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When bigots out themselves on the national stage it’s really interesting to watch.  
That’s precisely what happened in Nanaimo, BC, after the Nanaimo City Council 
banned a Christian group from holding a conference in their community.
The reason? Christians are hateful, don’t you know.
I delve into this issue in detail later in this issue of The Bulletin, but suffice it to say 
the mere citizens of this nation made it clear to Nanaimo’s hate-filled elected offi-
cials our Charter Right to Freedom of Religion means far more than the lip-service 
they paid it while simultaneously denouncing Christians as criminals. 

It makes November’s upcoming civic elections something to look forward to! That race will prove interesting and 
I will do my best to see these people are judged by the content of their character.  They probably won’t like that.
Fred Pattje, the bigot who introduced the motion to ban the Christian event said, 
“The Nanaimo Daily News had sponsored an event, a leadership event, a cast, a podcast, in this facility that among 
others was sponsored by a company in the United States called Chic Fil-A, the owner of which has a rich history of 

homophobia and other divisive practices. The 
gentlman’s name is Mr. Dan Cathy.”

Dan Cathy is a Christian who views marriage 
as a union between one man and one woman.
Only in a city where religious intolerance is 
the order of the day could that possibly be 
construed as “homophobia”. 
Sin is sin, be it adultery, theft, murder or even  
(gasp!) homosexuality.  
It is not a crime to say so either, despite what 
the narrow-minded bigots on Nanaimo City 
Council say.
Yours in Liberty,

November’s Civic Elections
ought to prove very interesting in Nanaimo, BC

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
Section 13 is Officially Repealed: The Obituary of CHRC Censorship [Part 2]

by Marc Lemire
You can read part 1 here: http://blog.freedomsite.org/2014/06/section-13-is-officially-repealed.html

[June 29, 2014] Section 13 of the Canadian 
“Human Rights” Act was a monstrosity since 
its inception in 1977.  It was a piece of targeted 
legislation to silence one man and his telephone 
answering machine.  
But why on earth was it ever put into the Cana-
dian Human Rights Act in the first place?  The rest 
of the Act; is about employment, accommodation, 
services, etc. And the “Human Rights” Act, was 
remedial; Unlike the Criminal Code of Canada, 
it was not meant “to assign or to punish moral 
blameworthiness” to the people involved. 
Why would the censors choose a remedial piece 
of legislation to target people, when Canada has 
criminal speech prohibitions, which could actu-
ally imprison people?  
The answer is simple, they didn’t want a Section 
13 case to generate any publicity, the way a crimi-
nal charge would.  
They wanted to quietly censor people, in the back 
room; without anyone seeing what they were really 
up to.
In a letter dated November 13, 1975, Ontario’s Deputy Attorney General, F.W. Callaghan outlined some of the 
problems they faced when trying to “get” a man named John Ross Taylor. In reference to Taylor’s taped telephone 
answering machine, Callaghan stated:

“The messages usually are topical and political and focus on a wide variety of subjects.  However, the emphasis 
always is racial and federal immigration policies frequently are criticized.”

Callaghan continued in his letter: 
“The messages discuss such matters as immigration, integration and urban crime, all of which clearly are matters 
of public interest.”

The real intent of Section 13 was to silence legitimate non-violent criticism of immigration, crime, multicultural-
ism and integration.  
Ontario’s Deputy AG Callaghan summed up the true motivation behind silencing Taylor using the Human 
Rights Act:

“The simple forced deletion of the message which I have proposed could have a major advantage over a criminal 
prosecution in that, presumably, it would not be attended by great publicity whereas a criminal prosecution, 
through publicity and polarization, might promote the mischief which it sought to suppress.”

In other words, Ontario’s Deputy AG wanted to silence the messenger behind closed doors; “Simple forced dele-
tion” as he calls it; and hoped that no one would pay any attention to the gross infringements to freedom of 
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speech that was occurring.  And sadly for many years that was the case; marginalized people were crushed under 
the weight of the repressive state apparatus, without anyone standing up for them.
There was some public interest in the John Ross Taylor case, because Mr. Taylor was the perfect media “villain”.   
He was totally unrepentant and steadfastly believed that what he was doing was proper and righteous; some have 
claimed that in a criminal court, Mr. Taylor’s charge would be thrown out because he did not have the mental 
faculties to stand trial.  
Mr. Taylor put a notation in the phone book which read “White Power Message--967-7777”.  Certainly most 
people might have an idea what that message was about prior to calling, it’s not like Mr. Taylor asked people to 
call the Animal Rescue, and when you called you received a “white power message”. 
In fact, when Mr. Taylor first appeared before the Canadian “Human Rights” Tribunal, he was totally over-
whelmed.  Part of the Taylor decisions reads 

“It would appear from Mr. Taylor’s cross-examination of witnesses and his argument that he was attempting 
to establish the truth of what he said about Jews in his tape recorded statements. Strange as it may sound, the 
establishment of truth is not in issue in this case.”  

Yes, strange indeed; this is Canada after all, not North Korea.  Was Kim Jong Un presiding at the Hearing? No 
worse, it was Francis Leddy!
With Truth is no defence; it is not surprising that the Tribunal ordered Mr. Taylor to stop putting messages on his 
answering machine and slapped a lifetime speech ban on him.  
Mr. Taylor, not one to be pushed around by what some have called a Kangaroo court, left the Tribunal hearing 
and immediately recorded a new message on his answering machine.  That led to a Contempt of Court charge, 
for which Mr. Taylor was imprisoned for a year.  
As soon as Mr. Taylor got out, he said a big F.U. to censorship, and recorded another message on his answer-
ing machine.  This led to yet another Contempt of Court charge and a one year jail sentence.  In an odd twist 
of circumstances, the prison officials actually just let Mr. Taylor out after a few days of his second year-long jail 
sentence.  
By this time, word of Mr. Taylors exploits reached Western Canada, where lawyer Douglas Christie heard about 
the treatment of Mr. Taylor and was disgusted.  He immediately got involved and represented Mr. Taylor all the 
way to the Supreme Court of Canada.  The ‘Supremes’ narrowly upheld Section 13 of the Canadian Human 
Rights Act by the slimmest of margins – 4 to 3.  
Writing for the dissenters on the Supreme Court, Madame Justice McLachlin found that 

“Section 13(1) of the Act infringes the guarantee of freedom of expression in s. 2(b) of the Charter.  Where, as in 
this case, an activity conveys or attempts to convey a meaning or message through a non-violent form of expres-
sion, this activity falls within the sphere of the conduct protected by s. 2(b).”

