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FORM 19D
Courts of Justice Act

ONTARIO SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

Court File No.: CV-26-00102709-0000

BETWEEN:

ALLAN DOUGLAS WILSON
Plaintiff

- and -

OTTAWA POLICE SERVICE BOARD
ANNE TARDIF

GOWLING WLG (CANADA) LLP
Defendants

NOTICE OF MOTION AND REQUISITION FOR NOTING IN DEFAULT, RESPONSE TO RULE
2.1 REQUEST, AND MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

PART A: REQUISITION FOR NOTING IN DEFAULT

1. The Plaintiff REQUIRES the Local Registrar to note the Defendants in default in this action pursuant
to Rules 18.01 and 19.01 of the Rules of Civil Procedure.

2. The Statement of Claim was issued on December 8, 2025 and served electronically on January 28,
2026.

3. Proof of service of the Statement of Claim is attached hereto as Schedule A.
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4. The time for delivery of a Statement of Defence has expired pursuant to Rule 18.01. No Statement of
Defence has been filed by any Defendant, nor has any Notice of Intent to Defend been delivered
pursuant to Rule 18.02.

5. On February 17, 2026, counsel for Defendants Anne Tardif and Gowling WLG (Canada) LLP (Anne
Tardif, Gowling WLG) served a request under Rule 2.1 to stay or dismiss this proceeding. This request
does not constitute a Statement of Defence and does not cure the default. The Plaintiff submits that the
Rule 2.1 request is itself procedurally improper and substantively without merit, as set out in Part B
below.

PART B: RESPONSE TO RULE 2.1 REQUEST AND MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

I. The Rule 2.1 Request Constitutes Bad Faith and is Procedurally Improper

6. The Rule 2.1 request was served by Gowling WLG and Anne Tardif on February 17, 2026, which is
the final day on which a Statement of Defence was required to be delivered. The Plaintiff submits that
filing a Rule 2.1 request on the last permissible day for a defence, in lieu of a defence, constitutes bad
faith litigation conduct designed to avoid substantive adjudication of serious defamation allegations.

7. Rule 2.1 provides: "The court may make an order staying or dismissing a motion that appears on its
face to be frivolous or vexatious or otherwise an abuse of the process of the court." O. Reg. 322/24, s. 1.
The Plaintiff submits that the Defendants' own Rule 2.1 request is itself frivolous within the meaning of
Rule 2.1.02(1), as it lacks any evidentiary foundation or legal reasoning, and is being deployed to delay
proceedings and shield the Defendants from accountability for documented defamatory statements.

8. The Rule 2.1 request is not a Statement of Defence. No Statement of Defence has been received as
required by Ontario Rule 18.01, and no Notice of Intent to Defend has been delivered as required by
Rule 18.02. The Defendants are therefore properly in default and should be noted accordingly.

II. Frivolousness and Vexatiousness Have Never Been Properly Determined

9. Rule 2.1 is reserved for the "clearest cases" and requires caution with generous allowance for
drafting: Khan v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONCA 320 at para. 15; Gao v. Ontario WSIB, 2014
ONSC 6497 at para. 18. The Defendants' Rule 2.1 request proceeds as though a valid, unreviewable
determination of frivolousness or vexatiousness has already been made. It has not. No court has made
such a determination that is capable of standing as settled law.

10. The Justice Kaufman dismissal of CV-24-97442 on January 8, 2025, which the Defendants seek to
use as a predicate for the Rule 2.1 request, is itself the subject of the Supreme Court of Canada
application served on Anne Tardif on January 22, 2026. That application demonstrates, with
documentary support, that the Kaufman Endorsement:
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a) Contained disproportionately unattributed and plagiarized content copied from Gao v.
Ontario WSIB, 2014 ONSC 6497, including the erroneous statement that civil courts lack
jurisdiction over Charter claims;
b) Dismissed "the motion" rather than "the action," reflecting a fundamental error on the face of
the record;
c) Misapplied the disjunctive Rule 2.1 test, reversing the burden of proof;
d) Was rendered without the mandatory Rule 2.1B notice having been issued;
e) Was issued with inadequate reasons, contrary to Barbieri v. Mastronardi, 2014 ONCA 416.

11. The SCC application raises nine questions of national importance, including the proper evidentiary
standard for Rule 2.1 dismissals of Charter claims with documentary support. As submitted at para. 23
of that application: Charter claims require evidentiary review; dismissal without disproving the evidence
makes s. 24(1) of the Charter an ineffective instrument: Doucet-Boudreau v. Nova Scotia, 2003 SCC 62.
No Rule 2.1 request can be granted on the basis of a determination that remains the subject of a pending
SCC application.

12. Furthermore, the Divisional Court dismissal of DC-25-2976 on November 21, 2025 (Justice
Labrosse) is itself a void decision. It contradicts itself by exercising jurisdiction to dismiss for alleged
lack of jurisdiction (a logically untenable outcome): MacMillan Bloedel Ltd. v. Simpson, [1995] 4 S.C.R.
725. Justice Labrosse also miscited Berentschot v. Ontario, 2025 ONSC 4857 and Edusei v. Philips,
2025 ONSC 4723, decisions that affirmatively support jurisdiction under the JRPA, as authority against
jurisdiction. Miscitation of authorities constitutes error of law: R. v. S. (R.D.), [1997] 3 S.C.R. 484.

13. The Court of Appeal confirmed on December 13, 2025 (Exhibit A to the SCC application) that
appeals from Divisional Court lie directly with the Supreme Court of Canada, directly contradicting
Justice Labrosse's misdirection that the Ontario Court of Appeal was the appropriate forum. Appeal
deadlines expired during delays in issuing the underlying order, leaving the Plaintiff's constitutional
claims unadjudicated from a void ruling. In representing these orders as appended to the 2.1 Request, the
Defendants seek to exploit this chain of procedural failures as though they constitute final
determinations, however they do not.

III. The Rule 2.1 Request Lacks Evidentiary Foundation

14. The Rule 2.1 request presented by Gowling WLG and Anne Tardif contains:

a) No evidence of frivolousness or vexatiousness of this proceeding;
b) No legal reasoning supporting the 2.1 request;
c) No affidavit or documentary evidence in support;
d) No engagement with the substantive defamation allegations in the Statement of Claim;
e) No reference to the Supreme Court of Canada application served on Defendant Anne Tardif
on January 22, 2026, which is directly related to the proceedings in which the defamatory
statements were made.
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15. The failure to address the SCC application is particularly significant. Defendant Anne Tardif is
directly served and on notice of the full scope of proceedings, including the pending constitutional
questions. The deliberate omission of this material fact from the Rule 2.1 request is consistent with the
same pattern of misrepresentation that underlies the defamation claims in this action. Proof of service is
attached hereto as Schedule B.

16. The Defendants further omitted the Annexes to the Statement of Claim in CV-24-97442 appended
to the Rule 2.1 request, selectively presenting the record and misrepresenting the authorities before this
Court. These Annexes are material to any Rule 2.1 analysis and demonstrate that the underlying claims
are grounded in documentary evidence. The full Statement of Claim with Annexes is included with this
motion (p17 Schedule C).

IV. False Accusations May Be Criminal in Nature; No Rule 2.1 Jurisdiction Exists

17. The defamatory statements that form the basis of this action consist of false accusations made by
legal counsel in court filings. Such statements may constitute criminal defamatory libel under the
Criminal Code of Canada, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-46, including criminal libel (s. 300) and defamatory libel
(s. 301), and may further constitute the offence of attempting to pervert the course of justice contrary to
s. 139(2). Rule 2.1 provides no jurisdiction to stay or dismiss proceedings arising from statements that
are potentially criminal in nature.

18. This is consistent with the approach taken by Justice Kaufman in the related matter CV-24-98223
(Wilson v. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP), where a Rule 2.1 request by The Ottawa Hospital was similarly
rejected. Justice Kaufman declined to invoke Rule 2.1 where statements raised issues of potentially
criminal conduct and breach of professional duties. The Defendants present a materially identical
procedural posture here.

19. The Plaintiff submits that no Rule 2.1 jurisdiction exists where:

a) The statements alleged to be defamatory are contained in the public court record and their
content is not in dispute;
b) The falsity of the statements is verifiable from documentary evidence without credibility
assessment;
c) The statements were made by licensed legal practitioners in breach of their duties of candour
to tribunals;
d) The statements may constitute criminal defamatory libel (Criminal Code, ss. 300 and 301) or
may constitute an attempt to pervert the course of justice (s. 139(2));
e) The claims raise serious issues about the integrity of the administration of justice;
f) Dismissal without disproving the evidence would render s. 24(1) of the Charter an ineffective
instrument: Doucet-Boudreau v. Nova Scotia, 2003 SCC 62.
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V. History of Rule 2.1 Abuse; Denial of Access to Justice

20. The Defendants and associated parties have a documented history of misusing Rule 2.1 as a
procedural tactic to suppress legitimate claims without substantive adjudication. As evidenced in the
SCC application, the systemic abuse across related Ottawa court proceedings demonstrates denial of
procedural fairness and violation of access to justice principles under s. 24(1) of the Charter:

a) In CV-24-97442 (Wilson v. Ottawa Police Service Board et al.), Respondents filed a Rule 2.1
request instead of defending on the merits; no mandatory Rule 2.1B notice was issued; dismissal
on January 8, 2025 was based on a plagiarized endorsement with identified legal errors, the
subject of the pending SCC application;
b) In CV-24-98223 (Wilson v. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP), a Rule 2.1 request was rejected by
Justice Kaufman in endorsement, confirming no Rule 2.1 jurisdiction exists for the type of
claims presented;
c) In DC-25-2976, the judicial review application for CV-24-97442 was dismissed by Justice
Labrosse on November 21, 2025 under Rule 2.1 with a self-contradicting and void endorsement
that miscited authorities affirming jurisdiction as authorities denying it;
d) In DC-25-3082, defamatory statements by Defendants in the original matter remain
unresolved in Divisional Court pending 2.1 determination when the same statements were denied
2.1 consideration in the underlying proceeding;
e) Access to justice demands review; foreclosure through artificial procedural barriers violates
ss. 7 and 24(1) of the Charter: Yatar v. TD Insurance Meloche Monnex, 2024 SCC 8.

21. As submitted in the SCC application, undisputed plagiarism in the Kaufman endorsement, taken
substantially from Gao v. Ontario WSIB, undermines judicial independence; the absence of any
institutional response to this finding suggests it is unanswerable and erodes public confidence in the
courts: Committee for Justice and Liberty v. National Energy Board, [1978] 1 S.C.R. 369 at pp. 371,
391.

22. The Plaintiff submits that the present Rule 2.1 request is the latest instance of this pattern. The
Defendants are deploying procedural tactics (as specifically contended in the SCC filing) to avoid
substantive adjudication of documented defamatory statements. Rule 2.1 abuse against self-represented
litigants challenging government-affiliated respondents with disproportionate resources requires
appropriate safeguards and invokes s. 15 of the Charter.

