you are aware that
they found significant.... Here's the challenge I have with, I'm going
to say, the underplaying of what happened at Coutts: the intention
to murder RCMP officers, the stashes of weapons found and the
pipe bombs.

I'll reference an interaction I had with somebody based on intelli‐
gence, because this really is about quality of intelligence and the
bias that remains in policing. There was a notation about ISIS as
potentially being a threat, without any reference to Christian do‐
minionism, to white supremacy and to the growing militia move‐
ments that we have here. Why is it that the language of terrorism is
only prescribed to people of colour, to religious minorities, and is
never rightly identified with what I deem to be one of the greatest
threats in this country, quite frankly, which is ethnonationalism and
white supremacy?

Put another way, given what we're hearing now—that this was a
cell that was taking direction from somebody—I'll put it to you in
another way to give you the opportunity to perhaps revisit your an‐
swer: How does that not meet the definition of a traditional terror
cell?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I have the terrorist expert beside me, so
I'll—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Okay. Let's put that
through.

Ms. Jody Thomas: I agree with you.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Okay. Thank you.

Let's allow ITAC, because this is an “either you know or you
don't know” kind of question, and if you don't know, given what we
just found out, that's a problem.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: Let me start.
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Every year, many times a year, we do an assessment of the na‐
tional terrorism threat level and we—
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Pardon me, Madam Chair,
but we're having trouble hearing Ms. Chayer.

Ms. Chayer, would you please adjust your microphone? What
you're saying is interesting, and I'd like to hear you.

Mrs. Marie-Hélène Chayer: Pardon me, but I have a very low
tone of voice.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you.
[English]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): I'll just note that my
time was paused at about 2:13:14. Thank you.
[Translation]

Mrs. Marie-Hélène Chayer: That's great.
[English]

As I was saying, we do assessments regularly of the threat level
for the country and we publish an assessment. In the last few itera‐
tions of our assessment, we did indicate that from ITAC's perspec‐
tive the most likely scenario involving a terrorism-like threat is
posed by a lone actor being influenced or radicalized to violence by
IMVE rhetoric. We've identified that as the main terrorism-related
threat.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Correct, but with
specificity, we've watched January 6. We've watched the rise of the
Proud Boys, and we've watched the mobilization of the Three Per‐
centers.

I'm from Hamilton. I've been dealing with this stuff for close to a
decade, which I knew about as a city councillor in Hamilton. It's
never referenced in any of the security reports here. The intelli‐
gence that came through was referencing ISIS. It is absurd.

The quality of intelligence determines the outcomes of opera‐
tional planning. Were you not aware that Christian dominionists
and ethnonationalists, i.e., white supremacists, were embedded
within this movement and posed a threat to national security? Were
you aware of that, yes or no?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: I will say that police operations, es‐
pecially the type of operation that we saw at Coutts, are a very
close hold for operational security purposes, so it's not abnormal
that I would not have been privy to those details.

What I can say—as I have said and as the director of CSIS is on
the record as saying—is that half of CSIS CT resources, counterter‐
rorism resources, are now dedicated to IMVE.
● (2015)

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Why do we use the
term “IMVE” for white nationalists and “terrorists” for people who
aren't white nationalists?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: No, actually we moved.... I use
“terrorism” all the time because it's in the name of my organization,
but when we talk about the threat, we talk about violent extremism,
which is motivated by religion—potentially any kind of religion—

politically motivated, or by ideology, and ideology is broad, on pur‐
pose, because there are different—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Respectfully, Madam
Chair, I have only 30 seconds left.

Will you acknowledge—and I think it's been put on the record
publicly—that there is a threat of infiltration within our Canadian
Armed Forces of ideologically motivated extremists based on white
supremacy and ethnonationalism?

Ms. Marie-Hélène Chayer: I would actually have to defer that
question to the Canadian Armed Forces.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Mr. Green, you seem
like you may have an answer to that question.

Mr. Martin Green: Well, I know that in some of the reports we
did we speak to what you've said, and these have been available to
you. Previous protests in Canada and the U.S. have seen populist
alt-right groups, white supremacists, conspiracy advocates, etc.,
prove adept at infiltrating, co-opting or even taking over grievance-
based protests.

In a lot of the material that we produced around what was going
on in Ottawa, I know for my part that we did not suspect that ISIS
was involved. It was quite the opposite, what we identified—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): The Ottawa Police Ser‐
vice had that in their intelligence.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Your time is up, Mr.
Green.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Thank you.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Green, can you
take the chair?

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): I certainly can.

Senator Boniface, you have five minutes. The floor is yours.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'm going to follow up
on Mr. Green's question, and I would like you to be as brief as you
can.

From the perspective of talking about violent extremism, and I
would say this from a policing perspective as well, it looks at all
types of groups. In fact, given the experience of January 6 and
such, there's concern in terms of the rise of extremism that is, as
Mr. Green rightly said, a white supremacist type of operation.

Am I seeing a “yes” to that?

Ms. Jody Thomas: You're absolutely correct.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you very much.
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I'm going to swing to a different topic, then, on the role of the
province. You alluded to this, Ms. Thomas, and I want to make sure
we're very clear on what participation you got from the province. I
think it's quite clear that there was little involvement. In fact, I
think the Minister of Public Safety indicated that he made attempts
on a number of occasions to speak to his counterpart and was un‐
able to do that. I spent 30 years with the province, and I'm still try‐
ing to figure out why that would be the case, given that Ottawa falls
within the province of Ontario. At the same time, I applaud the role
of the Ontario Provincial Police in the final days.

You said that you have no counterpart in the province of Ontario.
Do you have a counterpart in any of the provinces?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question.

There are provincial security officers, but it's quite a different
function, not doing similar roles.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): They would be for in‐
ternal security versus external, which is what you would work on.

Ms. Jody Thomas: That's correct.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): From this committee's

perspective, would there be a benefit in terms of having a counter‐
part you could speak to who would be more on what I would con‐
sider an operational level and not a political level? Would that make
the role easier, given the types of issues you're dealing with?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you for the question.

I'm not sure. Certainly, the deputy minister of public safety was
able to reach out to the security apparatus in the various provinces.
Mr. Di Tommaso, who is the—

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I know who he is.
Ms. Jody Thomas: He was at the inquiry. I think the fundamen‐

tal problem was that Ontario determined that this was a protest in
the federal capital because of the federal mandate, and was there‐
fore a federal problem. It was a much more complex issue than that.
They did not come to the table, to the extent that we would have
appreciated, because of that.

