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PLAINTIFFS
AND:

Her Majesty The Queen, Prime Minister Justin Trudeau, Deputy Prime Minister and

Minister of Finance Chrystia Freeland, Chief Medical Officer Teresa Tam, Minister of

Transport Omar Alghabra, Deputy Minister of Public Safety Marco Mendicino, Johns
and Janes Doe

DEFENDANTS

STATEMENT OF CLAIM

(Pursuant to s.17 (1) and (5)(b) Federal Courts Act,
and s.24(1) and 52 of the Constitution Act, 1982)

(Filed this 30" day of May, 2022)

TO THE DEFE

A LEGAL PROCEEDING HAS B
Applicant. The claim made again

MMENCED AGAINST YOU by the
out in the following pages.

IF YOUWISHT TFEND THIS PROCEEDING, you or a solicitor acting for you
are required repare a statement of defence in Form 1 prescribed by the Federal
Courts Rdles, serve it on the applicant’s solicitor or, where theg applicant does not have a
solicitor, serve it on the applicant, and file it, with proof of service, at a local office of this



FORM 171ARule 171
Statement of Claim

(General Heading — Use Form 66)
(Court seal)

Statement of Claim

TO THE DEFENDANT:

A LEGAL PROCEEDING HAS BEEN COMMENCED AGAINST YOU by the Plaintiff.
The claim made against you is set out in the following pages.

IF YOU WISH TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, you or a solicitor acting for you are
required to prepare a statement of defence in Form 171B prescribed by the Federal
Courts Rules, serve it on the plaintiff's solicitor or, if the plaintiff does not have a
solicitor, serve it on the plaintiff, and file it, with proof of service, at a local office of this
Court

WITHIN 30 DAYS after the day on which this statement of claim is served on you, if
you are served in Canada or the United States; or

WITHIN 60 DAYS after the day on which this statement of claim is served on you, if
you are served outside Canada and the United States.

TEN ADDITIONAL DAYS are provided for the filing and service of the statement of
defence if you or a solicitor acting for you serves and files a notice of intention to
respond in Form 204.1 prescribed by the Federal Courts Rules.

Copies of the Federal Courts Rules, information concerning the local offices of the Court
and other necessary information may be obtained on request to the Administrator of this
Court at Ottawa (telephone 613-992-4238) or at any local office.

IF YOU FAIL TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, judgment may be given against
you in your absence and without further notice to you.

(Date)

Issued by:
(Registry Officer)
Address of local office:

TO: (Name and address of each defendant)
(Separate page)
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Federal Court of Canada
180 Queen Street West, Suite 200
Toronto, Ontario M5V 3L6

TO: Department of Justice Canada
Ontario Regional Office
120 Adelaide Street West
Suite #400
Toronto, Ontario
MSH 1T1



14

CLAIM

1. The Plaintiffs claim:

(a) Declarations that the “Covid-vaccine mandates” announced, promogulated and

enforced by Federal Regulations and Executive decree by the Defendants and

their officials and administrations are unconstitutional and of no force and effect

in that:

(1)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

There is no jurisdiction under s.91 of the Constitution Act, 1867 to
decree any medical treatment whatsoever as this lies, subject to
constitutional restraint(s), within the exclusive jurisdiction of the
Provinces;

That any purported or pretended power, under the emergency
branch of P.0.G.G (Peace, Order and and Good Government) can
only be done by Legislation, with the invocation, subject to
constitutional constraints, of the Emergencies Act (R.S.C., 1985, c.
22 (4th Supp.));

That the Regulations and Executive decrees mandating such
“vaccine mandates” are improper delegation, and constitute
“dangling” Regulations, not tied to any Act of Parliament;

That, in any event, any purported mandatory, or coerced de facto
mandatory vaccine mandates violate ss. 2, 6, 7, and 15 of the
Charter, as enunciated, inter alia, by the Ontario Court of Appeal

in Fleming v. Reid (1991) 4 O.R. (3d) 74 and in the Supreme



15

Court of Canada in Morgentaler (1988), Rodriguez (1993) and
Rasouli (2013), and Carter (2005);

(v) That any purported mandatory, or coerced de facto mandatory
vaccines violate ss.2 and ss 7 of the Charter, as enunciated, inter
alia, by the Ontario Court of Appeal in Fleming v. Reid, and the
Supreme Court of Canada in Morgentaler (1988), Rodriguez
(1993) violate international treaty norms which constitute minimal
protections to be read into s.7 of the Charter as ruled, inter alia, by
the Supreme Court of Canada in Hape, and the Federal Court of
Appeal in De Guzman;

(b) A further Declaration that Policy on COVID-19 Vaccination for the Core Public
Administration Including the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, purportedly
issued pursuant to sections 7 and 11.1 of the Financial Administration Act,
stipulating that Employment Insurance benefits are to be denied to anyone
dismissed from their employment for refusing to be “vaccinated” with the
COVID-19 inoculations is unconstitutional in that:

(i)  There is no jurisdiction under s.91 of the Constitution Act, 1867 to
decree any medical treatment whatsoever as this lies, subject to
constitutional restraint(s), within the exclusive jurisdiction of the
Provinces;

(i)  The Pre-Charter constitutional rights to freedom of conscience and

religion as pronounced by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia,
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Switzman v Elbing and A.G. of Quebec, [1957] SCR 285 and Saumur
v City of Quebec, 2 S.C.R. 299;

(iii)  violates the rights, under s.2 of the Charter, as well as s.1 under the
Canadian Bill of Rights (1960) to freedom of conscience, belief, and
religion;

(iv) violates s.7 of the Charter in violating the right to bodily and
psychological integrity, as manifested in the constitutionally protected
right to informed, voluntary, consent to any medical treatment and
procedure, as well as violating international treaty rights, protecting
the same right(s) which protections must be read in as minimal
protection under s.7 of the Charter in accordance with, inter alia,
Hape (SCC) and De Guzman (FCA);

