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JOHN DOE and JANE DOE

PLAINTIFFS
HIS MAJESTY THE KING
SO 1, PO1, CM1, and CO 1,
DEFENDANTS

STATEMENT OF CLAIV
STATEMENT OF CLAIM TO THE DEFENDANT

A LEGAL PROCEEDING HAS BEEN COMMENCED AGAINST YOU by the Plaintiff, The
claim made against you is set out in the following pages.

i+ YOU WISH TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, you or a solicitor acting for you are
required to prepare a statement of defence in Form 1718 prescribed by the Federal
Gourts Rules, serve it on the plaintit's solicitor or, if the plaintiff does not have
sohctor, serve it on the plaintiff, and file it, with prool of service, at a local office of this
Court

WITHIN 30 DAYS after the day on which this statement of claim is served on you, if

you are served in Canada or the United States; or

WITHIN 60 DAYS after the day on which this statement of claim 1s served on you, i
you wre served outside Canada and the United States.,
TEN ADDITIONAL DAYS are provided for the filing and service of the staterment of

defer:ce if you or a solicitor acting for you serves and files a notice of intention to
respond in Form 204.1 prescribed by the Federal Courts Rules.

Capies of the Federal Courts Hudes, intormation concerning the local offices of the
Court and other necessary miformation may be oblained on request to the
Administrator of this Court at OHawa {telephone 613-992-4238) or at any local office.

IF YOU FAIL TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, iudgment may be given agamst vou
in your absence and without firther notice to you.

Date: February }.}g 53@

Issund by ORIGINAL SIGNED 8Y
P&i%{:ii&& LAM
A SIGNE L'ORIGINAL
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CLAN OF THE PLAINTIFF

FART 1 STATENENT OF FALTSE
Qvarview
1. This aglion concems e severe
Service of Q‘:?%?‘%é%{f%‘%f% S

an ndornmant for the
anada.

@s {mi% §§

2, Hfe-threatening unpacls of the Correclional
ciosure mﬁ Subwy Dow's confidential status as

ard the Correctiona] Sewvice of

2. This action also concems the egregious and tortious conduct of the Correctional

Barvice of Uanada stalf 1
ij %

]

of Canado, John Don has s

manipedation, intimidation, barassmaent,

the facts, of which are intertwined with the breach and
xﬁﬁi«;iﬁfﬁ% of John Doe's confidential status, as an informant for the §
e Land the Correctional Service of Canada.

As 2 result of this braach, and other acts carmiad out by the Correctional Servica
spent more than three years suffering from threals, e
assaull, sexual assaudl, ballary,




blackmail, relalintion and gbuse from other inmates and staff of the Cosreclional
Service of Canada,

4. The Correclional Service of Canada retaliaied against the plaintiff John Doe for
filing grisvanoes asiang for investigations 1o be launched against the
mwe{ Hon ggi . The Correctional Service of Canada's forms of retalla

were %ﬁgg\%n;mg@ and have had a severe inpact on the plaintiffs” ives
5. John Doe’s axperiences pose nol only grave questions about the Correctional

Service of Canada's handling of his own confidential status, but the safety of ail
informants within the Canadian carceral system.

?"

The Corrsctional Service of Canada’s egregious conduct as a whole after the
disclosure of Jobn D confidential slatus must be braught inlo question. The
consistent disclosurs of John Doe's confid m«g;m statug, and then the subsequent
conaisient atiment. The Correctional Service of Canada’s acls, admissions,

and omissions in this matier demand the meﬁww ;mw%; & rebuke and
denunciation by this Courtl.

St

The part

7. The plaintif, JOMHN DOE, has an address for servic Pl b
adopls the pssudonym “John Doe” herein due 1o the sensitive and compromising
information contained within these pleadings.

&, The plaintiff, JANE DOE, is the wite of John Doe and has an address for samvice,
Shie adopls the pseudonym “Jane Doe” herein dus o the

sensitive and compromising information contained within these pleadings.,

9. rlis Majesty the King in Right of Canada administers the nation's federal carceral
facilities through the Correctional Service of Canada ("CEC"). Both entities are
represented i this matter by The Allorney General of Canada.

10.The defendant 810 1 s a securily inte
{the "Defendant 510 17). Al all mater times, the m&,{m Want SIO 1 worked in the
preventative security department at ZZEEEE NS iution n

i lor mﬁ@w? addrass is unknown to the @iaﬂmﬁg.

snce officer (8107} employed by C8C

1. The defendant PO 1 iz a parole officer employed by CSC (the “Defsndant PO 1),

Al all matenal Ymes, the Defendant PO 1 was the parole officer assignad (o the
Plaintiif's file during his Incarceration al " Lnstitution, His present
sﬁﬁs&gm mmm& 0y the plaintiffs,




x_

The defendan ;;:ivz tis 8 Correciona!l Manager employed by CSC {th
E}@%{ﬁgﬁ B 1T AL gl msleral Smes, the Defendant O 1 W*T}ﬁ&m withiin

fmi imzm His current address & unknown 1o the plaintiffs.

st Officer CO 1 is a correctional officer employed by CSC (the

GO terial times, the Delendant CO 1 worked within
15&%%&% L Mhis current address and first name s
3 the %&%twﬁ%

M,v&% al mataral %?xm:\g iﬁaﬁ ndant S10 1, Delendant PO 1, Defendant OM 1,
: 5, were agents or emp 3{@}&@‘} s of CH0 ¢ «‘e:“érg pursuant o i%%fs
gmww ang .V.m%m yetdedd o them by CBC {colleg méiy e TS0 Blalf

Defandanis™).