Ontario’s Deputy Attorney General, F.W. Callaghan did not completely get his wish.  Not all Section 13 cases 
“would not be attended by great publicity” but in fact, most were.  
In the years after Taylor, numerous marginalized people and organizations were crushed by the censors (PDF 
list).  Terry Long, Bill Harcus, Kevin Lew, Tony MacLeer, Canadian Liberty Net, Charles Scott, Church of Christ 
in Israel, Randy Johnson, Micka and Machiavelli Emprise Inc., Ernst Zundel, Fred Kyburz, Eldon Warman, 
Craig Harrison, etc, etc, etc.
Hate laws only exist in Canada because very few Canadians even know about them.  
Canadians are perfectly capable of handling the back and forth of debate and do not need the nanny state watch-
ing over their shoulders looking for anything that might be “offensive”.  
Hate laws are political tools to silence certain people.  That’s why almost 100% of cases are against marginal-
ized White Canadians, of a certain political stripe, which they categorize as “nazi” or “anti-Semitic”.  
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In the case of the Canadian “Human Rights” Commission, 100% of the cases they have prosecuted are against 
White Canadians.  
It is ironic that the CHRC goes around to various employers and harasses them about the percentage of minori-
ties they hire, but are blind to the fact they are in fact the biggest racists of all, and only accept complaints against 
one race.  
For the CHRC, the only haters in Canada have white skin. It really calls out to file a CHRC complaint!  
Over the years, to show the hypocrisy of the CHRC, some people have filed complaints against Muslims who use 
hate speech in their public writings.  
Surprise surprise…. The CHRC did not accept those complaints.  
Again, white skin is the main deciding factor for the Canadian “Human Rights” Commission to accept a 
complaint or not.
Trifecta against Censorship

While Section 13 was happily censoring marginalized Canadians, three cases bubbled to the surface and changed 
the entire game.  
Firstly, was my case, which started in 2003 and was the most definitive Constitutional Challenge against Section 
13 ever mounted.  
Secondly, was the case(s) against Ezra Levant.  These were “hate speech” cases filed in Alberta and at the Federal 
level.  
And thirdly were the complaints against Macleans Magazine and 
Mark Steyn, filed at both the provincial (Ontario and British 
Columbia) and Federal level.
While there were different complainants in the three cases, the end 
result was the same.  
All three of us were not about to shut up and go away; Ezra Levant 
and Mark Steyn were journalists who wrote for major publications 
in Canada and I was a webmaster and writer who published the 
most critical information on the Internet about the CHRC and 
their corrupt and abusive methods. 
Along with me posting as much source material and documentation 
on the Internet as I could get my hands on, was my super talented 
lawyer and Section 13 expert – Barbara Kulaszka.  
Barbara is a dedicated warrior for freedom and it was mostly due 
to her that all the evidence about the corruption, spying, lying and 
conniving of the CHRC came to light.
Over the next few days I am going to go into detail about the three 
main CHRC / “Human Rights” cases, which brought an end to 
Section 13.  Each case was so important in the overall battle; they 
deserve a detailed look as part of the CHRC’s censorship obituary.

You can read part 1 here: http://blog.freedomsite.org/2014/06/section-13-is-officially-repealed.html
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Freedom of Speech
The Worst Word

by Bill Warner, Director, Center for the Study of Political Islam

The worst word in any language is the word that describes me: I’m a Kafir.
Now, Islam has a lot different words for non-Muslims and that’s one of them. Non-believer, pagan, infidel, people 
of the book (are other descriptions). But the word that describes all of them, because “people of the book” is only 
for Christians and Jews, is Kafir: K-a-f-i-r. 
I spelled it with a capital K. Why do I spell it with the capital K? Because Muslims get a capital M. So I get a 
capital K, as I’m just as good as they are.
Now the plural of Kafir is Kuffar. But I say Kafirs. Why? Because I want the word to be used in the English 
language and let’s use the standard English plural. The meaning at the Arabic word Kafir, and that is the Arabic 
word, means one who conceals. That is, in my case, “I really know that Allah wrote the Koran, and that it’s perfect, 
and I really know that Muhammad is the profit of Allah, and I am just covering it up because I’m just mean that way”.
Kafir also means someone who’s not grateful. That is I’m not grateful for the bountifulness of Allah, and I’m not 
grateful for Muhammad. I am NOT grateful for Mohammed. Let me make that clear.
The word Kafir is used so much that I have put together some statistics about it. The Koran devotes 64% of its 
text to the Kafir, the unbeliever.
The Sira devotes 81% of the text to the unbeliever, the Kafir. And of the hadith: 37% is devoted to the Kafir.
Here’s the thing: Allah hates the Kafir.
Koran 40:35 “They (Kafirs) who dispute the signs (the verses of Koran) of Allah without authority having reached them 
are greatly hated by Allah and the believers.”
So Allah hates me, but notice something else, Muslims hate me. As a matter fact there are 12 verses in the Koran 
which say that Muslims are not the friend of the Kafirs. That’s how bad a Kafir is.
And by the way, the best language in the Koran describes the torture of the Kafir in hell. I asked an Arabic speak-
er one time how good those verses were in Arabic. He said, “Oh Bill, they’re much better. In Arabic, you can hate 
better.”
Kafirs are filthy, and are to be deceived, beheaded, crucified, plotted against, terrorized, humiliated. 
It is the worst word in any language.
In English, we have a word that is so bad that we’re not allowed to say it in public or even think about it in 
private. It is so bad that we call it the N-word. We’re not allowed to say any word that terrible in public. So we’re 
relieved of the responsibility of ever saying “nigger” by saying N-word.
Let’s notice something about the N-word. The N-word is a personal opinion of bigotry. Whereas, with the word 
Kafir: Allah says I’m a Kafir; Allah says I’m filthy. So that’s the reason the word is worse than any word in any 
language in that it is not bigoted. Kafir is the truth of Allah. It is sacred hate.
As a matter fact, all of Islam can be seen in one sentence. The purpose of Islam is to eliminate the Kafir. Every act 
of jihad is against the Kafir.
Here’s what I’m telling you. Use it! Take its power away! When I deal with Muslims I always let them know I am 
a Kafir. I’ve had one of them say “Why would you say that about yourself? A Kafir is so dreadful.” 
That’s because I want them to know what they really think of me. I want them to know that I know their secret 
dirty words.
So don’t use any word like people of the book, or unbeliever. Use the word Kafir. Help take away its power, and 
help educate the world how the world sees them: the Kafir non-believer.
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Freedom of Religion
The Charter of Approved Beliefs?  I thought it was the Charter of Rights and Freedoms!