VI. Defendants’ Citation of Cases Currently Under Higher Court Review is Improper

23. The Defendants have appended to their Rule 2.1 request cases that are currently subject to review by
a higher court. It is not accepted legal practice to cite, as persuasive or binding authority, decisions that
are under active review by a superior court, particularly where the very issues under review bear directly
on the disputed questions in the present proceeding. A decision subject to pending higher court review
has diminished precedential value and cannot be treated as settled authority, especially in respect of
disputed claims of frivolousness that appear across proceedings involving the same Defendants.
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24. This concern is compounded in the present matter because the same unsubstantiated
characterizations of the Plaintiff’s claims as frivolous or vexatious appear, without independent
evidentiary support, across multiple proceedings brought against the same Defendants. The Defendants
seek to use their own prior, unproven assertions as a self-reinforcing basis for the present Rule 2.1
request. Where such assertions are derived from cases currently under review, they cannot ground a
finding that this proceeding is frivolous on its face.

25. Furthermore, the Rule 2.1 requests filed by these Defendants in the related matters identified in Part
B above have served only to delay proceedings, with the result that none of the Plaintiff’s substantive
claims were ever addressed on the merits by any court. The use of Rule 2.1 as a successive procedural
device, including through reliance on cases that remain under higher court review, compounds the
prejudice to the Plaintiff and the denial of access to justice documented throughout this motion.

VII. Criminal Conduct: Attempting to Pervert the Course of Justice

26. The Defendants’ conduct may constitute the criminal offence of attempting to pervert the course of
justice, contrary to section 139(2) of the Criminal Code, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-46.

27. Section 139(2) of the Criminal Code provides: “Every one who wilfully attempts in any manner
other than a manner described in subsection (1) to obstruct, pervert or defeat the course of justice is
guilty of an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding ten years.”

28. The Defendants’ pattern of conduct, including filing procedurally improper Rule 2.1 requests on the
last permissible day for a defence, relying on cases under active higher court review, omitting material
facts from court filings, and selectively presenting the record, is consistent with a willful attempt to
obstruct or pervert the course of justice within the meaning of s. 139(2). These same Defendants have
advanced unsubstantiated claims of frivolousness repeatedly across related proceedings and with the
power of public offices, effectively delaying any meaningful adjudication or review of the Plaintiff’s
documented claims.

29. Additionally, the defamatory statements pleaded in the Statement of Claim may constitute criminal
defamatory libel within the meaning of sections 300 and 301 of the Criminal Code. Section 300
provides that every one who publishes a defamatory libel that the person knows is false is guilty of an
indictable offence. Section 301 provides that every one who publishes a defamatory libel is guilty of an
indictable offence. The Plaintiff pleads that the Defendants made false and defamatory statements in
court filings with knowledge of their falsity, bringing the conduct within the scope of these provisions.
No Rule 2.1 jurisdiction exists to stay or dismiss proceedings that raise potential criminal liability of this
nature.
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VIII. Summary Judgment is Appropriate

30. The Plaintiff moves for summary judgment pursuant to Rule 20 of the Rules of Civil Procedure on
the grounds that there is no genuine issue requiring a trial:

a) The defamatory statements are contained in the court record and their content is not in
dispute;
b) The Plaintiff's actual submissions to the Court are available for direct comparison to the
Defendants' characterizations;
c) The falsity of the Defendants' characterizations is determinable on the documentary record
without credibility assessment or oral testimony;
d) The Defendants have failed to file any Statement of Defence or substantive denial of the
allegations;
e) The publication and republication of the statements is not in dispute.

31. A case conference is not required or appropriate. The Defendants have demonstrated no intention to
defend this action. All relevant facts are documentary and not in dispute. A case conference would only
delay adjudication and waste judicial resources without advancing resolution.

PART C: RELIEF SOUGHT

32. The Plaintiff respectfully requests the following relief:

a) An Order noting the Defendants Ottawa Police Service Board, Anne Tardif, and Gowling
WLG (Canada) LLP in default pursuant to Rules 18.01 and 19.01;
b) An Order dismissing the Defendants' Rule 2.1 request as frivolous and an abuse of process
pursuant to Rule 2.1.02(1);
c) An Order granting summary judgment in favour of the Plaintiff pursuant to Rule 20;
d) Damages as claimed in the Statement of Claim;
e) Costs of this motion and the action on a substantial indemnity basis, having regard to the
Defendants' bad faith conduct;
f) Such further and other relief as this Honourable Court deems just.

SCHEDULES AND ATTACHMENTS:

Schedule A: Proof of Service of Statement of Claim
Schedule B: Proof of Service of SCC Application on Anne Tardif (January 22, 2026)
Schedule C: Application for Leave to Appeal in Supreme Court of Canada
Schedule D: The Ottawa Hospital (TOH) Statement of Defence and Response in CV-24-97442
Schedule E: Justice Kaufman Endorsement in CV-24-98223 (rejecting Rule 2.1 request)
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DATED this 18th day of February, 2026

Allan Douglas Wilson
Plaintiff (Self-Represented)
1321 Upland Drive, Unit 21311
Houston, Texas USA 77043
Tel: (713) 363-3006
Email: wilson.allan.d@gmail.com

TO:

OTTAWA POLICE SERVICE BOARD
110 Laurier Avenue West
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 1J1

ANNE TARDIF
c/o Gowling WLG (Canada) LLP
Suite 2600, 160 Elgin Street
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 1C3

GOWLING WLG (CANADA) LLP
Suite 2600, 160 Elgin Street
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 1C3



Schedule 'A'



Schedule 'B'



File number: ________

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CANADA
(ON APPEAL FROM OTTAWA DIVISIONAL COURT)

BETWEEN: Allan Douglas Wilson,

Applicant, Self-Represented,

and

Ottawa Police Service, The Ottawa Hospital, and Canadian Joint Operations
Command,

Respondents.

Notice of Application for Leave to Appeal prepared and submitted by
Allan Douglas Wilson, Self-Represented Applicant

(no publication ban)

ANNE TARDIF, Counsel
for Ottawa Police Service
Board
Gowling WLG (Canada)
LLP
160 Elgin Street, Suite
600
Ottawa, ON K1P 1C3
Tel: 613-786-0203
Email:
anne.tardif@gowlingwlg.
com

KIM DULLET, Counsel for
The Ottawa Hospital
Borden Ladner Gervais LLP
World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street, Suite 1300
Ottawa, ON K1P 1J9
Tel: 613-369-4792
Email:
KDullet@blg.com

JOSHUA TOEWS, Counsel for
Canadian Joint Operations
Command
Department of Justice (Canada)
Civil Litigation Section
50 O'Connor Street,
Suite 500
Ottawa, ON K1A 0H8
Tel: 343-552-7218
Email:
Joshua.Toews@justice.gc.ca

Schedule 'C'



Notice of Name Subrule 14(1) (FORM 14)

TAKE NOTICE that Respondents confirm by way of publication their organizational names
in each of the official languages:

The Ottawa Hospital | L’Hôpital d’Ottawa

Ottawa Police Service Board | La Commission de service de police d’Ottawa

Canadian Joint Operations Command | Commandement des opérations interarmées du
Canada

Dated at the Municipality of Balamban, Cebu, this 22nd day of January 2026.

SIGNED BY: Allan Douglas Wilson, Self-Represented Applicant

1321 Upland Drive unit 21311

Houston, Texas 77043 USA

Email: wilson.allan.d@gmail.com

Telephone: (713) 363-3006

ORIGINAL TO: THE REGISTRAR

COPIES TO:

ANNE TARDIF, Counsel for
Ottawa Police Service Board
Gowling WLG (Canada) LLP
160 Elgin Street, Suite 600
Ottawa, ON K1P 1C3
Tel: 613-786-0203
Email:
anne.tardif@gowlingwlg.com

KIM DULLET, Counsel for
The Ottawa Hospital
Borden Ladner Gervais LLP
World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street, Suite
1300
Ottawa, ON K1P 1J9
Tel: 613-369-4792
Email:
KDullet@blg.com

JOSHUA TOEWS, Counsel
for Canadian Joint
Operations Command
Department of Justice
(Canada)
Civil Litigation Section
50 O'Connor Street,
Suite 500
Ottawa, ON K1A 0H8
Tel: 343-552-7218
Email:
Joshua.Toews@justice.gc.ca

SOR/2011-74, s. 37 SOR/2013-175, s. 42 SOR/2016-271, s. 52(F) SOR/2019-1, s. 15 SOR/2024-73, s. 10

mailto:wilson.allan.d@gmail.com
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/SOR-2002-156/page-8.html#1450798-1457633
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/SOR-2002-156/page-8.html#1045353-1110253


Rule 23 Certificate (FORM 23C)

I, Allan Douglas Wilson, self-represented Applicant, certify that it may be
inappropriate for Justice Marc R. Labrosse to take part in the adjudication on the
proceedings in this Court due to a request for recusal previously filed by the Applicant
in a related matter currently before the Ottawa Divisional Court.

Dated at January 22, 2026 at Cebu this 22nd day of January, 2026.

Allan Douglas Wilson,

Self-represented Applicant

ORIGINAL TO: THE REGISTRAR

COPIES TO:

ANNE TARDIF, Counsel for
Ottawa Police Service Board
Gowling WLG (Canada) LLP
160 Elgin Street, Suite 600
Ottawa, ON K1P 1C3
Tel: 613-786-0203
Email:
anne.tardif@gowlingwlg.com

KIM DULLET, Counsel for
The Ottawa Hospital
Borden Ladner Gervais LLP
World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street, Suite 1300
Ottawa, ON K1P 1J9
Tel: 613-369-4792
Email:
KDullet@blg.com

JOSHUA TOEWS, Counsel
for Canadian Joint
Operations Command
Department of Justice
(Canada)
Civil Litigation Section
50 O'Connor Street,
Suite 500
Ottawa, ON K1A 0H8
Tel: 343-552-7218
Email:
Joshua.Toews@justice.gc.ca

SOR/2016-271, s. 42
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Exhibit 'A': Email correspondence from Ontario Court of Appeals 

affirming Supreme Court of Canada jurisdiction

Statement of Claim in CV-24-97442
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MEMORANDUM OF ARGUMENT

(Rule 25(1)(b) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Canada)

COURT FILE NO.: [To be assigned]

BETWEEN:

ALLAN DOUGLAS WILSON
Applicant

(Self-Represented)

— and —

OTTAWA POLICE SERVICE BOARD,
THE OTTAWA HOSPITAL, and

CANADIAN JOINT OPERATIONS COMMAND
Respondents

PART I – STATEMENT OF FACTS

[1] The Applicant's position is that this case raises issues of national importance
regarding unaddressed Charter of Rights violations and abuse of procedural rules to
shield government actors from resulting accountability. Denials across jurisdictions
and related cases have relied on procedural tactics to dismiss Applicant’s claims.
Access to justice in the present matter has been denied from misuse of Ontario's Rule
2.1 which was intended as a screening mechanism for truly frivolous claims, and has
been mechanically misapplied through plagiarized decisions, misciting of authorities,
and inappropriate burden shifting resulting in the complete foreclosure of substantive
constitutional litigation. The systemic abuse in this case and across related matters in
the Ottawa courts exemplifies a lack of judicial independence, denial of procedural
fairness without effective safeguards, and violation of access to justice principles
under s. 24(1) of the Charter. This Court must intervene to establish standards
preventing such misconduct, ensuring meaningful review of documented judicial
errors, and to protect self-represented litigants challenging government respondents
with disproportionate resources.
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[2] The issues transcend the Applicant's case and affect public confidence in Canadian
institutions and the judiciary: (a) Can authorities circumvent basic constitutional and
privacy protections without meaningful review? (b) When can Rule 2.1 be used to
dismiss evidence-supported Charter claims through contradictory jurisdictional
grounds? (c) What safeguards exist against judicial plagiarism, improper use of
authorities, and denial of justice from void determinations? (d) How can proper
judicial decision be rendered when all lower forums deny review through artificial
barriers, leaving serious constitutional allegations unacknowledged by the courts?

