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               Court file No.:  CV-12-470815 / CV-13-476321                    

ONTARIO 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

       (Court seal)                                                                                                                                                                                            

B E T W E E N 

         MICHAEL JACK 

                 Plaintiff 

- and – 

 

HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN IN RIGHT OF ONTARIO                                                             

AS REPRESENTED BY THE MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY SAFETY                                             

AND CORRECTIONAL SERVICES OPERATING AS THE ONTARIO PROVINCIAL               

POLICE AND ITS EMPLOYEES MARC GRAVELLE, JOHN POLLOCK, SHAUN FILMAN, 

JENNIFER PAYNE, JAMIE BROCKLEY, MELYNDA MORAN, MARY D’AMICO, RICHARD 

NIE, BRAD RATHBUN, ROBERT FLINDALL, PETER BUTORAC, RONALD CAMPBELL, 

COLLEEN KOHEN, HUGH STEVENSON AND MIKE ARMSTRONG                                   

AND ITS RETIREES MIKE JOHNSTON AND CHRIS NEWTON                                                                               

 Defendants 

 

 

____________________________________________ 

 
PLAINTIFF’S REPLY TO MOTION                                                                                                      

(Returnable: April 2nd, 2014) 
 

 
 

 

The Plaintiff, Michael Jack, intends to defend the motion that will be put forward by the 

defendants before a judge on April 2, 2014, at the Superior Court of Justice, 393 

University Avenue, Toronto, Ontario. 

 

PROPOSED METHOD OF HEARING: The plaintiff is in favour of an oral presentation before 

a judge. 
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WHEREAS THE MOTION IS FOR:  

1. An order striking the Statements of Claim in Court File No.: CV-12-470815 and CV-13-

476321 and dismissing the action against the defendant employer and its named 

employees (except S. Filman) pursuant to rules 21.01, 25.06 and 25.11 of the Rules of 

Civil Procedure, R.S.O. 1990, Reg. 194, the plaintiff states: 

 
a. That the test to strike out a claim as disclosing no cause of action is stringent. A 

claim will only be struck when it is plain, obvious and beyond doubt that it cannot 

succeed at trial.  

b. The claim sets out the negligence of the defendants in sufficient detail with 

respect to their oath of office and duties as Crown employees.  

c. The claim provides more than a prima facie case of the defamatory tort of libel 

and slander. 

d. Since the filing of the claim there has been another claim filed (CV-13-493437) 

regarding defendants from that same location and yet another claim is pending 

submission to the Superior Courts in Oshawa, notice of which has been served 

on the Crown. This later notice of pending claim also deals with defendants from 

that same location. 

e. These are important tortious matters that should be done at trial based on more 

complete evidence.  

 
2. The stringent “plain and obvious and beyond doubt” test is not met. There is a cause 

of action. The motions should be dismissed. 

 
3. This action is not an abuse of process as implied by the motion. 
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Plaintiff’s Reply to the Grounds for the Motion 

 

 

4. In addressing this point the plaintiff provides a history of the two claims that will also 

address the assertion by the defendants that the limitation period expired prior to the 

filing of claim CV-12-470815. 

 
5. CV-12-470815 was filed on December 21, 2012, and named the Ontario Provincial 

Police (OPP), its named employees, its named retirees and the Ontario Provincial 

Police Association (OPPA) and its named representatives.  

Reference: Claim CV-12-470815, Reply Record 2013, Tab 2 

 

6. Subject to OPP counsel‟s direction that section 7 of the Proceedings Against the 

Crown Act (PACA) was not complied with, but that the OPP was willing to accept the 

claim as notice pursuant to section 7 of PACA, the plaintiff withdrew the claim against 

the OPP, but left the claim proceeding as filed against the OPPA and its 

representatives with the understanding that the OPP was willing to accept service of 

the claim after the expiry of the sixty days‟ notice.    

 Reference: Notice of discontinuance of CV-12-470815 against OPP with letter from counsel, 

        Reply Record 2014, Tab 6 

 

7. Once the period had expired, the plaintiff filed CV-13-476321 on March 15, 2013, 

naming only the OPP and its employees and retirees. While waiting for this period to 

expire the plaintiff requested for and received an order from the Human Rights 
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Tribunal of Ontario (HRTO) deferring his application that was already in the hearing 

stages with his undertaking that a withdrawal would be following should his claim be 

allowed to proceed to trial. Necessary amendments were made to the claim prior to it 

being filed to reflect the deferred order granted by the HRTO and the discoverability 

rule regarding when the defamation was discovered and the tort of malicious 

prosecution.          

