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FORM 25

NOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL

Article 2, 13 of the UN Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading

Treatment or Punishment,
Section 83.01(b), 219, 269.1, 380(1) of the Criminal Code of Canada,
Section 40(1), 44 of the Supreme Court Act,

TAKE NOTICE that Dale Richardson applies for leave to appeal to the Supreme Court of
Canada, under Section 40(1), 44, 55 Supreme Court Act, Article 2, 12, 13 of the UN Convention
against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment from the
judgment of the Federal Court of Appeal A-183-22 made on October 18, 2022 for a judgment
made on an appeal of a matter that contained indisputable evidence of treason and bioterrorism
against Canada, the United States, crimes against humanity, torture, and numerous other crimes
committed in and outside of the courts based on an engineering report that was determined

without any expert testimony to the contrary by any party outside of the Applicant;
AND FURTHER TAKE NOTICE that this application is made on the following grounds:

The Federal Court of Appeal contains rogue agents acting against the will of the people of
Canada by assisting actors in the United States to commit treason against the United States and
effecting the same actions in Canada.

The Federal Court of Appeal judges lacked jurisdiction from being named as perpetrators and
violated the Canadian Victims Bill of Rights.

The Federal Court of Appeal judges had an extreme conflict of interest being colleagues of

parties named as perpetrators.

The Federal Court of Appeal judges lacked jurisdiction from participating in criminal activity while

sitting as a judge contrary to the Judges Act.

The Federal Court of Appeal judges lacked jurisdiction from engaging in unauthorized practice of
mechanical engineering and/or mechanical engineering technology while sitting as a judge

contrary to the Judges Act.

The Federal Court of Appeal ignored evidence of parties in Canada assisting actors in the United

States to commit treason against the United States.
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The Federal Court of Appeal used power to shield the Respondents treasonous activity, child
trafficking for the purposes of financial and sexual exploitation, human trafficking, fraud,

bioterrorism, involvement in Crimes against Humanity and other crimes without limitation.

The Federal Court of Appeal ignored the Applicant’s complaint of torture involving numerous

parties in Canada and the United States.

The Federal Court of Appeal exercised an expert opinion over that of the Applicant who is a
Mechanical Engineering Technologist with a Bachelor of Technology and the Judges engaged in

the profession of engineering technology in making their decision.

The Federal Court of Appeal engaged in terrorist activity contrary to section 83.01(b) of the
Criminal Code of Canada.

The Federal Court of Appeal engaged in the trafficking of a person under the age of 18 years for

the purposes of exploitation contrary to section 279.011(1)(4) of the Criminal Code of Canada.

The Federal Court of Appeal ignored the Applicant’s evidence to demonstrate the systematic
attack directed towards the Applicant and his family. This has stripped them of fundamental rights

afforded to persons under the law.

The Federal Court of Appeal reinforced the systemic racism demonstrated by the jurisdiction by
ignoring evidence presented by a Black person to rule in favour of a Caucasian woman not

present who has a demonstrable history of abusive violent behaviour.
The Federal Court of Appeal sanctioned the torture of Indigenous and Black persons.

The Federal Court of Appeal ignored treason, child trafficking for the purposes of sexual and
financial exploitation and bioterrorism involving the following parties without limitation, Justice
R.W. Elson, Virgil Thomson, Brad Appel, Bryce Bohun, Cary Ransome, Chad Gartner, Chantalle
Thompson, Kathy Irwin, Mark Clements, OWZW Lawyers LLP, the RCMP, Matrix Law Group
LLP, Clifford A. Holm, Patricia J. Meiklejohn, Kimberley A. Richardson, Justice B.R. Hildebrandt,
Kristine Wilk, the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan, the Registrar of Information
Services Corporation, the Registrars of the Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan, Justice J.
Kalmakoff, Prothonotary Mirelle Tabib, Justice W. Pentney, Justice V. Rochester, Chief Judge
Phillip A. Brimmer of the District Court of Colorado, rogue agents of Immigration and Customs
Enforcement , Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and the
Supreme Court of the United States.

The Federal Court of Appeal ignored the serious nature of allegations of treason.
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The Federal Court of Appeal ignored the forcible transfer of a citizen of the Metis Nation of
Saskatchewan off of her ancestral homeland, in an effort to further torture her father the
Applicant.

The Federal Court of Appeal ignored the criminal actions taken by Justice R.W. Elson and others
that resulted in the daughter of the Applicant fleeing to the United States at the Sweetgrass
Montana port of entry to cross in her ancestral homeland and file for asylum after being tortured
by the RCMP, SHA and others.

The Federal Court of Appeal shielded persons engaged in mortgage fraud from scrutiny and
participated in the said fraud.

The Federal Court of Appeal upheld precedent from the Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan that
infant children should not be afforded the privilege of section 7, 12 charter rights as granted by
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

The Federal Court of Appeal has participated in religious persecution and all the crimes listed in
the documents when punishing the Applicant for complaining of torture and the threat of being
murdered and presenting evidence of the same.

The Federal Court of Appeal has prevented the Applicant from accessing justice and due process
of law.

The Federal Court of Appeal has taken advantage of a self-represented litigant and deceived the

Applicant on multiple occasions to defraud and punish him with unlawful sanctions to torture him.

The Federal Court of Appeal has taken advantage of a self-represented litigant and deceived the
Applicant on multiple occasions to defraud and punish him with unlawful sanctions to torture him.

SIGNED BY

%" o
/ ' ] Nov. 22, 2022
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NOTICE TO THE RESPONDENT: A respondent may serve and file a memorandum in response
to this application for leave to appeal within 30 days of the date a file number is assigned in this
matter. You will receive a copy of the letter to the applicant confirming the file number as soon as
it is assigned. If no response is filed within that time, the Registrar will submit this application for
leave to appeal to the Court for consideration.
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Federal Lourt Clovar Tederale

Date: 202 1020%

[rocket: T-1404-10

Untwwa, Ontsrin, Febirumr 09, 2021

FRESENT: The Chiel Justice
BETWEEN:

DALE RICHARDSON

PladnrifT

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH,
CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS COMMISSRN ("CROC"),
GHRAND LODGE OF SASKATCHEWAN, COURT OF APPEAL FOR
SASKATCHEWAN, LA CALDWELL, UNITED STATES CITIZESNSHIF AND
IMMIGRATIHON SERVIUES, UiS, IMMIGHATION AN CUSTOMS
ENFORCEMENT, IS CUSTOMS BORBER PROTECTION, IS, DEPARTMENT
CFF HOMELAND SECURITY. CORECIVIC, DEREK ALLCHURCH, ROV AL
CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE, CONSTABLE BURTON ROY, BATTLEFRORDS
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES RWOS, MAZEL HOLM. GARY
LT, AW UMD, CTPREAN BOLAH, JEANNIE JOHNSOM, SANITORA-
SASKATCHEWAN CONFERENCE, MICHAEL COLLINS, MATRIX LAW GROLUPE,
CLIFFORD HOLM, PATRICLA J. MEIKLENAN, CHANTELLE THOMPS(N,
JEMNIFER SCHMIDNT, MARK CLEMENTS, CHADM GARTNER, BRAD AFPEL, 1AM
MOARTHUR, BRYCE BOHUN, KATHY HRIN, JASON PANCHYSHYN, CARY
HANSOME, SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, DE. ALABL RIKKI
MORRISSON, OORA SWERID, DR, ELEKWEM, DR SUNDAY, COURT OF
CQUEEN'S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEW AN, JILL COH0K, GLEN METIVER.
JUSTICE RW, ELSO0N, JUSTICE CROOKS, (0 EW LAWYERS LLF, YIRGIL A
THOMSON, PROVINCIAL COURT OF SASKATUHEWAN, HUNGURARLE JUDLGE
M. PELLETIER. RAYMOND HEBERT, LINDA HERERT, EMI HOLM, CHAR
BLAIR, COMMUNITY FUTURES, LISA CIMMER AND KIMBERLEY
RICHARDISON

[hifemd anis
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Tape: 2
ORDER

IT I5 GRDERED pursuant 1 Rufe 383 that Prothonotary Mircille Tabib is assigned

Cose Managemem Jidge | ihis mangr,

“Pasil 5, Crasipian”
Chicf Jaesisoe
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Dhang; 20210615
[hsckiet: T-14E-20
Clindion: MN2E FC G0

Ortawa, Dntarie, June 15, 2021

FRESENT: Mr Justkee Pentnes
Dockets T-14848-20

BETWEEN:
DPALE RICHARDSON
Plakngifl

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH,
CIVILIAYN REVIEW AN COMPLAINTS
COMMISSION, CEANT LODMGE OF
SASKATCHEWASN, COURT OF AFFEAL
FOR SASKATCHEWAN, LA CALDWELIL,
UNITER STATES CITIAENSHIP AND
VMG RATION SERVICES, LA
IMMIGRATHFS ANMD CUSTOMS
ENFIRCEMENT, LLS, CUSTOMS AND
BORIVER PROTECTION, LS, BEFARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY, CORECIVIC,
DERER ALLCHURCH. ROYWAL CANAIMAN
MOUSTED POLICE, DONSTABLE BURTON
ROY, BATTLERCRIG SEVENTH-IAY
ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES RWOX,
MAZEL HOLM, GARY LUND, DAWN LUND.
CIFRIAYN BOLAIL JEANNIE JOHMNSOMN,
MANTOBA-SASRATUHEW AN
CONFERENCE, MICHAEL COHLLINS,
SATRIN EAW GROUP, CLIFFORD ML,
FATRICLA J. MEIKLENMHN, CHANTELLE
THOMPSON, JENKIFER SUHMIDT, MARK
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CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BRAD
APPEL, IAN MOARTHUR, BRYUE BOHL™N,
KATHY TRWIN, JARON PANCHYSHYN,
CARY RANSOME, SASKATCHEWAN
HEALTH AUTHORITY. DE. ALARL RIKKkI]
MORRISSON, CORA SWERID, 1.
ELERWEM, DR, SUSDAY, COURT OF
DUEES'S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN,
JILL OOfrk, GLES METIVER, JUSTICE
R, ELSOMN, JUSTICE CRIMIKS, TR
EAWYERS LLP, VIRGIHL, A THOMSM,
FROVINCIAL COURT OF
SASKATUCHEWAN, HONDURABLE JUIM:E
AL PELLETIER, RAYMOND HERERT,
LI%EA HERERT, EMIHOLAM, CHAR BLAIR,
COMMUNITY FUTURES, LISA CIMMER amd
KIMBERLEY RICHARDSON

Defendants

DRDER AND REASONS

I Imirnduction

[ Aus vl ke, | have hal the bene T of resdewing tho written matenial fled by all of the
parties, and w0 soume of this is based an my notes from thet, | em oks femilise with the sl an
mierlscuvory imgpanetions, §lave sl aken imo seoown the anl submissions mads on Thirsday,
Jame T 20210, Althaugh some of the MlaimiT s submissions were difficult 1o hear because of the
guality of b phone commection, | was able 1o hear his mstn polics aod arswems 1o my quisixns,

anid | bad the bepefit of the paries” wntten representations, which all parties relied upan.
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[2] The folkwing winblen Cerder and Beasons are based on the verbal Otder givin af ihe
cre: basion of the hearing on June 10, 202 ], These neasons have been edited fir style ond

P biilin g

1L Backgroumil

3] Diale Richardsan, the PlaintifT in this matier, filed o Siatesoens of Claim on Sovember 18,

2020, nasming 37 pasties as Defenianis, anil seeking a varety af relief,

[4] O Mareh 29, 2001, the PlamtilT (ded 8 Motieos of Mothen seek ng an berbociony
mjumction against @ subser of these Diefendants, mmely: the Royal Conadsan Mosmied Police,
Saskatchewan Health Authority, Masris Lasw Croup, Cary Rasseene, Crad Gartner, Mark
Clements, lan McAnhur, Kathy Irwin, Brad Appel, Chantelle Thampsan, Jennifer Schmidh:
Virgll A Thomson, OWEW Lavwvers LLP, Bryee Boliun, Fson Penchysbivn, ClilTosd Hobm,

Pairicia J. Meiklspobn, and Kimberley Bichardson.

3] The Plaintifi"s Motion was further to the procedure set o m the Order of Prothonotary
Mireilhe Tahib dated March 24, 2021, followsng o case managemenm confenerce habd oo Manch

I3, 2.

[6]  The Plaintiff has bromight the interlocutory motion agrins these Defendams hecmse he
nssgris thal ihey are “usmg thetr wuthorty, postion amd nembers g by Rully inberfere with
justice, W sormury amd tereenfze)” the Pl ond his dasgheers { PlaimtifTs Writien

Hepreseniaisans at par | [emphasis = ariginal |3,
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[7]  This s the moben thas is belbne the Courd

L The Plamtiil™s allegmisons ad <laims

]| In secking interkbvoutory reliel, the Plaintiff seeks various forms of refiel, which be sets
isill b pasragrnph 63 o his Wiellter Representabions. The allegutions i respect of he relief wiphi
ure set oul in 3 detniled Motion Record of 30125 pages. These clsims for relief provide a helpful

wiy ol caleporieing his claims, which cam be summarized m ihe folkwang way,

(9 The Plalndil makes allapsthons ol barassment, o, and iersrence dgainst  mumbey
of the Deferdams and seeks oo restmin such behoviour, Argaments ane marrsine relabing s chis

are found throughout b Plaine s Writlen Reprosaininms,

(18] The PlaintiiT alse mikes clabms agaiest @ number of individuals reganding his
membership and accounts at the Innovation Credit Union, Some of the: details for these are foumd

ol panagraples &, 8, 11, and 37-47 of the Phuntiffs Writien Represcriations,

[U0) e, the Plainii?s malermls comaim & serics of ¢lamns relating so sctions amd orders
macke in the conleat of his family dispute with his spouse, Kimberley Richardson, mchiding:
»  surisce parce] Mo 133574639 ocnned ar 1392 93" 81, Nowch Henbeford, 5K, which ke
socks 1o hove returned o lim;
= mcoess s bus danghier and mformation regarding her whereabouis; and

& return of hés work murterinls, reference muderiale, and other possessions.
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[1Z) e also seeks to reverse an coder i relation (o the matrimoninl home thal was the subject
of the family dispute hetwesn him and Me Richardson. Some of the Setails relating o the cleims
arising from (ke MaselTs matrirmonml dispule are fouml ab paragraphs 13- 16, 24, 346, 28 26 15

anid 44 of the Plamtif's Wrnien Representations,

[13]  Finalky, the Plaingiff makes sllegotions aganst the Saskoichewan Health Auchonny and
the Faval Caradizn Mounied Police (BOMPE m relaiion b stops laken ander provmcial healih
legslatlon. He sooys that they sl no hasis io justify the mental heabh wammm thn was used o
apprehend him. In respect of the RCMP, the Plaintid¥ also asserts that be was barred eitry 1o the
RCMAP detnchmens of Rutlefhad, Saskachewan, and that the REMP refused w conginue
receiving Harther imfoemation and evadence from him, e soeks ibe cosindt imfisnmation of an
mdividunl constable with the RCMEP, which he says he nesits far the purposes of conducring
mvestigations. Soune of the details fior these claims are found st pampraphs 10, 12, 34, 46, and

48-51 ol the Pliniffs Wienten Represeniations.

[i4]  In mldigion s the various forms of imerlocntory el soughi, the Plaintill seeks an ordes
for eyl and meadental cosis i the range of 56,000, 0K, These are set ;it i paragraph 68 of the

Plaimtifd* s Writien Repmessmalzms.

L

[15]  The oaly ssue bs wheiber the PlamidT hes met (he best o obiain s merlocutory

mjumction. Ths imolves considemtion of whether the Fodernl Coun bas jurisdiction to grant him
the reliel hie seeks, amd abso whether he lins med the throe-part fest lar an inkorkscetiey infubcibon,
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Voo Anslysis

[i6)  The analysis is prgamized inio bree pars
A, The quession of jursdction;
B, The law on interloculory inpanctaons; and

L. The applicazion of the fecse o the three-pa ea

A Tl gpuarkon af farielieton

[IT)  The jesisdaetion of s Cour s gran inpinctive reller b= sen o in the Feeral Coiniy
Ave, REC [985, ¢ F=T [Aor]. There ane two references (o mpancioms m the Acr. First, parngragh
P 1 bad prowvides that the Court bas excbasive original jursdictbon 0 “ssue an injunction, ..

ngaiest any federal boand, comeissins ar other trbomal™

[t&]  This obsiously doss not apply here, hecouse the Plamtifl does ool seek an injunction

agaiesl any ledernl boand, commisaion, of ober nbanal

[19]  The second possible source of fursdiction s s out in secvon 44 of the Aer, and 1he
relevant partion of that states: ~In addition o any cther reliel that the.... Federal Court may grant
ar gwanl... sn fguecton.. . inall ceses mwhich 0 appeirs b the aour o b just or comenicnl fo
da s The arder may be made urconditiorably or on any terms ond conditioes that the coan

o iders pasl ™
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[20]  Section 44 does oot s o granl thes Courl some overarching or stand -alone
Jrisdiction, nkis 1 that which is said i exi for provieci) superion coins of inherem

Jurisiiction; thene must still be seme Tederal “foak™ befare sectiom 44 con apply,

[21] Several Deforelants angue that this Court does not have jurisdection so deal with (b
P"aieniff s clawms because they invalbve maeers lling within proviscal jursdiction, ingluding

fammly faw, mairimonial property, and the sdministrlen of the proviscisl bealih legzslobon.

[22]  The RCAIP afeo argues thal ths Courl should not restraim s offikcers from darmying oul

their wful daies, bun this = better deall wiah mihe discussion below,

[23]  The Plaintiff argees than the 1N Cosvevion ageing Tarure amd Ciker Cral Infasan
e Degracling Tremtment ar Pratthescss, 10 Decomber 1957, 1865 UINTS 85 (UM Tincture

Cumientim]| is the applicable kw and the soiree of the Coust"s jurisdiction o odpsdicste = ihis
madter, He says ihat under the UN Tormure Canvesrion, yarisdiction is not relegaied o 3 specific

comrt and therefore the Foderad Court bas the jushdstion

[24] | find shat this Coun dees not huve furisdiction o consider the Maimiff"s claime. To the
exbem that his claime relate 1o ibe coodoet of comrsel in representing Ms. Richandson in the
Tl bvw disging, this s not 8 “federal™ pumer; The regulation of professions s dealt with by
provvincial lrw, and the Supreme Court of Canada has effirmed that fmily low dispotes are

withen proving sl pirsdeon: Sedobband v Cameala Gy Dameral), 2015 SOC 37,
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[25] T the extent tha bis chibms relale b the admindstration of provineial health legslation,

of its enfiwcement, this & nlso o waiter thai falls within provincial junmsdicrion,

[3&]  Totheexem his cloms refaie to allegations of tariure, the clasms canmol stnnd T severnl
reasoes, however, ol thes stage # & sudTicient 1o note thal the admmistration of orimenal jusise =
a nanter thar falls wahin provincial jurisdiction under the Comanurion dez. (887 (LIR), 30 & 31
Wict, ¢ 3, 0 L repoisiod m BSC 1985, Appordix [ %o 5. and i is not for this Court bo ssue
orders mierfermg wuh thi, There is oo other bass on whick 1o hase prisdictson = ibs Court
restrain the actions of provincal Seperior Courts or Courts of Appeal, the ROMP, provincial

Bznlth snbarities, e Bwyers asd others smplayed by prsancially-regulaied entities

[37)  For sl of these rensons, | concbade that this Court does nod have jurisdscrion u dead with

the claims advanced by the Plaintiff

[25]  Alhough this = sufficent o desl with ibis matier, | wall continue and address the ssue of

whther the Plaintift has sansfied the tes for an imerlocutony inmngtion,

i Tl L om ieednc iy Dnfuneriony

[39)  The Smiliar ibree-pan best for the grant of an serloanory nmumeton was reconly
samemarized hy the Supreme Court of Canadn in £ v Canadian Sreedeasting Corp, 2018 SOC §
al ponigraph 12 [CHC):

.. Ad the firsl stage, the application adge & o underiake o

prelmizary mvestigation of the merits to decide whether the
applican demonstrates o “serkous question b b trad™, In the sense
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that the applicatmn s neliber Trivaline por vesatious. The
applicann must then, ae the sepond stage, comvines the court tha i
will suffer areparhle hormy if an ingunction & refissed. Finally, che
third stape of the test requires an ossessmen) of the baksce of
cumvEkenE. n ender to klentify the party which weuld sulfer
greater harns frop ihe granting or refusal of the interlocuory
imjurction, pending & decision oo the mers.

[Foirtnaries comatiedd |

[30]  The thwee elements of the test s cunmalative, bue strength in one fictor may overcome
mynkness on anodher (see the dsmassion i Massiie v Comealo (Wenlthl, 2020 FC 13 & para
Ay, A che end of the day, o = ieporan o remember that s inerlooaory inungton is
cyuitnble relief, amd a degree of Beaibiliy must be preserved in order fo cistare that the remody
can ke effective when @ & negded 1o prevent a nsk of ieomanent harm pendimg o ruling on the
merilx &f the (Bspute. The was realfirmed in Google Ine v Eguaried Ssfindons fec, 2007 3CC M
ot pamgrmph 1, where the Supreme Cown of Camada noied thai [ u]imately, the quesiion is

wither granting 1he injunction wowlkd be jusl and cquitshlc io all the circumstamces of 1he cse,”

i1 Serious [ssue

[11]  Inmost imierlocusory imjunction coses, ihe “serious msue b0 be tried” threshokd i not o
Faigh B — it b olben sumiarized o menely recinreng the judge s make 3 preliminary sssessmen
ol the mse to ensare thai the cleim is mether “veantous nor frivedous™ (BT - MacDvesald fec v
Camla CAmrmey Cionerndy, [1994] 1 SCR 301 @ 337 [ B8 — MacDumala]), This & panneularly
the case where the interiocmiony injumction seeks o sop samething from happeming. There are
exvepixns, such ns where the inpaneton will likely put e end io ibe liigmaon, b iha does oy

apply bere.
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Thie focus in most cases §8 on e sirength of the underlymg case. An inierlocutory

mjumctiog is, by its pare, inveeded 1o preserve the siabas geo pending a determinaiion of the

umler oy iBspuie, s this banch af ihe e sevks o ensae thal eiberwise Lol sctivity b sl

sinpped where the mum lnwsan & desined o il hecause 1 & todalky Iscking in merii

[33)

Several Defendants argue 1hat this case should be dismissed hecause the Plaintifi™s case

& Frivodous or vexatious: they polet to several conssdemtions:

The Inck of details n the allepstons;

That many of kis clabms are against edividunls who have been involved in his fsmily law
aispuate wnly s wile ineluding the custody onder asd (B sale of the Tamaly ko -
which were done punasint 1o onders made by the Coan of Cueen’s Bench m
Sasharchewan;

That some ol the relicl he soeks (for example, b3 bo remsiabed as o memher i the
Innosation Credit Union = noi svadlehle becasse that organiaion was pol named m o
defendam on 1he motom; anxd

That he makes serivas, umwarranied, insulting. or dsparaging allegations ond remarks
directed at many of the individasl Defendants - mamely Bis cloms of toaure, hemssment,
and imterferonce. There are no ficts plesded (o agpport such claims, In the post ihis Court
s Fouend] ibar diefendams or respondents shoukl no be Soeeod 10 seswer scandadous,
frvalons, ar vexatious aliegations such as these, amé 1t chimants should not lightty
make babd claims allegmg seroos criminal offences | Badeny v NOESIND e Erd,

2ME FC 507, Bramer v Cometdla, 2020 FC BIE)
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[34]  The Plaintiil submits that there &8 serioes ssue an gecount of oiune and corruption, as
wedl g5 than ihe Defendams have nof brought forward @videncs 1o show that the onders or actions

were kwBal, or i nebot he exiensive evidence thal ke ks been lomuamsd.

351 1 fid that:

s the Plaintiff has not established 8 serioss ssue 1o be med, even applying the low
thwrizshahl

e s privwey clams relive 1o aflegod wrure, b whibe be makes repeated cliims abou
ibmt, he does mot provide deiails i sappost it Farthermone, to the exton that be does
provide sy specifice they relite o public alficals corang oul baflel dutles or onders,
o they relate to mdividuaks scting in conjunction with legal disputes that remain befon
the: cowrts; il

*  pone of this meets the defingmen of e as s out m the lw,

[36]  Fatherimode, | agree with the comment of Justice Kalmakolf s the Saskatchowan Cour
of Apmeal, that the acts the Plaintiff terms as worere “are gl things that amse from were mberem
m, of wer mesdemtal 1o mensures that are mithorseed by lnw™ (Richardson v Richardson (8
Merch 3012 | ) Regina, CACYIT4E ol parn 31 ciled = Richardson v Richardson, 321 SKOCA 35w

pam 14k

[AT)  The Get il the MlaintT does not senee with hese messires does ot make them borue,

and there are legal processes available w him 1o pursue his rights in relaion o tese manmers
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12 lerepasuble Harm

[3%]  The term meparable barm relers o e mabure of the barm mgher ikan s scope i reach
It s generalby described oz a harm that cermai sdeguately be compensaied in darmages, or cured
(R~ MiacDvmaia al 341, 10 has often been sinted thet this barm camnnt be besed on mere
speculeon, i st be cstmhlished through clear ond compelling evidence; seg (rlimacap
Hevitmge Sociene v Canody (Ntiowal Revenwe), 3012 FCA 255 ot para 3| [Glooscap]; Gateway
iy Chwerelt v Camadka (Ntiowal Revenmel, 3013 FOA 1260 b parss 15-06; Mewboulid v Civad
fddormey Genermly, 2007 FOA 16 of pares 28-29. In sddftion, the cvidence musi demmanstraic &
Faigh likeldhond that the harm will pecur, nog that it s merely possible. This will shyionsdy
deépemd on tho circematances of cach case (s the discus=ion in Levmes v Canmia (A tormer

Clomprredd, 3020 PO i i paras 40-35)

[M)  However, equitshle relief neast retasn ivs pocessary fexibiliny, aed i nuist be admine
that some fars of harm do not readily adma of proof, especially in mierlocutory proceedings
wigre speed 5 oof the essenes and the abdliy v peepare o complele evidemiary record i
mecessarily somewha limiieil. What m required, at the end of the day, & 5 “soand evideniary
fonendntion™ Sor ke assessiment of the haren: mene ausertions o specualstion on the pan of the
applicant will never be sufficient |see e.p. Viesouver Aguariwm Marine Science Cenire v
Clurebonmass, 3017 BOCA 395 of par 605 dbiirnaly Fio Mo » Canmdy (Fiskeries, Sosams

ana oot Gl 3019 FC 1S 2t pares BT-88).
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[40)  The bew requires thal the Plaintill prove barm o his own maeness - pod those of o thind

party.

[41)  In AR - MaeDoneld, the Saprome Coun of Cansds ruled that s regard 1o eeparable
barm. “the only e o be decided is whether s refusal te grant relief could o adverscly alTect
the spplicones” owm imereses thar e barm conlil noc he remedied” (m 341 ), This kas recemly
been affirmed by the Federal Court af Appesl in twa recenl docisions: Air Pamenpers Righiy v
Clrveeda (Trovesportation dgeseyl, 2000 FCA 92 a8 para 50 {lesve io sppeal o SOC refused,
19266 (23 Devomber 20200 and Aretic Car, fae v Bombsiier Recremtions) Prodcts fec, 2020

HOA& | L6 ar pars 32,

(43  Adidmionally, we sueceed, the Plaintifl must caphlsh on savabiable hem, defined =5
“irrepamble harm that will be caused by the filure i 2o a stay, nol harm caased by ils own
comdie g o clesly-keown sk that it scinslly knew ahog, could have avirkled, but

deliberately chise i acoepl”™ (Spencer v Camaeda (Atorwey Generali, 2021 FC 361 al pora 95,

eiting [iivoncap il para 1)

[43]  The Defersdsnis anpos that the Plaintifl has Giled wo establish irmeparbe harm, b alone
mevt the high evadentiary threshokl smposed by the case law:
» the fisce that he has been subject s kiwful orders by a competent court in the family law
procesding cansad cosstitule ereparable harm;
® he fnct that provmcial bealth mribories. and the ROMT, o0k stepe 1o enlimee valid

prowincial low, alsn cannet constituie sTeparable harms
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o b fsc vhat ihe RUMP has ot srvestigated every claim of allegation be has mude, camool
conatinse irreparuhle karm; and
s iher Plainbiff is now moihe Umied Stsee, and so the RORP ond Saskabchewan Healeh

Aatbority will not b dealing with lim wmil be retarms o Canoda,

[44]  The Plabniiff contsisds that there = angoing Barrm io him snd chat so himss being shosbl
be “firred 1o live like this™ Hie has nist been aihle 1o see his desnghter for more tham a year aml
shi b ent ik 1 her parens, He says be dogs mon tnast the heahihy and police amborises. in

profecting her or providing medseol core 1o her.

[45] I find that che Pluintiff hes Giled to demonserase thai fe will suffer ireparahle karm, as
il berim b ewlerstood = Cumdian low, Betwess the datg of his application und the

detemination of kis underlying claim.

[d6]  First, the Plaintiff has gone io the Unsed Siofes and it & nod cenain when he will retan;
this gives Fsg i Bwo poinks:

i ihe Dedendanis will not be dealing with bam during ihis mnerim peniod, other than in
relation §0 any ongodng coun procesdings toletsng o his sction, of the Trinaly biw iialier
=l

B & paty cannot obbain an medlecutony inpincion bo forestall sy barm Usal b caised by

thatir evovn vislumtary aetione
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[47)  Secomd, ibe biw reguaires proal thal Ereparable harm will occar, not that § bas ocoimed -

anif the Plaintiff s sllegations of iooture snd shuse are sll Backward looking.

[48]  Third, the low requires prood ot o high level of speeificiy, as desonbed earler, The

IFaieid® has faiked 1o provede such prool hore,

{3 Halance of Cosvenicoce

[49)  The third stepe of the test “requires an assexsment of the helance of convenkence, in onder
b bt Yy (b sty bl veosild suillTer presmer hiri from e grminting o reflisal of the
mierlocutory injunction, pending a decision on ibe mergs” (CHC m parn |21 The expressicn
afbem used i “balance of inconvenienee™, The Tncton that must be considered i aesessmg this

clement of the test sre nmerous ared will sary with the circamssances of cackh ouse.

[30]  The Defendants submit 1kat taking into socount the Court's lack of jurssliction, the natue
af the mehicl staghi by the Plastil], the harms abbeitel, and the pablic imenesi, the balancs of

cosvemience favomrs dismizsing the motion.

[31] The Plaintifl’ submaits tha the halance of convenience Bvours his inleresis. He says ibal
b s beokingg for o ocoort b protect s personal. indiyidual imberests as a person amd e fither,

anid that he wasds the loetare &0 @op.

[5Z] 1 find that in view of my conclisions on the first owo gronnds. snd the jurisdiciion

guicsiaan, (e halance of convemenee strongly frvpurs the Defeadanis
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[53]  As mvied enrlier the PhistidT seeks costs from varsous parties m the mnge of 56,000,000,

[54] The Deferndants cach seck their costs on (s motion, They submit that If they are
swnccesafial im thes, and given the nonare of the cluims sdvanced by the Plombiff despre s
repealod lnck of sucoess i olber courts, mclnlmg this Coer, the Sackatchesun Coart of Chieon’s
Hench and the Saskarchewan Count of Appeal, they should be swarded coss. They seek o homp
s amound sl in sccordmce wikh the Coun's discretion. The Defomndants Kimberliy
Richarlsom and Metrin Law Crronp seek soliciog-classa costs to reflect their effons in resposding

i the voluminous maierials filed by the Plaintidf.

[55] The Plaintiff sngues thai he seoks these oosts 10 persusde these Defendants, and public

authieibies, woabey the nile of bw ased 1o aop the s, abuss, and misrsement that be sl

bis. daughier have been subjecied ta.

[56) 1 Fnil thai there & no besis g dopart from the wsual male that costs follow ihe case,

[57] Whilke | have comsidered the angmments of Ms. Richandson and Matrix Law' Giroup, [am

perl petsueacdend thal this is g case im which solcnor-clhom coste are approprisie

[53%) I esererss of the Coun's diseretion, s mkosg ineo aceount (1) the natuee of the ¢lanms

ndvanced by the Flaineidd, the length of his written recond, ond the &et that he recenby filed
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supplementary mabertals; (i) the resall in the mattor, namely that the Delendants were entarely
smccessfial om oll grovnds; ond (i) the Bt that the Plaintifl has linigssed somewhat similar
matlers presmusly, as reflecied m the decisinn of the Saskstchewan Court of Appeal_ | swand
codts i the lmp swm amount of § 1,000, pevable farthwath, @ each of the Dedendant grougs
represenied by counscd st the hoarmg.

VIL  Conglusion

[39]  For these revsons, 1 am desmassing thix moton fior an interlocutory inmctson.

[60)  ©m coss, she Mlaintifl will pay o hemp-sum, all-ing lusive amowni of §1,004, payahle
forttnwith, o cch of the Ballowing Delerdams, or prosps of Defendants:
e b Alormey Gonersl of Cansda (510060
* ke Saskoichewan Healh Aathority (51001
s OWEW Lowyers LLP, Cary Ramsome, Chad Gamner, Marck Cleooems, lan Mo Aribor,
Kathy Irwmn, Brod Appel, Clanvelle Thompenn, Jennifer Sclamidy, Viegl A Thamsaon,
Brvee Bahum and Jason Panchyshyn, (51,000} and
s Moy Law Growp, Clifford Holme Patricia ). Meikicjohn ard Kimberly Richardsan

51,0001
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ORPER n T-1404-20
THIS COURT CRDERS fhai:
1. The mation {or an mieriecsnry mjunction is dismissed.