5. 080 Is vicariously Hable for the actions of the USC Staff Defendants and other
RO sall,

Jobhn Dos's informant stalus

16.1n 1

| John Dos became a confidential informant (*CI%) for th
Al all matenal tmes, John Doe's status as an
asrotected by informer privilege, which required, at minimume

Ol wens

a. that John Doe's Ol slatus would not be disclosed o anyone oulside the

girele of privilege; and

%}v %%3&% B4 %sgﬂx&«i%’& &

e would be leken 1o ensure that Jobn Doee's name or

any dentifyving or compromising information would not become known o
anyone outside the circle of privilege

peitege.

18, In (A ol Doe was transierred
securilty faderal carceral facility located in

Hution, & mechure

18. Due 1o his role as a Chwith thel
the privale meosting ropms ©

} &{:s%‘m Dos met reqularty with
B nstitution.

f agenis in




Breach of the] Drivitegs o tortion of Joho Oos

31 learmned
within

o the in L the Q@fﬁ*ﬂaﬁ%ﬁm 5::»
§ i due 1{

: f%@% mlgasa B

20 Shwrlly alter
of John O

~ = e one responsibie for conununicating and setting
maetings up xmi \ :

22 Upon learming of L the Defendant 810 1
used this i&mw%@@%g & 1o exiort M%fx%m %w\* in Ess bacoming an informant for CSC,

including by

a. ivaegiening to disclose 5 o othaers; and

b, advising John Uoe that working as an informant for CSC would protect
him from any harm which would otherwise come from the disclosure of his

& o

o osiplus andd

¢ threatensd
move o
Ceterdan

ress so that b would not be able to
don in e corectional plan, if he refused
mands, John Doe's significant other and family

s

were used as leverage.

v

{the "S10 1 Extortion™).

23, AL no time did e Defendant SI0 1 inform John Doe about the risks of acting as
a CHEC informant,

24.Due splely lo the S0 1 Extortion, John Dos agreed o work as an informant for
CSC {the "Informing Agraement™). At all imes, the Informing Agresrment was
subject o the following express or implied terms:

a. that his informant slatus with CSC would be gui}jm t {o the same
profectons and privilege aflorded by hisd rivitege,

. that CEC would follow all policies and procedures related o the
prodections of informanis, including those set oul in Commissionar’s
Direclive D68-9 Management of Human Souroes,

. hat the
Agreement;

fvilege would be respected by those parly 1o the Informing




d. that s informent status woult not be
g;?i"&%%ﬁi%%@ii%ﬁ securily deparbment wi Ehm .

sed o anyvone oulside of the

s

g, that CBC would exercise scrupulous discretion and judgement in relation
o John Doe's work as an indarmant

. thal B0 would educale him on any necessary steps o ensura his
indormant status remainad confidential and ary other sleps he needed o
take o protect his and Jane Doe's salely; and

. that his status 28 n informant would be nrotectad indefiniely aven afler
& b &
haw work ag an wforment for O80 concludad

{collectively, the "Privilege Terms™).

4

25, John Doe's wo
monihg, frow
Informing Per

under i%w §s%§<:«rm ing ﬁggwmmi continued for approximalely six
' {the “Informing Period”). During the
58 wai informant involved, inter alia;

iod, John %ﬁ}x}@“s
a. ongoing tlext message corespundence between Jane Doe and the
Delendant 510 1 1o arrange times for phone conversations in which John

Doe would pass informant information 1o the Defandant S10 1 {the
“Confidential Texis"), and

b reqular phone {:s‘stzﬁ‘s;;gaa%iifgmg with the Delendant 310 1 iowhich John Dos
prov

ed information about contraband and other threats to the safety of
| nstitution,

26. A1 no tme did the Defendant SIO 1 or any other CSC staff advise or warn John
Boo or Jane Doe that tHe Confidential Texis constituted o breach of the C8C

Privitege and could place the salety of both plaintiffs at risk.

initial broach of the Privileos Tenms

27.C80 assigned the Delendant PO 1 to John Doe's file at the beginning of the
Informing Period,




28. The rebst o mmicably, as Jobn Doe had demonsty
growthy and molhvalion for rehabil mm} 1during his e at

nchuding via:

&. A Psyvchologic which indicated that
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_ ~aychinpatng
tar than 97% of inmates and placing him

a2y sk of violent recidivism was belween low and low-
mioderate over the short, medium, and long-termy; and

i

hological sk assessment was unnecessary in John

b, posilive relalionships with his former parole officers and other C8C staff

o, the lack of any major institutional charges during this time:

g aolng on o
2. ungolng ard

. continuous

{collactively, the "Positive Steps™).

28, L ne Qedendant PO 1 informed John Doe thal, in ight of the
?@m%isw Steps, he would make changes to John Doe’s correctionat plan in order

to support his upcoming applications for day parcle and reclassitication to
minimum security.

30, The Datendant PO Vs resgment of John Doe chary
L when the Delendant 810 1 bresched both the
Terms by disclosing John Doe's C8C and
PO 1 (the "Intlial Breach”).

d dramalically ir
: | Privdlege and Wmfﬁ@g:g@
informant stalus (o the Defendant

31. The Defendant 510 1 would have the Delendant PO 1 arrange phone calls with
%%‘sﬁ Plaintfl John Doe and would use the Defendant PO 1 o put pressure on the
Flamtift John Doe, which breached sven further the ivilege and Privilege
Tarms by aot imciosing John Doe's CBC and f@f@s nant status o the
Datendant PO 11 #it als0 gelling him dnvolved,

“:z*




idimidation and hmthor brench of Povileae Terms

32, Upon learning of Jobn Doe's informant status, the Dafendant PO 1 took steps fo
ermure thal John Doe would remaln wilhi . .

| as aninformarng
for preveniative security, including by

&, rasiine
FPosdive {“s
1's supervisor

1y the ‘\sg;;x ot he previously showed John Doe, in light of the

5, whioh §i§{§§§{§ a handwritien request by the Defendant PO
, i | Wenager ﬁwmgmwm of Intervention)

stating that the Plaintiff ér}%m Doe was doing really well and completing all

of his correctional plan objectives on his own.