 Reference: Claim CV-13-476321, Reply Record 2014, Tab 3     

        HRTO Interim Decision, Reply Record 2014, Tab 29 

 

8. The plaintiff failed to include this crucial information of when the defamation was 

discovered in claim CV-12-470815, although, it certainly was alluded to in paragraph 

206. It was while doing a further examination of the disclosure provided in comparison 

with what had been drafted in CV-12-470815 that the plaintiff realized that he had 

overlooked the fact that all this defamation that is alleged only became readily 

apparent between the period of time from January 16, 2012, and May 14, 2012, within 

when disclosure was being delivered to his friend‟s residence in dribs and drabs. In 

fact the last bit of disclosure arrived at his friend‟s residence with a cover page dated 

May 14, 2012, just eight days prior to the commencement of the hearing and well after 

the disclosure deadline date of January 16, 2012. There were a total of thirteen 

separate batches of disclosure after the disclosure deadline date. Under the 

discoverability rule the plaintiff submits that the two year limitations period began at 

the earliest on January 16, 2012. But for the sake of the email from Constable Postma 

who is willing to provide testimony about the racially derogatory nickname given to the 

plaintiff the limitation period would have begun January 4, 2012. 
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Reference: HRTO Hearing Confirmation and Disclosure Deadline Obligations,  

        Reply Record 2014, Tab 16 

      Parker v. Chapman, Plaintiff‟s Book of Authorities, Tab 22          

 

 

9. Aside from the mentioned changes the claims are in essence identical. An order was 

subsequently issued by this court consolidating the two claims.   

 Reference: Consolidation Order by Judge Brown, Reply Record 2014, Tab 30 

 
10. That being said, the plaintiff states that he is well within the limitation period since this 

action is about the tort of Defamation by Libel and Slander and the tort of conspiracy 

that paved the way for various violations of the Human Rights Code, Criminal Code of 

Canada, Police Services Act, Ontario Provincial Police Orders and the civil torts of 

negligence and malicious prosecution against the plaintiff. 

 
11. In drafting the information for the claim the plaintiff was only allowed to select one 

item that best describes what his claim was about and so he identified that his claim 

was about defamation since it was the defamation by slander from those two 

defendant officers that he went on a ride along with in 2008 that precipitated the 

libellous statements from Sergeant Rathbun to management that in turn was 

instrumental in the tort of conspiracy as mentioned in the responding factum. 

 
12. This defamation was discovered in the few months after January 16, 2012, but before 

May 22, 2012, or at the earliest January 4, 2012. 

Reference: Claim CV-13-476321, paras. 9 to 11, Reply Record 2014, Tab 3 
 
 

14 Were it not for the disclosure process the plaintiff would not have learned the reason 

why so many of the defendants nonchalantly violated his rights, targeted him and in 

general treated him like a leper. 



 

6 

 

 
15. Were it not for the disclosure process the plaintiff would not have learned of the 

serious Criminal Code offences committed by the defendants. 

 
16. As a matter of fact the defendants appear to have deliberately stalled this disclosure 

and abused the HRTO judicial process. They were compelled by the application when 

it was filed on December 14, 2010, to provide a copy of all the plaintiff‟s notes, emails 

and occurrences in their possession. Though the HRTO formally shared the 

application with them in March 2011, the plaintiff‟s counsel at that time (prior to 

removing herself from the application) shared a copy of the application electronically 

with the defendant and the defendant acknowledged getting a copy of it on or about 

January 7, 2011.         

 Reference: Section 17 and 18 of the HRTO Application, Reply Record 2014, Tab 19  

        Analysis of Disclosure, January 2011, Reply Record 2014, Tab 11  

        Confirmation of OPP receiving HRTO Application in January 2011,   

        Reply Record 2014, Tab 14 

 
17. The defendant had more than sufficient time since that date to gather all the requested 

materials and make them available for disclosure. The plaintiff is able to state that 

based on the timestamps at the bottom of the pages of the documents (January and 

February 2011) he has referenced herein regarding all the defamation. The defendants 

had them in their possession for more than a year yet they accused the plaintiff of 

going on a fishing expedition when he kept demanding the requested materials. Then 

they sent some of the materials in dribs and drabs. However, the plaintiff is able to 

state that most of his emails are still in the possession of the defendants who have 

refused to provide them to the plaintiff or otherwise accused him of going on a fishing 

expedition and wasting their time. They only provided 10 emails of his for the entire 



 

7 

 

time that he was employed with the OPP. The plaintiff‟s emails, if produced, would 

reveal evidence that would refute much of the denials contained in the response to his 

HRTO application and evidence contrary to what Mr. Jeffrey Bragg is stating in his 

affidavit and what is contained in the motion but they weren‟t provided.  