[3] The Applicant filed a Statement of Claim supported by documentary evidence on
October 9, 2024 (Ontario Superior Court File No. CV-24-97442), alleging Charter
violations (ss. 2(b), 6(2)(b), 7, 8, 9, 10(a), 12) over 24 years, including illegal taser
experimentation, unlawful detentions, falsified medical records, cross-border police
information sharing without warrant, and ongoing surveillance. Respondents filed a
Rule 2.1 request instead of defending on merits of the Statement of Claim and no
mandatory Rule 2.1B notice was issued.

[4] On January 8, 2025, Justice Kaufman dismissed the claim as "frivolous and
vexatious" via an Endorsement with 30-40% plagiarized content from Gao v. Ontario
WSIB, 2014 ONSC 6497, including errors like dismissing "the motion" instead of "the
action," misapplication of the disjunctive test, inadequate reasons, and erroneous
statement that civil courts lack jurisdiction over Charter claims.

[5] The Applicant filed a Judicial Review Application (DC-25-2976) on January 19,
2025, seeking certiorari under ss. 2(2) and 2(3) of the Judicial Review Procedure Act
(JRPA) for error of law, lack of evidence, and procedural unfairness. A prior
unacknowledged application (December 25, 2024) sought mandamus.

[6] After case conferences where Justice Labrosse exercised jurisdiction by settling
orders and directing procedures, he dismissed DC-25-2976 on November 21, 2025,
under Rule 2.1 as an abuse of process for "lack of jurisdiction," in endorsement,
misciting authorities in Berentschot v. Ontario, 2025 ONSC 4857; and Edusei v.
Philips, 2025 ONSC 4723 that affirm jurisdiction. Contradictions in endorsement
para. 19: claim that Divisional Court has no jurisdiction; while stating in para. 20 that
Divisional Court has jurisdiction to review. Error of law is further demonstrated in
deliberately conflating the application for review with a previous mandamus
application unacknowledged by the court.
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[7] The Court of Appeal confirmed on December 13, 2025 (Exhibit ‘A’) in refusing
request for leave to appeal to this Court, that appeals from Divisional Court lie
directly with the Supreme Court of Canada, contradicting Justice Labrosse's
misdirection that Ontario Court of Appeals was the only appropriate forum. Appeal
deadlines expired during delays in issuing the underlying order resulting in
constitutional claims remaining unadjudicated from void Divisional Court ruling.

PART II – QUESTIONS IN ISSUE

[8] Question 1: Can Ontario's Rule 2.1 be applied to dismiss evidence-based Charter
claims through groundless jurisdictional determinations that contradict JRPA, while
relying on miscited authorities affirming jurisdiction, ignoring evidence from
MFIPPA requests and enabling government evasion of accountability? Or does this
constitute abuse violating s. 24(1) of the Charter?

[9] Question 2: What safeguards must exist against judicial misconduct, including
plagiarism, misciting authorities, exercising jurisdiction while denying it, and
conflating applications? Do current mechanisms suffice, or must this Court establish
additional protections for litigants against violations of procedural fairness and
ensuring judicial independence under ss. 7 and 24(1) of the Charter?

[10] Question 3: Is a decision void ab initio when a court exercises jurisdiction (e.g.,
case conferences, dismissals) while holding it lacks jurisdiction, creating
unreconcilable contradictions? Does this misapplication violate natural justice
principles under s. 7 of the Charter?

[11] Question 4: Does the Divisional Court have jurisdiction under JRPA ss. 2(2)–(3)
to review Rule 2.1 dismissals for error of law, lack of evidence, procedural unfairness,
and plagiarism? Does misapplying authorities affirming jurisdiction constitute
reviewable error under s. 24(1) of the Charter?

[12] Question 5: Does reliance on sua sponte authorities advocating for government
respondents while denying jurisdiction constitute error of law, violation of fairness
principles, constituting biased proceedings under s. 7 of the Charter?

[13] Question 6: Does conflating distinct applications and using administrative
failures against litigants violate procedural fairness and natural justice under s. 7 of
the Charter?
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[14] Question 7: What is the proper response to documented judicial plagiarism
undermining judicial independence? Can such allegations be dismissed without
review, violating ss. 7 and 24(1) of the Charter?

[15] Question 8: What evidentiary standard applies to Rule 2.1 dismissals of Charter
claims with documentary support? Can they be dismissed without evidence
disproving allegations, making s. 24(1) remedies ineffective?

[16] Question 9: Do access to justice principles under ss. 7 and 24(1) of the Charter
require review when all forums deny it through contradictory reasoning, leaving
constitutional violations unaddressed?

[17] Question 10: Are self-represented litigants denied equal access under s. 15 of the
Charter when courts apply rules selectively, fail to process applications, and create
systematic barriers against government challenges?

PART III – STATEMENT OF ARGUMENT

[18] Rule 2.1 is reserved for the "clearest cases" (Khan v. Law Society of Ontario,
2020 ONCA 320 at para. 15), requiring caution and generous allowance for drafting
(Gao v. Ontario WSIB, 2014 ONSC 6497 at para. 18). Here, it was abused:
Respondents avoided merits; no Rule 2.1B notice issued; Justice Kaufman's
plagiarized Endorsement misapplied tests, lacked reasons (Barbieri v. Mastronardi,
2014 ONCA 416), and erred on Charter jurisdiction (s. 24(1)), shielding the
government from accountability, reversing burdens, and violating Charter remedies.

[19] Justice Labrosse's decision is void: It contradicts internally (paras. 19–20) and
logically by exercising jurisdiction to dismiss for lack thereof (MacMillan Bloedel
Ltd. v. Simpson, [1995] 4 S.C.R. 725). If no jurisdiction, the proper course of action is
to decline or transfer, not dismiss.

[20] Divisional Court has jurisdiction under Courts of Justice Act ss. 19(1)–(2) and
JRPA ss. 2(1)–(3), covering "any decision" via statutory power (inclusive language, s.
1). No exclusion for Rule 2.1; habeas corpus precedent applies. Berentschot affirms s.
19(2) jurisdiction; Edusei concerns damage claims with inapplicable monetary limits.
Miscitation is error of law and advocacy, creating bias (R. v. S. (R.D.), [1997] 3
S.C.R. 484).
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[21] Conflation of applications violates fairness: Unacknowledged mandamus
application prejudiced the certiorari request, leveraging court failures against litigant
(natural justice under s. 7).

[22] Undisputed plagiarism in endorsement taken from decision in Gao undermines
independence; no response from the court suggests that this issue is unanswerable and
is seen as eroding confidence (Committee for Justice and Liberty v. National Energy
Board, ps. 371, 391 [1978] 1 S.C.R. 369).

[23] Charter claims require evidentiary review; dismissal without disproving evidence
makes s. 24(1) an ineffective instrument (Doucet-Boudreau v. Nova Scotia, 2003 SCC
62).

[24] Access to justice demands review; foreclosure via barriers violates ss. 7, 24(1)
(Yatar v. TD Insurance Meloche Monnex, 2024 SCC 8). Bias against self-represented
litigants requires safeguards (s. 15).

PART IV – SUBMISSIONS CONCERNING COSTS

[25] No costs should be awarded, given: (a) issues of public importance on judicial
accountability and access to justice; (b) systemic concerns transcending the dispute;
(c) Applicant's self-represented status and exile due to fundamental rights violations;
(d) constitutional magnitude; (e) need for consideration without costs implications.

PART V – ORDER OR ORDERS SOUGHT

[26] Grant leave to appeal; allow appeal; set aside Justice Labrosse's Endorsement;
declare it void for jurisdictional contradiction; declare Divisional Court jurisdiction
under JRPA; declare administrative failures cannot prejudice litigants; remit to
Divisional Court for merits determination on review by a different judge; provide
guidance on safeguards against Rule 2.1 abuse, plagiarism, misuse of authorities,
jurisdictional contradictions, lacking evidentiary standards, procedural fairness
violations, and denial of access to justice; with such further relief as just; no costs.
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correct reproduction of the originals and that the same has been proofread.
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Dated at Cebu, Philippines, this 26th day of December, 2025.  

  ALLAN DOUGLAS WILSON    
Applicant (Self-Represented)
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Court File No.: CV-24-00097442-0000 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

 
THE HONOURABLE   )  TUESDAY, THE 7TH  
     ) 
JUSTICE KAUFMAN   )  DAY OF JANUARY, 2025 
     ) 
 
BETWEEN: 
      

ALLAN DOUGLAS WILSON 
 

   Plaintiff 
 

- and - 
 

OTTAWA POLICE SERVICE (OPS), THE OTTAWA HOSPITAL (TOH), 
CANADIAN JOINT OPERATIONS COMMAND (CJOC) 

Defendants 
 

 
ORDER 

 

  THIS REQUEST under Rule 2.1.01(1), made by the Defendant Ottawa Police Service 
for an Order dismissing this proceeding, was heard in writing this day at the courthouse 
at 161 Elgin Street, Ottawa, Ontario, K2P 2K1.  

  ON READING the request form and the Statement of Claim, 

1.  THIS COURT ORDERS that this action be and is hereby dismissed as being frivolous 
and vexatious. 

 

 

Date of issuance: 

   ________________________________ 
  

September 24, 2025

S. Huber - Duly authorized to sign on behalf 
of the Hon. Justice Kaufman
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   COURT FILE NO.: DC-25-2976 

DATE: 2025/11/21 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 

RE: Allan Douglas Wilson, the Applicant 

AND: 

Ottawa Police Service, The Ottawa Hospital and Canadian Joint Operations 

Command, Respondents 

BEFORE: Justice M. Labrosse 

COUNSEL: Allan Douglas Wilson 

Anne Tardif for the Ottawa Police Service 

Kim Dullet for the Ottawa Hospital 

Joshua Towes, Ministry of Justice, for the Canadian Joint Operators Command 

HEARD: In writing 

ENDORSEMENT 

 

OVERVIEW 

[1] The Applicant has brought an Application for Judicial Review of the decision of Justice A. 