I could have sworn we mere citizens, through the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, enjoyed a quaint little notion 
called Freedom of Religion and that we could not be discriminated against because of our choice of religion.  
It appears I was mistaken.  Either that or the moronic bigots at Nanaimo City Hall violated the Charter Rights of 
Canadians they identified as “Christians.”
Councillor Fred Pattje, the bigot who introduced the motion to ban the Christian leadership 
event, said in his introduction to his motion, 

“The Nanaimo Daily News had sponsored an event, a leadership event, a cast, a podcast, in 
this facility that among others was sponsored by a company in the United States called Chic 
Fil-A, the owner of which has a rich history of homophobia and other divisive practices. The 
gentlman’s name is Mr. Dan Cathy.”

Dan Cathy is a Christian businessman who views marriage as a union between one man 
and one woman.  Mr. Cathy also views homosexuality as a sin, just as stealing, adultery and 
murder are sins.
Allowing Mr. Cathy’s company to sponsor this event last year offended “members of the 
LGBT” community, said Mr. Pattje.
Well, we can’t have that, can we?

Councillor Jim Kipp compared Christians to terrorists after expressing his horror that  Chic-fil-A 
funded “a very strong unbelievable Christian belief” opposing same-sex marriage.
“The company is renowned for major funding of what I would call a very strong unbelievable Chris-
tian belief, so for me this is really, real simple for us. We’ve said before to it, it’s not just... it’s not just the 
speakers coming here, it’s who’s funding it, what their messages are outside of this one realm where I... I 
can’t support it at all, the way they spread the stuff that they do.”  
He went on to compare Dan Cathy and his family restaurant to criminals and terrorists.
“We won’t accept if a criminal organization wants to come into our community and, um,  set up and 
have a podcast, so I just say this one....  I find this almost to be a criminal point of view in this day and 
age with the hatred that we’ve seen this past week in our own community?  And the stuff that’s going on 

around the world... Little girls, 270 girls are missing? This is this is just nuts.”
That a man and his company can be vilified because of his religious beliefs is utterly offensive.
What shocks me is nobody has yet, to the best of my knowledge, filed a Human Rights Complaint against the 
Nanaimo City Council for both their vitriolic 20-minute anti-Christian tirade they call a City Council Meeting 
and the motion banning Christians from using the city-owned Convention Center. 
Councillor George Anderson had the gall to say this:

“I think that goes to show that this council is showing leadership itself by saying we will not accept 
acts of hate and its even within our Charter of Rights and Freedoms that hate speech is not permitted 
and so for us to go ahead and say because it is just a leadership event that organizations that promote 
hate should be able to use our facility sends the wrong message. So I am happy top support the motion 
because its unfortunate to see this type of organization coming and using a publicly owned publicly 
funded facility so I’m happy to support the motion.”

Invoking the Charter of Rights and Freedoms to justify your violation of the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms... Now that’s “progressive” in action.  
Well done Councillor George Anderson! 
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Neither Dan Cathy or his company, Chic-fil-A, “promote hate”.  They promote Christian family values. There is a 
difference, but one that the self-described progressive city council of Nanaimo can’t grasp. 
Comparing Mr. Cathy’s Christian beliefs to “hate speech” and “hate crimes” is absurd.  Mr. Cathy supports the 
traditional family.  His chain of restaurants cater to families.  

Bill Bestwick, proudly donning the hat of Nanaimo’s Chief Censor, declared it would be 
more effective to black out the event, to simply turn off the equipment in the convention 
center, than to cancel it entirely.
“I don’t want... Personally I don’t want to hear what this has to say. So, the reason that I 
might have suggested,  that if I knew (ahead of the motion being presented) because staff 
knew on Friday and I totally respect the motion and I’ll support the motion, but for me I 
would love to black them, if all of the other speakers, if there’s a dozen or ten and its three 
hours long or however long it is, then black that out.  I think its... Personally I think would 
be, actually more effective... to... to... it’s a blackout.  You can’t get this game in BC.  You can’t 
get this person in Nanaimo. Because we don’t support it.”

Censorship.  Yes, that’s the answer.  
Censorship is ALWAYS the answer when you can’t handle an opinion that is different than your own.
Censorship is also the sign of an incredibly small mind. When you are so terrified of opinion, as the members 
of Nanaimo City Council are, that you refuse to let anyone else hear that opinion either you reveal to the world 
what you truly are: petty, puny and ignorant.
When asked if the sponsor of the LeaderCast event, the Nanaimo Daily News newspaper, was aware a motion to 
cancel the event was before city council, Fred Pattje responded with,  

“They were not.  I know that as late as an hour and a half ago city staff have had a conversation with senior 
staff at the Nanaimo Daily News and I don’t know whether at that point that person was advised or not but it’s 
kind of beside the point as far as I’m concerned.”

What more would you expect from politicians behaving like cockroaches?  Why hear all sides to a story when you 
can simply proclaim that all is Right and Good in the world, then ridicule and defame anyone who disagrees with 
you. Like with all cockroaches, however, when you shine the light of truth on them they scurry for cover.  
First the city issued a formal statement (PDF) on June 26, 2014.  Like councillor George Anderson, they 
attempted to use the Charter of Rights and Freedoms to justify their asinine and criminal act of discrimination.