 Reference: Analysis of Disclosure – Emails with January and February 2011 timestamps, 

        Reply Record 2014, Tab 13       

        Letter from the Ministry accusing plaintiff of going on a fishing expedition,   

        Reply Record 2014, Tab 20 

 
18. Upon realizing what it was that paved the way for the defendants treating the plaintiff 

like a leper the plaintiff still thought that he had to finish with the HRTO process that 

was initiated before commencing this action, but was corrected and steered in the 

right direction by HRTO Vice Chairman, Keith Brennenstuhl on November 1, 2012, 

and on that day itself began working to file this action.  

 
19. At the start of the HRTO hearing proceedings which occurred on May 22, 2012, and 

went on to May 24, 2012, Mr. Brennenstuhl advised the parties present that he had 

not read through all the materials provided by both parties in case. He motioned with 

his hand to the several large cardboard boxes containing several bound material 

documents while advising the parties this. He even sighed and shook his head while 

stating this.  

 
20. More alarming was when the trial continued on November 1, 2012, Mr. Brennenstuhl 

started the day urging that it was not too late for mediation again and advised that he 

still had not read through all of the disclosed materials in all the boxes.  
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21. Discouraging as his comments were, the plaintiff drew strength and hope from what 

Mr. Brennenstuhl advised him of. During the mediation that day (which failed) Mr. 

Brennenstuhl advised the plaintiff that the HRTO was not the appropriate location for 

his case and that the plaintiff should have filed it with the Superior Courts. It was at 

this time that the plaintiff and his friend Lloyd Tapp advised the Vice Chairman that 

they felt that the courts was the appropriate place to go upon discovering all the 

defamation from the disclosure provided, but felt they had to wait until the completion 

of the hearing at the HRTO before commencing the action. 

 
22. When questioned about filing an action in the Superior Courts the plaintiff was 

advised that he could still file an action and submit a request to have his application 

deferred. That very day, during lunch break the plaintiff‟s and his friend started 

preparing the claim. 

 
23. As such, the plaintiff does believe that the defendants did try to conceal this 

defamatory material from the plaintiff for as long as possible by providing this 

information in the jumbled up disclosure that arrived at the plaintiff‟s friend residence 

in dribs and drabs. However, pursuant to the HRTO disclosure deadline directive they 

should have made all the materials available to the plaintiff by January 16, 2012. 

 Reference: Indices of Respondent‟s Disclosure for HRTO hearing, Reply Record 2014, Tab 27 
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24. Out of 247 paragraphs in claim CV-13-476321 which incorporates claim CV-12-

470815 against the OPPA and its representatives, while many deal with discrimination 

and harassment a good portion of the claim also deals with the added torts of 

defamation, conspiracy, negligence and malicious prosecution. Furthermore, the 

claims also deal with violations of the Police Services Act, OPP Orders, Labour 

Relations Act and Criminal Code of Canada. It was these civil torts of defamation and 

conspiracy that paved the way for the violations of other statutes and orders as well 

as the added torts of negligence and malicious prosecution. 

 
25. For the defendants to state that this claim is arising out of incidents that occurred 

during the plaintiff‟s probationary employment with the defendant employer is simply 

not true. The plaintiff‟s claim about the discoverability rule shows that he was marked 

for scrutiny, surveillance, despise and ultimately termination before he even began his 

probationary term at the Peterborough Detachment. The plaintiff‟s probationary 

employment began on January 12, 2009, and finished in 11 months which was 

December 14, 2009, with his termination.      