(¢) a further declaration that the mandatory and/or coerced de facto mandatory
medical treatment, in the absence of informed, voluntary consent, in this case
covid-“vaccines”, and PCR and other mRNA and RNA testing, constitute a Crime
Against Humanity under international treaty and customary law, thereby making
an offence under the War Crimes and Crimes Against Humanity Act in Canada;

(d) a further declaration that promoting, and executing, PCR testing constitutes a
criminal act under sections 3 - 5 and s.7 of the Genetic Non-Discrimination Act
(S.C. 2017, c. 3), and counselling and aiding and abetting a criminal act under s.
126 of the Criminal Code of Canada, to wit, disobeying a statute;

(e) a further declaration that the introduction of “vaccine passports”, and their

compulsory use to obtain goods and services, as well as travel on trans-provincial
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routes by air, train, and water vehicles, is unconstitutional and of no force and

effect in violating:

(1) ss.6 and 7 of the Charter;

(i1) violating s.9 of the Charter;

(iii) violating the pre-Charter, recognized rights on “the liberty of the subject”

remedied by way of habeas corpus.

a further declaration that Interim Order Respecting Certain Requirements for

Civil Aviation Due to Covid-19, No.61, requiring covid “vaccination” and

masking on planes, trains and boats is unconstitutional and of no force and effect

in that:

(1)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

There is no jurisdiction under s.91 of the Constitution Act, 1867 to
decree any medical treatment whatsoever as this lies, subject to
constitutional restraint(s), within the exclusive jurisdiction of the
Provinces;

That any purported or pretended power, under the emergency branch
of P.O.G.G (Peace, Order and and Good Government) can only be
done by Legislation, with the invocation, subject to constitutional
constraints, of the Emergencies Act (R.S.C., 1983, c. 22 (4th Supp.));
That the Regulations and Executive decrees mandating such “vaccine
mandates™ are improper delegation, and constitute “dangling”
Regulations, not tied to any Act of Parliament;

That, in any event, any purported mandatory, or coerced de facto

mandatory vaccine mandates violate ss. 2, 6, 7, and 15 of the Charter,
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(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

18

as enunciated, inter alia, by the Ontario Court of Appeal in Fleming v.
Reid (1991) 4 O.R. (3d) 74 and in the Supreme Court of Canada in
Movrgentaler (1988), Rodriguez (1993) and Rasouli (2013), and
Carter (2005);

That any purported mandatory, or coerced de facto mandatory
vaccines violate ss.2 and ss 7 of the Charter, as enunciated, inter alia,
by the Ontario Court of Appeal in Fleming v. Reid, and the Supreme
Court of Canada in inter alia, Morgentaler (1988), Rodriguez (1993,
and Carter (2005) violate international treaty norms which constitute
minimal protections to be read into s.7 of the Charter as ruled, inter
alia, by the Supreme Court of Canada in Hape, and the Federal Court
of Appeal in De Guzman;

There is no jurisdiction under s.91 of the Constitution Act, 1867 to
decree any medical treatment whatsoever as this lies, subject to
constitutional restraint(s), within the exclusive jurisdiction of the
Provinces;

The Pre-Charter constitutional rights to freedom of conscience and
religion as pronounced by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia,
Switzman v Elbing and A.G. of Quebec, [1957] SCR 285 and Saumur
v City of Quebec, 2 S.C.R. 299;

violates the rights, under s.2 of the Charter, as well as s.1 under the
Canadian Bill of Rights (1960) to freedom of conscience, belief, and

religion;
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(ix)  violates s.7 of the Charter in violating the right to bodily and
psychological integrity, as manifested in the constitutionally protected
right to informed, voluntary, consent to any medical treatment and
procedure, as well as violating international treaty rights, protecting
the same right(s) which protections must be read in as minimal
protection under s.7 of the Charter in accordance with, inter alia,
Hape (SCC) and De Guzman (FCA);

(x) violating ss.6 and 7 of the Charter;

(xi)  violating s.9 of the Charter;

(xii)  violating the pre-Charter, recognized rights on “the liberty of the
subject” remedied by way of habeas corpus.
(b) a further declaration that the use of the PCR test, as a pre-cursor to imposing

Quarantine, violates s.14 of the Quarantine Act (S.C. 2005, c. 20);

(c) a further declaration that Her Majesty the Queen’s servants, officials, and agents,
in doing so, engaged in the following;:

(i) A contravention of s.126 of the Criminal Code of Canada in (knowingly)
“disobeying a statute™;

(ii) Counselling and aiding and abetting a criminal offence, contrary to s.126 of
the Criminal Code of Canada, for violating the criminal provisions under s.
3-5 and 7 of the Genetic Non-Discrimination Act (S.C. 2017, c. 3);

(iii) The tort of abuse of process and malicious prosecution in charging those who

refused such PCR tests with quasi-criminal offences and fines;
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(d) a further declaration that the creation of a “vaccine passport” to travel

domestically as well as to enter and leave Canada, violates the Plaintiffs’;
(i)  Pre-Charter right to enter and leave, pursuant to the Magna Carta as
read in through the Pre-amble to the Constitution Act, 1867;
(ii)  The rights contained in ss. 6 and 7 of the Charter;
(iii) By international treaty law, as to be read in as a minimal protection
under s. 7 of the Charter pursuant to, inter alia, Hape (SCC) and De
Guzman (FCA);

(e) a further declaration that there is no rational connection between being vaccinated
or not, in terms of avoiding or preventing transmission of the COVID virus, and
thus, in drawing a distinction and consequent punitive and deprivating measures
against the unvaccinated, violates their rights to equality, both pre-Charter, as
well as under s. 15 of the Charter.b

2. The Plaintiffs further seek:

(a) The re-instatement of their (employment) positions, nunc pro tunc, to the day
prior to their being mandatorily placed on leave without pay and subsequently
dismissed from their position(s);