b, disclosi "5 work w
inciuding his Manager of Assess
"Second Breach™); and

m i o other SO staff gmai am&%m

8y
rient and interventio i The

C. preventing John Doe from continuing 1o meet the objectives in his
correctional plan.

33.In response o John Doe's written requests for further cor
and hormework, the Defendant PO 1 met with John Doe or

meeting, the Defendant PO 1

stional plan guidance
J L Inthis

A
[

threatened John Doe with repercussions if he submitted grievances or
comnplaints o é;m% ihe Defendant FO 13 conduat as ks parole officer

b repeastedly weataned su manipuiate John Doe's institlutional e in
negalive manner; and

ek

¢, informed John Doe that, in hght of his repeated requests for further
cotrectional plan homework and guidance, he would not support either
day parole or risk reclassification,

34, John Doe made mulliple altempls o grieve and report the Defendant PO 1
intiridation and harassment, including by reporting this conduct to the Defendant

SO 1 directly. All of these allempts were ignored or dismissed by both C8C and
the Delendand 810 1

35. I response o John Dog's ongoing grevances and complaints, on e
the Defendant 510 1 again intentionally breached the Privilege Terms by

B




& ohn Dos outside of a private maeling room with egends
b threalening Joho Doe W-‘E%‘é further ramifications {f he continuad to grieve
his freatment, which included threats of puling his safely in jeopardy,

¢. threatening John Dos with further ramifications in the event he tool legal
achitnm f::“vt;}gw% of e

y conduct or the corduct of the Defendant PO 1 and

d. deliberately axposing this confidential and privileged conversation 1o an
mnate i Jobin Doe's unit who the Defendant S0 1 knew (o be affilialed
with organized crime.

&

A lawyer was also present and withessed this exchange.

Blacionadd incadont

36.0n 0 hepleintd, Jane Doe recsived a fext message from the
Defendant 810 1, requesting that John Doe contact the defendant SI0 1 with
respect o the pladntll Jobn Doe's ranster,

37. John Doe calie
questioned by the defendant 810 1, in relation to John Doe's filed grievanc

38 tohn Doe was also asked what entities and people John Doe and Jane Doe had
reachad out to,

39, Jubn Doe had informed the Defendant S0 1 that he did not want 1o discuss
these matiars with her,

440. The Defendant 810 1 stated 1o the John Doe that she knew the security

intelfigence officers in other provinces, and that threatened there would be
rapsrsussions i J

john Doe continued through the legat avenues

b ol

Howing day John Dos was &@i%@ii @&}Wﬂi to
: | When he anived toll B B here were
multiple masked officars mwéimmgk nbirmidating and Blackmail m{jg Jobm Do,

42.The masked officers stated (o John Doe, that they were going to force him into
doing a utnelysis, and that they would manipulate his urinalysis with infoxicants.




s would be ém@ {0 mnke

&ﬁi

taled 1o the Joha Doe, thal the Delendanis 810 1 and PO
HETY %%mgz then this stated was happening because the plaintiff had
s% grigvances and reached cul o separale enlities to have mvestigations

45 John Doe contestad their actions and stated that he was being set-up, he stated
that this was %ﬁ"%ié%’%‘?%{i&i?’?é‘é% threals and blackmail,

46. John Doe requested 0 see |
reviewg Lird

Urinalysis

Urinalysis authorization documents and alter
i, John Dos contested the whole of the
{a valld yrinalysis,

47. The masked officars xszgm ad o threaten 1o manipulale the urinplysis, and
charged John Doe.

&L, Johe Do relfused
ol

1o provide the urinalysis oul of fear of e masked officers

ng tha unalysis with intoxicants.

48, The Masked officers then stated 1o the plaiatiff John Doe that he would be

g SIS

charged and removed from the unil he was curently residing at.

50. They stated 1o the plaintiff John Dos thal the nightmare was just beginning, and it
would siarl with where the plaintiff was being to relocated to.

51 John Doe was then subsequently wrongfully charged and moved into another

cell in the nstiution that had a broken oilst, and did not funotion.

52 John Doe contesiad this, staling thal the loile! was broken, and that it was not
even allached 1o the hole that the toilet was supposed to be altached o,

e

53. John Dos was 1old by corre

¢

tional stalt that people from his background weare
used to such ’*%’Wi?iﬁ?@%‘%‘i%}{??ﬁ;\, and that using & hole should be nothing new © Jobn
Doe.

54, Jobn i}w had Hed grievances against stafl for both the blackmadl of the
wmm%g sis, and for redoosting, John Doe into » cell with & nilet that was broken,

safely Concern




1 the defendant 810 1, on behalf of

John Doe sta arding his imme

S8, The plainlidf John i’}xw Was m@ %‘z\s PO, on
Jobin Doe was askas

i%ga* fCONGHRITE Ware

57, John Doe sin as infear of his e due to the conduct of PO 1, and
the ather corm slafl wwvolved,
58. PO 1 threatenad John Do and stated that, considering John and Jane Doe

sontinue 1o mise awarenass in the forms of ¢
conduct would continue to get worse

sorrespondencs, and grisvances, the

, L Jobhn Doe's slalus as an informant was permanently and
%Y%%}V@fﬁ? y {x;m;%\}{m%f% whan the Delendant PO 1 disclosed John Do’
with preventative seowily in hig officis
Breach™) by wriling:

g work
{ihe Mirreversibls

{the "Breaching Passage”)

GOAL the time of authoring the Breaching Passage, the Defendant PO 1

a, krew that Joh §§ws ?g@x\*&w %m‘*? wiorked as an wiormant for the Delendand
SO 1 and the senfabive security department; and as such would
personally lacilidate calls %3%3 weeen the detendant S1I0 1 and Jobn Dos

whensver @giwgﬁm S10 1 requested

e
-

b, knew or cughl 1o have known that disclosure of John Dog's work with

sreverniative sacurily in; constituted a breach of the
Priviiege Terms: and

©. knew that disclosing Johm Doe's informant stalus withun Tis

ould resull in obvious and foreseeable hae o John
RSO ?s%“% e 8 “sgﬁwhﬁﬁn&‘zm thaeraol.