 Reference: Analysis of Disclosure, August 2008, pg. 11, Reply Record 2014, Tab 7  

        Analysis of Disclosure, September 2008, pgs. 8-9, Reply Record 2014, Tab 8 

 
26. This action is much more than about incidents that occurred during his probationary 

term. This action is about how a Provincial Bully of an organization literally stripped 

him of hope, dignity and a promising career. He came to Canada for the purpose of 
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pursuing a higher education and engaging in a meaningful career. He thought he 

found that by becoming a police officer in what is said to be one of the finest police 

forces in Canada. Alas, it is far from the truth. This provincial organization let him 

down. Unable to find work in any other police service because he was blackballed he 

sank into depression and in order to merely survive he returned to Israel and now 

lives with his aging parents, unemployed and destitute. Canada did let him down. 

 
 
 

 

27. Though the defendants are correct in saying that the plaintiff‟s probationary term was 

governed by the terms and conditions of the collective agreement between the 

defendant employer and defendant association the truth is far from reality. In support 

of this assertion the plaintiff refers to his conclusion that he prepared after he and his 

friend analyzed the disclosure provided by the respondent in 2012.  

 Reference: Analysis of Disclosure – Conclusion, Reply Record 2014, Tab 12 

 

 

28. Though the collective agreement purports to assist employees grieved by the 

employer, the reality is far from the truth. The plaintiff‟s friend who represented him for 

his HRTO application has sought assistance from the OPPA when he was 

experiencing harassment and discrimination and was unequivocally advised by the 
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Association that the OPPA does not deal with Human Rights complaints.  

 Reference: Affidavit of Lloyd Tapp, Reply Record 2014, Tab 33    

        HRTO Tapp v OPP, Reply Record 2014, Tab 34 

 

29. Furthermore, another minority probationary officer who was posted at the same 

detachment as the plaintiff also had the same coach officer as the plaintiff and was 

treated similarly. Like the plaintiff he too was terminated during his probationary 

period. Upon his termination he filed an application with the HRTO and a grievance 

with the OPPA after his termination for wrongful dismissal based on prohibited 

grounds. The OPPA contacted the HRTO who in turn contacted the applicant advising 

that since the OPPA was going to look into his complaint, it was the appropriate place 

for handling the allegations contained in the application and hence the HRTO was 

closing his file. Upon expiry of the limitation period a year later, the OPPA sent a letter 

to the applicant advising that they saw no „cause for action‟ and in closing his file 

reimbursed him of his Ontario Police College tuition fees. 

Reference: Affidavit of Harry Allen Chase, Reply Record 2014, Tab 32   

        Harry Allen Chase‟s HRTC Complaint, Reply Record 2013, Tab 8 

 

 

 

30. The plaintiff states that he believes that the OPPA collaborates with the OPP to suite 

their interests and not those of their members. This is rumoured to be true by most 

officers who have observed that past executive members of the OPPA, when having 

served their terms of office, go on to higher managerial positions within the OPP.  
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31. The plaintiff acknowledges that the Application has gone through eight days of 

hearing (the last day being November 7, 2012), but has deferred the Application with 

a complete withdrawal pending should this action be allowed to proceed to trial.  

Reference: HRTO Interim Decision, Reply Record 2014, Tab 29 

 

32. Contrary to the defendants‟ assertion, exclusive jurisdiction does not lie with an 

arbitrator appointed pursuant to the collective agreement when it comes to a question 

of law, namely the discoverability rule. Furthermore, work methods and procedures, 

discipline and termination of employment, job evaluation system, training and 

development, appraisal and the principles and standards governing promotion, 

demotion and transfer, lay-off and reappointment are all matters that are exclusive 

functions of the employer and not subject to collective bargaining or an arbitration 

board.          

 Reference: Ontario Provincial Police Collective Bargaining Act, S.O. 2006, c. 35, Sch. B, s. 2(3), 

        Plaintiff‟s Responding Factum, Tab 5 

 

 

33. As stated the HRTO proceeding has been deferred. 
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Reference: HRTO Interim Decision, Reply Record 2014, Tab 29 

 

34. There are issues in this action that, contrary to the defendants‟ assertion simply 

cannot be answered by the HRTO, namely tort of defamation by libel and slander, the 

tort of malicious prosecution, similar fact evidence and the discoverability rule 

regarding the Limitations Act. 

 
35. May 8, 2012, HRTO case assessment direction issued by the Vice Chairman clearly 

stipulated that the scope of the hearing was not for: malicious prosecution, negligence 

or negligence under the Police Services Act and neither would similar fact evidence 

be allowed. 

