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Date: 20140401
Docket: A-152-14
Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014
CORAM: BLAIS C.J.
STRATAS J.A.
SCOTT J.A.
BETWEEN:

RAYMOND J. TURMEL

Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before this Court is for the consolidation of the appellant’s appeal with
that of John C. Turmel as well as for “an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibition on
marihuana in the CDSA for the appellant’s personal medical use pending this appeal or the trial of

the action below”.

The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal.



Page : 2

UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;

UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;
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UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON noting that John C. Turmel’s application for extension of time to commence an

appeal has been denied for mootness and therefore, it cannot be consolidated with this appeal;

UPON being satisfied that this motion and the underlying appeal are both moot;

The motion and the appeal are therefore both dismissed.

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice

6(DS”

6(AFS”
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Date: 20140401
Docket: A-153-14

Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014

CORAM: BLAIS C.J.

STRATAS J.A.
SCOTT J.A.
BETWEEN:
HENRIETTE McINTYRE
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before this Court is for the consolidation of the appellant’s appeal with
that of John C. Turmel as well as for “an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibition on
marihuana in the CDSA for the appellant’s personal medical use pending this appeal or the trial of

the action below”.

The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal.
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UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;

UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;
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UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON noting that John C. Turmel’s application for extension of time to commence an

appeal has been denied for mootness and therefore, it cannot be consolidated with this appeal;

UPON being satisfied that this motion and the underlying appeal are both moot;

The motion and the appeal are therefore both dismissed.

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice

‘GDS”

‘GAFS”
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Date: 20140401
Docket: A-154-14

Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014

CORAM: BLAIS C.J.

STRATAS J.A.
SCOTT J.A.
BETWEEN:
BELA LASZ1.0 BEKE
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before this Court is for the consolidation of the appellant’s appeal with
that of John C. Turmel as well as for “an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibition on
marihuana in the CDSA for the appellant’s personal medical use pending this appeal or the trial of

the action below”.

The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal.



Page : 2

UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;

UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;
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UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON noting that John C. Turmel’s application for extension of time to commence an

appeal has been denied for mootness and therefore, it cannot be consolidated with this appeal;

UPON being satisfied that this motion and the underlying appeal are both moot;

The motion and the appeal are therefore both dismissed.

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice

‘GDS”

‘GAFS”
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Date: 20140401
Docket: A-156-14

Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014

CORAM: BLAIS C.J.

STRATAS J.A.
SCOTT J.A.
BETWEEN:
LAURENCE CHERNIAK
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before this Court is for the consolidation of the appellant’s appeal with
that of John C. Turmel as well as for “an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibition on
marihuana in the CDSA for the appellant’s personal medical use pending this appeal or the trial of

the action below”.

The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal.
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UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;

UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;

561



562
Page : 3

UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON noting that John C. Turmel’s application for extension of time to commence an

appeal has been denied for mootness and therefore, it cannot be consolidated with this appeal;

UPON being satisfied that this motion and the underlying appeal are both moot;

The motion and the appeal are therefore both dismissed.

“Pierre Blais
Chief Justice

‘GDS”

‘GAFS”
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Date: 20140401
Docket: A-157-14

Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014

CORAM: BLAIS C.J.

STRATAS J.A.
SCOTT J.A.
BETWEEN:
SAMUEL MELLACE
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before this Court is for the consolidation of the appellant’s appeal with
that of John C. Turmel as well as for “an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibition on
marihuana in the CDSA for the appellant’s personal medical use pending this appeal or the trial of

the action below”.

The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal.
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UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;

UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;
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UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON noting that John C. Turmel’s application for extension of time to commence an

appeal has been denied for mootness and therefore, it cannot be consolidated with this appeal;

UPON being satisfied that this motion and the underlying appeal are both moot;

The motion and the appeal are therefore both dismissed.

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice

6(DS”

6(AFS”
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Date: 20140401
Docket: A-158-14

Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014

CORAM: BLAIS C.J.

STRATAS J.A.
SCOTT J.A.
BETWEEN:
TERRANCE PARKER
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before this Court is for the consolidation of the appellant’s appeal with
that of John C. Turmel as well as for “an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibition on
marihuana in the CDSA for the appellant’s personal medical use pending this appeal or the trial of

the action below”.

The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal.
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UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;

UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;
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UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON noting that John C. Turmel’s application for extension of time to commence an

appeal has been denied for mootness and therefore, it cannot be consolidated with this appeal;

UPON being satisfied that this motion and the underlying appeal are both moot;

The motion and the appeal are therefore both dismissed.

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice

6(DS”

6(AFS”
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Date: 20140401

Dockets: 14-A-15

T-488-14
Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014
Present: BLAIS C.J.
BETWEEN:
JOHN C. TURMEL
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before the Court is a motion seeking:

1)  anextension of time to file the notice of appeal;

2)  the consolidation of the appeals against the March 7 and March 10, 2014 judgments of
Justice Crampton; and including the other plaintiffs below whose actions were stayed
but have not yet been appealed in any relief this Court may grant.

3)  aninterim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA

for the plaintiff’s personal medical use pending trial of the action;
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The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal in related files.

UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;
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UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;

UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON being satisfied that this motion is moot;

The motion is therefore dismissed

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice

571
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Date: 20140401

Dockets: 14-A-16

T-543-14
Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014
Present: BLAIS C.J.
BETWEEN:
MICHAEL K. SPOTTISWOOD
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before the Court is a motion seeking:

1)  anextension of time to file the notice of appeal;

2)  the consolidation of the appeals against the March 7 and March 10, 2014 judgments of
Justice Crampton; and including the other plaintiffs below whose actions were stayed
but have not yet been appealed in any relief this Court may grant.

3)  aninterim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA

for the plaintiff’s personal medical use pending trial of the action;
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The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal in related files.

UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;
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UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;

UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON being satisfied that this motion is moot;

The motion is therefore dismissed

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice

574



575

Date: 20140401

Dockets: 14-A-17

T-650-14
Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014
Present: BLAIS C.J.
BETWEEN:
GERARD FAUX
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before the Court is a motion seeking:

1)  an extension of time to file the notice of appeal,

2)  the consolidation of the appeals against the March 7 and March 10, 2014 judgments of
Justice Crampton; and including the other plaintiffs below whose actions were stayed
but have not yet been appealed in any relief this Court may grant.

3)  aninterim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA

for the plaintiff’s personal medical use pending trial of the action;
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The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal in related files.

UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;
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UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;

UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON being satisfied that this motion is moot;

The motion is therefore dismissed

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice
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Date: 20140401

Dockets: 14-A-18

T-488-14
Ottawa, Ontario, April 1, 2014
Present: BLAIS C.J.
BETWEEN:
JOHN C. TURMEL
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The motion brought before the Court is a motion seeking:

1)  an extension of time to file the notice of appeal,

2)  the consolidation of the appeals against the March 7 and March 10, 2014 judgments of
Justice Crampton; and including the other plaintiffs below whose actions were stayed
but have not yet been appealed in any relief this Court may grant.

3)  aninterim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA
for the plaintiff’s personal medical use pending trial of the action;

4)  adate of March 25 to hear a motion on short notice.
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The Court has carefully reviewed the material filed before the Federal Court and the Federal

Court of Appeal in related files.

UPON noting that the underlying action in the Federal Court seeking a declaration pursuant
to section 52 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Charter) that the changes to the
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations (MMAR) and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes

Regulations (MMPR) are unconstitutional;

UPON noting that the changes to the MMAR come into force on April 1, 2014;

UPON noting that the appellant filed a motion seeking interim interlocutory relief pursuant

to section 24(1) of the Charter with regards to the changes to the Regulations;

UPON noting that a direction was issued by Chief Justice Crampton on March 7, 2014
staying the proceedings pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in court file T-2030-13

(Neil Allard et al. v. HMTQ);

UPON by the above direction, Chief Justice Crampton staying other motions seeking the

same or similar relief pending the determination of the plaintiff’s motion in T-2030-13;

UPON noting that the hearing of a motion for interim or interlocutory relief was held in file

T-2030-13 on March 18, 2014 in Vancouver;
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UPON noting that a decision on the said motion was rendered on March 21, 2014 by Justice

Manson of the Federal Court;

UPON being satisfied that Chief Justice Crampton’s direction was limited in time and only

effective until a decision on the motion in file T-2030-13 was rendered;

UPON being satisfied that Justice Manson’s decision of March 21, 2014 had the effect to

lift the stay directed by Chief Justice Crampton in his direction of March 7, 2014;

UPON being satisfied that this motion is moot;

The motion is therefore dismissed.

“Pierre Blais”
Chief Justice
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “26” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “27” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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Date: 20140606

Docket: A-177-14

Ottawa, Ontario, June 6, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
STRATAS J.A.
MAINVILLE J.A.
BETWEEN:
ANTHONY VAN EDIG
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The appeal and the motion are dismissed for mootness, with costs payable to the respondent in

the amount of $500 inclusive of all disbursements and taxes.

“K. Sharlow”
J.A.
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Date: 20140606

Docket: A-178-14

Ottawa, Ontario, June 6, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
STRATAS J.A.
MAINVILLE J.A.

BETWEEN:

MICHAEL K. SPOTTISWOOD

Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The appeal and the motion are dismissed for mootness, with costs payable to the respondent in

the amount of $500 inclusive of all disbursements and taxes.

“K. Sharlow”
J.A.
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Date: 20140606

Docket: A-181-14

Ottawa, Ontario, June 6, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
STRATAS J.A.
MAINVILLE J.A.

BETWEEN:

CHERYLE M. HAWKINS

Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The appeal and the motion are dismissed for mootness, with costs payable to the respondent in

the amount of $500 inclusive of all disbursements and taxes.

“K. Sharlow”
J.A.
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Date: 20140605

Docket: A-182-14

Ottawa, Ontario, June 5, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
STRATAS J.A.
MAINVILLE J.A.
BETWEEN:
VICTORIA HOLLINRAKE
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The appeal and the motion are dismissed for mootness, with costs payable to the respondent in

the amount of $500 inclusive of all disbursements and taxes.

“K. Sharlow”
J.A.
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Date: 20140606

Docket: A-183-14

Ottawa, Ontario, June 6, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
STRATAS J.A.
MAINVILLE J.A.
BETWEEN:
GARY PALLISTER
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The appeal and the motion are dismissed for mootness, with costs payable to the respondent in

the amount of $500 inclusive of all disbursements and taxes.

“K. Sharlow”
J.A.
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Date: 20140606

Docket: A-184-14

Ottawa, Ontario, June 6, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
STRATAS J.A.
MAINVILLE J.A.
BETWEEN:
SHARON MISENER
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The appeal and the motion are dismissed for mootness, with costs payable to the respondent in

the amount of $500 inclusive of all disbursements and taxes.

“K. Sharlow”
J.A.
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Date: 20140606

Docket: A-186-14

Ottawa, Ontario, June 6, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
STRATAS J.A.
MAINVILLE J.A.
BETWEEN:
DALE CONNERS
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

The appeal and the motion are dismissed for mootness, with costs payable to the respondent in

the amount of $500 inclusive of all disbursements and taxes.

“K. Sharlow”
J.A.



THIS IS EXHIBIT “28” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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John Turmel
April 7, 2014 -

Jct: People are wondering if our torts against the MMAR are now mooted. I've given some thought to dropping the 16
MMAR torts, 10 still in the MMPR with the 6 that are solely in the MMAR. 11) Specialist no longer needed in MMPR,
shouldn't have been in MMAR; 12) opinion all chemical treatments considered first, no longer needed in MMPR, not
needed then in MMAR; 13) only 2 patients/grower when 1:1 was condemned twice; 14) only 4 growers/garden when 3
was condemned twice; (they were the flaws that derailed the MMAR in 2001-3 that caused the CDSA to be invalid
during that time and now the flaws are back); 15) Number of plants forces big plants handled by patients and 16) they're
not allowed to have any help in handling their big plants. Nasty stuff.

But the MMAR is now dead. So why not cut those 6 out of the Claim and just stick with the big 20 against the MMPR
which include the 10 held over from the MMAR? Because | can put it on record. Because the Crown can move to strike
it. Because it lets the judge realize that the guys who dreamed up the old minefield for patients were left in charge of the
new minefield for patients. After all, they held over 10 big mines from the old while adding another 10 for the new! So I'm
leaving the MMAR 6 in just to make them look bad and maybe point out we didn't get out chance to challenge the
MMAR before D-Day because we were delayed by the Allard challenge to the MMPR that somehow nixed our shot at
the MMAR? So Health Canada's MMAR unique flaws stay in, just a few extra pages to smear them with their own dirt.
These are malevolent government gremlins and I'm about to really light a fire under their asses.

Like Comment Share

11

2 shares

Michael J. Kaer Go John Go!
April 7, 2014 at 10:13am - Like - 6

Rick Miller and the thunder rolls !

April 7, 2014 at 2:45pm - Like - 2

Shawn Tedder John KingofthePaupers Turmel please do not drop any rather keep adding since this a big difference between
REPEAL & LEGALIZAION.

April 11, 2014 at 4:42pm - Like - 1

John Turmel Jct: If having 4 Allard torts in our 20 makes our claims "substantially similar,” I'm going to drop the 3 easy ones, hash,
outdoors, indoors, and see if 1/17 makes them "substantially similar" too.

April 11, 2014 at 4:53pm - Like - 2


https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel?fref=nf
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel/posts/10153084078527281
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
https://www.facebook.com/ufi/reaction/profile/browser/?ft_ent_identifier=10153084078527281&av=659485729
https://www.facebook.com/ufi/reaction/profile/browser/?ft_ent_identifier=10153084078527281&av=659485729
https://www.facebook.com/shares/view?id=10153084078527281
https://www.facebook.com/michael.j.kaer?fref=ufi
https://www.facebook.com/michael.j.kaer?fref=ufi
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel/posts/10153084078527281?comment_id=462467261&comment_tracking=%7B%22tn%22%3A%22R2%22%7D
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
https://www.facebook.com/browse/likes?id=10153084092267281
https://www.facebook.com/browse/likes?id=10153084092267281
https://www.facebook.com/yourlonestar?fref=ufi
https://www.facebook.com/yourlonestar?fref=ufi
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel/posts/10153084078527281?comment_id=462470516&comment_tracking=%7B%22tn%22%3A%22R1%22%7D
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
https://www.facebook.com/browse/likes?id=10153084601612281
https://www.facebook.com/browse/likes?id=10153084601612281
https://www.facebook.com/shawn.tedder?fref=ufi
https://www.facebook.com/shawn.tedder?fref=ufi
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel?hc_location=ufi
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel/posts/10153084078527281?comment_id=462521722&comment_tracking=%7B%22tn%22%3A%22R0%22%7D
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
https://www.facebook.com/browse/likes?id=10153093784732281
https://www.facebook.com/browse/likes?id=10153093784732281
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel?fref=ufi
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “29” mentioned and
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LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
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Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.
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John Turmel
April 8, 2014 -

Jct: Gold Stars. | need to know where everybody lives for my next move. | need it fast, | move fast. Those who send me
their location to johnturmel@yahoo.com can get in on it. I'll remind you only 15 moved fast enough to score into the
Federal Court of Appeal against the Mar 7 stay and only 9 against the Mar 31 stay before they were lifted. Anthony Van
Edig and Michael Spottisfood having the only double CoA on theirhttp://johnturmel.com/mmprgold star record. So when
the sapper general says "time to follow," you'd best be quick to react. Those wanting in on the next move, let me know.
And it's another Freebie that's really really going to hurt the bad guys!

Fed Court MMPR Grow-Op Exemption Gold Star Team

http://johnturmel.com/mmprinst.htmhttp://johnturmel.com/mmprsc.pdfhttp://johnturmel.com/mmprsc.docMMPR Grow-Op Exemption
Challenge & Instructions Videohttp://youtu.be/szCRjO7ZRxk ALBERTA (13) FCA (1) CA A-179-14 T-548-14 Kevin J. Moore CA T-601-
14 Harold W. Ruddolph - 55k, Garden CA T-602-14 Dougla...

JOHNTURMEL.COM

Like Comment Share

Russell Barth Ottawa.
April 8, 2014 at 11:33am - Like

Wayne Phillips Hamilton, ON
April 8, 2014 at 11:52am - Like

Rick Van Wrinkle Halifax

April 8, 2014 at 2:43pm - Edited - Like
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http://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fjohnturmel.com%2Fmmprgold&h=eAQFsJzorAQGG5DRWfgw-CnEd4TsiMFriGTqmlXQA1zSUxg&enc=AZM_7QHFPRk3xaHW7yOYgrE0WIdyX_Q78d5l9lD5t7qbhPEvMYWfjf9f2rpkT5IALTtuv4jbJb3r0SMKlgwg5VGEeLloJYPSH9_ILhp8LvZJIwqetfLj4Nfzppky7RM04VmXikIKd7QC4o7vkLwmQ1ltU4-BvJThd5SQQqoHiXtnbQo-tmtNlCMEjT3Deb9M1HE&s=1
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel/posts/10153086504007281
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “31” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
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Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.
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Date: 20140507

Citation: 2014 FC 435

BETWEEN:
In the matter of numerous filings seeking a

declaration pursuant to s. 52 (1) of the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms (“The Charter”);

and

In the matter of numerous motions requesting
interim or interlocutory relief pursuant to
S. 24(1) of The Charter with regards to changes to
the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations
(“MMAR”) and the Marihuana for Medical
Purposes Regulations (“MMPR”.)

REASONS FOR ORDER

PHELAN J.

I Introduction

[1] These are the reasons for this Court staying, with limited exceptions, all further

proceedings in respect of these files. The reasons address the Defendant/Respondent’s (referred
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to as “Defendant”) motion for a stay of these proceedings and related motions by some

Plaintiffs/Applicants (referred to as “Plaintiff”) resisting the stay.