The City of Nanaimo and its Council fully support and are committed to upholding the fundamental rights and 
freedoms of all Canadians under the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the Human Rights Code.
The City of Nanaimo and its Council also recognize that the values underlying the Canadian Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms and the Human Rights Code apply equally to the protection against discrimination of Canadians 
of all races, national or ethnic origin, colour, age, mental or physical disability, religions, sex and sexual orienta-
tion.
And finally, the City of Nanaimo and its Council recognize that the fundamental rights and freedoms under the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the Human Rights Code must sometimes be balanced between 
groups of Canadians having differing views and that the process of creating this balance is both challenging and 
complex.
Nanaimo’s Council accepts that, in passing the May 5 resolution, some Canadians support its actions while 
other Canadians do not. However, if presented with comparable circumstances again, Nanaimo’s current Coun-
cil is confident that actions similar to those taken on May 5 would not be repeated.
The City of Nanaimo and its Council strongly believe that Canadians of all races, national or ethnic origin, 
colour, age, mental or physical disability, religions, sex and sexual orientation are entitled to use any facility that 
is either owned by or in the control of the City in the same manner, subject always to the rule of law.
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Let me interpret for you.
“We didn’t do anything wrong but if faced with the same decision again we would not do it again.”

If you didn’t do anything wrong then have the courage of your convictions.  
Don’t hide from what you did.  Own it!
But they did do something wrong and each and every one of Nanaimo’s city council knew it.  They could only 
defend the indefensible so much before they could no longer believe the drivel coming out of their own mouths.
Ezra Levant, after he was notified of the anti-Freedom act of Nanaimo City Council by the citizens of that city, 
got hold of this issue and went to town on it.
Whatever else you may think of Ezra Levant, the man is fearless when confronting petty thugs and censors like 
the Nanaimo City Council.
He ran special programs on Nanaimo’s anti-Christian bigotry.  He started a legal defense fund to sue Nanaimo 
City Council.  He started a petition that garnered over 5,000 signatures in 24-hours.  He forwarded everything to 
the members of Nanaimo City Council.
Then he flew to Nanaimo to confront them in person.
I must confess I smiled as I watched both Nanaimo mayor John Ruttan and Fred Pattje backpedal as though their 
lives depended on it. Their political lives may very well depend on their backpedaling ability, given civic elections 
only a few months away.
Cockroaches hate the light.  They despise being seen for what they are.  That was evident as both men fell over 
themselves apologizing for their atrocious actions.
What was most fascinating to watch was Councillor Fred Pattje’s shock and hurt that anyone would disagree with 
him.  
It was a deeply humbled Fred Pattje who Ezra Levant interviewed this week, not the outraged man calling Fred 
Cathy and Chic-fil-A “awful” for the heinous crime of defending traditional marriage.  

“The connection alone between Leadership.com, you can go on the website, and the connection between that 
and Chi-fil-A and their awful history of dealing with things gay and lesbian should be enough (to cancel the 
event). This is about an organization that is being sponsored by a man who has done tremendous damage.” 

That thousands of mere citizens from across this great land wrote him and expressed their disgust genuinely 
appeared to hurt him.  That anyone would call him a “Nazi”, especially his own nationality, clearly distressed him 
greatly.
What is appalling is that until that moment, until his own bigotry was tossed in his face, Fred Pattje could not 
comprehend he did offended and discriminated against Christians without a moment’s hesitation.
As a result of Ezra Levant’s online petition, legal fundraising and relentless national coverage of their flagrant 
violation of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Nanaimo City Council is about to repeal the motion banning 
Christian organizations from using the Nanaimo convention center.
The lesson of Nanaimo’s bigotry and Charter violations is simple.
Petty tyrants and bullies must be fought everywhere we find them.  
In this case it was at the municipal level and, in the grand scheme of things, took very little to force them to do 
the right thing.  
But they had to be forced.  
They refused to do the right thing on their own, despite being given many opportunities to do so.  It took mere 
citizens standing up for themselves and their precious Rights and Freedoms.  
It took the Light of the World being shone upon them before they would step back and obey the Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms.
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Privacy Rights
What to do if police try to search your phone without a warrant

By Andrew Couts 

In a profound win for digital privacy rights, the United States Supreme Court ruled Wednesday that police offic-
ers must obtain a warrant before searching your phone (PDF Decision). If they don’t, the search is illegal—a 
violation of the U.S. Constitution’s Fourth Amendment.

“Modern cellphones are not just another technological convenience. With all they contain and all they may 
reveal, they hold for many Americans ‘the privacies of life.’ The fact that technology now allows an individual to 
carry such information in his hand does not make the information any less worthy of the protection for which 
the Founders fought.”

For police who feel they need to have access to a suspect’s device, Roberts had one simple instruction: 
“Get a warrant.”

In a perfect world, all 7.5 million sworn police officers in the U.S. would take the court’s decision to heart and 
hustle before a judge to get a warrant before they search anyone’s phone.
But let’s be realistic—this ruling reverses a five-decades-old interpretation of the law that allowed arresting offic-
ers to search suspects’ pockets, phones, and anything else within his or her reach. Not to mention that some cops 
don’t always play by the books. Just because the Supreme Court said police must now change the way they do 
their jobs doesn’t mean they will—or at least not immediately.
So, what is a law-abiding citizen like yourself supposed to do if an officer tries to snoop on your phone without a 
warrant? Here’s what.
Smartphone lockdown

The absolute best way to protect your phone from police inspection is to keep it locked with a passcode, which 
will keep an officer from rummaging through your Facebook photos as you stand beside him in handcuffs.
“The most simple precaution you can take is to make sure your phone is locked and/or encrypted,” says Jay Stanley, 
senior policy analyst for the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU). “The police may take your phone, may try to 
look at it unconstitutionally, but they won’t be able to.”
Deny consent, respectfully