(b) Back-pay from their last day of paid employment to the date of judgment with:
(i) Corresponding benefits and financial contribution commiserate with that

back-pay including, but not restricted to, pension earning, sick days and other
benefits;
(ii) Re-instatement at the advanced level they would likely have attained by the

date of judgment;
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All in accordance with the Supreme Court of Canada ruling in, inter alia, Proctor
v. Sarnia Board of Commissioners of Police [1980] 2 S.C.R. 72;

The Plaintiffs further seek, from the Defendants, monetary damages, as follows:

(a) For each Plaintiff in general damages as follows:

(i) $100,000 under the tort of misfeasance in public office by the named and
unnamed Johns and Janes Doe public officer holders;

(ii) $50,000 each against the Defendants under the tort of intimidation;

(iii) $100,000 each against the Defendants under the tort of conspiracy to deprive
them of their constitutional rights;

(iv)$100,000 each, for the actions of Her Majesty the Queen’s officials, servants,
and agents, in the tort of constitutional violations in violating the Plaintiffs’
pre-Charter constitutional rights, to freedom of belief, conscience, and
religion, violating of their s.2 Charter rights to conscience, relief and religion,
as well as violation of their s.7 Charter rights to bodily and psychological
integrity, in violating consent to medical treatment and procedure with respect
to COVID-19 “vaccines” and “PCR” testing as well as breach of the right to
pre-Charter equality as well as section 15 of the Charter based on medical
status which damages are required to be paid for by the Crown as ruled and set
out by the SCC in Ward v. City of Vancouver;

(v) $200,000 each per Plaintiff for the intentional infliction of mental distress and
anguish to the Plaintiffs by the Defendants;

(b) Punitive damages in the amount of $100,000 per plaintiff for the Defendants

callous violation of the Plaintiffs’ constitutional rights whereby the Defendants



22

knew, or had a reckless and wanton disregard to, the fact that they were violating
the Plaintiffs’ constitutional and statutory rights under Acts of Parliament.
4. The Plaintiffs further seek:

(a) An interim stay/injunction of the Federal “vaccine mandates” and “passports”
nunc pro tunc, effective the day before they were announced and/or
implemented;

(b) A final stay/injunction of the Federal “vaccine mandates” and “passports” nunc
pro tunc, effective the day before they were announced and/or implemented.

5. The Plaintiffs seek costs of this action and such further and/or other relief as this

Court deems just.

THE PARTIES

e The Plaintiffs
6. The Plaintiffs are all either:
(a) Federal (former) Employees of various agencies and Ministries of the
Government of Canada and servants, officials, and/or agents of the Crown;
(b) Employees of Federal Crown Corporations; and
(c) Employees of federally regulated sectors;
As set out and categorized in the style of cause in the within claim.
7. Most of the Plaintiffs were sent home on “leave without pay” and/or subsequently
fired for refusing to take the COVID-19 “vaccines” (inoculations) whether or not they
were working from home, and/or further refused to multi-weekly PCR testing in order

to continue working. All Plaintiffs were placed on leave without pay and fired
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pursuant to the purported dictate of the Financial Administration Act with respect to
Covid-19 “vaccines”, purportedly mandated by the Treasury Board.

Some Plaintiffs are/were on medical leave but declined to take the covid-vaccine,
particularly of which will be furnished subsequent to the issues of the within
Statement of Claim. Some Plaintiffs due to the coercive illegal and unconstitutional
actions and dictates of the Defendants and their officials took, under that duress, early
and unvoluntary retirement, particulars of which will be furnished subsequent to the
issuance of the within Statement of Claim.

All the Plaintiffs possess a conscientious and/or physical /medical reason for refusing
to take the COVID-19 “vaccines” (inoculations).

While “exemptions™ to these “mandatory vaccine mandates™ exist, in theory, all of
the Plaintiffs who sought an exemption were arbitrarily denied without reasons. The
Plaintiffs further state that there is no obligation to seek any exemption before
refusing the vaccines.

All the Plaintiffs are ineligible for Employment Insurance benefits because they were
dismissed for refusing the “vaccines” (Inoculations).

All of the Plaintiffs wish to exercise their ss. 6 and 7 of the Charter rights to travel
within Canada, as well as abroad, which is barred to them by virtue of a non-

possession of a “vaccine passport”.
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e The Defendants

The Defendant, Justin Trudeau, is the current Prime Minister of Canada, and as such,
a holder of a public office, and a primary propagator of the federal “vaccine
mandates”.

Deputy P.M Minister of Finance Crystia Freeland, and as such, a holder of public
office, and a primary propagator of the federal “vaccine mandates”.

The Defendant, Dr. Theresa Tam, is Canada’s Chief Public Health Officer and as
such a holder of a public office, centrally responsible for “vaccine mandates”.

Marco Mendicino is Canada’s Minister of Public Safety and, as such a holder of
public office, and responsible for the enforcement of the “vaccine mandates”.

The Defendant Omar Alghabra is the Federal Minister of Transport, as such a holder
of public office, and responsible for the enforcement of the “vaccine mandates” with
respect to travel within and outside Canada.

The Defendants Johns and Janes Doe, are Federal Administrators who implement
and enforce the illegal and unconstitutional “vaccine mandates and passports”
announced, issued and implemented by the other Defendants.

All the Defendants have knowingly, expressly, and through their actions planned,
executed, and continue to enforce a coercive and de facto mandatory vaccine
mandate, under the threat and actual firing the Plaintiffs from their employment, and
further barring the Plaintiffs from their employment insurance benefits for refusing
the vaccine, and further barring the Plaintiffs from traveling within and outside

Canada on planes, trains and boats.
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The Defendant Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, is statutorily and
constitutionally liable for the acts and omissions of her officials, particularly with
respect to Charter damages as set out by the SCC in, inter alia, Ward v. City of
Vancouver, without the necessity of mala fides.

The Defendant Attorney General of Canada is, constitutionally, the Chief Legal
Officer, responsible for and defending the integrity of all legislation, and Federal
executive action and inaction, as well as responding to declaratory relief, including
with respect constitutional declaratory relief, and required to be named as a Defendant
in any action for declaratory relief.

THE FACTS

The facts of this case are as set out below.