IL. Background

[2] This motion relates to challenges filed to date across Canada to the constitutionality of
the Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations [MMPR] which replaced, as of March 31,
2014, the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations [MMAR]. In some cases the Plaintiffs seek a

permanent constitutional exemption and damages.

[3] There are, as of this date, approximately 222 challenges (by way of application and/or
statement of claim) filed by self-represented litigants. In some of these matters, the person has
also sought interim relief by way of an exemption from the application of the MMPR until the
Court has determined the case of Neil Allard et al v Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada,

Federal Court File No. T-2030-13 [Allard Litigation].

[4] Several of these lay litigants have followed the advice and used the precedents created by
John Turmel, a litigant here. The statement of claim/applications are based on the downloadable

documents “Turmel’s Grow-Op Exemption Kits and/or Legal Defence Kit”.

[5] These current proceedings have their genesis in an action in this Court filed in British
Columbia by Neil Allard and others. The Allard Plaintiffs are represented by experienced
counsel. That action has been case managed by Justice Manson and seeks relief very close, if not

identical, to the relief sought in these 222 proceedings.
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[6] The Allard Litigation is now scheduled for hearing in February 2015.

[7] In the course of the Allard Litigation, those plaintiffs sought an interlocutory injunction
pending trial on behalf of all persons medically approved to possess marihuana under the
MMAR. This motion proceeded on a full record of evidence including medical diagnoses, their
experience obtaining marihuana for medical purposes, evidence from Health Canada officials
and from experts in areas such as psychology, drug law and policy, law enforcement and health

economics.

[8] On March 21, 2014, Justice Manson issued an injunction [Allard Injunction]. The
injunction provides that Authorizations to Possess [ATPs] medical marihuana granted under the
MMAR that were valid on March 21, 2014 and associated Personal Use Production Licences
[PUPLs] and Designated-Perm Production Licences [DPPLs] valid on September 30, 2013
remain valid under the terms of those authorizations, with the exception that the amount of

marihuana that can be possessed under the ATP is now limited to 150 grams.

[9] This injunction order has been appealed and cross-appealed and is yet to be scheduled for

hearing.

[10] There are a few other claims of a similar nature filed in provincial superior courts, many

of which have been stayed on consent.
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[11]  The issue to be determined is whether all of the proceedings listed in the style of cause

should be stayed pending the determination of the Allard Litigation.

I11. Analysis

[12] The Court is faced with a somewhat unprecedented situation of hundreds of lay litigants,
some following a form of kit, others proceeding independently. At this stage, it is difficult to

identify a lead file or to realistically coordinate all the Plaintiffs.

[13] There are technical aspects with some pleadings (seeking damages in an application,
seeking declarations in an action, etc.). There is a dearth of detail in some of the pleadings and in

the motions for interim relief.

[14]  While there are a large number of parties similarly situated to the Allard plaintiffs, there
are numerous parties who have their own situations. The motion by Mr. Hunt and the pleading

by Mr. Francisco are examples of distinction and of similarity to the Allard Litigation.

[15] The parties on both sides appear to recognize that there are at least five circumstances of

classification of Plaintiff:

° those similarly situated to Allard et al. These individuals had MMAR permits that
were valid as of March 21, 2014 (for ATP) and September 30, 2013 (for PUPL

and DPPL);

663



664

Page: 5
o those who are similarly situated to Allard et al who claim the Allard dosage
restriction is too severe.
° those who have medical needs attested to by a doctor’s prescription but for one

reason or another just do not make the Allard cut-off criteria. This category
includes individuals who had MMAR permits which had lapsed at the relevant

dates;

o those who have medical needs which are not attested to by a doctor’s prescription

and who were not entitled to an MMAR permit; and

° those who have no medical needs but claim the right to use marihuana for reasons

as diverse as “self actualization” and “preventive medicine”.

[16] While the Plaintiffs may not be entitled as of right to claim the benefits of the Allard
Injunction since it is based on each person’s proven circumstances, Canada has agreed that they
consent to an order granting those parties who claim interim relief and who meet the Allard
criteria, the terms of the Allard Injunction. Canada is prepared to so consent if a stay of those

proceedings is granted.

[17]  With respect to whether a stay should be granted, the Court is given very broad discretion
under s 50(1)(b):

50. (1) The Federal Court of 50. (1) La Cour d’appel
Appeal or the Federal Court fédérale et la Cour fédérale ont
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may, in its discretion, stay le pouvoir discrétionnaire de
proceedings in any cause or suspendre les procédures dans
matter toute affaire :

(b) where for any other reason  b) lorsque, pour quelque autre
it is in the interest of justice raison, I’'intérét de la justice
that the proceedings be stayed. I’exige.
[18] Justice Farley of the Superior Court of Ontario in Hollinger International Inc v Hollinger

Inc, [2004] O.J. No 3464 (Sup Ct J), outlined some of the factors which a court might consider in

granting a stay:

° whether there is substantial overlap of issues;
° whether the cases share the same factual background;
° whether a temporary stay will prevent unnecessary and costly duplication of

judicial and legal resources; and

° whether the temporary stay will result in an injustice to one or more of the parties

resisting the stay.

[19] While these are helpful and applicable factors which I have considered, each such stay

turns on its facts.

[20] In granting the stay, I have been particularly influenced by the need to balance efficiency

of court process with the true and demonstrable needs of some litigants for interim relief. In that
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regard Canada’s consent to include certain parties in the Allard Injunction terms goes a long way
to striking that balance for those persons even though some may not be content with the dosage

restriction.

[21] The state of the many files before the Court is also relevant. Many suffer from a paucity
of information. Those using the Turmel Kit blindly may wish to consider whether doing so will

advance their particular interest. Vague generality and hyperbole are not always of assistance.

[22] The Allard Litigation is much further advanced than any of the cases here. The resolution
of Allard will likely, at a minimum, reduce the issues in play, clarify those remaining and

potentially simplify the litigation for all lay litigants.

[23] In this regard, there is substantial overlap with Allard. While as one plaintiff pointed out
that there are more issues raised in the present litigation than in Allard, one must assess not just

the number of issues raised but the weight/substance of those issues not also raised in Allard.

[24]  Each person’s facts are slightly and in some instances materially different, however there
are some areas of commonality with Allard. A determination in Allard will clear away some

issues for the lay litigants and will save judicial resources.

[25] Many of the parties felt that they would suffer prejudice if a stay was granted.
Realistically none of the present cases will be decided before Allard. Each party’s situation

remains open to litigation later if necessary.
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[26] In fashioning the terms of the stay, the Court has retained jurisdiction to address changed
or unforeseen circumstances. The potential for those who claimed interim relief and who do not
fit the Allard criteria, to have their interim needs addressed reduces, if not eliminates, the type of

prejudice alluded to in the hearing.

[27] Therefore, the motion is granted without costs on terms specified in the Order.

[28] In dealing with amendments and leave to proceed further and similar matters, the parties
shall do so by using Rule 369 (motions in writing) and the Court may exercise its discretion to

dispose of the matter on that basis or where appropriate proceed by way of a hearing.

"Michael L. Phelan"
Judge

Ottawa, Ontario
May 7, 2014
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referred to in the affidavit of
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Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.
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Gold Star - Grow-op Kit

TEAM GOLD STAR
Jon Turmel's Gold Star Team

Search
Site:

FILING THE STATEMENT OF CLAIM

Every one has to start with the originating Statement of Claim. You open your
Action by mailing or bringing 4 copies of the Statement of Claim to the Registry
with the $2 fee. But why do all that printing when it can all be done online for
free?

The Registry serves the Attorney General the originating document and sends
you

your Statement of Claim with Gold Star. .

The Statement of Claim files

If you can amend and sign PDFs,

use http://johnturmel.com/mmprsc.pdf Statement of Claim

If not, use one of these formats to amend with your information and
signature::

http://johnturmel.com/mmprsc.doc

http://johnturmel.com/mmprsc.docx
http://johnturmel.com/mmprsc.dotx

http://johnturmel.com/mmprsc.rtf

COMPENSATION FOR DAMAGES:

You'll need to figure out your damages claim for the loss of:
If you have or had an ATP, input storage and plant limits

Stored Grams: @ $15/gram Prairie Price = $
Plants: @ $1,000/plant=$

If you shut down or have to shut down: Production site investment =
$

If you lost 3 months of grow cycle, that's a 90 days times your dosage:

http://www.teamgoldstar.ca/erow-op-kit/

Page 1 of 3
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Gold Star - Grow-op Kit Page 2 of 3
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Grow-cycle loss by H.C. Order = Dosage * Days =$

If you have to pay Prairie Plant prices until you're 90, you'll need:

Gr/day: x365x$15x ___Yrsto90=$%
Total: =%

Filling in the blanks,

Print your name on Page 1.

Print your claim $ on Page 2 under the C relief.

Print your claim $ on 2nd last page under the C relief.

Print the city and province where you want to have it tried on last page
Print the place and date,add personal information.

Add signature.

Fill info on Back Page

HOW TO SIGN THE PDF FILE

1) Sign on a blank line. Scan it to jpg. Plug it into your .doc. Save as PDF.

2) - in adobe reader under the file menu, select ‘get documents

- click clear my signature button just to be sure, then draw a new one in the
white

space provided under ‘draw my signature’ with your mouse! Make sure you do
this.

- then click ‘accept’ if you are satisfied with it, otherwise click ‘clear my signature’
and

do it over again and again until it's close enough to your real one that it's
acceptable atleast.

- now on the right side again click ‘place my signature’ and then just move your
mouse

over to where it should go and click to place it where you want, and then you
can resize

it or whatever you want to make it look how you want.

- finally save the (.pdf) file now using ‘save as' under the file menu. (remember
where

you saved it to!)

Now you file your Interim Motion for exemption for personal medical use

Note: JCT "Do not file any motions until quarterback calls signal. This is only
what the next updated one will look like."

Motion Record:
http://johnturmel.com/mmprn4.doc
and
http://johnturmel.com/mmprn4.pdf

Letter to Admin:
http://johnturmel.com/mmprn4l.doc
and
http://johnturmel.com/mmprné4l.pdf

Fax Service
http://johnturmel.com/mmprn4fx.doc
and
http://johnturmel.com/mmprn4fx.pdf

http://www.teamgoldstar.ca/erow-op-kit/ 5/14/2014
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “34” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS

676



Date: 20140604

Citation: 2014 FC 537

BETWEEN:
In the matter of numerous filings seeking a

declaration pursuant to s. 52 (1) of the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms (“The Charter”);

and

In the matter of numerous motions requesting
interim or interlocutory relief pursuant to
S. 24(1) of The Charter with regards to changes to
the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations
(“MMAR”) and the Marihuana for Medical
Purposes Regulations (“MMPR”.)

REASONS FOR ORDER

PHELAN J.

I Introduction

[1] These are the reasons for this Court dismissing the motions for interim relief brought by

claimants in these proceedings.
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IL. Background

[2] Numerous self-represented litigants have commenced proceedings in this Court
challenging the constitutionality of the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations, SOR/2001-227
[MMAR] and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations, SOR/2013-119 [MMPR]. On

March 31, 2014 the MMPR replaced the MMAR.

[3] The constitutionality of the MMPR has been challenged in Allard et al v Her Majesty the
Queen in Right of Canada, Federal Court File No T-2030-13 [Allard Litigation]. The Allard
plaintiffs brought a motion for an interlocutory injunction or an interlocutory constitutional
exemption, together with an order in the nature of mandamus on January 31, 2014. In this motion
as well as the underlying action, the Allard plaintiffs seek to invalidate many changes introduced

in the MMPR, which they claim violate their section 7 Charter rights.

[4] The Allard plaintiffs’ motion for interim relief was heard by Justice Manson on
March 18, 2014. In a decision dated March 21, 2014 Justice Manson applied the test set out in
RJR-MacDonald Inc v Canada (Attorney General), [1994] 1 SCR 311 [RJR MacDonald]. He
found:
a) The Allard plaintiffs have established a serious issue to be tried. Their section 7
liberty interests may be infringed should they continue to produce marihuana,
given the possession offences of the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, SC

1996, ¢ 19 [CDSA];
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The Allard plaintiffs are likely to suffer irreparable harm if interim relief is not
granted. They had provided sufficient evidence to show they will be unable to
afford marihuana produced under the MMPR, and that this inability will likely
affect either their health, endanger their liberty or severely impoverish them (at
para 92). This harm could not be remedied given the difficulties in receiving
damages in constitution cases (at para 96);

The balance of convenience favours the Allard plaintiffs. The harm they would
suffer should interim relief not be granted outweighed the public interest in

upholding the MMPR.

[5] Having concluded that the Allard Plaintiffs meet the R/R MacDonald requirements,

Justice Manson issued an injunction [Allard Injunction]. The injunction provides that

a)

b)

Authorizations to Possess [ATP] medical marihuana that were granted under the
MMAR and were valid on March 21, 2014; and

Personal Use Production Licenses [PUPL] and Designated-Person Production
Licenses [DPPL] that were granted under the MMAR and were valid on

September 30, 2013

remain valid under the terms of those authorizations. Effectively, the injunction “grandfathered”

MMAR permits which were valid on the relevant dates pending trial of the Allard Litigation.

One exception is that the amount of marihuana that can be possessed under an ATP is now

limited to 150 grams. The relevant dates were chosen to reflect amendments in the MMAR

regime; no PUPL or DPPL licenses were issued after September 30th, 2013, unless the

application for such a license was received prior to that date.
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[6] Only two of the four Allard plaintiffs were entitled to the benefit of the Allard Injunction
(Mr Neil Allard and Mr Shawn Davey). The other two (Ms Tanya Beemish and Mr. David
Herbert), although having held MMAR permits at one time, did not have a valid permit at the
relevant dates and accordingly were not entitled to the benefit of the Allard Injunction. Their

access to medical marihuana, as for all first time applicants, is now governed by the MMPR.

[7] Thus, in issuing the Allard Injunction, Justice Manson considered
a) individuals with valid MMAR permits at the relevant times;
b) individuals with demonstrated medical need who at one time qualified for MMAR
permits but who did not have such a permit at the relevant time; and
c) individuals who may apply for medical marihuana permits in the future.

Only the first group is entitled to the benefit of the injunction.

[8] The Allard Litigation is now scheduled for hearing in February 2015.

[9] Beginning in February 2014, a large number of self represented claimants have been
filing boilerplate pleadings in the Federal Court seeking relief which is substantially similar to
that being sought by the Allard plaintiffs [Self Rep Claimants]. In particular, the Self Rep
Claimants seek declarations that both the MMAR and MMPR violate section 7, permanent
personal exemptions from the prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA and damages for the loss

of the claimants’ marihuana. There are presently approximately 275 claimants.
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[10] Many Self Rep Claimants have also filed motions for interim relief (also largely
boilerplate) seeking a constitutional exemption from the prohibition against marihuana in the

CDSA for personal medical use.

[11]  In a decision reported at 2014 FC 435, this Court stayed most of the Self Rep proceedings
pending a final resolution in the Allard Litigation on May 7, 2014. Self Rep Claimants who had
filed motions for interim relief were given ten days to amend their pleadings to provide such

additional evidence and submissions as they deemed necessary.

[12]  Some of the Self Rep Claimants are entitled to the benefit of the Allard Injunction by
virtue of holding valid MMAR permits at the relevant dates. The Allard Injunction applies to all
MMAR permit-holders whose permits were valid as of the relevant dates. Justice Manson wrote
at para 127:

“In other words, those individuals who are authorized to possess or

produce marihuana, as of the relevant dates, may continue to do

[so] after March 31, 2014 until their constitutional rights with
respect to the MMPR are decided at trial.”

The Crown has acknowledged that the Allard Injunction extends beyond the plaintiffs in that
case to all persons authorized under the MMAR on the relevant dates to possess and produce

marihuana.

[13]  In support of its motion for an order confirming that these proceedings are stayed, on
May 14, 2014 the Crown identified the Self Rep Claimants who are entitled to the benefit of the
Allard Injunction, and submitted an affidavit indicating that these claimants were identified by

reference to the Safe Access to Medical Marihuana database, maintained by Health Canada.
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None of these Claimants disputed the Crown’s characterization as to whether or not they were

entitled to the Allard Injunction.

[14]  These Claimants request interim relief on the basis that it is necessary to protect their
health pending trial. They submit that neither the MMAR nor the MMPR provide adequate
protection from the prohibitions against marihuana in the CDSA, and seek an “interim personal
constitutional exemption from the prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA for the Plaintiff’s

personal medical use”.

[15] The Crown opposes these motions for interim relief. It provided written submissions in
response to these motions on April 25, 2014. In a letter dated May 23, 2014 it indicated that it
would be further relying on its oral submissions at the April 29" hearing of Canada’s related

motion for a stay.

[16] The Crown argues against these motions on the basis of the doctrines of judicial comity
and abuse of process. It submits that the claimants are attempting to re-litigate the Allard

Injunction motion, which has already provided many of them with a remedy.

I11. Analysis

[17] The Self Rep Claimants’ motions for interim relief each seek the following:

“...an order pursuant to section 24(1) of the Charter for an [interim
or permanent] Constitutional Exemption from the prohibitions on
marihuana in the CDSA for the Plaintiff’s personal medical use
pending trial on the merits of the action.”
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[18] The motions materials consist of a boiler plate Notice of Motion, Affidavit and
Memorandum. In the Notice of Motion, claimants have ticked boxes indicating their purpose of
using marihuana, submitted information regarding an ATP permit (where applicable) and
indicated the calculations by which they arrived at their damage claim. The Memorandum
largely repeats the arguments of the Statement of Claim, such as attacks on the 150 gram limit in
the Allard Injunction, on the statistics relied on by the Respondent in the Allard Litigation and

allegations of a “genocidal violation” of the claimant’s rights.

