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NOTICE OF CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION 

 
Federal Court of Canada 

 
Between: 

 
Applicant(s): 

 

Christine Ann Generoux 

John L Perocchio 

Vincent R.R Perocchio 

 

And 

 

 
Respondent(s) 

 
 Her Majesty The Queen in right of Canada, The Attorney General of Canada 

 
 

The applicants have requested this matter be heard at The Federal Court of Canada 90 Sparks St, 

Ottawa, Ontario, Canada K1A 0H9, on a date yet to be decided by the courts. 

 
 

The applicant(s), who are believed to have locus standi in this matter, intend to question the 

constitutional validity and applicability of Order in Council SOR/2020-96 May1, and related 

Criminal Code amendments P.C. 2020-298 May1,2020. Printed in the Canada Gazette Part 2 

Volume 154 Extra 3 on May 01 2020. Full title: Regulations Amending the Regulations Prescribing 

Certain Firearms and Other Weapons, Components and Parts of Weapons, Accessories, Cartridge 

Magazines, Ammunition and Projectiles as Prohibited, Restricted or Non-Restricted: (SOR/2020-96) and 

related amendments to the Canadian Criminal Code P.C. 2020-298May 1,20201.)  

(Hereby referred to in this document (and others) as SOR/2020-96 May1, ―the amendments‖, the 

―order‖, the ―order in council‖, the ―new firearms/gun ban/prohibition‖ or the law.) The 

applicants seek a suitable remedy under section 24(1) and section 52 of The Constitution Act 
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1982, hereby referred to in this document (and others) as The Charter, The Charter of Rights and 

Freedoms1.2.) 
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1. The Applicants:  

The applicants are long time family friends who share a common interest in sport shooting, 

firearms collection and hunting. Each of the applicants earns only a modest income; they have 

virtually exhausted every avenue available on the Federal Courts website for self-representation, 

and finding legal help (and other avenues) to obtain affordable legal representation in this matter 

with no success to date. The applicants believe no other avenue for justice remains open to them, 

except self-representation and filing of this Notice. The applicants intend to use previously filed 

applications (by un-related parties) for judicial review of the evidence and facts in this case 

relating to the order in council in this Notice of Constitutional Question. The applicants are in the 

process of applying for funding from the Court Challenges Program and exploring other avenues 

of fundraising to obtain affordable legal representation, should this matter go to trial. As such, to 

the best of their ability, they have drafted this Notice; the applicants ask for patience and 

understanding from the courts in regards to their simplified documents and ignorance of proper 

legal terminology and process. A lawyer at Pro Bono Ontario (who does not offer representation 

services for Constitutional Questions) gave a legal opinion on Friday May 22 2020 by telephone 

that this type of proceeding was not vexatious or frivolous in nature; but was legitimate and 

potentially of national importance given the situation and evidence provided. Qualified 

constitutional lawyers have stated publically, taken legal action and implied2 3.) that they believe 

this order in council violates several Canadian laws, including The Canadian Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms. The applicant John Perocchio has long been a collector of various firearms and he 

owns several of the newly prohibited firearms, purchased as an investment. John was expecting 

his son, Vincent Perocchio, to inherit the firearms; John has a reasonable expectation that they 

would one day become a valuable financial asset to his family3 4.) (as per his affidavit). As per 

the Borowski test4 5.) all Canadian firearm owners, especially those who own any (or parts) of 

the newly prohibited weapons, including the applicants (Ms. Generoux and Mr. J. Perocchio and 

                                                                 
2
  Existing Constitutional and Quasi Constitutional Challenges: Application for Judicial Review CCFR & R. Giltaca et 

al, Application for Judicial Review J.R Cox et al, and Application for Judicial Review Burlew & J. Hipwell et al.  

3
 The solemn oath and affirmation of the applicants in their affidavits 

4
 The Borowski Test Minister of Justice (Can.) v. Borowski 1981 CanLII 34, [1981] 2 SCR 575 (1 December 1981) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Minister_of_Justice_v._Borowski
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1981/1981canlii34/1981canlii34.html
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Mr. V. Perocchio) have a genuine interest in this matter. The applicants believe there is no other 

reasonable and effective manner in which the issue may be brought before the Court. “A party 

who is directly affected by the law that purports to be unconstitutional has standing as of right.” 

