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COURT FILE:
 A-74-24

FEDERAL COURT OF APPEAL

BETWEEN:

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CANADA
Appellant

and

CANADIAN CONSTITUTIONAL FOUNDATION
Respondent

and

TREVOR HOLSWORTH
proposed intervener

WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS OF THE PROPOSED INTERVENOR
(Motion for leave to intervene pursuant to Rules 109 and 369)

OVERVIEW

1. The motion for leave to intervene is to provide the court with evidence relevant to the inquiry 

that has not been presented by the other parties.

2. The evidence of the proposed intervener suggests that the Minister of Justice knew that he 

was failing to comply his Ministerial duties to protect the public and ensure that the 

administration of government is in compliance with the law.1

3. The evidence suggests that David Lametti made false and misleading statements to obstruct 

justice2, therefore was not conducting himself with the requisite “good faith” that his office 

1 Exhibit “D”
2 Exhibit “C”
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requires and that he knew or ought to have known that a request for accountability was pending 

in the Court system of British Columbia, regarding his conduct.3

4. The evidence suggests that the PM knew or ought to have known that his Minister of Justice 

was not conducting himself in “good faith” and was failing in his duties to protect the public 

and ensure that the administration of justice was in compliance with the law.4

5. The proposed intervener seeks to provide the court this evidence and make the legal 

arguments in regards to the failure of good faith of the Minister of Justice which is further 

evidenced by the refusal of David Lametti and the current Minister of Justice Arif Virani to 

provide the legal opinion provided to Cabinet for invoking the Emergencies Act.5

6. The Proposed Intervener presents unique evidence and legal arguments focused on the 

allegedly good faith opinion of the Minister of Justice as to the reasons for invoking the 

Emergencies Act.

7. This evidence will assist the court in its role in determining the legality of the decision to 

invoke the Emergencies Act.

8. There is significant public interest in the decision to invoke the Emergencies Act, the 

justification and the public right to access a fair and impartial tribunal in compliance with 

fundamental justice as guaranteed in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

3 Exhibit “H”
4 Exhibit “B”
5 During questioning before the Parliamentary Special Committee on the Declaration on the 27 February 2024
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PART I – STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. The Appeal

9. This is an appeal by the Attorney General of Canada of the Federal Court's judgment in 2024 

FC 42 by Justice Mosely declaring that the invocation of the Emergencies Act was not 

reasonable, not justified, unconstitutional and illegal.6

B. The Parties and other potential interveners  

10. The Respondents to the Appeal is the Canadian Constitutional Foundation

11. The Appellant is the Attorney General of Canada.

12. The Attorney General of Alberta has applied for leave to intervene.

C. The Potential Intervener 

13. I am a citizen of Canada who is a participant and witness to evidence that is relevant to the 

inquiry before the Court7

14. The potential intervener has demonstrated significant diligence in his duty as a citizen to 

confront and expose abuse of power, fraud and corruption.8

15. The allegations made by the potential intervener are extremely serious and require a 

thorough examination before the Court to assist in the restoration of trust in our purportedly 

transparent and accountable democratic institutions.

6 Decision of Justice Mosely Jan 23, 2024 para 372
7 Affidavit of Trevor Holsworth of March 26 2024
8 Exhibit “A', “D”, “E”, “F”, “G”, “H”, Affidavit of Trevor Holsworth March 26 2024 (4-9)

Contributions to Parliamentary Committees
Parliamentary Committee on the Status of Women
Parliamentary Committee on Justice and Human Rights – Judges Act
Parliamentary Committee on Justice and Human Rights – Wrongful Convictions
Parliamentary Committee on Constitutional Affairs – Judges Act
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PART II – POINTS IN ISSUE

11. The issue for determination on this motion is whether the Court should grant the Intervener 

leave to intervene in this appeal and, if so, the terms of their intervention.

PART III – SUBMISSIONS

A. The test for leave to intervene under rule 109 FCA

12. In deciding whether to grant leave to intervene, the Court is to consider three factors: 
usefulness, genuine interest, and consistency with the interests of justice:

I. Will the proposed intervener make different and useful submissions, insights and 
perspectives that will further the Court's determination of the legal issues and perspectives that 
will further the Court's determination of the legal issues raised by the parties to the proceeding, 
not new issues? To determine usefulness, four questions need to be asked:
- What issues have the parties raised?
- What does the proposed intervener intend to submit concerning those issues?
- Are the proposed intervener's submission doomed to fail?
- Will the proposed intervener's arguable submissions assist the determination of the 
actual, real issues in the proceeding?