61, Within days of the lrreversible Breach
multiple inmates oblained “m s of j
John Doe of acting as

a ORC nformant,

64, Pursuant io CBC's removal

of the Breaching Passage, John Doe withdrew his
Injunction Application on/ ‘ e

65. Despite withdrawing the Injunction Application, CSC staff ~ including the
Oefendant PO 1 and Defendant &%{”} 1 - disclosed John Doe's legal action to
other CS0 staff and inmales, resulting in John Doe being w&j@miwﬁ to further

shigma, harassment, cruel %:m;ﬁwsm and abuse from both C8C stalf and other
mimates {the "Legal Stgma”™),

Intimidalion, Harassment_and Breach of Privilege by the Defendant CiM 1

66. John Doe submitted further grievances and complaints to C8C regarding the
Irreversible Breach over the following month.

67 .n f’%wﬁ Rt . §(he Defendant CM 1 altended John Doee's living
urnit and ;}mm@@@é o {s;%%zm dale and threaten John Doe in relation o the
inunction Application, the Frivilege, and his status as an informant with
CSC. On'this date, the Defendant CM 1

b. foliowed John Doe around his living unit declaring that John Doe “knew”
and slating that John Doe worked with

noident’,

68, When another inmale inlervened on John Doe's behalf to ask why C3C sialff
were intimidating and harassing him, both John Doe and the other inmate

12




received institutional charges due to thelr “belligerence” (the "First False
Charge™),

69. The plaintiffs sent numercus emalls requesting that the video footage
surrounding the ” be preserved.

70, Following the
tdocumenty u:; i
e Office of ¢

i John Dos filed grievances to C8C
s actions as well as reporting this conduct o
% inve “:ai wator,

. L i response o John Doe's ongolng grievances and the
Legal Stigma, C8C zﬁs% aff battered . @f}? n Doe i a viclous and unprovoked attack
{the "Group Batlery™)

{2 Following the Group Batlery, John Doe was ?&%W%g blamed for instigating the
Group Battery, resulling in an institutional charge (the “Second False Charge").

73. Due collectively to the intentional conduct of the Defendant PO 1, Defendant SIO
1, and Defendant CM 1, as well as the First False Charge and the Second False
ifhf&@;iz, Juln Dowe's risk classification was uf’m;mﬁm and he was transferrad o a
maximum-security institution,

74.The plaintiffs Jobn Doe and his Spouse Jane Doe had contacted the Office of the
Lorrectional Investigator to conduct an investigation into all the matters leading
up to the “group battery” such as file manipulation, blackmail, harassment
intimidation, threats and the fransfer.

75. The investigation was being caried out by Senior investigator o
the investigalion and conclusions would be complsted by her, at whm}a Do int %i
would be shared with the plaintiffs.

76. The plainiff John %““s}@ had diligently filed grievances, over an extensive period of
time documenting all inappropriate actions by the i‘;mgew onal Service of Canada
staff members.

77.The plaintiff Johin Doe's file information was being negatively manipulated by
CSC stalt, on o very serious level, causing irreparable damage over time.




78. The brrevarsible g?%& h and resuiling Legal Stigma have done permanent,
angow <§ damage W%@f w*ﬁ repulation within the federal carceral system. At
aach institgion M n Do altends, rurmours %iwg? his Cl status circulate, His life
arnd m%*f%&;%;i depend on his ability 1o refule these rumours.

5. Also as a result of the rreversible Breach and resulling legal stigma John Doe
fe ces ongoing mistreatment from the Correctional Service of Canada staff
members, these very serious mistreatments have followed John Doe from federal
ingtitution to federal institulion and has affected John and Jane Doe
iramendousiy,

Breach of Ce
80. On or about]

onfidentiality contract by CSC staff

= . Correctional Service of Canada staff member
D . B slaled in a meeting thal the plaintiff John Doe was the subject
of numercus discussions amongst CSC staff.

81. In the presence of two other stalf members . stated that she
was well aware of John Doe's ongoing confidential fegal proceedings against
C8C. Bhe then stated that she and, other colleagues of hers, had been hearing
alt about John Doeg's ongoing confidential legal proceedings.,

gmbers present during the meeting, correctional officer §

#r

£ oomp §<:~ @ a m;}m based on this mw% g, which was then

83. During the meeling CSC staf stated to the plaintiff John Doe
that if he moved forward with these confidential proceedings it would be

detrimental to him, and that the plaintiff John Doe should think about his wife
Jane Doe, and there child,

84 CSC staff member . amﬁﬁzﬁ to the plaintiff John Doe that CSC
has the power to manipulate his reports, which would then prevent him from

being refeased, considering his sentence, which CSC had the power of affecting
at any moment,

gﬁ%%”i}ﬁ&i@ﬁ%&fﬁ to negatively manipulate John Doe's occupational

reports.

86. The report completed by Correctional officer
to the plaindff John Doe, and his then lawye
semoved from the system, albeill coples had

| that was provided
L would then be
Iready been provided.




87. A5 a result of this breach, the serious scope of confidentiality that was sed

to be provided surrounding the olaim of John Doe was not, despite there being ¢
signed conlrac zits%*és\wm John Doe and the Defendants, to which @
ame was not placed on.

