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Speak about your treatment at the hands of the Canadian government as a wound-
ed veteran of our armed forces and you will lose your benefits. It’s a repulsive story, 
but one that needs many more headlines if we’re to change the way the Canadian 
government treats our veterans.
Given the horrific treatment of many of our vets by the Joint Personnel Support 
Unit, or JPSU, it’s no wonder people are taking to social media sites like Twit-
ter, Facebook and LinkdIn to air their concerns.  The JPSU wants to stop people 
from speaking publicly and is using a new policy to force our veterans to toe the 

party line. The Canadian Forces now requires any wounded veteran, either mentally or physically, to sign a form 
prohibiting them from exercising their Right to Freedom of Speech on social media. 
“The public deserves to know how these people are being mistreated and about the failure of the senior leadership to take 
care of them,” retired air force officer Sean Bruyea explained. “This is just an attempt to shut them up.”
And that attempt is completely unacceptable.

Ottawa lawyer and former military officer 
Michel Drapeau said the form is an obvious 
attempt to intimidate those who were injured 
and prevent them from speaking out about ill 
treatment.
“It’s not illegal but it’s obviously a threat,” said 
Drapeau. 
If you believe, as I do, that stripping our 
veterans of their Right to Freedom of Speech 
is a travesty, then write to your Member of 
Parliament and demand this new form and 
the policy behind be be rescinded. 

Yours in Liberty,

Stripping Veterans of Free Speech
Why Does The Harper Government Hate Our Veterans?

Christopher

Text like this is a link to 
online content.  
These links are provided 
to give you easy access to 
the original news story or 
other relevant information. 
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Freedom of Speech
Freedom of Speech Includes the Right to be Heard?  What complete nonsense!

Brenda Kenny, president and CEO of the Canadian Energy Pipeline Association, wrote 
an article published in the Vancouver Sun on September 17, 2013, whose title caught my 
attention solely because it was so absurd.  
Her article, titled “Freedom of speech includes right to be heard”, was a defense of oil 
sands production and the reversal of a pipeline to send Alberta’s oil to eastern Canada.
She starts off by stating this:

As Canadians, we are fortunate enough to live in a country where we have the ability to 
speak our mind on issues that matter most to us. It is a fundamental right under the Charter 
of Rights and Freedoms. And, at the Canadian Energy Pipeline Association, we believe in 
this right, too.

No problem.  That makes complete sense and I am in complete agreement with Ms. Kenny.  
It’s in her next paragraph where she goes wildly off the rails.

We believe that, as a productive member of a democratic society, it is important for all Canadians to be heard.
The statement that “it is important for all Canadians to be heard” is fine on its face; transforming how we like 
“being heard” into a Right is something else entirely. It’s ridiculous.
The Right to Freedom of Speech has absolutely nothing to do with “being heard.”  
Freedom of Speech is solely and specifically about the right to speak your mind.  It has absolutely nothing to do 
with forcing others to listen to what we have to say, no matter how much we may want them to listen.
For example, I am exercising my Right to Freedom of Speech by writing this article.  For me to believe that 
simply as a function of writing my this article I have the right to force you to read it is absurd.
Kenny’s article discusses a lawsuit over the reversal of a pipeline that’s been operational for decades.  Canadian 
anti-oil zealots oppose reversing the pipeline even though they cannot bring forth a single coherent and sensible 
argument for that opposition.  
These anti-oil forces (while hypocritically using oil to transport themselves around the globe) are currently trying to 
force the National Energy Board into endless public debates over this pipeline reversal, something that makes no 
sense whatsoever.
She succinctly describes the pipeline in question:

The hearing that the lawsuit refers to is a proposal to re-reverse a pipeline built decades ago. The pipeline was 
built in the 1970s to supply oil from Western Canada to eastern Canadian refineries after the Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries embargo. The pipeline was reversed in the 1980s due to changing market condi-
tions. Now, the pipeline operator is looking to reverse it once again.

Essentially the anti-oil lobby is trying to say, through this lawsuit, that their Right to Freedom of Speech is 
violated by the changes made to the regulatory process.  They’re upset they cannot tie up that process endlessly.  
There are limits on the process, of course, but none that stop anyone from speaking their mind on the issue.  It 
simply stops an endless parade of people and groups from saying the same thing over and over again for years, 
stopping a project from moving forward simply so a debate can rage on without end.
Brenda Kenny’s article is good and helps shed some light on the current process and I highly recommend you 
read it and other articles on the subject to fully inform yourself about this issue.
We use oil and gas every day to heat our homes and businesses, move us to and from work and even, as shocking 
as it is to say out loud, to transport anti-oil activists to the very hearings they want to bog down.
My problem is that Kenny uses a lousy premise to advance her position, even though I agree with that position. 
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Freedom of Speech
Canadian College and University Campuses Routinely Deny Students’ Freedom of Speech