[19] Some claimants have supplemented the boilerplate pleadings by adding additional
information about their medical conditions, experiences with Health Canada or even copied and
pasted portions of the (boilerplate) Statement of Claim. Other claimants have only submitted part

of the boilerplate package of materials.

[20]  As each motion seeks a personal constitutional exemption, the appropriateness of such
relief will be considered before any analysis of the other elements of the motion, which may vary
in certain cases. Certain Self Rep claimants seek permanent constitutional exemptions and others
seek interim exemptions. This distinction is immaterial for present purposes, although the Court
notes that a request for a permanent constitutional exemption is not properly brought by way of

motion for relief “pending trial of the action”.

[21]  In the Allard Injunction hearing, Justice Manson declined to issue a similar constitutional
exemption. He wrote at para 124:

“The first form of relief requested by the Applicants [a
constitutional exemption] is inappropriate. It would exempt
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medically-approved patients and their designates from the
possession, trafficking, and possession for the purposes of
production provisions in the CDSA without qualification. This is
not the intent of the MMAR, which defined the circumstances
under which medically-approved patients could possess and grow
marihuana and in what quantities. The relief sought would grant
them exemption from the provisions of the CDSA without
limitation.”

[22]  This Court concurs with the reasoning of Justice Manson. The constitutional exemption
from the prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA sought by the claimants (whether interim or
permanent) is inappropriate. It is not tailored to remedying an alleged Charter violation, but

appears essentially unlimited.

[23] The requested exemption does include an apparent limit in the form of the marihuana
production and possession being “for the Plaintiff’s personal medical use”. As the claimants
attack the MMAR and MMPR regimes in part for their reliance on doctor’s prescription, it is
unclear how a valid medical purpose would be established other than in the claimant’s discretion.
However, the boilerplate affidavit invites claimants to indicate whether their medical purpose for
using marihuana is for treatment of a condition, or for prevention. The Court is not satisfied that
marihuana’s utility in preventing illnesses has been established or that using it for such a purpose
would attract Charter protection. Perhaps most importantly, the claimants have failed to establish
at this time that the medical exemption provided by the MMAR or MMPR violates their Charter

rights in a way that would be remedied by the proposed constitutional exemption.

[24] The Court is aware that in R v Parker, [2000] OJ No 2787, 49 OR (3d) 481 (OCA)

[Parker], the Ontario Court of Appeal granted a one-year personal constitutional exemption from
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the possessions offence under the CDSA to Mr Parker for his medical needs. This was in the
context of a broader order which declared the marihuana possession prohibition in section 4 of
the CDSA to be invalid, and suspended the declaration of invalidity for a period of twelve

months from the release of the decision.

[25] Commenting on the limited availability of a constitutional exemption remedy, Justice
Rosenberg wrote at para 208:

I do not accept the submissions of the intervener that the
appropriate remedy is a constitutional exemption for persons
requiring marihuana for medical purposes. In Corbiere at p. 225,
the court held that the remedy of a constitutional exemption has
only been recognized in a very limited way, "to protect the
interests of a party who has succeeded in having a legislative
provision declared unconstitutional, where the declaration of
invalidity has been suspended". Thus, Parker is entitled to a
constitutional exemption from the possession offence under the
Controlled Drugs and Substances Act during the period of the
suspended invalidity for possession of marihuana for his medical
needs.

[26] The facts in Parker are distinct from those at hand. In Parker, there was no exemption
from the CDSA marihuana prohibition provisions. The proceedings at hand are distinct because
there is an exemption in the form of the MMPR (and in grandfathered MMAR permits for certain
claimants); the claimants simply challenge the validity of this exemption. Most importantly, the
constitutional exemption was granted in Parker in conjunction with a temporary suspension of a
declaration of invalidity of the provisions of the CDSA. The Court has not made such an order

here.
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[27] The limited utility of constitutional exemption as a stand alone remedy was affirmed by
the Supreme Court in R v Ferguson, 2008 SCC 6. Justice McLachlin wrote in the context of
mandatory minimum sentencing laws at paras 63 — 67:

63  The jurisprudence of this Court allows a s. 24(1) remedy in
connection with a s. 52(1) declaration of invalidity in unusual
cases where additional s. 24(1) relief is necessary to provide the
claimant with an effective remedy: R. v. Demers, [2004] 2 SCR
489, 2004 SCC. However, the argument that s. 24(1) can provide a
stand-alone remedy for laws with unconstitutional effects depends
on reading s. 24(1) in isolation, rather than in conjunction with the
scheme of the Charter as a whole, as required by principles of
statutory and constitutional interpretation. When s. 24(1) is read in
context, it becomes apparent that the intent of the framers of the
Constitution was that it function primarily as a remedy for
unconstitutional government acts.

67 Constable Ferguson's principal argument for constitutional
exemptions, as we have seen, is an appeal to flexibility. Yet this
flexibility comes at a cost: constitutional exemptions buy
flexibility at the cost of undermining the rule of law.

[Emphasis added by Court]

[28] In addition, the motions materials are inadequate to grant any relief. Although the motion
record contains an affidavit portion which contains different degrees of personal information,
each fails to plead sufficient evidence regarding the claimant’s personal circumstances to warrant
any relief. While some claimants have indicated an ATP permit number, most have failed to
provide a copy of that permit or to indicate whether it was relevant on the relevant dates.

Further, the claimants’ submissions in respect of the law relating to interim relief range from

entirely absent to inadequate.
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[29] The Court notes that the claimants were given an opportunity to remedy certain
deficiencies in their motions materials following the May 7" order; no claimant took advantage
of that opportunity. The claimants were given notice of the unlikelihood of receiving a
constitutional exemption in the form of Justice Manson’s decision, which was appended to the

May 7" order.

[30] For these reasons, all motions for interim relief are dismissed without costs.

"Michael L. Phelan"
Judge

Ottawa, Ontario
June 4, 2014
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Date: 20140709
Ottawa, Ontario, July 09, 2014

PRESENT: The Honourable Mr. Justice Phelan

BETWEEN:
In the matter of numerous filings seeking a

declaration pursuant to s. 52 (1) of the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms (“The Charter”);

and

In the matter of numerous motions requesting
interim or interlocutory relief pursuant to
S. 24(1) of The Charter with regards to changes
to the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations
(“MMAR”) and the Marihuana for Medical
Purposes Regulations (“MMPR”.)

AMENDED ORDER

PURSUANT to Rule 397(2) of the Federal Courts Rules, this Order is amended as

indicated by the underlined portions in paragraphs 1 and 2;

WHEREAS the Defendant/Respondent has brought a motion for an order confirming
these proceedings are stayed until the Court’s decision on the merits of Neil Allard et al v Her

Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada (Federal Court File No T-2030-13) [Allard];
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WHEREAS the Defendant/Respondent has advised which claimants it considers meet

the Allard Injunction criteria;

WHEREAS no claimant has objected to the Defendant/Respondent’s characterization of

whether they meet the Allard criteria within the required period of time;

WHEREAS many claimants have brought motions seeking interim relief in the form of

interim or permanent constitutional exemptions;

WHEREAS claimants who did not meet the Allard criteria who had filed for interim

relief prior to the May 7™ order were given an opportunity to amend their motion records;

WHEREAS the Defendant/Respondent opposes the claimants’ motions for interim relief

on the basis of the doctrines of judicial comity and abuse of process;

AND WHEREAS an interim injunction has been ordered in Allard (2014 FC 280) to

which many of the claimants are entitled [the Allard Injunction];

AND WHEREAS this Court granted the Defendant/Respondent’s motion for a stay in an

order dated May 7, 2014 (reported at 2014 FC 435) [the May 7 Order];

AND WHEREAS for Reasons issued concurrently with this Order;

THE COURT ORDERS THAT:

1. All Court files listed in Schedule “A” are stayed until the Court’s decision on the

merits (and any appeals therefrom) of Allard for the reasons described in the
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May 7 order. The claimants in these files are entitled to the benefit of the Allard

Injunction;

All Court files listed in Schedule “B” are stayed until the Court’s decision on the
merits (and any appeals therefrom) of Allard for the reasons described in the
May 7 order. The claimants in these files are not entitled to the benefit of the

Allard Injunction;

Where a claim has been stayed, the claimant may not file any further pleading

with the Court unless otherwise ordered by this Court;

Every claim filed after May 7™, 2014 which is substantially identical to those
subject to this order is stayed. Claimants in this group who meet the Allard
requirements are entitled to the benefit of the Allard Injunction. Claimants who do
not meet these requirements are not entitled to the benefit of the Allard

Injunction; and

All motions for interim relief are dismissed without costs.

“Michael L. Phelan”
Judge
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “35” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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John Turmel
July 11, 2014 -

TURMEL: Chance to appeal for interim exemptions at FCA too

JCT: Federal Court Justice Phelan's July 9 2014 Order
amending his earlier Jun 4 2014 decision so that everyone's
motions for their meds are stayed until any appeals of

Allard are complete, years away, gives everyone the chance
to file in the Federal Court of Appeal on time until July 21
like Terry, Ray, Stephen and Robert did.

Should you wait to see what happens to them before filing,
you'll have to pay an extra $20 for a motion for an
extension of time to file the Appeal to follow them.

Because of his recent decision, it gives everyone who
prepared an Affidavit for their N9 motions at the FCA the
chance to file for theirs right now too.

Maybe it's time to swamp them with legitimate claims for
relief. So, if anyone interested in filing a Notice of
Appeal and motion for interim relief too? If so, I'll do a
kit.

So far, I've written up motions and replies for personal
appellants. I think it can be woven together to let anyone
in as one kit. Just tick off which class of victim you're

in.

So we have until Monday July 21 to file the Notices of
Appeal which can't be filed online. Motions with Affidavit
can be filed later or at the same time if you are ready.

Email me at johnturmel@yahoo.com if you want to file.
Let me know if you're a high grammer, that needs its tick.

Like Comment Share

3 shares
Daniel Evans Does it cost anything?
July 11, 2014 at 11:38am - Like

John Turmel http://teamgoldstar.ca explains how it costs $2 for a Statement of Claim and $50 for Notice of Appeal to file a motion
to ask a judge for your meds.

Gold Star - Intro

This web page is in no way intended to provide legal advice. It is a legal kit, along with instructions, so that
you...

TEAMGOLDSTAR.CA

July 11, 2014 at 1:27pm - Like

Jack Justice Is there no fee waiver in Federal court for people who cannot afford filing fees?
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July 11, 2014 at 1:34pm - Like

Jack Justice http://lwww.attorneygeneral.jus.gov.on.ca/.../guide-forms.asp

Court Fee Waiver Guide and Forms - Ministry of the Attorney General

Please be advised that, effective January 28, 2005, the Budget Measure Act (Fall), 2004, Schedule 1 amends the
Administration of Justice Act to provide a fee waiver mechanism for persons who might otherwise be denied access to justice
because of their financial circumstances. Effective the same day, ...

ATTORNEYGENERAL.JUS.GOV.ON.CA

July 11, 2014 at 1:35pm - Like

John Turmel Yes, the legal system can be expensive
July 11, 2014 at 6:08pm - Like
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “36” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “37” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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John Turmel
July 15, 2014 -

TURMEL: Ray Turmel files "generic" Federal Appeal for Exemption

About 300 Plaintiffs claiming interim exemptions to use
medical marijuana for medical need have all been stayed
below with "insufficient evidence of medical need" in their
affidavits to warrant such protection.

So far, I've not published the template N12A Notice of
Appeal nor the N12 Motion Record for the Federal Court of
Appeal.

| filed Terry Parker first, the Terry Parker whom them MMAR
should have exempted first and whom it never did when he
could never get a doctor to participate in the regime. He's
already received 3 (three!) court exemptions, two during
Crown appeals of his winning judgment in 2000 and one during
his losing appeal in 2003. So you can get an interim

exemption without having first won the case, unlike what
Justice Phelan had concluded.

Then | filed Stephen (Paddy) Burrows who had cut the size of
his cancer in half with cannabis oil before being cut off,

in 3 dimensions, 1/2*1/2*1/2=1/8, that's 7/8ths gone! And

the fact he only proved he had been exempted by a doctor
wasn't good enough, the court needed to see a copy of his
actual exemption (which he had in his pocket) and his

medical file (which he had with him) and would have dropped
his pants and shown the judge who seemed to need some real
convincing.

Then | filed Robert Roy who had missed out on the Manson
relief by having his Possess Permit expire 3 days before the
Manson decision extended everyone's Permit from then on
while still grand-fathering his grow permit back to last

year. Grow permit legal but not without a Possess Permit and
he missed out by 3 days. Is that a good reason to lose his
grow? 3 days?

Then today | filed Ray Turmel, who has an ATP but who faces
a 1-year mandatory minimum under the MMAR for growing too
fast (too many plants) while being 4/11th of his storage!
Keeping the MMAR alive while the Allards fix the MMPR isn't
any help.

And since it wove together everyone's beefs, | made his
Written Representations generic citing only one "T-xxx-14 et
al (and others in Latin) whom were so affected.

File No: A-288-14
FEDERAL COURT OF APPEAL
BETWEEN:


https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel?fref=nf
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel?fref=nf
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel/posts/10153317486932281

RAYMOND J. TURMEL
Appellant
And

HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
APPELLANT'S WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

FACTS:

1. Appellant is one of numerous Self-Rep "Turmel Kit"
plaintiffs who filed a Statement of Claim in Federal Court.
Of the 5 classes of Plaintiffs, | have checked that:

[1a) | have an Authorization to Possess ("ATP") and a
Personal-Use Production License ("PUPL") under the Marijuana
Medical Access Regulations ("MMAR") which were grand-
fathered in the relief granted the Allard Plaintiffs (T-

2030-13) by Justice Manson on Mar 21 2014;

[1Db) I have a Grow Permit grand-fathered but my Possess
permit was not;

[1c) I was once exempted under the MMAR,;

[1d) I have a qualifying medical condition but was never
exempted under the MMAR,;

[1e) I do not have a qualifying medical condition.

2. Our Actions seek declaratory and financial relief for
violations of rights under S. 7 of the Charter by seeking an
Order:

Al) that the Medical Marihuana Access Regulations (MMAR)
that came into force on Jul 30 2001 and the Marihuana for
Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR) that came into force on
June 19, 2013, (and run concurrently with the MMAR until
March 31, 2014 when the MMAR will be repealed by the MMPR)
are unconstitutional and not saved by S.1 of the Charter in

that the s. 7 Charter constitutional right of a medically

needy patient to reasonable access to his/her medicine by
way of a safe and continuous supply consistent with the S.7
Charter right is unreasonably restricted by the impediments

to access and/or supply in the MMAR and/or MMPR,;

A2) And that, "absent a constitutionally acceptable medical

exemption," the prohibitions on marihuana in the Controlled
Drugs and Substances Act (CDSA) are invalid and the word
"marijuana” be struck from Schedule Il of the CDSA.

B) In the alternative, pursuant to S.24(1) of the Charter,
for a permanent Personal Exemption from prohibitions in the
CDSA on marihuana for the Plaintiff's personal medical use.

C) Or, alternatively, damages for loss of patient's
marihuana, plants and production site and future needs.

3. The grounds of the Action:
a) "For MMAR Repeal” are 16 identified constitutional
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violations,

b) "For MMPR Repeal" repeal are 20 identified constitutional
violations,

¢) and, absent a viable medical exemption pursuant to R. v.
J.P., for repeal of the prohibitions by striking the word
"marijuana” from Schedule Il of the CDSA.

4. We seek to have the MMPR declared invalid because of the
many fatal deficiencies to the point the regime is so full

of holes, it is in effect invalidated by these 20

constitutional flaws to leave the regime in tatters:

BOTH 1) Require recalcitrant doctor;

BOTH 2) Not provide DIN (Drug Identification Number);
BOTH 3) Require annual renewals for permanent diseases;
BOTH 4) Require unused cannabis to be destroyed,;

BOTH 5) Refusal or cancellation for non-medical reasons;
BOTH 6) Health Canada feedback to doctors on dosages;
BOTH 7) Not provide instantaneous online processing;
BOTH 8) Not have resources to handle large demand;
BOTH 9) Prohibit non-dried forms of cannabis; * Allard a)
BOTH 10) Not exempt from CDSA S.5,;

MMPR 11) ATP valid solely as "medical document";

MMPR 12) Licensed Producer may cancel for "business reason”;
MMPR 13) Prohibit return of medical document to cancelee;
MMPR 14) Prohibit production in a dwelling; * Allard b)

MMPR 15) Prohibits outdoor production; * Allard c)

MMPR 16) Not protect rights to brand genetics;

MMPR 17) Not remove financial barriers;

MMPR 18) Not provide central registry for police check;

MMPR 19) Not enough Licensed Producers to supply demand;
MMPR 20) Prohibit processing > 150 grams. * Allard d)

5. Plaintiffs further raise 6 additional concerns with the

MMAR regime added to the first 10 in common with the MMPR to

have the MMAR condemned:

MMAR 11) Require a specialist consultation;

MMAR 12) Require conventional treatments be inappropriate;
MMAR 13) Prohibit more than 2 licenses/grower;

MMAR 14) Prohibit more than 4 licenses/site;

MMAR 15) Number of plants limit improper;

MMAR 16) Not allow any gardening help.