Reference: HRTO Case Assessment Direction, Reply Record 2014, Tab 28 

 

 

 

36. The plaintiff objects to the request that specific portions of this claim be dismissed on 

account of a lack of jurisdiction and points out that the defendants are not denying 

these allegations in the claim. Rather they are citing jurisdictional issues.  
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37. Hence, pursuant to Rule 25.07(2), the defendants by their own lack of denial of the 

allegations are providing reasonable cause for action. It is the plaintiff position that 

this court does have authority to assess liability in an action that alleges violations of a 

variety of statutes even the Criminal Code of Canada. 

 

 
 

38. With respect to rule 21.01, the plaintiff states that as mentioned in paragraph 24 of this 

reply there is cause for action.  

 
39. The plaintiff believes that the following questions are of issues that only an action such 

as this can answer:  

 
A. Is it right for the Crown defendant to create Police Orders that show they are 

eager and serious about compliance with Statutory Legislation all the while 

committing these violations? 

 
B. Is it right for the Crown defendant to conspire with its employee defendants to 

build up a file to justify the termination of the plaintiff‟s employment? 

 
C. Is it right for the OPPA defendant to violate the Labour Relations Act in not 

representing the interests of the plaintiff and protecting his rights? 

 
D. Is it right for the defendants, knowing they have violated his rights (emails 

from Staff Sergeant Ronald Campbell to Inspector Mike Johnston sent on 

August 18, 2009, and on August 21, 2009, saying they both felt Constable 

Michael Jack was being targeted and these were serious human rights 
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violations) and then pretend they have done nothing wrong and in fact accuse 

the plaintiff of bringing a frivolous, scandalous and baseless action against 

them? 

 
E. How can the HRTO adjudicate on allegations dealing with the torts of 

defamation by libel and slander? 

 
F. How can the HRTO adjudicate on allegations dealing with violations of the 

Criminal Code of Canada? 

 
G. How can the HRTO adjudicate on allegations of malicious prosecution?  

 
H. What recourse does a minority Canadian have against a provincial 

organization that is sworn to uphold the law and to treat its citizens and 

employees within the guidelines of the law? 

 
I. More so, what recourse does a minority with no money have to pursue justice 

in light of these serious allegations, especially when an adjudicator has 

expressed that his case is the biggest he has ever had to deal with and keeps 

shaking his head over worry that he has yet to read all of the supplied 

materials? 

 
J. What has happened to Al Chase, Lloyd Tapp, Stephen Clarke and the 

pending lawsuit (yet to be filed and notice of which has been already served) 

all of which deal with the officers from that same detachment do clearly imply 

that some drastic reform from highest authority is required in order to effect 

change for the existing legislations are not adequate. 
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K. The plaintiff was literally robbed of a career and for that only this court can 

impose a just remedy for the lost income duly owed to him for a career of 30 

years. 

 
L. Accordingly, the words of the Vice Chairman from the HRTO ring in the 

plaintiff‟s ears, ‘The HRTO cannot award what you are seeking, this is not the 

place for it.’ 

 
M. Were it not for the fact that he stood out like a sore thumb in speaking with a 

thick Russian accent and for the defamation and the plan that was put in 

place to target him and to force his resignation he would be enjoying a 

fulfilling career, one that he came to Canada for explicitly.  

 
N. Indeed, he was the perfect officer and possibly the envy of any service for he 

was fluent in three languages (Russian, Hebrew and English), extremely 

physically fit, a top notch marksman in firearms, Master‟s degree in Computer 

Science (the future of policing) and had a military background. Alas, Canada 

let him down and he was forced to return to his Israel to live with his aging 

parents because the Crown defendants blackballed him by doing what they 

did to him after which no other police service would hire him. 

 
40. With respect to rule 25.06 the plaintiff states that neither he nor his friend, Lloyd Tapp 

are lawyers, but are victims of the same employer. The plaintiff and Mr. Tapp are 

currently unemployed. Being that the plaintiff was financially barred from retaining 

counsel he and his friend have done their best to put this claim together to the best of 

their abilities. As such, it will undoubtedly be starkly different from the average claim 
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drafted by learned counsel. The plaintiff asks that any inconsistencies with rule 25.06 

be given consideration in light of the more serious causes for action in paragraphs 24 

to 26 and the questions and issues in paragraph 39.  