L Thee Meimmi¥ abuill pay s saim costs in the i ol 1,000 0 cich of the
Dedendants ar groaps of Defendants, as follows:

&, The Aisrney Geneml of Camada (51,0000,

b, the Smkaichewan Health Aotbory (51, 0040);

o OWEW Lawyers LLP, Cary Ransodne, (had Cesrtier, Mark Cleiients, lan
MeAribar, Kathy Irwin, Brad Appel, Chantelle Thompsan, Senmifir
Schmidy, Yagil A Thomsen, Bosce Boban and Jason Panchystyn,
{51, 000%; nnd

i Mairks Lo Giroup, CTiiTend Hodm, Pairac J, Meiklcjobn and Kimberly

Rxchardson (51000

“Willlum F. Pentney™
hadpe
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Docket: T-1404-10

Crriwwen, Omiario, Augast 31, 2021

FRESENT: Case Management Judge Mireille Twhih
BRETWEEN:

DALE RHHARIESON

MaimEifl

aml

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH,
CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS COMMISSION (SCHROC™),
GRAND LODGE OF SASKATCHEWAN, COURT OF APFEAL FOR
SASKATCHEWAN, LA CALDPWELL, UNITED STATES CITUEEENSHIF AND
ISMMBGRATION SERYVICES, UL, IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
EMFORCEMENT. U8, CUSTOMS BORDER FROTECTION, 1.5 DEPARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY, CORECTVIC, DERER ALLOCHURCH, ROYAL
CANADIAN MAMSTED POLICE. COMNSTABLE BURTON ROY, BATTLEFORDS
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES KW, MAZEL HOLY., GARY
LUND, DAWN LUND, CIFRIAN BOLAK, JEANNTE JOHMSON, MANITORA-
SASKATUHEWAN CONFERENCE, MICHAEL COLLINS, MATRIX LAW GROUP,
CLIFFORD HOLM, PATRICEA J, MEIKLERHN, CHANTELLE THOMPSOMN,
JENNIFER SCIHMIDT, MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BRAD APPEL, IAN
MCARTHUR. BRYUE BOHUN, KATHY IRWIN, JASON PANCHYSHYN. CARY
RANSOME, SASKATUHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, DR, ALABL KIkK]
MORRISSON, CORA SWERLD, DR ELERWEM, DR SUNDAY, COURT OF
QUEEN"S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN, JILL COdbk, GLEN METIVER.
JUSTHE RW. ELSON, JUSTHCE CROOES, WEW LAWYERS LLP, VIRGIL A
THOMSON, FROYINCIAL COURT OF SASKATCHEW AN, HONOURARLE JUIDHGE
5L PELLETIER: BAYMOMND HEBERT, LINDA HEBERT, EMI HOLA, CHAR
BLAIR, COMMUNITY FUTURES. LISA CIMMER AND KIMBERLEY
RICHARDS(NS

Defendanis
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ORDER

UPON & case management conference held by videoconfenenes on August 31, 2021;

Mir. Richardson, the self-represenied Maingiff in this maiter, travelled 1o the Uniled States
carlier this year in ender 1o clatm peflages satus om the grounds thal be = being tormanad in Carda,
He is currenily detained by the immigrmiion ashoritics in the United Stales pending the
determination of his clamm. Mr. Richardson and his family have made commendshle ¢fTorts 1o
ensure that he could parficipate in the case munagement conference from the detention centre
where he s being beld, Despite those efforis, the hearng was extremely difficul, as the asdio
quality was poor and further hampered by numerous and loud background noises and
cosversations, The Cown and other parteipanis bad a great deal of diffienlly umderstanding Mr,
Richardson's oral submissiors, and Mr. Richardson faced similar difficuliies from kis sade. The
Ciian s neventheless smisfied than Mr. Richardson had o fuir opporiusity 1o make subméssions o

the Cour as ba the scheduling ssues thal wore descussed.

Mr. Richardson repeated his argumemt, made im & leiter 8o the Court in early Jaly 2021, 1o
the €flect that the schadubing af the Defendants” preliminary motions oughl to continue bemg
suspended pending his sppenl of Mr. Jestice Pertney”s Order of bune 15, 2021, dsmissing Mr.
Richardson's motion for varous inpunetive relicl As of August 31, 2001, however, no nolks aff
appezal had wet validly been filed. In any event. and s noted in the Coun’s Order of March 24,
2021, the Coust was of the view that there woull b no prejulies | suspending proseedimgs in
respect of the Defendants” preliminary motions to allow Mr. Richardson an opportanity o present
s motion for inpenciive reliel, but only s long as the motion proceeded withou delay. The

PlaimtifTs motion has now been beard and foend 1o be withowt merit. 'Whils the Plamitaf may have
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i right b appeal that determmation, i =, wnless and umil reversed on appeal valid and elfective
The Cowst is not prepared 1o continee b0 delay the progress of this matter pending & future and

wrertaan sppeal,

All Defendants have expressod the intent 1o bring motions Lo strike the Statement of Claim
I sddition., several of the Defendants have sought and obtained the smthoromtion of the Atomey
General of Canada 10 bring a motion parsuant te s, 40 of the Felernd! Courte Aot o lave M.
Richardson declared o vexntious litigant, as @ resalt of which he woukd be hamred from instituging
ar pursuing proceedmgs before this Coust withoa leave. The Delendants agneed that anly one sch
mation cught to be presemed. whith all Defendants wishing 1o suppon the motion filimg responding
mation reconds in support, 11 was agreed thet the motion woukl be brought by Deffendan

Suskatchewan Health Authonty.

Whibe ik Diefendants would have prefermed ihar their mwotions 5o sirike be browght, hesnd
and determined conoarmently with the s 40 molon for a vexabious [figant docliraton, the Coert
was concemed that defending all these motions would prove overwhelming 16 Mr Ridandsan,
With Mr. Richardson concurring. the Coant determined that the = 40 motion would be briefed,

derenminegd and heard firs, and vhan the potions w simke would only proceed in the evenl the 5, 40

malion was dismissed.

The schedule set out in this order is imended 10 afford o reasonabde period of time for Mr.
Richardson o prepare, serve and file a responding malaen recond o the & 40 motion, lakmg inle
account the fact thal he is curently detamed. This schedule may be extemded, either with the

cossent of the Deferdants or, barring corsem, an o formal mation
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THIS COURT CROERS (hat;

1. Defendant Saskatchewan Health Awthority shall, no kter than September 15,
2021, serve and file o full nedaon record om a motion pursuant io s, 40 of the

Feveral Cowrees Ao,

L Amy Defendant who miends to support the 5. 40 motion shall serve and file o
respomilmg melan reord in suppan by no liker than Seplember 22, 2021, The
right of the Flaintiff 1o argoe that those Defendants who have not been authorized
b0 iweke such o motson msccondance with & 4002 ) do not have standing to suppen

thi muosdion is expressly reserved.

3 The PlaimifT shall serve and file his responding nuotion record by mo later than

etaber 22, M21

i A case management comfierenoe by vidoooonderence will be held beginming at 2
pim Eastern on Octaber 25, 2021 in onder to fix a date, thme, s place of mode of

beearing for he s. 40 mation

L All other proceedings in this action rermain suspended until furtker order or

direction of 1he Court

“Mircille Tabdh"”
Case Management Judge
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PRESENT:  The Homourable Yadam Justicr Rechester

BETWEEN:
DALE RICHARDSON

Pl T
Al

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHUKCH,
CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS
CONIMIESSI0N, GRAND LODGE OF
SASKATCHEWAN, DOURT OF AFPEAL FOR
SASKATUHEWAN, LA CALDWELL,
UNITED STATES CTTIAENSHILP AND
M EGRATION SERVICES. LLS,
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
ENFORUEMENT, IS, CUSTONS AND
BORDER PROTECTION, D5 DEPARTMENT
OF HMELAND SECURITY., CORECIVIC,
BERKER ALLCHURCH, KUY AL CANMADLAN
MOUNTED POLICE, CONSTABLE BURTON
ROY. BATTLEFORDS SEVENTH-DAY
ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES KW,
MAZEL HOLM, GARY LUNT, DAWN LLNTL
CIPRIAN BOLAH, JEANNIE JOHNSON,
MANITOBA-SASKATUHEWAN
CONFERENCE. MICHAEL COLLINS,
MATRIN LAW GROUFP, CLIFFORD HOFLAM,
FATRICIA J MEIKLEMHYN, CHANTELLE
THOMPSON, JEXNNIFER SCHAMIDT, MARK
CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BRAD
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APPEL: IAN MUARTHURK, BRYCE BOHLUN,
RATHY IRWIN, JASDN PANCHYSHY ™,
CARY RANSOME, SASKATCHEW AN
HEALTH AUTHORITY, DE. ALARL RIKKI
MORRISS0ON, CORA SWERID, IR,
ELERWEM, [N SUNDAY, COURT OfF
DUEEN'S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN,
JILL COOR, GLEN METIVER. JUSTICE
RW, ELSON, JUSTICE CROCRS, OWEW
LAWYERS LLP, VIRGIL A THONMSOMN,
FROVINCLAL COURT OF
SASKATCHEWAN, HONOURABLE JUDGE
M. FELLETIEK, RAYMOND HERERT,
LIMDA HEBERT, EMI HOLM, CHAR BLAIR,
COMMUNITY FUTURES, LISA CIMMER and
KIMEERLEY KICHARDSON

ORDER AND REASONS

[I]  On September 29, 3021, the Plaintiff. Mr. Dale Richardson, filed a Notice of Maotion
relamable # Gencral Sittings on Octaber 13, 2020, The PlaintiflE, who s sell-represantad, secks
the following relief:
A An Order o extent the iime for appeal for an inerlocsory
Order issued by Prothonotary Mireille Tabib on August 31,
2l

B AnCroder grammg the appeal of (he Cnder ol Prothonatary
Mircille Tohib dsied Awgust 31, 20213 and

C. Any other Order the Court thisks = jusi.

[2]  The suhject of this appeal is a schedulmg crder. I seis oul the desdines for the varous
steps oo b taken prior o fismg o e for the hearing of the Deferdants’ mogion for & declirmtion

pursuant 1os. Al ol the Federe! Counts At {Vexations Proceedmgs ).
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[3]  Forthe ressons that Tollow, thes appeal = demassed. The Plaintill has Gibed 10
demonstrate that Prothonotary Tabib, the cose mansgement judge for the present matter, emed in

et crder dhatad Augus 31, 2021,

L Background

[4]  The following details are taken from the pleadings in this fibe, including the Motion
Recorl filed in respect af the Plaintiffs Matsn and the affidavit of the Maing{f swar

September 24, 2021, and from the Index of Recorded Entries.

[5]  Om MNovember |&, 204, the Plaimtiff filed a stabement of chim [Statement of Claim]
agamwrs! fifty-seven (57) defendants [Defendans]. including variows depariments of the Unied
States' {sovernment, several churches, the Royal Canadian Mounted Polsce, the Saskaichewan
Health suthority, the Provincial Cowm of Saskatchewan, the Coun of Queen’s Bench for

Suskatchewan, the Saskaichowan Courl of Appeal, and sevorl members of the judiciary.

[5] In the Statement of Clam, the Plaintiff secks a declaration that tke Grand Lodge of
Saskatchewan, refermed w s the Masons, “are responsible for the sctlons of all ns agents,
specifically those working as agents or servamis of the Crown in” a number of listed emitics
meluding public heakh authonties, a provineial legistsure, the ROMP, the Sasksichewan
pravincial Courts, the Federal Court and Federal Count of Appeal, the Canada Revenue Agency
and the Deparment of Justice Canada, The PlamtfT also seeks a declaration that sasd Magon
agents are working as agents or servants of the United States in its various listed governmental

entities, “rogus agents of the Chisian chanches™ “rogue agems of the banks™, and others,
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[Tl Thi Plaintiff further seeks a numbers of declarations that the varous bsted entities and
imdividuals, which he defines as “Canadian Maosomic Terrorists”, have, nmong other things. (i)
“partEmated, coscealed or alherwise mstrocted otbers in Cansdian termommsl activily™, (i)
“engaged in the crime of apartheid™; i) “have engaged im genocide™; and {iv) “sanctioned
tafiurg comminimg crimss agains humanity™, The Plaimifl secks similar declarstbons with
respect #o entities he defines as “U.S. Maosonic Conspirators” and “Transnational Masomic

Terronsgs”,

(8]  The Plaintiff seeks pamerous declsations that he was coeroad, sanctiomed, punished,
torturcd. and affected by systemic oppression. Namerous allegations are alse made in relation o
allkegad crimes by “the Deep Stace and the Deep Church™, Amaong the reliel claimed by the
PlairaifT is & declamation “thai the Defendants are liable 1o the PlaintifT for the damages coused by
itz breach of corstitutional, sianmory, reaties, and comimon faw duties, and that the Anomey
Cieneral shall be responsible for forfeiting the Deep State and Deep Churchs” property and

therety compseraatiog (e PhamtidT., .~ and pecunmry demages = ihe amount of $1 0000,

(%] As soted above, this maner & cose mransgad by Prothonotary Tabils, Inothe time sinee the
Statemem of Claim was filed, there have been mumerous mations and informal requests filed by
the Partiss, melulimg o motion for imjunctive relief by the Plaintiff. The matson for mjumsstive
relsel was initially scheduled for April 20, 3021, however the Phumtif called the Regisiry on the
day prior wo the hearing 1o sdvise that be had emerad e United Staves in order vo seek asylum
and was being held at a detention centre. Conseguenthy. the motion was adjourned. Following

the sdjoamment, cemam Defendams wrobe 1o the Court conceming the reschedulmg of the
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merin lor injunctivg relel and roguested, among otbser things, thal o case mansgement
conference be convened i order 1o sei 0 schedule for mtions 1o sirlke the sction and the malion

Baave the Plaintifl declared a vexatious Wigam,

(V0] The meisan for mjusctive relbed by the Plainnff was beard on Juns 10, 2021 by
videoconference. The Plaintiff was present and participated. The mation was denied on June 15,
2021, A Motk af Appeal of the metben B ingunctive reliel was fikad in the Court of Appeal o
Ausgust 30, 2021

[11] Pmthonotary Tabib held a case management conference on August 31, 2021 by
videpconferenee m onder o schedule the next sieps in the procesdings. The Pl participated
in the case management conference. As appears from the minuies of hearing, during the case
mansgement conference cenain Defendanms enquired about having the motion 1o sirike and the
mation ko declane the Plaintiff a vexatious litigant beard togetber. The Cour raised a concern that
il alll the mdiors wers brought tagether, it may be overwhelming fior the Plaintiil & a self-
represented litigant. The Plaintiff informed the Coust that he expected 1o be leaving the facility in
which e was detained i the pext one 1o sy manths, The Plaintiff fanher informed the Coun
that he went 1o the Unated Stales to seek proledtion against iorture. The balance of the case
eanagement conference was devoted 1o scheduling the dendlines for the various steps 1o be
taken prior ko fixing a date for the hearing of the motion for a declaration pursuant to = 40 of the

Favderad Cowres Aey [Vexations Procesdings),

[12]  Proeshesotary Tabkib issued the Onder following the case management confenence,
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[13]  According wo the Flantifl s Motion Record, the Plaintll was deportad by the Unated
Stabes Department of Homeland Secarity o Cansda by plane on September 1, 2021, His

computers sl cell phane wers returnesd 16 him fram the Unsted Stales on Seplember |5, 2021,

A The Chrater of Prodkosmtary Tabib

[14]  The Order of Prothanotary Tabib dated August 11, 2021 [Order] is o scheduling onder. It
sets oal the dates by which (1) the Defersdants Saskatchewan Healih Austhority shall serve amd fle
a full mation record on the moton pursaan to s #0 of the Federa! Courts Aot |5, 40 Motion]
(Sept. 15, 20210 (al) sy Defendans wishing 1o suppan the 5, 40 Motion shall serve and file
their responding motion records | Sepn. 22, 20210 ); and (6i) the PhmtifT shall serve and fle his
responidimg motmn pecord (O, 22, 20215, The Oder fixes & case pasagement conference an
ctaber 25, 2021 #o fix a date, iime, plice and mode of the hearing for the s. 40 Motion and

suspeids all other proceedings imthe action until fanher order or darection of the Coun,

(V5] Inaddaion, b Onder motes that the PlamtafT and his family made commendable effoms to
ensure that he could participate in the case maragement conference from the detenticn cemer
where b was being beld, The Onder further motes that while the Defendamts would have
preferred thal their motions to sirike be brought, heard and determined concurrently with the s.
41 Bfitin, the Ciour was comcemed that defemding all the motions comcurrent Iy woukl prove
overahelming for the Plaintifl. Consequently, Prothonotary Tabib determined, with the Plaintiff
coscisrming, that the 5. 40 Motion would be briefed, determined amd heasd first, snd the motions

o strike would only proceed m (e event 1Bat the = S0 Motion was dismissed.
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[16] ©Omn Seplember 20, 3021, the Plaintifl filed the present motion for an extensson of time fs
filke am appeal pursasnt to Rule 8 and an appeal of the Order purssant 1o Bale 31 of the Fedlera!l
lomerdy Rufey [ Rufex]. The 1170-page Motion Rocord contams a Notice of Moteon, an affidayvie
froen the Plaiegiff nlong with exkibits thereto, an affidavit of Mr. Jorge Feling Percirrs, written
representations, amd a bt of ashontics. In his writlen represestatoons, the FlaintifT grouped his
arguments under the fellowing headings:

A There Wis a Cosspirncy o Defroud the Plaintiff

B, The Parties an July 23, 2000, are Cospirators o Treson

. The Rogue Agents of Innovation Credit Unien Have Stroeg
Motive

I The Caurt af Quesn’s Bench for Saskabchewan or any Other
Assoctated Pary Has Failed o Camply with the UM Tariure
Comvention

E. The Canspiraters in the United States Courts andd Oiber
Agencies Hove Demonstrated Actions That are Consistent With
Treason Against the United States

F. The Trans-Xatioral Invariahle Pursuil of the Object

[1T] The Plaintiffs conclusion i the wrillen represenitalsans i a8 followa!

Withoat this Marten fo Eriend and appeal granted. @t will allow the
extreme prepudice demanstrated by the defendans and
Prothonotary Mirelle Tabib, and the cosspirsions on Cansds and
the United Stmes o effectively use the courts io commit crimes
und silence the Appeliam, to syiolate the constitution, commil
trensom, and varmre the Appellant

[1%] The Deferdants did not file a responding motion record.
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[19]  Durieg the bearing of the motion, the Plaintifl made samerous submissions, The thrast aof
the Plaintiff s aral argument, as it reloted 1o the Order, is thm by scheduling the desdlines for
sarmos steps b be takien prios o the hearimg of the 5, 40 Motion, Prothonotary Tabib s caising
“exireme prepadice”, “sanciioning crimes agamst humanity®, “sanctioning crimimal sctivity”, and
permiining “Tyesnny and totaliarmnsm 1o exist in Cansda™. In shon, the FlantilT submiis (hay
Prothonotary Tabib should not be permitting the s. 40 Mation o proceed, and corsequenily,

shoukd noa have ssued the Onder,

[20] I resposse, counsel for two of the Defendanis made sgbmssons, The Defendams

submitted that the Flaintiff has mot demonstrasted o basis upon which 1o overturn the Onder.

1. Issues

[21] The issues are:

A whether the PlaintilT shoukl be granted an exicnsion of time io
serve and file his appeal of the Order; and

B, whether Frothomtary Tabib emed in faw or commimed a
palpehle and cverriding emror in (i) schedaling timelines for the
service and filimg of records in the 5. 40 Motion and a farher
case mamgemenl conlirencs. amd () suspending all ether
proceedmgs in the action unti] farher notice of dinsction of the
Cout?

M. Analysis

A Eerenwdan of Time

[22]  Parsuant s Rube 30020 of the Rule, the Motice of Motion ought to have been filad within

ten | 10 days after the day upon which the Crder was rendered. Rule 51 provides as follows:
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AFFEAL AFPFEL
5100 p An order of FH1) Lordosmancs du protonelame
& prathonotery may be appealed by pein Sre portde en appel pas voie de
& mofion o a judge of the Federal  requéte présentée o un juge de la Cour
Cour. fedérale.
Service of appeal Signification de I'appel
{21 Motice of the motion shall b2 (2) L'avis de la requite est signifié et
served and filed within 10 day= dépisi dans les |10 jours sunvant kb
alter the day om which the onder dabe de Mordonmance frappio  “appel
under appeal was made and ab least et an modns gaatre jours svast b dae

four doys hefore the doy fined for prévue paour Ioodition de ln requite.
ke bezaring of ke motion.

[X})  Recogmizing that the Plaintiff is self-nepresented, spent approximalely four (4) manths m
dhetesmition im the Usited States, snd had Bis computers returned to hien on September 18, 2021, 1
am propared o accepd, pursuant o Rule 55 of the Ruler, thal specal ciroomstanoes existed and

the Court may conssder the motan o appeal of il5 merits,

[24]  Funhermose, | am guidad by the Federal Coun of Appeal in Alherie v Cowade, 2008
FCA B3:

[ T € vrvcactir LA armrmey Crevaral) v Flenmelly | 19959, | %9
CanLII 8190 (FCAJ, 244 MR 399 {FCA) { Hennelly), this Court
listed Tour questions relevam to the exercise of discrotion 1o allow
extension of time under Rule =:

(10 Did the meoving party bave a conlinaing
intemtion 1 pursue the procesding?

(20 15 there some ol 1o The proceeding™

(1) Has the delendant been prejudiced from the
delay?

{41 Dwes the moving pary have o reasanable
explanatan for the delay?



41 of 165

Page: 10

[4%] These questions sne belpial vo determing whether the granting
oof an extension is in the inberest of justice, becouse the averriding
corsideration or the real best s ultimatbely that justice be done
btwen the parties { (erewnd v Miwdier of Esyprlaymend amd
Tmirépronion, [1985] 2 FCR 263 81 277-279 (FCARL Thus,
Hennelly does not provide an extensive lst of questions ar factors

rJ'nllrE}h:m]ﬂlnl I:m”;nﬂmt.m_n_ﬂr_ﬁ.ﬂln_ium:_n

1( HIMIH r.-lrmm.j Crgmeral] -p.l'.,n-huw,
2012 FCA 204, s para. 62). [Emphasis sdded]

[25]  Inihe present maner, (Be Pl evidessed a conlisuing inbension o pursas the
proceeding and provided a rensorable explanation for the delay. The Defendants have not
provided evidence of prejudics on their pan by reason of the delay, Theee of the four questions
above have therefore been arswered in the positive. As o the question of the ments of the

appeal, this i sdidressed m Section 1O of this Onder and Remsons below:

B. Sivvasdireed ol Review for the Merits of the dppeal

[26]  The Federal Court of Appeal instructs that “discretionary orders of prothonotaries should
anly be inberfenad with when sisch decisions are insomrest in liow of are hased on @ palpable and
overriding error in regard io the Bicts™ | Hospire Mealthoare Comporation v Kennedy futiuie of
Rbpumapology, 2006 FOA 215, ai para 64 [ Hlasping]),

[27)]  The Federal Cosar of Appeal, in Camadis v Sounk Fubon Forea Corparmtiog, 20012 FCA
165, further instructs that o esiablish a palpable and overrading error cne must demonsiraie an
error than goes vo the very autcoms of the cose:

[46] Palpable and overriding error is a highly deferemtial standard

of review: HLL. v. Camada { Anomey General), 2008 500 25,

[2005] | §.C.R. 401; Peart v. Peel Regional Police Services (2006)
2006 CanLII 37566 (0N CA), 217 0LA.C. 269 (C_A ) at



[25]

msnggement judge is nssamed to be very fmiliar with the particwlsr circumstances and issues in

a proceedimg”™ and therr “decmioms ane alforded deferomce, especially on Bctuall v-sulTused
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paragraphs |5H-5%; Waxman, supra, “Palpable” means an emor
that is abvious. “Orvermiding™ means an error that goes o the very
core of the outcome of the case. When argwing palpable and
overrhng error, o i nol enough 1o pull an leaves and branches and
bezave the tree standing, The emtire tree must fall.

Mloreover, as stated by my colleagee Pustios Lilthe, on a Bule 51 appeal =2 case

questions” [ Mighes v Canmdla (Humoe ighes Cosmeesorion), 2020 FC %246 m pam 67

C.

129

upon which for this Count to intervene. Prothonotary Tobib, as the case maragement judge,
managod 1he proceodings and exonceod her dscreion in sccondance with Bube 385( 1 Wa) of the

Rules:

Mas ghe Mlaimff Exsablisked an Error with the Order?

I find there was no pakpable and overrding ermor in the Order and, comsegquently, ne hasis

385 (1) Unless the Coun directs

dherwise, o case maragemenl pdge or

a proghosotary sssigned usder
parngraph 32%c) shall deal with ll
maflers thal arise prior 1o the inal or
hearing of a specially managed
procesding and may

ia) prve any direclum or make any
ocirclers that are necessary for the jast,
mast expeditious and least expensive
determination ol the procesding on fis
T,

185 (1) Sauf directives contraires de
b Coarr, | jugge respansable de la
gestion de isstance ou ke
proiomoinire visé d I'alinés 383c)
tramche boutes les questions gai sonl
soubevies avant ICinstrucion de
Vinstance i gestion sphciale et pewt

a) donnet 1o direetive ou remndre
taute ordonnance nécessaires pour
permetire d*apporter une solstion
litige qua soa juste e la plus
capiditive & doanomiue possible;
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[30]  The Plaintiff wes present and partsipated inibe case ranagement conlerenes that kead
the schedube contnined in the Order. The Ovrder cemainly fell well within the dsoretion of

Prothonotary Tahil, and she s owed conssderable defierence for orders of this mature,

[31]  The Plaintiifs obgections o the Order are rooted m ik T that seps have been

scheduled that will whimately lead bo the bearing of the = 40 Motion. As mentioned by the Court
during the hearing of b appeal, the Plaintiff is free o apposs the & 20 Maotson and il have the
opportunity 1o voice his opposition thereto in his responding motion record and at the hearing of

the 5, #0 Moton,

V. Conclusion

[3Z] Prothosotary Tabib ded ot make an error on a questson of bw or nake a palpable and
cvermading error om & question of et or mined fact snd law, For these pessons, the Flaisiii™s

appecal under Rale 31 from the Order dated Awgust 51, 2021 is dismissed.

[3%] The Deferdanis have not requesied costs, and none shall be awarded.



44 of 165

Page: 13

THIS COURT OEDERS that:

1. The PlaintifT*s appeal under Rule 51 of the Federal Courts Rides from the

Prothonctary Tabb's Order dated Awgusy 31, 2021, 15 dismissad;

2. Mo costs are awarded.

“Vaneasa Rochester™

Judpe
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T-1404-20

[BALE RICHARDSON v SEVENTH-DAY AINVENTIST
CHURCH. CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS
COMMISSION, GRAND LODGE OF
SASKATCHEWAMN, COURT OF APFEAL FOR
SASKATCHEWAMN, LA CALDWELL, UNITED
STATES CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION
SERVICES. LS IMMIGRATION ARD CUSTOMS
ENPORCEMERNT, U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER
PRAOTECTION, US, DEPAKTMENT OF HOMELANLD
SECLIRITY, CORECIVIC, DEREK ALLCHURCH,
ROYAL CAMADIAN MOURNTED POLICE,
COMSTABLE BURETON ROY, BATTLEFORDS
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES
WO, BMAZEL HOLM, GARY LUKD, DAW™S LUK,
CIFRLAN BOLAH. JEANNIE MOHNSOM, MANITOEA-
SASKATCHEWAMN COMFERENCE, MICHAEL
COLLIMS, MATRELX LAW GROUP, CLIFFORELD HOLM,
FATRICIA L METKLEICHN, CHANTELLE
THOMPESON, JENMNIFER SCHMIDT, MARK
CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER. BRAD APPEL. 1AM
MUARTHUR, BRYOE BOHUN, KATHY [RWIN,
TASON PANCHYSHYN, CARY RAMNSOME,
SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, DML
ALARL RIKED MORERISS0N, OORA SWERID, DE.
ELEEWEM. DR, SUNDAY, COLRT CF (UEEN'S
BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN, JILL COCKK, GLEM
METIVER, JUSTICE R.W. ELSON, JUSTICE CROCKS,
WEW LAWYERS LLP. VIRGIL A THOMSOM,
PROVIMCLAL COURT OF SASKRATUCHEW AN,
HOMOURABLE JUDGE M. PELLETIER, RAY MOMDD
HEBERT. LINDA HEBERT, EMI HOLM, CHAR
BLAIR, COMMUNITY FUTURES, LISA CIMMER and
KIMBEELEY RICHARLXSON

MONTREAL, QUEBEC — BY VIDEDCONFERENCE
(RCTCRBER 13, 2021

ROCHESTER ),



DATED:

ke Fichardson

Mg Brue Comia

Mo Justin Steverson

bde Virgil Thomson

e Chamtelle Eisner and Amanda
Kimpinksi

e Maric K. Stack and Lasura

Sayer
M Annse M. Alport

Me Heakher J. Laing

Irake Richardson

Marth Baitleford SK

Emary lamicson LLP
[Edmaaion, Albera
Artomey Ceemzrnl of Canndn
Regina, SK

Olive Walker Zinkhan Waller LLP
Regina SK

McDougall Gauley LLF
Saskatoon 3K

McKercher LLp
Saskatoon SK

Miller Thomsom LLp
Calgary, Alberia

McDougall Gauley LLP
Saskatoon SK
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CRUTCRRER 20, 2031

SELF REPFRESENTED

FCit THE DEFEMDANT DEREE ALLCHURCH

FOR THE DEFENDANT JILL O30E, GLENW
METIVIER, HONOURABLE FUDHGE PELLETIER <.
FOR THE DEFERNDAMT AGE (REPRESENTING
ROMP AND CHET BOY)

FeR THE DEFEMDANT SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH
AUTHORITY AMD CORA SWERID
FOR THE DEFENDANT FUSTICE KW, ELSTON

FOR THE DEFENDANT SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST
CHURCH. JAMES KWOMN, MAZEL HOLM ETC.

FOR THE DEFENDANTS JUSTICE CROCNKS AN
JUSTICE CALDWELL

SELF REPRESENTED

FCE THE DEFEMDANT DEREE ALLCHURCH

FOR THE DEFENDANT JILL COOROK, GLEN
METIVIER, HONOURABLE FUDGE MELLETIER <.

FOR THE DEFENDAMT AGT (REPRESENTING
RECMP AND CHET ROY)

FOE THE DEFEMDANT SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH
ALUTHORITY AND COHA SWERID

FOR THE DEFENDANT FUSTICE E.W. ELSTON

FOR THE DEFENDANT SEVENTH:-DAY ADVENTIST
CHURCH., JAMES KWOM, MAZEL HOLM ETC.

FOR THE DEFENDANTS JUSTICE CR{ODKS AND
JUSTICE CALDWELL
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Docket: T-1404-10

Crriwwn, Ondarko, Dcieber 26, 2021

FRESENT: Case Management Judge Mireille Twhih
BRETWEEN:

DALE RHHARIESON

MaimEifl

aml

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH,
CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS COMMISSION (SCHROC™),
GRAND LODGE OF SASKATCHEWAN, COURT OF APFEAL FOR
SASKATCHEWAN, LA CALDPWELL, UNITED STATES CITUEEENSHIF AND
ISMMBGRATION SERYVICES, UL, IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
EMFORCEMENT. U8, CUSTOMS BORDER FROTECTION, 1.5 DEPARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY, CORECTVIC, DERER ALLOCHURCH, ROYAL
CANADIAN MAMSTED POLICE. COMNSTABLE BURTON ROY, BATTLEFORDS
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES KW, MAZEL HOLY., GARY
LUND, DAWN LUND, CIFRIAN BOLAK, JEANNTE JOHMSON, MANITORA-
SASKATUHEWAN CONFERENCE, MICHAEL COLLINS, MATRIX LAW GROUP,
CLIFFORD HOLM, PATRICEA J, MEIKLERHN, CHANTELLE THOMPSOMN,
JENNIFER SCIHMIDT, MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BRAD APPEL, IAN
MCARTHUR. BRYUE BOHUN, KATHY IRWIN, JASON PANCHYSHYN. CARY
RANSOME, SASKATUHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, DR, ALABL KIkK]
MORRISSON, CORA SWERLD, DR ELERWEM, DR SUNDAY, COURT OF
QUEEN"S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN, JILL COdbk, GLEN METIVER.
JUSTHE RW. ELSON, JUSTHCE CROOES, WEW LAWYERS LLP, VIRGIL A
THOMSON, FROYINCIAL COURT OF SASKATCHEW AN, HONOURARLE JUIDHGE
5L PELLETIER: BAYMOMND HEBERT, LINDA HEBERT, EMI HOLA, CHAR
BLAIR, COMMUNITY FUTURES. LISA CIMMER AND KIMBERLEY
RICHARDS(NS

Defendanis
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ORDER

UPON & case management conference held by videoconfirence on Oviaber 25, 20215

AND UPON ihe motion of Dr. Alabi for leave o intervene in the Sasknichewan Healih

Austhority”s motion pursuant o s, 40 of the Federal Cowe oy

CONSIDERING that Dr. Al 5 o pamed Defendant 1o thas actson amd that @ sech, the
Conart is satisfied that he has the reguired interest o imervene, even though he has vet e be served

with the Statement of Claim;

CONSIDERING thal the proposed intervention is limited to the flmg of an affidavil,

served amd filed alongside Dr, Alahi®s motion to Eervens;

CONSIDERING that the Court i satisfied that the micrventson will nt projudice the

PlaimtifT, if the Plaintiff™s right o cross-examine Dr. Albi on his proposed afidavil is preserved:

CONDIDERING that the Pluntifl has advised that he wishes o cross-exaimine on
affidavat all witnesses who have submitied affidavits for the parpose of the = 40 motion, but that

all parties have waived the right 1o cross-examine the Plainiff;

AND CONSIDERING that the PlaamilT and counsel for all pamics whe bave submaied
affidovits are mvailable for cross-camimations the week of January 17 o 21, 2022, that Ms
Hemricha s omly avaslshle on lanuary 19 and 20, thar Mr. McAnhier 5 only avalable Jamary 18
to 21 amd thai the precise dates of availability of M. Meickliohn and Dir. Alshi during that week

remmm o be msceramed,
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THIS COURT CHRIERS ikan:

L. v Alabi = granted leave W inlervene for the purpose of filing, in suppon of the
Snsknichewnn Health Authontys motion parsuant so s 40 of the Federna! Cours

Aet, his alTabavit dated Seplemsber 20, 2021,

X e, Alabi may, no loter that Ootober 249, 202 ), waive the right 1o intervene by
salafiing the Court amd sl parties, i\ writing, that ke oo lenger wishes io
miervene, upan which his affidavit dated September 20, 3021 will be sinsck and
will gt foemn pan of the recond an the 8, 40 motion, 1T Dr, Al dogs ot waive
biis right 80 miervene, he shall indicate tbe precise dates, during the week of
Jasrwry 17, 2022, on which he will make himsell avilable 1o be cross-exnmined

on he alTsdavil

i, Coarsel for Ms., Meicklejohin will advise the Coan and all partses, in writing and
o later than October 29, 2021, of the precese dates during the week of Jammry 17,
H122, an whiich she will make herself avmilakle 1o be cross-examinad on her

affidavm,

4. The PlamiiT will advize the Cour and all parties, in writing and no later than
Movember 5, 2020, of the precise dstes daring the wesk of January 17, 2022 on
which he will cross-cxamine each wilness, bearing in mind the availabality they

kave provided.

5 Mo-croas-cxamination will last loager than two and a kalf hour,
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All parties will advise the Cowrt, o Ister than November 5. 2021, of the dates
from Febmaary 21, 2022 o Apnl 2%, 2022, inchesive, on which they are nod
available 1o pamicipale in a ene-day hearmg of the 5, 40 mastion, by Zoom. IF sy
party fails i provide their daies of non-availability within the time provided, the

bzaring willl be schedisled withow taking their svailalbsilicy imto accouss,

All vther procecdings in this action remam suspended uniil furnber order or

direction of the Court.