6. On Mar 10 2014, our Actions challenging the MMAR and MMPR

was stayed pending the Mar 21 2014 decision of the motion
for interim relief in Allard v. HMTQ [T-2030-13] challenging
only the MMPR. The Allard action represents the concerns of
the Coalition "Against MMAR Repeal” who have Authorizations
To Possess while Applicant is "For MMAR Repeal" because of
its unconstitutional violations. Such polar opposite

remedies are not "substantially similar.” They seek to

declare the MMPR constitutionally invalid only to the extent

of striking 4 minor cosmetic flaws to leave the regime
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constitutional:

a) prohibition on non-dried forms of cannabis, MMAR-MMPR 9).
b) prohibition on production in a dwelling; MMPR 14).

¢) prohibition on outdoor production; MMPR 15).

d) prohibition on possessing and dealing more than 150g;
MMPR 20);

or for extension of the MMAR and its associated privileges.

7. It is submitted the larger list of constitutional

violations alleged should be addressed before those
addressed in the Allard mini-list. The resolution of those 4
minor MMPR issues for those Against MMAR repeal hardly
significantly narrow the 20 violations alleged against the
MMPR and not narrow at all any of the 16 issues raised for
MMAR repeal. Ray Turmel T-517-14 has the benefit of the
Allard Injunction extending the MMAR but still faces the
detriment of a 1-year mandatory minimum for growing too many
plants (while under storage limit) under that same MMAR.
Waiting for the resolution of the challenge of the MMPR
helps not at all and not in time.

8. Plaintiff notes all the big issues that have plagued
patients for the past decade have all been omitted in
Allard. Plaintiff herein has raised the "Patient:Grower
limit" raised in Sfetkopoulos v. HMTQ), "Growers:Garden
limit" raised in R. v. Beren, "Doctors Opting Out" raised in
R. v. Mernagh and R. v. Turner, "Yearly Renewals for
Permanent Ill," "S.65 Destroy Order when permit late,"
violations that truly hamper patient access that the Allards
have left out. Can the resolution of these 4 mini-torts
really leave a working exemption?

9. On Mar 21 2014, Justice Manson ruled in Allard that:

A) all Production Permits grand-fathered to Oct 1 2013 were
extended pending trial of the action but only those with

current Authorizations To Possess Permits as of Mar 21 2014
were extended. Robert Roy's T-918-14 Possess Permit expired
Mar 18 2014 while his Production Permit remained valid, no
more meds by only 3 days.

B) the limit on possession should be 150 grams.
10. A) Problems with MMAR Extension when ATPs cannot:

1. change garden or storage address: Kevin Moore T-548-14 et
al;

2. change outdoor to indoor; Diane T-594-14 & David Dobbs T-
593-14 et al;

3. change indoor to outdoor; Darron Finn T-582-14 et al;

4. change Designated Grower: Jennifer Dobbs T-597-14 et al;
5. change dosage: Stephen Sealy T-564-14 et al.

6. document their exemption to police: Ray Turmel T-517-14.

11. B) Problem with 150 gram possession limit:
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1) the limit was based on testimony that "peer-reviewed
surveys" (not peer-reviewed) showed average daily use of 2
grams/day in Canada despite the actual prescribed dosage
cited as 17.7 gram/day making a reasonable 30-day limit not
150 grams but a commensurate 1,350 grams, 9 times more;

2) many Plaintiffs have dosages higher than the 150 grams
limit: Michael Pearce T-1106-14 230 grams/day which makes
the 150 gram possession limit impossibly inconvenient;

3) any remaining supply must be destroyed at time of
delivery of new supply.

12. On Apr 8 2014, Her Majesty in Default of filing a
Statement of Defence filed a Notice of Motion in writing for
a stay of all Actions similar to that of John Turmel T-488-
14 pending the final decision in Allard v. HMTQ (T-2030-13)
on the basis that Plaintiff is "seeking relief which is
substantially similar to that being sought by the Allard
Plaintiffs" due to the 4 issues in common whose resolution
would "significantly narrow" the issues

13. At the Apr 29 2014 hearing before Mr. Justice Phelan, it
was explained to Justice Phelan how 20 violations by the
MMPR are not substantially similar to the 4 violations
addressed by Allard and resolving those 4 issues out of 20
could not "significantly narrow" the issues. And it was
further explained how the points of concern to the ATP
holders are not objectionable to those without.

14. On May 7 2014, Justice Phelan ruled:

UPON MOTION by the Defendant/Respondent (referred to as
the Defendant) to stay all of the proceedings of the
Plaintiffs/Applicants (referred to as the Plaintiffs)

pending the Court's in Neil Allard et al v Her Majesty

the Queen in Right of Canada (Federal Court File No T-
2030-13) [Allard];

AND UPON HEARING the parties at the Case Management
Conference on April 29, 2014;

FOR REASONS ISSUED, the motion is granted until the
Court's decision on the merits of Allard, subject to the
following terms:

1(a) All Court files wherein the Plaintiff meets the
criteria of the injunction in the Allard matter [the
Allard Injunction] are stayed except with leave of the
Court to bring any proceeding.

1(b) Such Plaintiffs shall be entitled to the terms of
the Allard Injunction;

1(c) The Defendant shall by motion under Rule 369,
within seven (7) days hereof, advise the Court and the
relevant party as to those Plaintiffs who, in their
view, are subject to the Allard Injunction.

1(d) Any Plaintiff identified by the Defendant as
subject to the Allard Injunction may within ten (10)
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days of service of the Defendant's motion oppose the
motion in accordance with Rule 369. The Defendant shall
have five (5) days for reply.

1(e) Pending some other decision by the Court, those
parties whom the Defendant has identified as entitled to
the benefit of the Allard Injunction, shall be treated

as if the Allard Injunction applies to them. A copy of

the Allard Injunction is attached to this Order and
incorporated mutatis mutandis.

2(a) All other Plaintiffs who have applied for interim
relief may, within ten (10) days hereof, amend their
pleadings including in particular their motion for

interim relief to provide such additional evidence and
submissions as they deem necessary.

2(b) The Defendant shall have ten (10) days to respond
to such amendment and shall propose a timetable for such
further steps as they consider necessary.

2(c) Pending further Order of the Court, and except with
respect to their motions for interim relief, these
Plaintiffs' matters are likewise stayed.

3. All other matters not provided for in paragraphs 1
and 2 are stayed subject to any party obtaining leave of
the Court to bring any other related proceedings or
seeking some further relief.

4. The terms of this Order shall apply to any new
application or statement of claim filed subsequent to
this Order which is substantially identical to those
already subject to this Order.

5. The terms of this Order may be varied or amended as
the Court determines necessary."

15. On May 14 2014, the Crown produced Schedule A for those
who qualified for the Allard benefits and Schedule B for

those who did not. Those on Schedule A now had 10 days from
the production to oppose the motion and those on Schedule B
had 3 days, they had to respond "within ten (10) days

hereof" the May 7 decision, not hereof the May 14 list like
Schedule A.

16. Many Applicants waited for the Crown's snail-mail to get
the Schedules and by that time those not on Schedule A found
out, their 3 days had already run out. Worse, the Crown only
served the Schedules on Schedule A Applicants and did not
serve them on the Schedule B Applicants so they were never
even told they weren't on the Allard protected list.

17. Others did submit printed response motions to abandon
the 4 Allard violations whose communality was the basis of
staying the motions for interim relief and some were:

a) accepted: Daniel Dias T-587-14 et al.

b) rejected for not complying with the order to be in
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writing in response to the Crown's motion in writing:
Henriette McIntyre T-516-14 et al;

18. Over 50 had already submitted motions with affidavits
attesting to their medical need and did not amend their
pleadings.

19. On July 9 2014, Justice Phelan stayed all Actions
challenging the MMAR pending the final decision in the
Allard challenge to the MMPR and dismissed all motions for
interim exemptions for Personal Medical Use:

THE COURT ORDERS THAT:

1. All Couirt files listed in Schedule "A" are stayed

until the Court's decision on the merits of Allard for

the reasons described in the May 7 order. The claimants
in these files are entitled to the benefit of the Allard
Injunction;

2. All Court files listed in Schedule "B" are stayed

until the Court's decision on the merits of Allard for

the reasons described in the May 7 order. The claimants
in these files are not entitled to the benefit of the

Allard Injunction;

3. Where a claim has been stayed, the claimant may not
file any further pleading with the Court unless
otherwise ordered by this Court;

4. Every claim filed after May 7th, 2014 which is
substantially identical to those subject to this order

is stayed. Claimants in this group who meet the Allard
requirements are entitled to the benefit of the Allard
Injunction. Claimants who do not meet these requirements
are not entitled to the benefit of the Allard

Injunction; and

5. All motions for interim relief are dismissed without
costs.

20. In the reasons for the Order, Justice Phelan wrote:
[29] The Court notes that the claimants were given an
opportunity to remedy certain deficiencies in their
motions materials following the May 7th order; no
claimant took advantage of that opportunity.

21. Actually, several claimants took the opportunity to file
or try to file a response to remedy their motion by
abandoning the Allard communalities and providing more
medical evidence. No reasons are given for the dismissing
the motion to abandon the Allard communalities before alll
actions were stayed for those communalities that were not
allowed to be abandoned.

22. Justice Phelan further ruled:

[28] In addition, the motions materials are inadequate
to grant any relief. Although the motion record contains
an affidavit portion which contains different degrees of
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personal information, each fails to plead sufficient 725
evidence regarding the claimant's personal circumstances

to warrant any relief. While some claimants have

indicated an ATP permit number, most have failed to

provide a copy of that permit or to indicate whether it

was relevant on the relevant dates.

23. Applicants Affidavits attested to a valid medical need

for marijuana with many having already qualified for MMAR
exemption. Why would the Court need to see a copy of the ATP
when it is on record. What purpose would it serve? Does the
Court really need to see the ATP, really need to see the
medical file the doctor has already examined to

"sufficiently show" illness when the doctor already said so?
Given the Crown has not disputed any medical facts, the
court should not have either. Had it been known the judge
thought the doctor's authorization was insufficient proof of
medical need, it could have been added. And many affidavits
submitted more medical evidence.

24. Justice Phelan further ruled:

Perhaps most importantly, the claimants have failed to
establish at this time that the medical exemption
provided by the MMAR or MMPR violates their Charter
rights in a way that would be remedied by the proposed
constitutional exemption.

25. Since neither the MMAR nor MMPR serve Applicant's
medical need, a continued violation of the right to life

remains while there is no exemption for access for Personal
Medical Use. The validity of the exemption is being
challenged for the same unaffordability for which the Allard
Plaintiffs were granted remedy. Not being able to afford the
MMPR seemed good enough reason to grant the Allards their
protection, it should be good enough reason to have granted
Plaintiff such exemption too.

26. Justice Phelan further ruled:

[21] In the Allard Injunction hearing, Justice Manson
declined to issue a similar constitutional exemption. He
wrote at para 124:

"The first form of relief requested by the Applicants [a
constitutional exemption] is inappropriate. It would
exempt medically-approved patients and their designates
from the possession, trafficking, and possession for the
purposes of production provisions in the CDSA without
qualification. This is not the intent of the MMAR, which
defined the circumstances under which medically-approved
patients could possess and grow marihuana and in what
guantities. The relief sought would grant them exemption
from the provisions of the CDSA without limitation."

[22] This Court concurs with the reasoning of Justice
Manson. The constitutional exemption from the
prohibitions on marihuana in the CDSA sought by the



claimants (whether interim or permanent) is 726
inappropriate. It is not tailored to remedying an

alleged Charter violation, but appears essentially

unlimited.

[23] The requested exemption does include an apparent
limit in the form of the marihuana production and

possession being "for the Plaintiff's personal medical

use". As the claimants attack the MMAR and MMPR regimes
in part for their reliance on doctor's prescription, it

is unclear how a valid medical purpose would be

established other than in the claimant's discretion.

27. Justice Manson refused constitutional exemptions to
Allard because "the relief sought would grant them exemption
from the provisions of the CDSA without limitation." It is
submitted that "for personal medical use" is a reasonable
limitation on such exemption.

28. In R. v. Parker [1997], Provincial Court Judge Sheppard
granted Parker an exemption from the CDSA prohibitions on
possession and cultivation of marijuana for his medical need
with no dosage limit.

29. On July 31 2000, in R. v. Parker, the Ontario Court of
Appeal ruled the prohibition on possession of marijuana (and
cultivation prohibition had that stay been appealed) to be
invalid absent a viable medical exemption. It suspended its
decision 1 year and granted Parker a constitutional
exemption pending the government providing him with a
medical exemption with no dosage limit.

30. In 2003, Justice Moldaver ordered Health Canada to
exempt Terry Parker while he was appealing.

31. Though the "apparent limit" of Personal Medical Use
"appears essentially unlimited,” nevertheless, it was
sufficient a limit to be granted to Terry Parker on three
previous occasions by the criminal courts; a Criminal Court
would clearly discern that trafficking to minors could never
be construed as Personal Medical Use. So if an "unlimited
exemption for Personal Medical Use" without any prescribed
dosage was limited enough for those courts to grant Parker
his exemption, then, it should also have been limited enough
for the Federal Court to grant Appellant one for Personal
Medical Use now too.

32. Justice Phelan further ruled:

[24] The Court is aware that in R v Parker, [2000] OJ No
2787, 49 OR (3d) 481 (OCA) [Parker], the Ontario Court

of Appeal granted a one-year personal constitutional
exemption from the possessions offence under the CDSA to
Mr. Parker for his medical needs. This was in the

context of a broader order which declared the marihuana
possession prohibition in section 4 of the CDSA to be
invalid, and suspended the declaration of invalidity for



a period of twelve months from the release of the
decision.

[26] The facts in Parker are distinct from those at

hand. In Parker, there was no exemption from the CDSA
marihuana prohibition provisions. The proceedings at
hand are distinct because there is an exemption in the
form of the MMPR (and in grand-fathered MMAR permits for
certain claimants); the claimants simply challenge the
validity of this exemption.

Most importantly, the constitutional exemption was
granted in Parker in conjunction with a temporary
suspension of a declaration of invalidity of the

provisions of the CDSA. The Court has not made such an
order here.

When s. 24(1) is read in context, it becomes apparent
that the intent of the framers of the Constitution was

that it function primarily as a remedy for

unconstitutional government acts.

33. That Plaintiff should have had an interim exemption
pending the eventual declaration of invalidity seemed
indicated by Judge Sheppard granting Parker an exemption
from the start. An exemption was the only available remedy
Judge Sheppard had without power to strike down the
prohibitions. Appellant asks for such same remedy for an
alleged unconstitutional government act, not yet but soon to
be proven.

34. After the dismissal of the motion to abandon the Allard
issues in common, many Applicants submitted new Statements
of Claim with those communalities deleted which were:

a) rejected if the Plaintiff had an old Statement of Claim

with the Allard communalities refused to be stricken

b) stayed for being "substantially similar" to the old

Statement of Claim with the Allard Communalities.

35. Jason Allman T-1187-14 had filed an old Statement of
Claim with the Allard communalities and filed a new one T-
1365-14 without the common issues. Justice Phelan directed
that his motion for an interim exemption for Personal

Medical Use be accepted and is now under deliberation.

36. Appellant submits the Judge erred in staying the actions
because of the presence of Allard communalities whose
abandonment he refused to allow.

37. In the Affidavit of John Turmel, expert witness in
Mathematics of Gambling, in T-488-14, it has been brought to
the Court's attention that a genocidal under-medication of a
whole class of patients occurred when Justice Manson's
under-evaluated non-peer-reviewed limit took effect on April
1 2014. The 150 gram limit on personal possession and

shipments suggested by Health Canada and imposed by Manson

J. was based on false or non-existent peer-reviewed surveys
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that suggested no such thing and end up under-medicating the
whole class by a factor of 9, thus inflicting on the group
conditions of life calculated (8/9) to bring about it's

physical destruction in violation of S.318(2) of the

Criminal Code and is of such urgency as to warrant the
expeditious attention of the Court.

38. The Allard ruling's failure to extend the MMAR makes it
impossible for all who cannot afford Health Canada retalil
prices to get a self-grow for their own personal use, again
inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to

bring about its physical destruction. It is submitted that

the whole of the population who cannot afford Health
Canada's retail prices are disallowed from being able to
self-produce at affordable prices and only an exemption for
personal medical use is suitable remedy.

39. Given this question of genocide, and given the Ministry
of Justice has had almost a month to study the statistics of
the fraud, Plaintiff's only hope is for a constitutional
exemption from the CDSA for Personal Medical Use.

Dated at Ottawa on July 15 2014.
Raymond J. Turmel

JCT: Okay, so those are basically everyone's legal
arguments. If you have tons of medical proof, there's no
excuse for you not ending up protected.

Since everyone who has medical need has a legit beef with an
Order saying "no meds," there is only spot at the top of the
upcoming Motion that's going to have to be ticked indicating
what class of victim you belong to.

I've left the Affidavits generic for medical testimony, not

legal stuff. That's where you fill out the information |

want to see and you can add info you want to show, including
the doctors who refused for non-medical reasons and what
they were. That's the real killer! Doctors saying no.

Tomorrow, we have Michael Pearce and Kevin Moore going in to

file their appeals first.

Michael Pearce may be Canada's highest-dosed cannabis
patient with serious woes warranting 230grams/day! He'll
represent those having trouble with Justice Manson's 150
gram possession limit below. Remember, we're now
automatically stayed above. So he's asking a judge with the
power to ignore Manson's 150 gram limit and impose the
statistical 1,350 gram limit my analysis shows or in
Michael's case, 30*230=6.9Kg limit!

6,900/150 = 46 times too small!!!

Kevin Moore moved from Alberta to Ontario but can't change
his address or site. Oops, Manson forgot about them. So he's
representing those who can't move their grows.
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We also have someone who couldn't change their DG.

Some couldn't change from indoor to outdoor, and outdoor to
indoor! Lots of little pains Manson didn't take into account
that this higher judge can resolve.