II. Does the proposed intervener have a genuine interest in the matter before the Court such 
that the Court can be assured that the proposed intervener has the necessary knowledge, 
skills, and resources and will dedicate them to the matter before the Court?

III. Is it in the interests of justice that intervention be permitted? A flexible approach is 
called for. The list of considerations is not closed but includes at least the following 
questions:

▪ Is the intervention consistent with the imperative in Rule 3 that the proceeding 
be conducted “so as to secure the just, most expeditious and least expensive 
outcome”? For example, will the orderly progression or the schedule for the 
proceedings be unduly disrupted?

▪ Has the matter assumed such a public, important and complex dimension that the 
Court needs to be exposed to perspectives beyond those offered by the particular 
parties before the Court?

▪ Has the first-instance Court in this matter admitted the party as an intervener?

▪ Will the addition of multiple interveners create the reality or an appearance of an 
“inequality of arms” or imbalance on one side?9 

9 Le-Vel Brands, LLC v Canada (Attorney General), 2023 FCA 66 at paras 7-8, 19 [Le-Vel Brands]; see also Canada 
(Citizenship and Immigration) v Canadian Council for Refugees, 2021 FCA 13 at para 5 [Canadian Council]; Sport 
Maska Inc v Bauer Hockey Corp, 2016 FCA 44 at paras 37-43 and 71-75 [Sport Maska].
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13. The critical and overarching question for the Court is whether the proposed intervener will 
bring “different and valuable insights and perspectives” that will assist the Court in determining 
the issues in the case.

B. The Intervener should be granted leave to intervene

1. The Interveners' intended submissions

14. In order to make the correct decision the court should hear from the public perspective, 

whom the Canadian government and legal system serves.

15. The Minister of Justice knew that he was failing to protect the Public Interest.10

16. The Minister of Justice knew that the administration of government was not in compliance 

with the law.11

17. The Minister of Justice knew or ought to have known that the Court system had been 

presented with submissions of a failure in the rule of law throughout the legal system and a 

request for Ministerial accountability through a Writ of Mandamus.12

18. The Minister of Justice knew that his conduct was not in good faith as he knew he made 

false and misleading statements as to his duties.13

19. The Minister of Justice failure to provide the Court, Parliament and the Public with his legal 

opinion for the invocation of the Emergencies Act was because it was false and misleading and 

it was not in the public interest.14

10 Exhibit “B”, “D”, “G”, “H”
11 Exhibit “A”, “C”, “D”, “G”, “H”
12 Exhibit “A”, “F”, “G”, “H”
13 Exhibit “C”
14 Exhibit “A”, “C”, “D”, “G”
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20. The Minister invoked the Emergencies Act not because of a national emergency as could be 

justified under the Act but because the government was not in compliance with the law15 and 

could not legitimately enforce the law.

(i) The Interveners' submissions are distinct

21.The proposed intervener will bring different and valuable insights and perspectives to this 

appeal and their submissions will assist the court in the determination of the issues in the 

proceeding. The evidence provided will ensure that the Court has a comprehensive 

understanding of the specific impacts affecting the general public and the rule of law.16

22. The evidence of the proposed intervener includes personal communications with the Prime 

Minister's Office17 and the Minister of Justice18 demonstrating their knowledge of their failures 

to comply with their oaths of office to protect the public and ensure that the administration is in 

accordance with the law.

23. The evidence of the proposed intervener demonstrates efforts to bring accountability and 

transparency including personal communications with the RCMP National Division19, 

Parliamentary Ethics Commissioner20 as well a service of the Enforcement Procedure of the 

Charter, a Constitutional Question on a failure to respond to the Enforcement Procedure21 and 

an application for a Writ of Mandamus on the Minister of Justice.22

15 Exhibit “A”, “D”, “G”, “H”
16 Affidavit of Trevor Holsworth March 26 2024 paragraph 2
17 Exhibit “B”
18 Exhibit “C”, “D”
19 Exhibit “E”
20 Exhibit “G”
21 Exhibit “A”
22 Exhibit “H”
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(ii) The Interveners submissions will assist the Court

24. The arguments that the intervener intends to make are not “doomed to fail” as the 

administration of government is a public service so the perspective of the public is paramount.