If you forgot to lock your phone (or just didn’t feel like it), the next step you must take is to “calmly and respect-
fully tell the officer that his search is in violation of the Constitution under the court’s Riley decision,” says Stanley. 
(Riley v. United States is the name of the court case that triggered this new search warrant rule.)
Stanley suggests that anyone who is arrested “repeatedly” state to the arresting officer and any nearby witnesses, “I 
do not consent to this search.” By saying this key phrase more than once, you help ensure that “there is no question 
or ambiguity about whether you’ve consented” to the search, Stanley adds.
Making your feelings known is vitally important in this situation. And if you leave any room for the officer to 
legally justify the search, then no warrant is necessary.
“Anytime there’s ambiguity,” says Stanley, “you end up in a court fight over whether you did or did not consent. If 
an officer says, ‘I’m going to search your phone now,’ and you don’t say anything, he’s going to argue that he implicitly 
thought you had consented. You don’t want to be in a situation where there’s any doubt.”
If you’re not under arrest, then definitely don’t consent

The Supreme Court’s ruling in Riley specifically addresses searches performed during an arrest. consent to a 
search of your phone, your car, or your person. In fact, says Stanley, the police “are even less allowed to search the 
phone.”

Read the rest of Andrew Couts’ excellent article online...
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Court Decisions
Maybe now First Nations have the country’s attention

By Ken Coates - Senior Fellow, Macdonald-Laurier Institute (Troy Media)
REGINA, SK/ Troy Media/ - The Tsilhqot’in decision issued last week by the Supreme Court of Canada is an 
absolute game-changer. With unexpected clarity and decisiveness, the Supreme Court recognized the Tsilhqot’in’s 
Aboriginal title to their traditional lands and directed governments on how they must proceed with any future 
development on non-treaty lands. 
Even the Tsilqot’in, who clearly hoped for the best from the courts, seemed gobsmacked by the strength of the 
judgment in their favour. 
This decision is a long time coming. 
In 1973, the Nisga’a from the Nass River valley in northwest British Columbia had their day in court. They 
claimed Aboriginal title to their traditional territories and wanted their land rights recognized by the courts. The 
Nisga’a lost the case, in a rare 3-3-1 split vote, but they had made their point. 
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau, previously unimpressed with Aboriginal claims, realized that the Government of 
Canada could well lose the next such legal challenge. The modern land claims era had started. 
But it has been a hard road. Some land claims agreements were signed, particularly in the Yukon, Northwest 
Territories and Nunavut, and the Nisga’a finally got their settlement. But most of British Columbia remains 
non-treaty land, and several Yukon and NWT First Nations and Maritime First Nations have not yet signed land 
surrender treaties. 
Even without full legal backing, many First Nations – more than most Canadians realize – worked with 
governments and corporations to secure appropriate resource development agreements. Others, including the 
Tsilhqot’in, pushed back and used the courts to clarify their rights and responsibilities. 
The Supreme Court decision on the Williams case is the capstone to that process. 
There will be a great deal of talk about the Tsilhqot’in decision in the next few weeks and months. The Tsilhqot’in 
won, and they won big. Their Aboriginal rights to their traditional territories have been confirmed. The basis for 
negotiations in British Columbia and elsewhere has shifted. First Nations have more legal authority than in the 
past and, like anyone else in a similar situation, they will use it to their benefit.
The Aboriginal power as spelled out in the Williams judgment is not absolute, however. Resource development 
can proceed, subject to the restated requirements to consult and accommodate. The decision puts a higher stand-
ard on Government to demonstrate a compelling provincial or national interest in a specific project – and no 
doubt governments and First Nations will be back in court to define the collective interest more precisely.
To this point, most Canadians have viewed First Nations’ interests in resource development as a minor irritant 
and occasionally, as with the Northern Gateway project, a major impediment. 
Indeed, there has been growing concern expressed by non-Aboriginal people about the steady increase in Aborigi-
nal rights, a grumble that is likely to get louder in the days to come. However, there are more important lessons 
here.
That the Tsilhqot’in turned to the courts showed their ultimate faith in Canada and their commitment to a 
peaceful resolution to their outstanding claims. 
The Supreme Court has vindicated that confidence. 
Remember, however, that this decision recognizes Aboriginal rights under British and Canadian law. It applies a 
British legal standard to the First Nations’ claim. It does not represent an assertion of Indigenous legal or political 
concepts, much as the Tsilhqot’in would have liked that. 
In short form, the Supreme Court has declared that, in order to honour British and Canadian law, governments 
have to work differently and more proactively with First Nations. 
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Importantly, the Williams decision compels governments and companies to work in a way that in fact has already 
become accepted practice. 
Resource companies realize that they need to work with Aboriginal people if they want their projects to succeed 
and they have become increasingly adept at creating viable partnerships and collaborations. 
Governments, too, understand that the resource development world has been changing rapidly in recent years 
and that new arrangements are required. The Supreme Court decision puts more authority in the hands of First 
Nations in non-treaty areas but the directions to government are actually consistent with much current practice. 
Canadians have to realize, through this decision, that the country has turned a page in its history. Aboriginal 
people have been assured, under British and Canadian law, a proper and substantial place in the development of 
natural resources. Their participation is a matter of right, not corporate generosity or government benevolence. 
Ken Coates is Canada Research Chair in regional innovation at the Johnson-Shoyama Graduate School of Public Policy 
in Saskatchewan, and a senior fellow at the Macdonald-Laurier Institute. 
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Human Rights Tribunals
Is it Sexual Discrimination to Charge Men more than Women to enter a Bar?

The Ontario Human Rights Tribunal says no.  I agree.  What puzzles me is why anyone would think cover 
charges for “Ladies Night” at the bar could in any way be a violation of your human rights.  
There is no “human right” to enter a bar.  It is simply a choice.  You decide to enter, you pay the requisite fee 
established by the establishment’s ownership.  It’s called business, and if you don’t like the practices of a specific 
business you are free to vote with your dollars and patronize someone else.
But whine and cry to the Ontario Human Rights Commission because of the cover charge at a bar on Ladies 
Night?
That is ridiculous, as in deserving of ridicule.
What this sounds like is someone needed a hug, didn’t get it and then felt he was entitled to a big fat Human 
Rights Tribunal payday.  
Fortunately for a change common sense found its way into a Tribunal hearing.
Miracles do happen.  
Even in Ontario.  
Even at the Human Rights Tribunal.