“Mircille Tabah™
Casg Management Judpe
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ORDER AND REASONG

VPN & mtion by the Plaintff, Mr. Dake Richandson, aho @5 self-represented, made

reiwmable & General Siitings in (itawn om Movember 17, 3021, for the following relief:

12]

(ah An onder o sel asude the onders off Prothosalary Tabib dated
Chetodber 206, 2021

() A orcder 1o w6t & special alming date 1o determine the e of
the Plaintiff by the rogue agents of the: Department of Homeland
Security on the merits of the matter and any other actson that
conslitules comphicity s sam;

() An order to sel o gpecial sitting date o hear constibaticnal
qacstions arising from T-1404-20k

(d} A ander fo permil constlutional questions 1o be fled
repardless af any rule contravention dise wo the imperative pubilic
napare of treason and the exmemse prepadice the MaimiafT kas been
subjecied bo;

(eh An onder 1o stop the Case Maragement aniil the desenmiration
of a thorough, impariial investigation hased on the menis alone.

AND LN considering the PlamilT s Motion Record fled on October 29, 2021,

including the written representations comtnined therein:

[3]

AND UPON noting that the Defendants have informed the Court that ihey will not be

submilling representations in reply;

[4]

AND UMM considering e arall submissions af the Plaintiff s (he bearing
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[5]  This meticn i3, among other thimgs, an appeal of an onder from the case managemienl
judge for this action, Prothonotary Tabib, duted Crctober 26, 3021 [Order] following n case
management conference held an Oetaber 25, 2021, In the Order, Prothonotary Tabib set out the
dendlines for the various steps 1o e inken prior 1o fixing a daie for the hearing of the
Defendants” meticn for o declaration pursuant 1o section 20 [ Vexatsous progeedmps) of the
Federal Cowrty Act, RSC 1985, ¢ F<7 [s. 40 Motion]. The Crder also granted o motion by one of
the Defendams for beave s mlervens in the s 0 Matson on the basis that this indavidusl s
already o named defendant in the action. Fmally, Prothenotary Tabsh ordered that “[a]ll other
proceedings i this acion remain suspended il further order or diregiion of the Court.™ In
essemoe, the subjoct of this appeal is a scheduling order by the case management judge,

Prothanoasry Tabil

(5]  This is the seeond time the Flamiafl bas sppesled an order by the case management judpe
sctling out the various sieps Jeading up o the scheduling of o hearing for the s 80 Motion. In
Richardsom v Sevenl-Day Aovenrier Ceeel, 2021 FC 1108 [Richordvoos], the Plaistiff appealed
Prothonotary Tabib's scheduling order dated August 11, 2021, In Richorayen, 1 sel oul the
backgroand of the nction in denil and provided n semmany of the varicus seps chat had been
takem 1o clate. Toguote a besel partion, in thas sction the PlamiilT socks:

[®] ...m decharmtion that the CGrand Lodge of Saskaschewan, refermed
to as e Masons, “are responsible for the actsons of all fs agents,
specilically those working as agonls or servamls of the Crown m™ a
mambr of listad entitics mcluding public heshh asthontics, a
proevincial legislmure, the RCMP, the Saskmichewsn prowineinl
Courts, the Federal Court and Federal Court of Appeal. the Camada
Fovonue Agency and the Depariment of Fustios Canada. The
Plaistiff also seeks o declarstion that said Muson agents are
working as agemts or servanis of the Unidled States in ils varsous
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Fsbed governmental entitses, “rogue agents of the Chivsian
churches™ “rogus agents of the hanks", and others.

[ 7] The PlaanniT further secks a numbers of declarations thal the
warions listed emiities and individuals. which be defines

as “Camadian Masonic Terrorisis”, kave. among other things,

(i) *particmpated, concealed or atherwise matmcted othors in
Canadian servorist petivin”, (0) “engaged in the crime of
npartheid™; (i) “have emgaged in genocide™; and (iv) “sancisoned
torture commitling crimes against humanity™. The Plointiff secks
stmilar declarations with respedt Lo anlitics be delines as “LLS,
Masaibe Cosspiraton™ and “Trassnatonal Masomd: Terronsis™,

[8] The MaanilT seeks numenous declarmtions that he was coereed,

sactiomed, punished, sorsed, and sffecied by sysiems:
oppression. Mumerous allegations are alse made in relation o
albeged crimes by “the Deep State and the Deep Church”. Among
the reliel chamed by the PhanifT is o declarstion “that the
Dhefendanis sre lable to the PlamiifT for the demages caused by ins
brench of constitotional, stefutory, treaties, and common law
ditics, and that the Aflomey General shall be responsible Tor
forfeiimng the Decp Stae snd Deep Churchs” propey and theny
compensating the Flainbiff. .. snd pecunisry damages in the
ameount of 51 00, 00,

[7 Im the Eimee since the Satoment of Claam was fled. there have boen numonous mitions
and informasl requests filed by the Parties, inclading & moticn for injunctive relief by the
MamnilT, and several appeals. For a pericd of several months carlier thas vear, the MamilT was
detsined im the United States for, s he described io the Court, having fled Consda in April 2631
o e Unibed Seates 1o claim asylum, prodedion from oriure, and Tor the purpass of desclosing
evidence of alleged persecution. toriere, terrorism., mortgege foud, treason and other crimees 1o
the Linited Staies. The FlantiT aftended a number of case management conlerences and the
Fezaring of the: motion for an interloomory injunction by way of telephane from detention in the
Umited States. O Seplember 1, 2021, the Plaintifl was deportad by the United Stales Departmenl

of Homeland Secunty to Carada. The Order that is the subsject of this appeal was resdiered
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Tedlowing a case management conlerence hekd on Detober 25, 2021, after the PlaimtifT had

retmeed o Cansda.

[%] The Plaingiff has filed a subsinntial volume of material in his Motion Record. In the
present niotion, the 1645-page Motion Hecord contains a Motice of Moton, an affidavil from the
PlaimtifT along with exhibits thereto, writien representations, and a list of asthonties. In his
amilen representations, e PlamilT gouped hes argumesls ander e felleading beadings:

1. The Couart is being used to Commif Crimes;

A. There Was a Conspirncy 1o Defraud ard Torture the Plaingiff by
State and Private Actors;

. The Parties on July X3, 2000, are Conspimtors (o Treason;

O, The Coust of Queen”s Bench for Saskmichewan or any Oiher
Associated Pary Has Failed to Comply with the UM Torture
Convendion;

[¥. The Conspirators im the United States Couris and Otber
Agencies Have Demonstrated Actions Thal are Consastent 'With
Tresmson Agains the United Seases;

E. The Trams-Mational Invanable Farsuit of the Ohject;

[%*]  The Plainiff*s conclusicn im the writien represemiaizons is as follows:

Withoawt this Marfon for appeal granted, it will allow the extreme
prejisics demonsimted by state actars im Canada and the Unated
Sinies to effectively use the cowns to commit crimes and silence
the Plainiaff, i viedate the constibaion, commdl treasor, and torure
the Mantfls an inmocend child and punish an wmrelated pary o any
Federal Court of Canasda procosding Robert A, Cannon. Mo person
shall use the courts to commit crimes, and the parties are all
imvodved im the allegations of tomure of the Plaintif.

[10)  The Delendanis did not file a respending motion recond.
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[11]  Atthe outset of the hearing, the PlaintiiT alleged that 1 was bissed and requested that
ancither judge hear bis motion. In response io the Plaingiff's request to ndjourn the heanng and
assign il 80 o dulTersm pudge, | mormed the Plaingiff that [ wsould hesr the msotian and that o will
mat be rescheduled. My sole dealings with the Plainiff, prior to the presest maotson, have been to
b previcsas matson of his that kad 1o the decisson m koo relerved w shove, In
Richardson, | gramied the PlainiafTs request for an extension of time o serve and file his appeal

af the case managemet jslpes erder, bat ulimately dissmissed the appeal,

(V2] Properly construed, the Flanifls allegmion of biss is ong of sirong disagreement with
my onder and reasors im Mfofhesdnon. As e the remsons in Sickardsan, and the reasons herein, the
enanner in which the Plaintiff may express his disapresment b5 by way of appeal o the Federal
Court of Appeal. As to the PlaintifT's allegation of bias and his request for a difforent judge, |
bave been assigned the hear and devermine this mainer, and [ am obligad 1o carry it oun unless
there is o legal reason (o recuse mysell | find that the test Tor bias, being whether a reasonable,
fully-imfiormed person, thinking the maner throwgh, would conclude that it is mose likely than no
that 1, whether comscivsly ar uncomsciously, would not decide the present appeal fairly, has nol
bzen made out (i o feanice awd Libervy @ al, v Noiowal Esergy Bowed eral,, [1978] 1
SCR M9 al page Y94 [ ommitter for Justice and [iberiv]). The fact that [ have dismissed a
previous appeal by the Plainiff would nod lead o reasanable, fally informed persen to conclade

that | woald mol proceed with an open mind or that [ would be based against the FMamislT.

[13)  As o the appeal of Prothonotary Tabsh™s Order, the standand ol nevaew is the following.

The Federal Court of Appesl instnscts thet “discretionary srders of prothonstanes should only ke
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mnlerfered wiath when sich docasions ar incorrect im law or ar based on a palpable and
overmiding emror i regard do the facts™ (Masping Mealthogre Oarporanan v Kesnedy fosiime af
Rbpeamapolegy, 2016 FCA 215 a1 para 64 | Hogpira]), Thas o haghly deferential standand of
review. A case managemend judge is assumed 1o be very familiar with the particular
circumstances and fsues moa proceading and their decisiomns are aiforded deferemce, ecspecially

on questions of foct | Mughes v Conaos (Fuman Rights Comndonion, D020 FC 986 of para 67).

[14) Given the Plaingiff is self-represented, on numerous cccasions during the hearing |
remanded the Plaintifl that his bupden was 5o show that Prothonotary Tabib's Owder was incorrect
in law or was based on a palpable and overriding error in regard to the facts. The thnst of the
PlaintifTs argusment is that Prothenotary Talib is awsse of “torure”, “treasan”, “conspirssy™ and
“crimes” bul has nevertheless permitied the scheduling of the steps leading up ko the bearing of
the 5, 40 Maticn o procesd. [t s the Plaimiffs sabmission, among other things, tha
Prothonotary Tahib is complicil in the lorare of the Plaintiff and is permitting the Federal Court
to b wsend tis commit erimes, mcluding ereason, The PlaimtifT submits that Prothonctary Tahib
ought 1 mol permit the s. 40 Motion to procesd and be beard, as to do so, woukd cause the

Mainitiff “extrems prejadice™,

[V%)]  The allegations of torture anad other crimes relate to events that are alleged in the
stalement of claim in these proceedings, which melude allegations relating 1o a Ron-Dsclosure
Agreement [MNIA] with Inmovation Credit Unies, & divoree and cusiedy dispuse, wanmnts issued
by the Roval Canadsan Mountam Polsoe [RCMP). the PlaintifT™s armest by the RCMP amd

detertion ot the Bamleford Mesital Health Centre, snd procesdings relsted thereto in
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Saskatchewan. Many of the events that are alleged in the staement al chaam are also addressed m
detail in the Motion Record. At the hearing, the Plaimtif focused on the evenis surmounding the
NDA, s dealimgs wath the RCMP, the warramts rssssd by the ROMP, his arrest by e RCMP,
bis admission io the Batileford Meninl Health Cenire, and his subsequent complaint of torture

kel weith the RUMP detachmemt o Banbefond, Saskmchewan,

(V&) 1indermed the Plaistif multiple times damng the heanmp that, im pleading the above, he
wias secking io litigate the merils of the allegations againsi the Defendants in the underlymg
action rather tham focusing on the tesn that an appellas b8 reguired v meet in ooder 1o suceead on
an appeal under Rule 51 of the Federal Conety Rufey, SOR 58006 [Rule 51). The Plaintiff
eapressed frasiralion because he considers that the merits of has albagations of tomure ought to be
beeanid im shori order. The PlamiufT relies on Article 13 of Convewdion agensd Torture aed Chiber
Crad, Iihpran ov Degrading Freament or Pesishmenr, 10 December 1957, 1465 UNTS 835
[ Forgwre Camvenrian] for the propositon that his claims of sorure oaght to be beand daring
the sppesl of the Order or a0 the very least prior 1o the & 0 Mation. Asticle 13 of the UN Torwre
Cowvention provides:

Each Siie Pamy shall ensure that any individual who alleges he

hax bheen subjected 1o torture in any territory under its jurisdiction

has the right to complain fo, and to bave his case prompely and

impartally examined by, Ms competent sahontics. Sieps shall be

taken ti ensure that the complainant snd witnesses sre progected

against all ill-ireatment or imimidation as a consequence of his
complain! or any evidence given.

[17]  The Plainiff subsmis than evenis that ane albeged i have been perpetrarad by the

Defendants in this sction constibole, among ofher things, ferbane, and 2= suchs this Court has the
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ohligation 1 intervene al this stage, The Plaanill submits the same is trug with respect o the

actions of Prothonoiary Tabib in her role a5 the cose maragement judge.

[IZ]  As to the pasi events that are alleged 1o have taken place, these allegnisons agaimst the

Defendants pelate 1o the mems of the underlying sction and it is not apprapriate for me 10 make 2

determination on themn im the context of an appeal from Prothonotary Tabib's Order. In other

wards, they are eulside e soape of this motion under Bule 51, which is an appeal of what w3

effectively a scheduling order by the case management judge.

[19)  I'mow turn to the PlaimtifT s submissions that the actions of Prothonotary Tahib, in

rendering the Onder, comstiine torture, Article | of the U Fomare Convesion defines torene

for the purpese of the {owvention. This definfion has been mcorporaled. almost verbatim. into

the Criminad Coddy, RSO 1985, ¢ C-46 gt sabsection 369, 1(2], in the comext of the offence of

torlure by am afficial as defined in 26%_1(2):

RAFfURE ETERRS any act of amsission by
whiich severe pain or suffening, whether
physical or mental, is intemtionally
mflicted an a person

(a) for o puspose Inclading

(i) wiainang from the porson or from a
third peereom information of a stslement,

(i} punashimg the porson (or an acl that
the person of a third persan has
committed or is suspected of having
commalted, amd

(i) imtirnidating or coercing the person
o o third person, or

farfure Acte, Comnis par action o
cmissicn, par leguel une douleur o des
souffrances aiguls, physiques ou mentales,
st insmiosnellement infligées & une
peerscmne |

a} soin afin notamment

(i) " oblenir " clle ou dune eree personme
des renseigneitents ou use: delarmtion,

(i de la pumir d"um acte quelle o une
LIErce Persoming & COMmis ou sl spupeonnée
d’nvoir comenis,

(i) de I'ntimider ou de faire pression sar
el ou d'mlimider une lieroe porsanne oo di
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faire pressson sar celle-ca;
(b} lor amy roason based an b soal pour ol autre malil fonddé sar
dascrimainateon of any kind, guekjue formse de dissrimination que o soi,

baal dose= it inclade amy 8l or ommission La torlure ne s"entensd loulefois pas " acies

arfsang oaly from, mherest in o gl résubent enbguement ds sanctions

incidental 1o lvwcfial sanctions. (fermeee)  Bgitimes, qui sont inkérents & celles-ci ou
cecasionnés par elbes. | forreh

[20]  1mote that the delinition neguires that there be an intent 1o milict pain and suffering on a
peersom. Mareover, even where such pain and suffering has been inflscted, it is not, by defimitson.,
srture wheres the paimn and suffinng amose from, wis inhenent in, or ineslenlal 1o, Bwdisl

EAT ST

[21]) There is mo evidence that Prothonotary Tabib intended to inflict pain and suffering on the
PlaimtifT or that she acted in any way unkawiially in schaduling the vanous procedural steps ihat
will ultimately lead to the bearing of the 5. 40 Motion. Indeed, scheduling procedural steps
leading wp 10 & hearing of a matson flled by a pary 1o the procesdings falls squarely wiihin her
dulics a5 the case maragemnent judge. Prothonotary Tabib's actions in rendering the Order do ned
copmsitule “tomire™ a8 defined above. Rather, Prothenctary Tabib, & the case management judps,
managed ke proceedings and exercised her dizcretion in sccordance with Fule 3850 1 ja) of the

Federal Cowes Rules,

[22]  Inis clear chat the Maani T wishes i prevent the s, 40 Motion from proceeding.
Meverlbebess, | remand the PlaintifT that he is free 1o oppose the s. #0 Motson and will have the
cppEtaniny to voice his opposition thereto in his responding mation record and at the hearing of

the 5. 40 Motion.
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[23]  Thi Flaintiff has also swbmimed that Frothonatary Tabib, among other things, is
“extremely prejudiced” against him, has “abased her position™, i an “sctive participant in the
swardl erimes”, has albowed “the Federsl Court of Canada 1o be used in the commizssion of iremson
agninst Cannda and the United Stmies, and other offences extradiiable to the United States amd

punishable by death parsuant o Undied Stanes law,”

[24]  Inis elear chat the Plaanti (T disagrees with the Order rendered by thse Prothonotary Tabils,
Feowever it does nod Follow that she acted with bias or in a crinvinal manner because she rendered
an Cirder that desss ot favour the Plainniff, As nosed shove, the 1est for hias is whether a
reasonable, fully-informed person. thinking the matter trough, would conclsde that it is more
likely than sot that an adpudicator, whether consesously or umeonsciously, wouald mol decide the
matter Eairly (§ ommistee for hoiice and Likerty al page 304). Moreover, there is a sirong
presamption of judicial integrity and imguaiality, and the cans is om the party seeking 1 displace
this presumplion bo present cogent cvidence to support such a serious alkegation (€ aocare v
Brivisk Codumbla Woeen s Hospinel amwd Hsalih Cere, 2013 SOC 30t pasn |8; Hocfug v
Camaadder (Problic Safery amd Emergency Preparesimess), 2009 FCA 214 at para 5231 find the
allegations of bixs and crimiral conduct on the pan of Protkonotary Tabib 1o b baseless and

devaid ol amy ment whatsoover.

[25]  As guoled in the first paragraph of this Onder and Reasons, the reliel soaght by the
PlaimiifT in this motion includes am order setting aside the Order of Prochonotary Tahib along
wilh “Th) Am arder 1o set a special siming date 1o determine the woiuee of te PlamialT by the

rogoe aggents of the Department of Homeland Security om the memits of the mstter snd any other
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acton that constitules complicity W sime; (6 An onder Do 5ol o spoceal sitimg dale W hear
comstitutional questions ansing from Te1404=20; (d} An onrder o permit constitional questions
g b filed repgandless of any mle contrvention due o the mperative public natune of issens
and the extreme prejudice the Mlaantiff has been subjecied to; (e) An order bo stop the Case
Mianagement until the delermenation of o tharough, impanial investigatson basad on the merits
alone.” Prothonotary Tabib®s Order provides that, apart from the steps scheduled i the comext
af the & 0 Matsn, all other preseedings in this actson are i e ssspended anil furibse
arder or direction of the Cowrt. The Plaisdiff has failed 1o demoestroie that the Order 15 incomect
in law or based on a palpable and overmiding ermor in regarnd 1o the facs, As such, the Order
stands and along with it the suspension of all other proceedings, whach includes the above four

alditsanal proceedings requessed by the Plaingiff,
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OBEDEH in T-1404-20

THIS COURT ORDERS ikar:

1. The PlainniTs appesl under Rule 31 of the Federn! Courts Bmles from Prothonctary
Takib's Order dated Ociober 26, 2021, is dismissed:

2. The FlainuiiTs megues for onders setving special ssming danes 10 () “10 determine the
toriure of the Plaintiff by the rogue agents of the Department of Homeland Seoanity™
and (b)) constingtions] questions arsng from thas action, ane denled;

5. The Plainkiffs reguesi for an order to permii conststutional questions 1o be filed =
denled;

4. The Plaintiffs regoest o oease cose managoment is demicd; and

:-ll

W eosts are awarded,

“¥anessa Rocheser™
Judge
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COLLIMS, MATRIN LAW GROUP, CLIFFCRLY HOELM,
PATRICIA ). METKLEIGHN, CHANTELLE
THOMPEON, JENNIFER SCHMIDT. MARK
CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BRALD APFEL, 1AN
MUARTHUR, BRYCE BOHLUM, KATHY IRWIM,
JASON PARCHYSHYN, CARY RANSOME,
SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, DML
ALAB]L KIEED MOERISSON, COEA SWERILD, DE.
ELEEWEM, DE. SUNDAY, COURT OF (UEENS
BEMCH FOR SASKATCHEWARN, JILL COOK, GLEM
METIVER, JUSTICE B.W. ELSON. JUSTICE CROCKS,
AW LAWYERS LLFP, VIRGIL A, THOMBSOMN,
PROVIBCIAL COURT OF SASKATCHEWAN,
HONOURABLE JWWIDNGE M. PELLETIER, BAYMOND
HEBERT. LINDA HEBERT, EMI HOLM, CHAR
BLAIR, COMMLUNITY FUTURES, LISA CIMMER
AND KIMBERLEY RICHARDSOMN

MOMNTREAL, QUEBEC BY VIDEOUONFERENCE
NOVEMBER 17, 2021

ROCHESTER 1.



DATED:

APPEARANCES:
ale Richardson

Mg Jusiim Stevenson
Mic Chamiclle Eisner

Mle Marie K, Stack

Me Cheryl Giesbrecht

Mg Healther J, Laing

SOLICITORS OF RECORD:

[rale Richardson

Marth Batibeford SK
Aflomey Geemeral ol Canada
SHnskatchewan 5K

MeDougall Gauley LLP
Snskatonn SK

MeKencher LLp
Snskatoon SK

Deepariment ol Justice
Prairic Region

MicDwugall Gauley LLP
Snsknioan SK
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NOVEMBER 30, 2021

SELF REFRESEMTEL

FOR THE DEFERDAMT MINISTRY OF ILSTICE AXD
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CAMADA

FOERE THE DEFEMDANT SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH
AUTHORITY AND CORA SWERID

FOR THE DEFENDANT JUSTICE R.W. ELSTON

FOR THE DEFENDANT THE CIVILIAN REVIEW
AMD COMPLAINTS COMMISSION ET AL
DEFARTMENT OF JUSTHCE

FOR THE DEFENDANTS JUSTICE CROCHLS AN
JUSTICE CALIWELL

SELF REPRESEMTED

FOR THE DEFENDANT MINISTRY OF JUSTICE AND
ATTORNEY GEMERAL OF CAMNADA

FORR THE DEFEMDANT SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH
ALUTHOHRITY AND COLA SWERID

FOR THE DEFENDANT JUSTICE B.W. ELSTON
FOR THE DEFERNDAMT THE CIVILIAYN REVIEW

AMDCOMPLAINTS COMMISSION ET AL
DEFARTMENT OF JUSTHE

FOR THE DEFENDANTS JUSTICE CROODKS AKD
JUSTICE CALDWELL
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Federal Lot Uosur Tedernlg

Dadez IOELIXLS

Dnekorn: T-140-30

Urttwwn, Dhwtwrio, December 15, 2021

PFRESENT:

BETWEEN:

DALE RICHARISON

Pimimrifil

aiil

SEVENTH DAY AIWENTIST CHURCH
CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS COMMISSION (“CHROCT)L
GRAND LODGE OF SASRATCHEWAN, COURT OF AFFEAL FUR
BASKRATUCHEWAN, LA, CALDPWELL, USITED STATES CITIZENSHIF AND
AMIGRATION SERVICES. U, IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
EANFORCEMENT. U, CUSTOMS BORDER FROTECTION, 1.5 DEPARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY. CORECIVIC, PERER ALLCHURCH, ROY AL
CANADLAN MOUNTED POLICE, COSNSTARLE BURTON ROY, BATTLEFUCHRDS
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH. JAMES KWON, MAZEL HOLM, GARY
LTSI DAYWN LUND, CIFRLAN BOLAN, JEASNIE JOFNSON, MANITOEA-
SASKATCHEWAN CONFERESCE, MICHAEL COLLINS, MATRIX LAW GROLUP,
CLIFFORD HOLM, PATRICIA J, MEIRLEMNOHN, CHANTELLE THOMPSON,
JENNIFER SCHMIDT, MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BRAD APPEL, 14N
MOUARTHLUR. BRYCE BOHUN, KATHY IRWEN. JASCHA PANCHYSHYN, CARY
EANSONME. SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, DR ALABRL KIKkI
MUFHEESSOMN, CORA SWERIT, DR, ELEKWEN, DR SUNDBAY, COURT OF
UEERS BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN, JILL CONM, GLEN METIVER
JUSTHCE RW. ELSDN, JUSTICE CROORS, OWEW LAWYERS LLP, YIRGIL A
THOMSON, FROVINCIAL COURT OF SASKATCHEW AN, HONOURARLE JUTHGE
M. PELLETIER, RAYMOND HEBERT, LINDA HERERT, EME HOLA, CHAR
BLATR, COMMUNITY FUTURES, LiSA CIMMER AND KIMEBERLEY
RICHARDSON

Diclendamis
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FURSUANT 1o the Onder of Madam Prothonotary Tabib dated Ovciober 36, 2021

IT 15 DRDERED that the hearmg of the secton 40 of the Federal Connty Ao lake plce

perempinrily before this Court by Zoom videoconference, on Tussday, the 19 doy of Marck,

022, st %20 (Eastern) m (e forenoon Bor a duration of one (1) day.

Thes Creder 1= made o1 the specific dmecton of the Chiel Justice.

“Elara Trudeau™
Fdwcnal Adminesirulor
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Dz 2IZ0IAN

Dncken: T-1404-20

riwwa. (ntario. Morch 3, 23022
PRESENT:

BETWEEN:

DALE RECHARDSON

Fiaimuiff

aiil

SEVENTH DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH
CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS COMMISSION (“CHROC™L
GRAND LODGE OF SASKATCHEWAN, COURT OF AFFEAL FOR
SASKATCHEWAN, JA. CALDPWELL, UNITEDR STATES CTTIEZENSHIF AND
WG RATION SERVICES, US, IMMIGRATION A% CUSTORMS
ENFORCEMENT, ULS, CUSTOMS BORDER PROTECTION, US DEPARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY, CORECIVIC, PERER ALLCHURCIL ROY AL
CANADLAN MOUNTED POLICE, CONSTABLE BURTON ROY, BATTLEFORDS
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES KWOM, MAZEL BOLM, GARY
LUNI DAWN LUND CIFRLAN BOLAH. JEANNIE JORMNSON, MANITOBEA-
SASKATCHEWAN CONFERENCE. MICHAEL COLLINS, MATRIX LAW GROUP,
CLIFFORD HOLAM, PATRICEA 1. MEIKLENHN, CHANTELLE THOM SO,
JENSIFER SCHMIDT, MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER. BRAD APPEL. IAN
MOCARTHUR: BRYCE BOHUN, KATHY TRWIP. JASCN PANCHYSIHY N, CARY
EANSOME.: SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY. DH. ALARKL KIKk]
AEFHEISSON, DOA SWERID, DR, ELERKWEM, DR, SUNBAY, COURT OF
CUEER™S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN, JLL COOR, GLEN METIVER,
JUSTICE KW, ELSON, JUSTHCE CROORS, OWEW LAWYERS LLF, VIRGIL A
THOMSON, FROVINCIAL COURT OF SASKATCHEW AN, HONOURABLE JUDGE
M. PELLETIER, RAYMOND HERERT, LINDGA HERERT. EMT HOLAM, CHAR
BLATR, COMMUNITY FUTURES, LiSA CIMMER AND KIMEERLEY
RICTLARDSONN

Delendamis
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FURSUANT 1o the Order of Madam Prothonotary Tabib dated Cotober 26, 2021 ;

AND PURSUANT wo the Direction of Mr. Justioe Brown dalod February 28, 2021;

IT IS ORDEREL that the hearmg of the section 40 of the Federal Conris Aet, is

scheduled to ke place perempaorily before this Court by Zoom videoconference, on Monday,

the 30 dlay ol My, 2022, a1 9:30 {Eastem) in the Foronoon Tor a durstion of oo (1) day.

This Order is made o1 the specific direciion af the Chief lusibce,

“Klara Trudeau™
Judscazl Admindstrulor
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Federal Court Caner fedemle

Dhare;: 2002 06EE
[hocket: T-1406-20

Climtinn: 2023 FC 848

Oriavwa, Dmtario, June B, 2022

PRESENT:  The Hoa Mr: Justice Henry 5. Brewn

RETWEEN:
BALE KICHARDSNN
Flakngifl

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH.

CIVILIAN HEVIEW AN OOMPLADNTS COMMISSION ("CRCC™ )
GRAND LODGE OF SASKA TCHEWAN, COURT OF APPEAL FOR
SASKATCHEW AN, LA CALDWELL, UNITED STATES CITIEENSHIF AND
IMMIGHRATION SERYICES, US. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT,
A CUSTOMS RORBER FROTECTION, US, DEFARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY, CORECIVIC, DERER ALLCHURCH, ROY AL CANATIAN MOUNTELD
FOHLICE, CONSTABLE BURTON ROV, BATTLEFORDS SEVENTH-DAY
ADVENTIST CHURCH, JAMES KWON, MAZEL HOLM, GARY LUNDL DAW™S
LUMNT, CIPRIAN B A, JEANMIEE JOHMNSOM, MANTORA-SASKATCHEW AN
CONFERENCE, MICHAEL COLLIS, MATRIN LAW GROUP, CLIFFORRT O M,
PATRICLA J MEIKLENHS, CHANTELLE THOMPSON, JESNIFER SCHMIDT,
MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTHMER, BRAD AFFEL, 1A% MCARTHUR, BRYCE
ROV, KATHY TRWIN, JASON PANCHYSHYN, CARY RANSOME,
SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, IR ALARL RUBKI MORRISSON, CORA
SWERID, DR, ELEEKWEM, DR SUNDAY, DOURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH FOR
SASKATCHEW AN, JTLL O, GLEN METIVER. JUSTICE BAW. ELSON, JUSTICE
CHROOES, CEW LAWY ERS LLE, VIRGIL A, THOMSON, PROVINCIAL COURT
OF SASKATCHEW AN, HONOURARLE JUDGE M. PELLETIER, RAYMOND
HERERT. LINDA HERERT. EMI HOAM. CHAR BLAIR, COMMUNITY FUTURES,
LisA CIMMER AND RIMBERLEY RECHARESON

efendamts
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[1]  This is 2 motion broogke on behalf of the Defendants, the Saskabchenan Heakh Auhoriy
aid Coan Swerkl, bereinafier refared i collectively as “SHA", Bivingg obitassad consent of ihe
Abiomey General of Canada [AGC], for an Order pursaast to section 40 of the Federal Courts
Act, BSC 1988, ¢ F-7 [Aer] [setion 40 Motkon|, The MlaintilT, Dale Babandsan, 1 o seli-
represented litigan asserting clime an bebulf of himself, his company. DSR Karis Consulting
M., i s dpaghier, Kavahn Dery, The AGC b o party by sl of @ hong given s oo

o ihe brmgimg of this motion as required by subsection 42} of the dcr

[2] The fallowing groaps of Delendants made wriften and arnl ashmissions on this motios

requesting the same el as SHA:

I Cosmsel Chantelle E. Eisner for Sasknichewan Healih Amibority and Com
Swerid:

I) Conmsel | mdsay Oliver for the Chantelle Thampeon, Jenmifer Schmidt,
Mlark Clemenis, Chad Gariner, Brad Appel, lan MeAnhuer, Bryce Bohum
Kathy Irwin Jasom Paschyshyie Cary Ransodms, OWZEW Lawyes LLP
and Virgil A, Thomson

E1] Commisel Amnie M. Alpen for ihe Seventh-dey Advesdisg Church, the
Hattkdonds Sevemh-day Adventist Charghy, 1he Masiiohs-Sasknighewun
Conlference. Mutnx Lsw Girowp, Jomes Kwan, Maze! Fotm, Gary Lund,
Daam Lund, Caprian Bolab, Jeammie Johmson, Michas] Collins, CHifond
Mol Patricis Metk lejohn ond Kinderkey Richarson:

Ay Comnsel Justin Stevensen for Jill Cook, Glkeo Metvier, the Hannarable
Justios M. Pelbsticr, Enm Holm, amd Char Blas:

LY Heather Liang, (W for the Homourable Justice Caldwell ond 1ke
Honowrable Justice Croolks,
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Comnsels Marie Stack ond Lasra Saver flar the Hosaurable Justiee B.W,
[Elsom;

Commiae ] Jessica Karasm for the Anomney CGreneral of Canada aml the Royal
Canmdlime Moosicd Police.

| note the Foyal Canadiam Mounted Police [RCMIP] is not mamed as a Defendsn in T-

PHE-20, howaswer, @ i named in aoedher iaiber broughs i the Federal Coan by the same

Plnisff Dinle Richardson, T- E367-200 | note this because of the Bensons of the Federal Coan of

Apsneal lib Corans G0 oy Cemaral) v Frobvilamy D010 FOA 198 {per Seratis JA] a1 paros 44-

47 [Fanbwikant].

[4]

Thix pasison ae proposed 6 be amended by SHA socio:

A, A Urder ibut the Plaimidf, Dale Bichandsom HAEEKars
Capssaliing- Ing, - anl K ohevt LCasmon)-is o vexatious litigant within
the meaming of section 400 1y of the Federa! Couriy Acd, md camnod
il AuLe any fenber settors inthe Foderal Coun without kave off
the Coun;

_HIEE_I!H ~ EMM
Karis Coniulting [nc,, withow fenve of the Courd,

[ An Ohrder for costs agninst ke Ploimifd oo SHA ond Swerid;
nml

[} 1 Kusch flmrher reliel as counsel may advise and this
Henommbie Cowrt may Tmd st sl ecpedicn.

[51  The grosmds foe the Motion as propased to be amemdod are;

A, Im the past year, the PloingidT, has company SR Karis
Corsulting Irx. and Eobert Cannon. pnd others {the Plaintiffs
“mgenls” amdor liligstion proass) have commmeneed memenis
dupbicative and mevilless proceadings agains justike sysiem
participanis and other persons or enifties they dsagree wiih. Each
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af these pctioes have browght with them nuhiple, seedicss lngs
anid lengihy, mcomgrehersible affidovies ond submissions on
betmbf of the Plaintiff andior his agents. Tho claims alleged i this
felaon are simply o comtinmation of these frivolous claims.