OTTAWA: The Justice Centre for Constitutional Freedoms (JCCF.ca) today released the 2013 Campus Free-
dom Index (PDF), a report which measures the state of free speech at 45 Canadian public universities.
Using a five-tier scale—A, B, C, D and F—the Campus Freedom Index grades universities and student unions on 
their stated policies (what they say) and their practices (what they do). Each university receives four letter grades 
for each of university policies, university practices, student union policies, and student union practices.
With 180 letter grades awarded to 45 campuses, Canada’s universities and student unions receive only six ‘A’ 
grades. Conversely, and troublingly, ‘F’ grades were earned 32 times: 13 by universities and 19 by student unions. 
The Campus Freedom Index also assigns 19 B’s, 80 C’s and 43 D’s.
In total, 23 campuses earned at least one ‘F’. Put another way, this means that more than half of the 45 universi-
ties studied—51%—have engaged in the censorship of student expression on campus, and have thus failed in 
their duty to protect free expression rights.
Taking an average of universities’ policies and practices, the Campus Freedom Index names Carleton University 
and the University of Ottawa as the worst universities in Canada for free expression. Both Carleton and Ottawa 
have actively censored student speech, earning D’s for their policies and F’s for their practices. 
McGill University and York University do only slightly better, each earning a ‘D’ average.
Three student unions have the dubious distinction of earning straight F’s. The Lakehead University Students’ 
Union (LUSU), the University of Victoria Students’ Society (UVSS) and the York Federation of Students 
(YFS)—receive ‘F’ grades for restricting campus free speech through both their policies as well as their practices. 
These three are the worst student unions in Canada when it comes to campus free speech.
Seven student unions tied as the second-worst student unions in the country, namely, Brandon University 
Students’ Union, the Students Society of McGill University, the Memorial University of Newfoundland Students’ 
Union, Queen’s University’s Alma Mater Society, the Ryerson Students’ Union, the University of Calgary 
Students’ Union, and the University of Manitoba Students’ Union. These seven student unions earned one ‘F’ 
grade and one ‘D’ grade—only slightly better than the worst three.
Fortunately, some universities are doing a good job of living up to their missions of respecting academic freedom, 
and fostering the debate of controversial ideas.  Acadia University, the Memorial University of Newfoundland, 
Ryerson University, Simon Fraser University, the University of British Columbia and the University of Regina tie 
as the best universities in the country.  All six of these universities earned a ‘B’ average. No university, nor student 
union, earns an ‘A’ average in the Campus Freedom Index.
When it comes to the policies and practices of student unions, the best in Canada are the Carleton University 
Students’ Association (CUSA) and the University of King’s College Students’ Union (KSU). Both earned a ‘B’ 
when averaging grades awarded for policies and practices. CUSA is one of only two student unions in the coun-
try to earn at least one ‘A’ in the Campus Freedom Index, after having earned “straight F’s” in the 2012 edition.  
CUSA’s transformation from one of the worst student unions to one of the best is truly commendable, and 
explained further in the 2013 Campus Freedom Index.
Saskatchewan and New Brunswick rank as the best provinces for campus free speech.  In both provinces, none 
of the institutions surveyed received an ‘F’ grade. By contrast, the worst provinces for campus free speech are 
Alberta, Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland and Labrador. In these provinces, every institution surveyed 
received at least one ‘F’ grade.  Seventy-three percent of Ontario universities likewise earn at least one ‘F’, as well 
as sixty-seven percent of Manitoba universities.
JCCF looks forward to the day when every university, and every student union, earns only A’s for their policies 
and practices.
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Privacy Rights
Berkley Law Web Privacy Census

WEB PRIVACY CENSUS

Our goal is to define and quantify vectors for tracking consumers on the internet. By doing this, using consistent 
methods over time, we will be able to make empirical statements about the state of internet tracking and privacy.
Introduction

Public policymakers are proposing measures to give consumers more privacy rights online. These measures are 
based upon the assumption that the web privacy landscape has become worse for consumers; that their online 
activities are tracked more pervasively now than they were in the past. This assumption may be true, as online 
advertising and metrics companies have developed more sophisticated ways to track and identify individuals 
online. This has been substantiated in the academic literature, and in the popular press through an influential 
news series, “What they Know,” by Wall Street Journal reporters.
As policymakers consider different approaches for addressing internet privacy, it is critical to understand how 
interventions such as negative press attention, self-regulation, Federal Trade Commission enforcement actions, 
and direct regulation affect tracking. As early as 1995, Beth Givens of the Privacy Rights Clearinghouse suggested 
that federal agencies create benchmarks for online privacy. The first attempts of web measurement, discussed in 
our literature review, found relatively little tracking online in 1997--only 23 of the most popular websites were 
using cookies on their homepages. But within a few years, tracking for network advertising was present on many 
websites, and by 2011, all of the most popular websites employed cookies.
The Web Privacy Census is intended to formalize the benchmarking process and measure internet tracking 
consistently over time. We seek to explore:

 ¹ How many entities are tracking users online?
 ¹ What vectors (technologies) are most popular for tracking users?
 ¹ Is there displacement (i.e. a shift from one tracking technology to another) in tracking practices?
 ¹ Is there greater concentration of tracking companies online?
 ¹ What entities have the greatest potential for online tracking and why?

Our literature review discusses this project and its context more fully.  Key to this project is our methods, which 
we apply consistently over time.
This effort was developed and executed in partnership with Abine, Inc.  Abine has been our technical collaborator 
and resource partner, helping us develop a reliable method for web crawling and analysis of tracking vectors.  This 
project is supported by and builds upon prior research in collaboration with the National Science Foundation 
Team for Research in Ubiquitous Secure Technology.
Results and Discussion

This report contains data from our crawl conducted on 10/24/12, and compares it to the results of our June 2012 
Web Privacy Census.   
We conduct two different crawls—a shallow one where our test browser just visits the homepage of a site, and a 
deep crawl where our browser visits six links on a site. 
We found cookies on all popular websites (by “popular websites,” we mean the top 100 most popular according 
to Quantcast). Historically, there has been a large upswing in cookies on popular websites.  When we first meas-
ured cookies in 2009, we found 3,602 cookies on popular websites, and in 2011, we found 5,675. 