Certainly, at the OPP level, Inspector Craig was very engaged
and very involved. We've seen evidence of that.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I want to make it
clear. The province has not only an overarching responsibility for
municipalities; it's also responsible for policing in the province.
Was it your assumption that the province would play a bigger role
than they did, particularly for Ottawa? Was that the same in other
provinces?

I'm trying to get an idea of how it compares across the country.
● (2020)

Ms. Jody Thomas: Thank you.

It's different in each province, because it depends on who the po‐
lice of jurisdiction are. In some provinces, the RCMP are the police
of jurisdiction—

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'm aware of that.

Ms. Jody Thomas: —so it was a different response and a differ‐
ent level of engagement. The most striking problem in terms of
policing itself was in Ontario.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Okay.

In terms of your thoughts going forward, what changes would
you make in terms of that table? We were quite interested here that
the person in charge of emergency at the City of Ottawa didn't
know who the deputy minister of public safety was, and they'd nev‐
er met.

Given that we are in Ottawa, isn't there a role for every level of
government to protect our national capital?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I think that's a very important observation.
That is the point of intersect, which is all the police agencies and
those of us involved in the parliamentary precinct working together
to ensure that we understand the threats and potential situations that
could occur in the city of Ottawa.

The deputy minister of public safety hadn't previously been in‐
volved in that. The new deputy, and the one who just left, now are.
I think there are relationships that we could say we had not built to
the extent that we should have before this convoy. The previous
manifestations and protests had been left at the OPS level, and they
managed them.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you.

We'll move to Senator Carignan, followed by Senator Harder.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'd like to draw your attention to the tactical plan that was pre‐
pared by the RCMP, the OPP and the police services of Ottawa,
Toronto, York and Peel.

Have you read that document?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I have not.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Have you never looked at it?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: I've looked at it since, but I did not see it be‐
fore.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: When did you first see it?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: It was during the inquiry.
[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: When was that?
[English]

Ms. Jody Thomas: That was two weeks ago.
Hon. Claude Carignan: It was two weeks ago.
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[Translation]

So you saw this document for the first time two weeks ago.

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: Did you realize that it was prepared on

February 12, 2022?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I'd like to note there's no expectation that I

would see a tactical police plan in my job.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: All right.

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: That's number one. That started to be pre‐

pared on or about February 12. It was not completed until February
17.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: However, it was signed by all parties

on February 12.

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes. However, it was not a complete plan

with resources—

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: How can you testify that it wasn't the

complete plan if you saw it for the first time two weeks ago?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: It was not a complete plan with resources or

any understanding of how it would be used. The complete plan was
ready on February 17.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: I see.

You testified that, on February 13, you gave the cabinet

[English]

“a full picture of the factual situation”.
Ms. Jody Thomas: Yes.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: If you were unaware of the existence of

a plan prepared by the police services, how can you say that you
gave

[English]

“a full picture of the factual situation”?
Ms. Jody Thomas: I provided the information I was given by all

the agencies involved. They were all at the table when I provided
that information. That plan was not complete.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: Did you notice that they didn't talk

about you in that plan?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not part of the policing infrastructure.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: All right.

Did you notice that they discussed none of your organizations in
the plan, or the Minister of Public Safety or the Prime Minister of
Canada either?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: We're not...because it's a policing tactical

plan. We're not part of the policing—

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: Is it possible that the plan was tactical

but there was no need for you?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not sure what your question is.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: It's a simple question: don't you think

that the reason they didn't refer to you in the plan was that they
didn't need you?
● (2025)

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not a police officer. I don't purport to be

a police officer.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: What would you say if I told you it was

the plan that was implemented after February 14?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: The plan that was enforced on February 17

included elements of the new authorities under the Emergencies
Act.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: I see.

Which elements of the plan were enforced after February 14?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I can't answer that question for you. That's

for the police chief.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: I know why you can't answer; it's be‐

cause you didn't know.

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I did not know—
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[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: How can you explain the fact that you

were advising the Prime Minister of Canada on national security
but didn't contact police services to find out what was happening on
the ground and to ask them what plan they were preparing?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: You misrepresented what I said.

I reported what the RCMP told me, and what the other agencies
in the national security environment—in this federal infrastruc‐
ture—reported to me. If there was a plan and I wasn't told, that's
one thing. If there was a plan that could have been executed, then it
was somebody else's responsibility. I'm not the chief of police for
the federal government.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: No, but you advise the Prime Minister

on security.

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: That's right.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: All right.

Did you speak to Ms. Lucki from the RCMP and tell her that
there was a plan signed by her organization and that she hadn't told
you about it in advance?

Did you reprimand her?

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: Any conversation I had with Commissioner

Lucki is private.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: I see.

So when you discuss national security with the commissioner of
the RCMP, those conversations are private and not of public inter‐
est.

[English]
Ms. Jody Thomas: I'm not going to discuss a private conversa‐

tion I had with her here. The conversations and discussions we had
regarding the national situation across the country are on the
record. We have minutes of them all.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: My sense is that you advised the Prime

Minister…

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Senator Carignan,

your time is up.

[Translation]
Hon. Claude Carignan: …in your office tower without consult‐

ing the people on the ground.

[English]

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Senator Carignan,
your time is up.

Ms. Jody Thomas: That's not true.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): We're moving to Sen‐
ator Harder.

Hon. Peter Harder: Thank you, Chair.

I was going to ask about lessons learned, but I think, given the
interaction we've just had, it would be very helpful for you to re‐
view for this committee the relationship between intelligence and
security and policing, and why they are separate in their mandates
but they do have touchpoints.

Could you describe that for us again?

Ms. Jody Thomas: The principle of police independence is fun‐
damental in this country. I don't direct the RCMP, the OPP or any
provincial or municipal police force. We receive intelligence and
information to form a threat picture. There is intelligence that is re‐
tained by the policing agencies, the RCMP being one of them, in
order to execute operations such as the one in Coutts.

I had no expectation that I would see the tactical plan. I have no
ability to assess the tactical plan. We are not policing experts.
That's not what we do.

We relied on the commissioner of the RCMP to ensure there was
a tactical plan that could be executed, and she did that. In fact, the
plan that was put into play on or about February 17, and then
through the end of the clearing of Ottawa and the convoys across
the country, was aptly executed, led by the RCMP and the OPP.

