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I received an email from someone asking me if I would include information about their legal defense 
insurance policy in the Bulletin.  I do not endorse or recommend this company as I do not know anything 
about them, but am including some information from their website in case anyone is interested. 

The Canadian Shooting Sports Association (CSSA) is endorsing this service and CSSA members can 
receive a $10 discount on the annual fee of $95 per year.

Legal Expense Insurance for Gun Owners

As a gun owner, you know that at some point it’s 
possible you will be confronted with a legal chal-
lenge. 

In 2011, police reported 2,183 incidents under 
Canada’s Firearms Act, leading to charges and prosecution in many cases. Fully 1,070 of those incidents pertained 
to unsafe storage of firearms.

If that were to happen to you, we can help. We provide peace of mind to licensed gun owners in Canada through 
reasonably-priced and readily-available legal expense insurance.

Legal Expenses Covered by Firearm Legal Defense

1.   The cost of retaining a lawyer or other appointed representative, including court fees, experts’ fees, 
police reports and medical reports;

2.   Costs awarded by the court to opponents in civil cases if the insured person has been ordered to pay 
them, or pays them with the agreement of the insurance company;

3.   Lost salary or wages for the time the insured is off work to attend court or any other hearing at the 
request of the appointed representative, up to a maximum of $500 per day, and $10,000 in total.

Download their full Policy Details PDF document

If you have any experience with  Firearm Legal Defense or any 
other legal defense insurance I would appreciate hear-
ing your comments about it through my 
Contact Form.

Yours in Liberty,

Legal Defense Insurance
An old idea with a new Canadian player

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. 

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://www.firearmlegaldefence.com/
http://www.firearmlegaldefence.com/wp-content/themes/fld/pdf/policy.pdf
http://www.firearmlegaldefence.com/
http://support.rightsandfreedoms.org/contact-us/
http://kateysfirearmsfacts.com/newslettersignupbulletin.html
http://www.firearmlegaldefence.com/
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Canadian Constitutional Foundation Research Paper

New study suggests Supreme Court has misinterpreted the 1929 Persons Case
http://constitutionday.ca/persons/

According to this paper (download PDF) released today by the Canadian Constitution Foundation 
(CCF), Canada’s Constitution is not a flexible “living tree” open to progressive interpretation. This directly 
challenges the prevailing opinion in Canada’s legal community.

The paper, authored by Member of Parliament Scott Reid, lays out how the 1929 Persons case has been 
misinterpreted by the Supreme Court of Canada to grant judges authority to change the legal meaning of 
Canada’s Constitution.

The Persons case, celebrated annually on October 18th to commemorate women being made eligible to 
sit in the Canadian Senate, is often erroneously assumed to have also updated the legal meaning of “quali-
fied persons” under section 24 of Canada’s Constitution, to better reflect changes in Canadian attitudes 
towards women.

“The Persons case was not a redefining of the legal meaning of a part of Canada’s Constitution,” said Reid. 
“The Governor General has always had the power to appoint women to the Senate, but had previously been 

restrained by a convention that any such appointment would be inappropriate”.
According to Reid, “The ‘living tree’ metaphor from the Persons case is not meant to apply to our Constitution”. 

Reid added, “Instead, we must acknowledge that it is our conventions that change over time. The legal meaning of 
the Constitution remains unaffected.”

The Supreme Court of Canada has cited the Persons case as a reason for using a progressive interpreta-
tion of the Constitution to ensure our Constitution has “continued relevance” in our changing society.

In contrast, Reid argued, “The Persons ruling does not justify an interpretation where the legal definition of the 
Constitution can be altered at the whims of sitting justices.”

He added that, “Changing the definition of words in our Constitution is akin to amending it.”
“The advocates of progressive interpretation are saying that the Supreme Court of Canada has the authority to 

amend the Constitution. This is patently wrong,” Reid concluded.
Reid’s paper notes that the Supreme Court itself made reference to the living tree metaphor only four 

times in the first fifty years after the Persons case, and in none did the court or any judge use the metaphor 
in support of “progressive” interpretation. 

The endorsement of this novel form of interpretation did not occur until a 1980 ruling by then Supreme 
Court of Canada Chief Justice Dickson.

This research paper (download PDF) is being made available as part of the on-going CCF project: 
Original Documents.ca

The Original Documents website is an electronic depository of historical Canadian documents related to 
our Constitution, many of which can only be found on the Original Documents.ca website.