All the Plaintiffs were sent home on “leave without pay” and/or subsequently fired for
refusing to take the COVID-19 “vaccines” (inoculations) whether or not they were
working from home, and/or further refused to multi-weekly PCR testing, at their own
expense, in order to continue working. This, pursuant to the dictates set out,
purportedly, under ss.7 and 11 of the Financial Administration Act.

All the Plaintiffs possess a conscientious and/or physical /medical reason for refusing
to take the COVID-19 “vaccines” (inoculations).

While “exemptions” to these “mandatory vaccine mandates” exist, in theory, all of
the Plaintiffs who sought an exemption were arbitrarily denied without reasons. The
Plaintiffs further state that there is no obligation to seek any exemption before

refusing the vaccines.
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Some Plaintiffs are/were on medical leave but declined to take the covid-vaccine,

particularly of which will be furnished subsequent to the issues of the within

Statement of Claim. Some Plaintiffs due to the coercive illegal and unconstitutional

actions and dictates of the Defendants and their officials took, under that duress, early

and involuntary retirement, particulars of which will be furnished subsequent to the

issuance of the within Statement of Claim.

All the Plaintiffs are ineligible for Employment Insurance benefits because they were

dismissed for refusing the “vaccines” (Inoculations).

In particular, the following Plaintiffs:

(a) Shauna Lee Leclair and Anne Cheng resigned early and involuntarily under
duress, under threat of being fired if they did not vaccinate;

(b) Patrick Roy took the vaccine under duress and involuntarily;

(c) Jacqueline Robinson, Monique Harris, and Nathan Aligizakis, along with other
Plaintiffs, submitted exemptions and were denied.

All the Plaintiff John and Jane Does have initiated this proceeding as John and Jane

Does due to their bona fide and reasonable fear of negative repercussions, as well as

family and societal stigma and vilification from being identified, publicly, as “anti-

vaxxers”.

All of the Plaintiffs wish to exercise their ss. 6 and 7 of the Charter rights to travel

within Canada, as well as abroad, which is barred to them by virtue of a non-

possession of a “vaccine passport”, notwithstanding that airlines and foreign countries

of destination do not require nor do the airlines.
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All the Defendants have knowingly, expressly, and through their actions planned,
executed, and continue to enforce a coercive and de facto mandatory vaccine
mandate, under the threat and actual firing the Plaintiffs from their employment, and
further barring the Plaintiffs from their employment insurance benefits for refusing
the vaccine, and further barring the Plaintiffs from traveling within and outside
Canada on planes, trains and boats.

e The “Pandemic” and its Measures
The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that there is no, and there has not been, a
“COVID-19 pandemic” beyond and/or exceeding the consequences of the fall-out of

the pre-covid annual flu or influenza.

. The Plaintiffs further state that, since early 2020, to the present, being three (3) flu

seasons, the purported deaths resulting from complications of the COVID-19 have

not been any marginally higher than the annual deaths from complications of the

annual influenza.

The fact, and data is, that the COVID-19 measures have caused, to a factor of a

minimum of five (5) to one (1), more deaths than the actual purported COVID-19

has caused. Given the admittedly high death/injury rates as a result of the cover 19

vaccines, and the most affected age groups, and given the most recent definition of

what is required to be “up to date”, namely:

(a) for people who are moderately or severely immunocompromised— five (5) doses;
and

(b) for adults ages 60 and over and First Nation, Inuit and Métis individuals and their

non-Indigenous household members — four (4) doses; and



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

28

(c) for adults up to 59 years of age — four (3) doses; and

(d) children, ages 12 to 17 — three (3) doses;

that this vaccine agenda is turning into a de facto eugenics agenda. The number of
doses is forecast to increase every three (3) months.

The facts are that in Canada, 86% of all purported deaths have occurred in long-term
care (LTC) facilities at an average age of 83.4 years, which exceeds the general life
expectancy of Canadians, of age 81.

The Defendant officials scandalously claim that, during COVID-19 pandemic there
have been no annual flus.

In Canada, no person under age 19 has died from COVID-19, as the primary cause of
death (without co-morbidities).

The death rate for those who have contracted the COVID-19 virus has been 0.024 %
(one quarter of one percent) for adults, and 0.0 % (zero) for children.

The Defendants and their officials falsely claim that Canada’s death rate from Covid-
19, being no higher than the complications of the annual flu, is because of the
measures taken. This is wild speculation and incantation which could only be proven
by comparison of jurisdictions (states and countries) which have taken no or little
COVID measures against countries, such as Canada, who have taken severe
measures.

A comparison of jurisdictions (such as some U.S. states) and 14 other countries who
took no or little covid-19 measures shows that those jurisdictions and countries taking
no or little measures fared just as well, and in fact better than countries such as

Canada.
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e The Case Counts
The Defendants, as well as provincial authorities, have based all their rationale and
measures, with respect to Covid-19, tied to the “case counts” of positive testing for
the Covid virus (SARS-CoV-2).

Case counts are based on “positive’ PCR tests. “PCR” test, which when run above a
“35 thresh-hold cycle”, have been found, by various court jurisdictions, and the
avalanche of scientific data and expertise, to produce a 96.5% “false positive” rate.
This means that for every 100 “positive” cases announced, there are only 3.5 actual
positive “cases”.

In Canada, PCR testing is conducted at 43 to 47 threshold cycle rates, well above the
35-threshold cycle rate. These cycle rates are not cumulative but exponential with
each cycle exponentially distorts and magnifying the false positive rate.

The PCR tests, according to its inventor, Kary Mullis, who won the Nobel Prize for
inventing the PCR test who, was unequivocally and adamantly loud, before his death
in October, 2019, that his PCR machine and test does not and cannot identify any
virus, but is merely a screening test which must be followed by a culture test (of
attempting to reproduce the virus) and concurrent blood (anti-body test), in order to
determine whether that virus identified in the PCR test is dead (non-infectious) or
alive (infectious). This is the so-called “gold standard” to verify the existence of any
virus. This is not done in Canada with respect to the SARS-CoV-2.