Likewise, rights holder may challenge any law that will limit any of their rights. Those who are 

not protected by a right but are nonetheless prosecuted by that law may challenge it as well.‖ 5.) 

It is the applicants unified opinion, this order in council and the issues it raises are not only of a 

personal nature but do concern the welfare and interest of all Canadians. The academic research 

addressing whether or not there exists a significant threat to the public attributed to Canadian 

Firearms licensees and the firearms in question is quite clear and must be examined. To use an 

order in council to seize the property and bankrupt business owners under a public safety 

reasoning is not demonstrably justifiable because no such significant threat exists. 

2. Increasing Access to Justice: 

The applicants, as well as all Canadian firearms owners (as a legal entity, previously named in 

Canadian courts) have a genuine standing in this matter, with very much at stake now and in the 

future. The implications that this order will have for millions of Canadians and the order‘s 

contravention of Canadian laws; The Charter of Rights and Freedoms laid out in Canadian 

Constitution Act 1982, The Canadian Bill of Rights 11.) and The Criminal Code of Canada 13.) 

is why the applicants believe they have a legal right to challenge the order. The violation of the 

fundamental principles of natural justice is the basis for their moral obligation to oppose the 

above-mentioned order in council on constitutional grounds. The applicants believe that the 

Federal Court and The Government of Canada may have an existing mandate, which facilitates 

and encourages the hearing of their case and this type of self-represented litigation from 

individuals with a modest income who have been (or will be) irreparably harmed and who‘s 

basic freedoms have been violated by their own government. Given the national importance of 

this case, in that it affects at least 105,000+ Canadians directly with imprisonment or seizure of 

their property, and the potential cost to Canadians (and the Canadian economy) of billions of 

dollars to enact the order; we have no choice but to file. Seeing that the Department of Justice 

has identified income as a barrier to fundamental justice and seeing that it is the Government of 

Canadas mandate and interest to decrease this barrier and increase access, accountability and 

transparency, we are filing this notice in good faith. In Chief Justice Paul Crampton‘s Letter on 

https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/as_of_right
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the 2014-2019 Strategic Plan of Canada and the Federal Court5 6.), he mentions the mandate to 

increase and improve access to justice for those who traditionally have not had access due to 

financial constraints. The previous Attorney General of Canada‘s written statements on Canadas 

Department of Justice (DOJ) website (relating to the Principles guiding the Attorney General of 

Canada in Charter litigation)6 7.) state that ―no one, including the government of the day, is 

above the rule of law‖. The fact that The Attorney General is expected to act always in the public 

interest, indicates that this issue would be of extreme national importance and must be heard. 

The Minister of Justice and newly appointed Attorney General of Canada Mandate Letter7 8.) 

specifically states: 

 ―We have committed to an open, honest government that is accountable to Canadians, lives up 

to the highest ethical standards and applies the utmost care and prudence in the handling of 

public funds. I expect you to embody these values in your work and observe the highest ethical 

standards in everything you do. I want Canadians to look on their own government with pride 

and trust.”  

And given the role and mission statement of Canada‘s Department of Justice regarding access to 

justice and respect for the Constitution 9.) 

The mission of the Department of Justice is to:  

 support the Minister of Justice in working to ensure that Canada is a just and law-abiding 
society with an accessible, efficient and fair system of justice; 

 promote respect for rights and freedoms, the law and the Constitution. 

 The Department of Justice works to ensure that Canada's justice system is as fair, 
accessible and efficient as possible. 