Kaufman dated January 8, 2025, dismissing the Applicant’s Statement of Claim in Court 

file number CV-24-97442, pursuant to Rule 2.1.01(1) of the Rules of Civil Procedure. The 

action was dismissed as frivolous and vexatious. 

[2] The proceeding which led to Justice Kaufman’s dismissal was a Statement of Claim 

initiated by the Applicant claiming damages of $4,369,686.50 from three Respondents 

alleging that they were engaged in a criminal conspiracy and violated his Charter rights. 

[3] I held two case management conferences with the parties whereby the Respondents raised 

the issue of jurisdiction. The Respondents stated that the application for judicial review 

was not the appropriate proceeding to challenge a Rule 2.1.01 dismissal order. The 

Respondents stated that the dismissal order was a final order of an Ontario Superior Court 

judge and as such the appropriate route for a challenge was to the Court of Appeal for 

Ontario pursuant to s. 6(1)(b) of the Court of Justice Act. 

[4] To pursue such an appeal to the Court of Appeal, an order was required which would 

emanate from the Endorsement of Justice Kaufman.  At the first case management 

conference, the Applicant indicated his desire to have an order taken out with respect to the 
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Endorsement of Justice Kaufman, but he did not agree on the need to challenge it by way 

of appeal. I held a further case management conference and considered the draft orders 

proposed by the parties. I settled the final form of the order, and I directed that the order be 

issued by the Registrar. This was done.  

[5] Between the time of the two case management conferences, the Respondent Ottawa Police 

Service (OPS) made a request for an order pursuant to Rule 2.1 and I agreed that the process 

should be initiated.  

[6] At the second case management conference, the Respondents again made it clear to the 

Applicant that they believed that it was inappropriate to have challenged the 2.1 dismissal 

order of Justice Kaufman by way of judicial review. The Respondent was of the view that 

the Application for Judicial Review should be withdrawn or alternatively quashed for want 

of jurisdiction. 

[7] The Applicant provided his response to the 2.1 Notice and the Respondent OPS provided 

its Response to the Applicant’s submissions. 

[8] The Applicant’s response to the 2.1 Notice has focussed on challenging the underlying 

decision of Justice Kaufman. He argues that the reasons are not sufficient and that there are 

issues of judicial plagiarism. He states that Justice Kaufman’s 2.1 dismissal decision is 

fundamentally flawed in its legal analysis. The Applicant states that the 2.1 dismissal order 

failed to properly address the legal test that is required to determine if the application should 

be dismissed on the grounds that it is frivolous, vexatious or otherwise and abuse of 

process. The Applicant does not address the issue of jurisdiction before the Court of Appeal 

in any substantive way. 

[9] The Respondent OPS again raises the issue of jurisdiction in its response and states that if 

the Applicant wants to challenge the 2.1 decision, he must bring a motion to extend time 

to appeal to the Court of Appeal.  The OPS also argues that the proceeding appears to be 

vexatious as it has many of the hallmarks of a vexatious pleading which includes targeting 

the integrity of a judicial officer.  

THE TEST UNDER R. 2.1.01 

[10] Rule 2.1 establishes streamlined procedures that permit the court to fairly, and in a just 

manner, resolve a particular category of disputes in a timely, proportionate, and affordable 

way. 

[11] The Court of Appeal for Ontario has highlighted that dismissal of an action under r. 2.1.01 

is reserved for the clearest of cases: Khan v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONCA 320.  

[12] At para. 15 of Khan v. Law Society, the court cautions judges regarding reliance on Rule 

2.1.01: 
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We reiterate that judges should be cautious about allowing parties to have 

recourse to r. 2.1 except where it is plain and obvious on the face of the pleading 

that the action is frivolous, vexatious or an abuse of process. There are many other 

remedies provided for in the Rules of Civil Procedure by which parties can deal 

with cases that are not clear on the face of the pleading.  

[13] In a decision released in early 2025, the Court of Appeal for Ontario again emphasizes that 

Rule 2.1 applies in limited circumstances: Kokic v. Johnson, 2025 ONCA 4, at para. 6.  In 

the same paragraph, the Court of Appeal highlights that Rule 2.1 “serves an important role 

in screening out meritless claims that drain the limited resources of the justice system.” 

[14] In Auguste v. Ottawa Police Service et al., 2025 ONSC 894, Corthorn J. set out certain 

principles to be applied by a judge considering a request under Rule 2.1: 

• The statement of claim must be read generously.  Drafting deficiencies may be overlooked and the 

plaintiff given the benefit of the doubt if it appears that the action might be viable; 

• “Rule 2.1 is not for close calls.  Its availability is predicated on the abusive nature of the proceeding 

being apparent on the face of the pleadings themselves”: Raji v. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP, 2015 

ONSC 801, at para. 9; 

• An action should be dismissed under r. 2.1 only if “the frivolous, vexatious, or abusive nature of the 

proceeding [is] apparent on the face of the pleading [and there is] a basis in the pleadings to support the 

resort to the attenuated process of rule 2.1” : Raji, at para. 9; 

• The procedure under r. 2.1.01 should not be used as a substitute for a pleadings motion; and 

• The procedure is intended to serve the purpose of “nipping in the bud actions which are frivolous and 

vexatious in order to protect the parties opposite from inappropriate costs and to protect the court from 

misallocation of scarce resources”: Markowa v. Adamson Cosmetic Facial Surgery Inc., 2014 ONSC 

6664, at para. 3.  

[15] In Lochner v. Ontario Civilian Police Commission, 2020 ONCA 720, at para. 21, Pepall 

J.A. stated, “Abusive litigants should be screened out of the system so that parties with true 

justiciable disputes may have them adjudicated by the courts. 

[16] In Wang v. Canada, 2025 ONSC 4261, at paras. 5-7 (footnotes omitted), Centa J. stated: 

A frivolous proceeding lacks a legal basis or legal merit or has been brought without reasonable 

grounds. A frivolous proceeding is one that is readily recognizable as devoid of merit, as one having little 

prospect of success. A frivolous action is one that will necessarily or inevitably fail. 

A vexatious application is one taken to annoy or embarrass the opposite party or is conducted in a 

vexatious manner. 
 
The court is not to use rule 2.1.01 for close calls. However, neither the opposing parties nor the 

court should be required to devote scarce resources to proceedings that are clearly frivolous. 
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Allowing such proceedings to occupy space on the court docket takes time away from other, more 

meritorious cases. There is simply no benefit to allowing clearly frivolous proceedings to continue. 

[17] Courts have found that an attempt to bring a claim in a court that has no jurisdiction to 

grant the relief sought qualifies as an abuse of process, even if the claim is not otherwise 

frivolous or vexatious: Edusei v. Philips, 2025 ONSC 4723, at para. 17.  

ANALYSIS 

[18] Judges determining a request under Rule 2.1 must “allow generously for drafting 

deficiencies and recognize that there may be a core complaint which is quite properly 

recognized as legitimate even if the proceeding itself is frivolously brought or carried out 

and ought to be dismissed”: Gao, at para. 18. 

[19] In this circumstance, the reasons of Charney J. set out in Berentschot v. Ontario, 2025 

ONSC 4857 are directly on point. The Divisional Court simply does not have the 

jurisdiction to review the decision of a Superior Court judge in these circumstances. It is 

clear from s. 1 of the Judicial Review Procedure Act (JRPA) and the definition of a 

“statutory power of decision” that the jurisdiction conferred to the Divisional Court relates 

to the exercise of a statutory power of decision which includes the “powers of an inferior 

court.” 

[20] The decisions of judges of the Superior Court of Ontario are subject to review by the Court 

of Appeal or the Divisional Court by way of appeal pursuant to s. 6 or s. 19 of the Courts 

of Justice Act.  

[21] While the Applicant has included in his application a request for mandamus, this 

application is clearly drafted like a notice of appeal. The Applicant even states it in his Rule 

2.1 response.  Mandamus is a prerogative writ, and such remedies are issued to a lower 

court or tribunal proceeding to force an act: see Grey v. Ontario Motor Vehicle Industry 

Council, 2025 ONCA 768.  

[22] The claim for the remedy of “mandamus” has no application to the substance of the 

Applicant’s proceeding. He is seeking to have the Rule 2.1 dismissal order set aside and 

the original Statement of Claim would then proceed to adjudication. He is not seeking to 

have a lower court act in a certain way but simply to appeal Justice Kaufman’s decision. 

Judicial Review has no place in the setting aside of the Rule 2.1 decision. 

[23] I conclude that the Application for Judicial Review has been brought without jurisdiction. 

The way to challenge such a decision is by way of an appeal to the Court of Appeal for 

Ontario. At this point, the Applicant would have to bring a motion to the Court of Appeal 

to extend time to appeal. Accordingly, the Application for Judicial Review is an abuse of 

process. 
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Conclusion 

[24] For the reasons above, the Application for Judicial Review is dismissed pursuant to Rule 

2.1 of the Rules of Civil Procedure as it is an abuse of process. 

 

 

 
Justice M. Labrosse 

 

Date: November 21, 2025 
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Court File No. CV-24-00097442-0000

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

B E T W E E N:

ALLAN DOUGLAS WILSON, PLAINTIFF (PRO SE),

and

OTTAWA POLICE SERVICE (OPS), 

THE OTTAWA HOSPITAL (TOH), 

CANADIAN JOINT OPERATIONS COMMAND (CJOC), 

DEFENDANTS.

STATEMENT OF DEFENCE  
OF THE DEFENDANT, THE OTTAWA HOSPITAL  

1. The defendants, The Ottawa Hospital (“TOH” or “The Hospital”) deny each and every 

allegation contained in the Statement of Claim except hereinafter expressly admitted and put the 

plaintiff to the strict proof thereof. 

2. The Hospital Defendant has no or insufficient knowledge of the allegations and/or facts 

contained in the Statement of Claim. 

3. The Hospital Defendant further denies the entitlement of the Plaintiff to the damages 

alleged on page 33 of the Statement of Claim.  

4. The Hospital delivers this Statement of Defence without prejudice to its right to bring a 

motion to strike the claim, entirely or in part, pursuant to the Rules of Civil Procedure, including 

Rules 21 and/or 25.  
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Parties 

5. The Hospital is a public hospital system operating in the Province of Ontario pursuant to 

the provisions of the Public Hospitals Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P. 40 as amended. The Hospital operates 

multiple sites in Ottawa, including the General Campus. 

6. The Hospital states that the medical care and treatment received by the Plaintiff at the 

Hospital was provided by or under the direction of their own independent physicians at the 

Hospital.  