And everyone gets to plead their own case, so far, unless
the Crown tries for another, "let's not get personal and
talk group” out of the court.

Now, the Crown filed a Motion Record in Response to Terry
Parker's motion for interim exemption for Personal Medical
Use. And he put in his Reply last Friday and it hit the
judge's desk Monday yesterday.

That was also the deadline for the Crown to respond as to
why Stephen Burrows shouldn't be able to finish curing his
cancer and why Robert Roy should lose his meds for being
expired 3 days too soon. Pretty tough arguments to make.

And sure enough, they didn't file any response! Wow, could
be on the judge's desk right now.

And finally, Ray Turmel filed his Motion Record for the ATPs
who want to keep challenging the 16 torts in the MMAR with
the MMPR and not wait for the 4 teeny MMPR torts in Allard
before letting fire our 16 bigger MMPR guns.

Now, other than healthy me who wants it for prevention of
what it's good for before | get them and for the health
benefits of new brain cells, everything is covered.

So in order that no one need do massive work on their
affidavits, I've kept them to the medical and all the
history and argument are in the Written Representations.

I'm giving the theme Appellants tomorrow to get filed and
will upload the N12A Notice of Appeal and the N12 Motion
Record at the yahoogroups files section. doc and pdf
formats.

So everyone has until next Monday July 20 to file and all
newbies who get automatically stayed can do Double-Gold.

Remember on Mar 31, everyone's actions were stayed and how
on April Fool, Dale Conners and Sharon Misener filed a
Statement of Claim then an immediate Notice of Appeal for
Double Gold-Star Originating Documents on the same day! I'd
bet a unigue score in Canadian jurisprudence.

But now, all newbies have to do Double-Gold to get to ask a
judge!! So you may as well get your $2 and $50 ready (maybe
face $500 costs if you lose but not if Crown doesn't defend)
and do both on the same trip downtown.

So the basic routine from now on:

1) http://teamgoldstar.ca for "Legal Kits" where you
download the Statement of Claim and then "Instructions" on
how to fill it out and efile it with the court. Skip the

paper route, expense for nothing.

729


http://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fteamgoldstar.ca%2F&h=fAQHdWWSAAQGfmdHEG23P7PNhTlHHxKy9sx2vwEKSCb_bIg&enc=AZNyBHgonUqt5GoL7FA7RkBUr0oXeJtd25qzf_gkJslCjoOi6FDdKDDZ7MBHbJOY2P3fWyo0lnRBtVba_NJ0GVNasCWExie-XitGbBLtiwTYEsxYfbzecZU2y9fpqYD7kO7-HR43GcJ5RgLDqRImPulujI_ocFAX2FsL02dI1v8eaFB3EGuiGiOUUNmHBvBrCwc&s=1

2) Join
https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/GoldStarTeam/info for
real-time instructions and where all files and forms may be
found.

Join https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/GoldStarTeamk/info
with a "k" for real-time help from others who have pioneered
the way.

Finally, when you get an email with something from the
court, do cannot confirm it if you want to have your own
copy. If you don't confirm, they automatically send you a
paper copy for your records. Never confirm, never miss
anything.

So sapping the doctor barrier and getting your medical file
to a judge is now a 2-step process costing $52 and risking
$500 costs to lose. (might have to get a collection agent)

Everything is on track and on timetable. No one who is
stayed has to do anything and can wait to see what happens
to the lead pioneers sapping our way.

But those are our Written Representations and they may be
continually updated! The last filer has the best ammo and we
can all refer to it! So do write johnturmel@yahoo.com if you
have any suggested additions to our attacks, even new bad
stuff.

Notice we just had a big story about even the cops not

knowing how the MMPR worked so a guy spent time in custody.

Ray asked for documentation of exemption, not just "Allard
said so!" Same idea. There should be something simpler than
carrying around an MMPR to show you your cop with your
prescription label and ID.

Gold Star - Intro

This web page is in no way intended to provide legal advice. It is a legal kit, along
with instructions, so that you can file in Canadian federal court with our Gold Star
Team!We are interested in explaining to the courts why the new MMPR and old...

TEAMGOLDSTAR.CA
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “38” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-288-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
RAYMOND TURMEL
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant, the responding motion record of the Crown, and the Appellant’s reply;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed with costs, hereby fixed at $500 inclusive

of all disbursements and taxes.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-324-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
MICHAEL J. PEARCE
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant, and the responding motion record of the Crown;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed with costs, hereby fixed at $500 inclusive

of all disbursements and taxes.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-326-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
DAVID ALLAN DOBBS
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed without costs.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-329-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.

BETWEEN:

MICHAEL K. SPOTTISWOOD

Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant, and the responding motion record of the Crown;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed with costs, hereby fixed at $500 inclusive

of all disbursements and taxes.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.



740

Date: 20140909

Docket: A-330-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
REV. KEVIN J. MOORE
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant, and the responding motion record of the Crown;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed with costs, hereby fixed at $500 inclusive

of all disbursements and taxes.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-338-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
DIANE ELIZABETH DOBBS
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed without costs.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-339-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
CATHERINE PEEVER
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed without costs.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-340-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
GARY PALLISTER
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed without costs.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.
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Date: 20140909

Docket: A-341-14

Ottawa, Ontario, September 9, 2014

Present: SHARLOW J.A.
BETWEEN:
CHERYLE M. HAWKINS
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON the motion of the Appellant for an interim constitutional exemption from the prohibitions
on marihuana in the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, and having reviewed the motion

record of the Appellant;

THIS COURT ORDERS that the motion is dismissed without costs.

"K. Sharlow"
J.A.



THIS IS EXHIBIT “39” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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February 26, 2015

Coram; Rothstein, Cromwell and
Moldaver JJ.

BETWEEN:
Robert Roy
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file a supplementary memorandum and
for leave to serve and file a supplementary
memorandum is dismissed without costs.
The motion for interim constitutional
exemptions from the Controlled Drugs and
Substances Act, S.C. 1996, c.19, is
dismissed without costs. The application
for leave to appeal fromthe judgment of the
Federal Court of Appeal, Number
A-291-14, dated September9, 2014, is
dismissed without costs.

No. 36146

Le 26 février 2015

Coram : Les juges Rothstein, Cromwell et
Moldaver

ENTRE :
Robert Roy
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT

La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dép6t d’un mémoire
supplémentaire et en autorisation de signifier
et déposer un mémoire supplémentaire est
rejetée sans dépens. La requéte en exemption
constitutionnelle visant a écarter
temporairement I’application de la Lol
réglementant certaines drogues et autres
substances, L.C. 1996, c. 19, est rejetée sans
dépens. La demande d’autorisation d’appel
de larrétde la Cour d’appel fédérale, numeéro
A-291-14, daté du 9 septembre 2014, est
rejetée sans dépens.
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February 26, 2015

Coram: Rothstein, Cromwell and
Moldaver JJ.

BETWEEN:
Stephen Patrick Burrows
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for interim constitutional
exemptions from the Controlled Drugs and
Substances Act, S.C. 1996, c. 19, is
dismissed without costs. The application for
leave to appeal from the judgment of the
Federal Court of Appeal, Number
A-289-14, dated September 9, 2014, is
dismissed without costs.

No. 36147

Le 26 février 2015

Coram : Les juges Rothstein, Cromwell et
Moldaver

ENTRE :
Stephen Patrick Burrows
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en exemption constitutionnelle
visant a €carter temporairement I'application
de la Loi réglementant certaines drogues et
autres substances, L.C. 1996, c.19, est rejetée
sans dépens. La demande d’autorisation
d’appel de l'arrét de la Cour d’appel fédérale,

numéro A-289-14, daté du 9 septembre 2014,
est rejetée sans dépens.

JS.C.C.
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February 26, 2015

Coram; Rothstein, Cromwell and
Moldaver JJ.

BETWEEN:
Terrance Parker
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The motion for interim
constitutional exemptions from  the
Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, S.C.
1996, c. 19, is dismissed without costs. The
application for leave to appeal from the
judgment of the Federal Court of Appeal,
Number A-287-14, dated July 17, 2014, is
dismissed without costs.

No. 36156

Le 26 février 2015

Coram : Les juges Rothstein, Cromwell et
Moldaver

ENTRE :
Terrance Parker
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT

La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande
d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie. La
requéte en exemption constitutionnelle visant
a écarter temporairement ’application de la
Loi réglementant certaines drogues et autres
substances, L.C. 1996, c.19, est rejetée sans
dépens. La demande d’autorisation d’appel
de 'arrétde la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéro
A-287-14, daté du 17 juillet 2014, est rejetée
sans dépens.
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JS.C.C.
J.CS.C.



February 26, 2015

Coram: Rothstein, Cromwell and
Moldaver JJ.

BETWEEN:
Raymond Turmel
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for interim constitutional
exemptions from the Controlled Drugs and
Substances Act, S.C. 1996, c. 19, is
dismissed without costs. The application for
leave to appeal from the judgment of the
Federal Court of Appeal, Number
A-288-14, dated September 9, 2014, is
dismissed without costs.

No. 36159

Le 26 février 2015

Coram : Les juges Rothstein, Cromwell et

Moldaver
ENTRE :
Raymond Turmel
Demandeur
- et -

Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT

La requéte en exemption constitutionnelle
visant a €carter temporairement I'application
de la Loi réglementant certaines drogues et
autres substances, L.C. 1996, c.19, est rejetée
sans dépens. La demande d’autorisation
d’appel de l'arrét de la Cour d’appel fédérale,
numéro A-288-14, daté du 9 septembre 2014,
est rejetée sans dépens.

JS.C.C.
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “40” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “41” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “42” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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Date: 20141212

Docket: A-342-14

Ottawa, Ontario, December 12, 2014

Present: BOIVIN J.A.
BETWEEN:
JOHN C. TURMEL
Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

UPON motion by the respondent for an Order consolidating 26 appeals in files A-287-14,
A-288-14, A-289-14, A-291-14, A-324-14, A-325-14, A-326-14, A-327-14, A-329-14, A-330-
14, A-331-14, A-332-14, A-333-14, A-334-14, A-335-14, A-336-14, A-337-14, A-338-14,

A-339-14, A-340-14, A-341-14, A-342-14, A-344-14, A-345-14, A-346-14, A-347-14;

AND UPON reviewing the material filed in support of the motion;



Page: 2

AND UPON considering the Court’s direction dated November 20, 2014 and Mr. John C.

Turmel’s response dated December 4, 2014;

THE COURT ORDERS THAT:

1. The appeals in files A-287-14, A-288-14, A-289-14, A-291-14, A-324-14, A-325-14,
A-326-14, A-327-14, A-329-14, A-330-14, A-331-14, A-332-14, A-333-14, A-334-14, A-335-
14, A-336-14, A-337-14, A-338-14, A-339-14, A-340-14, A-341-14, A-342-14, A-344-14,

A-345-14, A-346-14, A-347-14 are hereby consolidated:

2. The appeal in file A-342-14 shall be considered the lead appeal and only one set of

documents shall be filed, it being unnecessary to file documents in the other files;

3.  Mr. John C. Turmel (file A-342-14) shall be considered the lead appellant;

4. The agreement as to the content of the consolidated Appeal Book shall be filed on or before

January 29, 2015;

5. The subsequent timetable for the proceeding shall continue according to the normal rules of

the Federal Courts Rules, SOR/98-106;

6. The appeals will be heard together at the same time with a copy of the Reasons for Judgment

in the lead appeal to be filed in all the other appeals;
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7.  An Order made in the lead appeal A-342-14 applies to all the other appeals;

8. A copy of this Order will be filed in all the other appeals.

“Richard Boivin”
J.A.



THIS IS EXHIBIT “43” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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Date: 20150326

Docket: A-342-14

Ottawa, Ontario, March 26, 2015

Present: RYER J.A.

BETWEEN:

JOHN C. TURMEL

Appellant
and
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Respondent
ORDER

WHEREAS the Appellant, John C. Turmel, is the lead appellant in A-342-14, which has

been consolidated with 25 other appeals;

WHEREAS by Order dated December 12, 2014, Boivin J.A. stipulated that the
agreement as to contents of the consolidated Appeal Book was required to be filed on or before

January 24, 2015;

WHEREAS the Appellant has, through his admitted inadvertence, failed to file such

agreement within the time stipulated in the Order of Boivin J.A.;



Page: 2

WHEREAS the Appellant has brought this motion for an order to extend the time for

filing such agreement pursuant to Rule 8 of the Federal Courts Rules (the “Rules”);

WHEREAS the Respondent, by letter dated March 17, 2015, but not by filing a motion

record in accordance with Rule 365, opposes this motion;

AND WHEREAS the interests of justice favour — but just barely — the granting of the
motion, in spite of the Appellant’s seeming indifference towards compliance with the Order of

Boivin J.A_;

THIS COURT ORDERS that:

1. The motion is granted and the time for filing the agreement as to contents of the

consolidated Appeal Book be and is hereby extended to April 10, 2015.

2. If such agreement is not filed before April 11, 2015, then this consolidated appeal

may be dismissed for delay.

3. The Respondent shall be entitled to costs of $100 with respect to this motion, which

costs shall be payable, personally, by the lead Appellant, Mr. John C. Turmel.

“C. Michael Ryer”
J.A.
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referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.
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Turmel v. Canada

Federal Court Judgments

Federal Court of Appeal
Toronto, Ontario
Pelletier, Stratas and Gleason JJ.A.
Heard: January 11, 2016.
Judgment: January 13, 2016.
Dockets: A-342-14

[2016] F.C.J. No. 77 [2016] A.C.F. no 77 2016 FCA 9 262 A.C.W.S. (3d) 629 128 W.C.B. (2d) 39
481 N.R. 139 2016 CarswellNat 126

Between John C. Turmel, Appellant, and Her Majesty the Queen, Respondent

(27 paras.)
Case Summary

Constitutional law — Constitutional proceedings — Appeals and judicial review — Practice and procedure
— Appeals by 26 self-represented litigants from denial of constitutional exemption from criminal marijuana
laws dismissed — Appellants challenged constitutionality of medical marijuana regulations and sought
interim exemption from criminal law pending trial — Federal Court stayed proceedings pending outcome of
similar challenge by Allard that encompassed same issues and was significantly further advanced — Stay
was supported by evidentiary record — Request for constitutional exemption in Allard had been refused as
overly broad and inappropriate — Refusal of interim exemption for appellants did not give rise to
reviewable error, as evidence of medical need was insufficient.

Criminal law — Constitutional issues — Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms — Procedure — Appeals
by 26 self-represented litigants from denial of constitutional exemption from criminal marijuana laws
dismissed — Appellants challenged constitutionality of medical marijuana regulations and sought interim
exemption from criminal law pending trial — Federal Court stayed proceedings pending outcome of similar
challenge by Allard that encompassed same issues and was significantly further advanced — Stay was
supported by evidentiary record — Request for constitutional exemption in Allard had been refused as
overly broad and inappropriate — Refusal of interim exemption for appellants did not give rise to
reviewable error, as evidence of medical need was insufficient.

Appeals by 26 appellants from a Federal Court ruling refusing a constitutional exemption from the provisions of the
Controlled Drugs and Substances Act. The appellants were among 300 self-represented litigants who challenged
the constitutionality of the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations and the Marihuana for Medical Purposes
Regulations. In 2014, the Federal Court stayed the challenges brought by the self-represented litigants on the basis
that a challenge brought by another individual, Allard, was much further advanced and had significant potential to
clarify the issues and save judicial resources. Nonetheless, the appellants filed motions for interim exemptions from
the criminal prohibition based on the existence of a medical condition, and the number of their related Authorization
to possess marijuana under the Regulations. The Federal Court dismissed the motions and clarified that the Allard
stay would remain in place until all appeals were exhausted. The Court consolidated the ensuing appeals.

HELD: Appeals dismissed.

The decision to stay the challenges by the self-represented litigants until final disposition of the Allard case was
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supportable on the evidentiary record due to the significant overlap. The Court properly considered issues of judicial
resources, efficiency and the orderly conduct of multiple proceedings. The evidence supported the finding that
resolution of the Allard matter would assist in the disposition of the other proceedings. The appellants failed to
establish the medical exemption already provided by the Regulations was contrary to the Charter and would be
remedied by an additional constitutional exemption. As found by the Court below, much of the evidence of medical
need was insufficient. The refusal of the interim exemptions did not give rise to any reviewable error. Similar relief
was sought in the Allard proceeding and rejected as overly broad and inappropriate. The appeal was accordingly
dismissed with costs.

Statutes, Regulations and Rules Cited:

Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 1982

Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, S.C. 1996, c. 19
Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations, S.0.R./2013-119
Marihuana Medical Access Regulations, S.0.R./2001-227
Appeal From:

Appeal from an Order of the Honourable Mr. Justice Phelan Dated June 4, 2014 and an Amended Order Dated July
9, 2014.

Counsel

John C. Turmel, on his own Behalf and on Behalf of the Appellants in the other Consolidated Appeals.

Jon Bricker, Andrew Wheeler, for the Respondent.

REASONS FOR JUDGMENT
The judgment of the Court was delivered by

STRATAS J.A.

1 Before the Court are 26 appeals. Four appellants appeal an order dated June 4, 2014 and another 22 appellants
appeal an amended order dated July 9, 2014. All orders were made by the Federal Court (per Phelan J.): 2014 FC
537.

2 This Court has ordered that the appeals be consolidated. These are the reasons in the consolidated appeals. A
copy of these reasons shall be placed in each appeal file.