88, The actions of - P 2nd the Defendants shows that they have tried
to impedea John Doe's ﬁ{;?‘éz m the E@a;&% process by making threals of ?%i’%iizfi‘ia@ﬂ
and alfecting his ability o be faﬁ sed, and in doing so have caused the plaintiffs
an extreme amount of mental distress,

Extortion and Sexual Assault due to the [rreversible Breach

88.0n or aboul | [ onlyaday or days removed from the breach of
aonfidentiality « %»;m%mﬁ CSC staff provided an inmates Wi i%&m \;}hm Doe's living
unit at a portion of John Doe's . .

contained the Breaching Passa age (the “Incriminating

Oscument™.

0. This inmate (the "Assails
sexually assault Jobn i‘} 3
Ineriminating Document to

) used the ncriminating Document 1o exiort and
Eﬁgjﬁ cifically, the Assailant threalened to distribute the

=3
o other inmates i John Doe refused o submil o sexual

activity. John Doe did so under duress of the obwious harm which would follow if
this document was distributed o other inmates.

91

492, The Sexual Assaull would not have ocourred but for the reversible Broach,

Ongcnoimpacts of the irreversible Bresch

93. Through o the present date, John Dos continues to experience threats,
harassment, intimidation, assaull, and battery due to the widespread rumours
about his C1 status within the federal carceral system (the "Ongoing Harms").
There have been numerous instances where attempts have been made on John
Doe's life as a ditect result of the Defendant's conduct

4. As one example, on
inmate within John Dos's

the il’}ﬁ?@mimi CO 1 informed another
insitulion hat John Dos

5 living unit at

5




.

% a “hug b

b

Py

{the "CO 1 Breach”

95. The Delendant CO 1 then advized the inmate(s) to viciously attack the Plaintiff
John Doe on his naxd rolation,

96. 55 g resull of the i‘;ij 1 Bragch, this olher inmate
e vic *Z}%}*:s%}s

&

and his assoc ates proceeded
2 at ——

B Wﬁxi 3

’i»ﬁ ok John Doe on

Wiacks

1«

47, The Delendant %’“‘{} Uandg other C3C siall were notified and became aware of the
[ Atlacks as they were occurring yet falled 0 intervene or take any sleps
to fﬁafﬁ»;w«%fai John Doe,

98. The plaintiff John Doe ha §% riggered the wm@ﬁ}mmy cell ¢ all bution shortly after
the vicious gssaull commencad on

99. The defendant CO 1 was the officer who altended the emergency cell call, and
then shut it off, without taking any action, despile seeing the clear indication that
thie plaintifl was injured and that an assault had taken place

100, The plaintiff John Doe was stabbed in the face on the following day on
, L and ransported 1o the hospital,

101, The plaintiff John Doe did not receive any medical attention until the
plaantiff's farmly contacted @A institution potifying them that Jobhn Doe was
bleeding out, afler being v i,{mmy attacked and stabbed.

102. After initially being transferred to the maximum secunly prison, the
assailant was guicky returned to the same medium security institution where he

carried out the vicious assault and stabbing on the plaintiff John Doe without
consequence.,

L Jane Doe sent an emall to the [EEEEE nstiution warden
stating thal the plai f“z%i%% 4ohn Doe, had lriggered the em%rgﬁmy cell bution, and
that staff had shut It off without taking any action or intervening.

104, Jane Doe had also requested that a serious investigation take place as
well as the preservation of all video footage.




5 exis! of such behavicur whare there is no

salety of either plaintitf,

105, Many other exa
consideration laken oy ‘%z@a

of file maninulaiion

Denths and imp

if John Dos's e information and reports were being negatively

aff, on a very serious level, causing irreparablae damage

108, The plaint
manipulated %‘%}g
over an extensive period of time.,

107, The file manipulation had got o the extent; that many reports, including &
psychological risk assessment completed by a Correctional service of Canada
had been severely impacled by manipulated file

psychologist
pdarmation.
108, The mgm %i“& ical risk assessment completed by is just one
exampie of roports that were manipulated or ﬁzﬁgﬁ:s o by file manipulation. The
sment is one of the most important considered by the

‘&Xfﬁﬁ@ &‘@‘”{3 fi“\z%” b
Honourable Parmle %

e éim‘? ﬂ"%@%”%‘l?ﬁ%iﬁ%ﬁ?&l whien {‘:Qmés’“@g to the determination of whether
to grant @&?{‘% oo

Sy pEro

104. The information surrounding numerous incidents, and reports was not
being documented accurately, undoubtedily affecting John Doe.

11, Luring John Dog's parole board hesring an exlensive amount of,
important and relevant informalion, was shared, a ot of the issues surrounding
The Correctional Service of Canada mistreatment towards the plaintifi was

discussed on the record.

Mistrealment Porsisis In The Commurity

111, Until present date decisions are made in a vindictive manner by tl
Correctional Service of Canada staff, as a mean to punish the plaintiffs for
axercising there legal righls and avenues.

112 This cruel trestment conlinues o have a serious impact on John and Jane
Coe's lives inavitably affecting their ¢hild in the process as well. John and Jane
Doe continue o be viclimized by C8C stalf, unlll present date, due lo the stigma
surrounding John and Jane Doe amongst CBO stalf.

113, The plaintiffs have notified CSC of the CSC Staff Defendants’ conduet, the
incident, the Group Battery, the Sexual Assault, the Ongoing
Altacks, to st a few, Despile this, CSC has taken no

Harms, and the




mﬁm or i the gﬁiieﬁzw v no adequate action, lo address John Doe's ongoing
victimization by CSC stafl and other inmalss.