Hon. Peter Harder: Could you also assure this committee that it
would be inappropriate for the Prime Minister or any minister of
the Crown to direct policing directly or through you?

Ms. Jody Thomas: Absolutely, and there was never a request to
direct police.

When Commissioner Lucki was aware of the situation in Coutts,
she spoke to her minister about it, as is appropriate, to tell him that
there was a police action under way.

Hon. Peter Harder: Thank you.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Are you finished, Sen‐
ator Harder?

We'll move to Senator Patterson.

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Thomas, you talked about the definition of a national securi‐
ty threat, and you said that the definition is assigned a meaning but
that it “requires a broad interpretation”. As I understood it, you
were saying that it requires a broad interpretation beyond the defi‐
nition in the act in paragraph 2(c).

Can you elaborate on that, please?
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● (2030)

Ms. Jody Thomas: Paragraph 2(c) describes a situation where
CSIS has an identifiable group or individual who is going to take
action and they can then collect intelligence on that individual or
that group. It doesn't then allow the RCMP to take action. It means
that they can, within their mandate, now act, which is generally col‐
lecting intelligence on that individual.

That definition does not enable the kind of authorities that were
required to end a situation such as the convoys and the blockades
and the occupations that we were faced with across this country in
February 2022.

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: Thank you.

We've just been talking about policing, so I'd like to ask you
about a remark you made in your opening comments: that, as I un‐
derstood it, you “determined” the police in Ottawa could not re‐
spond. I think this was around the third weekend that you were say‐
ing that. After three weeks, the police could not respond.

I'd just like to ask you, do you have an opinion as to whether the
root cause of this situation—which, as you have explained, got out
of control—was a failure of policing in the city of Ottawa?

Ms. Jody Thomas: As I said, I'm not a policing expert. I think
there was an underestimation of the intention of the people who
came to Ottawa. It was seen more as a traditional protest, which Ot‐
tawa Police Service manages constantly. The situation rapidly—
Chief Sloly said from the Saturday of the first weekend—became
beyond the capacity of the Ottawa Police Service. Immediately, we
saw impacts on the city of Ottawa. The Rideau Centre closed that
Saturday, so it was, from the first weekend, different from anything
that had been experienced.

It took some time to understand how large it was—how embed‐
ded it was, how entrenched it was, what the logistics supply chains
were and how much money was fuelling it, which allowed people
to stay—and that we were not able to use existing authorities, or the
existing authorities were not used, in order to resolve the problem.

While Ottawa was the biggest, I do repeat that this was a national
crisis. There were instances across the country.

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: In your testimony, you said that
better relations have been developed between your office and others
as a result of this experience with the convoy.

Could you tell us if there are any other lessons learned or new
practices that have resulted from this experience?

Ms. Jody Thomas: I think there are some lessons learned but yet
to be executed on—that is, understanding the open-source intelli‐
gence problem that I spoke about earlier.

I think—and this is something that the Clerk of the Privy Council
said to us frequently—that police and national security people see
things like convoys and protests all the time. This was different. I
think it goes to Mr. Green's point, if I may, that we underestimate
and underestimated—probably no longer—the ideologically moti‐
vated extremists. This problem exists in Canada, and it is here to
stay. We need to understand what it is and have the tools to do
something about it.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): That's the end of your
time, Senator Patterson. Thank you very much.

May I take this opportunity to thank our guests for joining us? I
know it's been a long two hours, but we're grateful for your appear‐
ance before us. We thank you, all, for coming.

Colleagues, it will be about a seven-minute break so that we can
bring in our next witness by video conference.

Thank you.

● (2035)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (2040)

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I call the meeting
back to order.

For our second panel this evening, we're joined by Jacob Wells,
co-founder of GiveSendGo.

Mr. Wells, thank you for joining us.

Mr. Jacob Wells (Co-Founder, GiveSendGo): Thank you for
having me.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I will remind you that
translation is available through the globe icon at the bottom of your
screen.

You will have five minutes for opening comments if you wish to
add anything. I know you've provided us with a document.

Go ahead.

Mr. Jacob Wells: Thank you.

Good evening. Thank you to the chair and the committee mem‐
bers for inviting me to speak.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): I have a point of order.

[English]

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Sir, if you can just
wait for a minute, we have a point of order.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Madam Chair, were the
sound checks done with the witness before he testified?

[English]

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Yes.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Were those checks satis‐
factory?

[English]

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Yes.
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[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you, Madam Chair.

[English]
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'm sorry, sir. Go

ahead.
Mr. Jacob Wells: All right. Thank you.

Good evening. Thank you to the chair and the committee mem‐
bers for inviting me to speak.

My name is Jacob Wells. I am a co-founder of the crowdfunding
platform givesendgo.com.

I'm humbled by the opportunity to participate in these proceed‐
ings, and I'm pleased to answer any relevant questions you have re‐
garding the campaigns on GiveSendGo.

I'm amazed to see the growth of GiveSendGo since its inception
eight years ago. It was established with one simple mission, which
is to share the hope of Jesus through crowdfunding. It's my honour
to be able to share that same hope with you today.

Our goal was to create a fundraising platform that brought the
utility of online fundraising to the truth that life consists of more
than just money and the material world. Again, our mission is to
share the hope of Jesus through crowdfunding. Some of the ways in
which we achieve this are by calling and praying with our cam‐
paign owners and sharing the hope we have through the messaging
on our platform and our correspondence with our givers and other
users.

Over the past eight years, GiveSendGo has become a leader in
the online fundraising space and is now available in over 80 coun‐
tries. Through our platform, millions of dollars are raised annually
to help meet the needs of people and organizations in fulfilling their
missions. Though much of what we will be discussing this evening
revolves around a domestic humanitarian campaign that became
politicized and international, the vast majority of campaigns on
GiveSendGo are created by individuals raising money to meet
needs such as medical bills, tragedies and mission trips.

One of the distinctions between GiveSendGo and other crowd‐
funding platforms is that GiveSendGo views itself as a service that
allows the raising of funds for legal activities without discrimina‐
tion. I, as a veteran of the United States Navy, and we, as a compa‐
ny, value freedom and the sacrifices paid for us to live in that free‐
dom, even on matters that we may not personally agree with but are
legal by the laws of our governments. Rather than make decisions
about what types of legal activities we will host, GiveSendGo has
largely chosen to allow the law to determine those boundaries.