 

Given the Department of Justice Research and Statistics Division 2016 document ―The Charter 

Costs of Litigation‖ by Allan Young8 10.), the applicants believe that they have the technical 

ability to bring this challenge before the courts in a simple yet impactful way. The applicants 

                                                                 
5
 Chief Justice Paul Crampton letter 2014-2019 Strategic Plan to increase access to justice 

6
 Principles guiding the Attorney General of Canada in Charter l itigation 

7
 Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada Mandate Letter to The Honorable Mr. David Lametti, 

Attorney General and Minister of Justice 

8
 The Costs of Charter Litigation.pdf By Allen Young 2016 DOJ Canada. 
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believe they have a means of conveying their case at trial using the ―common sense approach‖ 

demonstrating the ―adverse effect‖ of the order, described below. The applicants believe they can 

sufficiently argue their case despite their current lack of funding for legal representation using a 

combination of freely available legislative and factual evidence. The applicants believe they can 

prove their case given the vast existing body of Canadian scientific research existing on the 

subject of the relation between Canadian firearm licensees and crime/violence. This could be 

brought before the court using a common sense approach; along with the willingness of expert 

witnesses to testify in writing, the large number of Canadians directly affected by the order and 

given the fact that the firearms remain reasonable for continued lawful use, since the firearms 

have not changed since the time they were approved for such use. Allen Young writes as 

follows: 

―It is likely that the high costs of constitutional litigation can be attributed to exorbitant legal fees; 
however, even when lawyers complete work pro bono, or on a highly‐discounted, basis, for many cases 
there will still be serious cost issues relating to disbursements, and, in particular, expert evidence. 
Nonetheless, in my experience, there are many ways to reduce the costs of disbursements, and I have 
found that constitutional challenges can be brought in a way which is affordable to many Canadians—as 
long as legal fees are not excessive.”  
 
“It may not always be necessary to call legislative fact evidence. Sometimes the proof of a 
constitutionally adverse effect of law can be a matter of reasoned argument and simple common sense. 
Scientific and empirical inquiry will usually play a critical role, but, in some circumstances, common 
sense should come into play if science has yet to provide a conclusive resolution. For example, in 
RJR‐McDonald42, the Court needed to reach a factual finding as to whether advertising increased 
consumption of a product (in this case, cigarettes). The scientific studies presented to the Court were 
not resolute or determinative of the issue and the Court relied upon the “powerful common sense 
observation” that companies would not spend millions on advertising if they did not believe that it 
would increase consumption of their products.43 The Court recognized that the exercise of proving the 
effects of law cannot be seen as a pure scientific inquiry as “predictions respecting the ramifications of 
legal rules upon the social and economic order are not matters of precise measurement, and are often 
‘the product of a mix of conjecture, fragmentary know ledge, general experience and knowledge of the 
needs, aspirations and resources of society, and other components.’”44 In addition, legislative fact 
evidence is often available within government reports, and on a consistent routine basis, the litigants 
and the courts have relied upon government reports without supporting witnesses for the purpose of 
elucidating legislative objectives and to provide evidence of the effects of legislation. Even a cursory 
review of Supreme Court jurisprudence in the Charter era reveals extensive reliance on government 
reports to establish a wide array of legislative facts”.45 

 

 



8 

 

3. The Background and Opening Summary 

The following are the material facts giving rise to the constitutional question: 

There exists legal and factual evidence that the above-mentioned order in council/ amendments 

to the regulations prescribing certain firearms and other weapons as prohibited, restricted or non-

restricted (SOR/2020-96 May1) may violate The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The 

applicants claim specifically: their Legal Rights in Section 7, Section 8, Section 9 and their 

Equality Rights in Section 15 of Canadian Constitution Act 1982 have been violated 

unreasonably. The violations are all due to the same fundamentally un-just reasons-which are 

explained in slight detail in this Notice. The reasoning behind the order and these violations of 

our rights is based upon an unwarranted bias against and fear of firearms owners. There is a 

severe lack of evidence regarding the necessity and efficacy of the order in council (and large 

amount of existing evidence proving the dubious nature and ill effect of the order) and there is an 

obvious error in the order that ―the firearms are no longer be reasonable for hunting and sport 

shooting purposes‖. The applicants believe the way the order was used to enact the firearms 

prohibitions, by substantially altering The Criminal Code (section 84) definitions of a prohibited, 

restricted or non-restricted firearm is an abuse of the scope and purpose of an order in council. 