25. It is the submission of the intervener that the Minister of Justice invoked the Emergencies 

Act because he perceived a threat to national security not from the conduct of the Public but 

from the conduct of those in authority breaching the Charter requirement for the Rule of Law. 

Instead of the Minister doing his duty David Lametti made false and misleading statements23 as 

to his duty to obstruct justice in a display of bad faith which fundamentally compromises the 

legitimacy of his claim of authority.

The Intervener has a genuine interest in the appeal and relevant expertise

26. To qualify for public interest standing, the litigant must demonstrate that:
(1) there is a serious issue as to the validity of the legislation or administrative action;
(2) they have a genuine interest in the measure’s validity; and
(3) that the litigation is a reasonable and effective way to bring the matter before the court24

27. The underlying purposes of limiting standing are threefold:
(i) efficiently allocating scarce judicial resources and screening out “busybody” litigants; 
(ii) ensuring that courts have the benefit of the contending points of view of those most directly 
affected by the issues; and 
(iii) ensuring that courts play their proper role within our democratic system of government.
The purposes that justify granting standing are twofold:
(i) giving effect to the principle of legality and 
(ii) ensuring access to the courts, or more broadly, access to justice25 

23 Exhibit “C”
24 Canada (Attorney General) v. Downtown Eastside Sex Workers United Against Violence Society, [2012] 2 S.C.R. 524 
25 Council of Canadians with Disabilities, supra,at paragraphs 29-30 Downtown Eastside Sex Workers United Against 

Violence Society at paragraph 50
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28. As a general rule, courts should not attach particular weight to any one purpose, principle or 
factor – including legality and access to justice – but should strive to “balance all of the 
purposes in light of the circumstances and in the ‘wise application of judicial discretion’”26  

29. “All other relevant considerations being equal, a plaintiff with standing as of right will 
generally be preferred”27

30. There is a serious issue before the Court as to the legitimacy of the conduct of the Minister 

of Justice David Lametti.28

31. I have a personal and share a public interest with all Canadians in accessing a legal system 

and government in compliance with the rule of law and constitutionality.

32. The matter before the court is extremely serious and goes to the heart of Canada's 

constitutional values. The invocation of the Emergencies Act for improper purpose is a threat to 

constitutionality, the rule of law and democracy.

33. The Federal Court has determined that the decision was not reasonable, not justified, 

unconstitutional and illegal.29 It is the submission of the proposed intervener that the decision to 

appeal by the Attorney General of Canada without revealing the legal opinion of David Lametti 

is not in the public interest and is made knowing that the administration of government is not in 

compliance with the law and thus is not in good faith, 

34. The participation of the intervener is a reasonable and effective method of providing 

evidence to the court as to the elements behind the decision to invoke the Emergencies Act 

which includes a lack of good faith on the part of the Minister of Justice and evidence of a 

26 Council of Canadians with Disabilities, supra, at paragraphs 31, 58-59
27 Downtown Eastside Sex Workers United Against Violence Society, supra, at paragraph 37
28 The broad language of subsection 52(1) dictates that all law, including the common law, must be consistent with the 

Charter (RWDSU v. Dolphin Delivery Ltd., [1986] 2 S.C.R. 573 at paragraph 25). Accordingly, as the common law 
develops, it should do so in a manner consistent with the Charter (Salituro, [1991] 3 S.C.R. 654, at page 670; R. v. 
Mann, [2004] 3 S.C.R. 59   at paragraph 17; R. v. Clayton, [2007] 2 S.C.R. 725   at paragraph 21

29 Decision of Justice Mosely Jan 23, 2024 para 372 
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failure to do his duty to protect the public and ensure that the administration is in compliance 

with the law.

35. Allowing the participation of the petitioner as an intervener in this matter eliminates the 

requirement for a separate legal action which would use up valuable judicial resources, involve 

additional expenses for both the intervener and the public purse.