 
41. With respect to rule 25.11 the plaintiff states:  

 The action bears no prejudice towards a fair trial nor does it delay fair trial of 

the action. Rather, motions such as these in the presence of such 

overwhelming evidence does delay fair trial, 

 The action is not scandalous, frivolous or vexatious, but one that is vastly 

supported by viva voce evidence and documentary evidence much of which 

are from the defendants, 

 The action is not an abuse of the process of the court, but rather the only 

means by which a minority Canadian is fighting for justice against a provincial 

organization that is supposed to be abiding by and upholding the Human 

Rights Code, the Labour Relations Act and the Criminal Code of Canada.  

 

42. With respect to rule 57 the plaintiff states that this court does have discretion under 

section 131 of the Court of Justice Act in awarding costs. The plaintiff asks this court 

to consider his financial status in light of the following: being unable to find suitable 

employment in his field of education due to the combination of his age, lack of 

adequate working experience, the lack of which directly relates to him vigorously 

pursuing a career in policing and then being robbed of the career. All of which left him 

with the everlasting symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder. He also adds that 

with respect to the principle of indemnity: 
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a. It was the OPP defendants that committed the torts of defamation by libel and 

slander and it was the OPP defendants that committed violations under the 

Human Rights Code, the Labour Relations Act and the Criminal Code of 

Canada. The OPP defendants have the luxury of being able to afford legal 

representation regardless of the cost since it is being paid by the tax payers. 

Whereas the plaintiff does not have that benefit. 

 
b. The OPPA and its defendant representatives have the luxury of having their 

costs to defend this action paid for by the OPPA‟s legal fund that is 

contributed to by its membership dues whereas the plaintiff has no finances to 

afford a lawyer which is why he has a request for special representation by his 

friend. 

 
c. It is the plaintiff‟s belief that the OPP defendants, knowing that they are 

culpable for the liability for damages in tort are trying their best to escape from 

it by bringing these motions to dismiss.  

 
d. The torts in this action as mentioned in paragraphs 24 to 26 are serious ones 

that require proper address by this court because they are being committed 

by a government organization. 

 
e. The plaintiff believes that there is nothing improper or unnecessary in the 

proceeding he is seeking rather it is the only means for him to seek justice for 

what the defendants did to him and how they robbed him of his good name, 

health and income from a good and promising career. 

 
f. The defendants‟ failure to deny any of the allegations in the claim and their 
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refusal to admit to the allegations in the face of such overwhelming 

documentary evidence is mitigating factor that this court can use in exercising 

its discretion to award costs. 

 
g. The plaintiff‟s claim is also about much more than what was done to him. It is 

about the continued violations by an organization of one of the Ministries of 

this government while proclaiming to uphold the laws that are in place. 

 
h. The plaintiff further believes that serious redress and reform is needed within 

the OPP and in particular in the Peterborough Detachment considering that 

his claim, claim CV-13-493437, the pending claim (notice of which has been 

served on counsel for the OPP), the affidavits of Harry Allen Chase and Lloyd 

Tapp along with a variety of personal stories that have been published by 

members of the public on the www.oppblock.org website all have one 

common denominator – Peterborough OPP.   

 

i. The plaintiff believes that this rule does give the court authority under section 

131 of the Courts of Justice Act to refuse costs to the OPP defendants, grant 

indemnity towards the plaintiff and to award costs to the plaintiff for the 

preparation of this reply. 

 
43. The affidavits of Jeffrey Bagg and Charles Barnard as contained in this motion are 

nothing but hearsay and carry no significant weight as to the credibility of the 

allegations of the plaintiff. On the other hand the plaintiff has sworn to the contents of 

his claim (CV-12-470815) in a Statutory Declaration. His action is factual and not 

speculative. It is vastly supported by documentary evidence and should his action be 

http://www.oppblock.org/
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allowed to proceed to trial it will be further supported by viva voce evidence. Though 

he does not have a statutory declaration for claim CV-13-476321 he is testify to its 

truthfulness on April 2, 2014 if need be. 

Reference: Statutory Declaration of Michael Jack, Reply Record 2014, Tab 5 

 
 

44. Subject to anything further that this Honourable Court deems appropriate the plaintiff 

rests this reply at the mercy of the court. 