Facts 

First Admission 

7. The Plaintiff first attended the Hospital for medical treatment on June 27, 2000, when he 

was admitted to the Ottawa Hospital following an attempted suicide by self-inflicted stab wounds 

to his neck, thorax, and abdomen, as well as complaints of auditory hallucinations.  

8. During admission, the Plaintiff was tended to by trauma surgery and treated as an inpatient. 

Mr. Wilson was found by his psychiatric care team to have either a schizotypal or schizoid 

personality disorder. 

9. Mr. Wilson was discharged on July 26, 2000, with follow-up through the Outpatient 

Department at the Ottawa Hospital. At that time, he was responding well to low dose of Olanzapine 

and Prozac. 



Second Admission

10. On July 5, 2001, Mr. Wilson was admitted to the Hospital through the Emergency Room 

following a serious suicide attempt by jumping off a bridge. During his admission, the Plaintiff 

disclosed that he went off his medication in June 2001 on his own accord. He decompensated 

quickly after the cessation of his medications.  

11. During his admission, Mr. Wilson was treated by Orthopedics and Surgery for a fracture 

in his left elbow and referred to Psychiatry for further treatment.  

12. On a mental status examination, Mr. Wilson was found to be experiencing impoverished 

thought, paranoid thinking, limited insight, and impaired judgement but without cognitive deficits 

or formal thought disorders. Mr. Wilson was treated with Olanzapine and Prozac, which allowed 

him to stabilize enough to have a success weekend pass at home.  

13. Mr. Wilson was discharged from the Hospital on August 7, 2001. He was agreeable to 

remaining on his medications and under the care of a psychiatrist. He was able to live 

independently in a private resident he and his father were comfortable with.  

Third Admission

14. On September 24, 2009, Mr. Wilson presented to the Hospital with the complaint of 

distressing auditory hallucinations and suicidal ideations. He was admitted to the Psychiatry 

Inpatient Unit on a Form 1, which later converted to a Form 3. At this time, the Plaintiff had been 

followed by Dr. Robertson at the Royal Ottawa Mental Health Centre for psychosis with a 

diagnosis of schizophrenia. 



15. The Plaintiff was discharged on October 7, 2009, after stabilizing on Olanzapine. He was 

scheduled for follow-up with his attending psychiatrist at the Royal Ottawa Mental Health Centre 

and a prescription to continue Olanzapine.  

Fourth Admission

16. On November 10, 2009, the Plaintiff presented to the psychiatry emergency services of the 

Hospital on his own accord due to recurrence of serious auditory hallucinations after stopping his 

medications on his own accord. Mr. Wilson started the medications on his own before seeking 

treatment in the Emergency Department.  

17. Mr. Wilson’s mental state improved very rapidly during hospitalization. He was discharged 

on November 17, 2009, with a follow up scheduled with his care team at the Royal Ottawa Mental 

Health Center and a prescription to continue Olanzapine.  

Liability & Damages 

18. The Hospital denies that there was any breach of duty, want of care, negligence on its part 

and specifically denies the allegations against them in paragraph 2, pages 12-19, and pages 29-31 

of the Statement of Claim.  

19. The Hospital denies that the Plaintiff’s Charter rights were violated or infringed, as alleged 

in the Claim, or at all, and puts the Plaintiff to the strict proof thereof.  

20. Further, or in the alternative, if any of the Plaintiff’s Charter rights were violated or 

infringed, which is not admitted, the Hospital states that such violations were justifiable under s. 

1 of the Charter, particularly in light of the Plaintiff’s medical history.  



21. Further, or in the alternative, if any of the Plaintiff’s Charter rights were violated or 

infringed, which is not admitted, such violations or infringements did not result in considerable 

harm to the Plaintiff, as alleged, or at all.  

22. The Hospital pleads that at all material times, all care was provided in accordance with 

accepted hospital standards.  

23. The Hospital pleads that the injuries sustained by the Plaintiff, as alleged in the Statement 

of Claim, which are not admitted but expressly denied, were caused or contributed to by pre-

existing or subsequently developed medical conditions for which the Hospital is not in law 

responsible, and were not caused by negligence or breach of duty on the part of the Hospital 

Defendants, nor any one for whom the Hospital is, in law, responsible.  

24. The Hospital denies that the Plaintiff sustained the damages alleged. In the alternative, if 

the Plaintiffs sustained such damages, which are not admitted but expressly denied, then the 

amounts claimed are excessive and too remote and the Plaintiff is put to strict proof thereof. The 

Hospital further pleads that the Plaintiff has failed to mitigate his damages.  

25. In the further alternative, if the Plaintiff suffered any losses or damages, as alleged, or at 

all, which is not admitted, such losses and damages have arisen as a result of the actions or 

inactions of parties other than the Hospital and are not attributable to the Hospital, as alleged, or 

at all.  

26. The Hospital relies on Ravndahl v Saskatchewan, [2009] 1 S.C.R. 181, which holds that 

general statutes of limitations apply to bar claims for personal Charter remedies pursuant to section 

24(1) of the Constitution Act. Therefore, Hospital Defendant states that the Plaintiff’s action is 

https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/6421/index.do


statute barred as it was not commenced within the applicable two-year limitation period under the 

Limitations Act, 2002. The Hospital pleads and relies on s. 4 and s. 5 of the Limitations Act, 2002, 

SO 2002, c. 24. 

27. Without admission of liability whatsoever, the Hospital pleads and relies upon the 

provisions of the Negligence Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. N.1 as amended, and the Health Care Consent 

Act, 1996, S.O. 1996, c. 2, Sch A, the Public Hospitals Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.40 as amended.  

28. The Hospital therefore asks that within action be dismissed with costs.  

November 8th, 2024 BORDEN LADNER GERVAIS LLP 
100 Queen Street, Suite 1300 
Ottawa ON K1P 1J9 
T:  613.237.5160 
F:  613.230.8842 

Kim Dullet LSO #56522I 
kdullet@blg.com 
T:  613.369.4792 

Camden Amos LSO #89323J 
camos@blg.com 
T: 613.369.4750 

Lawyers for the Defendant, The Ottawa 
Hospital (TOH)

TO: ALLAN DOUGLAS WILSON 
103-2727 Steeles Ave West 
Toronto, ON M3J 3G9

Self-Represented Plaintiff

AND TO: OTTAWA POLICE SERVICE 
General Counsel 
P.O. Box 9634, Station T  
Ottawa, ON K1G 6H5 

Defendant



AND TO: CANADIAN JOINT OPERATIONS COMMAND 
C/O 1st Canadian Div HQ 
CFB Kingston, PO Box 1700 
STN Forces Kingston Ontario  
K7K 7B4 

Defendant
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FORM 25A
Courts of Justice Act

ALLAN DOUGLAS WILSON V. OTTAWA POLICE SERVICE (OPS) ET AL.
REPLY IN CIVIL CASE# CV-24-00097442-0000

1. The plaintiff admits the allegations contained in paragraph 11 of the statement of defence.

2. The plaintiff denies the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 to 10 and 12 to 28 of the statement of defence.

3. The plaintiff has sufficient knowledge to deny all but one of the allegations contained in the statement of defence.

4. See appended reply pages 1-21.

14/11/2024
Plaintiff: Allan Douglas Wilson, 103-2727 Steeles Ave West, Toronto, Ontario M3J
3G9; Tel: (647) 490-1521; Email: wilson.allan.d@gmail.com

TO OPS Counsel, "Simms, Mary" mary.simms@ottawa.ca and "Smithers, Jean"
Jean.Smithers@ottawa.ca;

TOH Counsel, "Amos, Camden" CAmos@blg.com; and

CJOC C/O 1st Canadian Div HQ CFB Kingston

P.O. Box 1700, STN Forces Kingston,

Ontario, Canada K7K 7B4

RCP-E 25A (July 1, 2007)

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice

       Court File No./N° du dossier du greffe : CV-24-00097442-0000
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ONTARIO SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

Allan Douglas Wilson,

PLAINTIFF (pro se).
CIVIL ACTION NO.

CV-24-00097442-0000

V.

Ottawa Police Service (OPS);

The Ottawa Hospital (TOH);

Canadian Joint Operations Command (CJOC);

DEFENDANTS.

REPLY TO DEFENDANT’S STATEMENT OF DEFENCE (TOH)

It is noted in their Statement of Defence that Counsel has not characterized the Plaintiff's

Statement of Claim as being frivolous, vexatious, or otherwise an abuse of process. It is

further noted that the Defense seeks to dismiss the Claim as lacking in merit, and in an

attempt to demonstrate its invalidity has used public funds to produce twenty-eight(28)

inventions and at the same time has risked defaming the Plaintiff in their defence.

In lieu of a Waiver of Defence requested by the Defendant on November 6, Counsel has

offered in its response to the Plaintiff’s claims an itemized list of their own inaccuracies and

indiscretions that the Plaintiff will prove not only false but in some cases defamatory.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice

       Court File No./N° du dossier du greffe : CV-24-00097442-0000
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Rather than conceding to the conclusions reasonably drawn from the evidence presented in

the Plaintiff's Claim, Counsel for the Defendant has chosen to hinge it's defence on false

diagnoses and conclusory hearsay with no corresponding proof. Information available to the

Defense does not go as far as to document the Plaintiff’s 20-year history of public service, the

record of which demonstrates no disciplinary actions or indiscretions on the part of the

Plaintiff.

The Plaintiff had not previously heard of the diagnoses that counsel has falsely stated as fact

and had no diagnosis of schizophrenia. The Plaintiff was not taking medication for a period

of 1.5 years before being involuntarily hospitalized following an encounter with Police in

September of 2009. Not only was the Plaintiff unimpaired and exhibited no social

dysfunction, he acted in various management roles for a Federal Government Agency during

the same period.

According to the American Academy of Family Physicians (AAFP), physicians must

document a diagnostic statement and assign codes. No such documented statement or

diagnosis exists in reference to the Plaintiff.

The false narrative that the Canadian Government Defendant is attempting to pass off as a

response to the Plaintiff's claims has no basis in reality, and this can reasonably be proven

with evidence contradicting Counsel’s arguments. The fact that the Defendant is perpetuating

the same false narrative signals that they are interested in continuing the activities described

in the Plaintiff’s Complaint, activities evident in medical records and associated documents

commencing in the year 2000 which coincide with documented taser experimentation on the

Plaintiff without consent.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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Counsel has precisely defamed the Plaintiff with libel

The Defense alleges that the Plaintiff was diagnosed with an incurable disease prior to his

hospitalization in September of 2009 yet no record of this diagnosis exists. Defense further

alleges that the Plaintiff had a diagnosis when admitted to the Defendant's facility in the year

2000, yet no such record exists, and in fact the Plaintiff was given an alternate diagnosis on

discharge which directly contradicts the inventions brought forward by the Defense.

Defamation of the Plaintiff is evident in unsupported references to Plaintiff diagnoses that are

known to be false:

1-The statements communicated to the Court by Counsel for the Defendant, The Ottawa

Hospital, and published on record as part of a Statement of Defence are false and claim to be

fact.