A. The pending challenges against marihuana regulations

3 The appellants in this Court, self-represented litigants, acting along with other self-represented litigants, have
challenged the constitutionality of the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations, SOR/2001-227 (MMAR) and the
Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations, SOR/2013-119 (MMPR) in the Federal Court. In all, there are roughly
300 virtually identical challenges.

4 The constitutionality of the MMPR is also in issue before the Federal Court in Allard et al. v. Her Majesty the
Queen, file no. T-2013-13.
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B. Interlocutory proceedings

5 On May 7, 2014, in response to a motion brought by the respondent, the Federal Court exercised its discretion in
favour of staying the challenges brought by all of the self-represented litigants on the ground that the Allard
challenge was "much further advanced" and had significant potential to "reduce the issues in play, clarify those
remaining [,] potentially simplify the litigation for the lay litigants" and "save judicial resources": 2014 FC 435 at
paragraphs 12, 22 and 24. In granting the stay, the Federal Court noted the "unprecedented situation of hundreds
of lay litigants" whose claims were difficult to "realistically coordinate" (at paragraphs 12 and 22). The May 7, 2014
order was not appealed.

6 The large number of matters brought by the self-represented litigants in the Federal Court arises because the
lead litigant, Mr. Turmel, created templates for litigation documents and made them available on the internet. In the
case of the motions that led to the June 4, 2014 order now under appeal, the appellants made use of one of these
templates to prepare their affidavits in support of their motions. The template was limited. It allowed them to state
their medical condition without any other supporting detail or evidence. It also allowed them to insert the number of
their Authorization to Possess certificate, a certificate granted on the basis of a medical condition sometime in the
past.

7 In the June 4, 2014 order under appeal, the Federal Court exercised its discretion to dismiss motions by the
appellants for interim constitutional exemptions from the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act pending trial of the
challenges. In the July 9, 2014 amended order, the Federal Court clarified that the May 7, 2014 stay would remain
in place until all appeals in the Allard challenge had been exhausted.

C. The specific issues in these appeals

8 Despite this procedural complexity, there are only two issues raised by these appeals. We must decide whether
the Federal Court committed reviewable error in:

*  staying the challenges until the final disposition of the Allard challenge; and

*  dismissing the motions for an interim constitutional exemption from the Controlled Drugs and
Substances Act, S.C. 1996, c. 19.

D. The standard of review

9 The Federal Court judge who determined these matters did so as a case management judge. The order made is
an interlocutory, discretionary one, based on applying legal standards to factual findings based on the evidence
before him.

10 If such an order is prompted by an error of law or legal principle, an appellate court must intervene: see, e.g.,
Soulos v. Korkontzilas, [1997] 2 S.C.R. 217, at paragraph 54. Short of that sort of error, an appellate court must
defer to a motions judge's assessment. This is especially so when the order is a case management order: see, e.g.,
Sawridge Band v. Canada, 2001 FCA 338, [2002] 2 F.C. 346 at paragraph 11.

11 Over the years, this Court and the Supreme Court have used different words to describe the level of deference
that must be shown--or, put another way, the point at which a court can intervene in the absence of an error of law
or legal principle. The cases speak of "clear error," "misapprehension of facts where an injustice would result,"
"sufficient weight to all relevant considerations,” "so clearly wrong that it resulted in an injustice,” "palpable and
overriding error," and so on. The cases are unanimous that appellate courts cannot reweigh the evidence, come up
with their own conclusions, and then replace those of the first instance court. See, e.g., Hryniak v. Mauldin, 2014
SCC 7, [2014] 1 S.C.R. 87 at paragraph 83, Penner v. Niagara (Regional Police Services Board), 2013 SCC 19,
[2013] 2 S.C.R. 125 at paragraph 27; Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce v. Green, 2015 SCC 60; David Bull
Laboratories (Canada) Inc. v. Pharmacia Inc., [1995] 1 F.C. 588 at page 594, 58 C.P.R. (3d) 209 at page 213
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(C.A)); Imperial Manufacturing Group Inc. v. Decor Grates Incorporated, 2015 FCA 100, 472 N.R. 109 citing v.
Housen v. Nikolaisen, 2002 SCC 33, [2002] 2 S.C.R. 235. In Imperial Manufacturing, in the interests of unity and
simplicity, | sought to equate interlocutory discretionary orders with those described in Housen that fall in the
category of questions of mixed fact and law, though | acknowledge that some take the view that such orders have
some features different from those said to be based on questions of mixed fact and law.

12 Putting aside these subtleties, what is common to all of these verbal formulations is that in the absence of an
error of law or legal principle an appellate court cannot interfere with a discretionary order unless there is an
obvious, serious error that undercuts its integrity and viability. This is a high test, one that the case law shows is
rarely met. This deferential standard of review has applied in the past to discretionary orders appealed to this Court
and it is the test we shall apply to the interlocutory discretionary order made by the Federal Court that is before us
in these appeals.

E. Analysis

13 Bearing in mind this standard of review, in my view the Federal Court did not commit reviewable error when it
made its June 4, 2014 and July 9, 2014 orders.

(1) The stay decision

14 On this issue, the Federal Court applied settled legal principles; the appellants have not demonstrated any error
of law on the part of the Federal Court.

15 Further, the decision to stay the self-represented litigants' challenges until the final disposition of the Allard
challenge is supportable on the evidentiary record before the judge. It is also supported by the Federal Court's
earlier findings that gave rise to its May 7, 2014 order, an order that has not been appealed.

16 Before the Federal Court was evidence suggesting that there was significant overlap between the challenges
brought by the self-represented litigants and the Allard challenge and the Federal Court so found (at paragraph 5).
The appellants urge us to reweigh the evidence and find that there is not significant overlap. Given the standard of
review, we cannot engage in that reweighing. There was evidence before the Federal Court supporting its finding
that there was significant overlap.

17 The Federal Court also took into account issues of judicial resources, efficiency and the orderly conduct of
multiple proceedings before the Court (at paragraph 24). The Court found the Allard challenge, one conducted by
"experienced counsel," was significantly advanced and would assist the disposition of the self-represented litigants'
challenges (at paragraphs 5, 22 and 24). In addition, the judge noted that other superior courts had temporarily
stayed similar claims pending the determination of the Allard challenge (at paragraph 10). Here again, on all these
points, the evidence before the Federal Court was capable of supporting its reasons and findings.

(2) The decision on interim relief

18 On this issue, again the appellants have not demonstrated any error in legal principle on the part of the Federal
Court.

19 The decision to dismiss the motions for an interim constitutional exemption from the Controlled Drugs and
Substances Act until final determination of the Allard challenge is similarly supportable on the evidentiary record
before the judge.

20 In argument before us, the appellants encouraged this Court to reweigh the evidence and find differently. As |
have explained, as an appellate court that must apply the appellate standard of review, this we cannot do.

21 In dismissing the appellants’ motions for an interim constitutional exemption, the Federal Court relied on the
following matters:
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*  Similar relief had been requested in the Allard challenge but had been refused as overly broad and
"inappropriate.” In this case, the Federal Court found that the requested relief was "essentially
unlimited" and "not tailored to remedying an alleged Charter violation" (at paragraphs 21-22).

*  While the appellants' challenges were stayed, many would benefit from an earlier injunction the
Federal Court granted in Allard (2014 FC 280, substantially upheld on appeal, 2014 FCA 298) (at
paragraphs 15 and 20).

* Inits reasons in support of the May 7, 2014 order (at paragraph 26), the Federal Court stated that
it would remain prepared to consider motions for interim relief supported by adequate evidence
brought by those who did not have the benefit of the earlier injunction and said that this "reduces, if
not eliminates" the potential for prejudice to them.

*  Mr. Turmel, the appellant in the lead file in these consolidated appeals, sought access to
marihuana not to treat a recognized medical condition but to prevent illness. The Federal Court
held that on the evidence it was not satisfied that marihuana's utility in preventing iliness had been
demonstrated (at paragraph 23).

*  The appellants failed to establish that the medical exemption provided by the MMAR or MMPR
violates their Charter rights in a way that would be remedied by the constitutional exemption they
seek (at paragraph 23).

* A constitutional exemption was granted in R. v. Parker (2000), 49 O.R. (3d) 481, 188 D.L.R. (4th)
385 (C.A.). However, the Federal Court considered that Parker was distinguishable on the facts (at
paragraphs 24-26). In Parker, the relief arose from a finding of unconstitutionality and the granting
of a temporary suspension of certain provisions of the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act--
something that is not present in these cases. Further, the Federal Court observed that after Parker
the Supreme Court has significantly limited the availability of constitutional exemptions (at
paragraphs 27-28, citing R. v. Ferguson, 2008 SCC 6, [2008] 1 S.C.R. 96).

*  The appellants had failed to supply sufficient evidence concerning their personal medical
circumstances to warrant any interim relief (paragraph 28). The only evidence before the Federal
Court was the limited information supplied by way of the online template, but no supporting
documentary evidence of their current medical condition.

22 Together, these matters, all supported by the evidence in the record, supplied the Federal Court with a basis to
decide as it did and we cannot interfere.

23 Before us, Mr. Turmel on behalf of the appellants stressed that the selection of a material date for granting relief
to some but not others in the injunction granted in Allard is irrational. The distinction was based not on medical need
but rather on a non-medical criterion, namely the viability of the MMPR scheme. Mr. Turmel submitted that the
Federal Court erred in its June 4, 2014 order by continuing this same erroneous approach. He asked this Court to
remedy this by granting an exemption to all who satisfy the criterion of medical need.

24 The difficulty with this is the same discussed above: the Federal Court found that the appellants offered
insufficient evidence of medical need. In its view, the assertions in the template affidavits were not enough. Again,
this is an assessment of the sufficiency or weight of evidence, a matter on which we must defer.

25 | add that in its May 7, 2014 order, the Federal Court left the door open for those who could establish, by further
and better proof than that found in the template affidavits, that they had a medically verifiable need for medical
marihuana. In their filings that led to the June 4, 2014 order, none of the appellants took the Federal Court up on its
offer.

F. Costs
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26 The parties agree that costs in the amount of $3,350, all inclusive, collectively for all of the appeals are
appropriate, and Mr. Turmel has undertaken on behalf of the appellants to pay them.

G. Proposed disposition

27 Therefore, | would dismiss Mr. Turmel's appeal with costs in the amount of $3,350, all inclusive. | would dismiss
all of the other appeals without costs.

STRATAS J.A.

PELLETIER J.A..— | agree.
GLEASON J.A.:— | agree.

End of Document
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “46” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
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John Turmel
April 12 at 8:22am -

Jct: The Supreme Court of Canada Registry wrote Ray to say that his Application for Leave to Appeal had been
accepted despite the irregularity that | had cited Rule 25 rather than S.40. So I've changed
thehttp://johnturmel.com/C26.pdf for any of the 26 Appellants who want to take it to the top. It includes the motion for
extension of time to file a bit late to join the rest of us. Believe me, it will get in with the rest of us even if you file now.

johnturmel.com

JOHNTURMEL.COM

Like Comment Share


https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel?fref=nf
http://johnturmel.com/C26.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel/posts/10154958568747281
http://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fjohnturmel.com%2FC26.pdf&h=RAQFNXfu4&enc=AZMANO6RLH5-JbmbMNpnA-VMmtNz97EtdgOmdAbAUPGWO66tJzaDNtTWwbAh-Z7ik0VMdul9o4X7J8sZDFYuYKfhxkSVNNxu-5KM26ZlgdQNLYe62BRdK-7DkYQKMQ2-mkkh-tnrllioC0gIqVkB-sxDsZIL3HgXFILHhmILSV0OmhoTl3E2ygkkwbUivN91BLM&s=1
http://johnturmel.com/C26.pdf
http://johnturmel.com/C26.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
https://www.facebook.com/ufi/reaction/profile/browser/?ft_ent_identifier=10154958568747281&av=659485729
https://www.facebook.com/ufi/reaction/profile/browser/?ft_ent_identifier=10154958568747281&av=659485729
https://www.facebook.com/ufi/reaction/profile/browser/?ft_ent_identifier=10154958568747281&av=659485729
https://www.facebook.com/ufi/reaction/profile/browser/?ft_ent_identifier=10154958568747281&av=659485729
https://www.facebook.com/john.turmel#
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June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Raymond Turmel
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The application for leave to appeal from the
judgment of the Federal Court of Appeal,
Numbers A-288-14 and A342-14, 2016
FCA 9, dated January13, 2016, is
dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.
J.C.C.

No. 36927

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Raymond Turmel
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimee
JUGEMENT
La demande d’autorisation d’appel de l'arrét
de la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros

A-288-14 et A342-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du
13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.
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June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Robert Roy
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextensionof time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Numbers A-291-14 and
A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, dated
January 13, 2016, is dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36928

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Robert Roy
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dép6t de la demande
d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie. La
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de
la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-291-14

et A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du
13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.
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June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Stephen Patrick Burrows
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Numbers A-289-14 and
A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, dated
January 13, 2016, is dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36929

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Stephen Patrick Burrows
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande

d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie.
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de

la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-289-14
et A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du

13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.

La
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J.C.C.



June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Cheryle M. Hawkins
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to appeal
from the judgment of the Federal Court of
Appeal, Numbers A-341-14 and A-342-14,
2016 FCA 9, dated January 13, 2016, is
dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36930

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Cheryle M. Hawkins
Demanderesse
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande
d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie. La
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de
la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-341-14

et A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du
13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.
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J.C.C.



June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
John Turmel
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Number A-342-14, 2016
FCA 9, dated January13, 2016, is
dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36937

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
John Turmel
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande

d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie. La
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de

la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéro A-342-14,

2016 FCA 9, daté du 13 janvier 2016, est
rejetée avec dépens.
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J.C.C.



June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Terrance Parker
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Numbers A-287-14 and
A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, dated
January 13, 2016, is dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36938

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Terrance Parker
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande

d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie.
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de

la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-287-14
et A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du

13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.

La
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J.C.C.



June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Arthur Jackes
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Numbers A-342-14 and
A-347-14, 2014 FCA 9, dated
January 13, 2016, is dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36939

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Arthur Jackes
Demandeur
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande

d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie.
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de

la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-342-14
et A-347-14, 2014 FCA 9, daté du

13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.

La
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J.C.C.



June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Elsie Gear
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Numbers A-336-14 and
A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, dated
January 13, 2016, is dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36940

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Elsie Gear
Demanderesse
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande

d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie.
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de

la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-336-14
et A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du

13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.

La
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June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Heidi Chartrand
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Numbers A-332-14 and
A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, dated
January 13, 2016, is dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.

No. 36941

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Heidi Chartrand
Demanderesse
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande

d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie.
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de

la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-332-14
et A-342-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du

13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.

La
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June 23, 2016

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Moldaver and
Gascon JJ.

BETWEEN:
Beverly Sharon Misener
Applicant
- and -
Her Majesty the Queen

Respondent

JUDGMENT

The motion for anextension of time to serve
and file the application for leave to appeal is
granted. The application for leave to
appeal from the judgment of the Federal
Court of Appeal, Numbers A-342-14 and
A-346-14, 2016 FCA 9, dated
January 13, 2016, is dismissed with costs.

C.J.C.
J.C.C.

No. 36991

Le 23 juin 2016

Coram : La juge en chef McLachlin et les
juges Moldaver et Gascon

ENTRE :
Beverly Sharon Misener
Demanderesse
-et-
Sa Majesté la Reine
Intimée
JUGEMENT
La requéte en prorogation du délai de
signification et de dépdt de la demande
d’autorisation d’appel est accueillie. La
demande d’autorisation d’appel de I’arrét de
la Cour d’appel fédérale, numéros A-342-14

et A-346-14, 2016 FCA 9, daté du
13 janvier 2016, est rejetée avec dépens.
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “48” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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KingofthePaupers Jul 13, 2016, 12:11:58 PM

to

TURMEL: Supreme Court Reconsider C26 "Phelan can't play doctor?"

JCT: Of the original 270 Gold Stars at the April 29 2014 Big
Event, 50 had filed motions for interim exemptions for
Personal Medical Use with Affidavits including their MMAR
permit information.

Like FBI Director Comey looked at all the evidence then said
"Not enough," Judge Phelan looked at their permit number and
said "Not enough!" See how the Judge's Prerogative works? No
matter the evidence, he can always say he has not seen
enough. Of course, having his eyes closed helps him stay
truthful. Har har har.

But here, we argue Judge Phelan had no right to demand to
see our medical information. None of his business to deny
meds to patients without a medical license but he and
Justice Manson did it anyway.

So 26 filed kits to appeal and the Court of Appeal dismissed
saying they couldn't interfere with Phelan's discretion to
decide to let them suffer or die. No kidding. David Shea
action for Exemption for Personal Medical Use was stayed by
Phelan and now he's dead. Of course, Phelan decreased his
chances of survival, of course, he's statistically culpable

even if never found guilty on this earth.

And 9 filed kits for leave to appeal to the Supreme Court of
Canada against Phelan not giving out the meds without seeing
the medical files.

John Turmel

Ray Turmel

Sharon Misener

Art Jackes

Cheryle Hawkins

Terry Parker

Heidi Chartrand

Stephen Burrows

Robert Roy

Supreme Court of Canada Justices McLachlin, Moldaver, Gascon
dismissed accepting Phelan keeping patients away from their
meds was a discretion he had that should not be tampered

with. Too bad about all the corpses.

Now, there is a rarely used option to move for
reconsideration. But it take something extra. I've done it
before when | really wanted to slam the judges for being
unjust. Stick the crime in their faces. And | didn't have a
final stake to the heart | could use and wasn't going to
urge people to file it just to have it rejected with nothing
new.