36. The fundamental issue before the Court is the assertion of the Minister of Justice before 

Justice Rouleau at the Public that the decision to invoke the Emergency Act was made with the 

requisite attributes of good faith.30

37. The proposed intervener has demonstrated significant efforts to bring the attention of the 

appropriate authorities including the Canadian Judicial Council, The Minister of Justice31, The 

Prime Minister's Office32, The RCMP National Division33, The Parliamentary Ethics 

Commissioner34,  The Court system of British Columbia35, The Attorney General's of the 

Province of BC and Federal, The relevant Parliamentary Committeees36, the Speaker of the 

House, his Member of Parliament, the Leaders of the Federal political parties, every Senator 

and the Provincial and Territorial Premiers, which demonstrates a high level of commitment 

rather than a mere “busybody” litigant.

30 POEC November 23, 2022 page 177-178
31 Exhibit “B”, “C”, “D”
32 Exhibit “B”
33 Exhibit “E”
34 Exhibit “G”
35 Exhibit “H”
36 Contributions to Parliamentary Committees

Parliamentary Committee on the Status of Women
Parliamentary Committee on Justice and Human Rights – Judges Act
Parliamentary Committee on Justice and Human Rights – Wrongful Convictions
Parliamentary Committee on Constitutional Affairs – Judges Act
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38. As a member of the public the expertise is unique as the proposed intervener is not a 

member of the Executive, Judiciary or the Legislature and a subject of the abuse of power of all 

three.37

3. The Interveners participation is in the interests of justice

i) The appeal has a public, important, and complex dimension

39. The Public has a critical but often overlooked perspective in the administration of justice 

being unequally and unfairly typically the subject with little to no ability to enforce the law 

against those purporting to have legitimacy in enforcing the law against them. 

40. The invocation of the Emergencies Act is a matter of immense concern to the Public and 

their relationship with the Executive of Government as the purported safeguards of Parliament 

are removed and Cabinet itself is vested with extraordinary powers.38

41. The findings of the Federal Court of Appeal in this case have serious implications for the 

public interest as they fundamentally affect accountability of the Executive to Parliament and 

the people of Canada as a free and democratic state.39

42. The accountability of the Judiciary to the people of Canada is a fundamental democratic 

right. The lawful procedure was obstructed by the Minister of Justice improperly protecting 

judges from legitimate review by Parliament and failing to protect Canadians from abuses of 

power.40 The conduct cannot be defended in a free and democratic state.

37 Exhibit “H”
38 Statutes and Regulations “5” Emergencies Act
39 Statutes and Regulations “5” Emergencies Act
40 Cosgrove v Canadian Judicial Council 2007 FCA 103 at para 64 “If the question of removal is to be put before 

Parliament, it is the Minister who does so. It is open to the Minister to put the question to Parliament or to decline to do 
so. Like all acts of an Attorney General, the Minister's discretion in that regard is constrained by the constitutional 
obligation to act in good faith, objectively, independently and with a view to safeguard the public interest.”
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43. The Minister of Justice breached his duty. As a protector of the rule of law The Minister 

cannot allow that judges could legitimately ignore the transcript to protect a lawyer committing 

fraud on a court order.41

44. The Minister of Justice breached his duty.42 The duty is to ensure that the administration is 

in compliance with the law including the Charter, the Minister cannot permit judicial rule that is 

in conflict with the constitutional imperative of the rule of law43, democracy, fundamental 

justice, fair and impartial trials.44

45. The current Minister of Justice Arif Virani's position that he is not obliged to disclose the 

legal advice provided by David Lametti to Cabinet in Council for his reasons to invoke the 

Emergencies Act is in conflict with his duty to the Public45, the actual client of the Minister.46

41 Appendix “6” Judges Act 65 (d) and Appendix “2” Constitution Act 1867 s 99
42 The paramount concern, consistently mentioned in the case law, is that exercises of public powers cannot be immune 

from review: Canada (Attorney General) v. Downtown Eastside Sex Workers United Against Violence Society, 2012 
SCC 45, [2012] 2 S.C.R. 524 at paragraphs 31-34