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://constitutionday.ca/persons/
http://constitutionday.ca/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/charter_essay_october_2012.pdf
http://canadianconstitutionfoundation.ca/
http://www.scottreid.ca/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Persons_Day
http://constitutionday.ca/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/charter_essay_october_2012.pdf
http://www.originaldocuments.ca/
http://www.originaldocuments.ca/
http://www.originaldocuments.ca/
http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/free-concealed-carry-report/tid-rfb
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Freedom of Speech & Freedom of Assembly under attack

Leah-Lynn Plante, Matt Duran and Katherine “Kteoo” Olejnik: 
Political Prisoners in America

Is anyone really surprised that Barack Obama’s Justice and State Departments are staffed with hypo-
crites? Does anyone believe that statement is untrue? If yes, then you’re either extremely naïve or very 
ill-informed.  Let me explain…

On August 17, 2012 the US State Department issued the following news release decrying the sentencing 
of Russian rock band Pussy Riot:

The United States is concerned about both the verdict and the disproportionate sentences handed down by a 
Moscow court in the case against the members of the band Pussy Riot and the negative impact on freedom of 
expression in Russia. We urge Russian authorities to review this case and ensure that the right to freedom of 
expression is upheld.

While it is heart-warming that the US State Department is concerned that a Russian punk rock band has 
their right to freedom of expression protected, their concern is, to be blunt, sheer hypocrisy.

Why?
Because the US State department claims to be “concerned” about the treatment of members of a rock 

band and their right to freedom of expression while at the very same time the US Department of Justice is 
tossing American citizens in prison for the crime of, get this, exercising their Right to Remain Silent.

You won’t hear about Leah-Lynn Plante, Matt Duran and Katherine “Kteoo” Olejnik on the mainstream 
news media.  Theirs is not a story the Obama administration wants discussed in the run-up to what will be 
a very interesting November election.

Imprisoning American citizens for refusing to speak to authorities just doesn’t happen in America, right?
If you believe that, then please, take off your blinders.  It happens every day.
Leah-Lynn Plante, Matt Duran  and Katherine “Kteoo” Olejnik are merely the latest victims of this atroc-

ity against the constitutional rights of American citizens.
Writer J.G. Vibes describes exactly how this violation of civil rights is made “legal”:
    The most recent to be sent away was Leah-Lynn Plante, this week she repeated the same process that she just 

watched her roommates go through. After being summoned to speak twice and refusing to speak both times, the 
prosecutors in the case enacted a legal loophole which waived her 5th amendment right to remain silent. This deci-
sion was made for her by the court against her will.

    The sneaky legal trick that the prosecutors pulled was granting her immunity, which meant that anything she 
said to them would not incriminate her. This may sound OK at face value, but when you are granted immunity you 
lose your right to remain silent and can be thrown into prison for what is called “civil contempt”.

    This actually happens a lot; video journalist Josh Wolf, for example, served seven-and-a-half months in 2006 
and 2007 for refusing to cooperate with a grand jury and turn over his footage of a protest in San Francisco.

    Grand jury trials are very shady ordeals, which have totally different rules than the typical court case. 
Defense attorneys are not even allowed to be present, and the proceedings of the case are completely 
secret.

Here is the link to Leah-Lynn Plante reading her statement just prior to being imprisoned for invoking 
her Right to Remain Silent.

Take careful note of what she says, especially where she explains that the police knew she and her room-
mates were nowhere near Seattle on May Day, the date of the crimes they claim to be “investigating”.

It is despicable that in 2012 citizens of the United States of America are imprisoned for the crime of… 
well… remaining silent, just as the Constitution says they can.

While this may appear to be “an American problem”, I’ve got an article coming up that explains some 
of Canada’s laws that make it a crime punishable by imprisonment for doing the very same thing.

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://christopherdiarmani.com/8160/big-brother/leahlynn-plante-matt-duran-katherine-kteoo-olejnik-political-prisoners-america/
http://christopherdiarmani.com/8160/big-brother/leahlynn-plante-matt-duran-katherine-kteoo-olejnik-political-prisoners-america/
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2012/08/196631.htm
http://www.activistpost.com/2012/10/3-portland-activists-indefinitely.html
http://christopherdiarmani.com/8160/big-brother/leahlynn-plante-matt-duran-katherine-kteoo-olejnik-political-prisoners-america/
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The Firearms Act

Ian Thomson’s Fate for the “crime” of getting to his guns “too fast” and saving his life is postponed again

Ian Thomson will not learn the outcome of his controversial firearms charges until the new year. The Port 
Colborne man’s case returned to a Welland courtroom on Thursday, but adjourned until Jan. 3, 2013 to 
allow Judge Tory Colvin time to review submissions presented by the Crown and defence.