The order may also constitute an impermissible sub delegation of authority; the authority now 

delegated to the RCMP to begin prohibiting ―unknown variants‖ of the firearms described in the 

order (firearms not originally named in the order), based on officers personal opinion and 

arbitrary visual characteristics such as colors. Normally firearms are classified by parameters set 

out by manufacturers, sport shooting associations and firearms professionals. The applicants are 

concerned about the denial of their liberty under the new amendments, the only alternative given 

in the order, being the unreasonable seizure of their property. The order also violates The 

Canadian Bill of Rights Section 1 & 29 11.), regarding the enjoyment of property and not to be 

deprived thereof except by due process of the law. The applicants fear they could be arbitrarily 

and unjustly imprisoned or monetarily punished based on an unwarranted societal bias against 

firearm owners, fraudulent/misleading use of scientific data, the overly broad language used in 

the order and the gross disproportionality of the order to the objective. The existing academic 

                                                                 
9
 The Canadian Bill of Rights, SC 1960 
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research commissioned by or on behalf of branches of the Government of Canada itself, proves 

that the simple possession of the (newly prohibited) firearms in question, does not pose a 

statistically significant danger to public safety under the possession of PAL and RPAL Canadian 

firearms licensee‘s. There are ~2.2 million licensed firearms owners in Canada, in 2018, Stats 

Canada data (Table 1 below)10 12.) shows there were 249 firearms homicides, we know the vast 

majority of those homicides were done by persons and with firearms, wholly unrelated to the 

persons and firearms targeted by this order in council. Research shows, on average less than 2 

Canadians are charged annually with ―straw purchasing‖ (legally buying guns and illegally 

selling them), out of 2.2 million lawful firearms owners this demonstrates that the order‘s 

objective is grossly disproportionate to its outcome. 

Table 1. Stats Canada 

 

 

The open letter to The Attorney General of Canada instructs the Attorney General (essentially) 

that he is expected to form the opinion that the newly prohibited firearms are no longer 

reasonable for hunting or sport shootings purposes in order that they be seized from Canadians, 

even though that opinion is contrary to reasonable thought and known facts. ―Support the 

Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness in implementing our firearms policy 

commitments‖.8.) The Attorney General‘s opinion that these firearms are no longer reasonable 

                                                                 
10

 Number and percentage of homicide victims, by type of firearm used to commit the homicide (Stats Can)  
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for lawful use is contrary to the spirit and letter of The Criminal Code ( section117.15 (2)11 13.), 

which prevents him from prescribing any firearms as prohibited, which he deems, are reasonable 

for hunting and sport shooting purposes in Canada. The Prime Minister of Canada has openly 

instructed him to form a certainly unreasonable opinion in the Attorney General Mandate letter. 

The applicants ask for a review of the decision, order and opinion of The Honorable Governor in 

Council, that the newly prohibited firearms ―are not suitable or reasonable for hunting or 

sporting purposes‖. The applicants are calling into question the reason given for the amendments 

that the newly prohibited firearms are ―inherently dangerous or deadly‖ in the possession of the 

applicants (and other Canadian licensee‘s) and therefore must be immediately prohibited in the 

interest of public safety. These statements are mutually exclusive with language contained in the 

order. The order states that sustenance hunters may continue to use the newly prohibited firearms 

during the amnesty period (at the same time that it is unreasonable to do so) and that the GiC 

recognizes that the newly prohibited firearms are used and sanctioned for use, until now in 

Canada, for such lawful purposes. The purpose, necessity and efficacy of the amendments are 

not demonstrably justifiable according to the existing academic research. The attached affidavits 

show the applicants have been reasonably using them for many years. The reference material of 

the applicants contain Government of Canada (and other) scientific and academic studies, reports 

and data indicating there is no existing empirical data whatsoever that indicates strict firearms 

prohibitions does indeed tend to reduce crime, mass shootings or violent homicides and therefor 

the order in council is not necessary or effective. There is ample evidence attached that the newly 

prohibited firearms are, always have been and remain reasonable and suitable for hunting and 

sporting purposes. The applicants feel that the only way election promises could be kept to 

special interest groups (anti-gun groups) is for the GiC to state that these firearms are all of a 

sudden unreasonable for such uses, release the order in council and spend billions to accomplish 

the seizure of the firearms; destroying many lives and livelihoods in the process. 