[ 8 In is mecessary to limit the Planii{ s unfetored acces o
this Cimim,

[ An order under section 40 1) will reasonabdy prevent the
Pt from msatng limiiless vesatives clatms which conssme
ailsmimdsizative, judicial, and dofendant e

(]  Inrespers of this proposed amendmeed, SHA nelied on Camla @iy Gewerad)
Fiehrilomt, 7019 FOA 198, There, Jostice Sirnas A4 discusses the tse of “fiigstion prooces" and
the need fior these o be restiraingd By vexatioos lgigand orders

[45] I cases such as this, 8 vexathnas Btigam onder shoukd iy b do

the following

. Blar venatiows litigants from litigating
ihemmsebres, Higating through prosies, mmd
masssiing others with their litigatian,

* Raule om the Bsue whether the sexatioos
Iriggamn “s pending cases should be
dscantinued; if s, deseribe ke mamner in
whch they may be resurvectod aml
wontinied.

- Provent (e Registry Som spendimg b on
UG Cssary eommminiem s apd wonbless

filings.

* Permil aceess to e Coun by leave, and
omly in the parmow circumsiances permiied
Iry law where access i neccssary and the
responcont bas respeciod the procedural
rules amd previs courl onders; = such
cases, ensure that inderesied persons have
the apportunity i make submissions.

® Empower the Regisry o ke quick mnd
mctministrmtvedy ssmple steps 1o prolec
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il the Cown and dher liigants from
vexalious behavior,

* Presrs the Couint s powers 1 acl lirther,
when necessary, i nilpesi the vexatious
Iigaen perdler, beat pnly in accordece with
procedural [imess

® Ersoare that ather judgments, ordems and
directaons, b the extenl nol inconsistent with

ihe venabioas igant oeder, remalin in el

ol can be enforced,
[46] Trying o acoompdish (ese chieotivies in o singhe juigment or
urcer can be challemging and time-ponsaming, especinlly i one is
trufieng from scriche Experience shows thel some vexatious
Fitegamils will kit their best fe get anound vesatioas Bigam onfders:
see, e, Firgo v Camoa (Arormey Gienenmlp, 2019 FUA 16T, In
its vexatious litignnt order, ik Coun must anticipaie and address
every illegitinuate averse. And the Court’s abality o strengthen fs
reder witnn pevessary and o punish pon-complinnge—akaays in
niardane: willy provedaral fusmess ghls— st be prosarvad

(7 The Maoriem o Ameml was flied on Friday Wy 27, 3033, Afier that the Plaintiil fled an
ermmil respormse, which in my view wi pol responsive, with some | 400 pages of atinchments on
Suimday, Moy 29, 2022, The bearmg wis seheduled to aan ol 1030 AM Cstawn time (200 AM
Saskatchewan time) on Mondoy the 1% There was no oppositian s the Motion t Amend given
the PlasmalT decided nod 1o appeasr at the bearing, o decision 1 lnd wis made as pan of ibe
PlaingifT s vexatious litigant sirategy. b was supported by all Defendanis who sppeared al the
baiiring. | am therefore granting the amendment given il = estieely in gecond wigh the Reasons

for Judgmest of Siratas 14 m Fadeibam.

%] | mm nlso granting ibe mogion o declare the Plist il ond his proxies vocstous litiganis

anmd will provale related relief as per Fabilons and s foid in the Chier Justice"s Order g
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Reasons in Binkich v Sureeyver Geoemd, 2021 FC 1278 [#inkiok], ad in these Reosens and

Judgrnent.

I Hackgrosmi

[%  As discussed helow the Plaintifl hay institaed same 40 of mane procevilings including
ariginal proceedings, sppezks und other flings in this Court and others over the last two years ar
pat, There wene sta sich plenibings Kentified when s seaatious Litigant motion wis et o
Seplember 021 ; the halance were mstituted between then ond now. s pleadings are lengshy,

pricalia. raenblang, sometimes booberen, insilling. scamdalous and ropetitive amang atker things,

(18] Gemerally speakmp, they el claim agisst proviecial snd lfederal poverment entliies
m Carada, chims against judges of the provincial ad Superior Counts m Canada, ox well as
chbens againsi varoos Departments of the Governnsnt of the Uniled States of Americ
mchufing agencies responsihle fir asylum claims, 1t seems his clams are motivated or mriggered
by munhor OF Bcrors. imcloding: (1)1 St s wise suscesafully appliod five and obtamed
Conare ordder divoree and fansily lew relief incloding cussody of an infani chilid, wnd the dismizsal
ol by slbseyum application Bar debeay oo (2 the Plaint ™ allepes exponise m OOV D-
19 related rmabters and his enhappiness with his treatment in that regand by the SHA and otbers
(3} disputis wth varsous privale secior eniles; (4) dispaes wal o crodit uniom with respect o
wiake trestment of him the Plaintiff is anhoppy; and (5)-issses with bis treatmens by heahhcare
prafessionaly. This & nod exhmistive: his plesdings nlso contain relcnenees o caparight breach
respecting a work he allegedly smthored, references and accusations relasing (o slleged child
praditos, allogations agains warious med sendey Defendants and cthers of treison, woongial
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detemimn, tsmure, inbismane ineaimenl, mcism, misogyey, tormption. omd many refenomees e
terrorism including Musonds Terorism He references claims for asylam in the U5, snd may
ave made claims inthe Iniermational Cromimal Courd, and the Supreme Court of the Uniied
States. Nobly, he was elso made ihe subject of an nvoluntsry menisl healib detent on and 30

day assesment by provingial Cowrt Order.

[11) The Defendanis inchude judges who have naled agninst kim botk of provmetal and
Supsersor Comre, reghsiny stnfl of vanious Coams, lawyers who hive scied or whio ane osocianed
with those oppesing his allegatams, and healibcare workers who have attempied b assist him
swith what appenr ti b ks challenges. His moduy dperaadi seems i be o sdd 1k st of

D fendanis those whe have mast receetly foand agamst him or with whom ke i unhappy. and 1o

o o fn peseessive oumds of Titigaton,

[UE)  Ad the present time the pleodisgs comsiss of the Mainif™s Stmement of Claim snd twao

Sigtermnesis af Delence.

[13]  The following summary is taleen from Jestice Rochester's COnder dabed October 20, 2021
n wihicl she dismseed the Plaintiff®s Motion sppealimg o sehedulivg Ovder of Case Mannpemsem
Judge Tabih dated Asiguss 31, 2031

[3] O Weorvembser 18, JO2, che Pl (fled a ststement af claim
[Btmement of Claim] agamst fiffy.seven (57) defendanis

[ Drefemdants]. including various departments of the Unibed Stoes’
Ciovermment, soveml charches, 1he Roval Canadian Mosmied
Podice, the Saskmchewan Heahh Aanborivy, the Provincisl Coun of
Smkaichewan, the Court of Cheeen’s Bench for Saskoickewun, the
Smkatchewan Court of Appeal. and several members of the

Jdiciary,
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[ In the Seatement of Clasm, the Plaion T seeks o declaraton (b
the Girand Lodge of Saskarchewan, refermed 10 as the hMasone, =are
resporsible fior the actions of oll its agenis, specifically those
working as agenls or servamts of the Crown m™ a eamdber of listed
enties inchsding pullic healih saihories, a prosemcial legialatune,
the ROMP, the Saskarchewan provmeial Cours, the Federal Coun
and Federal Couri of Appeal, the Canadn Revemue Agency and the
Departmen of fushice Canndla. The Phaing T afoo weks o

dew: lnrad o Abat sakd Misson agents aro working s agents o
servanis of the United Sestes i@ is various lsted govemmeenial
entities, “mgue ngems af the Christian churches™ “rogue agents of
the banks”, wad olhars

[7] The Plaimeid¥ funkher seeks & numbers of declormtions that the
wariomds Bsled engities and mndividimls, which he defimes 2
“Carsubian Masanic Termrisia™, have, nmong sther tlngs, (i)
“panicipated, conceaked or ceherwise msimscted others in Cansdian
termoris notiviny”, () “eogaged in the crime of apartheid™; (i)
“have engaged m genocade™; amd (iv) “sanctioned sortame
cormmaling crimes sgatnst humanby™. The Plaintiff secks shmilar
declarasions with respect oo entiies he detines as “U 5, Masonic
Conspirmors” and “Transmatioos] Masonic Termriss”.

[#] Thee Ploiogiff secke mumeroas declartions that he was coerced,
sanctinned, punished, torured, and affected by systemic
opprossion. Mumoroos olcgations are also made in refation to
nbipzed erimes by “the Docp Staie and the Deop Church™. Aitang
the refief claimed by the Plaistii¥ &= & declwration =that the
Defendanis are lishle 1o the Plaintiff for the domages coused by iis
brosch of constia onal, stafilory, ireatics, and common Lo
dhatiers, ared (bt e Attoriey General shall be respansible for
Enpfeiing the Deep State snd Deep Chunchs” property and thercby
compensating the PlainiifT._ = ardd pecuniary demages in the
rmsunt af 51,08, D0,

| ¥] MAs noned above, this matier s case managsd by Prothomamary
Tabab, In the tiome since the Stmemont of Claim was filed. there
It Baeen. errmeros maotioss and inforiel neguests Glod by ihw
Famics, ineluibing n mation foe injuncrive relel by the Plainoil,
Thee mation for mjuenctive relief was ininlly echedoled for April
29, 2021, hewever the PluintilT called the Registry on the day prior
b b bacaringg 1o acivise that b bl entered the Unied Stales in
erler o seek asyhem ond was being held at a detenton cenire,
Conseguenily, the motian was adjoursed. Following the
adpurnment, certain Defendants wrobo so the Coun comcerning 1he
reschedubing aff the molion for mjunciive rolielamd regeested,
miran g ofher ilings, that o case masagemen conferenss he

Page: &
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eomvened 0 ander b sl & sehiadule for molmns o strke the sction
and the woiion have the Flaimidf declared o vexatious litigant,

[ 1] The soothis o ingenetive rebiel by the PlasmilT was baind on
Jane 10, 2020 by videocon@rence. The Plaissill was present and
participaied. The mation was denied on Jene 13, 2020, A Motice of
Appeal of the mation fir snjusctive relse was Fled mibe Courd of
Appenl an Augost 3, 221,

[ 18] Prothonotary Tabib beld o case imnagemen coslermee on
Auguist 11, T021 by videscanferenen b onder 1o scheduale ihe nex

teps i the procesdings. The PlantifY pasticipated i the case
mamagement confierence, As appears from the minmes of kearing,
daring the cass managemenl conferenee cortam Defemndants
engudred sbout having the motkon bo strike and fhe moe o e
declane the Plaintiff § veantious liigant heanl sogetber, The Coun
raised o conoern thas ifplhheml:inru.v.ml:n“huugeﬂm, i
iy bu overwhelming fior the PhisiT as o sell-represenied
Litigam. The PlasililT mbornsed the Court thal be expeciad w be
leavimg the fciliny in which he was dezained in the next one 1o six
menihs, The PhimgidT further mformed the Court thi he werd 1o
the United Stafes o seck protection agains e The halance of
the case managemenl conlerenes wis dovoted 1o schalubing the
deadbings for the various steps 1o be nken prios s fiving o dase fior
the heanmg of the motion for & declarmiban parsuant s 5. 400 of the
Federa! Courty Act {Venabious Proccedimgad.

[12} Prothanotary Tabib ssued the Order following the case
managemenl comlerenee.

[ 13] Accontmg otk Plaincifi™s Motion Beeord, the PlamadT was
departed by the Unibed Stutes Department of Homehind Sceuriy to
Catachs by plase on Sepileimber 1, 2021, His comgutes and ol
phaone were remrmed (o him fepm the United Sames on Seprensker
o elind

[Ld] O Sepleodher 29, W02 |, the Plamiff appealed ke Order of Case Mamgemem Jodge
Talsib thatend Asgusg 31, 2031, seckbng (b Tellivsang rels:l

A Am Creder 1o exter the time for appeal Sor an everloculary
Ot s by Protlosotary Mirsdlbe Tabiboon Augist 31, 2020

B, An Oder granting the appeal of the Order of Protbenotary
Mdirzilbe Tabih dared Augus 31, 2021; and
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. Any atber Onder the Coun thinks b just.

(15} On October M, 2021, Justice Rochester dissmissed this appeal snd Chdiered:
I The Plamnlills appeal under Hule 531 of the Feder! Courtr Rl
fram ilne Protbanotary Talbib™s Cvder dated Augest 31, 2021, s
disimizsed]
2 M eosts nre awanbal

(0] O Oiober 26, 2021, following a cose masagement confierencs bekl on Ootober 23,
021, Ciusee Marsigement Judge Tabib msued o second scheduling Onder 1) setting oul the
demllines foe meal sreps 1o be 1aken prior 1o Paing s date for (e Bearing of (e Defendants”
sectinn 4 Moison; 1) gramimg a mition by one of the Defendants for leave 1o inkervene i the
seution 4 Maotwan on the basis tas indivodual s already a numed defendant i the Actien; and 3)
orderivg all oiher procesdings m this Action rermin suspendes) umil Farther order or direction of

the Cioun,

[ET) O Chetaber 29, 3021, the Plaintlil appeslad the Onder of Case Masagemen hudge Talsib
dabed Chotober 26, 2021, seckivg the Tllowing rebef

A, A orber i set nside the orders of Prochoesodnre Tabib deted
Choicher 26, J021C

B, an onder f bt @ special sitting date fo determing the tosture of
the PlasmafT by ik rogue apents of the Departmest of Homeland
Secarity on 1ke meris af the mafier aml amy other acion (ki
constiules commplicdy T samo;

. An order w0 sel a spocial saximg dabe o heur constitulsonal
(pat=tivms arismg from T-T404-200c

I An order 16 permit constiotional] gquestioms o be il
repandless ol any rule contravimtion due o ihe imperative public
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mtinire of theason und the extreme projudion the Plabiall bas beon
shjecied to;

E. A onder o atop e Case Manapeiment wmil the detarmination
ool tharmugh, impartinl investigation based on the meries aloee.

[EE]  On Movember 3, 20210, Justice Rochester dismiased thes sppes] ond Ordesed:

L. The Plainid{T's sppeal under Rule 51 of the Fedend Courts Bmles
fram Prothneotary Tahib's Onder daied Cctober 26, 2021, is
dismissed;

2 The Plaintiff's reguest for ondens setring specinl sitiing dotes io
{8} "o determmne the toriere of the Flaantiff by the rogue agems of
the Dioparimeni of Homelard Secursy™ and (bl comiftug il
et arisdng from 1his acthon, are denled;

3. The Plamii™s regacst for in ander b0 permi consditubonal
ipucstina. i bo flled s desbid]

4. The PlainiilT"s reqoest bo cease cose mansgemenl i domed; and
3. Mo onsts ore awarded.

[19)  The Plamntiff fled Motses of Appes| for Tostice Rockester's Orders dated Octaber 208

B2 and Movember M1, 2021 inibe Federal Courn of Appezl

(3] On December L8, 2030, by specilic directon of the Chiel’ lustice, the Coan s Judicinl
Administrator by Dirder set the hearing of this sectivn # Maoiion 1o ke plce “peresyriany
bexfore this Coun by Loom videoconferencs, on Tuesday, the 11 day of March, J22, & 030

{Easterm} in the forenoon for o darabion of one { 1) day™ [emphasis in original].

[201]  COm Jommary 1R, 3022 the Plaintif sppealed the Cirder of the Jidicial Administraor made

it the deectwn of Clsed Jastice dated December 15, 2001, s the Federnl Couwn of Appesl
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[22)  Since then, the PlantiT has brought numenous firther procecdangs belbre the courts tn
Saskotchewan, Afhenn, amd the Supreme Court of Canuda, Very recently, for example, the Coun
was obliped 10 sdiowm the hearing infended far March 1. 2022, w May 30, 2022, and did 5o on &
pererepiory hasis. Nobwahstanding it had then been re-set down on & peremiplory hasis, on Agpril
1., 2022 the Plaimtid] moved 1o adjourn the re-schedubed hearing, which muotion m iy capacity s
Hearing Judge | dismised by Order dased Apnil 27, 2022 beouuse the evidence did not sappoan

his request. This Ordier was sotl appeded by ihe Pl

A The Plirdairl oo mor auyrenr af the hearing on Moy 30, 2022

[23]  As noied, the hearmy of this muiter was rescheduled by the Fudical Adminsimion 1o
proced pereimpionidy on My 30, 2022, The Platmiil koew of ks Beemise, as indicaied, b
msucoessfully moved b0 have it adjourned. On Monday, May 3, 2022, afl poursel were presem
— bl the: Plainti T did not siemnd. He provided no explanstion S his non-atiendance, The Coun
anid all other parties waked the treditional 10 or 15 mimuies iy see il he was simply T or
debavel The Court then proceeded 1o déal m his shacuoe with (B motin g declae the Plaintill
anid his litigaison proxies venatious litignnes. The hesring bsted fwo ond o half bours. The
PliamaifT was mo present o the beginming. nor o the ond or o sy thie daring the submissaos by

the Defendants.

[34]  Inthe abserce of any atemps to contact the Court then or gince, and withosut any effon 1w
explain bis pon-aflendance, and glven bis nsuceessiil anempl o adpoim the Bearing and the
oot he did not appeal its divissal, | comcbade his non-atiendanoe was defsbembe, an affront ie

this Comitt, anil ancdher par ol the Plainiin™s wexatbous Higation sirbagy
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il Shwrubd the Plaintiff and s liigsion peocies be declaned

L] Shaukd the Couwn's Judgmen iessiesin the andy the Plninoidl
ar ihe Plaingift and his Ifgation proxies be they counsel or

il Jssugs

[25]  The mstes are:
vexatiners fitigams’!
lay persomnel?

IV The Law

[26]  Section 401} of the Act provides:

Veuntlous procecdings

AN 17 the Federsl Court of
Appeal or the Fedemal Cowr is
saimfied, on appleation. tbai &
persin has peraisient |y
instiuted vesatiogs
procesdings or has coaducied a
proceeding in o vexaiious
i, il may order (bal no
farther proceedings he
instituted by the persan im 1hat
catrl it thal a proceed g
previeusly instituied by the
persam in that court nob be

coniinued, except by keave of
1Emi court.

7]

PFanrsmiies vexatnlres

48 (1) La Cour i “appel
fikérale ou fa Cinar (2diérale,
selon le cus, poui, si elle est
EUFTVEINEUE PE sl i i
requéte quung persoress o de
fmgom persssmnte introchuin des
EElunces veaaboires devant
el o v d agl de Baos
vexainine aa cours o une
mstunce, kai imendire
d'engaper O mulres instances
devunt ¢lle om de continuer
tevunt elle e instance dégd

engagie, sauf aves som

nubarisslkim.

In Conindha v Ciwade, 2017 FCA 42 [(8umide| hitice Siatas 1A provides guidance on

the interpeeiation of “vexatious™ within the scope of relsed sought pursuinn o section 40 of ihe

Aot
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[30] Wenthusmess & a conearl tha drvws i1s neaning nsinly
framn the parpages of section 40, Where regulation of the Bnigam®s
continued acoess to the couns under section 40 s supponied by the
puarposes ol section 40, neliel should be pranied. Pt another way.
wlwere eont e mrestricied sveess ol'a Higgant o the courls
ursiermings the parposes of secting 40, relsed should be grimisd [n
my view, &ll of this Coon’s cases on section 400 are consistent wigh
this principhe

[32] In defining “vexstioe,” it is hest not o be precise,
Vesaliousmess comes in all sbuapes and stees, Sometiies il s the
asmbut ol meriless proveadings snd molons of 1he reassention of
proceedivgs and motians that heve already heen deternsingd
Sometimes it is the litigant"s purpase, often revealed by the parties
wmed, the mature af the allegations agains them and the bngmige
used, Somctins i w the manier i@ owhich procesdmps and
moiime are proseculsd, such as nukiple, needless filmgs, prolia,
iecompeehensible or intempemie affidavits aed submissaons, and
the hamssment or vecbimastion of opposmng partes.

[33] Many vesatious litignnis parsue unaccepiahle paposes omd
Iringate i cause Barm. Banl some are diffierent: some bave good
i hons and mean fo harm, Severtheless, they e can be
declared vexatons if they itigste m o way tlmt insplicates section
40" purposes: see, e g, (¥ vl Teterders (FC, amd FOA ),
nboe

[ 3] Soane cases identify cennin “halftmarks" of vexatioos MEigans
o cerinin badges of vexalkusnes: soo, for oxemple, Chwmin v
Carivela, 2016 FC | 106 m paras. 910, where tle Federal Coun
grunted rehiel wnder section 40 against the respomdent; and see
paragraph 32 shove, As long as the purposes of section 40 are kept
fraant of mand ol the halmarks or badpes are taken only as non-
bndimp fedicta of vexnloisses, they can be quite usefid

(3] Justher Siestns 1A i ¥y erther provided helplal puklanes on the rationals
umderlying secison 40

[17] Section 20 refleces the Get that the Federl Cowrte are
commumity property thal exisis o semve everyone, nol a privedg
ressuree that cam [sic] commandeored in damaging ways 1o
pdvance the inlerests of ane,
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| 1E] A panmmumity propey, eouts il urmestricted aeooss by
defslt: anynee with standing con son o proceeding. Bul these
who masuse anrestricted aocess im e demagimg way mus be
restrained. 1n this way, couns are no different fom other
enmitienily properiss ke publie parks, libraties, comimanity halls
anid musewme

[19] The Federsl Courts have Gnks resairess thal gamnol be
sguanadered, Every moment devoted io s vexatious [Higam & a
moment uravndable 10 8 deserving litigunt. The usrestricied nocess
b pours by those whose scvess shoukd be restricted alfects the
nocesa of othars who need ad deserve (L Insction o the Rrmer
darmages the larier,

[20] This fsm'| just a eeno-suim game winre o smgle vexalious

I gt mjures 5 sighe innocent likigont, A single vexatins [Eigam
pobhles up searce judicil and regisiry resmarces, injuring bens or
mang inpocenl iigants. The inpary shows €aell im mamy ways: o
maime i few, a roduced ability on the part of the regisiry 1 sssis
well-inentineed but netdy self-represemed Iiagamis, & redaced
whility of the count 10 manage procecdings necding management,
anil delays o all litigants in getting beurimgs, directions, arders,
sl pimens and s,

[2F) Om vocasion, inmccent partics, some of whom bave few
resptarees, fimd ibemschoes on the recciving il of unmeriiomonis
proceedings benaghi by 8 vesntious litigant. They may be hurt
et of wll. Tree, the proceedings most [ikely will he sinack an o
imariion, bl prohabily cnly aller the vesativas Tisgant brings
irniltipde mothons withlin the mtesh and éven ofber maotiens oo, 1o
the meantime, the innocent party might be dragged before other
cowts. im new proceedings, with even more motions, ond motions
withim modices, and maybe even more.

[22} Section 41 is nimed = litgrams who brmg ooe ar e
proceedings that, whether micnded or not, farber smproper
parposes. such os milicling damape or wreaking retritulion span
the pamics or the Court. Section S0 & also pimed ot ungovernshle
Litngamis: those whie Tout procedural rules, ignone ordens ard
itirections ol the Courl. and relitighle previously-decided
prosceciligs and molins,
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[29]  Justiee Saratas JA goes further re the remodial scope off an onder bssued parsuant g
section 4 of the Arr

[27) But i eharacierismp sectin 40, care nnist b ke sl
exnggerste it A decluration thot o lidgant is vexatious dogs mol bar
the litignni's access to the courts. Raiber, ® only regulates the
Fitsgani*s aceess 1o the courts: the litigant nesd ooly et keave
before starting o comtimming & proceading.

[ 28] 1 20400, aur Courd pul this well:

An order wnder subsection 400 1) does ot put on
enied 1o a logal clatimn or the right 80 puirsic o kegal
chini. Sweteection 4K 1} applics ealy o liggams
who bave sed unresirceed socess 1 the ourns ina
muanper that s vexatiogs | a5 that termy is wmderstood
in Exw'), and 1her only begad oifict of any order under
subseetion 40 17 ts o cosre thl the cladims of such
litigants mre pursusid in an onderfy Tshion, unider 5
greaber degree of Coun supervision than applics o
olber hitigazmts.

{Canmda {Adrormey Crenennd) v Miskea, [BHNE] FAOA no |74,

Fo] AW S 13T

[2%] Seen inthis way, section 40 i not =0 dmstic. A litigant can
akill mocoss The oounts by bompmi 0 proceedmg but andy if the
Coun grams keavi. Faced with o neguest for kave, the Court et
it padicially and prompely, considering the legal sandards, the
evidence: fidadl in suppon of the grammg of leave, and the puposes
of mcton 40, The Coart could well grant leave tir a vexabious
g wit has o dvna fioe resson o ossert 3 clim 1Bl is no
frivirkous ared wexntious within the menning of the case low on
pleadimgs.

[30] [ note as well Tastice Bussell confirmed in Sadawy v FEISAED Alferna L neelli Flanw
Teehnmbgtey S b, 2009 FC 304 | Baakans] that “prime andieatars of vesuions comluet heluds”

the fallveing. sll of which | find exist = ihis case in relation o the Plantiff:

] A propensity to ee-ligaie matiers thai live plready been
determined;
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The tidiith ol (bve s sclins or mod i

The makmg of wsubstantisted allegations of mproprey
miinal (e opposte pany, bepal courss] and'or 1lse Cour

A refivzal o abide by males omdl arders of the Lot

The 1se of scandalous lanpuage m pleadmps ar hefore the
Cor: amd,

The failure or refisal b pay costs in earlier proceadings
avd 1h (il bo pursue Bligation on o timely basks,

Page: IT

[} Inieres of desling with Bigstion proxes, hestoe Sinias JA staied (9e olkswing in

Fahithaun

[44] Driffierent pypes ol vexatiogs Inggant onders can be nede. Carg
st e inken o crafi the onder cazefully 1o preserve the vexminus

Fitegwm s legimmate nght o occess the Cost while protectng ms

immich as pomsible the Cowrt and Higganis belire ii- see the purpases

discussad i Mumicde 28 paras, 17-14,

[45] I cases such ms this, o vextious Bigant ender should iny 1o da

il fallivaing:

- Blar vexathna litlgings from litigaling

ihemnselves, lilgnting thiough proaies, and
assssting pahers with their litigation,

® Rule om ihe msue whather the venmous

Istigam s penafing coses shoukd be
dwcontinued; if so. describe the manner in
w e they may be resurrociod wnd
Ccantimped,

. Prevent the Ropsiry from spemding tive on

URCEESAryY comitmnicalans and worlkiless
filings.

- Permil aceoss to B Coimn by kave, amd

amly im e mrmow circursianees. permiited
by low wherne aceess i necessary and the
resprecdem has respeciod the prscedural
rubce amd previous cour opdens; mosuch
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e, cnsiane Uhal icrested persodn have
the: aippostunity 1o make suhmissons

* Ermpovest the Regty o lake gaiik ond
sdministratovely stmpds sleps 1o protect
il the Cown and other litigants from

vixalius helmvior,

® Preserve the Coar’s powers 1o act firther,
when mvessary. w0 adpast the vexaiious
Islgane oeder, bnad omly im sccordance with
procedural firmness

» Eresare thal other pidgmaents, orders wnl
dEectioms, w the sxient nol inconsisient with
the vexatives Ifgomt order, remnin in effect
il géan be enforond,

[46] Trving o accompdish these ohjectives m o gingle judgment ar
oreder can be challesging and Tme-conssmang, especably il one v
drufing fram scratch, Experionce shows that some vexnikous
Fitwgmits will o their hest o get ancund vexatiogs Erigan orders
wee, e, Viega v Comasda fArarmey Genera'y, 2009 FCA 67, In
s vexatious litigant order, the Coart s anticipate and address
evory Hlegitimase avemse. And the Caurls abality to sareegibeen ils
erder when pecessary ond o punsh pen-complinnge —akways in
nocordmnce with procedural formess righte - st be preserved.

[47] As this 5 sn application, s judgment racher than an order will
be made. The legal teol of the judgmrent & necessarily complicoied.
Biut fior e respomen”s bunefil, the jodpment will sccomgplish okl
il the purjioses in paragraph 45 of these measens. The bomom line
is thar 1l respondem”s accesa o ke Coun and he
commumnicaions with the Regisiry will be lmmited 1o 1ie matiers
i proceedings descrahod i parnprph 402 ) of the odgmeni.

|4%] Usefis] techniques for oddnesxing the challenges posed by
weanlious gants mwst be shared. In this megand, the Counl wants
b peckeno badiee thie aasmslance il has recdivad Bhaim the grouid-
bresking woek in this area by other counts, panicularky the Alsns
Cioun of Queen's Henche see, e, Cnrau v Marong! Dearsf
Fxrminteg Hoard, 19 ABQE 287 {per Rooke A C L),
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V. Analysis

A s M. Richorisor a vexmtivus fgan?

[32)  SHA e cotmse] for six other groups of Defemdams, submit (ke motion to Bave the

Plasstif¥ il Bis Hrigmteon prosies declived seamtioos Higany should be granted

(33 | e dnomy view, the actians afihe Plaiogiff sl his proses amd agesis are “vesalons”
s evadenced by the mumber of meritles: procesdings commenced hy them m the Saskatchewan
anill Albert Cous aid m the Federal Court. In sddiehos wo dlis mtes, the Sollowling ane bl some
of the cour actions initimed by the Muintifl, by his company DSR Kars Consshing Inc, or hes
Higtsan proxs o his behalf

i FU T-1367-20 {pesding)

i, FC T-111520 {=truck)

il QBG Y21 of 2120 (SKOBE)

i, FU T-14603-20 {dewined abardoned by (he Couw o
Diecember 8, 102

¥ FUC T-1229-200 {ptruck withina lenve 1o amond)
¥i S0C Fihe Moo 39759 {leave to appoal dismissed with costs)

vii CACVITOR, Comwan v Seskarchevan (Caurt of Jhves '
foacky, 202 SKCA TT (appeal dasmissed with cosish

vill,  FC T=404-20, Ricdavaison v Sevemth-dir ddventin
Chrarcl, 2021 FC 6 {Justioe Pentney Ordered on June 15,
K21 he Plaintlfls medaon B an sderlocitary mjusctin
dismissed with cosis)
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[34]  Fuarthermon, 8 b noted et vexat oo Bigan progesd isgs valving Mr, Richindson
bave Bezen ongoding in Albera aed decisions have been reponad as Bollows:

il K12 ARCKR 215

ki HI2X ARCER 247

cl 122 ABCHE 274

df 22 ARCH 387

[32] Ther were mare than two dogen additional procesdengs including appeals, filings anmd
sihimisskons inibaied by this Phstall betwoen the time the origmal mstiers comglained of i ks
szction 40 Moton were ientified m Sepaember, 30721 aed 1he present time. They were referned

tor im the materiald and n oml sshmissons.

[36)  These claims cssertially raise the sane mEsies and allegatena bul generlly wih new
defendants mdded o the lis2 oz each new claim s hrought, Fach of these notlons has hees hrogha
within the dast vear and in my respectiul view, none have been a proper use of the resurces of
the Conrt, These proveeding s have wll contained mmultiple, needless {#ings compleie with
moomprehensible nnd inbomperse offidavits end subovsssons. The sheer momber and matom of
the pamies comimsisly mmed by the PlaintiiTand his nigaion agenis sl procies in the
pleadings is fither evidence of the need fior resrictions on his ahility 10 commence kogal
procedings, all of which consueme sni in my vew inescusably waste vahighle rinse of the Cour,

of cosmse| and of ke partie,

A7) The Defendanis submit, and 1 agree thal without inbervention of the Court, the Plaintiff

anior his proxics and agests will contizes o fring frivelous coun sctions, wasing e resoupes
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al this Courl and the tme amd money of all myvabeed, The FhammiT™s Clhism m samply an addun

&0 A loeg e of frividkous coun actions,

[3%] Counsel for SHA mude submsssons and (he supponing submissicns by counsel for s

other grougs of Defemdants mtmor the sebmsssions. by SHA, od are pccepted by the Courn.

[39)  In parixubar, submissions by the Matrix Defendants highlsghied examples for why esch
comn aetkns el above, inmiabed by the Flainiift, by s company D5E Eeris Cossalting Inc.,

or om Uher behalf, consfule vesabous somduct

[40]  The Defendanis, the Honowruble hestioe Calibwell JA o the Sasknlchewan Coat of
Appeal and the Honourable Justice Crooks of the Seskmchewsn Coun of Cueen’s Bench, b
they &re “m full agreement with the wrilten representations made hy the SHA and Swerid and the
octher defembims b lmve (Head respording mogion recosls ™ They sale they mre enthilel 1o the
protection of judicial immunity, and | agree, thes is just snotber aspect of the PlamiiTs awed

veantions litigan soraigyy which is the issug betore this Coun,

1] The ambit of judissal mmanity was canvissed by the Feders| Court o Appeal i Taydor
v Canada {Atinrmey Generad), [2003] 3 FC 208 Justios Sextan JA emphasizes the need fis
pudigial imsmuminy o alkow jodipes to adminsier the law withoor consten fess of consequences;

[25] Litigasts turn b courts and fedpes to resolve difficult
prohlems whene all other mesns of resolying the dispurg base
fuiled. Comsequently, ax the Uneed Staves Supreme Court beld in
Breufley v Fivier,™ counts ane often asked o decide cases
"involvimg mot merely greal pocaniary isterests, bul the lberty ol
elmreier of the pamies, and conseiquernily swciting the despes
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Foelings ™ As fhat Coun alse noved, such Higstion mevitbly
prodduces o lenst ane lesing pany, who s likely o be dissppoamed
wih the resall.

[ 26] Cosmider what might Rappen if judyes coull be regulary sued
for decisions that strred such deappoiniment. One polential
pimssrgmenos 1 hat o oortam end bo despubes, ome of the prmary
il vaitages of nesolving dispaies by reson w the coirts, waukd
never pceur, I one aotion sgainst a judge was dismisséd by another
jelge, the second psxlge might well be adided ns o party 1o the
netion, and w0 on, sl s on, This consequence was bighlighted
Brudie w. Fisher, where Field 1, commentad il am appellae
juddpe who decided thar o judge of an inferioe jurisdiciion was
prodected by padicial immumity "would be subjected 10 & similar
huﬂms.- hit im his firm migght also be beld amanabde by the kbang
peirty.”

[27] Similarky, if jadpes could be sued by disappoimcd i iganis fir
dsmages Bor allegedhy erroncons deciioes, every judpe would be
reduined bo preserve "a complete recond o all the evidence
prosduced before kim in every Fiignted case, aml of the sutboriies
citied mmel arguments presented, m arder that he might e able 1o
shwaw o il midge befors whiem he might be sammoned by the
losing party . . . that he had decided s he d5d wirh judiciol
imtegriy el [P R eventnally hegun agniesi @ judge, much of
that judpe’s time and cnergy woald then be devotod o dieferding
the sust, raiher than 80 ks or her melicml work. & beady scarce
udlicial resounces would be lost, asd coun cases would ke even
longer 1o be heard and 1o be resalved.