I want to be very clear: We do have a verification team that does
due diligence to ensure that the goals that are stated in campaigns
we host are legal endeavours and that the recipients of the funds
raised are identified and verified to use online payment services. As
our payment processor does the same, we feel that campaigns on
our platform are vetted thoroughly before any funds are disbursed.
We then rely on the existing law enforcement agencies to do their
job in investigating and enforcing any laws that are violated.

With that being said, I welcome your questions.

Thank you very much.

● (2045)

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you very much,
Mr. Wells.

We'll begin our five-minute rounds, starting with Mr. Brock.

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Good evening, Mr. Wells. Thank you for your appearance
tonight.

Mr. Jacob Wells: Good evening. Thank you.

Mr. Larry Brock: I have a few questions to ask you for the next
five minutes or so.

I want to start by highlighting what I deem to be the most impor‐
tant feature that distinguishes your crowdsourcing funding opera‐
tion from your competitors, particularly GoFundMe. That is that
you believe in the value of freedom.

Would that be a fair statement to summarize it succinctly?

Mr. Jacob Wells: That is fair. You are correct.

Mr. Larry Brock: You were aware fairly early on that Go‐
FundMe was initially involved in the “freedom convoy” movement,
before your organization, and subsequently withdrew its support.
You were aware of that.

Mr. Jacob Wells: We were.

Mr. Larry Brock: We questioned the legal representative of Go‐
FundMe at great length. I understand they were actively engaged in
dialogue with the Ottawa Police Service.

Can the same be said for your organization, during those early
days leading up to police involvement, which disbanded the move‐
ment entirely?

Mr. Jacob Wells: We were not involved with any police force in
Ottawa or Ontario. We were not contacted by any and didn't recip‐
rocate. We didn't have any contact.

Mr. Larry Brock: Within six days of the arrival of the “freedom
convoy” in Ottawa on January 28.... We have GoFundMe on record
saying that on February 2—many days before they cancelled their
service—they were invested in assisting the police in ending the
funding.

Did you ever take that approach with respect to the “freedom
convoy”?

Mr. Jacob Wells: No, we did not.

Mr. Larry Brock: Were you ever contacted by any federal gov‐
ernment official to discontinue your support for the “freedom con‐
voy”?

Mr. Jacob Wells: No, we were not.

Mr. Larry Brock: I know this might be a question you will get
from other members of this committee, so I thought I would deal
with it right from the get-go.
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I understand there were two sources of crowdfunding affiliated
with your company. One was the “adopt a trucker” crowdfunding,
and the other was the “freedom convoy 2022” donation.

Is that accurate?
Mr. Jacob Wells: That is correct.
Mr. Larry Brock: Of the “adopt a trucker” crowdfunding, am I

correct with these numbers? According to your company, a total of
just under $600,000 U.S. was raised.

Mr. Jacob Wells: That sounds correct.
Mr. Larry Brock: The majority of that, to the tune of 55%,

came from our host country, Canada.

Is that correct?
Mr. Jacob Wells: From a value percentage, it was 59%.
Mr. Larry Brock: That's correct.

Roughly 41% originated from the United States.
Mr. Jacob Wells: I believe it was 37%, value-wise.
Mr. Larry Brock: Okay.

From other countries, it was just under $20,000.

Would that be accurate?
Mr. Jacob Wells: That sounds about right.
Mr. Larry Brock: Of the other country contributions, do you

have a number with respect to the Russian Federation?
● (2050)

Mr. Jacob Wells: I do not believe we noticed any donations
coming from Russia. In looking at it, I didn't notice any. I can go
back and, if there are, provide that for you. However, I don't believe
there are any.

Mr. Larry Brock: Were you aware that politicians in our coun‐
try, as well as our national, taxpayer-funded media, the CBC,
broadcast that there were Russian influences with respect to this
convoy and money coming from that country? Were you aware of
that?

Mr. Jacob Wells: I believe I became aware of that later, after the
fact. That is something I recall, but I don't believe I knew it in that
moment.

Mr. Larry Brock: Okay.

With respect to the “freedom convoy” donations, I understand
there were a total of just over 113,000 donors.

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct.
Mr. Larry Brock: That's just under 40,000 donations from

Canada.
Mr. Jacob Wells: Yes, that's correct.
Mr. Larry Brock: Okay.

I'm out of time. I'm sure one of my colleagues will pick up the
narrative, on that point.

Thank you.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you, Mr.

Brock.

We're moving to Mr. Virani.
Mr. Arif Virani: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Wells, for rejoining us.

I'm going to pick up where you indicated, to Mr. Brock, that you
were aware GoFundMe stopped giving the “freedom convoy”
protesters in Canada money, and you stepped into the breach.

Is that correct?
Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct.
Mr. Arif Virani: GoFundMe stopped giving the “freedom con‐

voy” protesters money because they deemed their actions were no
longer peaceful. They said they'd become “an occupation”, so you
stepped into that fundraising void.

Is that correct? Are you aware of that?
Mr. Jacob Wells: I wasn't sure of the terminology that Go‐

FundMe used. We don't take our policy from GoFundMe.

The convoy approached us. Campaigns come to our platform of
their own volition all the time.

Mr. Arif Virani: You said that you had a verification team and
that you always have a verification team for your campaigns and on
your platform. There were unlawful activities that were occurring
with these protesters that turned into a blockade. There were things
like assaults, threats and damage to property. In fact, the Ottawa
Police Service testified at this committee that 500 arrests were
made.

Did your verification team verify any of that?
Mr. Jacob Wells: What we verify with a campaign is the identi‐

ty of the people involved and what they are advocating for. There's
always—

Mr. Arif Virani: Did you make any efforts to ascertain whether
illegal activity was occurring?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Yes. We did.
Mr. Arif Virani: You indicated that you were not in contact with

the Ottawa Police Service. Is that correct?
Mr. Jacob Wells: That is correct.
Mr. Arif Virani: Did you continue to make available to individ‐

uals who were part of the “freedom convoy” property that was be‐
ing used to fund and support the blockade?

Mr. Jacob Wells: I'm sorry. I missed that question.
Mr. Arif Virani: Did you continue to make available property

funding to individuals who were participating in the blockade?
Mr. Jacob Wells: No. The campaign on GiveSendGo didn't have

anything to do with the blockade. It was specific to Ottawa.
Mr. Arif Virani: There were people who described what hap‐

pened in Ottawa as a blockade, including the former mayor of Ot‐
tawa, for example.