Read More about this report online at http://law.berkeley.edu/privacycensus.htm 

Citation: Chris Jay Hoofnagle & Nathan Good,   
The Web Privacy Census , October 2012, available at http://law.berkeley.edu/privacycensus.htm
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Property Rights
Is the Money in Your Bank Account Yours?  You may mistakenly think the answer is “Yes”

One year ago the island state of Cypress stole money from its citizens and gave it to major bank, one of which 
folded anyway.  Calling the theft “a necessary measure” to keep the state economically viable, politicians rewarded 
the very institutions responsible for the economic crisis gripping the tiny nation.
The banks will do anything to avoid the consequences of their own selfish acts and if that means stealing the bank 
accounts of mere citizens, well, that is precisely what they will do. 
Since the political backlash from such a massive theft was so minimal, bankers in other nations are taking their 
cue from Cypress and lobbying politicians to steal from the bank accounts of “large deposit holders” on the prem-
ise that if you’ve been successful and earned a lot of money you must be punished for that success.
Cypress politicians stole over 10.6 billion Euros (yes, that’s with a “B”) from its citizens and handed it over to the 
banks.  That level of government theft is astounding and unprecedented.
And it’s now being repeated elsewhere in the world.
Italy, Poland and New Zealand have all begun the process of stealing from productive citizens and handing that 
money over to their major banks.
Think we’re immune to such a thing here in Canada?  You’d best think again.
Canada’s “Economic Action Plan 2013” specifically contains a provision for the Government of Canada to steal 
money from your bank account and give it to this nation’s major banks.
“This new budget actually proposes to implement a ‘bail-in’ regime for systemically important banks’ in Canada,” finan-
cial expert Michael Snyder wrote on The Economic Collapse Blog in his article “Cyprus-Style Wealth Confisca-
tion Is Now Starting To Happen All Over The Globe.”

Now that “bail-ins” have become accepted practice all over the planet, no bank account and no pension 
fund will ever be 100% safe again.  In fact, Cyprus-style wealth confiscation is already starting to 
happen all around the world.  As you will read about below, private pension funds were just raided by 
the government in Poland, and a “bail-in” is being organized for one of the largest banks in Italy.  
Unfortunately, this is just the beginning.  The precedent that was set in Cyprus is being used as a 
template for establishing bail-in procedures in New Zealand, Canada and all over Europe.  It is only a 
matter of time before we see this exact same type of thing happen in the United States as well.  From 
now on, anyone that keeps a large amount of money in any single bank account or retirement fund is 
being incredibly foolish.

Mr. Snyder provides examples from numerous nations around the world and then explains the situation for we 
“mere citizens” of Canada. 

Incredibly, even Canada is moving toward adopting these “bank bail-ins”.  In a previous article, I 
explained that “bail-ins” were even part of the new Canadian government budget...
Cyprus-style “bail-ins” are actually proposed in the new Canadian government budget.  When I first 
heard about this I was quite sceptical, so I went and looked it up for myself.  And guess what?  It is right 
there in black and white on pages 144 and 145 of “Economic Action Plan 2013” which the Harper 
government has already submitted to the House of Commons.  This new budget actually proposes “to 
implement a ‘bail-in’ regime for systemically important banks” in Canada.  “Economic Action Plan 2013” 
was submitted on March 21st, which means that this “bail-in regime” was likely being planned long 
before the crisis in Cyprus ever erupted.
So what does all of this mean for us?
It means that the governments of the world are eyeing our money as part of the solution to any future 
failures of major banks.
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As a result, there is no longer any truly “safe” place to put your money.
One of the best ways to protect yourself is to spread your money around.  In other words, don’t put all 
of your eggs in one basket.  If you have your money a bunch of different places, it is going to be much 
harder for the government to grab it all.
But if you don’t listen to the warnings and you continue to keep all of your wealth in one giant pile some-
where, don’t be surprised when you get wiped out in a single moment someday.

I’m no fan of the Liberal Party of Canada, but you can reset assured they will NOT repeal this should Shiny Pony 
and his party win the next federal election.
When so-called “conservatives” decide stealing from its citizens is acceptable, there are no conservatives principles 
left in the corridors of power.  The Conservative Party of Canada has, with the introduction of “Economic Action 
Plan 2013” proven they are conservative-in-name-only.
This does not bode well for Canada.
If you find the idea of stealing money from the personal bank accounts of Canadians to finance the failures of big 
bank abhorrent then I urge you to write and call Prime Minister Stephen Harper, Finance Minister Jim Flaherty 
and your own local Member of Parliament and make it clear their newfound path is... unacceptable.

Prime Minister Stephen Harper 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0A6
Telephone:  613-992-4211 
Fax:  613-941-6900 
EMail:  stephen.harper@parl.gc.ca 

Minister of Finance James Flaherty 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0A6
Telephone: 613-992-6344 
Fax:      613-992-8320 
EMail:  jim.flaherty@parl.gc.ca

To find your own Member of Parliament’s contact information please visit:

http://www.parl.gc.ca/MembersOfParliament/MainMPsCompleteList.aspx?TimePeriod=Current&Language=E

If you do not explain to our elected “representatives” in very clear terms that their “Economic Action Plan 
2013” is repulsive and unacceptable they will happily steal from you and justify that theft by saying 

“It’s for your own good.”