Thomson is on trial for two careless storage of firearms charges stemming from an August 2010 inci-
dent in which his home was firebombed by four assailants launching Molotov cocktails and uttering death 
threats. He was inside the home at the time of the attack and has previously admitted to firing three shots 
to ward off the attackers. 

His charges stem not from the use of the gun, but from storage of his firearms and ammunition.
“The issue has come down to the ammunition and whether it was stored in accordance with regulation,” Colvin 

said as Thursday’s proceedings got underway.
“The position of the Crown … was that the guns and ammunition were always in the bedroom,” said Crown 

attorney Bob Mahler, who intended to continue pursuing the charges.
During the beginning of the trial in February, the Crown suggested Thomson had the guns and ammu-

nition in his nightstand beside his bed. It was an accusation flatly denied by Thomson, who said the guns 
were taken from his safe. It was, however, indicated that ammunition was in Thomson’s beside table.

The Crown had failed to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Thomson’s guns were illegally stored, 
Thomson’s attorney Edward Burlew said during the previous proceeding.

In having the ammunition in place where it was, with the gun securely locked up, Thomson satisfied the 
regulations of not having the ammunition readily available to the firearm, Burlew said Thursday.

“That is the regulatory standing.”
Mahler argued that though the regulation wording indicates the ammunition should not be readily acces-

sible to the firearm, it is implied by parliament that in turn that ammunition not be readily accessible to the 
gun owner.

Burlew questioned how the ammunition could be considered not readily accessible to the firearms owner, 
as the owner could have the key to the safe on hand and open it “within seconds” for access.

The regulation, he added, does not talk about access of the owner to the firearms.
“It talks about the firearm and ammunition and their relationship.”
“In other words, if I have no firearms in my home, I could have a fist full of ammunition on the bedside table?” 

Colvin asked.
“Yes,” Burlew responded.
The regulation does not apply only to the licensed firearms owner, but to everyone, Mahler said.
Should an intruder enter the home and find the ammunition, it is readily accessible despite being hidden 

in a bedside table, he added. Parliament has legislated that firearms and ammunition to be locked securely 
not only for safety but to address concerns of suicide and domestic violence.

“If both are locked up, it will cause that moment of pause.”
The court is aware the ammunition was not securely locked, Mahler said, adding it’s now a matter of 

determining whether it was readily accessible.
Thomson’s previous testimony and evidence have indicated it was readily accessible, he added.
The regulation, Burlew argued, does not say ammunition cannot be readily accessible to the gun owner, 

but rather to the firearm itself.
If an intruder were to break into the home and find the ammunition, they would still not have access to 

the firearm that was securely stored, he said.
Burlew argued that because the firearm was locked up, the ammunition was not readily accessible for use.
Written submissions were provided to the court from both the Crown and defence earlier this week. 

Colvin said he required time to review them thoroughly before making a judgement.

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://www.wellandtribune.ca/2012/10/25/thomson-case-put-over-to-next-year
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The Firearms Act

Last week Todd Brown discussed why his firearms are not “weapons”, despite the fact that all firearms are desig-
nated as “weapons” by the Firearms Act.  In this week’s installment, Todd discusses the definitions of “Weapon” and 
“Firearm”, and why these definitions can cause us great confusion.

The legal definitions for “Weapon’ and ‘Firearm’ are deceptive, or lies at worst, but are misleading at best. 
In last week’s article I explained how the two definitions are entwined to make sure that all guns are legally 
categorized as ‘weapons’.  

Now I want to explain how the definition of ‘FIREARM’ is an attempt by the government to “suck and 
blow” at the same time. 

In the definition of ‘firearm’, two distinct definitions of the same word are being forced down our collec-
tive throats.