The fact is that, above and beyond all the above, the virus, SARS-CoV-2 has not yet

been identified or isolated anywhere in the world.
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e The COVID-“Vaccines” (Inoculations)
The COVID-19 “vaccines” are not “vaccines”. They have not gone through the
required protocols nor trials. Their human trials are to end in 2023. They are

27 &C

“emergency use” “medical experimentation” as medically and historically

understood.

Therefore, at this moment, they are admittedly “medical experimentation”. Medical

experimentation without voluntary, informed, consent, is a Crime Against Humanity

born out of the Nuremberg Code, following the Nazi experimentation under the Nazi

regime. They are also contrary to the Helsinki Declaration (1960).

Statistics, from Pfizer post-authorization data, in part, show that:

(a) Of a group of 40,000 participants (with a significant number receiving
“placebos”), there were 1,223 deaths:

(b) That 10% of pregnant women spontaneously aborted, with an extreme number of
still-born deaths of vaccinated pregnant women; and

(c) a long list of severe, permanent side-effects.

The Plaintiffs further state, and fact is, that according to Public Health officials,

including the Defendant, Teresa Tam:

(a) The COVID-19 “vaccines” do NOT prevent transmission of the virus, even as
between vaccinated and vaccinated individuals;

(b) That the “vaccines” merely suppress symptoms;

(c) That, in order to maintain a “vaccinated status”, a “booster” shot of the useless

and ineffective “vaccines”, must be taken every three (3) months, projected to
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continue, judging by the number of vaccines Justin Trudeau announced that he
procured from Pfizer, until the year 2025;

(d) That the variants require these boosters and public health officials falsely claim
that the “unvaccinated” are causing the “variants”.

The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that internationally renowned experts, including a

Nobel Prize winner in virology, Luc Montagnier, adamantly state and warn that it is

the “vaccines” which are creating the “variants”.

The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that on the Defendants’ own assessment and claim

there is:

(a) No correlation between transmission as between the vaccinated and unvaccinated,

(b) COVID “vaccines” do not prevent transmission nor immunize the vaccinated
against the virus;

(c) That the “vaccines” merely suppress the virus symptoms;

(d) That the “vaccines™ effectiveness at even suppressing the symptoms are at best,
90 days (3 months).

The plaintiffs therefore state, and the fact is, that the measures taken are irrational,

arbitrary, and violate the Plaintiff’s rights to equal treatment before the law, as well as

violate s.15 of the Charter.
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e Tortious Conduct (at Common Law) Inflicted Against the Plaintiffs
e Misfeasance of Public Office

52. The Plaintiffs state, and fact is, that the Defendants, Justin Trudeau, Teresa Tam, and
the other Co-Defendants have knowingly engaged in misfeasance of their public
office, and abuse of authority, through their public office, as contemplated and set out
by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia, Roncarelli v. Duplessis, [1959] S.C.R.
121 Odhaviji Estate v. Woodhouse [2003] 3 S.C.R. 263, 2003 SCC 69 by knowingly:
(a) Exercising a coercive power to force unwanted “vaccination” knowing that:

(i) Itis not a power section 91 of the Constitution Act, 1867 grants the Federal
Government as medical treatment is a matter of exclusive Provincial
legislation, absent legislation and declaration of the Emergencies Act, subject
to constitutional constraints. as set out and noted in the Emergencies Act
itself;

(i1) Such coercive mandates and measures violate ss.2, 6, 7, and 15, of the
Charter;

(iii)Such coercive measures violate the Genetic Non-Discrimination Act;

(iv) Such coercive measures violate international (treaty) norms and rights, which
norms and rights are read into s. 7 of the Charter;

(v) Such coercive measures in ignoring the statutory prohibitions, further
constitute offences under the Criminal Code of Canada, including:

disobeying a statute (s. 126) and Extortion (s. 346);
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(vi) That such coercive measures were planned, executed, and implemented
knowingly and perpetual statements and threats by Justin Trudeau and other
Defendants that, “not vaccinating will carry consequences”;

(vii) By coercive statements such as by Trudeau that: “The bottom line is if
anyone who doesn't have a legitimate medical reason for not getting fully
vaccinated chooses to not get vaccinated, there will be consequences™.

(viii) By further inflammatory statements by Trudeau made on or about
September 16, 2021 that persons who decline the vaccines: "Don’t believe in
science, they’re often misogynists, also often racists,”. “It’s a small group that
muscles in, and we have to make a choice in terms of leaders, in terms of the
country. Do we tolerate these people?”

53. The Plaintiffs further state, and the fact is, that as a result of this misfeasance of
public office, the Plaintiffs have been caused damages, including, but not restricted
to:

(a) Loss of their livelihood,;
(b) Mental anguish and distress;
(c) Loss of dignity and discrimination based on their medical status;

(d) Violation of their ss.2, 6, 7, and 15 of their Charter rights.
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e Conspiracy

54, The Plaintiffs further state that the Defendants, through their statements, actions, and

55.

co-ordinated actions and offices, are engaging in the tort of conspiracy as set out,

inter alia, by the Supreme Court of Canada in Hunt v. Carey Canada Inc [1990] 2

S.C.R. 959 in that:

(a) the means used by the defendants are lawful or unlawful, the predominant purpose
of the defendants' conduct is to cause injury to the plaintiff; or,

(b) where the conduct of the defendants is unlawful, the conduct is directed towards the
plaintiff (alone or together with others), and the defendants should know in the
circumstances that injury to the plaintiff is likely to and does result.

The Defendants do so through the implementation of coercive and damaging

measures, including the infliction of a violation of their constitutional rights, as set

out above in the within statement of claim; and/or which has caused the Plaintiffs
damages including, but not restricted to:

(¢) Loss of their livelihood;

(d) Mental anguish and distress;

(e) Loss of dignity and discrimination based on their medical status;

(f) Violation of their ss.2, 6, 7, and 15 of their Charter rights.