We’ve heard that before, haven’t we?  Let’s not repeat history... again.
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Civil Asset Forfeiture
Canadian Constitution Foundation and Bruce and Donna Montague Need Your Help

The Canadian Constitution Foundation announced on April 17, 2013 that it would provide legal counsel to 
Bruce and Donna Montague of Dryden, Ontario in their ongoing legal battle against government efforts to seize 
virtually all of their assets.  Their court hearing is now scheduled for November 15, 2013, at Queens’s Park in 
Toronto. 
Bruce Montague was a licensed gunsmith and firearms dealer who believed that Canada’s gun licensure laws were 
unconstitutional. He deliberately allowed his firearms licences to expire in 2003 so that he would be charged with 
an offence and could challenge the constitutionality of the law in court. 
However, the Ontario courts rejected his constitutional arguments, and the Supreme Court of Canada declined 
to hear his appeal. 
As a result, Bruce was convicted of 25 paperwork crimes involving his firearms. He was sentenced to 18 months 
in jail plus probation, and is now permanently prohibited from possessing firearms. He therefore cannot resume 
his career as a gunsmith.
Donna Montague, Bruce’s wife, likewise let her firearms licence expire and was convicted of a single offence.
The federal government has applied under the Criminal Code to force the Montagues to forfeit ownership of all 
the firearms they own, including Bruce’s business inventory. The value of these assets exceeds $100,000.
The Ontario government has also brought a civil action claiming forfeiture of the same firearms plus the 
Montagues’ home, which contained Bruce’s shop. Ontario alleges the properties are either “proceeds of unlawful 
activity” or “instruments of unlawful activity” as defined by the Civil Remedies Act of 2001.
The Montagues were previously represented by lawyer Doug Christie, who died in March, 2013 of cancer. 
Karen Selick, litigation director for the CCF, said: “I have been concerned about the Civil Remedies Act here 
in Ontario ever since it was introduced as a bill in December, 2000. I welcome the opportunity to defend this 
couple against financial ruin by a rapacious, opportunistic government.”
Karen wrote about the Montague case in the Calgary Herald last summer in her article: “Just like Russia, 
Canada Persecutes Its Protesters.”
Karen has also written several newspaper articles opposing the Civil Remedies Act, including these :

 � “Ontario Wants to Put a Grab on Property Rights”
 � “Go Ahead—Make Our Day”
 � “Civil Asset Forfeiture Laws Punish the Innocent and Corrupt the State”

Karen also appeared as a witness before the Ontario legislature’s Standing Committee on Justice and Social Policy 
in 2001, opposing the passage of the Civil Remedies Act. Here is a transcript of her remarks. 
In September, 2012, Karen spoke about civil asset forfeiture at an Ottawa conference on property rights. Her 
talk, “Property Forfeiture - the Trojan Horse of Law Enforcement” can be seen on YouTube.
If you would like to help Bruce and Donna, please make a donation to the CCF today.  The CCF is a registered 
charity in Canada and the United States and we issue tax receipts for donations of $25 or more. 
If you prefer to donate by check, please download the CCF Donation Form and send it in with your donation 
in support of the Bruce and Donna Montague civil asset forfeiture case.
Donations to the Canadian Constitution Foundation of $25 or more are fully tax deductible, meaning it will 
cost you a fraction of your actual donation in support of this critical case, where our very Rights and Freedoms 
are under attack.  
The Canadian Constitution Foundation is fighting for our Rights and Freedoms. Please donate generously!
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Court Decisions
Former RCMP officer and Convicted Murderer Keith Wiens Appeals Sentence

On August 16, 2011 Keith Gregory Wiens shot and killed Lynn Kalmring. That is a fact undisputed by Wiens 
himself, who admitted to killing his common-law spouse in court.  
He claimed the killing was in self-defense, a claim that was ultimately rejected by the jury as they took little time, 
just a few hours, to convict Wiens of second degree murder.  Clearly they didn’t believe anything he said.
The sentencing hearing after his conviction made it clear Wiens ought to spend a considerable length of time in 
prison.

[1]           THE COURT:  Keith Gregory Wiens has been convicted by a jury of the second degree 
murder of his common law spouse, Lynn Kalmring.
[2]           During the trial, Mr. Wiens testified in his own defence. He maintained that he killed Ms. 
Kalmring in self-defence. The jury rejected his evidence.
[3]           Following the return of the verdict, the jury was asked, as required by s. 745.2 of the Criminal 
Code, for their recommendation as to the length of time that Mr. Wiens should serve in custody before 
being eligible to apply for parole. They unanimously recommended that he serve 20 years.
[4]           The Crown argues that I should impose a period of 15 years of parole ineligibility. They argue 
that there are several aggravating circumstances. The first is that because Ms. Kalmring was Mr. Wiens’ 
common law spouse, killing her necessarily amounts to an abuse of her, and by virtue of s. 718.2(a)(ii), 
that is an aggravating circumstance. Second, the Crown argues that the fact that Mr. Wiens used a hand-
gun, a handgun that he kept fully loaded and ready at hand, is an aggravating circumstance. Support for 
that proposition is said to be found in R. v. Jojic, 2012 BCCA 101 (CanLII), 2012 BCCA 101. Third, 
the Crown argues that the fact that Mr. Wiens shot his spouse in the face at close range and then attempt-
ed to manipulate the scene in an effort to avoid responsibility is an aggravating circumstance. Finally, the 
Crown argues that the unanimous recommendation of the jury is a clear signal of their view of the moral 
blameworthiness of Mr. Wiens.
[6]           Because Mr. Wiens has been convicted of second degree murder, the sentence I must impose is 
one of life imprisonment. The issue now is whether the minimum period of imprisonment that he must 
actually serve before being eligible to apply for parole should be increased from 10 years, which is the 
minimum requirement set by the Criminal Code.