   Again, the definition of ‘firearm’ from the Criminal Code of Canada (CCC);
“firearm”
« arme à feu »
“firearm” means a barrelled weapon from which any shot, bullet or other projectile can be discharged and that is 

capable of causing serious bodily injury or death to a person, and includes any frame or receiver of such a barrelled 
weapon and anything that can be adapted for use as a firearm;

Now I am going to break this down into two parts. In the first part, “firearm” means a barrelled weapon 
from which any shot, bullet or other projectile can be discharged and that is capable of causing serious bodily injury 
or death to a person... which I already covered last week. 

HOWEVER, the second part reads as follows: and includes any frame or receiver of such a barrelled weapon 
and anything that can be adapted for use as a firearm;

Do you know what a frame or receiver is? It is the part that everything else that makes a gun function 
attaches to. 

The Canadian government thinks that this is the most dangerous part of the gun? Well, maybe when you 
throw it! On its own it is nothing more than a paper-weight! 

So… when exactly is a ‘firearm’ a gun? 
One over-simplified explanation (for me), would be the following: 
firearm: an assemblage of parts, that when assembled is capable of discharging a cartridge in a controlled and 

directed manner.
However, current Canadian legislation mandates that the frame or receiver IS the gun. Now, since the 

anti-gunners always like comparing guns to cars, why don’t we do that too? 
When is a car... a car? Let’s take one apart.  There would be the body, seats, interior carpet, engine, drive 

train, wheels and then finally, the frame, the part that everything else attaches to. 
If you had to choose, which part or group of parts is ‘the car’? Can you even consider one part or group of 

parts ‘the car’?  Of course not.
So which is it? Is a ’firearm’  “a barrelled weapon from which any shot, bullet or other projectile can be 

discharged and that is capable of causing serious bodily injury or death” or is it “any frame or receiver of such a 
barrelled weapon”? How can a part of a ‘firearm’ be the whole ‘firearm’, when all parts are needed to make 
the gun function.

As the late David Tomlinson was so fond of saying...
“It doesn’t have to make sense.  It’s government policy.”

Todd Brown
Co-founder - Concerned Gun Owners of Alberta
http://www.facebook.com/groups/376543929052940/

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://www.facebook.com/groups/376543929052940/
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United Nations Firearm Marking Regulations

October 18, 2012

The Honourable Vic Toews,
Minister of Public Safety Public Safety Canada
Suite 306, Justice Building
House of Commons
Ottawa. ON  K1A 0A6

Dear Minister:

Re:  “Regulations Amending the Firearms Marking Regulations”
http://gazette.gc.ca/rp-pr/p1/2012/2012-10-13/html/reg3-eng.html

I am writing to you today to respectfully suggest that far more research is required before the Conserva-
tive Government proceeds to implement these regulations and ratify the international agreements on 
which they were originally proposed by the previous Liberal Government.

The Canada Gazette states that the Rationale for these marking regulations is to “establish basic mark-
ing requirements to facilitate the identification of firearms and to contribute to public safety, by facilitating law 
enforcement investigations when the markings can be linked to information on the last legal owner of the firearm.”

In September of 2011, I received a reply to my Access to Information Act request from the RCMP (ATIP 
File: GA-3951-3-04012/11 - complete text attached).

I asked for documentation concerning the effectiveness of police tracing of firearms.  Of my nine ques-
tions, the RCMP answered first two, failed to provide an answer to the third about stolen firearms and 
wrote, “The remainder - we do not collect statistics.”  

Amazingly the RCMP admitted that they do not collect the following statistics:
(d) the total number of times the registered owner of the stolen firearm was charged with a crime as a result of 

the CFIS trace;
(e) the total number of persons charged with the theft of the stolen firearms identified by the CFIS traces;
(f) the total number of stolen firearms that were returned to their registered owner as a result of CFIS traces;
(g) the total number of crimes that were solved because identifying the stolen firearm gave “police a valuable 

starting point for their investigation”;
(h) the total number of court orders enforced using CFIS traces; and
(i) the total number of registered and unregistered firearms seized as a result of the enforcement of these court 

orders using CFIS traces.
Without knowing the answers to these questions it would be irresponsible to force these regulations on 

firearms businesses, firearms owners and Canadian taxpayers.  It’s pretty obvious that these Liberal regula-
tions only help bureaucrats and bureaucracies in Canada and at the United Nations, and unless your offi-
cials can answer the above questions, do nothing to improve public safety or aid police investigations as the 
Canada Gazette suggests.