 

THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL contained in volume 1 and volume 2 of the Plaintiff‟s Reply 

Record will be relied upon at the hearing of the motion 

 

TAB # DOCUMENT 

1 DEFENDANT OPP'S MOTION (JANURY 7, 2014) 

2 DEFENDANT OPPA'S MOTION (JANUARY 9, 2013) 

3 CLAIM - OPP (CV-13-476321) (MARCH 15, 2013) 

4 CERTIFIED COPY OF CLAIM - OPP (CV-13-476321) (MARCH 15, 2013) 

5 STATUTORY DECLARATION OF CLAIM BY MICHAEL JACK (DECEMBER 17, 2012) 

6 NOTICE OF DISCONTINUANCE OF CLAIM CV-12-470815 AGAINST OPP (FEBRUARY 28, 2013) 

7 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE - AUGUST 2008 

8 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE - SEPTEMBER 2008 

9 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE - AUGUST 2009 

10 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE - DECEMBER 2009 

11 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE - JANUARY 2011 

12 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE - CONCLUSION 

13 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE - EMAILS WITH JANUARY AND FEBRUARY 2011 TIMESTAMPS 

14 CONFIRMATION OF OPP RECEIVING HRTO APPLICATION (JANUARY 10, 2011) 

15 RESPONDENT'S RESPONSE TO HRTO APPLICATION (MAY 4, 2011) 

16 
HRTO HEARING CONFIRMATON AND DISCLOSURE DEADLINE OBLIGATIONS (NOVEMBER 

22, 2011) 

17 
REQUEST FROM OPP FOR EXTENSION OF DISCLOSURE DEADLINE TO JANUARY 16, 2012 

(NOVEMBER 28, 2011) 

18 COMPLAINT TO LAW SOCIETY OF UPPER CANADA (FEBRUARY 23, 2012) 
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19 SECTIONS 17 AND 18 OF HRTO APPLICATION (DECEMBER 14, 2010) 

20 
LETTER FROM MINISTRY ACCUSING PLAINTIFF OF GOING ON A FISHING EXPEDITION 

(APRIL 2, 2012) 

21 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE – JULY 2009 

22 ANALYSIS OF DISCLOSURE – SEPTEMBER 2009 

23 HRTO NOTICE OF APPLICATION (HRTO 2010-07633-I) (MARCH 11, 2011) 

24 EVIDENCE OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OPP AND OPPA 

25 EMAIL FROM JASON POSTMA (JANUARY 4, 2012) 

26 HISTORY OF IVAN THE TERRIBLE 

27 
INDICES OF THE RESPONDENT DISCLOSURE FOR HRTO HEARING (JANUARY 13, 2012 TO 

MAY 14, 2012) 

28 HRTO CASE ASSESSMENT DIRECTION (MAY 8, 2012) 

29 HRTO INTERIM DECISION (FEBRUARY 19, 2013) 

30 CONSOLIDATION ORDER BY JUDGE BROWN (APRIL 22, 2013) 

31 AFFIDAVIT OF MARK GRECO (FEBRUARY 25, 2014) 

32 AFFIDAVIT OF HARRY ALLEN CHASE (FEBRUARY 14, 2014) 

33 AFFIDAVIT OF LLOYD TAPP (JANUARY 31, 2014) 

34 HRTO TAPP v. OPP (MAY 10, 2010) 

35 ARTICLES ABOUT ACCESS TO JUSTICE IN CANADA BEING ABYSMAL (2013 - 2014) 

 

 

 

   

 

 

Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 _______________________ 

 Michael Jack        

c/o Lloyd Tapp 

252 Angeline Street North               

Lindsay, ON K9V-4R1 

 
Tel: 705-878-4240                     

E-Mail: lloydtapp65@gmail.com 

 

  

mailto:lloydtapp65@gmail.com
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TO: MINISTRY OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL                   

LEGAL SERVICES BRANCH                                                                           

MINISTRY OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES  

 Ferguson Block                                                                                           

77 Wellesley Street West, 9th Floor                                                         

Toronto, ON M7A 1N3                                                                                  

 Lisa Compagnone                  

LSUC #: 42823P  

 Tel: 416-327-6916                                                                                   

Fax: 416-325-9404                                                                               

E-mail: lisa.compagnone@ontario.ca 

  Counsel for the Crown Defendants  

 

TO:  Investigation Counsel Professional Corporation                                                                                            

Barristers and Investigation Consultants                                                                                            

350 Bay Street, Suite 1000                                                                                                              

Toronto, ON M5H 2S6  

Norman Groot                                                                                                                             

LSUC No.: 43721V 

Tel.: 416-637-3141                                                                                                                             

Fax: 416-637-3445                                                                                                                                

Email: ngroot@investigationcounsel.com                                                                                       

                                Lawyers for OPPA Defendants 
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