43 Secondary Sources i) Principles Guiding the Attorney General of Canada, Department of Justice
“I view the unique role of the Attorney General as a fundamental pillar of the rule of law in Canada. In its simplest 
articulation, the rule of law ensures that no one, including the elected Government of the day, is above the law. As a 
guardian of the rule of law, the Attorney General is tasked with upholding the public interest.” Jody Wilson Raybould

44 Canada (Attorney General) v. Slansky, 2013 FCA 199, the disssenting judgement of Stratas J.A. in the Slansky case is 
also particularly illuminating on this issue...p 317-332 [323] Based on what they see, fair-minded observers might 
justifiably describe the decision as a whitewash regardless of the actual merits of the complaint. Worse, fair-minded 
observers might speculate as to misconduct committed by other judges that has gone unpunished by the Council and has 
been similarly immunized from review.

45 Canada (Attorney General) v. Slansky, 2013 FCA 199  Furthermore “the rule of law is the ultimate justification of the 
privilege” ( Three Rivers District Council v Governor and Company of the Bank of England, 2004 U.K.H.L. 48 (Eng. 
H.L.) at para 34) and “individuals...ability to successfully assert their legal rights, or discharge their legal duties, may be 
prejudiced. And the integrity of the administration of justice undermined R v McLure 2001 SCC 14 [2001] 1 S.C.R. 445 
at para 2. The claim of solicitor client privilege is also defeated as “it must not have had the purpose of furthering 
unlawful conduct”
(ii) the elements of legal advice privilege 
[74] The four elements of the test for determining whether a communication qualifies for legal advice privilege are well 
established: (1) it must have been between a client and solicitor; (2) it must be one in which legal advice is sought or 
offered; (3) it must have been intended to be confidential; and (4) it must not have had the purpose of furthering 
unlawful conduct: see R. v. Solosky, [1980] 1 S.C.R. 821 at 835; Pritchard at para. 15.

46 Canada (Attorney General) v. Slansky, 2013 FCA 199 “[65] First, solicitor-client privilege has two branches: litigation 
and legal advice privilege. The only branch claimed for the Friedland Report is legal advice privilege. This attaches to 
communications between solicitor and client for the purpose of obtaining or giving legal advice. It is the privilege of the 
client, not the lawyer.
[119] & [121] “subject to public interest privilege”
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ii) The intervention will not cause delay or imbalance on one side

46. Granting leave to the proposed intervener will not cause delay or imbalance but will merely 

place all of the relevant facts that may have affected the decision of the Minister of Justice and 

Cabinet to invoke the Emergencies Act. Any minor delay in examining the record of the 

proposed intervener is easily balanced by the interests of the pursuit of justice for Canadians 

including full disclosure of all evidence. 

47. The imbalance is currently in the favor of the Minister of Justice as they hide the legal 

opinion provided to Cabinet by claiming the solicitor – client relationship between the Minister 

and Cabinet although properly the client of the Minister is the people of Canada.47 The evidence 

of the proposed intervener will merely balance the scales of justice by providing evidence that 

establishes the lack of good faith in the decision of the Minister.

48. The proposed intervener is dedicated and committed to ensure that their submissions are 

constructive and not duplicative and to comply with all scheduling requirements.

PART IV – ORDER SOUGHT

49. The proposed intervener seeks an order granting Trevor Holsworth leave to intervene in this 

appeal pursuant to Rule 109 of the Federal Court Rules on the following terms.

50. The purpose of the order would provide the court the attached evidence relevant to the 

inquiry before the court, to establish the information before the Prime Minister and the Minister 

of Justice prior to their decision to invoke the Emergencies Act.

51. To file a Memorandum of Fact and Law.

47 During questioning before the Parliamentary Special Committee on the Declaration on the 27 February 2024 
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52. To receive all documents required to be served or filed by a party to this proceeding also be 

served on the proposed intervener.

53. To be exempt from any costs associated with this motion or the appeal.

54. To submit oral submissions if permitted or required 

55. Such further terms proposed that the Court deems just.

All of which is respectfully submitted, 

Dated in New Denver this 3rd of April, 2024.