The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that this conspiracy, between the named, and

unnamed Johns and Janes Doe administrators, is borne out, by way of:

(a) Public statements by Trudeau and other Defendants that “not vaccinating will

carry consequences’:
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(b) That those who decline vaccines "Don’t believe in science, theyre often
misogynists, also often racists,” “It’s a small group that muscles in, and we have
to make a choice in terms of leaders, in terms of the country. Do we tolerate these
people?”

(c) It is not a power section 91 of the Constitution Act, 1867 grants the Federal
Government, absent legislation and declaration of the Emergencies Act, subject to
constitutional constraints as set out as redundantly noted in the Emergencies Act;

(d) Such coercive mandates and measures violate ss.2, 6, 7, and 15, of the Charter;

(e) Such coercive measures violate the Genetic Non-Discrimination Act;

(f) Such coercive measures violate international (treaty) norms and rights, which
norms and rights are read into s. 7 of the Charter;

(g) Such coercive measures in ignoring the statutory prohibitions, further constitute
offences under the Criminal Code of Canada, including: disobeying a statute (s.
126) Extortion (s. 346);

(h) That such coercive measures were planned, executed, and implemented
knowingly through the actions of the Defendants and perpetual statements, and
threats, by Justin Trudeau and other defendants that, “not vaccinating will carry

consequences’.
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e Intimidation (through Third Parties)
56. The Plaintiffs state, and fact is, that the Defendants, Justin Trudeau, Teresa Tam, and
other Co-Defendants, in:

(a) Making their public threats of “consequences” for not “vaccinating”; and

(b) In implementing vaccine employment requirements of take the “jab or lose your
job”; and

(c) Making such statements that those who decline vaccines: “Don’t believe in
science, they’re often misogynists, also often racists,”. “it’s a small group that
muscles in, and we have to make a choice in terms of leaders, in terms of the
country. do we tolerate these people?”

(d) In then mandatorily drafting third parties such as government agencies, Crown
corporations, and federally regulated sectors, into implementing those knowingly
coercive, illegal, and unconstitutional measures in, and outside Canada;

Are liable in the tort of intimidation as set out in, inter alia, by the Court of Appeal of

Ontario in MclIlvenna v. 1887401 Ontario Ltd., 2015 ONCA 830, and other Supreme

Court of Canada jurisprudence, as follows:

[23]The tort of intimidation consists of the following elements:

(a) a threat;

(b) an intent to injure;

(c) some act taken or forgone by the plaintiff as a result of the threat;

(d) as a result of which the plaintiff suffered damages:

Score Television Network Ltd. v. Winner International Inc., 2007 ONCA
424, [2007] O.J. No. 2246, at para. 1; see also Central Canada Potash Co.
v. Saskatchewan, 1978 CanLlII 21 (SCC), [1979] 1 S.C.R. 42. Although

the pleading of intimidation is most frequently seen in the context of
economic torts, the business context is not an essential element of the tort.
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which has caused the Plaintiffs damages including, but not restricted to:
(e) Loss of their livelihood;
(f) Mental anguish and distress;
(g) Loss of dignity and discrimination based on their medical status;
(h) Violation and forfeiting their constitutional rights under ss.2, 6, 7, and 15 of their

Charter rights;
(i) The forfeiting of their chosen vocations.
The Plaintiffs state that, in exercising their constitutional right(s) to choose not to take
the Covid-19 “vaccines” they have been forced to forfeit those ss. 2, 6, 7, and 15
Charter rights and forced to forfeit their livelihood in their federal or federally
regulated employment which has led to the suffering of damages as set out above in
the within statement of claim.

e Intentional Infliction of Mental Anguish

The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that the Defendants, through their illegal and
unconstitutional “vaccine” and other Covid-19 mandates and “passports”, have
knowingly inflicted mental anguish on the Plaintiffs, as one of the “consequences” of
exercising their constitutionally protected right(s) to decline any medical treatment
and/or procedure based on the constitutionally protected right to informed, voluntary,
consent.
The Plaintiffs further state, and the fact is, that they are knowingly inflicting this
mental anguish and distress, which is manifested by:
(a) The Defendants’ public statements that they know that they cannot *“force”

mandatory vaccination as it is unconstitutional;



38

39 ¢

(b) However, that not “voluntarily” “vaccinating” will “have consequences”, which
renders the decision unvoluntary through coercion and equally unconstitutional
conduct, as set out by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia, in the
Morgentaler case;

(c) By stating that those who decline vaccines: "Don’t believe in science, they’re
often misogynists, also often racists,”. “It’s a small group that muscles in, and we
have to make a choice in terms of leaders, in terms of the country. Do we tolerate
these people?” Thus vilifying and making the Plaintiffs the objects of disdain,
disgust and abuse, which furthers the metal anguish and anxiety.

(d) Exercising a coercive power to force unwanted vaccination knowing that:

(i) Itis not a power section 91 of the Constitution Act, 1867, grants the Federal
Government, absent legislation and declaration of the Emergencies Act,
subject to constitutional constraints as set out and noted in the Emergencies
Act;

(i) It is an issue already judicially determined to violate s. 7 of Charter and not
saved by s. 1, as already ruled by, inter alia, by the Ontario Court of Appeal
in Fleming v. Reid (1991) 4 O.R. (3d) 74 and in the Supreme Court of Canada
in Morgentaler (1988), Rodriguez (1993) and Rasouli (2013), and Carter
(2005) (at paragraph 67);

60. The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that such coercive and unconstitutional conduct,

and infliction of mental anguish and distress, includes the prohibition of applying for