[ 8] Fially, the wost serious comsenquence of permiiting juidges o
b smed fior their decisions is thai judicial independence would be
eeverely compromised. T jodyes recogniead that they coald be
brvmght o account for their decisions, ther docmlions might mol be
Based an o dispasssngie sppreciaion of the fhcis md bw relaied
v fhe dispute, Rather, they might be bempered by thoaghts of
whach party would be more likely 1o bring an action il they were
disappodnied by the ressll, ar by thoughis of whetler o groand-
bresking but jusz approach 1o a difficuk kegal prokdsm might he
later impugned imoan action fior damages agamst that judge, all of
which would be ruised by the mere throat of Eisgagion. In Lord
Demimp's words, i judge wouwkl " the pagis ol his books with
iremhlimg fingers, ssking hamscli ‘171 do this, shall | be liahie in
dmages ™

| 3%] Accomlemgly, 1he bass for gadicial iremmeniny s reoced inothe
peced o protect the public, rod o nesd o protect dges. n other
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wiarcls, #e Lond Dennieg explasocd i Sicros v, Woore, jndscal
imivminity doses nat exist hocause & "udge has ooy privilege o
make misinkes or fo do wrong. """ Rathes, he hell thai padges
should be free from actions for domages bo permil fudges o
petfarin thelr dugy “with camplae mispemleno: ared froe from
fear, ™ Similarly, in Soor v Swrfiedd” i was cxplained thi
jelicinl imemumiy is nod meam o protect malicios or comapi
Jmdpes, bul wo protect The pablic:

It is essentml in oll courts bat the pedges who ore

appaimied (o mdmaniser the law should be permitied

to dadvitiaster @ iitder the probectian of the lnw

inidependens|y ard freely, without fovoor and

withaut fear. This provision of the law &= not for ke

pralecian or benefil of a mabcious ar cormupt

e, bul fisr the benelil of the pablic, whos:

imerest i that the jodges should be at liberty io

enercise their funciions with indepesdence ond

wiibsout [ear of conseguonces. ™

[42]  Respectiivlly. | agree with Jastiee Caldwell and Justice Crooks” sobmssins thal withoin
miervention of the Caur, the Plaintiff and his Biggaien procies snd agents, will comisme i hring
frivobous mnd vexatious coun actions agamst them, ks yexatiously mterfering with their judicial

it anad independence.

[43] The Defesdam, the Hosourshle Justice Eison of the Ssskmchewsn Court of Queen's
Biench, abso made sabmisskons reganking the Plaintifl and his prosics and agests” vexatios
comduct, as well us submissions on jdicial imnumity. Justice Elson submirs the well-cstablished
principle of judscial mmmunity “ensures that jsdges are @ Gherty to exercive thewr fanctioes with
independence snd withoui fear of consegquences! 'feee In thoughi amll imdependent in jsdpmem™,
citing i Baryiuk ¢ Wyrd Siviers) v Campebell, 3008 CanLEL 55134 (DNSC) ag pars 25, 1
eespetiufly ngres with Justice Elkon’s submissioss that i sdddicion 1o the peesem matier, the

MairtifL, or an agent or prosgy of the PlaaniafT, has broaght or comimoed other legal proceedisgs
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HITH Justicr Flaon ared that “without the miervention of this Cour, the Pladniil’ s hi= agems

will cowtireaz 10 bring frivoloas Gegal proceedings asd waste comnt resources,”

{441

Im mkidation, ihe Diefendants Jill Cook, CGlen Metivier, ihe Honoarable Jussice M. Fellstior

ol the Provineil Count of Saskalchewan, Enm Holm, and Char Blais Garther sabma the FMlamii s

corcluct demonstrases many of the Ballmarks of vexovous Behaviour descrbad in Hecdawy: and

Mol e hading b Plaintifls denssnstrated propensity to re-lilgobe matiors. These

I fendanis submit:

19, Al the pethons ond mothons brouwghl in the Federal and
Smkmchewnn Couns by the Planif®, D8R Koris Consuhng o,
and Robert Cannon tkat the Ristice Defendants are sware of have
been meritless and replete with scandadous language alleging
barfure, lermrism, extomion, Suwd, and o “Deep Sote”™ and'ar Freg
fbason corsplency,

20, The PlaintifT slso has a propeesiiy fi bring ensebstantiaed
nllegarions of impropnety sgains legnl counsel, the jodiciary, an
uther justice system participanis. The PMastili has consistently
targeted these withm the usfice systein for suit when be has not
idriained the resulls he destres. The followinp gedpes bave been
adided i Bvwsnits when they luve rendered decisens tha ave
nggrieved the Plaintiff; Caldwell 1A, Elson 1., Pellstier 1. Crooks

I, omd Bames §. Two cxampdes of their slleged saongdoing
i hude:

a  al paragraph vy of the Claim, the PlasmslT
ulboges that Elson J. wortanod the Plaintifl and has
it davghter snil eilitaced o lermarist aiack,

b, Baober Cannen’s Factuaim al 1he Saakitchewan
Cogt of Appeal simgily amies the “Justice
Crooks is a termorest ™ im jis incrodection (see:
Exhibat "B of the AlNidavid of Pameda
Henrichs).

21, The Plaintif has nlwo mchuded o member of Baoyers omd Local
Reogistrams in his kowsons inchiding: Kathleen Chistopherson, Jill
Cavole, Gilen Mediveer, Mutrin Law Growg, Clifford Holm, Pairicia
Meiklepohn, OSWE Lowyers LT, amd %irgsl Thomson,
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22, The Justce Defendans respectialby submin vhas 1
Homoumbde Court showld view the inchision of all these
imdlividunls e sttermgris hy the Plaintifl to harnss, intimidoie, ond

mimny e sysiem participants, which strongly warrants a
finsliing thail b fs 6 vesatious litigant.

[45)  Respetiully, | agree wigh the Defendamay’ sabiniseions ihai the sebusson of these
milividuals { legal comesel, the judiciany, and other jusice sysiem panicipants) are atiempls by
the FrumialT to “horess, intimidsie, and anpoy gestice system parseipans™ which stroegly

warranis a firaling the Mamtil s & sexatious litigant.

[45) The Plaintifl in response o the section &0 Mation subimits, “il is impossihle far the
Drefenddan ar b 4 vexathoss litigan™, Hoagver, U majoray of his subimssioes migue maners
that have already been decided by this Court and others, furiher evidencing his atiempts b re.
Iinigme navisem bofone the Resbmchowan Couns, the Federal Coor, amd the Coums ol the Linibad

Siates.

[47]  Morerver, the PMaintiff has a propensity fo bring unsubstantisted ollegatioss of
Empropricty agabn posthey and thetr cousse] wikdle using scamdalons language as evadenced by
Bis Stuterment of Cloim | lastmg some exnnsples omongsd maey ) asking this Coor for;

. b s Deglopaion tha the beliel of the S0 Church are in
ifirect appesiten o the beliefs of the Masons, specilically ns
Eonflws without limilation:

i the {iod of the ST3A Church is in eternal conflict
willy the pad of ihe Masoms, Localicer also keown ns
Satan or the Devil; ...

) u Declaration that the Camadian Masonic Terrorists bave
engaped in the crime of apanheid at the acquicscence of the Crvwn
im vilscn of the Unhed Nagioss Sndersanamel Comvemiim an flye
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; anyd Munichment of fhe Cring of Apectbetd, 1973

(herginafier the “Apanheid Comventian™) s a pan of the foregoing
Cenadinn beroorist potiviey: .

" i & Declarstion thas the Trassnatwone] Masonic Terrorists
lave coerced and punished the Plamnff its agents snd affilmees
farurimg them o vielation of ke Tadure Convention, for ihe
Folkowing:

i speukmp oul ogainst violaikns of the Apartheil

Comvenlan m Saskatchonan snd Cansds with

respect i the symemic meism which oppreses

Bhck Canmlinns, Indigenous. Meti, and birseizls

thineol mnd

ii. secking to alleviate ke sysiemic racism an beball

af 5K Kars Consulting Inc. Brough s busness

redationships with Bankefords Ageney Trial Chiefs

Ire., Morthwest Callege, amd Sasksichenan

Fobytechnes to educnte and employ Fndagenous and

Miis imihe figld of ongineering. ...
' ¥ @ Declarmion tha the Honcurable KW, Elson of ik
Court ol Dueen’s Bench for Saskalchewan toriared the PlaintilE
I imfane daiigier andl Baceliaes) noiermarist stlack en July 236l

o] 0 Declstion thn the weoare af the Plaiionil by masome
elemseets in (e Coon of Cugen's Bench for Seslonchewan, whack
i= pan of the Deep Stse, wiss o resull of his mee, relagion, his
Iubigenmes doughter amd the mismanagement of the COVID
CIFTRONEY: ...

[42)  Respecilidly, | agree wigh the Defendams’ sibission tha withou) merveniion of the
Conare, the Plamtiff and bas appesss and proxies, incloding but not hmited 10 DSE Kons
Cosalting Iee, amd Robem Cannoi, will contin: o brieg frivobois coun acion; mil they will
continise ko waste resourpes of ke Coun and the teme and maney of all parss nvolved. This is
imnlembl:. The Plaintifls Claim iz sivply an sddition w0 a ong Bne of vl cour sorlons,

which stromgly warmanes o finding that he 15 a vexntious [Eigam.
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[49] Therelon, | am persusled by the rocond inthis cse the Plainkifl sstsles all of ibe

comditions set o by Snstice Russell in Badauy

B, Skl the Court s Judprved restradm andy gt Falonli e de Pt and by Sgedion
prradew B they conresed o finy persanmed®

(20} This mamer & specefically addressed by Mustice Sesans JA of the Fedemm| Coun ol Appeal

m Frbibaomt s pams 4 1 48:

[44] Dhiffereni types of vexatioos Inigant orders can be made, Care
mmsl be inken o crafl the order carefully to preserve the vekalous
Tbgan s kegitemate right 19 socess the Cown while proleciieg o
immuich fs poosible the Coun and linggams hefore it see the parpases
tiscossed in €M umdcde 30 parms, 734,

[45] Im cases such e chis, 3 vexations Wigam order shoukd ey w0 da
the fllowing:

* Bar vexatios beigams from licigniing
themsebves, litigating throogh provies, and
aswmling others with thew liigation.

® RBaule om the ssne whether the vexaious
litigard s pending cases shoukl ke
ilmcaitiiued; F so. deseribe the niiiner iiv
which they may be resurroceed and
continued.

* Prevent the Regisry from spending tire on
Unsey Essary commrrmicmsone and workbikess
filmps.

- Permit aceess to 1he Cosm by beave, ond
oaly in the mrrow crcumsiances ponmiticad
by law where acerss 8 tecossary aml the
respaeclent bas respected the procedurnl
rubes and previous cour arders; = such
‘o, enaure thal imtemested persons have
i appostunity 1o make subimisaois.

. Ermpower the Hegistry 1o take guick and
mlminisruvely mplo sleps 1o prole



97 of 165

Page: 28

il the Cown and dher liigants from
vexalious behavior,

* Presrs the Couns powers i el lirther,
when necessary, b0 ailpesi the vexatious
Iigaen perdler, baat omly im acconfance wirh
procedural [imess

® Ersoare that ather judgments, ordems and
directaons, & the exienl nol incanstsbent with
ihe venabioas igant oeder, remalin in el
il gan be endoroed,

[465] Trying o acoamplish ihess ohjectives in a single judgment ar
urcer can be challemging and time-ponsaming, especinlly i ane is
trufieng from scriche Experience shows thel some vexatious
Fitegamis will kit their best fe get anound vesatioas Bigam onfers:
see, e, Firgo v Comadla (iormey Generali, 20019 FCA 167, [0
its vexntions livigane order, ik Cown muss asticipate e sddress
every illegitinuate averse. And the Court’s abality o strengthen fs
reder witwn pevessary and 1o punish pon-complinnce—akaays in
iniardane: willy provedaral e fhghle— st be prosarvad

[47) As this s it application. o judg sl melbet thein an arder will
be: mmade. The legal sexl of the pdgment s necsssarily coniplicaied.
But for the respondem’s benedil, the judypmeni will scoomplish ol
oif the purposes i pemgraph 45 of these reasens. The hosom line
i Ul The respondont s acoess ko the Cosmt amd his
cormmimnicalians with the Regisiry will be lsmived o ik maticrs
anil proceedings descrihed in pasigrnph 4425 of ihe jlgment.

[4%] Uselial teehmigues for mldnsaing the challerges posal by
vesatious lirignnis pwsi be sharad. In chis regand, the Coun wams
to achmowdedige the assistunce i has received Bnam the groand-
breaking work m this area by ofher courle, particularky the Alberin
Court of Quoen's Benehe see. g, Lvrvaw v Mardonad Dl
Exvebnig Board, 2119 AHCH 283 (per Rooke ACL)

[#1)  Un the record before e, | sm persunded chan withou pedicial inrervention the Plaintidl
will eostmesed 10 act venaticusly throsigh the instnmestalities of By personme] and perbaps even

coumnsel nlike
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[52) Thene b oo pomi n ouking 2 vexatiom bigan erder withos al the same time lorbiddmg
the vexations Titggam from circumventiog the onder by use of alber egos, provies, agents,
attormeys, representatives or ailers who replisate or repeat the same vesal ks sctiviey as this
Muimtiff hae, with s ptiendans harms 1o sl) others concermad. Such representmines canmal he

placed higher than this Plaintid] goven the Count’s finding he is o vexatious Bigant,

[53)  Inthis conmectian | sale | am Barriog counsel (1kat is wyers, barrisbers and solictiors)
froen initiating actions for or on behalf of thes vexatous PlainisfT, anless ibey first apply for and
ohtain keave of this Court in the sam maemer s the Plaintiff or any oiber proxy of his. This is
deliberate. | see no reasin why cousss| shoukd be allwed 1o @t vesstiously asymede than this
Phiirtidf himsetl, OFf course in 0 proper case, leave might be graniced for commsel 1o proceed
previded that counsel s nod sbvancing maners which i sdyanced by the Plaintiff direcriy coukd
b commidored vexations.

[54] Fmally, = caifmed by Justioe Straiss LA m Fahrkrar, | wall olso denl wiih otber
procepdengs mitiated by this Plainidl, Dale Richardson, curmemly hefore the Pederal Coun, Ooee
again | see no paint in imposing the restramis of 3 vexatioos fikgam order on o plaistil o (his
Cowart — s | am daoing here — only o ullow the e individunl to peoceed with Empumity in olker
proceetmgs commenced m this Court. That could compel otber Dedendants i repem what
counzel m ihe case af bar, with the conses) of the AGL, have succeadad i obiaming ioday, with

the conoommant waste ond expenditure af considernble teme and money of ol concened.
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[55) Thenelire ] ammn u'rd-ﬂ:htg. us pot Justice Stratas JA m Fabrikmsd and Choeel Fustice in
firkich woubld, that such other cases are dscontinued effective mmmediscly, Whik: two olhers
(T-0115-20 aed T- 1 X159-200) keive alncady boen strock, Court File T-1367-21F & one pther usch

iR

VI Conghision

[56) | fiml Dale Kchanlsons coeeliet stisties the definnien of “vesatkousnes” ihat caemai be
appropnsely controlled through kess oneross mensares. n my siew, Dale Richardson is o
sl lvigang. Relsted reliof imdicsed above will also he gramed in ieres of s Migaton

praxies and the dscontimuance of other procoedings:

VI Costs
[¥T]  With the exception of Justkes Cabfuell, Crooks aml Ekon, the Defendants abi took part

m ik procecdieg proposed thad m ik event ibe vexatous ibgani spplcaiion s secessiul, costs

i sm o 55,0000 be penrded] o each group of Dedendants,

[82)  The Deferdanis Nistices Cakiwell Crooks asd Bleom are of the position that cosis dhoukd

folkvw the cawse inihe orfinary course, aml lmve the issue of costs 0 the discreiom of the courn.

[53%] The Defendants propose that given the egregious notere of the clhiams being sdvanced by

Mir. Rachardson and his conduct in anempuing o dely theee proceedsigs, 4 costs award ks both
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uppropriste and ressonable. The Defendants advise the Cour that, o date, Mr. Richandson bas

vl paicd anry coses that bave been owarded agnins him

[&3]  In vy respectiial yeew, costs shoulid he higher than the mid-poim of TariiT three,

particuinrly piven the volammous matenal Hled and the egrogiows, micmperats, distastehial and in

same im0l ol cases, hurvill plbegarions hurkad by this Mainiif® In ey view a ressemalbsle )

mchizive lump mi cosl awand & 54000 pagable frthwith by the Plamtll per Ruke 400(2) 1o

comnsel for esch growp of Defendans aho flled wiiten submissions pnd whi sppeaged on this

Sechon #) Mot mmcly:

3

4

5

L]

T

Connsel Chaneelle B Eismer for Saskmichewan Heallb
Munthority and Cora Swerid;

Ciounsel Lindsay (iliver flar the Chaniclle Thomgson,
Jennider Schmidt, Mark Clemenis, Chad Gartner, Brad
Appel, lan MoArthur, Bryoe Bobun, Kathy Irwin Jason
Panclvehyi, Cary Bassosme, OWEW Lawyers LLF anil
Virg A, Themsan,

Counsel Asnie M. Alpon for the Seventh-day Sidvontist
Church, 1he Banicfords Seventh-day Advenim Church, the
Muanitoba-Saststchewan Conference, Matmis Low Geoap,
James Kwon, Meeel Halmy Gery Lord, Dawn Land,
Chprinn Bolah, Jeasmie Johnsin, Michael Collma, Chifond
Holm, Pazricis Meklepshn and Kimberley Richandson:

Connsel Frstin Stevenson for Hl Cook, Clen Metivier, the
Haonswrable Justics M. Pelietion, B Hiolin, amd Char Biaks;

Hasithier Lisng, O $ir the Homsurable Justie Caklwell and
ihe Homourshle Jisstce Crooks;

Counsels Marie Spck mnd Loumn Saver for the Hosourable
Biiative B W, Elin;

Cisunse] bewaicn Baram i (he Atlsmey Genernil of Canaila
rad 1k Royad Canadian Moanied Podice,
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THIS COURT'S JUMGMENT bs that

The Piamtidl Dale Bichandson and those avimg 88 bis peocies and agents amd
those represeming s imterests meluding bt noi limined g0 DER Earis Consalting
Ine, and Rebert Caneon are deelored sexntious |itigants pursuant 1o scction 440 of

rhe Federal Cowery don RSC 1983, ¢ F-T;

Mia fanther procesdings ahall be tstdurad in this Coun by the Platneidf Chils
Richardssn or those acting as his proxics snd agents and or by those reprosenting
I bmnerestn ingluding b el Hisited s DSH Karls Cossalting Ine. sed Roben
Cannon, except by kave of ths Court.

Mo procesding previously msinuted by the Plainniff or those poting as his proxies
and agents and or thess representing his mierests e boding but net limied 10 DSE
Bariz Consuking Inc. and Robern Canmsa in this Court may be coninusd by any

or all of 1hem, except by leave of this et

Far grester certninty, the Flaintifl' snd ihowe scting & his prowies snd opgents and
oo thivse represemmg s macress moluding but not limied 1o DSR Koris
Cansalimg Inc. and Eohert Cannon are peoliibited from filling any dooament or

procsdiare, cither in their owm names or through ihose reprosentiog hew inleresis,
eecepl by lanve of this Court.



102 of 165

Page; 13

Thae Pl whall Forthwith pay bo vhe Rallowcing thelr all inchasive I sim
et ol 400N

Iy Coemsel Chantelle E. Exner for Saskatchowan Fleahh AviBorily and
Cora Swersd:

3y Coumsel Lindsay (Miver for the Chamelle Thompson, Jennifier
Sehmiih, Mack Clements, Chad Gariner, Bemd Appel, Lan MeAnbsr,
Hryee Bolun, Kathy Irwin, Jason FManchyshyn, Cary Ransome,
OWZW Lawvers LLP and Virgil A. Thomsam:

1 Cowmsel Annie M. Alpom for the Seventh-day Adventist Choreh, the
Hatlefnds Sevemtheday Adventist Charnche the Manioha.
Susknlchewan Conlerence, Matrin Law Group, Jumes Kwon, Sl
Halm, Giary Lusd, Dawn Lund, Cipeias Bolal, Jeannie Jobfo,
Michag] Collins, Clifford Hiolow Pacricls Meiklejobm anl Kimberiey
Hichardson;

43 Cownsel hasuin Sevensen for Dill Cook, Gilen SMeasvien, e Honoumble
Jusiice M, Pelleiier, End Haobm, and Char Blais;

&) Heaiher Liang, (C for the Honowmahle Justice Coldwell and ihe
Honmamable fustice Crooks;

G)  Cownsels Mane Seack and Laurs Saver jor the Hosourshle Justice
R.W, Elsom;

Ty Coumsel Jessics Kamm for the Aoy Cereral of Cansda and the
Fval Canadien Moamied Police

“Hewry 5. Heowm™
laadpe
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DALE RICHARDSON v SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST
CHURCH. CIVILIAN REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS
CORMMESSICN (CRUC, GRAND LODGE OF
SASKATCHEWAN, CCART OF APFEAL FOR
SASRATCHEWAN, LA, CALDWELL, UNITED
STATES CITIFENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION
SERVICES, LS, IMMIGRATICN AND CLUSTOMS
ENFORCEMESNT, LS CLUSTOMS BORDER
PROTECTHON, IS, DEFARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY, CORECTYIC, DERER ALLCHURCH,
ROY AL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE,
CONSTABLE BURTON ROY, BATTLEFORDS
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, MAMES
KWON, MAZEL HOLM, GARY LUND, DAWN LLIND,
CIFREAN BOLAH, IEANNIE HIHNSON, MANITORA-
SASKATCHEWAN COMFERENCE, MICHAEL
COLLINS, MATRIX LAW GROUP, CLIFFORD HOHM,
PATRICLA . MEKLEIOHN, CHANTELLE
THOMPRON, IENNIFER SCHMIDT, MARE
CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BEAD APPEL, 1AM
MCARTHUR, BEYUE BERTUR, KATHY TRWIN,
TASERN PANCHYSHYN, CARY RANSOME,
SASKATUHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, [
ALAHE REKEE MOBERISSON, CORA SWERID, DR
ELEKWEM. DE. SUKDAY, COURT OF QUEEN"S
BENCH FOR SASKATUHEW AN, JLL COCHK, GLEMN
METIVER, FUSTICE BW. ELSOS, JUSTICE CROOKS,
AW LAWYERS LLP, VIRGIL A, THOMSOM,
FROVIRCIAL CORIRT OF SASKATCHEW AN,
HONOURABLE JUDGE M. PELLETIER, RAY MUOSLE
HERERT, LINDA HEBERT, EMI HOLM, CHAR
BLAIR, COMMURNITY FUTURES, LISA CIMMER
AMD KIMBERLEY RICHARDSOMN

HELD BY WAY OF VIDEGCONFERENCE
MIAY 30, 2033
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BRSNS D,
JUNE 8. 2022
FOR THE DEFESDANTS
{SASEATCHEWAN HEALTH ALTHORITY AND
LA SWERIDY
FOR THE DEFESDANTS

(CHANTELLE THOMPSON, JENNIFER SCHMIDT
MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTHNER, BRAD APPEL,
LAN MCARTHLUR. BREYCE BOHLUN, KATHY IRWIN,
FASOHN PARCHYSHY 5, CARY ROANSOUME, Diiw
LAWYERS LLP AND VIRGIL A THOMSON)

FOE THE DEFENDANTS

(SEVENTH-DAY AIWENTIST CHURCH. THE
RATTELFORDS SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST
CHURCH, THE MANITORA-SASKEATCHEWAN
CONFERENCE, MATREIX LAW GROUT. IAMES
W, MAZEL HOLM, GARY LUNLL [AWN LLNIDL
CIPRIAN BOLAH, IEANNIE RIHNSON, MICHAEL
COLLINS, CLIFFORD HOLM, PATRR A
MERLENKTN AND KIMBERLY EICITARIFS(MN)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS

(AL COOK, GLEN METIVIER, THE HOMOURARLE
JUTHGE M. PELLETIER, EMI FOLM AND CTEAR
BLAlS)

FORE THE DEFEXDANTS
{THE HONGURABLE JUSTHCE CALD'YWELL AND
THE HONOURABLE JUSTHCE CROOKS)

FOEE THE DEFEMDANT
(FUSTICE B, W, ESLTON)

Bl THE DEFERDANTS
(ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CAMADA AND ROY AL
CANANAN MOUNTED POLICE)
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FORE THE BEFEXDANTS
TSASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHIRUTY AN
CURELA SWEBRIDY

FOR THE DEFENDANTS

(CHANTELLE THOMPSON, ITENNIFER SCHMIINT,
MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTNER, BRALF AM'EL
1AM MUARTHUR, HRYCE BOHUN, EATHY IRWIN,
TASON PANCHYSHY N, CARY ROANSIBE, OWEW
LAWYERS LLIF AND VIRGIL A THOMSMN)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS

(SEVENTH-DAY ADNENTIST CHURCH, THE
BATTELFORDS SEVESTH-DAY ADVENTIST
CHURLCH, THE MANITOBA-SASEATCHEWAN
CONFERERCE, MATRIX LAW GROUP, JAMES
EWON, MAFEL HOLM, GARY LUNIE DAWN LLNID,
CIMR AN BOLAH, FEANNIE POHNSON, MICHAEL
COLLINS, CLIFFCREEY HOLM. PATRECLA
MEKLEIHN AND KIMBERLY RICHARIMSCMN)

FOE THE DEFENDANTS

(MLL GO0k, GLEN METIVIER, THE HONOLURABLE
JUTRGE M. PELLETIER, EMI HOLM AND CHAR
BILAIS)

FORE THE EFERDANTS
{THE HONOURARLE JUSTIHCE CALDWELL AND
THE HOMGURABLE JUSTHCE CROODKS )

FCEE THE DEFENIMANT
(FUSTICE R W, ELSTOM)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS
{ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CANATNA AND ROFY AL
CANATNAN MOUNTED POLICE)
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Federal Court Caner fedemle

Dare: 20220410
[hocket: T-1406-20

Chimdinn: X121 FC 848
Otava, Dntarke, June [B ZUIT

PRESENT:  The Hoa Mr: Justice Henry 5. Brewn

BEETWEEN:
BALE RICHARDSTFS

PlakniifT

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIAT CHURCH.
CIVILIAN REVIEW ANDN CUOMPLAINTS COMMISSHEN ("CROU" )
GRAND LODGE OF SASKATCHEWAN, COURT OF APFEAL FOR
SASKATCHEWAN, LA CALDWELL, UNITED STATES CITIZEENSHIF AND
IMAMEGRATION SERVICES, UA. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
ENFUORLCEMENT, LS, CUSTOMS BORKDER PROTECTION, LS, DEFARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY, CORECTVIC, DEREK ALLCHURCH, ROY AL
CANADAN MOUNTED PFOLICE, CONSTABLE BURTON ROY, BEATTLEFORDS
SEVESNTH-DAY ADYENTIST CHURCH. JAMES KWON, MAFEL HOMLM, GARY
LUMDy BAWS LUNE, CUFRLAN BOLAH, JEANNSIE JOHNS0M, MANITOBA-
SASKATCHEWAN CONFERENCE, MICHAEL COLLINS, MATRIX LAW GROUP,
CLIFFORD HOLA, PATRHCLA 4. MEIKLEIOHS, CHANTELLE THOMPSU,
JENNIFER SCHMIDT, MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTHNER, BRAD AFFEL, 1AN
MUARTHUR, BRYCE BOHUN, KATHY IEWIN, JASON PANCHYSHYN, CARY
RANSOME, SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY. D, ALARL RIKK]
MORRISSON, CORA SWERID, DR, ELERWEN, IHL SUNDAY, COURT ©F
CUEEN'S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWASN, JILL COOK, GLEN METIVER.
JUSTICE RW, ELSON, JUSTICE CROCHES, 0'vEW LAWYERS LLF, YIRGIL A.
THONS0N, FROVINCLAL COURT OF SASRATUHEW AN, HONGZURABLE JUDGE
M. PELLETIER, RAYMOND HEBERT, LINDA HERERT, EMT HOLM, CHAR
BLAIR, COMMUNITY FUTURES, LIEA CIMMER AND KIMBERLEY
RICHARSON

Ihefendumnis
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[1]  This is 2 motion broogke on behalf of the Defendants, the Saskabchenan Heakh Auhoriy
i Coam Swerkd, bereinafier refared o collectively as “SHA", Biving obitassad consent of ihe
Abiomey General of Canada [AGC], for an Order pursaast to section 40 of the Federal Courts
Act, BSC 1988, ¢ F-7 [Aer] [setion 40 Motkon|, The MlaintilT, Dale Babandsan, 1 o seli-
represented litizant asserting clime an bebulf of himself, his company. DSR Karis Consulting
M., it His dpaghior, Keahn Dery, The AGC b o perty by i of @ hovng given s oo

o ihe brmgimg of this motion as required by subsection 42} of the dcr

[2] The fallowing groaps of Delendants made wriften and arnl ashmissions on this motios

requesting the sime feliel as SHA:

I Cosmsel Chantelle E. Eisner for Sasknichewan Healih Amibority and Com
Swerid:

I) Cosmsel I mdsay Oliver for the Chantelle Thampeon, Jennifer Schmad.
Mok Clemenis, Chad Garner, Brad Appel, lan MeAnher, Bryce Bohun,
Kathy Irwin Jason Maschishym, Cary Ransonu, OWEW Laswyes LLP
and Virgh A, Thomson

E1] Commisel Amnie M. Alpen for ihe Seventh-dey Advesdisg Church, the
Hattkdonds Sevemh-day Adventist Charghy, 1he Masiiohe-Sasknighewan
Conference. Mutnx Lsw Girowp, Jomes Kwan, Mazel Hotm, Gary Lunid,
Daam Lund, Caprian Bolab, Jeammie Johmson, Michas] Collins, CHifond
Mol Patricis Metk lejohn ond Kinderkey Richarson:

Ay Comnsel Justin Stevenson for Jill Cook, Glen Metrvier, the Homiurabie
Justios M. Pelbsticr, Enm Holm, amd Char Blas:

) Heather Lizng, () for the Homourable Justice Caldwell ond 1ke
Honograble Justies Crooks,
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Comnsels Marie Stack ond Lasra Saver flar the Hosaurable Justiee B.W,
[Elsom;

Commiae ] Jessica Karasm for the Anomney CGreneral of Canada aml the Royal
Canmdlime Moosicd Police.

| note the Foyal Canadiam Mounted Police [RCMIP] is not mamed as a Defendsn in T-

PHE-20, howaswer, @ i named in aoedher iaiber broughs i the Federal Coan by the same

Plnisff Dinle Richardson, T- E367-200 | note this because of the Bensons of the Federal Coan of

Apsneal lib Corans G0 oy Cemaral) v Frobvilamy D010 FOA 198 {per Seratis JA] a1 paros 44-

47 [Fanbwikant].

[4]

Thix pasison ae proposed 6 be amended by SHA socio:

M Aun Chraler Bt the Plaimiff, Dule Richardsim HbE-bars
Capssaliing- Ing, - anl K ohevt -LCamnong-is o vexabious litigant within
the meaming of section 400 1y of the Federa! Couriy Acd, md camnod
il AuLe any fenber settors 1o the Foderal Coun withost keave of
the Coun;

Pluin, Dule Richaniues o on hehalf of s Sorpornion, DS
Karis Comsulting Ing,, withow fenve of the Court;

[ An Ohrder for costs agninst ke Ploimifd oo SHA ond Swerid;
nml

[} 1 Kusch flmrher reliel as counse] may advise and this
Honommbie Cowrt may Tmd st sl ecpedicn.

[51  The grosmds foe the Motion as propased to be amemdod are;

A, Im the past year, the PloingidT, has company [SE Karis
Corsulting e, and Eobert Cannon, pnd others {the Plaineiffs
“mgenls” amdor liligstion proass) have commmeneed memenis
dupbicative and mevilless proceadings agains justike sysiem
participanis and other persons or enitties they dsagree wih. Esch
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af these pctioes have browght with them nuhiple, seedioss lings
anid lengihy, mcomgrehesible affidovis ond submissions on
betmbf of the Plaintiff andior his agents. Tho claims alleged i this
actuon are simply 0 comtimaation of these frmvalous clims.

[ 8 In is mecessary to limit the Planii{ s unfetored acces o
this Cimim,

[ An order under section 40 1) will reasonabdy prevent the
Pt from msatng limiiless vosatives clatms which conssme
ailsmimdsizative, judicial, and dofendant e

(]  Inrespers of this proposed amendmeed, SHA nelied on Camla @iy Gewerad)
Fiehrilomt, 7019 FOA 198, There, Jostice Sirnas A4 discusses the tse of “fiigstion prooces" and
the need fior these o be resiraingd by vexations litigant orders:

|45] Im cases such as this, 3 vesatinas Efigam erder sboukd iry 1o da

the following

. Blar venatiows litigants from litigating
ihemmsebres, Higating through prosies, mmd
masssiing others with their litigatian,

- Ruli on the ssue whather the vexaimous
Iiggamn “s pending cases shoull be
dscantinued; if s, deserbe the manner m
whch they may be resurvectod aml
wontinied.

- Provent (e Registry Som spendimg b on
UG Cssary eommminiem s apd wonbless

filings.

* Permiil aceess to ibe Count by beave, nnd
omly in the parmow circumsiances perrmiied
Iry law where access @ pecessary and the
responcont bas respeciod the procedural
rules amd previs courl onders; = such
cases, gnsure cthat inderesied persoms have
the appostunity i make submissions.

® Empower the Regisry o inke quick
mctministrativedy sample steps o prolect
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il the Cown and dher liigants from
vexalious behavior,

* Presrs the Couint s powers 1 acl lirther,
when necessary, s nilpesi the vexatious
Iigaen perdler, baat omly im acconfance wirh
procedural [imess

® Ersoare that ather judgments, onders and
directaons, b the extenl nol inconsistent with

ihe venabioas igant oeder, remalin in el

o can be enfiroed,
[48] Trying s acoomplish (hese ohjeotives in o single julgment ar
urcer can be challemging and time-ponsaming, especinlly i one is
trufieng from scriche Experience shows thel some vexatious
Fitegamis will kit their best fe get anound vesatioas Bigam onfers:
sew, e, Fingo v Coamala (iormey: Genemali, 2009 FCA 167, In
it vexatious litignnt order, ik Coun must anticipaie end sdidress
every illegitinuate averse. And the Court’s abality o strengthen fs

reder witwn pevessary and 1o punish pon-complinnce—akaays in
iniardane: willy provedaral e fhghle— st be prosarvad

(7 The Maoriem o Ameml was flied on Friday Wy 27, 3033, After thas ke "l fiked an
ermmil respormse, which in my view wi pol responsive, with some | 400 pages of atinchments on
Suimday, Moy 29, 2022, The bearmng wis seheduled so staet 88 10050 AM Cizmws tiene {8:30 AM
Saskatchewan time) on Mondoy the 1% There was no oppositian s the Motion t Amend given
the PlasmalT decided nod 1o appeasr at the bearing, o decision 1 lnd wis made as pan of ibe
PlaintifT s vexatious litigant strategy. [t was supporaed by all Defendamis who oppenred @ the
baiiring. | min thenefors granting the amendment glven & & atieely in gecond wih the Reasons

for Judgmest of Siratas 14 m Fadeibam.