______________________________

TREVOR HOLSWORTH
P.O. Box 406
405-9th Ave

New Denver BC V0G 1S0
250-551-6940

fundamentaljustice@gmail.com
Proposed Intervener
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PART V – LIST OF AUTHORITIES

LEGISLATION and REGULATIONS

Appendix “1” Federal Court Rules

Appendix “2” Constitution Act 1982 Charter of Rights and Freedoms

Appendix “3” Department of Justice Act R.S.C.,

Appendix “4” Judges Act 1985

Appendix “5” Emergencies Act 
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Appendix “1”

Federal Court Rules SQR/98-106

General principle
3 These Rules shall be interpreted and applied so as to secure the just, most expeditious and least 
expensive determination of every proceeding on its merits.
…

Intervention
Leave to intervene
109 (1) The Court may, on motion, grant leave to any person to intervene in a proceeding.
Contents of notice of motion
(2) Notice of a motion under subsection (1) shall
(a) set out the full name and address of the proposed intervener and of any solicitor acting for the 
proposed intervener; and
(b) describe how the proposed intervener wishes to participate in the proceeding and
how that participation will assist the determination of a factual or legal issue related to the proceeding.
Directions
(3) In granting a motion under subsection (1), the Court shall give directions regarding
(a) the service of documents; and
(b) the role of the intervener, including costs, rights of appeal and any other matters relating to the 
procedure to be followed by the intervener.
…
Motions in writing
369 (1) A party may, in a notice of motion, request that the motion be decided on the basis of written 
representations.
...
Reply
(3) A moving party may serve and file written representations in reply within four days after being 
served with a respondent’s record under subsection (2).
Disposition of motion
(4) On the filing of a reply under subsection (3) or on the expiration of the period allowed for a reply, 
the Court may dispose of a motion in writing or fix a time and place for an oral hearing of the motion.
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Appendix “2”

Constitution Act 1982 Charter of Rights and Freedoms

PART I
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms

Whereas Canada is founded upon principles that recognize the supremacy of God and the rule of law:

Guarantee of Rights and Freedoms
Rights and freedoms in Canada
1. The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms guarantees the rights and freedoms set out in it 
subject only to such reasonable limits prescribed by law as can be demonstrably justified in a free and 
democratic society.

...
Legal Rights
Life, liberty and security of person
7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of the person and the right not to be deprived 
thereof except in accordance with the principles of fundamental justice.

...

Equality Rights
Equality before and under law and equal protection and benefit of law
15 (1) Every individual is equal before and under the law and has the right to the equal protection and 
equal benefit of the law without discrimination and, in particular, without discrimination based on race, 
national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age or mental or physical disability.
...

Enforcement
Enforcement of guaranteed rights and freedoms
24 (1) Anyone whose rights or freedoms, as guaranteed by this Charter, have been infringed or denied 
may apply to a court of competent jurisdiction to obtain such remedy as the court considers appropriate 
and just in the circumstances.

...

Application of Charter
32 (1) This Charter applies
(a) to the Parliament and government of Canada in respect of all matters within the authority of 
Parliament including all matters relating to the Yukon Territory and Northwest Territories; and
(b) to the legislature and government of each province in respect of all matters within the authority of 
the legislature of each province.
...
52 (1) The Constitution of Canada is the supreme law of Canada, and any law that is inconsistent with 
the provisions of the Constitution is, to the extent of the inconsistency, of no force or effect. 
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Appendix “3”

Department of Justice Act R.S.C., 1985 

Minister and Attorney
(2) The Minister is ex officio Her Majesty’s Attorney General of Canada, holds office during pleasure 
and has the management and direction of the Department. 

...

Powers, duties and functions of Minister 
4 The Minister is the official legal adviser of the Governor General and the legal member of the 
Queen’s Privy Council for Canada and shall 
(a) see that the administration of public affairs is in accordance with law; 
(b) have the superintendence of all matters connected with the administration of justice in Canada, not 
within the jurisdiction of the governments of the provinces; 
(c) advise on the legislative Acts and proceedings of each of the legislatures of the provinces, and 
generally advise the Crown on all matters of law referred to the Minister by the Crown; and 
(d) carry out such other duties as are assigned by the Governor in Council to the Minister.

...