Ultimately the Honourable Mr. Justice Barrow decided that the minimum time for parole eligibility should be 
increased from the minimum to 13 years.

[33]        Mr. Wiens, would you please stand up, sir.
[34]        I sentence you to a period of imprisonment for life with no eligibility to apply for parole for a 
period of 13 years. I also order a lifetime weapons prohibition under s. 109 of the Criminal Code, and 
order that you provide a DNA sample under s. 487.051.

The convicted murderer is now claiming that 13 years before being eligible for parole is “excessive” given his 
“unblemished past.”  In addition to his claim that 13 years is “excessive” he is also appealing the conviction on the 
grounds Justice Barrow did not give proper weight to certain pieces of evidence.
Where is my barf bucket?

[29]        I am satisfied that Mr. Wiens’ action in killing Ms. Kalmring was impulsive and was borne of 
anger fuelled by alcohol.

Keith Gregory Wiens ought to be grateful the judge granted him protective custody as he certainly doesn’t deserve 
it.  He should be placed in general population with all the other wife-beaters and murderers, not be provided 
special treatment simply because he once was a cop.
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Liberty
Upcoming Seminars From the Institute for Liberal Studies

Ideas & Liberty: Saturday, September 28

Waterloo, ON
Register Now

Date: Saturday, September 28
Time: 10:00am-5:00pm
Location: University of Waterloo (HH 373)
Join us for seminar co-hosted with the Waterloo and Laurier chapters of Students for Liberty. This one day semi-
nar will offer participants the chance to interact with speakers and fellow students as we discuss ideas and a free 
society. There is no charge to attend this event. Confirmed speakers include:

 ¹ Fred McMahon (Fraser Institute) – Economic Freedom and the World
 ¹ Pierre Desrochers (University of Toronto Mississauga) – Environmental Myth-Busting
 ¹ Alexei Marcoux (Loyola University Chicago) – Liberty versus the New Paternalism
 ¹ Leon Drolet (Michigan Taxpayers Alliance) - The Secret Life of Legislators

Economics & Freedom: Saturday, October 5
Ottawa, ON 
Register Now

Date: Saturday, October 5
Time: 10:00am-5:00pm
Location: Indigo Hotel (123 Metcalfe Street)
Join us for seminar co-hosted with the Carleton and Ottawa chapters of Students for Liberty. This one day semi-
nar will offer participants the chance to interact with speakers and fellow students as we discuss economic theories 
and institutions and their relationship to a free society. There is no charge to attend this event, lunch is included.
Confirmed speakers include:

 ¹ Ian Lee (Carleton University) - The Myth of Inequality in Canada – time to roast Chicken Little
 ¹ Ravina Bains (Fraser Institute) – Property Rights and Canada’s First Nations
 ¹ Tsvetelin Tsonevski (Foundation for Economic Education) - Why Socialism Fails
 ¹ Georges Bragues (University of Guelph Humber) – The Future of the Welfare State 
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Human Rights
Zimbabwe immigrant Charles Kokanai Mzite Complains his Rights were Violated...

Human Beings are a strange and hypocritical lot.  
Zimbabwe immigrant Charles Kokanai Mzite drove 
that point home when he filed a human rights act 
complaint against BC’s Wilkinson Road Jail for treat-
ing him unfairly.  
Why does that make Charles Mzite a hypocrite?
Mzite is currently serving a 10 year prison sentence 
for knowingly and intentionally having unprotected 
sex with four Victoria area women when he knew he 
was HIV-positive. 
He repeatedly violated the rights of four women, 
placing them all under a potential death sentence, 
and he did so willingly.  He gave no thought to the 
consequences to those women or the catastrophic 
effect his selfish acts would have on their lives.
He misled and outright lied to these women to 
convince them he was not HIV-positive, and kept 
denying it until he was arrested.  At that point he 
finally admitted he knew he was HIV-positive and 
had known it as far back as 1995. 
What an utterly depraved specimen of humanity and 
a repulsive example of manhood.
In 2009 he was tried and convicted of 4 counts of aggravated sexual assault and sentenced to 10 years in prison.  
The full weight of his crimes are hard to fathom, although Justice Simon Noël does an admirable job.