%] | mm nlso granting ibe mogion o declare the Plist il ond his proxies vocstous litiganis

anmd will provale related relief as per Fabilons and s foid in the Chier Justice"s Order g
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Reasons in Binkich v Sureeyver Geoemd, 2021 FC 1278 [#inkiok], ad in these Reosens and

Judgrnent.

I Hackgrosmi

[%  As discussed helow the Plaintiil hay institaed same 40 of mne procevilings including
ariginal proceedings, sppezks und other flings in this Court and others over the last two years ar
pat, There wene sta sich plenibings Kentified when s seaatious Litigant motion wis et o
Seplember 2021 ; the halance were mstituted between then mnd now. Fis pleadings ore lengshy,

pricalia. raenblang, sometimes booberen, insilling. scamdalous and ropetitive amang atker things,

(18] Gemerally speakmp, they el claim agisst provincial sml fedemal povermment entilics
m Carada, chims againss judges of the provincial and Superior Counts in Camada_ os well as
chbens againsi varoos Departments of the Governnsnt of the Uniled States of Americ
mchufing agencies responsihle for asvhum clairms. b scems his clasms are motvated or riggered
by munhor OF Bcrors. imcloding: (1)1 St s wise suscesafully appliod five and obtamed
Conare ordder divoree and fansily lew relief incloding cussody of an infani chilid, wnd the dismizsal
ol hiy sabsoquenss application Bar debeay oo (2 the Plaintifi™s allepes exponise m OOV D-
19 related rmabters and his enhappiness with his treatment in that regand by the SHA and otbers
(3} diputes wth varsous privale seclor enbiles; (4) dispaes sl o crodit union with respect o
whake trestment of him the Plaintiff is unbapgy: and {5)-issses with kis treatmens by heahhcare
prafessionaly. This & nod exhmistive: his plesdings nlso contain relcnenees o caparight breach
respecting a work he allegedly smthored, references and accusations relasing (o slleged child
praditos, allogations agains warious med sendey Defendants and cthers of treison, woongial
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detemimn, tsmure, inbismane ineaimenl, mcism, misogyey, tormption. omd many refenomees e
terrorism including Mesonic Terorism He references clains for asyiam in che 115, and emay
ave made claims inthe Iniermational Cromimal Courd, and the Supreme Court of the Uniied
States, Nobly, he was elso made 1he subjeci of an nyvoluntsry menisl heslib defeniion and 34

day assesment by provingial Cowrt Order.

[11) The Defersdanis inchude judges who have naled against kim both of provmctal and
Supsersor Comre, reghsiny stnfl of vanious Coams, lawyers who hive scied or whio ane osocianed
with thowse oppesing his allegatans, and healibcare workers who have attermpied w assist him
swith what appenr ti b ks challenges. His moduy dperaadi seems i be o sdd 1k st of

D fendanis those whe have mast receetly foand agamst him or with whom ke i unhappy. and 1o

o o fn segeessive roumds of Titigston,

[UE] Ad the present time the plendengs consist of the Mainif™s Sgmement of Claim snd twao

Sigtermnesis af Delence.

[13]  The following summary is taleen from Jestice Rochester's COnder dabed October 20, 2021
n wiicl she dismiseed the Plaintifi®s Motion sppealing o schedulivg Ovder of Case Mannpemsem
Judge Tabih dated Asiguss 31, 2031

[3] O Weorvembser 18, JO2, che Pl (fled a ststement af claim
[Btmement of Claim] agamst fiffyegeven (57) defendanis

[ Defemdants]. including varous departients of the Unived $taes’
Civvermment, several chinches, the Roval Canadian Mounied
Police, the Saskmchewan Health Asnibaority, the Provincis] Coun of
Smkaichewan, the Court of Cheeen’s Bench for Saskoickewun, the
Smkatchewan Court of Appeal. and several members of the

Jdiciary,
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[ n the Seatement of Clatn the PhintiT seeks o doclarmnm hat
the Ciraed Lidge af Saskatchewan, relemed 10 a5 the Masons, “are
resporsible fior the actions of oll its agents, specifically those
working as agenss or servants of the Crown m™ a emmber of lisbed
entines inchsding public bealih saihories, a prosvmcial kegalkitine,
the RCKF, the Saskatchewan provmeial Courts, the Federal Court
and Federal Couri of Appeal, the Canadn Revemue Agency and the
Departmenm of Jastice Canmdla. The Phaing T oo weeks o

dew lnradion Abat suld Muson agents aro working & ogents or
servanis of (he United Seates i s varjous listed govemmenial
entities, “mgue ngems af the Christian churches™ “rogue agents of
the banks”, nnd oihere

[7] The PlaimeidT furkher seeks & numbers of declaraiions that the
wariomds Bsled engities and mndividimls, which he de fimes o
“Carsubian Mascnic Termrisia™, have, nmong sther tngs, (i)
“panicipated, concealed or otherwise msimscted others in Canadian
termoris nctivimy”, () "eogaged in the crime of spastheid™; (il
“have engaped m genocade”™; amd {iv) “sanctioned e
cormmaling crimes sgatnst humanby™. The Plainiff secks shmilar
declaraions with respect oo entiies he detines ns “U 5. Mmsonic
Conspirmors” and “Tronsmatiom] Masonic Termriss”,

[#] Thee Ploiogiff secke mumeroas declartions that he was coerced,
sanctinned, punished, torured, and affected by systemic
opprossion. Mumoroos olcgations are also made in refation to
nbipzed erimes by “the Docp Staie and the Deop Church™. Aitang
the refief claimed by the Plaisiid¥ &= & declwration =that the
Defendanis are lishle 1o the Plaintiff for the domages coused by iis
brosch of constia onal, stafilory, ireatics, and common Lo
dhatiers, ared (bt e Attoriey General shall be respansible for
Enpfeiing the Deep State snd Deep Chunchs” property and thercby
compensating the PlainiifT._ = ardd pecuniary demages in the
rmsunt af 51,08, D0,

| ¥] s noted above, this maner s case managed by Prothonomry
Tabab, In the time since the Stmemont of Claim was filked, 1here
It Bxeen errmeros maotiods and inforiel neguests Glod by i
Famics, ineluibing n mation foe injumcrive releet by the Plaingil,
Thee mation for mjunctive relief was iniially schedualed for Apmi
29,202, heoeever the MlumaiT called the Regstry on the day prior
b b bacaringg 1o acivise that b bl entered the Unied Stales in
erler o seck asyhem ond was being held at a deigntion cenire,
Conseguently, the motian was adjoursed. Following ke
adprurnment, certain Defendants wrobo so the Coun comcerning 1he
reschedubing aff the molion for mjunciive rolielamd regeested,
miran g ofher ilings, that o case masagemen conferenss he

Page: &
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eomvened in ander bo sl & schiadule for molsns w srke the actaan
and the woiion have the Pl declared o vexatioes liigane,

[ 1] The soothis o ingenetive rebiel by the PlasmilT was baind on
Jane 10, 2020 by videocon@rence. The Plaisgill was present and
participaied. The mation was denied on Jeme 15, 3021, A Notice of
Appeal of the mation fir njusctive reliel was Bled i be Coard of
Appenl an Augost 3, 221,

[ 18] Prothonotary Tabib beld o case imnagemen coslermee on
Auguist 11, T2 by videscanferenen bn onder fo scheduale ihe nex

ebeps i the procesdings. The FlamiilT paricipated n the case
mamagement conference, As appears from the minmes of kearing,
daring the cass managemenl conferenee cortam Defemndants
engutred about having il motkon bo strike and fhe mo o e
declane the Plaintifl & vesaous liigam heanl sogetber, The Coan
ratsedl o coccern that ifall ihe mﬁnru.nml!nq,ght ingether, i
iy bu overwhelming fior the PhisiT as o sell-represeried
Litigam. The PlaslilT mbornsed the Court thal be expeciad w be
leavimg the feility in which he was dezained in the newd one o six
mnihs, The Plamgild further informed the Couwrt tha he werd o
the United States o seck protection apgains torwe. The halance of
the case managemenl conlerenes wis dovoted o schadubing the
deadbings for the various steps 1o be inken prios s fiving o dase for
the heanmg of the motion for & declarmibon parsuant s 5. 400 of the
Federa! Courty Act {Venabious Proccedimgad.

[12} Prothanotary Tabib ssued the Order following the case
managemenl conlerence.

[ 13] Accontmg o ke Plaincifi™s Motion Beeornd, the Plaintiff was
theporied by the Linded Stales Department of Homelnd Sccurdy o
Canachs by plase on Sepileimber 1, 2021, His comgutes and ol
phaone were remrmed (o him fepm the United Sames on Seprember
&, 2021,

[Ld] O Sepleodher 29, W02 |, the Plamiff appealed ke Order of Case Mamgemem Jodge
Talsib thatend Asgusg 31, 2031, seckbng (b Tellivsang rels:l

A Am Creder 1o exter the time for appeal Sor an everloculary
Ot s by Protlosotary Mirsdlbe Tabiboon Augist 31, 2020

B, An Oder granting the appeal of the Order of Protkanoiary
Mdirzilbe Tabih dared Augus 31, 2621; and
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. Any atber Onder the Coun thinks b just.

(15} On October M, 2021, Justice Rochester dissmissed this appeal snd Chdiered:
I The PlamnlalTs appeal under Hule 531 of the Feders! Courtr ke
fram ilne Protbanotary Talbib™s Cvder dated Augest 31, 2021, s
disimizsed]
2 M eosts nre awanbal

(0] O Oiober 26, 2021, following a cose masagement confierencs bekl on Ootober 23,
021, Ciose Marsigement budge Tabib msued o second scheduling Onder- 1) setting out the
demllines foe meal sreps 1o be 1aken prior 1o Paing s date for (e Bearing of (e Defendants”
sectinn 4 Moison; 1) gramimg & mition by one of the Defendants fr leave 1o inkervene 5o ik
seution 4 Maotwan on the basis das indivdual s alrsady @ nemed defendant in the Actisn; and )
orderivg all oiher procesdings m this Action rermin suspendes) umil Farther order or direction of

the Cioun,

[ET) O Chetaber 29, 3021, the Plaintlil appeslad the Onder of Case Masagemen hudge Talsib
dabed Chotober 16, 2021, weokieg the Tllowing relel

A, A orber i set nside the orders of Prochoesodnre Tabib deted
Choicher 26, J021C

B, Am onder #0 pet m apecis] anting date 8o dererming the iosture of
the PlamiifT by ihe rogue apents of the Departmest of Homeland
Secarity on ke meris of the mafier aml amy other acion (ki

constiules commplicdy T samo;

. An order w0 sel a spocial saximg dabe o heur constitulsonal
(pat=tivms arismg from T-T404-200c

O An order (o pormmil constiotional] gquestioms o be il
repandless of amy nile contravimtion due o ihe imperative public



116 of 165

mtinire of theason und the extreme projudion the Plabiall bas beon
shjecied to;

E. A onder o atop e Case Manapeiment wmil (he detarminatkon
ool tharmugh, impartinl imyestigation based on the merits alone.

[EE]  On Movember 3, 20210, Justice Rochester dismiased thes sppes] ond Ordesed:

L. The Plainid{T's sppeal undes Rulbe 51 of the Fedend Courts Bmles
from Prothneodary Tahib's Onder daied Ocioher 26, 2021, s
dismissed;

2 The Plaintilf's regoest for anders setting specinl sating dates o
{8} "o determmne the toriere of the Flaantiff by the rogue agems of
the Dioparimeni af Homelared Secury™ and (bl comiitug il
g arisdng from 1his action, are denied,

3. The Plamiif™s regocst for am arder to permil coesl#utional
ipucstina. i bo flled s desbid]

4. The PlainiilT"s reqoest bo cease cose mansgemenl i domed; and
3. Mo onsts ore awarded.

[19)  The Plamntifl fled Motses of Appes| for Tostice Rochester's (nders dated Octaber 208

B2 and Movember M1, 2021 inbe Federal Courn of Appezl

(3] On December L8, 2030, by specilic directon of the Chiel’ lustice, the Coan s Judicinl
Administrator by Dirder set the hearing of this sectivn # Maoiion 1o ke plce “peresyriany
bexfore this Coun by Loom videoconferencs, on Tuesday, the 11 day of March, J22, & 030

{Easterm} in the forenoon for o darabion of one { 1) day™ [emphasis in original].

[21]  On Jamsry 18, 2022, the Plaintiff sppesied the Order of the Jidicial Administraior made

it the deectwn of Clsed Jastice dated December 15, 2001, s the Federnl Couwn of Appesl
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[22)  Since then, the PlantiT has brought numenous firther procecdangs belbre the courts tn
Saskotchewan, Afhenn, amd the Supreme Court of Canmda, Very recently, for example, the Coun
was obliped 10 sdiowm the hearing infended far March 1. 2022, w May 30, 2022, and did 5o on &
pererepiory hasis. Nobwahstanding it had then been re-set down on & peremiplory hasis, on Agpril
I, 2022 the Plaintidf moved 1o adjourn the re-scheduked hearing, which mution m iy cpacity o
Hearing Judge | dismised by Order dased Apnil 27, 2022 beouuse the evidence did not sappoan

his request. This Ordier was sotl appeded by ihe Pl

A The Plirdairl din mor appear af the heareg on Moy 30, 2022

[23]  As noied, the hearmy of this muiter was rescheduled by the Fudical Adminsimion 1o
proced pereimpionidy on My 30, 2022, The Platmiil koew of ks Beemise, as indicaied, b
msucoessfully moved b0 have it adjourned, On Mondey, May 10, 2022 ol counsel were present
— bl the: Plainti T did not siemnd. He provided no explanstion S his non-atiendance, The Coun
anid all other parties waked the treditional 10 or 15 mimuies iy see il he was simply T or
debavel. The Court then proseeded 1o deal m his shecuee with (B motin g declae the Plainiill
anid his litigaison proxies venatious litignnes. The hesring bsted fwo ond o half bours. The
PliamaifT was mo present o the beginming. nor o the ond or o sy thie daring the submissaos by

the Defendanes.

[34]  Inthe abserce of any atemps to contact the Court then or gince, and withosut any effon 1w
explain bis pon-aflendance, and glven bis nsuceessiil anempl o adpoim the Bearing and the
oot he did not appeal its divmissal, | conclude his son-atiendanoe was defdbembe, an affront in

this Comitt, anil ancdher par ol the Plainiin™s wexatbous Higation sirbagy
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il Shwrubd the Plaintiff and s liigsion peocies be declaned

L] Shaubd the Coun’s Judgmen ressirsin the andy the PRincil
ar ihe Plaingift and his Ifgation proxies be they counsel or

Bl fasugs

[25]  The mstes are:
vexatiners fitigams’!
lay persomnel?

V. TheLaw

[26]  Secton 4001 ol ibe Ao provides:
Vexatioms proceedings

0 [0 0 1k Federal Coan of
Appeal or the Federal Court s
saf|sfied, on applicetaon, the o
pernan has perststenly
instimed vexntious
procecibings or has condhe bed
o prisceedmg im o vexatious
nafifier, i thay ondes Uinl m
further procepdings be
msiinaed by the persom in cha
coar or that & proceeding
previously mstiutod by the
person i that coun g be
comirased, excepl by leave of
thanl comt,

7]

PFanrsmiies vexatnlres

48 (1) La Cour i “appel
fikérale ou fa Cinar (2diérale,
selon le cus, poui, si elle est
EUFTVEINEUE PE sl i i
requéte quung persoress o de
fmgom persssmnte introchuin des
EElunces veaaboires devant
el o v d agl de Baos
vexainine aa cours o une
mstunce, kai imendire
d'engaper O mulres instances
devunt ¢lle om de continuer
tevunt elle e instance dégd

engagie, sauf aves som

nubarisslkim.

In Conindha v Ciwade, 2017 FCA 42 [(8umide| hitice Siatas 1A provides guidance on

the interpeeiation of “vexatious™ within the scope of relsed sought pursuinn o section 40 of ihe

Aot
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[30] Wenthuseess & 8 coneal tha drss s menning mmanly
fram the purpes of section 0, Where regulation of the Figan®s
pontinued aooess to the couns under section 400 s supponted by the
parposes ol section 40, neliel should be granied. Pt another way.
wlwere eont imued enresiried sceess ol a Higant o the courls
ursiermings the parposes of socting 40, relsed should be grantad. [n
my view, &ll of this Coon’s cases on section 400 are consistent wigh
this principhe

[32] In defining “vexstime,” it is hest pot o be precise,
¥enalwousness comes inoall shapes s setew. Sometimes o o b
asmbut ol merilcss proveadings snd molons of 1he remssention of
proceedivgs and motians that have already heen deternsingd
Sometimes it is the litignnt"s purpase, often revealed by the pasties
s, the mature af the allegations sgainst them and the langmige
used, Somctins il @ the manier i@ which proceadmps and
moiime are proseculsd, such as nukiple, needless filmgs, prolia,
iecompeehensible or intempemie affidavits aed submissions, g
the hamssment or vt bimastion of opposisg partcs

[33] Many vesatious litignnis parsue unaccepiahle paposes omd
Iringate i cause Barm. Banl some are diffierent: some bave good
i bons and mean fo harm Movertheless, they e can be
declared vexatious if they iligste m o way tlmt insplicates section
40" purposes: see, g (¥l Teterters (FC, amd FOA D,
nboe

[ 3] Soane cases identify cennin “halftmarks" of vexatioos MEigans
o cerinin badges of vexalkusnes: soo, for oxemple, Chwmin v
Caivela, 2016 FC | 106 m paras. 910, where tle Federal Coar
grunted rehiel wnder section 40 against the respordent; and see
paragraph 32 shove, As long as the parposes of section 40 are kept
fraant of mand ol the halmarks or badpes are taken only as non-
ndimp feadicta of vexntoisses, they cun be quito useful

(3] Justher Siestns 1A i ¥y erther provided helplal puklanes on the rationals
umderlying secison 40

[17] Section 21 reflects the et iha the Fadernl Cowmne ane
cormumity propery thal exists io senve everyone, nol @ priveie
ressuree thal can [sic] commandeored in damaging ways 1o
milvance the inlerests of o,
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| 1E] A panmmumity propey, eouts il urmestricted aeooss by
defslt: anynee with standing con son o proceeding. Bul these
who masuse anrestricted aocess im e demagimg way maost be
restrined. 1n this way, couns are no different fom other
enmitienily properiss ke publie parks, libraties, comimanity halls
anid musewme

[19] The Federsl Courls have Gnks resairess thal gainol be
sguanaered, Every moment devoted io s vexatious Higam &
moment uravnidable 10 8 deserving litigunt. The usrestricied nocess
b pours by those whose scvess shoukd be restricted alfects the
nocesa of othars who need amd deserve i1 Insctios on the Brmor
darmages the larier,

[20] This fsm’| just a pero-suim game winre o smgle vexalious
Inigani mjures o smghe innocent likigant, A single vexatins [Eigam
pobhles up searce judicil and regisiry regmarces, injuring bens or
mang inposcenl liigants. The ingury shows fsellim mamy ways: o
maime i few, o reducod ability on the part of the regisiry o assis
well-inentineed ut netdy self-represemed Iiagamis, & redaced
whility of the count 1o manage proceedings necding maragement,
anil delays o nll litigants i peiting boarings, dirctions, onders,
Pl pimens and neasins,

[2F) Om vocasion, inmccent partics, some of whom bave few
resptarees, fimd ibemschoes on the recciving il of unmeriiomonis
proceedings benaghi by 8 vesntious litigant. They may be hurt
st 0f gl T, the proceedings most [ikely will b ssruck oo s
imariion, bl prohabily cnly aller the vesativas Tisgant brings
irniltipde mothons withlin the mtesh and éven ofber maotiens oo, In
the meantime, the innocent party might be dragged before other
cowts. im new proceedings, with even more motions, onid motions
withim modices, and maybe even more.

[22} Section 41 is nimed = litgrams who brmg ooe ar e
proceedings thal, whether micnded or not, farber smproper
parposes. such os milicling damape or weeaking retribulion span
the pamics o the Court. Section 40 & also pimed ot ungovenmablo
Litngamis: those whie Tout procedural rules, ignone ordens ard
itirections ol the Courl. and relitighle previously-decided
prosceciligs and molins,
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[29]  Justice Strwns LA goes further re the remedial scope of an arder sned punsianl g
section 4 of the Arr

[27) But i eharacierismp sectin 40, care nnist b ke sl
exnggerste it A decluration thot o liigant is vexatious does ol bar
the litignni's access to the courts. Raiher, # only regulates the
Fitsgani*s aceess 1o the cowrts: the litigant nesd ooly et keave
before starting o comtimming & proceading.

[ 28] 1 20400, aur Courd pul this well:

An order wnder subsection 400 1) does ot put on
enied 1o & legal claim or the gl 80 puirsic o kegal
chini. Swteection HH 1} applies enly wo liggams
who bave smed unresiriceed socess 1 the courns ina
muanper that s vexatiogs | a5 that termy is wmderstood
in Exw'), and 1her only begad oifict of any order under
subseetion 40 1) is o cosre thl the cladims of such
litigants mre pursusid in an onderfy fshion, unider &
greaber degree of Coun supervision than applics o
olber hitigazmts.

{Canmda {Adrormey Crenennd) v Miskea, [BHNE] FAOA no |74,

Fo] AW S 13T

[2%] Seen i this way, section 40 i nat =0 dmstic, A litigan can
akill mocoss The oounts by bompmi 0 proceedimg but anly if the
Coun grams keavi. Faced with o neguest for kave, the Court et
net adicinlly and prompely, considering the legal mandands, ihe
evidence: fidead im suppon of the gramieg of kave, and the parposes
of mcton 40, The Coart could well grant leave te a vexalines
g wih has o dvna fioe resson o ossert 3 clim 1Bl is no
frivirkons ared wexntions within the menning of the case law on
pleaidmgs.

[30] [ note as well Tastice Bussell confirmed in Sadawy v FEISAED Alferna L neelli Flanw
Teehnmbgtey S b, 2009 FC 304 | Baakans] that “prime andieatars of vesuions comluet heluds”

the fallveing. sll of which | find exist = ihis case in rebition (o the Plaintiff:

] A propensity b re-ligaie metiers thai live plready been
determined;
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The tidiith ol (bve s sclins or mod i

The makmg of wsubstantisted allegations of mproprey
miinal (e opposte pany, kepal courrse] and'ar (e Cowt

A refivzal i abide by rales omd arders of the Lot

The 1se of scandalous lanpuage m pleadmps ar hefore the
Cor: amd,

The failure or refisal b pay costs in earlier proceadings
avd 1h (il bo pursue Bligation on o timely basks,

Page: IT

[31]  Inieres of desling with Higation proxacs, Teste Sinfas JA staied (he folkswing in

Fahithaun

[44] Driffierent pypes ol vexatiogs Inggant onders can be nede. Carg
st e inken w crafi the onder cazefully 1o preserve the vexminus

Iitegmm s legimmale nght to occess the Coet while projecing o

immich as pomsible the Cowrt and Higganis belire it see the purpases

discussad i Mumicde 28 paras, 17-14,

[45] I cases such ms this, o vextiou Bigant ender should iny 1o da

i Fiallivis g

- Blarr vemathna litlgines from litigaling

ihemnselves, litlgnting thiough proaies, amd
assssting pahers with their litigation,

® Rule om ihe msue whather the venmous

Istigam s penafing coses shoukd be
dwcontinued; if so. describe the manner in
w ek they may b resurrociod and
Ccantimped,

. Prevent (e Hegistry fom spending tire on

URCEEsAry comimnicalans and worlkiless
filings.

- Permil aceoss to B Coimn by kave, amd

amly im b mrmow circursianees permiited
by low wherne aceess i necessary and the
resprecden has respeciod the prscedural
rubcs amd previous cour opdens; msuch
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e, cnsiane Uhal icrested persodn have
the: aippostunity 1o make suhmissons

* Ermpovest the Regty o lake gaiik ond
sdministratovely stmpde sleps 1o protect
il the Coun and other litigants from
vixalmus helmviar,

® Preserve the Coar’s powers 1o act firther,
when mvessary. w0 adpast the vexaiious
Islgane oeder, bnad omly im sccordance with
procedural firmness

" Ensare thal other judgmants, crdens el
darecioms, w the extent nol meonsisient with
the vexatives [iigunt order, remain in effect
il géan be enfirond,

[46] Trving o accompdish these ohjectives m o gingle judgment ar
oreder can be challesging and Tme-conssmang, especably il one v
drufing from scraich, Experionce shows that some vexnikous
Fitwgmnits will do their hest o get around vexatiogs Erigan crders
wee, e, Viega v Comasda fArarmey Genera'y, 2009 FCA 67, In
s vexatious litigant order, the Coart s anticipate and address
evory Hlegitimate avemse. And the Caurls abality to stiengihen s
erder when pecessary ond o punsh pen-complinnge —akways in
nocordmnce with procedural formess righte - st be preserved.

[47] As ihis s sn appheation, s udgmen rather than an onder will

be made. The legal teol of the judgmrent & necessarily complicated,

Biut fivr e respomen”s bunefil, the jodpment will scoomplish okl
il the purjioses in paragraph 45 of these measens. The bomom line
i 1kt ihey resporedem s Accesa 1o by Coun and his
communicaions with the Regisiry will be lmmited 1o the masters
i proceedings descrahod i parnprph 402 ) of the odgmeni.

|4%] Usefis] techniques for oddnesxing the challenges posed by
weanbious gants st be shared. In this megand, the Counl wants
b peckeno baliee thie aasmslance il has recdivad Bhaim the grosind-
bresking woek in this area by other counts, panicularky the Alsns
Cioun of Queen's Henche see, e, Cnrau v Marong! Dearsf
Fxrminteg Hoard, 19 ABQE 287 {per Rooke A C L),
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V. Analysis

A s M. Richoralvor o vexodiva fgan?

[32)  SHA snd cotmse] for sic other groups of Defemdams, submit (ke motion to Bave the

Plasstif¥ il Bis Hrigmteon prosies declived seamtioos Higany should be granted

(33 | agree. dnomy view, the actians afihe Plaisgiff sl his prosies ssd sgenis are “vessons”
s evadenced by the mumber of meritles: procesdings commenced hy them m the Saskatchewan
anill Albert Cous aid m the Federal Court. In sddiehos wo dlis mtes, the Sollowling ane bl some
of the cour actions initimed by the Muintifl, by his company DSR Karn Consshing Inc,, or hes
Higtsan proxs o his behalf

i FU T-1367-20 {pesding)

i, FC T-111520 {=truck)

il QBG Y21 of 2120 (SKOBE)

i, FU T-14603-20 {dewined abardoned by (he Couw o
Diecember 8, 102

¥ FUC T-1229-200 {ptruck withina lenve 1o amond)
¥i S0C Fihe Mo 39758 {leave to0 appoal dismissed with costs)

vii CACVITOR, Comwan v Seskarchevan (Caurt of Jhves '
foacky, 202 SKCA TT (appeal dasmissed with cosish

will,  FC T=404-20, Ricdvaison v Sevemth-dir ddventin
Chrarcl, 2021 FC 6 {Justioe Pentney Ordered on June 15,
K21 he Plaintlfls medhon Er an sderlocisary mjusctan
dismissed with cosis)
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[34]  Fuarthermon, 8 b noted et vexat oo Bigan progeed isgs valving Mr, Richiandson
baive Bezen ongioing in Alberts aexd decisions bave been repomed as llows:

il K12 ARCKR 215

ki HI2X ARCER 247

cl 122 ABCHE 274

df 22 ARCH 387

[32] Ther were mare than two dogen additional procesdengs including appeals, filings anmd
sihimisskons inibaied by this Phstall betwoen the time the origmal mstiers comglained of i ks
szction 40 Moton were ientified m Sepaember, 30721 aed 1he present time. They were referned

tor im the materiald and n oml sshmissons.

[36)  These claims cssertially raise the sane mEsies and allegatena bul generlly wih new
defendants mdded o the lis2 oz each new claim |s hrought, Fach of these notlons has heen hrooght
within the dast vear and in my respectiul view, none have been a proper use of the resurces of
the Conrt, These proveeding s have wll contained mmultiple, needless {#ings compleie with
mooimprehensible und inbomperse offidavits eod subodssdons. The shoer mamber and mature of
the panies comimsushy nmmed by the 1*laintiff and his tgation spenis snd procies iothe
pleadings is fither evidence of the need fior resrictions on his ahility 10 commence kogal
procecidings, all of which consume and in my view imexcusably waste valuable time of ihe Coun,

of cosmse| and of ke partie,

A7) The Defendanis submit, and 1 agree thal without inbervention of the Court, the Plaintiff

anior his proxics and agests will contizes i fring frivelous coun sctions, westing the resources
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al this Courl and the tme amd money of all myvabeed, The FhammiT™s Clhism m samply an addun

&0 A loeg e of frividkous coun actions,

[3%] Counsel for SHA mude submsssons and (he supponing submissicns by counsel for s

other grosps of Defondants matmot the sabmsssions. by SHA, and are pccepted by the Coun.

[39)  In parixubar, submissions by the Matrix Defendants highlsghied examples for why esch
cown actions [l above, inainted by the Maintiff, by hs company D8R Karis Cossulting Inc.,

or om Uher behalf, consfule vesabous somduct

[40]  The Defendanis, the Honowruble hestioe Calibwell JA o the Sasknlchewan Coat of
Appeal wed the Honourable Justice Crooks of the Ssskmichewsn Coun of Cueen's Herely, subnit
they =re “m full agreemem with the wrilten representations made hy the SHA snd Swend and the
other delembaris ot have (Hed respoading motion recosds ™ They sale they e entliled 10 the
protection of judicial immunity, and | agree, this is past ssctber sspect of the Plamtifls fawed

veantions litigan soraigyy which is the issug betore this Coun,

1] The ambit of judissal mmanity was canvissed by the Feders| Court o Appeal i Taydor
v Canada {Atinrmey Generad), [2003] 3 FC 208 Justios Sextan JA emphasizes the need fis
pudigial imsmuminy o alkow jodipes to adminsier the law withoor consten fess of consequences;

[25] Litigasts turn b courts and fedpes to resolve difficull
prohlems whene all other mesns of resolying the dispuie have
failed. Consequently, ax the United Staves Supreme Court beld in
Breufley v Fivier,™ courts ane often asked o decide cases
"involvimg mot merely greal pocaniary isterests, bul the lberty ol
elmreier of the panies, and conseijuenily swciting the despem
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Foelings ™ As fhat Cournt lse noted, such Higstion mevitbly
prodduces o lenst ane lesing pany, who s likely o be dissppoamed
wih the resall.

[ 28] Cossider what might Bapgpen if judyes could be regulerly sued
far deciswons that stirred soch dsappoimimen. One polential
corduenoe 1 thal o cortaan ond ko despobes, one of the prmeny
il vaitages of nesolving dispaies by reson w the coirts, waukd
never pccur, I one notion sgainst o judge was dismrdeséd by another
jedge, the second pslge might well be added ms 0 party 1o the
netion, and w0 on sl s on, This consequence was bighlighted
Brudie w. Fisher, where Field 1, commentad il am appellae
juddpe who decided thar o judge of an inferioe jurisdiciion was
prodected by padicial immmumity *would be subgected 10 8 similar
huriSem, g e i his fuem might alse be held amenabi by the losmy
peirty.”

[27] Similarky, if jadpes could be sued by disappoimcd i iganis fir
dsmages Bor allegedly erronoons deciioes, every judge would be
requireil g preserve “a complete record of all ke evidence
prosduced before him in every Fiignted case, ol of the suiboriies
citied mmel arguments presented, m arder that he might e able 1o
shwaw to 1l midge befors whiom he might be sammoned by ihe
losing party , . . that he hadd decided a5 he did wigh padicial
imtegriy =TI s s eventnally hegun agniesi o judge, much of
that judpe’s time and cnergy woald then be devotod o dieferding
the sust, raiher than 80 ks or ber melicml work. A eady scarce
Jdivial resorinces would he los, asd count cases would nke even
longer io be heard and 1o be resalved,

[ 8] Fially, the wost serious comsenquence of permiiting juidges o
b smed fior their decisions is thai judicial independence would be
eevercly compromised. 1T judpes recopmteed tkal ihey could be
brvmght o account for their devisions, el decrlions might mo be
Based an o dispasssngie sppreciaion of the fhcis md bw relaied
v fhe dispute, Rather, they might be bempered by thoaghts of
whach party would be masre likely to bring an action il hey were
disappodnied by the ressll, ar by thoughis of whetler o groand-
bresking but jusz approach 1o a difficuk kegal prokdsm might he
later impugned imoan action fior damages agamst that judge, all of
which would be raised by the mere throat of Etigaton. In Lord
Demimp's words, i judge wouwkl " the pagis ol his books with
iremhlimg fingers, ssking hamscli ‘171 do this, shall | be liahie in
dmages ™

| 3%] Accombmgly, 1he bass for gadicial iromeniny i rened o B
peced o protect the pishlic, rotin g nesd o protect mdges. In other
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wiarcls, #e Lond Dennieg explasocd i Sicros v, Woore, jndscal
impminity does nat exist hocouse a “judge has any privilege 1o
ke misiokes or to do P«'TEII:I.E.-H Rather, he held chat pactores

should be free from actioes for damapes fo permil fudges 10
petfarin thelr duty “with camplae mispemlono: ared froe from

fear, "™ Similarly, in Soor v, Sargfeld,” it was explained that
jelicinl imemumsiy is nod meam o protect malicioos or oo
Jodpes, bul o protec the publsc:

It is essentml in oll courts bat the pedges who ore
appaimied (o mdmaniser the law should be permitied
to dadvitiaster @ iitder the probectian of the lnw
independensly o freely, without faivoor and
without femr. This provision of the law & not for the
pralecisn or benefil of a mabcious ar cormupt
e, bul fisr the benelil of the pablic, whos:
imerest i that the jodges should be at liberty io
exercise their funciions with indepesdence ond
wiibsout [ear of consequences. ™

[42]  Respectiivlly. | agree with Fustice Caldwell and Justice Crooks” sobmssins thal withoin
miervention of the Caur, the Plaintiff and his Biggaien procies snd agents, will comisme i hring

frivodous mnd vexatious coun actions agamst them thus yexatiously mterfering with their judicial

it anad independence.