Maclean v. The Barking Frog, 2013 HRTO 630

Adjudicator: Mark Hart 
Date:  April 16, 2013  
File Number: 2012-12519-I    
Citation: 2013 HRTO 630                                   
Indexed as: Maclean v. The Barking Frog 
[1]           Bars across Ontario (and indeed across Canada and parts of the United States) routinely hold what are 
commonly called “ladies’ nights”, where women are charged a lower cover charge or no cover charge to enter the 
bar or are given discounts on their drinks. This practice has been common in Ontario and elsewhere for decades.
[2]           The facts of the case before me are relatively straightforward. The applicant is a young man who lives in 
London, Ontario. Late in the evening on September 6, 2012, he and some friends went to a local bar, The Bark-
ing Frog, and approached the doorman to inquire as to the cover charge. The applicant states that he was told 
that the cover was $20 for the men but only $10 for the women in the group. The applicant was affronted and, 
unwilling to part with the requisite $20, did not enter the bar.
[3]           This is disputed by the respondent, who states that there was a flat cover charge of $5 for all custom-
ers that night. The respondent, however, does not dispute that its doorman may have offered the applicant and 
his friends a differential price in order to “jump the line”. In my view, this is a distinction without a difference. 
Whether offered as the regular cover charge or offered only as a special charge to “jump the line”, the dispute here 
focuses on the charging of a lower price for women in order to enter the bar. The question before me is whether 
this can amount to discrimination because of sex in violation of the Ontario Human Rights Code, R.S.O. 1990, 
c. H.19, as amended (the “Code”).
[4]           By Case Assessment Direction dated October 4, 2012, this matter was referred to a summary hearing 
to assess whether the applicant has a reasonable prospect of success in establishing that his rights under the Code 
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were violated. A teleconference hearing to hear the parties’ oral submissions on this issue was held on February 6, 
2013.
[5]           The Code is aimed at achieving substantive equality as opposed to formal equality. Formal equality 
essentially involves ensuring equal treatment for those in similar situations and different treatment for those in 
dissimilar situations – it is a concept that involves “treating likes alike”. On the other hand, substantive equality 
recognizes that not all differences in treatment are violations of equality rights. The Ontario Court of Appeal has 
held that, to establish discrimination under the Code, a claimant must demonstrate a distinction on a prohibited 
ground that creates a disadvantage by perpetuating prejudice or stereotyping: see Ontario (Disability Support 
Program) v. Tranchemontagne, 2010 ONCA 593 (CanLII), 2010 ONCA 593 at paras. 77 to 91.
[6]           During the teleconference hearing, I explained the concept of substantive equality and asked to hear 
from the applicant about how charging a higher cover charge for men at a bar perpetuates prejudice and stereo-
typing against men.
[7]           In response, the applicant argued that, by charging men twice what was being charged to women, 
the respondent was perpetuating a belief in society than men are less worthy than women. I do not accept that 
submission. There are many things that could be said about societal beliefs in Ontario, but the notion that men 
are less worthy than women is not among them. In fact, the entire history of gender discrimination in this prov-
ince reveals the opposite, which is why women had to fight for basic equality through a right to vote and for equal 
pay for equal work, to give just two examples.  While progress has been made, discrimination against women in 
our society still persists, including through under-representation of women in management and political posi-
tions of power. In my view, the notion that charging a lower cover charge for women somehow demeans men as a 
gender in the overall societal context does not bear scrutiny.
[8]           The applicant next argued that charging a higher cover charge for men discourages men from entering 
the bar. The argument here is that men are excluded and/or made to feel unwelcome in the bar because women 
are charged less to enter. Quite the contrary. The purpose of “ladies’ nights” is to try to attract more women to 
enter a bar. But far from being instituted to exclude men, the attraction of more women into a bar is designed to 
increase overall attendance at the bar and the bar owner’s profit. This is apparently a successful business strategy 
that has been used by many in the business for many years. Far from operating to exclude or discourage men from 
entering a bar or to keep bars segregated between genders, one of the primary functions of a “ladies’ night” is to 
try to increase the attendance of men because of the presence of more women.  I fail to see how this strategy can 
be seen as substantive discrimination in the overall societal context, in light of the privileged position that men 
hold in our society.
[9]           It may be that the applicant himself merely wished to attend the bar on the night in question with his 
friends and in this context the differential fee struck him as unfair. But whether or not something is unfair in 
some general sense does not mean it is discriminatory within the meaning and purpose of human rights legisla-
tion. In my view, in the overall societal and cultural context of Ontario, holding “ladies’ nights” or setting a lower 
cover charge for women by bars in Ontario cannot be found to substantively discriminate against men. As a 
result, I find that the Application has no reasonable prospect of success.
[10]        For the foregoing reasons, the Application is dismissed.

Dated at Toronto, this 16th day of April, 2013. 

“Signed by”
___________________________________
Mark Hart
Vice-chair
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Government Accountability
Canada’s Debt Clock Needs a New Truck - Canadian Taxpayers Federation