1314, Al all maternial Umes, he intimidation and har {
Uelendants and other C5C staff, the noident, the Group Batlery,
the Sexusl Assaudt he i,,i‘? 1 Hreach, | Altacks, and the Ongoing Harms
would not have orc g bt for the 310 1 Extortion, the Inltial Breach, the
Second Breach, m Third Breach, and the Wireversible Breach (collectively, the
Treaches™)

Harm o the plaintiffs

1156, As a result of the conduct of the defendanis:

3

a. John Dos bas sulfered:

Looemotional injury and aggravation thereof;

o dmury o head,

He o injuy o anms;

v, inpury o dignity,

v, disfigurement;

vi. loss of liberty,

vil. loss of interdependent relationship; and
vi,  such further and other losses as John Doe may advise;

b Jane Dos has sufferad:

o,

%?%’3 whional injury and aggravation thereof,

it loss of interdependent relationship,

il §}§ emature labour and delivery of ber child; and

. such further and other losses as Jane Doe may advise,

PART 2: RELIEF SOUGHT
116. The plaintifis claim the following relief from the defendants:
a. General damages, including:
L pam and suflering,
. loss of amenities of life;

i toss of wages, past and future;

18




w. loss of eaming capacily,

v, logy of in

ependent relationship,

future cost of care and medical regiment and

vil. further damages yel to be determined;
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ke 24{1) of the Canadian Charlter of Kights and Freedomns,
n@zw b zw&sg 3 1 ”‘ﬁ‘w Canada Act 1882 (UK}, 1982, ¢ 11 {the

"Charky

€. special damages,;

d. aggravated damages,

&, punitive damag

Lo interost pursdsnt o the Cowrd Order irderest Al RS H.O 1888, . 74

g. costs: ang

g

1o such further and other reliel as this Honourable Court may deem just

PART 3: LEGAL BaASsEs
Liabditv of Ihe Detendant 510 4

117, The Delendant SO 18 conduc! constitutes:

. Indmidation, 8s the Defendant S0 1 commitied the SIO 1 BExdortion and in
s0 doing.

i threatened to breach the
stalus;

i, %f%%“%zﬂi&f to mjure John Doe either directly or indirecily through the
g 3 slatus;

2 o @mmma; the s*sfm“m:ng ﬁx{gmwﬂwﬁ which he

do ,. . Extortion: and

. caused Wm Li% to %;%fuz mﬁm( 5 Cons mum% to acting as a
80 wformant, as particularized in Part 1,

Privilege and disclose John Doe's Cl




3§

b, intentional Infliction of Mental Suffering, as in committing the SIO 4
Extortion and the mm Breach the Defendant SIO 1,

acted Hagrantly and oulrageously;
n. inlended o cause harm o John Doe, and
i caused John Doe o suffer from visible and provable psychiatric

&

]

£

TR S o g
Misteasanoe

public office, as;

sﬁ%ﬁ%‘g asnmwmézyé and 7‘& %}éﬁisﬁé m‘w

d. unlawiul means conspiracy, as:

Lo e dek «mimi S0 T must have acled in combination ("in concert,
by agreement or with a common desion”);

i the g%@?@ﬁds%m% s conduct must have been unlawiul;

i the defendant's conduct must have been directed lowards the
piaintith

v, the defendant should have known that injury would have been likely
o resuil ang

v, the plaintiffs have suffered damages as a result

e. inlrusion upon Seclusion, as in commilling the Initial Breach and Third
Breach the Delendant 810 1

i acted intentionally or recklessly;

i invaded the private and confidential affairs of John Doe without
tawlul justification; and

. scled in a manner that a reasonable person would find highly
offensive and distressing.

118, inthe alternative, the Defendant 510 1 was negligent at common law, as
al all material imes shey

a. owed a duly of care o the plaintiffs;
b, violated this duty of care by

o commitling the SIO 1 Exdortion, Inilial Breach, and Third Breach,




sumiyf esignate John Dos as a © §s:§r' G50, despite
relying upon and pressuring John Doe for sensitive,
mation over a span of approx “m%mg; six months;
%%:;g”:u:mw o the Breaches; and

3

lted in obvious and foreseeable harm to the plaintifis.

119

,;z:

onauct constiiutes

of Mental Suffering as the Defendant PO 1
i acted Hagrantly and oulrageously, by

t. threatening John Doe in relation to his filed grievances and
complaints;

2. manipylating John Doe's file in a negative manaer, and

A committing the Second gmw h and Irreversible Breach,

b intended to cause harm o John Doe; and

i caused provable and visible harm to John Do

b. Misfeasance in public office, as:

tendant PO 1 acled deliberately, untawfully, and in bad faith
in threatening and harassing John Doe in relation to his grievances
and compiaints, as well as by committing the Second Breach and
the Irrgversible Breach, and

#, the Defendant PO 1 was aware thatl this conduat would or was
likely to harm the planiffs;

¢, Intrusion Upon Seclusion, as in committing the Second Breach and
frreversible Breach, the Defendant PO 1

1o acted intentionally or recklessly;

i, mwwi‘ﬁ he private and confidential affairs of John Doe withouw!

it Hroation: and

. acted in a manner that a reasonable person would find highly
ofensive fm\ﬁ distressing.

&

o, unlowlul mean

%€

SONspiracy, as;




i the defendant PO 1 must have ac %m in combination {"n concert, by
agreament or with a common design™),

i the« sidant's conduct must have bgz sy unhawiud;

s conduct must have been directed towards the

iied have known that injury would have been likely

3

v, suffered damages as a resull

12 iy the s Detendant PO Vs was negligent at common law, as
al all material Umes s sndant PO 1

b.

owad a duly of care to the plaintiffs:
violated this duly of care by:

ng moan inbivadaling manner,

i hiding or disposing of Jobn Doe's grievances and complaints;
i, commiting the Second Breach and the lreversible Breach; and
v, failing to actin response to the Breaches;

thase viclations of the duty of care resulted in obvious and foresesable
harm 1o the plantiffs.