We are trying to protect our property from unreasonable seizure and highlighting our rights not 

to be imprisoned arbitrarily, because of an un-fair and un-just law. The false statement that the 

amendments are necessary to reduce violent firearms incidents is why we feel that the 
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 The Canadian Criminal Code s. 117.15, Restriction on GiC to prohibit firearms. 
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amendments are un-just and arbitrary. We are also asking for equal benefit and protection of and 

under the laws of our country. Under Section 15 of The Charter, we have faith that Canadian 

laws should treat firearms owners equally to other Canadians and not target them with 

disproportionate distress or undeserved damages. There is evidence that given the limited data 

and insignificant statistics used to arrive at the basis and conclusion propelling the amendments 

into law, the very ideology behind the amendments is methodologically flawed and deeply 

misleading. Disturbingly, the amendments would force some Canadians to choose between their 

liberty under section 7 of The Charter or submit to a violation of their section 8 Charter rights, 

subjecting them to an unreasonable seizure of their property. The applicants point out Canada‘s 

DOJ‘s laymen interpretation 14.) of our Legal Rights in the charter: 

―The Charter protects everyone’s reasonable expectation to privacy. This means that no one can 
search you, take away your personal belongings or access your personal information without 
clear legal reasons. Authorities acting on behalf of the government, such as the police, must 

carry out their duties in a fair and reasonable way…..The Charter protects everyone against 

unreasonable laws that could lead to imprisonment or harm their physical safety. The law may 

still comply with the Charter if it is consistent with a basic set of values. For example, there must 

be a rational link between the law’s purpose and its effect on people’s liberty. Also, laws 

should not have a severe impact on people’s rights to life, liberty or security of the person” 

 

In opening summary: the order forces 105, 000 + Canadians into unjust imprisonment if they do 

not agree to forfeit another Charter right ie: forfeiture of their property in an unreasonable 

seizure. The fundamental principles of justice surrounding section 7 of The Charter and other 

sections, dictate that a law used to imprison Canadians be worded clearly, and must not be 

arbitrary, overly broad or grossly disproportionate to its objective. The limits placed on our 

Charter Rights, are normally limited only in the interest of a significant and present danger to 

public safety (National security) and only then, in the minimum amount possible to achieve the 

objective. The order‘s language is overly broad and un-clear in which types of firearms are 

newly prohibited and the reason why they have been prohibited. The sweeping and arbitrary 

terms ―unknown variant‖ and ―military style assault rifle‖ in the order, prove that it should be 

void for vagueness. In court case B.C. Motor Vehicle Act, [1985] 2 SCR 486 “the courts ruled 

https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/100/index.do
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people can only be imprisoned based on reasonable and fair laws12”15.). It is un-fair to subject 

Canadians to imprisonment when it is unclear which firearms have been recently prohibited and 

to give a false and arbitrary reasoning of why they are prohibited now. It is unfair to subject 

Canadians to imprisonment based upon the unproven assumption that they and their firearms 

pose a threat to the public, when an overwhelmingly large amount of contrary data exists. 

We allege that the limits placed on these Charter Rights (by the new amendments) are not 

reasonable in a free and democratic society, the method in which the order in council was 

enacted without discussion in Parliament is un-democratic and may be an impermissible sub 

delegation of authority or an abuse of power. The new amendments do not accomplish their 

stated objectives and are obviously unreasonable. The amendments in the Gazette state 1.): 

“There is also a risk that affected firearms owners may elect to replace their firearms with 

models unaffected by the ban, causing a market displacement. This risk may be mitigated by 

adding additional makes and models to the list of prohibited firearms in the future”. That is an 

indication that the Crown‘s agent(s) who enacted this order in council could not reasonably 

believe that the order would accomplish the objective because they are aware other weapons will 

take the place of the newly banned firearms, for use in homicides. This statement (and the fact 

that the order prohibits many previously non-restricted firearms such as common shotguns and 

small and large game rifles) also indicates that the objective is not only to remove ―military 

assault style rifles‖ from our communities, but eventually, all firearms. The respondents (and 

obviously everyone else) are aware that all firearms could be dangerous when used unlawfully, 

regardless of their (past sanctioned) lawful use by Canadians but for the vast majority they are 