Let me move to my next question.
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The Premier of Ontario, Doug Ford, sought an injunction to pre‐
vent you from distributing funds to the people who were accessing
the funds on your platform. When that injunction was obtained in
the court in Ontario, did you respect that court order?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Yes. No funds were distributed.
Mr. Arif Virani: Can you explain to me a tweet that was posted

on your platform? It's from the same day that the injunction was
obtained. This is from the GiveSendGo Twitter account on Febru‐
ary 10. It says:

Know this! Canada has absolutely ZERO jurisdiction over how we manage our
funds here at GiveSendGo. All funds for EVERY campaign on GiveSendGo
flow directly to the recipients of those campaigns, not least of which is The
Freedom Convoy campaign.

Why are you tweeting about that if you're respecting court or‐
ders?

Mr. Jacob Wells: To be honest, I'm not exactly sure who tweet‐
ed that, but there were a lot of elements involved. GiveSendGo
took this as an opportunity as a business and we advanced our plat‐
form as a result of it, but the campaign and the funds that were
coming from that campaign, in particular, were coming here to the
U.S.

As accounts go and as court orders go, there are jurisdictional is‐
sues and the jurisdiction was abided by, according to the jurisdic‐
tion of where funds were.
● (2055)

Mr. Arif Virani: Actually, the events, as we've heard at this
committee, indicate quite the opposite. The money would go from
GiveSendGo to a Canadian bank and then to an individual blockad‐
er. It was the Canadian banks that accepted the authority of the ju‐
risdiction of that decision. It wasn't GiveSendGo at all.

Do you have a response to that?
Mr. Jacob Wells: The funds for that campaign were coming to

the United States. They weren't going to a representative in Canada.
The funds were being held here in the United States, which was
outside of the jurisdiction of the Canadian court.

Mr. Arif Virani: Right. That explains your tweet. However, ulti‐
mately, when the funds get released—I'm not talking about the do‐
nation of the funds; I'm talking about the release of the funds—they
go via a Canadian bank to an individual.

My question to you is, were you at all concerned? If you weren't
concerned about the impact on the Canadian economy, were you
concerned about the fact that auto industry shift workers were being
stopped and shifts were being closed in places like Kentucky, Ten‐
nessee, Michigan and Ohio?

Did you have a sense of the impact of your funding these illegal
blockades on the American economy?

Mr. Jacob Wells: There was no impact of the fundraising cam‐
paigns, because the funds never reached the convoy. To say that
there was an impact would be a misstatement, because they never
reached the convoy to have an impact.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Virani, your time
is up.

We'll move to Mr. Fortin.

You have five minutes.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Wells, in response to questions from our colleague
Mr. Brock, you read out some statistics on a breakdown of the
funds that you had raised and the individuals to whom they were
disbursed.

What exactly is in that document? What information does it con‐
tain?

Did you hear my question, Mr. Wells?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: I didn't get a translation on that.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Madam Chair, I would
like the clock to be stopped. I could start over once we have inter‐
pretation back. We should check with the interpretation service.
[English]

The Joint Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Mark Palmer): Mr.
Wells, I just want to confirm that on your Zoom screen, on the bot‐
tom, you have a globe that says “interpretation”. If you choose in‐
terpretation, you can choose the English translation to make sure
you're getting English translation.

Mr. Jacob Wells: I just did that. Thank you.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Can you hear me,
Mr. Wells?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: Yes. Thank you.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): All right, thank you.

I'll start over from the beginning, Madam Chair.

Mr. Wells, in response to questions from my colleague
Mr. Brock, you read out a document that seemed to contain a break‐
down of funds raised and their source. You gave us amounts and
percentages.

I'd just like you to tell me exactly what information appears in
that document.
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: The information on that document is exactly
that, just a breakdown of the number of givers, the percentage of
the number of givers from each country—the primary country is
Canada, and the U.S., and then all others—from an individual
standpoint of the number of donors, and then a value standpoint.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Would you please send us
a copy of that document, Mr. Wells?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: I can have one submitted to you.
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[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you. The clerks

will contact you regarding that.

Mr. Wells, I understood from your testimony that you weren't in
contact with the police at any time regarding the events surrounding
the "freedom convoy". Is that correct?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): If police officers or gov‐
ernment officials had contacted you and requested information on
the sources of the funds and the amounts in question, would you
have cooperated with the authorities on that matter?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: We most definitely would have.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Were you aware of any
movements that might be characterized as terrorist or movements
aiming to overthrow the Canadian government that might be in‐
volved in the fundraising operation you conducted with GiveSend‐
Go?
● (2100)

[English]
Mr. Jacob Wells: No. We were not aware of anything like that.

[Translation]
The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): As I understand it, the

funds that you raised came partly from the United States and partly
from Canada, and another, very small part came from other coun‐
tries. My understanding is that it was people who wanted to con‐
tribute to the "freedom convoy" because it claimed to be in favour
of individual freedoms. That was the only reason those people con‐
tributed to your GiveSendGo campaign. Is that correct?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: Yes, that's correct.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): What would you have
done if you had known that the purpose of some of the activities of
the "freedom convoy" was to overthrow the government or to con‐
duct terrorist operations in Canada?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: If there was any evidence of any illegal activi‐
ty being committed by the receivers of the funds, we would have
shut it down.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you, Mr. Wells.
[English]

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'll move to Mr.
Green.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Thank you very much.

Mr. Wells, in your opening statement, you referenced that the
simple mission of GiveSendGo is “to share the hope of Jesus
through crowdfunding.” Do you consider your organization or your
company to be a Christian organization?

Mr. Jacob Wells: We do.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Do you have any non-
profit entities or faith-based groups attached to your company?

Mr. Jacob Wells: We recently started GiveSendGo Charities.

Mr. Matthew Green: Is that through a faith-based charitable
number through the IRS, or is that through a non-profit just regis‐
tered to your company as a corporation?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Currently it's through a faith-based...but it's
becoming through a non-profit organization.

Mr. Matthew Green: So currently you receive tax exemptions
based on the faith-based nature of the charitable wing of your cor‐
poration.

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct.

Mr. Matthew Green: Okay.