The 2002 Ford Explorer that tows our National Debt Clock has driven its last 
mile. We need to get a replacement vehicle for two upcoming Debt Clock 
tours.
Can we count on your support? Will you consider making a donation to help us replace the current vehicle?
In late 2010, the CTF purchased a used 2002 Ford Explorer. It had 108,000 km on it at the time, but we figured 
there was lots of life left in it. We drove it from Alberta to Regina, from Regina to Victoria and then all the way 
across the country to Lunenburg, Nova Scotia on our first national tour in 2011.
During that first winter tour we slid off the road, cracked the back bumper (twice), dinged up the trailer (twice) 
and even put out a small fire inside the trailer. That Explorer could tell a tale or two.
From there we took the debt clock on a summer 2011 tour around Ontario, a fall tour of Manitoba, and back to 
western Canada where it made numerous stops throughout 2012. In 2013, the Debt Clock headed to B.C. for a 
province-wide tour, before going back across the country for an even larger, longer Ontario tour in the summer of 
2013.
This last Ontario tour was the start of the end for our Ford Explorer. The engine gave out on day two in northern 
Ontario. After borrowing a truck to get us through a few stops, we replaced the Explorer’s engine. The newly-
fixed SUV managed to get us through the rest of the massive Ontario tour and even through the five-campus 
university tour in the fall of 2013, breaking down again on the return trip.
After replacing the transmission, then for a second time, we drove the clock to Vancouver. Upon its arrival, the 
transmission had blown again.
Now with 211,000 km on it, three transmissions and one new engine later, the Explorer and Debt Clock have 
gone coast-to-coast and back again and all across Ontario and the West multiple times.
But it’s time to put a fork in the old Explorer.  It’s done – no longer able to carry the load of the country’s grow-
ing debt.
So we’ve got our eyes on a new vehicle… a late model truck, low miles and a tow kit all ready to go into service. 
Once we add a canopy and some decals we expect the bill to come in at $21,000.
Unfortunately, we weren’t planning on replacing the debt clock vehicle this year and haven’t budgeted for it.
This is where you come in. Can you chip in a few bucks to get the National Debt Clock back on the road? You 
can make your donation through our secure donation website: 
https://www.taxpayer.com/donate/

We’re running out of time – we‘ve got an Alberta-wide tour planned to start right away in mid-July and a prairie 
tour of university campuses planned for September.
If 420 supporters each chip in $50, the bill will be covered and we’ll be rolling down the TransCanada once again.
Thanks for all you do,
Troy, Scott, Shannon and the entire CTF team
 
P.S.: If you donate $250 or more, you have the option of putting your name, city and a short message on the 
actual debt clock itself. Just put what you want on the nameplate in the comments spot when you make your 
donation.  Already over 150 Canadians have helped fund the restoration and touring of the clock since 2011 and 
have their name on the clock in recognition of their commitment. 
You can make your donation through our secure website here: https://www.taxpayer.com/donate/. 
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Action Alert
Government Bill C-36 Proposes Change to Definition of  “weapon” in Criminal Code

Todd Brown recently examined what Justice Minister Peter MacKay wrote in his 
proposed Bill C-36, An Act to amend the Criminal Code in response to the Supreme 
Court of Canada decision in Attorney General of Canada v. Bedford and what he 
found scared the crap out of him.
The proposed change to the criminal code definition of “weapon” is not thought out 
properly.  It leaves Canadians open to prosecution for all kinds of benign objects should 
police decide to get creative with the law.  As we know all too well, this happens in 
Canada far more regularly than we would like. 
The unintended consequences of this definition change are serious and I join with Todd 
Brown in asking you to write your own MP, Prime Minister Stephen Harper, Justice 
Minister Peter MacKay and Minister of Public Safety Steven Blaney to educate them 
about the pitfalls of the proposed legislation as it stands today.

Under Bill C-36, The Protection of Communities and Exploited Persons Act, Minis-
ter of Justice Peter MacKay proposes to revise the definition of ‘weapon’ in the Criminal 
Code of Canada. 
First, the current definition of “weapon” in the Criminal Code of Canada:

“weapon” means any thing used, designed to be used or intended for use
• (a) in causing death or injury to any person, or
• (b) for the purpose of threatening or intimidating any person 
and, without restricting the generality of the foregoing, includes a firearm;

Peter MacKay proposes to add the following:

“; for the purpose of sections 88, 267, and 272, any thing used, designed to be used or intended for use in bind-
ing or tying up a person against their will;”

So the entire definition of ‘weapon’ would read;
“weapon” means any thing used, designed to be used or intended for use
• (a) in causing death or injury to any person, or
• (b) for the purpose of threatening or intimidating any person
and, without restricting the generality of the foregoing, includes a firearm and ,for the purpose of sections 88, 
267, and 272, any thing used, designed to be used or intended for use in binding or tying up a person against 
their will;

To understand the unintended consequences of this new definition you must realize the current definition of 
“weapon” is based on how an object is used, not what it that weapon is, with the exception of firearms. (Todd 
Brown already wrote an excellent analysis of “weapon” vs “firearm” in his articles Weapon vs Firearm – Defini-
tions from our Criminal Code, Part 1 and Weapon vs Firearm – Definitions from our Criminal Code, Part 
2)
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A weapon is an object used with criminal intent, not the object itself.  
This is a critical point.  Any object is a weapon if used with criminal intent.
MacKay’s proposed change would define a ‘weapon’ as a specific group 
of objects that could be used in ‘binding or tying up a person’, potentially 
criminalising everything from handcuffs to zip ties, including rope, twine, 
computer cables, or even extension cords. 
This is where unintended consequences rear their ugly heads.
As Todd Brown wrote on Facebook, 

Imagine this logic brought into divorce court proceedings, or being arrested 
for having rope or zip ties in your possession, ‘possession of a weapon’, then 
having to prove to a court that you had no criminal intent. The possibili-
ties for legal persecution are endless. 
While the intent of this change may be based on good intentions, “the road 
to hell is paved with good intentions”

Todd Brown has a solution to solve this problem. It is simple and elegant, 
keeps the intent of Minister MacKay’s original intent, and removes any 
defined ‘objects’ from the definition of ‘weapon’.
Here is Todd Brown’s proposed change:

“weapon” means any thing used, designed to be used or intended for 
use
• (a) in causing death or injury to any person, or
• (b) for the purpose of threatening, intimidating, or restraining any 
person

As you can see, Mr. Brown added just 2 words to the existing definition 
of “weapon”.  This simple wording change accomplishes the goal Peter 
MacKay set out to solve yet does not open up Canadians to unintended 
consequences and possible malicious prosecutions.
As I said at the outset of this article, write your own MP, Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper, Justice Minister Peter MacKay and Minister of Public 
Safety Steven Blaney to educate them about the pitfalls of Bill C-36 as it 
stands today. 
Ask them to amend Bill C-36 to reflect Todd Brown’s solution to the 
definition of “weapon”.
Criminal law should be specific.  It should capture the narrowest field 
possible.  The current version of Bill C-36 casts a very wide net and will, 
like Canada’s Firearms Act and other poorly written laws, catch a lot of 
people Minister MacKay never intended.
Todd Brown’s solution solves that problem simply and elegantly.
Please send me a copy of your letter to our politicians.  With your permis-
sion I will post all letters I receive to the Canadian Rights and Freedom 
Blog so others can use them as examples when drafting their own letters 
to Justice Minister MacKay, Public Safety Minister Steven Blaney, Prime 
Minister Stephen Harper and their own Member of Parliament.
We can solve this issue but we must act now. 
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Firearm Training
How to Out-Think, Out-Shoot and Prevail on the Street, in Combat or Self-Defense