[43] The Defesdam, the Hosourshle Justice Eison of the Ssskmchewsn Court of Queen's
Biench, abso made sabmisskons reganking the Plaintifl and his prosics and agests” vexatios
conduct, as well me submissions on jodiciad mrsnity, Jestice Elon submits the well-cstablished
principle of judscial mmmunity “ensures that jsdges are @ Gherty to exercive thewr fanctioes with
independence snd withoui fear of consequences! 'feee In thoughi amll indepeident m judgment™,
citing i Baryik ¢ Wyrd Siviers) v Campebell, 3008 CanLEL 55134 (DNSC) ag pars 25, 1
eespetiufly ngres with Justice Elkon’s submissioss that i sdddicion 1o the peesem matier, the

MairtifL, or an agent or prosy of the Plaaniaf, has browghi or comimoed other legal procesdings
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HITH Justicr Flaon ared that “without the miervention of this Cour, the Pladniil’ s hi= agems

will cowtireaz 10 bring frivoloas Gegal proceedings asd waste comnt resources,”

{441

In mbdiion, ihe Defendanis Jill Cook, Clen Meivier, the Homoamble Jussice M. Pefiztier

ol the Provineil Count of Saskalchewan, Enm Holm, and Char Blais Garther sabma the FMlamii s

corcluct demonstrases many of the Ballmarks of vexovous Behaviour descrbad in Hecdawy: and

Mol e hading b Plaintifls denssnstrated propensity to re-lilgobe matiors. These

I fendanis submit:

19, Al the pethons ond mothons brouwghl in the Federal and
Smkmchewnn Couns by the Planif®, D8R Karis Consuhng o,
and Robert Canpon thas the Fistice Defenlants are gware of have
been meritless and replete with scondadous language alleging
barfure, lermrism, extomion, Suwd, and o “Deep Sote”™ and'ar Freg
fbason corsplency,

20, The PlaintifT also has a propeesiiy fi bring ensubsiantfaled
nliegarions of impropoety sgains legnl counsel, 1he ndiciary, ond
uther justice system participanis. The PMastili has consistently
targpeted these withm the usfice systein for suit when be has not
idriained the resulls he destres. The followinp judges have boen
adided i Buwsnits when they have rendered decisans tha) bave
nggrieved the Plaintiff; Caldwell 1A, Elson 1., Pellstier 1. Crooks

I, omd Bames §. Two cxampdes of their slleged saongdoing
i hude:

& ol paragraph vy of the Claim, the FlamtifT
ulboges that Elson J. wortanod the PlaintilT and has
it davghter snil eilitaced niermarist aiack,

b, Baober Cannen’s Factuaim al 1he Saakitchewan
Cogt of Appeal simgily amies the “Justice
Crooks is a st im jis incrodection (see:
Exhibat "B of the AffidavE of Pamela
Henrichs).

21, The Plaintif has nlwo mchuded o member of Baoyers omd Local
Reogistrams in his kowsons inchiding: Kathleen Chistopherson, Jill
Cavole, Gilen Metiveer, Mutrix Law Growg, Clifford Holm, Pairicia
Meiklepohn, OEWE Lowyers LT, amd %irgsl Thomson,



130 of 165

Page: 2%

22, The Justce Defendans respectialby submin vhas 1
Hemaurnbd: Court shiuk] view the inchision af all these
imdlividunls e stterngris hy the Plaintifl to harnss, intimidoie, ond
mnmny e sysiem participamts, which stioomgly warmnts a
finsliing thail b fs 6 vesatious litlgant.

[45)  Respetiully, | agree wigh the Defendamay’ sabiniseions ihai the sebusson of these
milividuals { legal comesel, the judiciany, and other jusice sysiem panicipants) are atiempls by
the PliniilT wo “horess, intimidse, and anpoy gestice system parseipans™ which stroegly

warranis a firaling the Mamtil s & sexatious litigant.

[45) The Plaintifl in response o the section &0 Mation subimits, “il is impossihle far the
Drefenddan ay b 4 vexatioes igass”, Hoagver, U majoray of his subimssioes sigue maners
that have already been decided by this Court and others, furiher evidencing his atiempts b re.
Iinigme navisem bofone the Resbmchowan Couns, the Federal Coor, amd the Coums ol the Linibad

Siates.

[47]  Morerver, the Plaintiff has a propensity i bring ursubstantisted ollegatioss of
Empropricty agabn posthey and thetr cousse] wikdle using scamdalons language as evadenced by
Eis Stuterment of Cloim | astmg somme exansples omongsd mary ) asking this Coud for:

. b s Deglopaion tha the beliel of the S0 Church are in
ifirect appesiten o the beliefs of the Masons, specilically ns
Eonflws without limilation:

i the God of the STyA Church is in eternal conflici
wilh ihe god of ihe Masons, Lacificer also known os
SHintarh or Thet Dhevil; -

) u Declaration that the Camadian Masonic Terrorists bave
engaped in the crime of apanheid at the acquicscence of the Crvwn
im vilscn of the Unhed Nagioss Sndersanamel Comvemiim an flye
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; anyd Punichment of de Crine of Apectbetd, 1973

(herginafier the “Aparheid Comvention™) s a pan of the foregoing
Cenadinn beroorist potiviey: .

" i & Declarstion thas the Trassnatwone] Masonic Termorists
hawe coerced and punished the PlamtifE. it agenis and affilises
laruring them in violation of ke Tadure Canvention, for the
Folkowing:

i speukmp oul ogainst violaikns of the Apartheil
Conveniamn m Saskatchewan snd Canuds with
respect o the symemic meism which oppreses
Bhck Canmlinns, Indigenous. Metis, ond himeizls
tharoi L mmd

ii. secking to alleviate ke sysiemic racism an beball
af 5K Kars Consulting Inc. Brough s busness
redatiomships with Banbefords Agency Trial Chiefs
Ire., Morthwest Callege, amd Sasksichenan
Fobytechnes to educate and employ Indspenous mnd
Mels mthe fickd of engineering. ...

' ¥ @ Declarmion tha the Honcurable KW, Elson of ik
Court ol Dueen’s Bench for Saskalchewan toriared the PlaintilE
I imfane daiigier andl Baceliaes) noiermarist stlack en July 236l

o] 0 Declstion thn the weoare af the Plaiionil by masome
elemseets in (e Coon of Cugen's Bench for Seslonchewan, whack
i= pan of the Deep Stse, wis o resull of his mee, relagion, his
Iubigenms doughter amd the mismanagement of the COV T
BIFETRENEY: ...

[42)  Respecilidly, | agree wigh the Defendams’ sibission tha withoul merveniion of the
Conare, the Plamtiff and bas appesss and proxies, incloding but not hmited 10 DSE Kons
Cosalting lee, amd Robem Cannoi, will continue o brieg frivobois coun acten; and they will
continise ko waste resourpes of ke Coun and the teme and maney of all parss nvolved. This is
imnlembl:. The Plaintifls Claim iz sivply an sddition w0 a ong Bne of vl cour sorlons,

which stromgly warmanes o finding that he 15 a vexatious lidgant.
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[49] Therelon, | am persusled by the rocond inthis cse the Plainkifl sstsles all of ibe

comditions set o by Snstice Russell in Badauy

B, Skl the Conrt s Judprrend rosteadm andy g Falonli e dhe Pl and by geiion
prradew B they conmesed o Loy perranned®

(20} This mamer & specefically addressed by Mustice Sesans JA of the Fedemm| Coun ol Appeal

m Frbibaomt s pams 4 1 48:

[44] Dhiffereni types of vexatioos Inigant orders can be made. Care
mmsl be inken to cradl the order cangfully 10 preserve the vekalious
Tbgan s kegitemate right 19 socess the Cown while proleciieg o
immuich fs poosible the Coun and linggams hefore it see the parpases
iscussed in @ Mumicle s parms, |7:34,

[43] In cases such ns chis, & vexszious iigam order should 1oy w0 do
the fllowing:

® Bar vexatious lgigams from licigniing
ihemsebves, litigating through prowies, and
assasting odhers with their litigation.

® RBaule om the ssne whether the vexaious
ligizgard™s pending enses shoukl be
ibscantinued: F 3o, describe 1he maiier in
whisch they may be resurreceed anid
continued.

. Prevent the Regisry from spending tire on
Unsey Essary commrrmicmsone and workbikess
filmps.

- Permit aceess o 1he Cosm by beave, ond
oaly in the mrrow crcumsiances pormiticad
by law where acerss 8 tecossary aml the
respaeclent bas respected the procedurnl
rubes and previnws court orders; m such
‘o, enaure thal imtemested persons have
i appostunity 1o make subimisaois.

. Ermpower the Hegistry 1o take gquick and
mlminisrmvely imple sleps 1o prolec
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il the Cown and dher liigants from
vexalious behavior,

* Presrs the Couns powers i el lirther,
when necessary, b0 ailpesi the vexatious
Iigaen perdler, baat omly im acconfance wirh
procedural imess.

® Ersoare that ather judgments, ordems and
directaons, & the exienl nol incanstsbent with
ihe venabioas igant oeder, remalin in el
il gan be endoroed,

[465] Trying o acoamplish ihess ohjectives in a single judgment ar
vrder can be challesging aed lime-consamng, especmlly i one is
trufieng from scraiche Experience shows thel some vexatious
Fitegamis will kit their best fe get anound vesatioas Bigam onfers:
e, e, Firgo v Comala (iormey Generali, 2009 FCA 167, [0
its vexntions lrigan onder, ik Cown must anticipate amd sddress
every illegitinate averse. And the Court’s abality o wtrengthen fs
reder witwn pevessary and 1o punish pon-complinnce—akaays in
iniardane: willy provedaral e fhghle— st be prosarvad

[47) As this s it application. s judginent rather than an arder will
be: mmade. The legal sexl of the pdgment s necsssarily coniplicaied.
But for the respondem’s benedil, the judypmeni will scoomplish bl
of the purposes i pemgraph 45 of these reasons. The hottom lime
i Ul The respondon s acoess 1o b Cognt and his
cormmimicalions with the Regisiry will be lsmived o ik maticrs
anil proceedings descrihed in pasigrnph 4425 of ihe jlgment.

[4%] Liselial teehmgues for mldnesaing the challenges posal by
vesatious lirignnes prust be sharad. In chis regard, the Coun wanes
to achmowdedige the assistunce i has received Bnam the groand-
breaking work m this area by ofher courle, particularky the Alberin
Court of Quoen's Benehe see. g, Lvrvaw v Mardonad Dl
Exvebnig Board, 2119 AHCH 283 (per Rooke ACL)

[#1)  Un the record before e, | sm persunded chan withou pedicial inrervention the Plaintidl
will eostmesed 10 act venaticusly throsigh the instnmestalities of By personme] and perbaps even

coumnsel nlike
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[52) Thene i oo pomi m making a vexatious Bigan eoder without o the same time Terbadiling
the vexations Titggam from circumventiog the onder by use of alber egos, provies, agents,
attormeys, representatives or ailers who replisate or repet the same vexatioos sainvily as the
Muimtif hae, with ris stiendan harms 1o sl) others concemed. Such represcnimines canmaol he

placed higher than this Plaintid] goven the Count’s finding he is o vexatious Bigant,

[53]  In this conmectsan | sole | am barring courssel {ikat is lawpers, barrisers and soliciiors)
froen initiating actions for or on behalf of thes vexatous PlainisfT, anless ibey first apply for and
ohtain keave of this Court in the sam maemer s the Plaintiff or any oiber proxy of his. This is
deliberase. | see no reason why couese] chonkd be allowsd s act vewtiously amymiee than 1lis
Phiirtidf himsetl, OFf course in 0 proper case, leave might be graniced for commsel 1o proceed
previded that counsel s nod sbvancing maners which i sdvanced by the Pl direetly coukd
b commidored vexations.

[54] Fmally, = caifmed by Justioe Straiss LA m Fahrkrar, | wall olso denl wiih otber
procepdengs mitiated by this Plainidl, Dale Richardson, curmemly hefore the Pederal Coun, Ooee
again | see no paint in impeosieg the restramis of 2 vexatioos fikgam order on @ plaintif i thes
Cowart — s | am daoing here — only o ullow the e individunl to peoceed with Empumity in olker
proceetmgs commenced m this Court. That could compel otber Dedendants i repem what
counsel m (e case af bar, with the consent of ihe A, have succeadad im obiaming iday, with

the conoommant waste ond expenditure af considernble teme and money of ol concened.
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[55) Thenelire ] ammn u'rd-ﬂ:htg. us pot Justices Siratas JA i Fabrikmes anid Chael Justice in
firkich woubld, that such other cases are dscontinued effective mmmediscly, 'Whik: two olhers
(T-0115-20 aed T- 1 X159-200) keive alncady boen strock, Court File T-1367-21F & one pther usch

iR

VI Conghision

[56) | fiml Dale Kchanlsons coeeliet stisties the definnien of “vesatkousnes” ihat caemai be
appropnsely controlled through kess oneross mensares. n my siew, Dale Richardson is o
sl lvigang. Relsted reliof imdicsed above will also he gramed in ieres of s Migaton

praxies and the dscontimuance of other procoedings:

VI Costs
[¥T]  With the exception of Justkes Cabfuell, Crooks aml Ekon, the Defendants abi took part

m ik procecdieg proposed thad m ik event ibe vexatious ibgani spplcaiion s seocessiul, costs

i sm o 55,0000 be penrded] o each group of Dedendants,

[82)  The Deferdanis Nistices Cakiwell Crooks asd Bleom are af the position tha cosis dhoukd

folkvw the cawse inihe orfinary course, aml lmve the issue of costs g0 the discreiom of the courl.

[53%] The Defendanis propose that given the egregious notwre of the clhims heing advanced by

Mir. Rachardson and his conduct in anempuing o dely theee proceedsigs, 4 costs award ks both
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uppropriste and ressanable. The Defendants advise the Cour thal, to dabe. Mr. Richandson has

mavl paid aary costs chat bave been nwnandead agrins him

[&3]  In vy respectiial yeew, costs shoulid he higher than the mid-poim of TariiT three,

particuinrly piven the volmmous materal Hled and the egrogiows, memperate, distmsteful and in

s im0l ol cases, huniill plbegarions hurkad by this MaimiifT Im my view o ressonabde afl

mchizive lump mi cosl awand & 54000 pagable frthwith by the Plamtll per Ruke 400(2) 1o

coansel fr esch growp of Defendants who fled written ashmassxons and who sppeased on this

Sechon #) Mot mmcly:

3

4

5

L]

T

Connsel Chaneelle E Eisngr for Saskmichewan Heahb
Munthority and Cora Swerid;

Ciounsel Lindsay (iliver flar the Chaniclle Thomgson,
Jennider Schmidt, Mark Clemenis, Chad Gartner, Brad
Appel, lan MoAsthur, Bryoe Bobun, Kathy Irwin Jason
Panchvehyi, Cary Bassosme, OWEW Lawwvers LLEP sl
Virg A, Themsan,

Counsel Asnie M. Alpon for the Seventh-day Sidvontist
Church, 1he Banicfords Seventh-day Advenim Church, the
Muanitoba-Saststchewan Conference, Matrix Law Groap,
James Kwon, Meeel Holmy Gery Lond, Dawn Land,
Chpriun Bolah, kanmie Jobnsorn, Michael Collma, Chiffond
Holm, Pazricis Mok lejohn and Kimberley Richandson:

Counnsel Frstin Stevenson for Hl Cook, Clen Metivier, the
Hanwrable Justice M. Melletier, Emi Hili, amd Char Bias;

Hesithier Lisng, O $ie the Homsurable Justice Caklwell and
ihe Homourshle Jisstce Crooks;

Counsels Marie Spck mnd Loumn Saver for the Hosourable
Biiative B W, Elin;

Cisunsel bewaicn Baram i the Atlsmey Genernil of Cassidi
rad 1k Royad Canadian Moanied Podice,
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THIS COURT'S JUDGMENT ls that

L=

The Maotion by the Defendants Siskatchowan Health Sutbeority and Cor Swerid
fer amend ther Notics af Metion is gramied,

Tha Plaienifl Diale Riclisiclsos snd those peling o his prosies and agents and hose
ropreseating his inberests including bai not Tinsited o SR Karis Consalting lnc,
aiwl Haberi Cannen sg declarad vexatkus [itigants parsuant i sadtion 40 of the

Fealeri! Courts Act, R3C 1985, ¢ F-T;

Mir berher procesdengs shall be instinned in this Coum by the Plaintifi (ale
Richardson or these acting as his proxkes and agenis ond or by thost representmg
his inverests mmeliiling b pat Bnsned t DSR Karis Consalting lee, and Roben

Cannan, excepl by kave of ths Coun,

M proceeding previously instguted by the Flaintifl or ibose acting as his proxes
anal agents mid of thss repeeseing Bis amerests inchading but ool limited 1 QSR
Karis Corsulting Ine. and Bobert Cannon in this Court may be contmoed by any

o all af them, exeepn by leave of this Court

Far gresier certainty, the PlaintiT and those acting 5 his proxies and agents amd
o Ehirse representang hes wderg=ts meluding bul not lmiad 1o DR Kors
Consalimg Inc. and Bobert Canmon are probibited from filing any docament or
proscedie, aithes in their awn nemes or theoagh those represeming thes imeresrs,

exeepl by leave of this Cowt.
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£ The PhimaidT shall forthwith pay bo the llowing sheir all inchasive g sim

et ol 54 A0 N,

Iy Coemsel Chantelle E. Exner for Saskatchowan Fleahh AviBorily and
Cora Swersd:

3y Coumsel Lindsay (Miver for the Chamelle Thompson, Jennifier
Sehmiih, Mack Clements, Chad Gariner, Bemd Appel, Lan MeAnbsr,
Hryee Bolun, Kathy Ipwin, Jasea Fanchyshyn, Cary Ransome,
OWZW Lawvers LLP and Virgil A. Thomsam:

1 Cowmsel Annie M. Alpom for the Seventh-day Adventist Choreh, the
Hatlefonds Sevemheday Adventist Charche the Manioha.
Susknlchewan Conlerence, Matria Law Group, Jones Kwon, bl
Halm, Giary Lusd, Dawn Lund, Cipeias Bolal, Jeannie oo,
Michag] Collins, Clifford Hiolow Pacricls Meiklejobm anl Kimberiey
Hichardson;

43 Cownsel hastin Sevensen for Dill Cook, Gilen SMeasvien, e Honoumble
Jusiice M, Pelleiier, End Haobm, and Char Blais;

&) Heaiher Liang, (C for the Honowmahle Justice Coldwell and ihe
Honmamable fustice Crooks;

G)  Cownsels Mane Seack and Laurs Saver jor the Hosourshle Justice
R.W, Elsom;

Th Coumsel Jessica Kamm &r the Atomney (rereal off Cannda aml the
Forval Canadian Mommed Police

T. Acupy of ibese Amended Fudgment snd Reasens shall be placed in

“Henry 5. Brown™
Jadpe
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EEREBAL COURT
SOLICITORS OF RECORD
MICKET: T-14H-10
STYLE OF CAUSE: BALE RICHARDSON v SEVENTH-DAY

PLACE OF HEARING:

DATE OF HEARING:

JUMGHENT AND REASONS:

ADVENTIST CHURCH, CIVILLIAN REVIEW ANI}
COMPLAINTS COMMISSION (CCROC), GRAND
LOMBGE OF SASKATCHEW AN, COURT OF APPEAL
FOR SASKATCHEWAN, LA, CALDWELL, UNITEDR
STATES CITIZENSHIP AND IMMMUGRATIHON
SERVICES, LS. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
EMMMCEMENT, LS. CLSTOMS BORDER
PROTECTEON, U5 DEPARTAENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY, DORECIVIC, DEREK ALLCHURCH,
HOY AL CANADAN MOUNTED POLICE,
CONSTABLE BURTON ROY, BATTLEFCHLDS
SEVERTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, IAMES
KWORN, MAZEL HOLM, GARY LUND, DAWN
LUND, CIFRIAN BOLAH, FEANNIE HIHMNSOMN,
MANITUBA-SASKATCHEWAN CONFERENCE,
MICHAEL OOLLINS, MATRIX LANW GROAT,
CLIFFORDY HOLS, PATRICTA J METKLEICHY,
CHANTELLE THOMPSON, JENNIFER SCHMIDT,
MARK CLEMENTS, CHALD GARTHER, BRAL
APPEL, IAM MUARTHUR, BRYCE BOHLIMN, KATHY
TRWIS, JASON PANCHY 5HYM, CARY RANSOME.
SASKATUHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY, DE.
ALARL REEEI MOERISSON, CORA SWERIL, DE.
ELEKWEM. DR, SUNDAY, COURT OF QUEEN'S
BEMCH FOR SASKEATCHEWAR, 1ILL COOK, GLEM
METIVER, FUSTICE LW, ELSON, JUSTICE
CROOKS, UWEW LAWYERS LLF, VIRGIL A
THOMSOM, MROVINCIAL COURT OF
SASKATCHEWAN, HONOURABLE JUDGE M
FELLETIER, BAYMOND HEBERT., LINDA HEBERT,
EME HOLAM, CHAR BLAIR, COMMUNITY FUTURES,
LISA CIMMER AND KIMBERLEY RICHARTXSON

HELD BY WAY OF VIDEOCONFERENCE
MAY 30, 2012
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FUNE #, 2022

FUNE 10, 2033

FOR THE DEFEXDANTS
{SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH ALUTHORITY AND
COEA SWERID

FOR THE DEFENDANTS

(CHANTELLE THOMPSON, JEMNIFER SCHMIDT
MARE CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTWER, BRAD
AFMPEL,

TAN MOCARTHUR, BRYCE ROHLUN, KATHY IRWIN,
JASHS PANCHYSHY N, CARY ROANSOME, OWEW
LAWYERS LLM ANID VIRGIL A THOMBON)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS

(SEVENTH-DAY ADYENTIST CHURCH, THE
BATTELFORDS SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST
CHURCH, THE MANITOBRA-SASKATCHEW AN
CONFERERCE, MATRIX LaW GROUP, JAMES
EWN, MAZEL HOLM, GARY LLUND, AW
LUMIE

CIPRLAN BOLAH, FEANNIE MIHNSON, MICHAEL
COLLINS, CLIFFORDY HOLM, PATRICTA
MEKLEIGHN AND KIMBERLY RHHARIDFSON)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS
ANLE C00K, GLEN METTVIER, THE HOMDURAHLE
JUDGE M. PELLETIER, EMI FOLM AND CHAR

BELAIS)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS
{THE HOSNOURABLE FUSTICE CALIMYELL AMND
THE HONOURARBLE JUSTICE CROKS)

FURt THE DEFENDANT
(FUSTICE B W, ESLTON)

FOR THE INEFENDANTS
(ATTORMNEY GENERAL OF CAMALA AND ROYAL
CAMADAN MOUNTED POLICE)



SOLICITORS OF BECORD:

MoDoogall Gmuley LLF
Barmsters and Solicibors
Suskatoun, Smkulcheswnn

(Mive Walker Zinkhan & Wabler

LLF
Ropiva, Saskatchenun

Sdiller Thomson LLP
Chlgary, Afheria

Arinmrey Geteral of Canndn
Hegima, Sackatchesun

Al Dougall Gealey LLP
Saskntoom, Saskaichewnn

McKercher LLP
Hasknloon, Suskaichowan

Anirey Gepernl of Canaida
Saskatomn, Sasknlchewan
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Fik THE IEFENDANTS
(SASKATCHEWAN HEALTH AUTHORITY AND
CTMLA SWERIT)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS

(CHANTELLE THOMPSON, JEMMIFER SCHNIDT,
MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD GARTHER, BRAD
APPEL,

TAN MUAKRTHLUR, BRYCE BOHLIN, RATHY IRWIS,
JARON PANCHYSHYMN, CARY ROANSOME, OWAW
LAWYERS LLP AND VIRGIL A THOAMSON)

FOR THE BEFEMDARNTS

(SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH, THE
BATTELFORD¥E SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST
CHURCH, THE MANITORA-SASKEATCHEW AN
CONFERERCE, MATRI LAY GROUP, JAMES
KW, MAZEL HOLM, GARY LUND, DaWN
LLMI,

CIPRIAN BOLAH, TEANNIE BOHNSON, MICHAEL
COLLNS, CLIFFORD HOLMW, PATRECIA
MEKLEIOHN AND KIMBERLY RETHARINCN

FOR THE DEFENDANTS

(HILL OO0K, (GLEN METIVIER, THE HOMNOLURABLE
JUIDMGE ML FELLETIER, EMI FHOLM AND CHAR
BLAIS)

FOR THE BEFENDANTS
{THE HOMNOURARBLE FUSTICE CALDPWELL AND
THE HOMOURARLE FUSTICE CROOKS)

FOR THE DEFENTANT
(FUSTICE K. W. ELETON)

FOR THE DEFENDANTS
(ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CAMADA AND ROYAL
CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE)
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Ihane: 20221008

Docket: 4-183-11
Cirtawn. Omtario, October |8, 1022

Caram;

STRATAS LA,
LASKIN JA.
RIVIORALEN 1.4,

BETWEEN:
ALE J. RICHARDSON

Appellamt

mikil

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CANADA, SEVENTH-EBAY
ADVENTIST CHRUCH, COURT OF AFPFEAL FUOR SASKATUHEWARN,
LACALIMWWELL, DERER ALLCHURCH, COMSTABLE BURTON ROY,
BATTLEFODRDS SEVESNTH-DAY ADVENTIST CHURCEL JAMES
KWON, MAZEL HOLM, GAKY LUNIL DAWN LUNE, CIFREAN
B AH, JEANNIE MIHMNSOM, MANITORA-SASKATUHEWAN
CONFERENCE, MICHAEL COLLINS, MATRIX LAY GROWP,
CLIFFORD HOLM, PATRICLA J. MEIKLENHN, CHANTELLE
THOMPSON, JENSIFER S3CHMIDT, MARK CLEMENTS, CHAD
GARTHER, BRAD APPEL, TAN MCARTHUR, BRYUE BOHUN, KATHY
TRWIS, JASOS PANCHYSHYN, CARY RANSOME, SASKATUCHEW AN
HEALTH AUTHORITY, DE. ALARL OORA SWERID, ATLL OO0k,
GLEN METIVER, JUSTICE KW, ELSON, JUSTICE CROECHRS, (W AW
LAVWYERS LLE VIRGIL A, THOMSON, PROVINCIAL COURT OF
SASKATCHEWASN, HONOURABLE JUDMGE FELLETIER. EMI HOLYL.
CHAR BLAIR. and KIMEERLEY KICHARDSON

Riseangleints
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WHEREAS by direction dated Seplember 23, 2022, this Court advised the sppellan thay

the notioe of appeal presented 1o the Counl appears not bo stabe any argoahle grounds for

evermurming the order of the Federal Coam in file T-1404-20;

AND WHEREAS by dircction dated Seplember 23, 2022, this Courl advised the

appedlant that the Count appears nod 1o hove jursdiction aver most, if not sll. of the respondents

o the appeal;

AND WHEREAS the Courl., in ils direction daled Seplember 23, 2022, asked the
appedlant wo provide written submissions by Ocrober 6, 3022 concerning whether the sppesls

shoukd be sammanly dismissed for the Toregoing neasons;

AND WHEREAS the appellant filed the wnitten submissions;

AND WHEREAS the writicn submissions did not address the Coun®s concerns

expressge in s diredtion dated Seplember 23, 20222

AND WHEREAS, upon reading the notice of appeal, this Couant is satisfied that the
comerms il expressad i s direction dated September 23, 7022 are establishal asd this appeal

cannod succesd;

AND WHEREAS this Count has the jurisdiction to make this order see, o g, Dugrd v

L rrvesadin (A frmery Dremveraad), 2021 FCA B and eases éoted themiin;

AND WHEREAS the nature of the wriflen sahmassions and the nobice of appeal calls for

the Coun”s respomse under Rule 33; accordimply, in these special circumnstances, the Court is of
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the view that appellant should not be albowed 1o invake the power of thas Court undier the

Federal Comrty Rules b0 reconsider, amend and vary this Crder;

THIS COURT DROERS tha the appeal is dismissed. This Onder dhall poi b subject i
reconssderation, amendment or varation and any request for same by any porson shall nal be

filed.

“Travid Sirnins”

“JBL"
“MR™
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APPLICANT’S MEMORANDUM OF ARGUMENT

PART | - STATEMENT OF FACTS

1.

A freedom of information request submitted by the Applicant to the Ministry of Health of
Saskatchewan demonstrated that there was no risk assessment or engineering report for
the representation of the Aerosol Generating Medical Procedures (“AGMP”) guidance
issued by the Saskatchewan Health Authority (“SHA”), or was there any such risk
assessment done or any justification of any kind provided the SHA. Justice Zuk ignored
this evidence which formed a part of the defence of Dale J. Richardson (“Dale”) and
ignored the engineering report and passed judgment without having the expert explain its
relation to the facts and killed innocent people by his wilful exclusion of the information

critical to the health and safety of the public without any expert evidence to the contrary.

The SHA guidance is based on a table issued by the Center for Disease Control (“CDC”)
in 2001, and it is used by the Public Health Agency of Canada and Canada several other

jurisdictions in Canada.

The representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA was the basis of the
litigation by DSR Karis, which is obligated by law to operate within the framework of the

law.

Rule 10-46(1),(2) and 10-47 of the Queen’s Bench Rules are used for the sale of homes

being foreclosed.

On May 27, 2020 the Applicant in the course of his duties as CEO of DSR Karis signed a
Non-Disclosure Agreement that created a contractual relationship with his employer, DSR

Karis and Innovation Credit Union.

On May 27, 2020 Kimberley A. Richardson attended the family home with Raymond
Hebert and Linda Hebert and removed the vehicle that was in the possession of the
Applicant after learning that Karis K.N. Richardson was left in the care of her sister

Kaysha F.N. Dery.

On June 9, 2020 the Applicant acting as the Chief Executive Officer of DSR Karis

Consulting Inc. (hereinafter known as “DSR Karis”) passed information to the business



10.

1.

12.

13.

14.
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response team in Saskatchewan relating to the criminally negligent representation of the
Aerosol Generating Medical Procedures guidance issued by the SHA. No reasonable

response was given to address the hazards involved with its representation.

On June 10, 2020 the Communications Department of the SHA refused to address the
hazards identified by DSR Karis when communicating with the Chief Executive Officer of
DSR Karis by email. The SHA provided no information relating to any engineering report
or risk assessment. The SHA did admit that it was potentially placing its employees at risk
using a criminally negligent arbitrary settling time without having any justification for the 2

hour settling time.

On June 25 2020 a number of parties in the federal a Saskatchewan government were
notified about criminally negligent implementation of engineering controls used for the
SARS-Cov-2 pandemic response by DSR Karis by an email sent by its Chief Executive
Officer on its behalf. The information provided demonstrated that the hazard was also

present in the state of Washington.

On June 26, 2020 a number of parties in North Battleford were warned about the hazards

arising from the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP provided by the SHA.

On June 26, 2020 several financial institutions and regulatory agencies in the province of
Saskatchewan and federally were notified of the risk of financial losses to the
shareholders arising from the hazards directly tied to the criminally negligent
representation of the AGMP provided by the SHA. The fiduciary duty to the shareholders

and the public was mentioned.

A rogue agent of the Ombudsman for Banking Services and Investments (“OBSI”)
created, retained and transmitted a forged document based on a document sent to OBSI
by DSR Karis on June 26, 2020. The forged document made it appear like the email was
transmitted by the Applicant from his personal email address. This forgery has been

reported to 5 divisions of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police.

On June 29, 2020 the Applicant was served with a divorce petition from Kimberley A.
Richardson with Patricia J. Meiklejohn as her counsel. The document contained
contradictions, perjury and intent to defraud and was filed to the Court of Queen’s Bench

for Saskatchewan when it was in violation of the law.

On June 29, 2020 the Applicant gained knowledge of a letter addressed to the Chief
Executive Officer of DSR Karis from the Association of Professional Engineers and

Geoscientists of Saskatchewan after receiving documentation that contained evidence of
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the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA
resulting from poor engineering practice. The letter from APEGS did not address the
severe threat to the pubic interest, but rather attempted to threaten DSR Karis based on
Facebook posts and YouTube videos. DSR Karis responded by way of letter directing
APEGS of its legislated responsibility to the public interest with respect to engineering.

No response was ever given by APEGS.

On July 3, and July 7, 2020 the Applicant attended the Battlefords RCMP detachment
and made complaints on both days. The complaints on July 3, 2020 were torture
pursuant to 269.1 of the Criminal Code of Canada (2020-898119) and two counts of
criminal negligence. One count of torture and on count of criminal negligence was
initiated by the Applicant (2020-898911), and the other complaint (2020-898907) was on
behalf of DSR Karis Consulting Inc. (“DSR Karis”). The SHA were the focus of the
criminal negligence complaints and their agents were tied to the torture. The complaint on
July 7, 2020 was a complaint of torture with Karis K.N. Richardson as the victim (2020-
922562).

On July 7, 2020, the Applicant had a meeting with Chad Gartner of Innovation Credit
Union (“ICU”) in which the information discussed was the property of his employer DSR
Karis. Chad Gartner was informed of his fiduciary duty to inform the members of ICU of
the risk of financial losses arising from the occupational health and safety hazard arising
from poor engineering practice tied to the representation of the AGMP guidance issued
by the SHA.

On July 7, 2020 the Applicant attended the Battlefords Mental Health Centre (“BMHC”) to
ask for his missing medical records from his access to records. The Applicant asked a
manager to have the engineering department get back to him on the hazards arising from
the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP provided by the SHA. A doctor who
signed a certificate to admit him to the BMHC was present for the conversation. Cora
Swerid was informed of the criminal negligence and the torture investigations that
involved the SHA. No response was given by the SHA to address the hazards arising

from the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP.

On July 8, 2020 an email chain was sent by carbon copy to the Applicant that outlined a
breach of contract between the rogue agents of Innovation Credit Union and his employer
DSR Karis Consulting Inc.. The email outlined a conspiracy to restrict the liberty of the

Applicant, his employer and by proxy Karis K.N. Richardson.
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The RCMP did not allow the Applicant to bring any further evidence as he indicated that

he would, and was barred entry from the detachment.

On July 22, 2020 Patricia J. Meiklejohn sent two emails to the Applicant of draft orders,
one purportedly to correct a typographical error. The first email stated that Justice R.W.
Elson requested the interim order through the agents of the court who contacted her. The

interim orders were dated for July 22, 2022.

From a sworn affidavit submitted to the Federal Court of Canada by the RCMP through
Cheryl Giesbrecht exercising the capacity of the Attorney General of Canada in T-1404-
20 testified that on July 22, 2020 Justice R.W. Elson directed them to prevent the
Applicant from entering the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan. The unknown

member of the RCMP responded with “we have a mental health warrant”.

On July 22, 2020 members of the PACT team showed up at the residence of the
Applicant with two members of the Battlefords RCMP. The persons in attendance were
as follows, Tonya Browarny, Ken Startup, Cst. Rivest and Cst. Reid. No direction was
ever given to the Applicant to submit to any medical examination as required by the
Mental Health Services Act. The RCMP were served for QBG-156 of 2020 after repeated
attempts to gain access to the detachment by the Applicant to serve them were
frustrated. Medical records from the BMHC state that the Applicant was brought to the
BMHC at the time of this incident.