We also understood, in your mission, that you were kind of a
champion for free speech. In your testimony on March 3 in front of
SECU, there is an exchange with Ms. Pam Damoff that talked
about the Ku Klux Klan. I want to give you the opportunity to use
your free speech and clarify whether or not you support the Ku
Klux Klan in any way.

Mr. Jacob Wells: No. I absolutely abhor what the Ku Klux Klan
and any supremacy organization would stand for.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Would that also in‐
clude the Proud Boys?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Would that include the Proud Boys? I'm not
overly familiar with what their—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Have they ever used
your platform to raise funds, the Proud Boys in the United States of
America?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Some Proud Boys have, yes.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Are you aware that
Proud Boys is listed as a terrorist entity in Canada, sir?

Mr. Jacob Wells: I have become aware of that, yes.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Were you aware of that
through your due diligence process, when you were looking at pos‐
sible links between the terrorist entity listed here in Canada and
perhaps involvement with the convoy?

Mr. Jacob Wells: What we do in our verification process is that
we vet the people who are receiving the funds, not [Technical diffi‐
culty—Editor].

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): How do you do that?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Through the systems already in place of terror
watch-lists, people—
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The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): So you would have
known if anybody was listed as a Proud Boy and might have had
some interest in this. Are you stating that you would have had sys‐
tems in place to ensure that this was the case?

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct for the—
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Okay.
Mr. Jacob Wells: We verify the receivers of funds.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Knowing that they're a

terrorist entity, would you continue to platform Proud Boys?
Mr. Jacob Wells: Not in Canada.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): But you would in the

United States.
Mr. Jacob Wells: They're not considered a terrorist organization

in the United States.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Okay.

When you use your simple mission “to share the hope of Jesus
through crowdfunding”, in your testimony you talked about how
you would engage with these clients to share the hope of Jesus. Is
that correct?

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct. Yes.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Did you do that with

multiple serial killer Kyle Rittenhouse, sir, when you raised funds
for him? Did you share the hope of Jesus with Kyle Rittenhouse?

Mr. Jacob Wells: We call every campaign owner and we do pray
with them about the issue they have going on. I don't—

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Serial killer Kyle Rit‐
tenhouse—you prayed with him and raised money for him?

Mr. Jacob Wells: The young man who was exonerated in U.S.
courts for self-defence...?

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): You raised a quarter of
a million dollars for Kyle Rittenhouse.

Mr. Jacob Wells: It was three-quarters of a million.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Okay.

As it relates to the 2021 United States Capitol attack, PayPal sus‐
pended your payments to GiveSendGo during a campaign to raise
funds—

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's incorrect.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): —following the attack
on the U.S. Capitol. Is that correct?

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's incorrect.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): So you did not raise

any money for people involved in the United States Capitol attack.
● (2105)

Mr. Jacob Wells: Not that I'm aware of. We had fundraisers pri‐
or to January 6 for people going to a rally in Washington, D.C. That
was the extent of those campaigns—to get airfare and lodging in
D.C. on the days...for the rally that was happening on January 6,
yes.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Knowing what you
know now, given all the hearings that have happened, would you

classify that as a rally, sir? Was that a lawful rally, which resulted in
the murder of a Capitol Hill police officer? Was that a lawful rally,
in your opinion?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Well, it sounds like you're stating misinforma‐
tion.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Was an officer not
murdered? I'm sorry, sir, I'm not from the United States. Was an of‐
ficer not murdered on the Capitol?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Not to my understanding, no.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Perhaps we have better
access to your media than you do, sir.

The Canadian convoy protest is another controversial entity that
you've picked up. What I'm suggesting here, sir, is that there is a bit
of a theme with some of the activities you are involved in that tip‐
toe around a grey area. I'm just wondering how you profit from
that. I'm wondering, in terms of your....

I see that I am out of time. I'll come back to the witness at the
appropriate time.

Thank you.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you, Mr.
Green. Thanks for understanding.

Can you take the chair, Mr. Green?

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): I certainly can.

You have five minutes.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you very much.

Thank you for appearing with us today.

I'd like to understand in a little more detail the verification pro‐
cess. I'm not as familiar with your platform. What you call verifica‐
tion and maybe what I call verification might be different. Can you
walk me through that?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Sure. Thank you for the question.

When somebody comes onto GiveSendGo, prior to going
through a process called KYC, or “know your customer”, which is
a regulatory process of identifying who the person is who is receiv‐
ing funds, we allow campaigns to begin receiving funds. Prior to
them receiving those funds, they go through a process of becoming
identified through a social security number or a licence or some
form of identification. That's matched against all sorts of databases
to make sure they're not on a list or not able to use the financial sys‐
tems that are in place. If they are flagged because they are on one
of those lists, then they are not able to receive those funds.

In partnership with that, we read through the campaign and what
the campaign is requesting funds for. We ensure that it adheres to
the laws of the land, that they're not doing things that are illegal and
that they are not trying to raise money to go murder somebody or
do something illegal. We ensure that their ask is a legitimate ask.
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The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): In this case, would
you be looking at the laws of the land, as you say, in Canada—

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): —or are you talking

about the U.S. because that's where you are?
Mr. Jacob Wells: When people onboard from foreign countries,

they go through that same process that's required of that country for
them to be able to access the financial system, so everybody who
comes on board in Canada goes through the process of being veri‐
fied in Canada according to the Canadian standards for being able
to access the financial system.

That's how we vet people.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): You mentioned social

security numbers. Would you have access to those numbers in
Canada? How do you verify that?

Mr. Jacob Wells: That information is submitted through our
payment solution into a database. We don't hold those numbers per‐
sonally ourselves. The number goes into a database, and the identi‐
ty is verified by the input of that information and also an ID, some
sort of government-issued identification. With the conjunction of
those things and the information provided, we can validate and ver‐
ify the person receiving the funds.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Can you just tell us
what the state of the $10 million in fundraising accomplished on
your platform through donations is? Where is it at, currently?
● (2110)

Mr. Jacob Wells: The vast majority of those funds were refund‐
ed because they couldn't accomplish the ends that the givers intend‐
ed. They were refunded, I believe, in mid-March back to the givers.
A percentage of those funds had been transferred to a Canadian ac‐
count, Chad Eros, who was the treasurer for the “freedom convoy”
organization. Those funds have been put in escrow, I believe, pend‐
ing litigation and various things.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): In terms of the pro‐
gram “adopt a trucker”, just help me understand what the purpose
was. How do you sell that to somebody?