Employment Insurance benefits if dismissed for exercising their right(s) to informed,
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voluntary, consent with respect to medical treatment and/or procedure, a well as being
vilified as “anti-vaxxers” and prohibited from travel.
e Violation of Constitutional Rights
e Freedom of Conscience, Belief, and Religion (S. 2 of the
Charter)
The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that their pre-Charter, recognized constitutional
right(s) to freedom of conscience, belief, and/or religion have been violated, as set out
by the Supreme Court of Canada in, infer alia, Switzman, v Elbing and Saumar v
City of Quebec, recognized as rights through the pre-amble of the Constitution Act,
1867.
The Plaintiffs further state, that these rights are mirrored in s. 2 of the Charter, and
s.1 of the Canadian Bill of Rights (1960) and further violate those rights.
The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that the sincerely held belief of one (1) single
individual, in the absence of a large group sharing that belief, is constitutionally
protected under s. 2 of the Charter, as set out by the Supreme Court of Canada in,
inter alia, Big M Drug Mart.
The Plaintiffs state, as a result of this violation, the Plaintiffs have suffered damages,
including, but not limited to:
(a) Loss of their employment;
(b) Mental anguish and distress;
(¢) Loss of dignity and discrimination based on their medical status;

(d) Violation of their ss.2, 6, 7, and 15 of their Charter rights.
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For which they seek damages under s. 24(1) of the Charter because these violations

are not saved by s.1 of the Charter, which damages are payable and must be paid, by

the Crown, as set out by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia, the Ward v City
of Vancouver case.
e Life, Liberty, and Security of the Person (s.7 of the Charter)

65. The Plaintiffs further state, and the fact is, that the Ontario Court of Appeal, and other
Appellate Courts, as well as the Supreme Court of Canada, have clearly ruled that:
(a) s.7 of the Charter, protects a person’s physical and psychological integrity;

(b) s.7 of the Charter , in that broad context, also protects the right to informed,
voluntary, consent, to any medical treatment and/or procedure, and equally s. 7
Charter protected rights to refuse any medical treatment or procedure; that the
Defendants are fully aware of the above and do not care, callously ignore, and
violate the right of the Plaintiffs; and

(¢) The Defendants hide behind a transparent Fig-leaf that while not “mandatory”,
failure to vaccinate “has (coercive and seismic) consequences” which coercive
measures amount to making the vaccine mandates, and vaccines mandatory and
unconstitutional as enunciated by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia, the
Morgantaler, O’Connor cases as well as the Carter decision.

66. The Plaintiffs state, as a result of this violation, the Plaintiffs have suffered damages,
including, but not limited to:

(a) Loss of their employment;

(b) Mental anguish and distress;

(c) Loss of dignity and discrimination based on their medical status;
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(d) Violation of their ss.2, 6, 7, and 15 of their Charter rights.

For which they seek damages under s. 24(1) of the Charter because these violations

are not saved by s.1 of the Charter, which damages are payable and must be paid, by

the Crown, as set out by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia, the Ward v City
of Vancouver case.
e Ss. 6 and 7 of the Charter — Vaccine Passports — Travel Bans

The Plaintiffs further state that “vaccine passports” further violate their explicit

right(s) under s.6 and 7 of the Charter granting them mobility of travel, domestically

and internationally, which violations are arbitrary (contrary to s.7), irrational, and
disproportionate, and thus fail any s.1 fundamental justice, or s.1 Charter analysis, in
that:

(a) The Defendants admit, in their public statements, and scientific data, and science
confirms, that transmission of the virus as between the vaccinated-to-vaccinated
and vaccinated-to-unvaccinated, and vice versa, is NOT prevented by the
COVID-19 “vaccines” (inoculations);

(b) That there is NO rational connection between being unvaccinated and higher risks
of transmission;

(c) That the punitive bar to travel and board plains, trains, and boats is simply an
irrational, arbitrary, over-reaching punitive dispensation of Charter violations
and part of the malicious “consequences” of simply NOT “vaccinating”.

The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that the “vaccine passports” are not in furtherance

of a “public health agenda” but simply of an irrational coercive “vaccine political

agenda” knowingly geared at the violation of rights to informed, voluntary, consent
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and the constitutional right to decline any medical treatment and/or procedure. The

Plaintiffs state that it is thus purely political.

The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that as a result of the “vaccine passports”, and the

removal of their mobility rights, the Plaintiffs have suffered, and will continue to

suffer damages, which include, but are not restricted to:

(a) An inability to travel to visit family, which family relationships, particularly
between parent and child are constitutionally protected under s.7 of the Charter as
set out by the Supreme Court of Canada;

(b) That this restriction under Interim Order Respecting Certain Requirements for
Civil Aviation Due to Covid-19, No.61, from visiting family creates mental
anguish and distress when that travel to visit family includes members facing
death,medical conditions, funerals, (particularly when attendance is religiously
required), weddings, confirmations, bar mitzvahs, etc;

(c) An inability to vacation which is essential to recouping physical and
psychological rest and integrity, which physical and psychological integrity is
protected under s. 7 of the Charter;

(d) Travel to attend specialized medical treatment not available locally;

(e) Restrictions to obtaining domestic medical treatment in hospital for lack of a
“vaccine passport”;

(f) Prohibitions against entering domestic hospitals:

(i) When a spouse is giving birth to their child,;

(i) When a loved-one is dying, under palliative care;
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All of which violate physical and psychological integrity under s. 7 of the Charter, by
denial of the explicit mobility rights protected by s.7 of the Charter (liberty and
security of the person) as well as the mobility (travel) rights specifically protected
under s. 6 of the Charter.
The Plaintiffs state, as a result of this violation, the Plaintiffs have suffered damages,
including, but not limited to:
(a) Loss of their employment;
(b) Mental anguish and distress;
(c) Loss of dignity and discrimination based on their medical status;
(d) Violation of their ss.2, 6, 7, and 15 of their Charter rights.
For which they seek damages under s. 24(1) of the Charter because these violations
are not saved by s.1 of the Charter, which damages are payable and must be paid, by
the Crown, as set out by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia, the Ward v City
of Vancouver case.

e “Vaccinated” versus “Unvaccinated” Equality Violations
The Plaintiffs state, and fact is, that the Defendants’ “vaccine mandates and
passports” have driven an irrationally, malicious, disproportionate and punitive
wedge between the “vaccinated and unvaccinated” notwithstanding the Defendants’
admission that the “vaccines™ have little to no effectiveness in preventing
transmission between anyone, whether vaccinated or unvaccinated, thereby engaging
in a punitive and unequal and discriminatory treatment for those, who have chosen to

exercise their constitutionally protected rights, pre-and post- Charter, to informed
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voluntary, consent, to any medical treatment/procedure, and the conditional right to
decline treatment and procedure.