2-The false and defamatory statements were made intentionally to damage the credibility of

the Plaintiff’s claims and at the same time have harmed his reputation, constituting malicious

intent on the part of the Defense.

3-The statements are known to cause injury to the reputation of the Plaintiff who is a

contractor and depends on client business for his income. Such business interests are

threatened by false diagnoses of incurable diseases.

In their response, the Defense does not deny that their staff acts on orders and information

from CJOC and the Ottawa Police, or that their physicians base their clinical evaluations on

second-hand police information. The Defendant does not also explicitly deny altering and

destroying patient records which can also be proven based on expert testimony if admitted

and obvious contradictions on record.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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The false narrative that the Canadian Government Defendant is attempting to pass off as a

response to the Plaintiff's claims is injurious and without justification. This can be proven

with evidence that the Defense is lacking in their unsupported arguments:

1. The defendants, The Ottawa Hospital (“TOH” or “The Hospital”) deny each and every

allegation contained in the Statement of Claim except hereinafter expressly admitted

and put the plaintiff to the strict proof thereof.

The Defendant denies allegations but does not deny the facts and evidence presented in the

filed Claim for damages and injunctive relief. Unless specifically denied, the facts presented

in the Statement of Claim are undisputed.

2. The Hospital Defendant has no or insufficient knowledge of the allegations and/or facts

contained in the Statement of Claim.

The Hospital Defendant can reasonably infer the requisite knowledge to respond based on

medical records and the information contained in the Plaintiff’s Claim, even when the

conclusions are undesirable from the Defendant’s perspective. If the same facts were

demonstrated to a child, they could similarly understand the seriousness of the noted

transgressions.

3. The Hospital Defendant further denies the entitlement of the Plaintiff to the damages

alleged on page 33 of the Statement of Claim.

The Plaintiff is requesting damages from the Court, however it is noted that the Defense

refers to damages which the Plaintiff is entitled to and that are somehow being denied by the

Defendant. Apparently, the Defense does not consider an evident poisoning in one of its

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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facilities and resulting nerve damage to be sufficiently damaging to warrant a claim, nor does

it consider to be sufficiently damaging: broken bones, exploratory surgery, and ten(10)

associated hospitalizations including Government medical leave. Damages continue to be

incurred with harm to the Plaintiff’s reputation by advancing a false narrative with

defamatory statements. The noted damages incurred by the Plaintiff do not include the

expense of subject targeting under the guise of military operations.

4. The Hospital delivers this Statement of Defence without prejudice to its right to bring a

motion to strike the claim, entirely or in part, pursuant to the Rules of Civil Procedure,

including Rules 21 and/or 25.

Considering the inaccuracies cited in its Statement of Defence, it is the discretion of the Court

to determine the Defendant’s future right to file a dispositive motion or to make a summary

determination of its own.

5. The Hospital is a public hospital system operating in the Province of Ontario pursuant to

the provisions of the Public Hospitals Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P. 40 as amended. The

Hospital operates multiple sites in Ottawa, including the General Campus.

The Defendant Hospital is known to be not only a system, but also a group of hospitals

operating with medical personnel comprised of doctors, nurses, and other support staff.

6. The Hospital states that the medical care and treatment received by the Plaintiff at the

Hospital was provided by or under the direction of their own independent physicians at

the Hospital.

The direction of physicians is not noted to be independent but evidently directed, coordinated,

and influenced at least in part by elements in police and security. This statement by the

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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Defense seeking to limit the Hospital’s liability disregards consideration for the involvement

of nurses and support staff and that doctors are credentialed by the Hospital as contractors or

employees and are therefore under duty of care in a facility managed by the Defendant.

7. The Plaintiff first attended the Hospital for medical treatment on June 27, 2000, when he

was admitted to the Ottawa Hospital following an attempted suicide by self-inflicted stab

wounds to his neck, thorax, and abdomen, as well as complaints of auditory

hallucinations.

The Plaintiff was involuntarily admitted to two(2) Hospitals, with the record of transfer to the

operating facility altered and destroyed. The reason for hospitalization was to document the

effects of taser experimentation and a secondary attempt to cover up illegal experimentation

with Subject interrogation. There were no specific auditory hallucinations noted on admission.

An unidentified OPS constable was permitted to visit the Plaintiff on the Psychiatric ward to

document wounds from taser darts for which photographs were sought. This is documented in

Hospital records (SOC Annex_2 p15).

8. During admission, the Plaintiff was tended to by trauma surgery and treated as an

inpatient. Mr. Wilson was found by his psychiatric care team to have either a schizotypal

or schizoid personality disorder.

The patient was not treated by trauma surgery at the Defendant Hospital as is claimed by the

Defense. This is confirmed with the Medical Certification from the attending Surgeon (SOC

Annex_7 p2)

The Plaintiff was moved back to the Defendant Hospital from National Defence Medical

Centre (NDMC) for recovery following surgical exploration and removal of omentum or

abdominal tissue. There was no documented diagnosis of a schizotypal or schizoid

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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personality disorder as the Defense inaccurately describes and there is no evidence of such a

diagnosis recorded by the patient’s primary physician. In fact, any suggestion of a diagnosis

following the Plaintiff’s hospitalization was retracted on record given the Plaintiff’s healthy

condition with no reported impairment or social dysfunction.

9. Mr. Wilson was discharged on July 26, 2000, with follow-up through the Outpatient

Department at the Ottawa Hospital. At that time, he was responding well to low dose of

Olanzapine and Prozac.

At the time of discharge, the Plaintiff had no continuing diagnosis that required medication

and was therefore admitted to a psychiatric program without a working diagnosis. There is no

factual evidence to support the Defendant’s claims of a diagnosis.

10. On July 5, 2001, Mr. Wilson was admitted to the Hospital through the Emergency Room

following a serious suicide attempt by jumping off a bridge. During his admission, the

Plaintiff disclosed that he went off his medication in June 2001 on his own accord. He

decompensated quickly after the cessation of his medications.

There is no known causal psychotic consequence of not taking medication as the Defense

suggests. Prior to hospitalization in September of 2009, the Plaintiff was without medication

for a period of 1.5 years. The documented effects described as decompensation are the direct

result of active surveillance targeting, incidents which can be proven to a jury based on

documented government information.

11. During his admission, Mr. Wilson was treated by Orthopedics and Surgery for a fracture

in his left elbow and referred to Psychiatry for further treatment.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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The Defense has recognized the consequences of surveillance targeting in its description of

physical injuries sustained by the Plaintiff requiring surgery, damages for which the Plaintiff

is claiming compensation.

12. On a mental status examination, Mr. Wilson was found to be experiencing impoverished

thought, paranoid thinking, limited insight, and impaired judgement but without

cognitive deficits or formal thought disorders. Mr. Wilson was treated with Olanzapine

and Prozac, which allowed him to stabilize enough to have a success weekend pass at

home.

The Defense notes that the Plaintiff experienced non-specific and conclusory

characterizations for which there is no evidence. The Defendant does not explicitly deny

forcing medication on an otherwise healthy individual and notes that the Plaintiff was stable

enough to have a success(ful) weekend pass at home. In reality, the Plaintiff was stable

enough to be employed four(4) months later on a Health Canada project for a period of nine(9)

months and the next year as a Contractor in Unit Security for the Department of National

Defence (DND).

13. Mr. Wilson was discharged from the Hospital on August 7, 2001. He was agreeable to

remaining on his medications and under the care of a psychiatrist. He was able to live

independently in a private resident he and his father were comfortable with.

Plaintiff was not agreeable with the treatment as Defense inaccurately describes. This is

evident in the continued refusal to comply with prescribed medications over a 20-year period

and may be verified by TOH Psychiatrist Dr. Khan who transferred the Plaintiff for ROH

follow-up. The Plaintiff resided in a rooming house following discharge which the Plaintiff’s

father agreed was affordable at the time.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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14. On September 24, 2009, Mr. Wilson presented to the Hospital with the complaint of

distressing auditory hallucinations and suicidal ideations. He was admitted to the

Psychiatry Inpatient Unit on a Form 1, which later converted to a Form 3. At this time,

the Plaintiff had been followed by Dr. Robertson at the Royal Ottawa Mental Health

Centre for psychosis with a diagnosis of schizophrenia.

On September 24, 2009, OPS Constables brought the Plaintiff to Hospital Admissions

involuntarily where the Plaintiff was described as non-violent and not delusional. After being

assaulted by police in a waiting room with no witnesses, the Plaintiff was brought handcuffed

to the Psychiatric Emergency Department (PED) where he continued to demonstrate non-

violent behavior however was characterized as ‘violent’ and based on the false witness of

Officers with no corresponding evidence (SOC p13). At the time the Plaintiff had no known

or documented diagnosis other than what was noted on discharge in the year 2000 and for

which there were no continuing symptoms.

Plaintiff was admitted involuntarily under a Form however the attending Psychiatrist and

Hospital nurses altered and destroyed records to falsify the date of discharge and avoid

liability for unlawful detention. In addition to obvious contradictions on record, the Doctor

went as far as to keep consultations ‘off the books’ to alter the timeline. This is evident in the

Régie de l'assurance maladie du Québec (RAMQ) record of care document (SOC Annex_8

p1) where only a single consultation as billed by the Hospital for a 3-year period of

consultations partially documented in SOC Annex_16, and three(3) noted hospitalizations

from 2009 to 2012. The Plaintiff’s Quebec Health Card was accepted by the Hospital in 2009

and noted on record (SOC Annex_4 p19) yet consultations were not billed to the Province as

is required by RAMQ Regulations and the Canada Health Act.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice

       Court File No./N° du dossier du greffe : CV-24-00097442-0000



10

The Defense cannot defend the patent untruth of the cited diagnosis on September 24, 2009,

because no such diagnosis was made or existed and for which there is no documented

evidence. Statements referring to the Plaintiff as having an illness or disease are known to be

false and defamatory. The Plaintiff recalls at least eight (8) TOH psychiatrists and ten(10)

nurses and other specialists involved in the cover-up.

15. The Plaintiff was discharged on October 7, 2009, after stabilizing on Olanzapine. He

was scheduled for follow-up with his attending psychiatrist at the Royal Ottawa Mental

Health Centre and a prescription to continue Olanzapine.

The Plaintiff was not discharged on October 7, 2009; he was discharged on October 18, 2009,

with follow-up consultation the next day with Dr. Robertson at ROH. The Form signed by

Doctor Marie Claire Royle confined the Plaintiff involuntarily to Hospital until October 8,

2009 (SOC Annex_4 p18), making the recorded discharge date impossible.

16. On November 10, 2009, the Plaintiff presented to the psychiatry emergency services of

the Hospital on his own accord due to recurrence of serious auditory hallucinations after

stopping his medications on his own accord. Mr. Wilson started the medications on his

own before seeking treatment in the Emergency Department.