Sincerely,

[Original signed by]
Dennis R. Young
1330 Ravenswood Drive SE
Airdrie, AB  T4A 0P8

cc   Lyndon Murdock, Director, Law Enforcement Policing Branch, email: firearms/armesafeu@ps-sp.gc.ca

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://gazette.gc.ca/rp-pr/p1/2012/2012-10-13/html/reg3-eng.html
http://nfa.ca/sites/default/files/RCMP-ATI-CFIS-Firearms-Traces.pdf
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Citizen Kudos of the Week

While you may or may not agree with what this person is doing, he or she is making a statement in a 
simple yet effective way.  There’s is a lesson here for those who wish to defend our Rights and Freedoms.

Anti-left stamp found on money circulating
Travis Dosser, iNews 880 Edmonton

Bank notes make their way all across the country and change 
hands an inconceivable amount of times, but what happens when 
a note is defaced or is vandalized.

A corner store in the city has noticed a growing trend on paper 
money since the federal election... money that is stamped with a 
political message.

The stamp, with an unknown origin, marks the note with ink 
that reads “Increase Crime: Vote Liberal NDP.” It would be impos-
sible to track down who stamped the message, but it was likely done by someone with political interests.

This type of campaigning, which is likely not affiliated with any candidates and more likely just a support-
er with free time, is not directly mentioned in the Canada Elections Act, but Article 321 is close. It reads: 
No person shall knowingly conduct election advertising or cause it to be conducted using a means of trans-
mission of the Government of Canada.

One bit in the act that could also relate may be the Blackout period: No person shall knowingly transmit 
election advertising to the public in an electoral district on polling day before the close of all of the polling 
stations in the electoral district.

Another bit that may relate in the act is the definition clarifying that messages must be authorized by a 
candidate or party.

Julie Girard, currency spokesperson for the Bank of Canada, tells iNews880 it is disappointing to see. 
Girard says unlike our neighbours to the south there is no law against defacing paper money.

“Although defacing a bank note is not illegal, the Bank of Canada does not recommend people do it,” explains 
Girard. “We work very hard to develop bank notes that are very secure.”

New polymer notes are coming into circulation and they cost a little more than the old paper notes, but 
they are more secure than the paper bills that have circulated since the 1940’s, according to Girard. 

Girard says defacing a note is a problem because it could result in the bill being mistaken for a counter-
feit, or it could result in the bill being unusable. Another reason it is frowned upon is because it costs the 
government and you a pretty penny, according to Girard.

“The paper notes people have in their wallets cost about 10 cents per note,” explains Girard. “The new polymer 
notes are 19 cents a note.”

Girard says the higher cost for polymer notes is a good move in the long run because the bills last longer 
and the BOC won’t have to spend money to print more. She says that is why vandalism or defacing notes 
are problems.

“We produce the new polymer notes so they would last longer so we would save money for Canadian taxpayers 
and defacing bank notes defeats that purpose,” Girard remarks.

If a note is defaced merchants may choose to not accept the currency, so according to Girard, keeping the 
notes in good shape benefits everyone, not just the Bank of Canada.

If you get a defaced bank note like the one pictured above you can send it to the Bank of Canada, or take 
it to a financial institution.

An investigator with the Edmonton Police Service said in all his years on the force he has never received 
any formal complaints about citizens defacing money.

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://www.inews880.com/news/edmonton/story.aspx?ID=1794659
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From The Inbox

I love hearing from you, the reader of Canadian Rights and Freedom Bulletin.
If you would like to submit a comment about a story that’s appeared in Canadian Rights and Freedom 

Bulletin or if you would like to submit an article for publication, you can do that by sending an email to 
bulletin@rightsandfreedoms.org. Alternatively, you can submit your thoughts through the web form 
located at http://support.rightsandfreedoms.org/contact-us/.

Yours in Liberty,
Christopher di Armani

When I read issue 104, I couldn’t believe the story about Ian Thompson. I find it unbelievably absurd to 
charge a person with “Unsafe Storage of a Firearm” for being able to access a legally owned handgun “too 
quickly”. It seems obvious that the powers that be in Ontario will go to any lengths to ensure private citi-
zens do not use firearms to defend themselves under any circumstances including when your home is being 
firebombed with you in it.

As the story didn’t mention any other charges it appears that the Crown Prosecutors office couldn’t make 
a case for the actual use of the firearm in defending himself and his home and rightly so as I believe any 
reasonable person would conclude that his use of force was justified in this case.