[6]               In May 2001, the Applicant came to Canada with the assistance of a Canadian woman he 
had met in Zimbabwe. He was initially planning on staying in Canada for six months. His relationship 
with this woman lasted two weeks. They formed a dance troupe in Victoria, B.C. His group acquired 
notoriety and it was invited to perform for Oprah Winfrey in 2007.
 [7]               In July 2001, the Applicant tested positive for HIV in Victoria, B.C. but never attended at 
the clinic for the results. The Applicant submits that he phoned the clinic and that they told him every-
thing was fine and that he was asked to come in for post-test counselling, which he did not do. 
[8]               Six months after his arrival, the Applicant claimed refugee protection on the basis of his 
political opinion. The Applicant had refused to join the ruling political party in Zimbabwe, the Zimba-
bwe African National Union-Population Front [ZANU PF]. He stopped attending meetings of that 
political party and started to attend meetings of the opposition, the Movement for Democratic Change 
[MDC] party. He believed that his absence from the ZANU PF meetings was noticed as he is well-known 
in Zimbabwe because of his membership in a popular dance troupe. The ruling party wanted him to 
publicly support it. 
[9]               In November 2001, the Applicant married a woman (Complainant #1) who he met at the 
airport in Canada in May 2001. He denied being HIV positive and had unprotected sexual intercourse 
with her. Their relationship ended in May 2002. 
[10]           In April 2002, the Applicant began a relationship with another woman (Complainant #2) 
who also asked him if he was HIV positive. He said that he was not. 
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[11]           On October 7, 2002, the Refugee Protection Division determined that the Applicant was a 
Convention Refugee. On April 3, 2003, he applied for permanent residence. 
[12]           In the summer of 2003, the Applicant began a relationship with another woman (Complain-
ant #3). Again, he was asked if he was HIV positive and he answered that he was tested for immigration 
and that he was not.  
[13]           In the summer of 2004, the Applicant began a relationship with yet another woman 
(Complainant #4), and again, he told her that he was HIV negative.  
[14]           In August 2004, Complainant #3 tested positive for HIV and told the Applicant the following 
month. In November 2004, the Applicant tested positive for HIV again.  
[15]           In July 2006, the Applicant apologized to Complainant #3 and told her that he had tested 
positive in 1995 when he had applied for a visa to China. 
[16]           On September 6, 2007, the Applicant was 
arrested and incarcerated and has remained incarcerated 
since then. When questioned by the officers, he admitted 
knowing to be HIV positive since 1995. He was charged 
with four counts of aggravated sexual assault to which he 
pleaded not guilty.

At the end of that sordid history this degenerate has the nerve 
to say prison officials violated his rights.  It’s laughable and 
absurd, and thankfully BC Supreme Court Justice Harry 
Slade agrees.  
The BC Human Rights Code requires all complaints to be 
filed within 6 months of an alleged violation.  Mzite waited 
much longer than that to file his complaint, over 2 years.  

[54]        As an adjudicator of the particular claim before 
it, the investigation of practices at VIRCC that resulted 
in interruptions of medication would be directed to the 
period of Mr. Mzite’s incarceration.  If a discriminatory 
practice was found to exist at the time, it could not be 
assumed that any remedy individual to Mr. Mzite would 
have remedial consequences for others in his circumstanc-
es after a lapse of two years from the date of Mr. Mzite’s 
release from VIRCC.  The weight given to the allegation 
of systemic discrimination in determining the public 
interest in accepting this extremely late-filed complaint 
suggests an improper purpose, namely an investigation 
into the practices of the provision of medication to prison-
ers at VIRCC as of December 2010 and later, at least twenty months after the discriminatory acts alleged 
by Mr. Mzite.  This, coupled with the aforementioned errors in assessing the reason for delay, I find is 
patently unreasonable.

Mzite’s original complaint alleged that prison officials denied Mzite access to anti-viral drugs repeatedly during his 
2-year stay there while he as awaiting trial on multiple charges of aggravated sexual assault.
True to idiotic form, BC Human Rights Tribunal member Marlene Tyshynski allowed the complaint because 
she felt it was “in the public interest to do so.”  
In her written decision Tshynski said the following:

[56] Mr. Mzite’s complaint raises a novel issue by a uniquely-positioned and very vulnerable individual, 
that is, a prisoner who is HIV positive and reliant on VIRCC Staff for Medication. 
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I agree that this complaint offers the Tribunal a rare opportunity to address this novel and serious allega-
tion. The systemic component of Mr. Mzite’s complaint alleges that there are currently other prisoners in 
the custody of B.C. Corrections/the Ministry who face an interruption in their access to Medication. 
In my view, the individual and the systemic allegations in this complaint raise an issue that, if proven, 
could advance the purposes of the Code, in particular, preventing discrimination prohibited by the Code, 
and identifying and eliminating persistent patterns of inequality associated with discrimination prohib-
ited by the Code. I consider these factors exceptional and that they weigh strongly in favour of the public 
interest.
[57] Considering and weighing all of the factors, I find that 
Mr. Mzite has established that it is in the public interest to 
accept his late-filed complaint.

Uh huh.
If his complaint was so “novel and serious” then there is no reason 
why Mzite couldn’t file it within the allotted time period, is there?  
Making exceptions to these deadlines, such as Marlene Tyshynski 
did, serves no purpose other than, perhaps, pushing a personal or 
organizational agenda.
In brighter news, Charles Mzite will be deported from Canada.  
He attempted to have the decision reversed by judicial review, but 
the man convicted of 4 counts of aggravated sexual assault clearly 
misdiagnosed his value to Canada and the revulsion the Honour-
able Mr. Justice Simon Noël would have with the heinous and 
callous disregard Charles Mzite has for women’s safety.

[3]               The facts of this case speak for themselves. The 
Applicant had a private relationship with four different 
women and despite being asked by each of them whether 
he had HIV, he answered negatively and proceeded to have 
sexual relations with each one of them. One of these encoun-
ters even lead to him contaminating one of the women with 
the virus. He was convicted of four counts of aggravated sexual assault. 
It was CIC’s opinion that he still constitutes a danger to the public in Canada. For the purposes of a judi-
cial review, I see no reasons in law or in fact to disagree with this finding. 
In addition, CIC found that country conditions in Zimbabwe have changed considerably, that the Appli-
cant’s profile has changed over time and that his past political affiliations no longer exist. It was also 
determined that the quality of HIV medical care available in Zimbabwe was adequate. Therefore, CIC 
concluded that it is unlikely that the Applicant would face a risk to his life, a risk of cruel and unusual 
treatment or punishment, or a risk of torture upon his removal to his country of birth. 
I have identified no flaws in the analysis made by CIC to arrive at this conclusion. 
Finally, CIC also found that the Applicant did not demonstrate a degree of establishment in Canada, be 
it social or economic, that would cause a disproportionate hardship should he be ordered to return to 
Zimbabwe. Again, the analysis followed by CIC is in accordance with what is legally required in such a 
situation. 
There is no reason for this Court to intervene.