On November 10, 2009, the Plaintiff attended a regularly scheduled appointment with Dr.

Robertson at the ROH, for which billing does not exist in Quebec Health records. The

Plaintiff arrived early to escape the ongoing surveillance assault at his workplace and

described to the Doctor the violent terms used by surveillants. Dr. Robertson was alarmed by

these descriptions and the flat affect of the Plaintiff to the degree that she involuntarily

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice
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committed the Plaintiff who was transported to the Ottawa Civic Hospital where a record was

fabricated to cover up the circumstances of the originating Doctor’s admission.

17. Mr. Wilson’s mental state improved very rapidly during hospitalization. He was

discharged on November 17, 2009, with a follow up scheduled with his care team at the

Royal Ottawa Mental Health Center and a prescription to continue Olanzapine.

The Plaintiff’s mental state did not significantly improve because he had no illness or disease

to begin with but rather insomnia from active surveillance measures and low-decibel voice

harassment. The Plaintiff was able to recover with one night of uninterrupted sleep and no

significant symptoms or effects were evident during hospitalization.

18. The Hospital denies that there was any breach of duty, want of care, negligence on its

part and specifically denies the allegations against them in paragraph 2, pages 12-19,

and pages 29-31 of the Statement of Claim.

The Defendant imprecisely denies allegations but not the facts presented in the Plaintiff’s

Claim. These facts can be verified with expert examination of the medical records and

testimony of personnel involved in the incidents.

The negligence and breach of duty of the Defendant Hospital is evident in the extra-formal

transfer of the Plaintiff to a Military Hospital where he was subjected to death threats,

interrogation, and with the objective of returning the Plaintiff to the originating Hospital

within an expedited time frame, excessive doses of the drug Propofol were administered

resulting in cessation of breathing for which CPR was required. The subsequent poisoning

requiring emergency cogenting injection contradicts the Defense’s idea of maintaining a

standard of patient care.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
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Counsel's purported hallucinations and other characterizations are only conclusory statements

for which there are either no quoted statements by the Plaintiff, or any statements have been

manufactured by Defendant actors. Hospital staff including nurses have a recorded history of

making such conclusory statements that are unsupported in reality. This practice goes against

current standards of medical documentation which requires documenting specific examples

of symptoms or behaviour rather than generalizations.

19. The Hospital denies that the Plaintiff’s Charter rights were violated or infringed, as

alleged in the Claim, or at all, and puts the Plaintiff to the strict proof thereof.

The Defendant Hospital denies allegations but cannot deny the facts evident in the Plaintiff’s

Claim. The facts directly implicate the Defendant in the following Charter violations from

Statement of Claim (p6 para2):

Ottawa Hospital (TOH) staff deliberately distorted medical information to unlawfully detain

the Plaintiff and force administration of medication, contravening the Charter rights to life

and liberty; undue influence from psychiatric medication forced on a healthy Plaintiff, a

protocol that constituting violations of rights and freedoms; conspiracy with a deliberate

campaign of active surveillance targeting, using misinformation as a pretext for confinement

and resulting Subject interference violating liberty of the person and freedom of thought;

TOH staff release of medical information without consent referencing the Plaintiff’s brother;

complicity with OPS and CJOC in withholding the Plaintiff’s Admission Record,

compromising patient safety without lawful authority or reasonable cause, and billing fraud.

Proofs of these violations resulting from activities in the Plaintiff’s facility carried out by

Defendant Hospital personnel include:

Altered and verifiable medical record in exhibits; missing medical information evidenced by

the Surgeon’s certification (exhibits); lacking diagnosis and manufactured symptoms for
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which medication was administered; use of unverified Police information to confine the

Plaintiff in cooperation with Police and CJOC who engaged in unlawful surveillance

activities (Medical records, Police reports and access to information records); unauthorized

release of medical information (Plaintiff and family member’s medical information released

without consent); and missing billing information from RAMQ records which further

suggests Defendant impropriety.

20. Further, or in the alternative, if any of the Plaintiff’s Charter rights were violated or

infringed, which is not admitted, the Hospital states that such violations were justifiable

under s. 1 of the Charter, particularly in light of the Plaintiff’s medical history.

Defendant Hospital claims that Charter of Rights violations in 19. were justifiable especially

given the Plaintiff’s medical history. The arguments brought forward by the Defense without

reliable facts or evidence are indicative of a falsified medical history that continues to be

misrepresented, further prejudicing the Plaintiff. These misrepresentations have been used to

violate the Plaintiffs rights, violations proven with documented evidence. It can be

legitimately questioned that if unlawful experimentation and obvious rights violations were

justified, then the same acts can equally be committed against any of the named Defendants

or their counsel without legal recourse.

21. Further, or in the alternative, if any of the Plaintiff’s Charter rights were violated or

infringed, which is not admitted, such violations or infringements did not result in

considerable harm to the Plaintiff, as alleged, or at all.

Apparently, the Defense does not consider an evident poisoning in one of its facilities and

resulting nerve damage to be sufficiently damaging, nor does it consider to be damaging

enough to warrant a claim: broken bones, exploratory surgery requiring CPR, and ten(10)
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associated hospitalizations including Government medical leave. Damages continue to be

incurred with harm to the Plaintiff’s reputation by advancing a false narrative with

defamatory statements. The noted damages incurred by the Plaintiff do not begin to describe

the expense of subject targeting under the guise of military operations.

22. The Hospital pleads that at all material times, all care was provided in accordance with

accepted hospital standards.

The idea of all care being provided by the Defendant Hospital and according to standards has

been refuted in 18, considering that the surgery misrepresented in TOH patient records was

not performed in the Defendant’s facility but rather at NDMC which is verified by the

attending Surgeon.

23. 23. The Hospital pleads that the injuries sustained by the Plaintiff, as alleged in the

Statement of Claim, which are not admitted but expressly denied, were caused or

contributed to by pre-existing or subsequently developed medical conditions for which

the Hospital is not in law responsible, and were not caused by negligence or breach of

duty on the part of the Hospital Defendants, nor any one for whom the Hospital is, in law,

responsible.

If care was provide according to the standards described and based on the Plaintiff’s claims,

such care is noted to include administering unnecessary medications; evident poisoning;

falsifying, altering, and destroying patient records; and confinement without medical

justification. None of these incidents are indicative of a pre-existing or subsequently

developed condition and the Defense cannot truthfully name such a condition that never

existed and for which there is no diagnosis.
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24. The Hospital denies that the Plaintiff sustained the damages alleged. In the alternative, if

the Plaintiffs sustained such damages, which are not admitted but expressly denied, then

the amounts claimed are excessive and too remote and the Plaintiff is put to strict proof

thereof. The Hospital further pleads that the Plaintiff has failed to mitigate his damages.

Defense entertains in its response the ‘alternative’ explanation that any losses or damages

resulted from the actions of ‘parties other than the Hospital’. This hypothetical denial ignores

the fact that Hospital staff, acting jointly with the co-defendants, have falsified, altered, and

destroyed medical records to cover up unlawful confinement and forcing medication on a

healthy individual, activities that continued over a 20-year period.

The Defendant Hospital has already admitted to the Plaintiff’s broken arm and documented

nerve damage from evident poisoning for which no legitimate explanation exists. Defense has

also admitted to administering medications without medical justification, medication which

suppresses metabolic functioning and causes negative long-term effects.

The Plaintiff is requesting compensation from the Court for damages which the Hospital

refuses to acknowledge as having any responsibility for. Justification for the cited damages is

put forth in detail in the Plaintiff’s claim which the Defense has also failed to recognize as

rational. Injunctive relief including compensatory damages claimed are in line with an

average of damage awards involving physical injury cited in ‘Revised Complaint’ filed by the

Plaintiff in U.S. District Court case 1:23-cv-00216-CJN at 9(CIVIL RIGHTS VIOLATIONS

CASE RESULTS; https://www.gbw.law/news-press/case-results/civil-rights-violation-cases/).

Defense has further cited a failure to mitigate on the part of the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff has

taken the following steps to mitigate the kind of assault and resulting pain and injury
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described in the Statement of Claim that the Defence seeks to refute and denies responsibility

for:

1- Reducing unnecessary medication and resulting harmful secondary effects.

2- Relocating from Defendant's area of influence and responsibility.

3- Requesting relevant information from Government agencies to determine the source and

cause of the described contraventions.

4- Using lawful and non-medical countermeasures to directly mitigate the described effects.

5- Seeking legal injunctions against the Departments and Agencies known to be the cause of

the described effects inflicting harm.

25. 25. In the further alternative, if the Plaintiff suffered any losses or damages, as alleged,

or at all, which is not admitted, such losses and damages have arisen as a result of the

actions or inactions of parties other than the Hospital and are not attributable to the

Hospital, as alleged, or at all.

The Hospital is known to be responsible for the Doctors and staff under its employment and

authority and has already admitted to the Plaintiff’s broken left arm as evident injury from

medical staff attempting to impose a medical diagnosis in conjunction with manufacturing

effects or symptoms. Further to this admission, the Defense cannot name the medical

condition(s) which ‘caused or contributed to’ injuries sustained by the Plaintiff and further

offers that the Hospital is not responsible for any of the described conditions. This can be

directly refuted based on the evidently manufactured diagnoses by the Defendant Hospital

staff and complicity with co-defendants, Ottawa Police Services (OPS) and Canadian Joint

Operations Command (CJOC) in violating the Plaintiff’s rights and attributing a false

diagnosis to a healthy Plaintiff. The offenses were committed to cover up unlawful taser

experimentation in the year 2000. The violations are clearly stated in the filed Statement of
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Claim and are considered to be factual based on exhibits, however they not addressed by the

Defense in their response.

26. The Hospital relies on Ravndahl v Saskatchewan, [2009] 1 S.C.R. 181, which holds that

general statutes of limitations apply to bar claims for personal Charter remedies

pursuant to section 24(1) of the Constitution Act. Therefore, Hospital Defendant states

that the Plaintiff’s action is statute barred as it was not commenced within the applicable

two-year limitation period under the Limitations Act, 2002. The Hospital pleads and

relies on s. 4 and s. 5 of the Limitations Act, 2002, SO 2002, c.

Citing the 2002 Ontario Limitations Act, a claim may be brought before the courts two(2)

years from the time a cause of action is first known. In the case of the Plaintiff, the two-year

period started with patient information received from access requests on October 10, 2023,

and has not subsequently expired. From page 4 of the Statement of Claim:

“The Plaintiff’s Civil Complaint is actuated from a series of access requests to the Ottawa

Hospital and Ottawa Police Service between October of 2023 and August, 2024, in addition

to records from the Régie de l'assurance maladie du Québec (RAMQ) requested in August of

2024. The Hospital and police reports disclosed to the Plaintiff are dated from June of 2000

to the last noted hospitalization in Canada in March of 2015.”