e Pre-Charter rights to Equality of Treatment
The Plaintiffs state, and fact is, that the Supreme Court of Canada, pre-Charter,
recognized equality of treatment by governments of all its citizens in, inter alia, the
Winner (1952) case. This right to equality, was also recognized, by the U.S Supreme
Court, in inter alia, Bolling absent an equality provision, as a matter of due process
and fundamental justice protecting citizens from arbitrary, irrational, action, the
hallmark of s.7 of the Charter, whereby equality under s.15 and s. 7 of the Charter
was recognized as a matter of due process, by the Supreme Court of Canada in
Schmidt (1987).
The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that their mistreatment, as “unvaccinated” citizens,
violates their right against unequal treatment recognized, pre-Charter, as a
constitutional right emanating from the Rule of Law, an unwritten conditional
principle and imperative.
The Plaintiffs state, and fact is, that what is being violated is a recognized unwritten
constitutional RIGHT which is not to be equated nor confused with an unwritten
constitutional PRINCIPLE of Rule of Law, Constitutionalism, Democracy,
Federalism, and Respect for Minorities as enunciated by the Supreme Court of
Canada in the Reference re Secession of Quebec, [1998] 2 S.C.R. 217
What is being relied upon here are the specific rights recognized through the pre-
amble of the Constitutional Act, 1867, and not the general underlying structural

imperatives of the unwritten constitutional principles.
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The Plaintiffs state and the fact is, that where there is a violation of an "unwritten"
constitutional right, read in through to the pre-amble of the Constitution Act, 1867,
there is no s.1 Charter analysis, nor are the rights subject to s.33 Charter override as
this source is not the Charter.
e S. 15 of the Charter — Discrimination on Emmerated and
Analogous Grounds

The Plaintiffs state and the fact is, that the Defendants have violated their right(s)

against discrimination based on medical status, as follows:

(a) By ironically creating, in law, two immutable classes of individuals: the covid-
“yaccinated” versus the covid-“unvaccinated”;

(b) These two classes are immutable in that, once vaccinated, you are forever
vaccinated and, so long as citizens choose to decline the “COVID-19 vaccines”
(inoculations) there will be that immutable class based on medical status and thus,
is akin to religion and belief in that, while a person may change beliefs or
religion, the class is immutable, one is either vaccinated or not, in whole or in
part, in this case, a person is “unvaccinated” by mere virtue of the absence of the
COVID-19 “vaccination” , even though the person has had other vaccines,
including the annual flu shot;

(c) The Plaintiffs are being denied rights and benefits and moreover, other
constitutional rights, based on this discriminatory treatment.

The Plaintiffs state, as a result of this violation, the Plaintiffs have suffered damages,

including, but not limited to:

(a) Loss of their employment;
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(b) Mental anguish and distress;

(c) Loss of dignity and discrimination based on their medical status;

(d) Violation of their ss.2, 6, 7, and 15 of their Charter rights.

For which they seek damages under s. 24(1) of the Charter because these violations

are not saved by s.1 of the Charter, which damages are payable and must be paid, by

the Crown, as set out by the Supreme Court of Canada in, inter alia, the Ward v City
of Vancouver case.

The Plaintiffs further state, and the fact is, that the rights under the Charter do not sit

in silo isolation of each other but are inter-twined and inseparable as set out by the

SCC in, inter alia, Morgentaler, which case was unanimously endorsed by the SCC

in inter alia, O’Connor.

e S.1 of the Charter
79. The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that none of the Charter violations pleaded in this
statement of claim are saved by s. 1 of the Charter in that:

(a) At this point “vaccine mandates and passports” are no longer part of a valid public
health objective, if they ever were, as “COVID-19 vaccines” as they have been
admitted to, and proven as, completely ineffective in blocking transmission and
thus the objective now is clearly a never ending “vaccine objective” of a “booster”

every three (3) months simply to “suppress symptoms” with absolutely no

consequence to effective resistance from transmission.
(b) The vaccine mandates and passports are thus, and further arbitrary and irrational;
(¢) These mandates and passports do NOT minimally impair the Charter rights being

violated and therefore are overly-broad;
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(d) And, lastly, the measures’ and passports’ deleterious effects far outweigh the
beneficial effects in that, inter alia:

(i) The deaths attributable to the COVID measures themselves far exceed the
purported deaths from COVID-19 itself to a factor of a minimal of five (5) to
one (1);

(ii) The economic devastation and cost has been seismic;

(iii) De facto over-ride and blanket removal of constitutional right(s) and the Rule
of Law is pervasive, at the arbitrary command and benefit of a handful of
unelected and democratically and constitutionally unaccountable “public
health officers™ acting in place of Legislatures, via decree, and in the absence
of legislation and judicial scrutiny.

o Violation of Pre-Charter Constitutional Rights
80. The Plaintiffs state, and the fact is, that where the Defendants are in violation of pre-
existing recognized constitutional rights that pre-date the Charter, no s. 1 analysis
ensues.
RELIEF SOUGHT
81. The Plaintiffs therefore seek:
(a) The relief and damages sought in paragraph 1 through 5 of the within statement of
claim;
(b) Costs of this action on a solicitor -client basis regardless of outcome;
(c) Such further or other relief as counsel to the Plaintiffs may advise and/or this
Honourable Court deems just.

The Plaintiffs propose that this action be tried at Toronto.
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Dated at Toronto this 25™ day of May, 2022.

A L~

ROCCO GALATI LAW FIRM
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
Rocco Galati, BA, LLB,LLM.

1062 College Street, Lower Level
Toronto, Ontario M6H 1A9

TEL: (416) 530-9684
FAX: (416) 530-8129

Email: rocco/aidirect.com

Solicitor for the Plaintiffs
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