Amen.

Send this degenerate back to his homeland.  Canadian taxpayers shouldn’t pay the tab for this depraved scumbag’s  
medication or his incarceration.
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Political Accountability
Holding the Conservative Government Accountable to Gun Owners

Dear Christopher,
Thank you for your note and questions regarding the process and Firearms’ Policies being debated at the CPC 
National Convention in Calgary this 31 October, and possibly 1 November.  I hope this note answers a number 
of inquires about “fine tuning” the wording (it can’t) and how it has managed to get where it is (a lot of work and 
time).
As an elected member of the National Policy Committee (NPC) I have been involved in organizing the process 
and facilitating meetings to assist the individual EDAs in crafting and presenting their policies and in the review, 
ranking, and finally recommendation of policies to Convention.  The National Committee of the CPC made 
the final cut down to numbers.  They did not reorder or selectively delete any.  The 80-some most popular and 
widely supported policies are going to Convention with the hope that a few more than the last Convention can 
be debated.  
Policy Process - CPC;

The CPC uses a policy process that is driven from the individual members through EDAs to the national selec-
tion process.  The individual EDA Presidents rank all the policies and these rankings are reflected in all evalua-
tions through to the final selection of those to be debated at convention.  At convention a two stage approach 
is required to get a policy adopted: first is the break out sessions relating to the larger policy area (Firearms for 
example falls in Justice) and there the sponsoring EDA presents the policy to those interested and it is debated 
and voted on for approval to the main convention.  If successful the policy is presented again by the sponsoring 
EDA to the full convention and it is voted on for adoption as Party Policy.  Successful Policies are then reflected 
back to the NPC for incorporation into the Party’s Policy Statement.
The key factor which many fail to recognize is time.  The start of this process was 2 years ago.  Policies are devel-
oped and debated starting within months of the previous convention.  Wording is developed and adjusted well 
in advance of Convention and as there are so many levels of review, once submitted it is locked in.  There is no 
amendment to the wording and this part seems to be hard for many to understand but this is the crux of being 
member driven:  The policy wording comes from the members through their EDAs.  The last opportunity to 
massage the wording occurs about 8 months to a year ahead of Convention.  Also Policy is member driven so if 
you are not “inside the tent” you have no chance to make an impression on the actual policy.  In other words:  
pick your horse and ride it.
Becoming a delegate and having an actual say in the adoption or rejection of these policies requires a few things, 
specifically you need to be a member of the CPC approximately 2 months ahead of the delegate selection which 
occurs approximately 4 months ahead of the Convention.  (To actually craft and submit policy you would need 
to be a member about 2 years ahead of the Convention.)  Once a member, you then apply to your EDA Board 
to become a delegate and go through a delegate selection meeting.  Delegates are elected by all members present 
to a slate of official delegates and alternatives that is sent to the Party’s national office.  Some delegates (the MP 
or candidate of record, the EDA President, youth delegates) are reserved.  Each EDA can send up to 11 voting 
delegates in total.  Due to the shift in Convention timing, for this Convention EDAs have been allowed to 
renominate their delegates so it may still not be too late to get into the convention as a voting delegate, depend-
ing on your EDA’s numbers.  Many eastern EDAs are not able to send a full slate due to travel and the timing.
Policies Being Proposed - 2013;

Four Policy Proposals concerning Firearms have made it through the complete process and are being sent to 
Convention for debate.  This does not yet guarantee that they will be debated as it is time dependant.  One of the 
policies is at the end of the day and may not get debated depending on the progress in the room itself.  
The policies can be reviewed directly off the CPC web site at:
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http://www.cpcconvention.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/Convention-2013-POLICY-PRIORITY-RESO-
LUTIONS-1-82-EN-FINAL-VERSION-May-17-2013-3.pdf

Firearms’ Policy is on the following pages;

 ¹ Page 39 - 2-02-190 - Portage Lisgar
 ¹ Page 50 - 2-13-270 - Edmonton Spruce Grove
 ¹ Page 63 - 2-26-199 - Northumberland Quinte West
 ¹ Page 65 - 2-28-191 - Cambridge

Also a Policy relating to self defence and citizens arrest has been put forward to convention and I think would be 
of interest to your readers.
Page 48 - 2-11-178 - Calgary Southeast

The crux of the changes of each policy are expanded below.  Individuals can debate these under strict time rules 
and then they are voted on so it is extremely important that supporters of the specific proposals be in the room 
and organized ahead of the policy coming up for debate.  

2-02  Removes the reference to repealing the long gun registry (housekeeping) and adds a clause 
that “A Conservative Government will recognize the legitimacy of private ownership of firearms and will resist 
domestic or international pressure to the contrary.”
2-13  Adds a paragraph that addresses reclassification of firearms, requests consultation of indus-
try and owners in the process but it states “the final decision on reclassification lies with the Government.”  It 
does not provide a route of appeal.
2-26  Adds a paragraph requiring that the Firearms Act and Regulations be “reviewed to ensure 
it meets the needs of Canadians and respects the rights of law-abiding Canadians to own and use firearms” 
and that they “will then be rewritten in plain language to minimize misunderstandings by Canadians, police 
forces and the judiciary.”
2-28  Adds a paragraph to require the current Act be rescinded and replaced with an Act that 
among other things recognizes the right to own firearms, returns prohibited firearms to restricted or non-
restricted, makes licensing/certification a lifetime right that also covers transport, it requires consultation 
and amendment of various privacy and mental health legislation to make reporting of problems legal, and it 
requires any actions under the new Act be appealable to a Court.