Unfortunately this does not help Mr. Thompson but it might help others in the future, there is a condi-
tion in SOR/98-209 that could have eliminated the possibility of an “Unsafe Storage of a Firearm” charge 
had Mr. Thompson used a non-restricted firearm eg. a shotgun.

The pamphlet or “Fact Sheet” that the R.C.M.P. and other Police services hand out from the Firearms 
Center regarding Storing, Transporting and Displaying of Firearms has a disclaimer at the end:

“This fact sheet is intended to provide general information. For legal references, please refer to the Storage, 
Display, Transportation and Handling of Firearms by Individuals Regulations. Provincial, territorial and munici-
pal laws, regulations and policies may also apply.”

It is worthwhile going to the Department of Justice web page and looking up the complete set of regula-
tions which is found in SOR/98-209.

5. (1) An individual may store a non-restricted firearm only if
(a) it is unloaded;
(b) it is
(i) rendered inoperable by means of a secure locking device,
(ii) rendered inoperable by the removal of the bolt or bolt-carrier, or
(iii) stored in a container, receptacle or room that is kept securely locked and that is constructed so that it cannot 

readily be broken open or into; and
(c) it is not readily accessible to ammunition, unless the ammunition is stored, together with or separately from 

the firearm, in a container or receptacle that is kept securely locked and that is constructed so that it cannot readily 
be broken open or into.

http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
http://RightsAndFreedoms.org
mailto:bulletin@rightsandfreedoms.org
http://support.rightsandfreedoms.org/contact-us/
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/SOR-98-209/FullText.html
http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/bullet-proof-mind-dvd-series/tid-inbox3
http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/tims-evergreen-presentation/tid-inbox2
http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/free-concealed-carry-report/tid-inbox1
http://readthis.rightsandfreedoms.org/threat-detection-master-course/tid-inbox4
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Under section 5 Storage of Non-Restricted Firearms, Paragraph 2 the requirement to secure a non-
restricted firearm is suspended as follows:

(2) Paragraph (1)(b) does not apply to any individual who stores a non-restricted firearm temporarily if the indi-
vidual reasonably requires it for the control of predators or other animals in a place where it may be discharged in 
accordance with all applicable Acts of Parliament and of the legislature of a province, regulations made under such 
Acts, and municipal by-laws.

Under this condition the firearm may not remain loaded when not in use but can be kept readily acces-
sible so Mr. Thompson, who lives in a rural area could have been protected from his current situation under 
this section of the law had he been able to state that he had his shotgun at hand due to problems with 
predators.

In the end it is still an absurd condition that we as law abiding firearms owners who have the ability to 
defend ourselves in such situations are the ones who face penalties for our actions. If our actions are clearly 
an excessive use of force then the penalties are justified however as a reasonable person I do not believe 
that Ian Thompson acted unjustifiably. It is inconceivable that in a so called democratic and free society 
citizens can be subjected to the penalties of a nitpicking petty bureaucrat

I hope that the charge against Ian Thompson is thrown out and he can put this incident behind him.

Ian, via the Contact Us form at http://support.rightsandfreedoms.org/contact-us/

re: Why does Canada still have a hate speech law? (Bulletin #102)

I wish to point out an exception to Canada’s hate law.
It is perfectly alright to incite hatred towards anyone or anything to do with Nazis or Nazi symbols.
Many groups, including the government, do it all the time.

Dirk Emde

Hi Katey, 

What is the present situation with respect to the seizure of your home? 
Does the family still have access to it or to the property on which it stands?

Best,
Lee Morrison, via the Contact Us form at http://support.rightsandfreedoms.org/contact-us/

Hi Lee, 
At present Bruce and Donna Montague are both living in the beautiful log home Bruce built with his bare hands.  

There is a lien against the property placed by the Ontario government, and the court process to strip the Montagues 
of their land title and evict them from the family home is slowly winding its way through the [so-called] Ontario 
justice system.

There is no known date for the next hearing, but optimism that the Montague family will keep possession of their 
home is not very high.  Prior to proceeding with the civil forfeiture case against them, the Ontario government 
demanded $50,000 in extortion money in exchange for allowing the Montagues to keep their home.  

Needless to say, Bruce Montague has zero interest in paying off extortioners of any kind, and that includes those 
from the Ontario government.

-- Christopher, on behalf of the Montague family
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