On July 22, 2020 Tonya Browarny knowing that she did not comply with the Mental
Health Services Act spoke with J. Engleke and proceeded with obtaining a mental health
warrant based on fraudulent information from the Provincial Court of Saskatchewan.
Tonya Browarny’s notes confirm that she did not comply with the Mental Health Services

Act and did not meet the criteria to lawfully obtain a warrant.

The agents of the SHA stated that the Applicant’s religious beliefs are delusions. No
agent of the SHA knew what the specific religious beliefs of the Applicant were. Only
members of the Battlefords Seventh-Day Adventist church would possess any knowledge
of his specific beliefs. Agents of the SHA attends the Battlefords Seventh-Day Adventist

church.

On July 23, 2020 at about 9:50 am, the Applicant and his daughter Kaysha were
unlawfully arrested attempting to enter the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan in

Battleford SK, before any of the two hearings the Applicant was scheduled to appear on
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DIV-70 of 2020 and QBG-156. Both were first appearances presided over by Justice
R.W. Elson. The RCMP substantiated this time in an affidavit in T-1404-20.

On July 23, 2020 Justice R.W. Elson, with the full knowledge that he directed the RCMP
to prevent the Applicant from entering the Court, made interim orders pursuant to no law
and grossly exceeded his jurisdiction as a judge sitting in chambers on a first
appearance. Justice R.W. Elson made no mention of having directed the Applicant’s
obstruction that prevented the Applicant from appearing for the matter, as can be

observed in the wording of Justice R.W. Elson’s fiat shown below:

[1] Counsel for the petitioner has provided the court with her client’s informal
estimate of the equity in the family home, roughly between $8,000 and
$12,000. With this information, | am satisfied that the interim draft order
should issue. This order includes authorization for the petitioner to list and
sell the house, followed by an accounting for the proceeds. The only thing
that should be included in the interim order is for the issue of the parenting to
be revisited in one month’s time. This should occur on August 27, 2020.

The second matter obstructed was the matter of QBG 156/20 DSR Karis Consulting Inc.
v Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan et al dated July 23, 2020. Present in the
court was Cliff Holm appearing for the Seventh-Day Adventist Church, Lynn Sanya -
SHA, Virgil Thomson — rogue agents of Innovation Credit Union, Micheal Griffin —
APEGS. Justice R.W. Elson made no mention directing the RCMP to obstruct the
Applicant from representing DSR Karis Consulting Inc. and the interests of the public.
The documentation before the Court contained evidence of the criminally negligent
representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and the risk to the general
public.

On July 23, 2020, Robert A. Cannon was contact traced at the court, and had to provide

his name to sheriff who participated in the obstruction of the Applicant.

When the Applicant was brought to the BMHC he questioned the doctor’s and physicians
why he was prevented from entering the Court by the defendants in QBG-156 when he
was to represent DSR Karis as the plaintiff. The Applicant demanded to see the mental
health warrant. When persisting to ask these questions, the doctors directed the RCMP
and attending health personnel to strip him, strap him to a bed, and forcefully medicate
him. The Applicant was never examined. No expert report of the examination was ever
provided to the Applicant. The sworn affidavit of the RCMP submitted to the Federal

Court of Canada confirms that the Applicant was not examined.
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While the Applicant was being tortured, Robert A. Cannon filed a habeas corpus several
times. One instance the habeas corpus was filed and then it was unfiled. The other
documents submitted with the habeas corpus were not unfiled. After the third filing of the

habeas corpus the Applicant was released from the BMHC.

In QBG 921 of 2020 Justice N.D. Crooks on September 10, 2020 purported to state that
there was no deprivation of liberty for any of the persons named in the Habeas Corpus
proceeding, which includes without limitation, the Applicant, Kaysha F.N. Dery, and Karis
K.N. Richardson. Crooks stated that the deprivation was “theoretical’ and that Karis was
the subject of a family law dispute. Justice N.D. Crooks denied Karis K.N. Richardson the
right of Habeas Corpus contrary to section 10(c) of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
The Habeas Corpus was filed by Robert A. Cannon to stop the agents of the
Saskatchewan Health Authority from torturing the Applicant who was strapped to a bed
and administered mind altering drugs that are designed to profoundly disrupt the senses.
The torture upheld the trafficking of Karis K.N. Richardson. The documentation contained
evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the
SHA.

On October 28, 2020 the Applicant appeared before Justice J.A. Caldwell of the Court of
Appeal for Saskatchewan (“Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan”) for a motion to extend for
the unlawful orders issued by Justice R.W. Elson. No one appeared for Kimberley A.
Richardson, and audio, video and document evidence was presented. Justice J.A.
Caldwell ruled in the favour of the party that was not present. The Court of Appeal for
Saskatchewan sent back all of the evidence filed to the court. The documentation
contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance
issued by the SHA.

When presented with evidence that the testimony of Kimberley A. Richardson was
perjured on November 26, 2020, Justice J. Zuk made excuses for the perjury and took
the perjured testimony over the overwhelming evidence of the Applicant. Justice J. Zuk
ignored evidence that the Applicant was subjected to escalating family violence by his
estranged wife Kimberley A. Richardson. Justice J. Zuk ruled in favour of the party that
presented perjured evidence and who has demonstrated a pattern of violence towards
the Applicant and the child of the marriage Karis K.N. Richardson. The documentation
supplied by the Applicant contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of
the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA.
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Patricia J. Meiklejohn presented to Justice J. Zuk in the chambers hearing the statement
of claim of the Applicant in the Federal Court of Canada and complained that the
Applicant was bringing a matter before a federal court. The application in the Federal
Court of Canada contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the
AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and the risk to the public.

Cheryl Giesbrecht, agent of the Attorney General of Canada submitted motions to the

Federal Court of Canada that contained fraudulent shareholder information in regards to
DSR Karis, and conspired with the defendant’s counsel in T-1404-20. The Federal Court
of Canada ruled in favour of fraud. The shareholder information of DSR Karis is available

on the public record in Alberta.
Virgil Thomson submitted forged Federal Court documents to the Applicant.

Rogue agents of the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan demonstrated extreme
bias in denying the Applicant the ability to speak and bring evidence to defend himself in
Court. This includes without limitation, evidence of the unlawful abduction (arrest), Justice
R.W. Elson ordering obstruction of justice, an officer of the court preventing the Applicant
from entering the court, questionable actions of agents of the SHA by forcefully
medicating the Applicant to prevent him from representing DSR Karis Consulting Inc. in
matters against them that provided evidence of the distribution of a biological weapon by
way of the guidelines issued by the SHA during the SARS-Cov-2 pandemic response,
and the evidence of the criminal complaints against Justice J. Zuk by DSR Karis and the

Applicant before he made any decision on the matters on May 5, 2022 and July 22, 2022.

On February 19, 2021 Patricia J. Meiklejohn appeared before Justice B.R. Hildebrandt for
an application without notice to transfer the title of the property of the Applicant pursuant
to the Land Titles Act. Fraudulent documents were submitted to the court signed by
Clifford A. Holm. Justice B.R. Hildebrandt approved the fraudulent transfer of title using
the Land Titles Act instead of the Family Property Act.

On February 19, 2021 the Applicant appeared for two prerogative writs in chambers
before Justice J. Kalmakoff. Justice J. Kalmakoff informed the Applicant that prerogative
writs can only be granted before a panel of judges according to the court of appeal act.
Justice J. Kalmakoff heard the motion for two prerogative writs when it was impossible for
the Applicant to succeed, and Justice J. Kalmakoff did not determine if torture occurred.
Justice J. Kalmakoff exercised jurisdiction he did not posess. The motions contained
evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the
SHA.
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On March 1, 2021 an appeal CACV3708 was heard at the Court of Appeal for
Saskatchewan of a constitutional Writ of Habeas Corpus. Among those present as
counsel for the defendants were, Clifford A. Holm, Cheryl Giesbrecht, Chantalle Eisner,
and Michael Griffin representing APEGS. Michael Griffin admitted it was the intention of
defending counsel to punish Robert A. Cannon for actions taken by the Applicant and
DSR Karis in the Federal Court of Canada. Michael Griffin committed fraud on the record
by stating without any evidence that Robert A. Cannon was counsel for the Applicant and
DSR Karis. The documentation contained evidence of the criminally negligent

representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA.

Every statement of claim or motion in the Federal Court of Canada for DSR Karis is

signed by its Chief Executive Officer.

The Applicant is self represented in the Federal Court of Canada and every statement of

claim or motion bears his signature.

On March 26, 2021 the Applicant as the Chief Executive Officer of acting as agent of
DSR Karis, appeared before Justice J. A. Schwann in the Court of Appeal for
Saskatchewan for a motion for stay of execution relating to appeal CACV3798 in which
mortgage fraud was committed. Justice J. A. Schwann ruled in favour of the party who
committed fraud and was not present. The motion contained evidence of the criminally

negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA.

On April 1 2021 the Applicant appeared before a three judge panel at the Court of Appeal
for Saskatchewan to review orders of Justice J. Kalmakoff and provided over 6000 pages
of evidence. Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan and Kimberley A. Richardson
were absent. The panel ruled in favour of the absent defendants. The documentation
before the Court contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the
AGMP guidance issued by the SHA.

On April 26, 2021 the Applicant fled to the United States to file for protection under the
Convention against Torture after being served an affidavit sworn in by an unknown
member of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police that admitted the RCMP were instructed
by the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan to prevent the Applicant from entering
into the Court on July 23, 2020. The Applicant was fearful of being tortured or killed if
returned to Saskatchewan and subsequently fled to the United States for safety. The
motion scheduled to be heard contained evidence of the criminally negligent

representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA.
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On April 26, 2021 upon arrival to the Sweetgrass Montana point of entry, the Applicant
was tortured in the presence of 5 witnesses, one of whom is an eight year old child. The
CBP officers attempted to coerce the Applicant to return to Canada after he asked for
protection under the Convention against Torture, and remove the 6 volumes of evidence
of over 3300 pages. When the Applicant refused to remove evidence while fearful of his
life, the U.S. Customs and Border Protection officers intimidated and coerced him to
dispose of the evidence of him being the director of a Delaware corporation DSR Karis
North Consulting Inc. (“Karis North”). The Applicant refused to remove evidence. The
documentation presented at the border contained evidence of the criminally negligent

representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA.

Officer Brian Scott and Officer Brian Biesemeyer were the CBP officers directly
responsible for the torture of the Applicant. The statement used in the immigration

proceedings by the Department of Homeland Security was a product of torture.

The Applicant was subjected to torture and severe obstruction of justice in Canada and
the United States while being held in custody of ICE, a defendant in T-1404-20.

On June 10, 2021 a motion was heard before Justice W. Pentney. Fraud was used to
schedule the motion. The Applicant informed Justice W. Pentney that he was denied the
motion materials by ICE a defendant in the underlying action, that he was being
obstructed by the same and was being tortured by them. Justice W. Pentney proceeded
with the motion with full knowledge of these conditions. Justice W. Pentney deceived the
Applicant and committed fraud during the hearing. The documentation provided by the
Applicant contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP

guidance issued by the SHA.

On June 15, 2021 Justice W. Pentney dismissed the motion of the Applicant when he
was seeking relief from torture. Justice W. Pentney stated “Furthermore, | agree with the
comment of Justice Kalmakoff at the acts the Plaintiff terms as torture “are all things that
arose from were inherent in, or were incidental to measures that are authorized by law’.
Justice W. Pentney upheld child trafficking and terrorism. Justice W. Pentney and Justice

J. Kalmakoff are Prime Minister Justin Trudeau appointees.

On June 23, 2021 the Applicant served a motion titled On Petition for Writ of Certiorari in
the Supreme Court of the United States to U.S. Magistrate Judge Gordon P. Gallagher
and the District Court of Colorado. Rogue agents of the District Court of Colorado
committed fraud. The documentation contained evidence of the criminally negligent

representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA.
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On June 29, 2021 Michael Duggan fraudulently rejected materials sent with the Writ of
Certiorari and other letters. A motion critical to the safety of the Applicant was fraudulently
rejected by Michael Duggan on July 2nd after the petition was filed on June 29, 2021.
The documentation contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the

AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and the torture used to suppress its reporting.

On July 13, 2021 The Applicant appeared before Immigration Judge Caley for a review of
the credible fear determination by the Asylum officer. The Asylum officer was made aware
that the Applicant was tortured by the agents of DHS in order to make the statement. The
Asylum officer refused to consider that the Applicant was being tortured in custody. When
the Applicant raised the subject of being tortured in ICE custody before the Immigration
judge, the judges stated that he did not have jurisdiction and could only speak about what
happened in Canada. The Immigration judge refused to accept evidence from the
Applicant and deprived of due process. No representative from DHS was at the hearing.
Over 3500 pages of evidence was presented to DHS. The documentation contained
evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the

SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On July 19, 2021 Officer Blevins attempted to intimidate and coerce the Applicant to

consent to destroy his passport.

On July 20, 2021 Circuit Judges Holmes, Matheson, and Eid of the United States Court
of Appeals for the 10th Circuit fraudulently denied the Applicant’s Writ of Mandamus. The
documentation contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the

AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

Officer Blevins also brought a Canadian passport form for the Applicant to fill out on July
19, 2021 to get a travel document. The Applicant’s passport valid for 10 years was in the

possession of ICE.

On July 26, 2021 Officer Blevins threatened the Applicant with federal prison for the
purposes of unlawfully destroying his passport. When the Applicant refused to violate the

law, Officer Blevins left and returned with the notice of non-compliance.

On July 27, 2021 The Applicant sent a letter requesting that the consulate investigate the
treatment of the Applicant and Officer Blevins intimidation and coercion. The letter
contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance

issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.
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On July 27, 2021 Prothonotary Mirelle Tabib of the Federal Court of Canada sent orders
to the email of Applicant to direct him to have a response for the Case Management of T-
1367-20 when the Federal Court of Canada was aware that the Applicant was being

obstructed and tortured by ICE a Defendant in T-1404-20 with no access to email.

On July 28, 2021 before 6 am Officer in Charge Christopher Jones spoke with the

Applicant and refused to investigate the torture of the Applicant while in ICE custody.

On August 2, 2021 U.S. Magistrate Judge Kristin L. Mix of the District Court of Colorado
issued fraudulent orders in a matter filed by the Applicant. The documentation contained
evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the

SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On August 5, 2021 United States Judge Lewis T. Babcock of the District Court of
Colorado dismissed the motion for relief on the basis of fraud. The documentation
contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance

issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On August 6, 2021, Michael Duggan fraudulently tampered with an appendix sent to the
Supreme Court of the United States in which he re arranged the motion fraudulently

calling it a petition to shut evidence out of court. The documentation contained evidence
of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and

crimes used to suppress its reporting.

August 13, 2021 Judge Lewis T. Babcock used fraud to dismiss the motion. Judge Lewis
T. Babcock ignored the numerous references to the convention against torture,
allegations and evidence of treason. The documentation contained evidence of the
criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes

used to suppress its reporting.

On August 16, 2021 Judge Lewis T. Babcock fraudulently dismissed 18 U.S.C. § 3771
case No. 1:21-cv-02183-GPG without contemplating the public importance of reporting
treason. The documentation contained evidence of the criminally negligent
representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress

its reporting.

On August 16, 2021 Judge Christine M. Arguello fraudulently dismissed case number
1:21-cv-02208-GPG. The verbiage of her order was almost identical to the order made by

Judge Lewis T. Babcock. The documentation contained evidence of the criminally
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negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to

suppress its reporting.

On August 25, 2021 a Deputy Clerk known as A. K. From the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia used fraud to reject the complaint of the Applicant. The
documentation contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the
AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On September 21, 2021 Chief Judge Phillip A. Brimmer of the District Court of Colorado
fraudulently dismissed an action that presented compelling evidence and supporting case
law for treason, torture and Crimes against Humanity. The documentation contained
evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the

SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On September 28, 2021 J. Babcock was exposed in a Wall Street Journal Investigation
for breaking the law by hearing cases where he had a financial interest and did not

recuse himself.

On October 15, 2021 Acting Registrar of the Supreme Court of Canada, David Power
sent a letter to the Applicant. He attempted to dissuade the Applicant from appealing the
unlawful orders from the Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan. The documentation
contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance

issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting..

On October 13, 2021 the Applicant appeared before Justice V. Rochester in the FCC to
appeal orders of P. Tabib obtained by fraud. Justice V. Rochester ruled in favour of the
parties who committed fraud. The documentation contained evidence of the criminally
negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to

suppress its reporting.

On October 25, 2021 P. Tabib presided over a case management hearing in the FCC.
The judge intimidated and coerced Applicant during the hearing to give up his right of
defense. Chantalle Eisner attacked the petitioner verbally during the hearing when the

Applicant mentioned intent to punish innocent parties by the SHA.

On October 28, 2021 the Supreme Court of Canada denied Texas citizen Robert A.
Cannon’s leave to appeal a habeas corpus denied by fraud. He was punished with costs
for an application that presented evidence of the following crimes without limitation, fraud,
torture, child trafficking for the purposes of sexual and financial exploitation, criminal

negligence, treason in Canada and the United States. The documentation contained
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evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the

SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On November 16, 2021, Pastor David Baker of the Living Hope SDA Church (“LHSDAC")
contracted Robert A. Cannon for the first time and requested an apology in writing to
present to the LHSDAC Church Board. The Board was considering disciplinary action
against Robert A. Cannon for the Manitoba-Saskatchewan Conference of the Seventh-
Day Adventist Church being named as defendants in an Application for Habeas Corpus
filed by Robert A. Cannon, which contained evidence of the criminally negligent
representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress

its reporting.

On December 12, 2021, Pastor David Baker invited Robert A. Cannon to speak with the
church board who wanted to punish him for filing the Application for Writ of Habeas
Corpus. The Board made MOTION 21-139: to recommend to the church at a special
business meeting on January 22, 2022 at 6:30pm in person at LHSDAC, for Robert A.
Cannon to be placed under disciplinary action by censorship until October 31,

2022. The motion was carried.

On December 30, 2021 the Applicant attempted to enter the United States at the request
of United States citizen Robert A. Cannon. The Applicant presented a letter Robert A.
Cannon and proof of his United States citizenship and documentation that contained
evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the
SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting. The Applicant and his family were
assaulted, intimidated and coerced into returning to Canada after United States citizen
Robert A. Cannon warned of the risk of torture and death of the first witness to treason
against the United States. The Applicant was tortured and threatened with return to
Saskatchewan where he was tortured upon arrival to Coutts AB. The fraudulent warrant
issued by rogue members of the Battlefords RCMP was the reason given for the unlawful

torture of the Applicant.

On January 4, 2022, the director of the Ministry of Justice for Saskatchewan, P. Mitch
McAdam sent a letter to DSR Karis about constitutional questions for CACV3798. The
letter fraudulently stated that the Applicant raised constitutional questions in the habeas
corpus filed by Robert A. Cannon. The constitutional questions were tied to
documentation that contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation of the

AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.
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David Baker and the Board did not provide any information explaining the Reasons for
Discipline for the scheduled censorship meeting until January 18 of 2022, five days

before the hearing.

On January 21 of 2022, Clint Wahl emailed procedures for the disciplinary hearing that
restricted the ability of Robert A. Cannon or his witnesses to provide any reasonable
defense. Robert A. Cannon stated that the hearing was prejudicial in his open letter to the
church on January 22 of 2022. Robert A. Cannon and his witnesses declined to attend
the prejudicial hearing. The evidence for Robert A. Cannon’s defense contained evidence
of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and

crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On January 22 of 2022 the church membership voted to approve motion 21-139 at the

special business meeting held January 22, 2022 done in Robert A. Cannon’s absence.

On January 31, 2022 the registrars of the (“Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan”) created a
fraudulent document from information provided to them by DSR Karis. This prevented the
filing of CACV3798 which contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation

of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On February 15, 2022 the Federal Court of Canada created a fraudulent court record that
claimed the Applicant acknowledged service that he did not receive. The direction
deprived him of the motion record already filed to the Federal Court of Canada which was
his defense for a vexatious litigant hearing brought by the SHA against him set for March
1 2022. The documentation contained evidence of the criminally negligent representation
of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.
Emily Price provided the Applicant the msg file purportedly sent with an acknowledgment.
It is possible the msg file was forged. The Federal Court of Canada was forced to change
the date.

On March 15, 2022 Patricia J. Meiklejohn served documents to the Applicant for the
purposes of using court rules to remove the right of defense in DIV 70 of 2020, and to
dismiss CACV3745 an appeal of the Applicant of Justice J. Zuk’s orders appealed
December 13, 2020. Documentation for both matters contained evidence of the criminally
negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to

suppress its reporting.
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On April 14, Justice J. Zuk admitted in his orders that the court was recording the
Applicant, but the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan have denied any chambers

recordings exists.

On April 26 2022 Justice J. Zuk attempted to coerce the Applicant into participating in the
Court hearing against the advice of the family doctor of the Applicant without lawful
cause. Justice J. Zuk determined that evidence that demonstrated the Applicant obtained
custody of his eldest daughter after being a permanent ward of Winnipeg Child and
Family Services was part of an “adjournment” application that was never made and

assessed costs against the Applicant.

On May 5, 2022 Justice J. Zuk created fraudulent orders and stated that the applications
and its over 5600 pages of evidence was tied to a recusal application made by an
unnamed nephew of the Applicant on May 5, 2022. Justice J. Zuk made a decision based
on fraud to state that none of the materials submitted by the Applicant would be on the
court record “Accordingly, the documents shall not form part of the court record nor shall
they form any part of any decision arising from the matters before me today”.
Documentation for the matters contained evidence of the criminally negligent
representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress

its reporting.

On July 20, 2022 Justice J. Zuk received a fax from DSR Karis alerting Justice J. Zuk that
he was reported for crime. Justice J. Zuk received certified corporate records from the
director of DSR Karis of its complaint and supporting materials. Jennifer Fabian
committed fraud and stated in writing that the Applicant sent the materials to Justice J.
Zuk for his personal complaint and stated that they would be sealed in an envelope on
the court record. Documentation contained evidence of complaints made to law
enforcement of the criminally negligent representation of the AGMP guidance issued by

the SHA and crimes used to suppress its reporting.

On July 22, 2022 Justice J. Zuk issued orders relating to the matters that he was reported
for crimes to five divisions of the RCMP and to the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
Justice J. Zuk contradicted his previous orders and included all of the evidence and used
fraud to issue orders for financial gain. Documentation before Justice J. Zuk contained
evidence of complaints made to law enforcement of the criminally negligent
representation of the AGMP guidance issued by the SHA and crimes used to suppress

its reporting.
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On July 25 2022 unknown agents of the Court of Queen’s Bench for Saskatchewan
fraudulently applied court rules to prevent evidence or criminal activity from being placed
before the court. It is possible one of the agents reported used their position to shield

themselves from being exposed for crime.

On August 24, 2022 an Unknown Registrar of the Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan
attempted to place the motion for Mandamus in chambers where it was impossible for
Dale to get relief after doing so for two motions for prerogative relief place before Justice
J. Kalmakoff and then a subsequent time after that. This is an observed pattern of

deliberate intent to prejudice.

Substantial fraud has occurred in all court levels by rogue agents operating within the
courts including without limitation, Federal Court of Canada and the Federal Court of

Appeal and evidence of the fraud is included in the attached documentation.

PART Il - STATEMENT OF THE QUESTIONS IN ISSUE

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

Do judges have the lawful capacity to engage in the profession of

engineering/engineering technology while acting as a judge pursuant to the Judges Act?

Do judges have the lawful capacity to engage in medicine while acting as a judges

pursuant to the Judges Act?

Do judges have the lawful capacity to engage in the legal profession as a lawyer while

acting as judges pursuant to the Judges Act?

Do judges have the lawful capacity to adjudicate a matter against a man who has

reported them for crimes that would result in a life sentence if convicted?

Do judges have the lawful capacity to adjudicate a matter in which a man who has

presented evidence of the judges crimes before the court?

Do judges have the lawful capacity to break the law while sitting before the court and

break the law in issuing orders?
Is evidence of treason ever a frivololus and vexatious matter?

Does the RCMP have the authority to disregard section 12 of the Charter, and the UN
Torture Convention, and aide parties committing treason in Canada and the United

States?

Can a person have a fair hearing before a Court who has tortured and persecuted him?
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Does the judiciary have the right to traffick children under the age of 18 years, commit
acts of terrorism 83.01(b), fraud 380(1), and other crimes without limitation in the civil

court?

Does the judiciary have the right to suppress evidence of sexual assault against an
Indigenous woman as part of a “family matter” when the woman has no familial relation to
the party in the action and if the action with the evidence of the sexual assault was placed
before another court by another man?

Does the judiciary have an obligation to take action when evidence of terrorist activity is
laid before the court?

Does the Mental Health Services Act promote torture in the jurisdiction of Saskatchewan?

Does it promulgate arbitrary arrest, detention, torture and Crimes against Humanity?

Is the torture convention theoretical in Canada?

PART Ill - STATEMENT OF ARGUMENT

106.

107.

Torture is “blatantly contrary to section 12" ' and is unacceptable in any circumstance.
The violation of section 12 also engages the CAT and brings in violations of international
law. The punishment of an infant child with unlawful sanctions is torture by a Canadian
state actor and is unacceptable and would “outrage our society’s sense of decency” and
any reasonable Canadian would find it “abhorrent or intolerable.” 2 The CAT which is an
international instrument binding on Canada instructs the judiciary to prevent acts of
torture, and it does not make any distinction between the civil and the criminal branches.
Torture is of such an offensive nature that it is the obligation of any member of the
judiciary to prevent any act of torture and should err on the side of caution to investigate
any such acts to ensure that they are arrested and prevented. The CAT has universal
jurisdiction in Canada.

Forced population transfer is completely unacceptable and it is an element of Crimes
against Humanity. Considering that the victims of the forced population transfer are black
and Indigenous, it follows a consistent pattern of horrendous actions by Canadian state
actors against Indigenous persons and to a less visible extent persons who identify as
black. The forced population transfer could not take place without the cooperation of a
number of Canadian state actors and private actors.

1

2

(Kazemi Estate v. Islamic Republic of Iran, 2014 SCC 62 at paragraph 52; Suresh v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2002 SCC 1 at
paragraph 51)
R. v. Smith, [1987] 1 S.C.R. 1045 at 1072; R. v. Morrisey, 2000 SCC 39 at paragraph 26)
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There is clearly an ideological, and political purpose, and under closer inspection there is
an observable religious motivation. The employer of the Applicant is DSR Karis
Consulting Inc. (“DSR Karis”) is an essential service as its business is in heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC). During his duties, the Applicant uncovered
engineering guidelines that do not follow proper engineering practice. When confronted
about the guidelines, the SHA did nothing. The SHA disregarded professional advice
without providing any information to the contrary. This is unacceptable when human life is
at risk. SHA misrepresentation of SARS-Cov-2 pandemic mitigation® guidelines is gross
negligence. The mismanagement of the SARS-Cov-2 emergency by the SHA is a political

position of the Applicant that differs from the Government of Saskatchewan.

PJM used Rule 10-46(1),(2) and 10-47 of the Queen’s Bench Rules (SK) applicable to
homes in foreclosure, in Kim'’s petition for divorce. These rules were used to justify selling
the Applicant’s home on a first appearance when there was no foreclosure on the

property. This delineates deliberate intent to defraud.

Five affidavits of the April 26, 2021 the torture at the Sweetgrass MT point of entry, testify
to this systematic attack.

The Applicant would like to direct attention to the date of the first complaint of torture

which is July 3, 2020, over one year since the initial complaint of torture was made.

In T-1404-20 in the FCC, CG for the AGC, provided an affidavit from the RCMP. The
affidavit was a gross forgery. It contained evidence of tampering, and a supposed warrant
for resisting arrest that was issued the day before the alleged incident took place. This
suggests deliberate intent, strengthened by the CQBSK contacting the RCMP to prevent
the Applicant from entering the court on July 23, 2020. The SHA, RCMP and the CQBSK
were respondents in a matter imitated by DSR Karis. The Applicant was to represent

DSR Karis in the action as its Chief Executive Officer.

As a United States Judge Lewis T. Babcock had an obligation to examine forthwith the
documents that purported federal treason. He used his position to obstruct justice and
committed an overt act of treason. Additionally, he deprived the Applicant of rights
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 242 and his overt acts are party to 18 U.S.C. § 241. He declared
the Motion for relief pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3771 moot. He purported the motion “does
not include any claims, factual allegations or request for relief.” With that statement
United States Judge Lewis T. Babcock committed perjury. The motion for relief is

evidence of a gross pattern of rights suppression directed towards a black alien

3

(DSR Karis Consulting Inc., 2020)
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attempting to assert constitutional rights.. The denial of a torture complaint under the CAT
does allow for the prosecution of 18 U.S.C. § 241. Treaty with foreign power was
supreme law of land; Congress could provide punishment for its infraction on deprivation
of or injury to right secured by it, as in case of ordinary law. In re Grand Jury (1886, DC
Or) 11 Sawy 522, 26 F 749. Judge Lewis T. Babcock was exposed for corruption in a
newspaper article, and admitted his corrupt actions.

The actions of M. Duggan delineates a determined effort to deprive the Applicant of rights
who is an Alien and Black. After documents were properly filed on June 23, and docketed
on June 29, 2021, M. Duggan separated the motion from the petition to prevent the
Applicant from gaining his freedom and further subjecting him to torture and hindered the
presentation of evidence of treason to United States judges. M. Duggan is a part of a
conspiracy preventing the enforcement of a United States Statute, and it is reasonable
that there is also a criminal civil rights violation pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 241. 18 USCS §
241 does not require that any overt act be shown. United States v Morado (1972, CA5
Tex) 454 F.2d 167, cert den (1972) 406 US 917, 32 L Ed 2d 116, 92 S Ct 1767.

Officer C. Jones covered for the crimes of Officer Blevins and the CBP officers and
suggested that policy is the cause of the actions of Officer Blevins. Every person the
Applicant attempted to report the crimes to, are responsible for the latest acts of torture
and conspirators after the fact to crimes forming part of the Invariable Pursuit of the

Object outlined in the Declaration of Independence.

On August 2, 2021 U.S. Magistrate Judge Kristin L. Mix proved she is a conspirator to
preventing enforcement of United States statutes, when she acted like she could not read
statutes listed in the Jurisdiction paragraph. The CAT was designed to protect persons in
custody of public officials from abuses prevalent in detention settings. This Judge knew
what she was doing. Conspiracy to altogether prevent enforcement of statute of United
States is conspiracy to commit treason by levying war against the United States. Bryant
v. United States, 257 F. 378, 1919 U.S. App LEXIS 2212(5" Cir. 1919) The combined
actions of Magistrate Judge Mix and Gallagher and the Clerk’s office outlines conspiracy
to prevent enforcement of a United States statute. The detention and subsequent forced
deportation of Jaime Naranjo-Hererra shows force used in preventing the enforcement of

statutes.

Furthermore, force is not required if the conspiracy is detected early. The Government
contends that, but for the timely interruption of the conspiracy by the

apprehension of its leaders actual resistance would have come about. The greater
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part of the evidence relied upon by the government to establish the conspiracy related to
facts which occurred before the passage of the selective Draft Act. United States. Bryant
v. United States, 257 F. 378, 1919 U.S. App LEXIS 2212(5" Cir. 1919) There is

overwhelming evidence of conspiracy, collusion, treason, judicial interference, complicity

to torture, terrorism, crimes against humanity and other crimes.

An indisputably clear pattern of punishment is observed in the judicial system in Canada
and the United States involving the Applicant and his daughters. Severe judicial
interference has occurred in the SCOTUS by following rogue agents without limitation,
Clara Houghtelling, M. Duggan and Redmond K. Barnes. The foregoing treasonous
conspiracy includes terrorism, torture, child trafficking for the purposes of financial and
sexual exploitation and shielding the rogue agents of ICU located in Saskatchewan,
Canada. They have co-opted a financial institution to fund the Invariable Pursuit of the
Object. The conspiracy includes judges in the CQBSK, CASK participating in and
shielding mortgage fraud. The CASK openly declared that the Constitution of Canada has
no validity there, and are rebelling against Canada. The CASK declared that children are

not persons and should not be afforded the Privilege of Writ of Habeas Corpus.

U.S. MJ Gallagher incorrectly and deliberately applied the motion for relief as a civil
matter in an order June 15, 2021. U.S. MJ Gallagher displayed actions consistent with a
traitor to the United States. U.S. MJ Gallagher established a traitorous pattern of behavior
in ordering Jaime Naranjo-Hererra to cure deficiency for his motion for relief under 18
U.S.C. § 3771,and construing it as a civil matter under 28 U.S.C. § 1915. This indicative

of preventing the enforcement of 18 U.S.C. § 3771 and investigation of corrupt officials.

Compelling evidence in 20-1815 in the SCOTUS reveals actions of actors purposefully
working in concert. Redmond K. Barnes, case analyst at the SCOTUS tampered with

evidence from the SCOTUS by the Applicant and sent them to Jaime Naranjo-Hererra.

The judiciary must take any and all measures to prevent acts of torture. Until an impartial
investigation takes place, no action can lawfully be taken to place the Applicant or any

third person connected to him that will place them at any risk to be tortured. It must also
stop treason and despotism. Treason and torture must be heard by the Court.

2 1. Each State Party shall take effective legislative, administrative, judicial or

other measures to prevent acts of torture in any territory under its
jurisdiction.
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The continued persecution, torture, crimes against humanity levied against the Applicant
has placed his life in jeopardy, and the courts in Canada has permitted it to continue and
the SHA tortured the Applicant because of his research regarding the mixing factor.

A Writ of Certiorari is a necessity to determine this matter, and the ensuing appeal and it
would be necessary given the circumstances to order a Writ of Certiorari before the

determination the leave as this matter involves torture, treason and other heinous crimes.

PART IV — SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF ORDER SOUGHT CONCERNING COSTS

124.

125.

The Applicant has had ali parties involved in the litigation take actions to destroy his
economic security with the objective of preventing him from seeking remedy or obtaining
legal counsel to defend himself. The Applicant’s life and that of his family are threatened
by the Respondents. Given the egregious treasonous conduct of the parties named in
this action costs are warranted and should be ordered in this action.

The CAT provides the means by which the judiciary can take action to prevent acts of
torture and the order for costs are to prevent acts of torture, and to allow for the article 13
rights of the Applicant and his infant daughter Karis K.N. Richardson.

PART V — ORDERS SOUGHT

1. Grant the appeal;
2. Order of a Writ of Certiorari; and

3. Costs associated with incidental costs arising from torture to be
determined by the Court;

4. Any other orders the Court deems just

,.»«/'\ /:m ) |
NOVEMBER 22, 2022 M / / “

DALE RICHARDSON
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