But as | was talking to Sharon Misener last week about her
recent problems with the legislation, she was laid low by
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her tumors for months and had to shut down her grow, can't
change to a DG! And then, she had no access to oil when she
did get sick. Luckily, an angel sent her some that started

her on her way to recovery. But that peril remains. Get

sicker, no meds.

| grew so incensed that the zinger | was looking for to file
for reconsideration came up:

Manson cut off cheap meds to 18,000 patients.

Phelan played doctor to keep those cut off from getting back
on their meds.

The 3 Court of Appeal panel ruled they saw no reason to
interfere with Phelan's discretion.

The 3 Supreme Court of Canada panel too.

If a doctor had cut off half a hospital's prescriptions

based on the dates of their prescriptions,

If a panel saw no reason to interfere with his discretion to
cut off half the patients for a non-medical reason,

If the final panel saw no reason to interfere with cutting

off half the patients meds based on dates,

Those doctors would be on death row.

As you judges responsible for such suffering and death merit
the same distinction.

Sure, Phelan's got all the files stalled on his desk right

now, but when this is over, it'll be time to tally the toll

of souls he caused to die, legally, his discretion. Just

like in Heaven, the real punishment is the shame of everyone
knowing the evil you did. And when it results in dead

people, | wonder what it'll be like wandering around heaven
with everyone knowing you killed people. Maybe the wicked
will remain silent in the grave if coming out causes too

much vomit in the bleachers.

Anyway, we had 10 days from June 3 and that would make us
late now except Supreme Court doesn't sit in July so we have
until Aug 3, not July 3 to file.

Since | have all the right materials, and it will be short,

just a punch line for those who want to explain how it hurt.
So those who want to file a motion for reconsideration, just
send me an image or picture of your signature and any
personal details you'd like to add about how you suffered,
and I'll prepare them here and mail them all in together.

If doctors would end up on death row for cutting meds for
non-medical reasons, why not judges? Oh right, they weren't
doctors, no professional misconduct! Just corpses.

So, those who want to deem judges as guilty as doctors in
cutting meds to patients, make sure | have your signatures
and anything you'd like to add to the guys who should be on
death row for letting Phelan play doctor with patient lives.

What do you think, will telling them they deserve death row
for what they've done get reconsideration? Even if not, nice
ending to the case for historians.
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “49” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS

825



826



827



THIS IS EXHIBIT “50” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “51” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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TURMEL: Judge Phelan dismisses Gold Star Claims

13 views

KingofthePaupers Jan 15, 2017, 2:02:48 PM [ | ] ]

to

TURMEL: Judge Phelan dismisses Gold Star Claims
http://cas-cdc-www02.cas-satj.gc.ca/portal/page/portal/fc_cf_en/Phelan

JCT: We all got an email with Judge Phelan's decision throwing
out our actions for remedies without adjudication. Says he has
good reasons why our claims should not be considered. Doesn't:

Date: 20170111
Citation: 2017 FC 30
Ottawa, Ontario, January 11, 2017

PRESENT: The Honourable Mr. Justice Phelan
BETWEEN:

In the matter of numerous filings seeking a declaration
pursuant to s 52(1) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms

JCT: Remember, the Crown called "the Matter of numerous
filings seeking a declaration” is "remarkable, unprecedented
and extraordinary."

J: ORDER AND REASONS
|. Introduction

[1] The decision in this matter addresses 316 proceedings
initiated by self-represented plaintiffs and an applicant in
eight (8) different provinces and territories,

JCT: Lawyers with arithmetic! It's all 10 provinces:
http://johnturmel.com/mmprgold

J: all related to the then current medical marihuana
regulations which the Court ultimately found to be
unconstitutional as contrary to the Canadian Charter of Rights
and Freedoms, Part 1 of the Constitution Act, 1982, being
Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 (UK), 1982, ¢ 11 [the
Charter], in Allard v Canada, 2016 FC 236, [2016] 3 FCR 303
[Allard].

[2] The specific proceeding in issue is a motion in writing
under Rule 369 seeking an order striking these
claims/application without leave to amend.

[3] The grounds for the motion can be summarized thus:
a) Since February 2014, 316 self-represented litigants have

commenced virtually identical claims in the Federal Court
claiming declarations and damages for breaches of


http://cas-cdc-www02.cas-satj.gc.ca/portal/page/portal/fc_cf_en/Phelan
http://johnturmel.com/mmprgold

constitutional rights in enacting the Marihuana for Medical
Purposes Regulations, SOR/2013-119 [MMPRY];

JCT: We also have claims by people stuck under MMAR regs.

b) The identical claims are based on "kits" downloaded from
the website of a plaintiff John C. Turmel [Turmel Kit], which
contained a pro forma statement of claim to be used with the
insertion of some specific information related to each
individual, such as name, address and amount claimed.

JCT: Guess he forgot those who also filed "illness" and
"Exemption Number."

c) The Turmel Kit claims were collectively case managed with
two other proceedings which seek similar relief, namely
Bradley Hunt et al v Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada
(T-1548-14) [the Hunt claim] and Derek Francisco v Attorney
General of Canada (T-697-14) [the Francisco application].

Il. Background

A. History

[4] Since February 2014, more than 300 self-represented
plaintiffs have filed virtually identical claims at the

Federal Court in Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba,

Nova Scotia, Ontario, Quebec, and Saskatchewan.

JCT: He missed New Brunswick and Newfoundland.

J: The claims are based on the Turmel Kit downloaded from the

website of a plaintiff John Turmel. The claims seek
declarations that the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations,

SOR/2001-227 [MMAR] (repealed on March 31, 2014), and the MMAR

replacement, the MMPR (declared unconstitutional on February
24, 2016), are unconstitutional.

JCT: Yes, we asked for what happened.

J: The MMPR was replaced in August 2016 by the Access to
Cannabis for Medical Purposes Regulations, SOR/2016-230
[ACMPRI.

[5] In addition to declaratory relief,
JCT: Which was won by Allard..

J: the claims requested an order striking "marihuana” from
Schedule Il of the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, SC
1996, c 19 [CDSA].

JCT: The BENO Motion for Repeal of Cannabis Prohibition by
removal from the list of banned substances. The ultimate
remedy others forgot to file for even if sought eventually.

J: In the alternative, the claims seek permanent exemptions
from the CDSA for the Plaintiffs' personal medical use of
marihuana or,

JCT: Too bad David Shea and Sharon Misener are dead when they
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get this judgment. But Phelan ruled he needed to see more
medical evidence than just their their illness and previous
exemption number.

J:in the further alternative, damages for the loss of the

Plaintiffs' marihuana plants and production sites when the
personal production regime embodied by the MMAR was replaced
by the commercial licensed producer regime of the MMPR.

JCT: This is the big one for all those who were harmed by
complying with the unconstitutional MMPR order to shut down
and destroy their supplies.

[6] As noted earlier, all Turmel Kit claims are collectively

case managed with the Hunt claim and the Francisco
application.

[7] The self-represented Plaintiff in the Hunt claim seeks a
declaration that a constitutionally viable exemption from the
CDSA must exist to allow individuals to produce and possess
cannabis, and to approve one's own use of cannabis in any
form. Hunt also claimed for a declaration that several

provisions of the MMAR, MMPR, and CDSA are invalid and that
provisions of the Narcotic Control Regulations, CRC, ¢ 1041
[NCR] and Ontarios Drug and Pharmacies Regulation Act, RSO
1990, c H.4 [DPRA] are invalid to the extent that they require

a physician's approval for an individual to use marihuana.

Hunt also sought interim exemptions from the CDSA, some other
relief that is somewhat difficult to understand, and $1

billion in "aggravated" costs.

[8] In the Francisco application, the Applicant seeks judicial
review of a decision by the Minister of Health to deny his
request for an exemption from s 4 (possession) and s 7
(production) of the CDSA. The application requests
declarations authorizing medical use of cannabis by medically
approved persons in any form and striking out the restrictions
to "avoid marihuana" and the 150 gram possession limit in the
MMPR, as well as a personal constitutional exemption from the
CDSA for the Applicants personal medical use of marihuana.

[9] In addition to these 300 plus proceedings, the Court, at
about the same time, was seized of Allard, which was a
comprehensive constitutional challenge to Canada's then
medical marihuana regime under the MMPR.

JCT: We had 20 points of issue and Allard had 4, not quite
comprehensive to anyone but a judge.

J: The relief sought in Allard was similar, if not identical,
to the declarations sought in these proceedings.

JCT: The 4 points in Allard may be identical to our 20 points?
Har har har. So we win everything Allard won and now only want
to win what Allard didn't ask for and we did and still await.

[10] Prior to the hearing of Allard, Justice Manson granted an
injunction which had the effect of preserving the substance of
the MMAR

JCT: That's why we're still complaining about the MMAR too.

J: for the significant majority of those holding
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authorizations under that regulation, pending the Court's
determination of the constitutionality of the MMPR.

JCT: A significant majority were still alive when Justice
Manson cut the others off? Almost the first half of the year
had expired by the Mar 21 decision, 10 more days to half. So
192 to 172 isn't that significant of a majority but 172 to 192

is a significant minority who did get cut off with 36,000
licenses.

Notice he doesn't mention Manson's 150-gram limit imposed
using fraudulent surveys of which he'd been made aware were
off by a factor of 9. Estimating a daily average of 1-3g/day,
average 2, is a factor of 9 off the 18g/day Manson cited in

the same paragraph was actual prescribed dosage. Duh. So keep
in mind, Judge Phelan knows about the under-medication by
fraudulent stats and left the 150-gram limit in his final

decision. He's guilty of imposing a genocidally low limit on

the patient population with Manson.

[11] Given the circumstances of the pending Allard hearing,

the Chief Justice, by way of direction, stayed the Turmel Kit
claims pending the interim injunction request. After Justice
Manson's injunction decision, |, as case management judge of
all of these Turmel Kit claims/application, continued the stay
for reasons which included the substantial overlap between the
issues in Allard and the Turmel Kit claims recognizing that

the relief sought, while not always identical to Allard, was

very similar.

JCT: 4 out of 20 is "substantial overlap." Har har har. But
he's used these joke in earlier decisions.

[12] This Court noted that most, if not all, of these 300 plus
proceedings lacked the type of detail necessary to properly
plead the respective claims.

JCT: Sharon Misener's expired exemption and affidavit of

cancer wasn't proof enough of medical need! The judge needed
more medical information that he wasn't qualified to judge. 50 Gold
Stars had filed motions for Personal Medical Use Exemptions

with their numbers and illnesses. 26 appealed his ruling he

could play doctor. 11 took it to the Supreme Court. We all got

an $800 bill. To show my intention, I'm going to send them a

check for $1 for now while trying to raise the rest. Har har

har. But I'll make my first payment.

J: The Plaintiffs/Applicant were given 10 days to amend the
pleadings to address this lack of detail, but none availed
themselves of that opportunity.

JCT: Sure those on List A under the Allard protection were
given 10 days from being served with their list but those who
were not on the protected List A only got 3 days because Judge
Phelan started their clock now.

And then the Crown didn't even bother sending anyone on List B
a letter informing them they weren't not protected and had 3
days to file. Get that, the Crown only informed the guys who
didn't need to file within 10 days from service and didn't

inform the guys who did have to file within 3 more days. Why
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Phelan did that, 10 days for those who don't need it and 3

days for those who do, who knows? Why the Crown didn't serve
List B, who knows? Doesn't matter, we had 50 Gold Stars who
had filed the Motions for Interim Exemption with Affidavits
attesting to their medical need and exemption number.

[13] On June 11, 2015, the Supreme Court of Canada in Rv
Smith, 2015 SCC 34, [2015] 2 SCR 602 [Smith], found that the
restriction to "dried" marihuana was contrary to s 7 of the
Charter and declared s 4 (possession) and s 5 (trafficking) of
the CDSA to be of no force and effect to the extent that they
prohibit individuals with medical authorizations from
possessing cannabis derivatives for medical purposes.

JCT: Any charges withdrawn for any Exemptee charged with hash

or oil possession? Still stuck with the bogus Criminal Record?

Just as the Ontario Court of Appeal criticized Ontario

Superior Court Justice Lederman for not declaring "No Offence"
after declaring "Bad Exemption" in Hitzig, and as Justice
Taliano did not fail to declare Bad Exemption means no S.4 or
S.7 Offence in Mernagh, the Supreme Court in Smith did fail to
declare No Offence when it declared the Bad Exemption.

So now we have to ask lower courts and the best reply of the
Crown is that the Supreme Court didn't do BENO, so it's not
doable. The point is they should have done declared Bad
Exemption No Offences as Taliano did in compliance with the
J.P. Court of Appeal interpretation of Parker that said
Prohibition Invalid Absent Exemption.

J: Smith addressed some of the issues raised by the
Plaintiffs/Applicant.

JCT: Smith addressed only one. How did he inflate 1 to "some?"

[14] On February 24, 2016, this Court, in the Allard decision,
found that the MMPR infringed those Plaintiffs' rights under s
7 of the Charter and that this infringement was not justified
under s 1.

JCT: Yeah, that's what we asked for too. But then we asked for
BENO and damages. Now let's get on to the rest we asked for.

J: The Court declared the MMPR to be of no force or effect but
suspended the declaration for six months to provide the
government time to implement a new regulatory regime.

JCT: But the regime that ordered people to shut down was not
constitutional. And they used a fraud to impose it.

J: The potential for a new regime eliminated any need to
suspend CDSA provisions.

JCT: Sure, the exemption isn't working and the prohibition
should be turned off until it is according to Parker but the
potential for a working exemption is as good as a working
exemption, to a judge! Har har har har har har.

He admits it isn't working, has heard of BENO but fails to
enforce it like the Supreme Court failed. Forgot what Parker
said. Evident not having any marijuana means the judge isn't
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growing any new brain cells.

J: The Manson injunction continued during this six-month
period.

JCT: That's right, despite seeing my mathematical proof of the
under-estimation of medication from actual fact was based upon
fraudulent surveys, (how else could they be that far off?) he

still left the genocidal low-limit in. Great indictment there.

J: The Defendant has advised that 162 of the
Plaintiffs/Applicants met the criteria of the Allard decision
and were entitled to its benefits.

JCT: The 162 guys whose 10-day clocks started ticking when
they found they were on List A. Forgets to mention he set the
clocks ticking on the other 154 on List B last week. While

they waited for mail informing they had to move that was never
to arrive. But he gave them a chance and they missed his
generous 3-day deadline despite not being told...

[15] On August 24, 2016 (six months after the Allard

decision), the government enacted the Access to Cannabis for
Medical Purposes Regulations to replace the unconstitutional
MMPR.

lll. Analysis

A. Rule 369 Motion

[16] The time to appeal the Allard decision having passed
without an appeal, and having notice of the
Defendant/Respondent's intention to move to strike the
claims/application, the Court directed that any such motion be
filed by April 26, 2016.

JCT: "The time to appeal the Allard decision having passed
without an appeal,” means things are over. So when a previous
Allard decision was not appealed did he make me file a motion
to remove a stay that had expired with no appeal. Even the
Crown wrote they thought the stay died with the failure to
appeal but | filed the Motion to Lift the Expired Stay,

probably a first, and Justice Phelan Granted it. Har har har.
Probably a first for both of us.

[17] In the meantime, on April 8, 2016, John Turmel brought

his own motion for summary judgment. In so doing, Turmel
acknowledged that his requests for declarations in respect of

the MMAR and MMPR have been rendered moot as a result of the
Allard decision.

JCT: Notice how Judge Phelan our conflates beefs against both
the MMAR and MMPR with Allard which only dealt with the MMPR.
Right? Allard only dealt with the MMPR. And now he's

conflating my request for a declaration against the MMAR with

the declaration won by Allard against the MMPR! Just lawying.

Only we raised the challenge to the grower limits previously
won by Sfetkopoulos and then Beren. Those were adjudicated,
why should the new 2-patient/grower and 4grower/garden limits



be heard? Plant limits under the MMAR weren't considered in
Allard. So seeking the declaration against the MMPR may have
been mooted but not against the MMAR whose objected-to
parameters continue to be enforced under all regimes.

J: He also appeared to have abandoned his claim for damages.

JCT: 1 did, I'm healthy, | want cannabis for prevention and
benefits. No one unhealthy who was harmed did abandon their
claim for damages.

[18] On this motion only Turmel (in Court File T-488-14)
sought to challenge the motion.

JCT: Though Judge Phelan permitted the Crown to serve everyone
by email, he insisted the patients run around to print and

serve paper documentation in reply on the Crown and the Court.

| refused to comply with that nasty ruling and only | did the

paper route.

J: Hunt filed a separate proceeding which was directed at
maintaining his action.

While neither Turmel nor any of the other Plaintiffs/Applicant
specifically raised an objection under Rule 369(2) to the
matter being in writing,

JCT: 1 did. Guess he forgot. Notice the first topic is:
MOTION IN WRITING where | ask for a live hearing.
https://groups.google.com/forum/#!topic/alt.fan.john-turmel/QEN5SfxwgzA

J: the Court understands that Turmel wants the matter to be
heard orally and that he purports to speak on behalf of all
other Plaintiffs/Applicant, despite the prohibition in R 119
against a non-solicitor representing other persons.

JCT: Cheap reason. At the Big Event, everyone got the chance
to speak even if | led off. Now he makes it sound like | want

it so only | get to speak and the rules won't allow that, so

he can't allow what he himself did last time either. Lawying
again.

[19] This is an appropriate case for a R.369 proceeding. The
issues of mootness, relief not available at law, absence of
reasonable causes of action, proceedings that are frivolous,
vexatious, and abuse of process, and ancillary issues are all
capable of being decided on the record. As noted, the record
is thin in substance and largely consists of a template-type
statement of claim.

JCT: Part A which we would have won if Allard hadn't been
first was that frivolous and vexatious. Had we not won, |

could understand his derision but considering we've been right
so far, | think is denigration is a bit premature.