Mr. Jacob Wells: GiveSendGo, itself, doesn't. Campaign owners
set up campaigns. They come on, and they begin a fundraising ef‐
fort. They tell people what they are fundraising for. In that case, I
believe it was someone who was raising funds to provide for dis‐
placed families, families of truckers who were put out of work be‐
cause of the mandates that had been enacted, and things of that na‐
ture.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): So it was not, in your
mind—at least, when you assessed that—connected to what some
of us here determined were blockades that were interrupting the
economy of the country. You wouldn't do any work or make any ef‐
fort around that to make sure that connection wasn't taking place.

Mr. Jacob Wells: What we look at is what the campaign owner
has stated, what they are fundraising for. Is that a legal objective? If
it's a legal objective.... If they were to take their money.... Just like
anyone, if they were to get money from their job and go do some‐
thing illegal with the money they've earned, that's illegal and there

are law enforcement procedures to go after people who do illegal
activity, so—

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I have to stop you, Mr.
Wells, because I'm getting the sign that I'm out of time.

Thank you.

Mr. Jacob Wells: Thank you, Madam Chair.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Thank you, Mr.
Green.

We'll go back to our list, to Senator Carignan for five minutes.

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Is funding between countries illegal?

Is it illegal for Canadians to fund activities in the United States
or for Americans to fund activities in Canada?

[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: No, it isn't. It happens quite often.

[Translation]

Hon. Claude Carignan: Thank you. I have no further questions.

[English]

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Senator Harder, you
have five minutes.

Hon. Peter Harder: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Wells, were you aware that at least the document from early
on in the convoy articulated their desire to come to Ottawa, over‐
throw the government and have the Senate of Canada go to the
Governor General and form a new government?

In your view, is that sedition and overthrow of a government a
legal act that would express sharing the hope of Jesus?

Mr. Jacob Wells: What campaign owners do as a fundraising ef‐
fort, we don't say is necessarily sharing the hope of Jesus. What we
do, in our engagement with those campaign owners, is sharing the
hope of Jesus. There's definitely a distinction there.

As to the question about that memorandum, or what you're sug‐
gesting, the parties who were involved in the fundraising piece
made no reference to that. They actually disavowed anything like
that—

Hon. Peter Harder: So you really don't vet your prospective
clients. You take them at their word, and if they were to pursue ille‐
gal activities with those funds, you would simply say, “Well, that's
not what they told us”, so there is no vetting process.
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Mr. Jacob Wells: There is a vetting process, because, currently,
if you are a terrorist, or if you are a person of interest, you're placed
on lists. If you've defrauded banks and you've been added to lists,
you're not able to avail yourself of the financial infrastructure.
When you're vetted, you're vetted as a person who is able to access
banking infrastructure, and you haven't broken laws that would dis‐
avail you of those things. And when—
● (2115)

Hon. Peter Harder: But if your intent was.... As I understand it,
you were happy to fund the January 6 group going to Washington
and then, oh gosh, you were surprised that they were involved in
events that led to the murder of at least one policeman.

Mr. Jacob Wells: Again, I don't know of any murder of any po‐
lice officer, but the reality in free societies is.... We can get into the
idea of thought crime, like we're going to prejudge what people do.
Typically, when people come—and this is what we find to be the
case—and they state what they're doing, and make a lawful claim
and make claims to it, and it's authorized—

Hon. Peter Harder: Mr. Wells, how many other fundraising ac‐
tivities are presently involving Canadian organizations?

Mr. Jacob Wells: We have thousands and thousands of cam‐
paigns on GiveSendGo.

Hon. Peter Harder: Are they in Canada?
Mr. Jacob Wells: There are probably hundreds of campaigns in

Canada that are active right now. As I mentioned, the vast majority
of them are for medical bills, for people helping people in their
community.

In response to “freedom convoy 2022”, this was an Ontario-sanc‐
tioned, incorporated not-for-profit that came to GiveSendGo to
fundraise. We have the incorporation documents from the Province
of Ontario incorporating them.

Hon. Peter Harder: Are you aware that, consequent to the
emergency, legal changes have been enacted that now require on‐
line crowdfunding platforms to report large or suspicious transac‐
tions to the financial transactions and reports analysis centre here in
Canada?

If so, how has that affected your business? If not, would you re‐
view this as to how it should change your business?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Thank you for the question.

We're constantly updating our platform and our processes to in‐
clude new laws and regulations. We're working with our payment
providers to do those very things in Canada and around the world.

Hon. Peter Harder: Has that been done?
Mr. Jacob Wells: It's in the process. There's a process to incor‐

porating those things.
Hon. Peter Harder: We're almost a year into that.

When will this process end, where you can assure us that you are
now compliant?

Mr. Jacob Wells: I believe we are compliant. We're in review
right now with our payment providers on the status of those things.
I believe we've done what we need to do at this time.

Hon. Peter Harder: Thank you.

Mr. Jacob Wells: Thank you.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): We'll move to Senator

Patterson.
Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: I'll pass, Madam Chair. Thank

you.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Okay.

We'll move to the second round of four minutes, starting with
Mr. Brock.

Mr. Larry Brock: I have no questions.

Thank you.
The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Okay.

You have four minutes, Ms. Bendayan.
Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Thank you for being here, Mr. Wells.

You indicated in your opening statement that your mission is to
share the hope of Jesus with your platform. You answered a number
of questions about this already. I'm just wondering, specifically
with respect to this fundraising campaign, what is the connection
between the hope of Jesus and the aims of this particular move‐
ment?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Thank you for your question.

Again, as I stated earlier, the intention of a campaign might not
necessarily align itself to our mission, which is to share the hope
that we have with people. When we get a campaign and call them
to tell them about Jesus or to pray with them, that's what we do.
That's how we do it.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: You mentioned earlier that you believe
in freedom. Do you believe in the freedom of movement of peo‐
ple—that I should be able to move freely?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Yes, I do believe that.
Ms. Rachel Bendayan: You're aware, of course, that it was part

of international headlines that this movement, this blockade, was
actually blocking an international border between our two coun‐
tries, the United States and Canada.

Mr. Jacob Wells: I actually believe that it was the Canadian
government that enacted some laws restricting the movement of un‐
vaccinated people; I thought that was what you were referring to.