Lis Difity of the Defendant O 1

1.

k

c.

The Defendant CM 1's conduct constitutes:

noident the Defendant CM 1

L intended to cause John Doe apprehension of imminent harm; and
i Jonhn Doe apprehended imminent harm.

intantional Infliction of Mental Suffering, as via the
the Delondant SI0 1

rnident

cled lagrantly and outrageously;
i, zi‘ii’m{%@{é o cause hanm o John Doe and
. caused visible and provable liness to John Doe;

Misfeasance in public office, as:




£

naliciously, unlawiully, and
and by
aryd relationship wilh the

. the Defendant CM 1 acted deliberately,

i s vonduct was likely lo cause
d. s 1 disclosing John Doe's Cl status through

the Defendant OM 1

affairs of John Doe withoul

stification; and

Hi @%m 1 a manner ih& a reasonable person would find highly
offensive and distressing.

&. unlawiul means conspiracy, as

Lo ke defendant OM 1 must f“ii%%\fﬁi acted in combination (o concert,
by agreerment or with a common design”);

i the defendant’s conduct must have been uniawfub

i the defendant's conduct must have been directed towards the
g;%ié%i%’%’ii?f;

. %%&3 gt

Y

fart should have known that injury would have been likely

¥ iffs have suffered damages as a result
122. in the alternative, the Defendant CM 1 was negligent at common law as;

a. The Defendant CM 1 owed a duty of care 1o the plaintiffs;

b. The Defendant CM 1 violated this duty of care, by

o his uniform when he knew or ought to have
known that this would jeopardize John Doe’s life and welibeing or
cause John Doe to apprehend fear for his life and wellbeing; and

o4

¢, this violabon of the dutly of care resulied in obvious and foreseeable harm
i the plainliffs,

o

Liabiity of the Defondant CC 1




123, The Delondant CO 1's condduct constitules

a. intentional inflicty
i’?w‘wsw% SO

PR £ 2]

on of mental suffering, as via the GO 1 Breach the

F flagrantly and oulrageously;
a4 1o cause harm o Joho Doe; and
W caused @niﬁe and provable Hiness lo John Doe;

b. Misieasance i public office, as:

wiant CO 1 acted deliberately, maliciously, unlawtully, and
aith in committing the CO 1 8Breach: and
i, endant OO 1 knew that this wmﬁsh% was kely {o cau

he plaintilfs,

¢. intrusion Upon Seclusion, as in disclosing John Doe's Cl status through
the CO 1 Breach, the Defendant CO 1

. acted intentionally or recklessl

nvaded he private and m‘m?afﬁ{‘ﬁ ial atfairs of John Doe withow!

awlul ustiication; and

i actad in a manner that a reasonable person would find highly
offensive and distressing.

:
f1
1o
§

d. unlawiul means conspiracy, as

i the defendant CO 1 must have acled in combination {Min concert, by
agreement or with a common design™,

o the gelendant’s conduct must have been unlawiul;

i the detendant’s conduct must have been direcled towards the
plaintiff,

v, the defendant should have known that injury would have been likely
{0 resull; ang

v. the plaintiffs have suffered damages as a resull

he Delendant CO 1 was nagligent at comimon law, as:

O 1 owed a duty of care {o the plaintiffs;
O 1 violaled this duty of care in comwmitting the CO 1

g
Ry

b. the Defendan
Hreach: and

¢. ihis violation of the duty of care resulled in obvious and foreseeable harms
to the plaintifis,




i jability ¢

CSC

123

ather O8O sin

&,

particulars of which molude:

&.

.

a.

sty

Q;‘i%{‘ g vicanousty iable for the acotions of the f,&a Sialf Defendants and
cluding via the causes of aclion of § ;

ol mental i\sijﬁ ering;

mirUsion upon

adawigl m

£
it
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€
.
s
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b
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S
s
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iabie to John Dos in ballery, as

1 the Group Battery, CSC statf intentionally respassed
against w‘m Uioe's person without lawful excuse.

Further or In the sltermnative, C8C is Hat

2 to the plaintiffs in negligence,

falling to implement or enforce pssm a5 in relation to the identfication and
protection of confidential informants

falling o prope ﬁ"y train CST stalf and the C8C Staft Defendants on proper
procadures and policies In relation 1o contidential informants;

”ﬁﬁ

fanbiy W3 0
?‘%&%}gﬁgm,& oo

supervise CSC stall in relation to ther management and

sntlad informands:

failing to investigate, adequately or at all, the plantifis’ allegations,
grisvances, and complaints pertaining o John Doeg’s intimidation and
harassment by the C5C Stalf Defendanis and other C5C stall, the

3 Group Battary, «:ﬁ&&‘ﬂi%ﬁ Assault, and

failing to take any action, or any reasonable action, in response (o the
plaintifls’ complaints concarning:

¥

TR




Lot mwmw narassment by CSC Sialt Defendants and other

5 ¥e§§3 i, and
Harms il present date;

s 77

vi. e Ungomg

%

falling to implement or enforce policies to prevent CSC staff from
digclosing John Doe's legal action and the Injunction Application to other
000 stalt and inmales;

h, fading ii} snplement or enforce policles which would prevent CSC slaft
from discr mgz@%‘img against John Doe due to the Legal Stigma;

i falling to {éf%gvgzé@;‘% palicies and proc %i;m»} for the protection of confidential
informants once their informant sta Was been compromised;

i, falling lo protect the plaintff from other inmates and CSC staff following
the Breachey;

k. fatling o report the aclions of the CSC Staff Defendants and CSC staff to
the applicabie police departments;