[20] The matter can be disposed of expeditiously, efficiently,
and, most importantly, fairly on the basis of written

materials. The time, expense, and logistics of addressing each
action/application in person in each filing location are
unreasonable, cumbersome, and add no substantive fairness to
the process.
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JCT: So was letting the Crown serve by email and making the
patients all serve and file on paper all that expeditious,
efficient and fair? Seems pretty unfair to me. And the Great
Canadian Gambler, best just of fair there is, and letting the
Crown use email then saying lack of paper reply now counts
stinks to high heaven.

[21] Therefore, the Court concludes that this matter should be
disposed of on the written record.

JCT: Can't look his victims in the face.
B. Mootness

[22] In Borowski v Canada (Attorney General), [1989] 1 SCR
342, 57 DLR (4th) 231, the Court set out a two-step process
for determining whether to dismiss due to mootness.

JCT: No one says that our Part A declaration wasn't mooted by
Allard's. But as usual, because one lost, the other should too
without any consideration.

J: Firstly, a court determines whether a decision will have no
practical effect, and is therefore moot.

JCT: So people getting damages for the fraudulent legislation
will have no practical effect?

J: Secondly, the court must consider whether, despite being
moot, there are good reasons to hear and determine the case.

JCT: And of course, damages sustained by ordinary people don't
interest the court who have better things to spend their
sparse resources on.

[23] In these cases the requests for declaratory relief are
moot.

JCT: Sure. Part A but not the BENO declaration right. Saying
all declaratory relief is now moot because half has been
mooted. What about the remedies we asked for Allard did not?
Just more lawying.

J: The MMAR has long been repealed.

JCT: Many patients are still under it's unconstitutional
limitations but reality doesn't seems to matter here.

J: The MMPR was declared invalid, and it has now been repealed
and replaced by the ACMPR.

JCT: And so the damages caused the now-invalid MMPR on
fraudulent pretenses don't have to be addressed any more.

[24] The lis or interference with constitutional rights under
the MMAR and MMPR has ended with the introduction of the
ACMPR.

JCT: So because the violation of your rights has ended, you
have no more recourse for what it did to you.
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J: Any declaration would have no practical effect on the
Plaintiffs/Applicant. (The issue of damages is dealt with
separately later.)

JCT: How about a declaration that the S.4 and S.7 prohibitions
were invalid while the MMPR was deficient? Pretty practical to
people with bogus criminal records.

C. Discretion

[25] There are several good reasons why the Court should not
exercise its discretion to continue to adjudicate these
matters:

JCT: Sure, tell us of the discretion of the guy who let Sharon
Misener die. Whose medical diagnosis that he didn't see she
had any medical need was faulty. Tell why you shouldn't deal
with the damages to victims you helped harm. Issue?

a) there is nothing to adjudicate: the substrata of the lis
has disappeared completely with the introduction of the ACMPR,;

JCT: Sure, the loss from destroying your grow-op and pot has
disappeared completely with the ACMPR. How heartless. He just
can't see.

b) judicial economy militates against expenditure of judicial
resources on a theoretical claim; and

JCT: Courts shouldn't waste time on the "theoretical claims"
that destroying your facilities and stock caused you harm.

c) the role of a court is to adjudicate, not to make general
statements at large on legal issues.

JCT: Har har har. That is the role of the Court, as it did in
granting the Part A declaration. Seemed no problem
adjudicating a large legal issue there. Now we want to
adjudicate the small legal issue of damages now that we won
the large legal issue of declaration of invalidity.

Actually, it's like saying "You can prove you were harmed but
that victory is enough, you can get remedy for being harmed!

[26] No party other than Turmel seems to be interested in
litigating the issues.

JCT: Sure, all those patients who didn't run around filing
paper kits don't seem interested. Shame on them...

J: Even Turmel seems to recognize that the matters are moot
and there is nothing on which to give a useful declaration.

JCT: Can anyone really believe that | gave up my B remedy
because | won my A remedy? More lawying. Of course, | never
said Remedy B for Repeal with cannabis off the banned list was
mooted, could I? But in a judge's delusional world, he may
really think | gave up on my declaration for No Offence when
winning the Bad Exemption. Right?

[27] There is no regulation to attack and therefore nothing
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useful to declare.

JCT: Guess he forgot to declare the S.4 and S.7 prohibitions
invalid too. To think someone this forgetful is on the federal
bench.

J: The MMAR has been replaced by two different regulatory
regimes. The MMPR has been struck down, the appeal period has
passed, and the matter of the validity of the MMPR is res

judicata. Finally, the MMPR has been replaced in its entirety

by the ACMPR.

JCT: Great. Now remedy for the harms due to its flaws. Since
we won Part A, declaration of invalidity of the exemption, he
says it settles Party B, declaration of invalidity of the
prohibitions and the damages claims. This is a standard
practice. Put up the two targets, knock one down and say you
got them both.

[28] In terms of judicial economy, handling more than 300
similar cases across the country without a lead file or some
coordination is a daunting task.

JCT: Gee, he just couldn't figure out who would be the lead
file. The Federal Court of Appeal managed to discern a Lead
Appellant but Justice Phelan just can't see!!

J: Before working out the logistics, the Court must be able to
conclude that something legally useful might be attained.

JCT: Is victims getting damages not legally useful?

J: However, here there are no issues which can usefully be
resolved in terms of present or future proceedings.

JCT: Damages for victims can't be usefully resolved. He
wouldn't be able to see..

J: Any problems with the new regime should be handled directly
in claims under or against the ACMPR.

JCT: Hey, we should forget Remedy B! forget the damages.

[29] Any declaration that the Court might make would be a
general pronouncement on past laws, not an adjudication with
some effect on the claimants' existing rights.

JCT: Only because Judge Phelan forgot to declare the
Prohibitions Invalid when he declared the Exemption Invalid.
That affects future law. But if you ignore the request for
remedy of future law, then | guess you can say we only sought
remedy of past law. But BENO is certainly not just past effect
on rights, it's going on now. Justin's Busteds is still

ongoing.

J: The adjudicature culminated in the Allard decision.

JCT: The adjudicature of only Remedy A. Okay, supposedly, he's
still only talking about Remedy A settled in Allard. Allard

didn't officially ask for BENO nor damages. Sure sure, we win
Remedy A with Allard, A is mooted. Now does he want to say
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that means Declaration B and damages are mooted too?

[30] Therefore, these proceedings are moot and there is no
good reason to allow the actions/application to continue.

JCT: So Remedy B is mooted because Remedy A was won. Har har
har. Typical lawying.

J: This motion can be granted on these grounds alone; however,
for the sake of completeness, the Court will briefly address
other grounds raised by the Defendant/Respondent.

JCT: Why yes, because we won Remedy A now mooted, Remedy B and
damages are mooted too.

D. Other Grounds
JCT: First of all, these aren't "grounds," they're "remedies."

[31] With respect to the requests to have certain provisions
of the CDSA struck down,

JCT: Like Taliano did and the Ontario Court of Appeal

criticized Lederman for not doing... Parker said Prohibition
Invalid Absent Exemption. Guess Phelan finds that hard to
understand because he just declared the Exemption Absent but
did not declare the Prohibitions Invalid. So the judge didn't
follow precedent doing it right, he followed precedent doing

it wrong. We can now apply the Hitzig Ontario Court of Appeal
pan of Lederman to Phelan too.

Final point, if you notice in the Quash Motion, | do cite

where they criticize Lederman for missing NO when he declared
BE and then when | criticize the Supreme Court for failing in

the same way in Smith, | used the Ontario Court of Appeal's
very words of criticism. Har har har. Hope they noticed.

J: this Court in Allard refused to do so on the basis that a
new regime was a better remedy than the potential disruption
caused by striking down legislative provisions.

JCT: He refused to do so because it hadn't been raised. There
was no foundation, no factums, nothing. Such a decision is
called "per incuriam," in that things that ought to have been
considered were not. Kirk raised it but the Crown objected and
there was no argument. It was shut down. But his giving it a
thought is now to be deemed as deep thinking on the matter. It
wasn't. It was "per incuriam."

J: The issue was sufficiently addressed in Allard to
constitute stare decisis.

JCT: The issue wasn't argued nor addressed at all in Allard so
how can it be already decided. But if he says it was such a
reasoned decision with appropriate documentation, it's just
lawying. I've quoted his flimsy excuse for not following J.P.
and Taliano in other motions. Still flimsy now.

J: While another judge of this Court could theoretically reach
a different conclusion, judicial comity favors consistency in
results. There is no good reason to revisit the issue.



JCT: To revisit the issue he never considered in any detail at
all? That's more lawying. No documentation, no facta, no
argument, that's why the Crown objected to the sudden idea by
Kirk Tousaw. There was no foundation. And upon the dismissal
of a suggestion with no foundation, Phelan now wants to invoke
"stare decisis" that it's already been adjudicated. Adjudicate
means "judged" and nothing was judged. But his not declaring

NO after declaring BE lets me use the OCA pan on him from now

on.

[32] While the Plaintiffs claim damages - with few of the
necessary specifics for such claims - the claims are largely
for loss of unused marihuana grown or loss of the production
sites.

JCT: Finally, dealing with the damages from unconstitutional
legislation under fraudulent pretenses.

[33] As held in Quebec (Commission des droits de la personne
et des droits de la jeunesse) v Communauti urbaine de
Montrial, 2004 SCC 30, [2004] 1 SCR 789, absent wrongful
conduct, bad faith, or abuse of power, in respect of public

law matters courts will not award damages for harm suffered as
a result of an enactment which is subsequently declared
unconstitutional.

JCT: And he doesn't think it wasn't "wrongful conduct, bad
faith, or abuse of power" to:

1) rely on fraudulent surveys to under-medicate the patients;
2) argue home-grows had to be shut down to the danger from
a) fires when there had been none;

3) mold when growers pay more attention and have less mold
than the 90% of Canada's houses that do.

All that lying and misrepresentation to shut down your grow-
ops and he doesn't think it's "wrongful conduct, bad faith, or
abuse of power." Who cares, he's just a judge.

Just remember, people died and Phelan was na executioner so
why would he think it wrong for bureaucrats to cut off sick
people's medicine, he's already done it personally to the
victims in front of him. We say using fraudulent polls off by

a factor of 9, lying about fires and mold, is prima facie
evidence of "wrongful conduct, bad faith, or abuse of power."

[34] The subject pleadings contain insufficient, if any,
particulars of bad faith or abuse of process.

JCT: The infamous "l don't see enough evidence" like when he
didn't see enough evidence of Sharon Misener's cancer and
expired exemption and had to turn down her request for an
interim exemption. Lucky him she isn't around to point her
finger at him and tell him his medical opinion was wrong.

[35] In respect of the Hunt claim (Court File T-1548-14), the
Plaintiff seeks a declaration that provisions of the NCR and
DPRA are invalid because they require a physician to approve
the use of marihuana.

[36] It is settled law, as recently as Smith, that the
requirement for medical authorization is constitutionally
sound.

[37] In addition, the pleading is deficient in allegations

843



concerning the limitation of access to marihuana by reason of
the requirement for medical authorization. In a similar vein,

the Hunt pleading shows no connection of the provincial DPRA
to a body of federal law. Therefore, the Court has no
jurisdiction over this aspect of his claim.

[38] | need not go into great detail that the claims disclose
no reasonable cause of action. | noted that neither the users
of the Turmel Kit nor Hunt have filed claims that contain
details of their personal circumstances and personal
infringement of their rights. These pleadings are in marked
contrast to the pleadings in Allard.

JCT: Guess he forgot the 50 with Sharon Misener who did file
claims that contained details of their personal medical
circumstances and how dying would be a personal infringement
of rights. He keeps dealing with those he tricked with the 3-

day deadline but keeps forgetting those who were file and
couldn't be tricked. What more could the Allard witnesses have
proffered than proof of medical need and dangers suffered?

[39] This Court in its stay decision referred to the "dearth of
detail",

JCT: The Court thinks engineering elegance, just enough to
Keep It Super Simple is a "dearth of detail." Just doesn't get
elegance. Sharon said: | have cancer, my doctor authorized x
grams per day. I've been shut down. | need an interim
exemption." Judge said that's not enough. Wanted to see her X-
rays, maybe give her a feel for those tumors before Doubting
Thomas would believe.

J: the vague generalities and hyperbole of the Turmel Kit, and
the paucity of information on personal circumstances.

JCT: "I suffer this and my doctor said | had medical need"
isn't vague. Only to someone who can't see that well that it's
enough.

J: Nothing has changed and no party took advantage of the
opportunity provided by the Court to amend and provide further
details. It would be unjust to allow amendments at this stage.

JCT: It would be unjust to allow amendments for those who
missed his generous 3-days not-informed deadline at this
stage? Luckily, 50 Gold Stars already filed their motions with
Affidavits of Medical Need before the Big Event. He ducks
Sharon's motion for relief by mentioning that no newbies ones
took advantage of generous 3-day uninformed offer.

[40] Along the same lines and with respect to the "frivolous,
vexatious and abuse of process" argument, the pleadings fail
on this ground also.

JCT: A guy who thinks screwing one group with a 3-day deadline
while others get 10 and who lets the Crown use email but

forces patients to go the expensive paper route thinks

Sharon's plea for relief was "frivolous and vexatious." Sure,
Sharon was abusing the process and he made sure she got
justice in his court. Har har har har har har har har har.

Blood on his hands. And a personal friend. I'll never let him
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forget Sharon Misener. She's already told her story to the
Supreme Court while she was alive. Now I'll get to tell it
again now that she's dead.

J: A pleading is frivolous and vexatious if it is
argumentative or includes statements that are irrelevant,
incomprehensible, or inserted for colour, as if it seeks
relief that the Court clearly cannot grant (Simon v Canada,
2011 FCA 6, 197 ACWS (3d) 485).

JCT: Judge Phelan finds pleading for damages are frivolous and
vexatious and a whole host of other non-related possibilities.

[41] The pleadings, as noted above, suffer from such a lack of
specificity that it is difficult to respond or to regulate the
proceedings. Comments in the Turmel Kit are overblown,
insulting, and argumentative.

JCT: Remember, this is the judge who didn't believe Sharon's
Affidavit that she had cancer even though a doctor had already
attested so. It might sound good to say "lack of specificity,"

but what does that even mean to a guy who can't stay with the
simple stuff. He wants specificity that he doesn't need like

he wanted to check out Sharon like he didn't need. Sticking

his nose in all the wrong places.

[42] The Hunt pleading suffers from allegations and case
references of uncertain relevance. Pleading relief such as
habeas corpus under s 15 or referencing the "supreme law" is
difficult to understand. The claim for exaggerated damages of
$1 billion adds nothing to the seriousness of the pleadings.
The claims are frivolous and vexatious.

[43] As noted earlier, the Plaintiffs/Applicant seek to re-
litigate decided matters. As such, this is an abuse of

process.

JCT: What a pain having these clowns polluting our case.
IV. Conclusion

[44] For all these reasons, the motion is granted. The Court
will issue an Order that:

a) all of the claims/application listed are struck without
leave to amend; and

b) no costs being requested, no costs will be granted. (It is
doubtful under the circumstances if the Court would have
granted costs.)

JCT: Right. | guess Phelan sending Sharon Misener a bill right
after die might smack of bad PR. Guess the gang have a lot
more to thank Sharon for than her constant support.

ORDER
THIS COURT ORDERS that:

1. The Defendant/Respondent's motion is granted and all of the
claims/application listed are struck without leave to amend;

and

2. As no costs are requested, no costs are granted.

"Michael L. Phelan" Judge
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FEDERAL COURT

SOLICITORS OF RECORD

DOCKETS:

STYLE OF CAUSE:

In the matter of numerous filings seeking a declaration
pursuant to s 52(1) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms

MOTION IN WRITING CONSIDERED AT OTTAWA, ONTARIO, PURSUANT TO
RULE 369 OF THE FEDERAL COURTS RULES

ORDER AND REASONS:
PHELAN J.

DATED:

JANUARY 11, 2017

WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS BY:
John Turmel
FOR THE PLAINTIFF (T-488-14)

Jon Bricker
FOR THE DEFENDANT

JCT: Okay. So Justice denied. Their unconstitutional
legislation made in bad faith did you damage but a judge lets
them get away with it. You've all heard of this kind of

judicial abuse and now you've lived it for a lousy $2 and it
cost them a ton to print most of the paper in your files. You
all lose your $2 but get a valuable insight into how lawying
works.

My only silver lining is that I'm going to appeal and get it

on record before all the courts above of what Justice Phelan
did that was not only objectionable but genocidal for some of
our Gold Stars. He doesn't spill my friends' blood and get off
the the public condemnation hook. I'm can't let this die with
her?

No one else needs do anything. I'll keep going. If it should

be declared that Phelan had no right to deny the claims for
damages, maybe you'll still win something. No matter what,
what Phelan did to you will make the annals of judicial

history. Don't think the most "remarkable, unprecedented and
extraordinary" medpot case in Canadian history can stay buried
forever. Especially with the only appeals going on. Sure, the
chances are slim but | enjoy exposing judicial failures to

their bosses.

| can't imagine the judge got paid enough to do what he did.
But he's got Sharon's blood on his hands and I'll enjoy
reminding him the rest of our lives.

By the way, I'm serious. If you did get an $800 bill from the
Crown, do send them your first $1 payment and mention you're
working on the rest.



THIS IS EXHIBIT “52” mentioned and
referred to in the affidavit of
LISA MINAROVICH
SWORN before me by affiant in the City of
Brampton, in the Regional Municipality of
Peel, in the City of Toronto in the Province of
Ontario this 315t day of MAY, 2022 in
accordance with O. Reg. 431/20.

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
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