Powers, duties and functions of Attorney General 
5 The Attorney General of Canada 
(a) is entrusted with the powers and charged with the duties that belong to the office of the Attorney 
General of England by law or usage, in so far as those powers and duties are applicable to Canada, and 
also with the powers and duties that, by the laws of the several provinces, belonged to the office of 
attorney general of each province up to the time when the Constitution Act, 1867, came into effect, in 
so far as those laws under the provisions of the said Act are to be administered and carried into effect 
by the Government of Canada; 
(b) shall advise the heads of the several departments of the Government on all matters of law connected 
with such departments; 
(c) is charged with the settlement and approval of all instruments issued under the Great Seal; 
(d) shall have the regulation and conduct of all litigation for or against the Crown or any department, in 
respect of any subject within the authority or jurisdiction of Canada; and 
(e) shall carry out such other duties as are assigned by the Governor in Council to the Attorney General 
of Canada.
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Appendix “4”

Judges Act R.S.C., 1985, c. J-1
(https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/j-1/20210629/P1TT3xt3.html)

Objects of Council
60 (1) The objects of the Council are to promote efficiency and uniformity, and to improve the quality 
of judicial service, in superior courts.

Inquiries
63 (1) The Council shall, at the request of the Minister or the attorney general of a province, commence 
an inquiry as to whether a judge of a superior court should be removed from office for any of the 
reasons set out in paragraphs 65(2)(a) to (d).

65 Recommendation to Minister
(2) Where, in the opinion of the Council, the judge in respect of whom an inquiry or investigation has 
been made has become incapacitated or disabled from the due execution of the office of judge by 
reason of
(a) age or infirmity,
(b) having been guilty of misconduct,
(c) having failed in the due execution of that office, or
(d) having been placed, by his or her conduct or otherwise, in a position incompatible with the due 
execution of that office, the Council, in its report to the Minister under subsection (1), may recommend 
that the judge be removed from office.

Removal by Parliament or Governor in Council
Powers, rights or duties not affected
71 Nothing in, or done or omitted to be done under the authority of, any of sections 63 to 70 affects any 
power, right or duty of the House of Commons, the Senate or the Governor in Council in relation to the 
removal from office of a judge, a prothonotary of the Federal Court or any other person in relation to 
whom an inquiry may be conducted under any of those sections.
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Appendix “5”

Emergencies Act R.S.C., 1985, c. 22 (4th Supp.)
(https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/e-4.5/page-1.html)

Preamble
WHEREAS the safety and security of the individual, the protection of the values of the body politic 
and the preservation of the sovereignty, security and territorial integrity of the state are fundamental 
obligations of government;
AND WHEREAS the fulfilment of those obligations in Canada may be seriously threatened by a 
national emergency and, in order to ensure safety and security during such an emergency, the Governor 
in Council should be authorized, subject to the supervision of Parliament, to take special temporary 
measures that may not be appropriate in normal times;
...
National emergency
3 For the purposes of this Act, a national emergency is an urgent and critical situation of a temporary 
nature that
(a) seriously endangers the lives, health or safety of Canadians and is of such proportions or nature as 
to exceed the capacity or authority of a province to deal with it, or
(b) seriously threatens the ability of the Government of Canada to preserve the sovereignty, security 
and territorial integrity of Canada and that cannot be effectively dealt with under any other law of 
Canada.
....
Declaration of a public welfare emergency
6 (1) When the Governor in Council believes, on reasonable grounds, that a public welfare emergency 
exists and necessitates the taking of special temporary measures for dealing with the emergency, the 
Governor in Council, after such consultation as is required by section 14, may, by proclamation, so 
declare.

...

Definitions

16 In this Part,
declaration of a public order emergency means a proclamation issued pursuant to subsection 17(1); 
(déclaration d’état d’urgence)
public order emergency means an emergency that arises from threats to the security of Canada and that 
is so serious as to be a national emergency; (état d’urgence)
threats to the security of Canada has the meaning assigned by section 2 of the Canadian Security 
Intelligence Service Act.

Declaration of a public order emergency
17 (1) When the Governor in Council believes, on reasonable grounds, that a public order emergency 
exists and necessitates the taking of special temporary measures for dealing with the emergency, the 
Governor in Council, after such consultation as is required by section 25, may, by proclamation, so 
declare.
Contents
(2) A declaration of a public order emergency shall specify
(a) concisely the state of affairs constituting the emergency;
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