If your “pucker factor” doubled over this email’s subject line, don’t 
worry... you’re not alone.
The debate over “how big should your bullet be” has been raging since 
Cain was deciding on whether to use a small rock or a big rock to kill 
Able. :-)
So, what’s the answer?
Former Force Recon Marine and creator of the “30-10” at-home pistol 
course, Chris Graham, shares a story in 30-10 from a US Navy SEAL 
friend of his, named “Monkey”.
http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/marine-pistol-training

Monkey was teaching a class of Federal Law Enforcement Agents and 
said that statistics prove out that the majority of people who are shot 
with a handgun (of ANY caliber) survive...
... but 100% of the ones “HE” shot with a 9mm are dead!
Now if you just read that the “9mm is the best caliber”, that’s NOT 
what he’s saying, so let me translate...
Stats show that the majoirty of people shot with a 9mm lived... but 
those that faced Monkey with a “9”, are dead.
This just illustrates the fact that the question of which caliber is best is usually the wrong question.
Your ability to put thug-stopping rounds into your attacker has a MUCH bigger impact than the caliber of 
ammo you’re using.
Unfortunately, most gun owners aren’t able to shoot as accurately “in combat” as they are down at the range.
Chris’ 30-10 at-home pistol training course was developed for Marine anti-terrorists... but it’s also ideal for 
anyone if you’re protecting yourself and loved ones with a gun.
Check it out here => http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/marine-pistol-training

Chris isn’t your average instructor.  He provides advanced weapons and tactics training to personnel from USG 
(US Government) agencies prior to deployment to high-threat zones.
More than that, he’s one of a relatively small group of guys who actually goes downrange and provides sustain-
ment training to them while they’re in high threat zones.
*    If you’re an instructor - Chris is one of the guys who you want to be picking stuff up from to use in your own 
classes.
*    If you’re a shooter - Chris is an instructor who is teaching based on first hand experience downrange against 
determined attackers.  His teaching isn’t stuff that worked 5, 10, or 15 years ago...it’s stuff that he or his students 
have more than likely used in the last few months, weeks, or even days in real life encounters.
I want to encourage you to check out this course now by going here...
http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/marine-pistol-training

I don’t know about you, but I’m ALWAYS looking for more and more advanced pistol training programs and 
Chris’ is a great find!
I promise it will help you stop a threat whether it’s a 9, .38, .357, .40, .45, .22, etc. coming out the end of your 
barrel.
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Action Alert
RCMP’s Arbitrary Firearm Reclassifications

The RCMP under the questionable leadership of Robert Paulson is reclassify-
ing a variety of firearms from non-restricted and restricted to prohibited status.  
These actions are without the sanction of Parliament or Steven Blaney, the 
Minister of Public Safety.
Minister Blaney spoke out publicly against these actions, stating:

“I want to assure you all options are on the table to fix this situation. I will 
also be taking steps to make sure this never happens again.”

Despite that clear indicator from Canada’s Minister of Public Safety the unac-
countable bureaucrats within the RCMP continue manufacturing criminals 
out of honest, law-abiding Canadians.
Ensure your letter is clear, firm and polite.
The Government of Canada, not unelected and unaccountable bureaucrats in the RCMP, determine firearm clas-
sifications.  The RCMP is in the business of enforcing laws, not manufacturing criminals out of Canada’s most 
law-abiding citizens.

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

A sample letter is available online if you need a little inspiration, 
but please make sure you edit this into your own words before you 
send it off.  
Multiple copies of the same letter have far less effect than multiple 
individual letters. 
Personalization Matters.
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Firearm Legal Defense
Police Can and Will Charge You Even When You Haven’t Broken Any Firearm Law

Police are now laying charges in situations that most hunters believe is safe storage.
Mr. Hunter took several guns with him hunting. He kept them in his pickup bed. The guns were cased, covered, 
but not trigger-locked and not in locked hard cases. Ammunition was carried in the bed and in an unlocked box. 
The pickup bed was covered with a locked cap, bolted down and an additional wire and lock held the cap door 
closed in addition to a lock. Mr. Hunter slept in a hotel. During the night thieves broke the cap door off at the 
hinges. The lock held fast and two guns were stolen.
The police arrested the thieves, impounded Mr. Hunter’s truck without a warrant and seized his remaining guns 
and ammunition. Mr. Hunter faces criminal charges of unsafe storage of guns and ammunition and unsafe trans-
portation for leaving his guns unattended. The police say he should have had trigger locks or locked hard cases 
and the ammunition should have been in a locked box. 
This may sound ridiculous to you. Mr. Hunter has a good defense and should be found not guilty. The police say 
“let the judge decide”. 
Mr. Hunter’s guns are seized until trial. He must hire a lawyer and travel from home to the court where the 
theft took place. The trial will be nine months after his truck was broken into. This is not fair but it is true. This 
happened in September 1998. Names are changed, the essential facts are true.
Protect yourself from this type of police harassment. If you leave your gun in your vehicle, trigger lock it, action 
lock it or take the bolt out and lock the bolt up. Keep your ammunition in a locked box. This is beyond what the 
law requires but do this to avoid becoming a test case for the police to see how far they can push the law.
Every year over 3,500 Ontario residents are convicted of unsafe storage. Many are innocent but they do not fight 
a wrongfully laid charge. Most charges can be fought. 
Do not plead guilty. Do not surrender your rights without a fight. Do not make statements to the police after 
arrest. Call a lawyer, get advice. Better yet, put an extra trigger lock on your gun and a lock on your ammo box. 
That is a lot cheaper than a lawyer.
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