L failing to gevelop a grievance system which protects the privilege of
confidential informants, or relales specifically o grievances related o the
informants’ actions;

m. failing o adhere to the statutory requirements of the Corrections and
Conditional Release Act, 8.C. 1982, ¢. 20 {the "CCRA"Y including, infer
aila:

o5, 3, which requires C5C o
1. carry oul sentences through safe and humane custody and
suparvision of offenders; and
£2. assist in the rehabilitation of offenders and their reintegration
rio the communily as law-abiding cilizens;

ich raquires C5C o

carry out senlences in regard o all available information;
2. use the least resiciive measures consislent with the
protection of society,

75




4. allow offenders to retain the rights of all members of society
except for those lawfully and necessarily removed of
resiricted,

4. make correctional decisions in a forthright and fair manner,
and o provide inmates with an eflective grievance

woadure,; an 3

S properly rain and select stalf members;

19, which requires CBC to investigale and provide a report to the
ssionar where an inmate suffers serious bodily injury or

e, 5. 240 {

CL which requires OBC o '@M& all @mma@f@ Sig«g:}g to ensure
that any information aboul an offender thal it uses is as accurate,

up o date, and complele as po s%}%isf;

ing to adhere © the statulory requirements of the Corrections and

iional Relsase Regulations, SORIGZ-620 (the "CORRYY, including:

i s, 3 which {@ig%@is‘m CHC staff to:
1. be familiar with the CORA, CORR, and every wrilten policy
directive that relates o the staff ﬁ"%‘}a"%‘f\%%ﬁ&é}f’& duties;
<. petlorm thelr dulies impartially and diligently and actin
accordance with the principles set out in the CCRA; and
& encourage and assist offenders to become law-abiding
\.;%%5&:3?“?23% angd

s, 731, which requires CSC stalt to immediately call heglth care
staff when they become aware of an injury or death stemming from

& use of fornes

0. falling to adhere {o the policies and procedures set out in the
Commissioners Qémﬁiiv@@; and

p. placing CSC staff members in a position of power and authority relative to
John Dog when CSC knew or ought to have known that these staff
members had displaved a history of inappropriate conduct and abuse

towards Tederad inmates;

128, &%ﬁ wer oF in the alternative, the aclions of € cf: s LS0 staft, and the CBC
Staff Defendants constitule violations of the rights enshrined under the Charler,
inciuding:




. m, oy o,

ot CBO slaff and CSC Staft Defendants vinlated John

f«
i
£y

& 8.7, as the conduc
Doe's right 1o

o

d CBC staff have acted in a manner which has
increased John Doe's likelihood of being killed by other
 Allacks;

i diberty, as  Doa h Eﬁm’}ﬁ m%@ raridy detained in more restrictive

?zﬁ% L%@mmmg wsum h@ First False Charge and

#l. security of the person, as John Doe has been repeatedly sublected

¢ 1
o harmto %‘z is w%mﬁ and apprehension thereof due to the
ne

Hraaches, includin
O
3.0t f Altacks; and
4. the Ongoing Harms

in a manner that violales the principles of fundamental justice; and

b 812, as Johe Doe's incarceralion since the Initial Breach has been
marked by sfﬂ“ﬁ mz% by C50 and CSC stafl thal is abhorrent and
intolerable (o our sociely, constituling cruel and unusual punishment.,

124, Further or in the allernative, the conduct of C8C, the CSC Staf
Defendants, and CSC staff constilutes a breach of contract, as:

the informing Agreement was at all imes an enforceable legal contract
batween CSC and John Dos;

b. the Breaches constitule a breach of the Informing Agreement; and

¢. the plaintifis suffered damages due 1o this breach, as particularized in Part
1 harain.

Aqgraveled and punifive damages are appropriale

130, The plaintiffs seek aggravated damages in responss to significant
infangible injuries they have suffered due to the defendants’ reprehensible




behaviour. They have spent years in constant, daily fear for thelir life and
welibeing.

131, Due to the defendant’s reprebensible behaviour the plaintifl John Doe's
Charter of Righls were violated on numerous occasions.

S
Smaﬁﬁsmify @@M%f, o 800 %‘%} in w DrEs
- wonal Ser f Canada h;m

133, At all matenial tmes, John Doe has been entirely reliant on the care and
support of the defendants for his life, safely, and wellbeing. In spite of this
reliance, the delendanis have acled in a manner which i mmam ve,
reprehensible, ma@;?ﬁ@m«; cruel and highly oppressive. Punitive or exemplary
damages i vanous forms are necessary 1o deler this conduct movi \3 forward
ang ensure that u‘?élgw coerly mimm informants withun the federal carcersd
system. ’

134 The Correctional Service of Canada is in charge of administering the
sentence of the plaintit! John Doe in accordance with the law, the actions
committed by the delendants are egregious and are not in fine with the prnciples
of fundamental ustics

125, The state in this matter have engaged in conduct that is offensive to
societal nodions of fair play and decency. Punitive or exemplary damages in
wrious forms are also necessary n order 1o protect the plaintiffs from the
Correctional Service of Canada authonty, and also in order 1o deter this
brhaviour in all forms,

Authorities retied on by the plaintiffs.

136,
thereto:

xad and rely upon the following statutes and amendments

a. Canadian Charior of Bighis and Freedoms, Part 1 of the Constitution Act,
1882, heing Schedule E; to the Canada Act 1982 (UK, 1882, ¢ 11,

E:

b. Correchions and Conditional Release Act, 5.C. 1992, ¢. 20;
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Plainiiff's address for service: John Doe Jane Dos

Attention: John Doe and Jane Doe
Fax number address for ser '

we (if any), NIA
E-mail address for sarvice (if any): S0 00w ea].com

3,

SIEOT H e com

Place of trial: Varoouver

The address of the registiy is: 701 W Georgia St Vancouver, BC V7Y 1K&

Dated: 07 November, 2

the Plaintiff

Signature of Jane Doe for the Plaintiff
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