The “freedom convoy” that set up a campaign on GiveSendGo
actually disavowed the blockades that were happening at the bor‐
der. That was specific to what was going on in Ottawa, so our cam‐
paign, to our knowledge, had nothing to do with the blockades that
were happening at the border.
● (2120)

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Well, even if that is your contention,
ambulances in Ottawa were unable to bring patients to the emer‐
gency rooms due to the roads being blocked, and I understand that
the truckers who were blocking those roads were really funded by
your campaign. Were you not aware that the freedom of movement
of people in Ottawa was not respected here and that is also a free‐
dom?
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I guess I would also ask, sir, if you honour and respect veterans,
because, as you may or may not know, on January 29, quite early
on in the blockade, members of the protest desecrated our War
Memorial. Are you aware of that?

Mr. Jacob Wells: I was not aware of that. I have not been aware
of that.

I think I've stated this several times, but it's worth repeating—or
maybe I actually haven't—but this group of people that came to Ot‐
tawa was a very diverse group and, from our opinion and look at it,
it was not being controlled by anybody. It was largely independent
operators who were coming of their own volition—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Mr. Wells, you're coming to the commit‐
tee stating that you did not know what this protest or this blockade
was about. The New York Times published extensively at the time
about what was going on. If you watch Fox, Fox Business covered
what was going on at the time, and CNN did as well.

Are you telling us that you had no idea that this was going on in
Canada and that your platform was supporting it?

Mr. Jacob Wells: No, that's not what I'm saying at all. What I'm
saying is that—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: So you were aware.

Mr. Jacob Wells: —the idea that because some people show up
and do something bad at an event, that makes the whole event bad
is a logical fallacy, and that's the fallacy that you're trying to
present. It's not the case that if at a rock concert some people get in
a fight somehow the rock concert is illegal.

The people who organized the campaign on GiveSendGo made
explicit statements that they were against violence, that their
fundraising effort was for specific needs—

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Did you verify that was indeed the case?

Mr. Glen Motz: I have a point of order, Chair.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Yes, Mr. Motz.

Mr. Glen Motz: Maybe she could let the witness answer the
question.

Mr. Jacob Wells: We did verify that. That's part of our verifica‐
tion processes: who the individuals are who are receiving the funds,
what their—

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Wells, I'm sorry.
The time is up for that question. I know it's difficult when you're
not here.

We'll move to Mr. Fortin, to be followed by Mr. Green.

You each have three minutes.

[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Mr. Wells, after every‐
thing we've just said, do you want to reconfirm that you were never
contacted by a Canadian police service, be it a municipal service,
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police or the Ontario Provincial Po‐
lice, regarding fundraising for the "freedom convoy"?

[English]
Mr. Jacob Wells: I want to make that very clear. That never hap‐

pened, but also, the “freedom convoy” corporation was also a cor‐
poration that was authorized by the state, the Province of Ontario.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Mr. Wells, I'm going to
ask you one final question.

Can you confirm that you were never contacted by the authorities
or by an official of the Government of Canada, the Government of
Ontario or the Ottawa Municipal Council?
[English]

Mr. Jacob Wells: That's correct.
[Translation]

The Joint Chair (Mr. Rhéal Fortin): Thank you, Mr. Wells.
[English]

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Green, you have
the floor.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): I just want to close the
loop on that particular line of questioning.

In the months after the occupation, have you been in contact with
any government officials, political entities or political parties for
any conversations related to your involvement in the convoy?

Mr. Jacob Wells: We have been interviewed by the commission.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Was it just the com‐

mission and no political actors?
Mr. Jacob Wells: There were no political actors, to my knowl‐

edge.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Going back to your

charity, sir, is your charity funded by the gift portions of your plat‐
form?
● (2125)

Mr. Jacob Wells: No, it's not. Well, I guess it depends on what
you mean by “gift portions of the platform”.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): I understand that you
receive tips. Does a portion of the tips go to your charitable dona‐
tions?

Mr. Jacob Wells: GiveSendGo is a for-profit business. We oper‐
ate on the revenue generated by tips. We cover the costs of the
charity so that 100% of any money that the charity raises and dis‐
burses goes to the need that's arisen.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): In terms of your chari‐
table aspect, your testimony today is that it's funded through some
of the tips.

I want to reference the March 2022 Time magazine article that
suggested and reported that GiveSendGo received more
than $640,000 in gift donations from supporters of the “freedom
convoy” and the “adopt a trucker” campaign.

I want to make sure I understand it correctly. The gift portion,
the $640,000, was something that you received. Is that correct?

Mr. Jacob Wells: It sounds about right.
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The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): In other words, you
raised $600,000 for the cause and $640,000 for your own organiza‐
tion. Is that correct?

Mr. Jacob Wells: The total amount raised was approximate‐
ly $13 million Canadian, and I think we received around $600,000
in tips.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): In other words, you're
an organization called GiveSendGo that, from the lists of your vari‐
ous clients, profits off organizations that have effectively been cut
off from other mainstream, legitimate online platforms. Is it the
case that you're the online platform of last resort and part of...? That
seems like a really high amount of money to be raising off a chari‐
table donation.

Mr. Jacob Wells: It's voluntary, so people do it of their own vo‐
lition.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Was that gift from an
individual or is that across the board? What was the highest amount
of gift that you received for GiveSendGo from an individual?

Mr. Jacob Wells: The average donation to the campaign was
around $100, and the average additional donation to GiveSendGo
might have been around $5.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): What was the highest
gift to GiveSendGo?

Mr. Jacob Wells: I'm not aware of that.
The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Essentially, out of

the $640,000, how much of that might have ended up in your chari‐
ty?

Mr. Jacob Wells: Very little of it. We don't fund the charity. Cur‐
rently the charity raises its own funds for various causes.

The Joint Chair (Mr. Matthew Green): Thank you.

That's the extent of my questions. My time is up.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): I'm just checking with
our senators. Are there no further questions?

Given that, Mr. Wells, your testimony is finished. We want to
thank you for appearing, particularly for coming back a second
time when you had difficulties your first time here. We're grateful
to you for being here.

Mr. Yasir Naqvi: I have a point of order.

I just want to let Mr. Wells know that the name of the police offi‐
cer who died at Capitol Hill was Brian Sicknick. He was 42 years
old.

Thank you.

Mr. Jacob Wells: Yes, he died two days later from a stroke. I un‐
derstand that.

The Joint Chair (Hon. Gwen Boniface): Mr. Wells, thank you
for appearing with us.

Colleagues, we are now adjourned.
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