Prior to requesting the information from the Defendant Hospital, the Plaintiff was unaware

that the operating authority of CJOC extended to acting as the admitting authority for the

Plaintiff's initial hospitalization. Equally unknown was the extent of OPS involvement in

falsifying statements and accessing non-criminal police reports 115 times over a 14-year

period, access that coincided with cyber attacks exemplified in SOC (Annex_9 p1) and

resulting hospitalizations. Prior to accessing the records, the Plaintiff was also unaware of the
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falsified medical records with invented medical history which added to the already unlawful

confinement by Police.

27. 27. Without admission of liability whatsoever, the Hospital pleads and relies upon the

provisions of the Negligence Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. N.1 as amended, and the Health Care

Consent Act, 1996, S.O. 1996, c. 2, Sch A, the Public Hospitals Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.40

as amended.

On the Basis of the documented extent of medical interventions and apparent denial of

negligence by the Defendant Hospital, its coordinated activities can be accurately described

as deliberate and evident conspiracy which directly prejudiced the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff in

no way consented to assault, poisoning, death threats, and involuntary confinement as is

suggested by the statutory citations and if the actions are determined to be acceptable by the

Defendant.

28. The Hospital therefore asks that within action be dismissed with costs.

If the cited medical statements in Defense’s response were public record then their

circumstances suggest further offenses of withholding information from privacy requests, and

may also suggest manufactured evidence. If taken from doctors’ private notes, this may

subject the doctor(s) to personal liability if malicious intent and communication to a third

party were proven. Further to the misrepresentations cited in their response, Counsel for the

Defense may be subject to further litigation on the basis of false and defamatory statements.

No evidence is provided or suggested to support the Defense's claims

The Defense cites four(4) hospital admissions resulting from no reliable medical information

which were not properly billed to the Government of Quebec, further indicating an evident
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cover-up denoting conspiracy. It may also be noted that there were a total of ten(10) related

hospital admissions including those outside of the Defendant’s area of responsibility.

The Defense offers three(3) diagnoses of the Plaintiff for which there is no first-hand

evidence given and are apparently based on inaccurate recollections or references without an

actual record. The Defendant is not so confident with their medical assessments as to be able

to produce a record of these diagnoses or even the date on which they were purported to have

occurred or the doctor(s) who made them.

The Defendant seeks to distance themselves from duty of care by claiming that 'independent

physicians' were responsible however neglects to mention that these doctors were accredited

by the hospital and further disregards the involvement of nurses and other supporting staff

employed by the Hospital who are essential for patient treatment and care.

SUMMARY

The cover-up evident in altered medical records is superficial and apparently reliant also on

offensive measures initiated by Defendant actors to silence attempts at seeking justice. Prior

attempts to document the abuses detailed in the Plaintiff's Claim were preempted by targeting

while under constant surveillance including death threats, intimidation, and resulting injury.

The Defendants' actions resemble criminal malfeasance with attempts to deceive the public

and attack a rational person. The Plaintiff is requesting remedies from the Court for offenses

which may also be criminal.

Considering the offensive nature of the Defendant's response and the absence of any
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impropriety on the part of the Plaintiff that would warrant scrutiny, an injunction is requested

to be served on the named Defendants to end all abusive and prejudicial activities including

surveillance targeting of the Plaintiff, the Plaintiff’s associations, and all those connected for

whom there is no significant and verifiable cause for investigation.

Based on the lacking legitimacy on which the Defendant bases their response and the deficit

of facts or suggested evidence to support their position, motion to dismiss the Plaintiff’s

Claim should not be granted.

Date: November 10, 2024
Signature

Name: Allan Douglas Wilson (pro se)

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice

       Court File No./N° du dossier du greffe : CV-24-00097442-0000



Allan Wilson <wilson.allan.d@gmail.com>

"Statement of Claim" Our File#OTT24700880
1 message

Crowe, Trevor <Trevor.Crowe@sedgwick.com> Sat, Nov 9, 2024 at 1:26 AM
To: "Wilson.Allan.D@gmail.com" <Wilson.Allan.D@gmail.com>

“Without Prejudice”

 

Good Afternoon Mr. Wilson

 

Thank you for speaking with me this morning concerning our request for a Waiver of Defence while we attempted to review
and assess the Statement of Claim and the allegations against The Ottawa Hospital.

 

We understand, based on our conversation, that you are NOT willing to provide a Waiver of Defence. Please accept this
as our notice to you of our intention to forward this Statement of Claim to Borden Ladner Gervais for their defence of this
matter.

 

Once specific counsel has been assigned, they will be in contact with you and will file a Notice of Intent to Defence
and/or a Statement of Defence.

 

Sincerely,

 

Trevor Crowe, B. Comm., CIP

Sedgwick Canada Inc.
177 Colonnade Road, Suite 100 | Ottawa, ON K2E 7J4
DIRECT 613.728.9600. 230| FAX 613.728.2922

E-Mail: trevor.crowe@sedgwick.com
www.sedgwick.com/ca | Caring counts®

 

Any personal data acquired, processed or shared by us will be lawfully processed in line with applicable data protection
legislation. If you have any questions regarding how we process personal data refer to our Privacy Notice. Any
communication including this email and files/attachments transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for
the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If this message has been sent to you in error, you must
not copy, distribute or disclose of the information it contains and you must notify us immediately (contact is within the
privacy policy) and delete the message from your system.

Electronically filed / Déposé par voie électronique : 14-Nov-2024
Ottawa Superior Court of Justice / Cour supérieure de justice

       Court File No./N° du dossier du greffe : CV-24-00097442-0000

https://www.google.com/maps/search/177+Colonnade+Road,+Suite+100+%7C+Ottawa,+ON+K2E+7J4?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:trevor.crowe@sedgwick.com
http://www.sedgwick.com/ca
https://www.sedgwick.com/global-privacy-policy


FO
R
M

4C
C
ourtsofJustice

Act

B
A
C
K
SH

EET
Allan

D
ouglasW

ilson
V.O

ttaw
a
Police

Service
(O
PS)etal.

C
V-24-000097442-0000

O
ntario

SuperiorC
ourtofJustice

PR
O
C
EED

IN
G
C
O
M
M
EN

C
ED

A
T
O
ttaw

a
C
ourthouse

Reply
to
Statem

entofD
efence

C
ERTIFIC

ATE
O
F
SERVIC

E

Pursuantto
R.R.O

.1990,Reg.194:RU
LES

O
F
C
IVIL

PRO
C
ED
U
RE

PRO
O
F
O
F
SERVIC

E
16.09(6);Plaintffhas

(a)served
the

docum
entby

e-m
ailing

a
copy

in
accordance

w
ith
subrule

(4);(b)hassw
orn

an
affidavitofservice

containing
the

particularssetoutin
the

certificate
ofservice;(c)has

keptthe
affidavitofservice;and

(d)w
ill,on

the
requestofthe

courtora
party,produce

the

affidavitofservice.
O
.Reg.24/00,s.5.

By
Plaintiff:Allan

D
ouglasW

ilson

103-2727
SteelesAve

W
est

Toronto,O
ntario

M
3J
3G
9

Tel:(647)490-1521

Em
ail:w

ilson.allan.d@
gm
ail.com

R
C
P-E

4C
(Septem

ber1,2020)

E
lectronically filed / D

éposé par voie électronique : 14-N
ov-2024

O
ttaw

a S
uperior C

ourt of Justice / C
our supérieure de justice

       C
o

u
rt F

ile N
o

./N
° d

u
 d

o
ssier d

u
 g

reffe : C
V

-24-00097442-0000



   COURT FILE NO.: CV-24-98223 
DATE: 2025-02-25 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 

RE: Allan Douglas Wilson, Plaintiff 

AND: 

Borden Ladner Gervais LLP, Defendant 

BEFORE: Justice A. Kaufman 

COUNSEL: Allan Douglas Wilson, representing himself  

Stephen Cavanagh, Counsel, for the Defendant  

HEARD: In writing 

ENDORSEMENT 
 
[1] The defendant requests that the court make an order dismissing this proceeding under Rule 

2.1.01. 

[2] On October 9, 2024, the plaintiff initiated legal action (CV-24-97442) against the Ottawa 
Police Service (OPS), the Ottawa Hospital, and the Canadian Joint Operations Command. 
The OPS subsequently requested the action be struck pursuant to Rule 2.1. On January 7, 
2025, I dismissed the plaintiff's claim under that rule.   

[3] Before the plaintiff's action was dismissed, Borden Ladner Gervais (BLG) filed a defence 
on behalf of the Ottawa Hospital. The plaintiff then initiated this new action against BLG, 
contesting paragraphs 8 and 14 of the Statement of Defence. These paragraphs are as 
follows: 

8. During admission, the Plaintiff was tended to by trauma surgery and treated as 
an inpatient. Mr. Wilson was found by his psychiatric care team to have either a 
schizotypal or schizoid personality disorder. 

14. On September 24, 2009, Mr. Wilson presented to the Hospital with the 
complaint of distressing auditory hallucinations and suicidal ideations. He was 
admitted to the Psychiatry Inpatient Unit on a Form 1, which later converted to a 
Form 3. At this time, the Plaintiff had been followed by Dr. Robertson at the Royal 
Ottawa Mental Health Centre for psychosis with a diagnosis of schizophrenia. 

[4] The plaintiff contends that the statements in these paragraphs are false, defamatory, and 
intended to cause him harm. He further asserts, pre-emptively, that these statements do not 

Schedule 'E'



qualify for immunity because they were made with malice and intended to damage his 
credibility. 

[5] The statements in question were made within the context of a legal pleading. The Court of 
Appeal has clarified that statements made during judicial proceedings are protected by 
absolute privilege, which means they cannot be used as the basis for a defamation claim, 
regardless of intent or truthfulness. This privilege ensures open and honest communication 
in the course of legal actions.  The Court of Appeal described the privilege as follows: 

No action lies, whether against judges, counsel, jury, witnesses or parties, for words 
spoken in the ordinary course of any proceedings before any court or judicial 
tribunal recognized by law. The evidence of all witnesses or parties speaking with 
reference to the matter before the court is privileged, whether oral or written, 
relevant or irrelevant, malicious or not. The privilege extends to documents 
properly used and regularly prepared for use in the proceedings. 
Advocates, judges and juries are covered by this privilege. However, a statement 
will not be protected if it is not uttered for the purpose of judicial proceedings by 
someone who has a duty to make statements in the course of the proceedings.1 

[6] Rule 2.1 is a rule of limited application.  It applies to cases where the frivolous, vexatious 
or abuse nature of the proceeding is apparent on the face of the pleading.  What is apparent 
here is that the defendant has a strong defence to a claim of defamation.  However, a formal 
motion will be required to have this action dismissed. 

 

 

 

 
A. Kaufman J. 

 
Date: February 25, 2025 

 
 
1 Samuel Manu-Tech Inc. v. Redipac Recycling Corp. (1999), 1999 CanLII 3776 (ON CA), 38 C.P.C. (4th) 297, at para 
19. (Ont. C. A.) 