Your readers may be interested as a matter of procedure to know that should 2-02, 2-26, and 2-28 all be passed 
they should all be able to be incorporated in a consistent manner into the Policy Platform.
The additional Policy on self defence from Calgary Southwest also deserves consideration;

2-11  Adds a paragraph to say the CPC “will support legislation aimed at protecting citizens 
who take action to protect their lives, their families, and their property from criminals.” It also adds a belief 
that citizens should be able to use reasonable force and make citizens arrests when they are the subject of 
criminal actions.

I will be attending the Convention to support my EDA’s policy proposals and as a member of the National Policy 
Committee.  Anyone attending, and I encourage any of your readers who can attend and vote to do so, may 
contact me at the email below with questions or to get updates on this area of interest.  Other members of NPC 
can assist with other areas of interest.  
Thank you for your request and I hope that many of your readers will be in Calgary with me and voting on these 
most interesting and important policy resolutions.  I remain,
Sincerely yours,
Philip C. O’Dell, P.Eng., M.A.Sc. 
Phil@odell.ca
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Action Alert
The Following Issue Requires Immediate Action

Wendy Cukier’s Coalition for Gun Control is desperately attempting to salvage the Quebec long gun registry.  
She’s asked the Supreme Court for permission to intervene on the Province of Quebec’s behalf in support of keep-
ing the grossly incorrect database, even though it is unknown if the Supreme Court will hear the case.
Horrified that her annual parade of the dead women from 1989’s L’Ecole Polytechnique shooting rampage by 
Gamil Gharbi hasn’t garnered her more support, she’s also teamed up with a Quebec anti-gun group to pressure 
Steven Blaney, our new Minister of Public Safety.
Complaining that the loss of Quebec’s gun registry will endanger the lives of Quebecers as it has already done 
in the rest of the country, she is demanding Minister Blaney support her request to transfer the database to 
Quebec to “maintain security and safety of your fellow citizens.”  The lack of shooting deaths since the database was 
destroyed for the rest of Canada simply proves Cukier is a fraud with an agenda; that the truth doesn’t matter.
Despite Windy Wendy’s protestations otherwise, the rest of the nation has not suffered a spike in shooting deaths 
with the loss of Canada’s useless long gun registry, and it is critical that Public Safety Minister Blaney hear some-
thing other than the bleating cries and pathetic mewling of Wendy and her ilk.
Please take a few minutes to write a letter to Minister Blaney supporting the Harper government’s decision to 
scrap the long gun registry and to encourage him to continue fighting Quebec’s quest to keep that database.
We’ve already won this legal battle at the Quebec Superior Court level.  The Quebec Government now wants to 
bring the issue before the Supreme Court of Canada.  
Minister Blaney needs to hear from Canadians who support the scrapping of this database, as it has absolutely 
nothing to do with protecting Canadians from so-called “gun violence.”
There is no such thing as “gun violence.”  It’s one in a long line of misnomers used by those who despise guns to 
tug on the heartstrings of those who haven’t educated themselves on this issue.
Do we call it “car violence” when drunk drivers kill people?  Or “knife violence” when someone stabs another 
human being? No, of course not.  
We hold the individual accountable for their criminal actions, not the piece of private property they used to 
commit their crime.   That’s precisely as it should be.  
Tracking law-abiding citizens does not promote safety or prevent murderers from committing crimes.  
Canada’s law-abiding firearm owners are NOT the problem. Canada’s law-abiding firearm owners didn’t kill 
anyone yesterday. Canada’s law-abiding firearm owners didn’t kill anyone today. Canada’s law-abiding firearm 
owners are not going to kill anyone tomorrow either. Not even when the law no longer requires us to register our 
rifles and shotguns. 
Contact to Minister Blaney using the following information:

The Honourable Steven Blaney 
Minister of Public Safety  

House of Commons  
Ottawa, ON  K1A 0A6

You can also contact him by phone or fax at:
Phone:  (613) 992-7434 
Fax:      (613) 995-6856

His email addresses are:
blanes1b@parl.gc.ca,  blanes@parl.gc.ca and ministerpublicsafety@ps-sp.gc.ca
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Political Action
The Political Action Wizard Free Senate Edition - Download and Use it Today

On June 23, 2013 I announced that the political action software program I had created for contacting every 
Senator in Canada was ready for you to download and use.  While the reason I created the software is no longer 
relevant (The Senate repeal Section 13 of the Canadian Human Rights Act on June 28) the Canadian Senate still 
has a lot of power over the lives of ordinary Canadians.  
While they did a great thing by finally passing Bill C-304 to repeal Section 13, the very same day they absolutely 
gutted Bill C-377, a bill that would have forced Canadian labour unions to become more transparent.  They did 
this and got away with it because nobody was watching them and they knew it.  
The Political Action Wizard Free Senate Edition is a tool for every Canadian to use to write to our Senators and 
express our views on the legislation before them.  As their actions on Bill C-377 proved, we must let our Senators  
know we’re watching otherwise all kinds of silliness takes place.   

http://download.politicalactionsoftware.org/senate-free-edition/
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