and always have been used safely and lawfully. The above-mentioned statement indicates that 

the Government of Canada will continue to enact these types of orders until there is no legally 

owned firearms left in Canada, regardless of the will of Canadian firearms owners. The statement 

indicates a recognition that when some types of firearms are prohibited and become less 

available, there will always be more types chosen by criminals and that the order and ensuing 

prohibition of these firearms will not sufficiently reduce the use of these or any other firearms in 

violent crimes. The agents who enacted the amendments must be made aware their own existing 
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supporting literature does not indicate or support the theory that these amendments would reduce 

violent crime, mass shootings or bolster other public safety objectives. 

 We believe the limits on our Charter Rights in this instance are unreasonable because the claim 

that these amendments are necessary for public safety is fraudulent and the amendments do not 

complete the stated objective. Given the very low number of firearms homicides attributed to 

Canadian licensees or the use of licensed, lawful firearms in the commission of homicide, versus 

the large number of Canadians unduly affected and burdened by this law, the outcome is grossly 

disproportionate. Since the vast majority of firearms homicides tend to be committed using 

firearms illegally smuggled from the United States, the order targeting the ~10% of domestically 

sourced firearms (used in violent crime) is arbitrary and disproportionate to the objective. The 

order tends to discriminate against Canadian firearms owners, who commit a firearms homicide 

roughly 33% less than the average Canadian does (see Table 2)16.)13 

 Table 2 Mauser. Homicide rate Homicide rate   

    

 
POL/PAL/FAC Canada Ratio 

2003-2012 0.63 1.80 2.9 

2003-2015 0.65 1.74 2.7 

Showing 1 to 3 of 3 entries 

 

4. Legal Right of Way, Doctrine of Legitimate Expectation and Continued Habitual 

Use: 

The amendments in question may also contravene Canadian common law and existing legal 

precedents previously set surrounding purpose, definitions contained in and scope of The 

Firearms Act, The Criminal Code definitions of ―prohibited firearms‖ and their relevance to 

Canadians‘ established Legal ―right of way‖ concerning ―habitual permitted use‖ of said 

property for many decades1417.). The legal right of way concept would be similar to the 
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 Professor (expert witness) Gary Mauser special presentation to the Canadian Senate 2012  

14
 Valerie Findlay, Masters of Terrorism Studies (University St. Andrews, U.K.) expert witness  
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privileges of a driver‘s license, a privilege all enjoy and would never consent to forfeit, unless 

the driver had been involved in a motor vehicle crime or unless a doctor had proven that 

individual presented a real danger to public safety while driving. The applicants have a 

legitimate expectation that these firearms were lawful and approved by the Government of 

Canada, and they have invested what little extra money they had in joining shooting clubs, 

obtaining the proper safety courses, licenses and buying the firearms. The ―buy back program‖ 

mentioned in the order is alarming, as no official estimate of individual compensation was given, 

but by the estimates of 600$ million dollars for the entire program, once accounting for salaries 

of police the compensation will be insufficient. Before the release of the amendments, Crown 

officials had stated (unofficially) the maximum amount per firearm would be in the area of 800$ 

but some of the firearms are worth thousands. It takes time to sell firearms as it is a niche market 

and the sale of these firearms is prohibited immediately in Canada. The order is full of 

falsehoods such as suggesting Canadian retailers could return the newly prohibited firearms back 

to the manufacturers; manufacturers have stated there will be no returns. The options given in the 

order do not treat Canadians fairly: essentially giving three unacceptable options to divest their 

most treasured possessions (1. pay out of pocket to have it de-commissioned by a licensed gun 

smith, destroying what value it did have and never useable again, 2. Wait for word on the buy 

back program and then deliver to an officer for destruction; by that time, it would be too late to 

exercise option 3. legally export them to another country for sale, which is quite difficult.) 

 

5. The Legal Basis: 

The following is the legal basis for the constitutional question: 

A) Section 7 

Section 7 --Life, liberty and security of person 

7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of the person and the right not to be 

deprived thereof except in accordance with the principles of fundamental justice.  
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The amendments would deprive the applicants and at least 105,000 Canadians (and up to 1 

million more who own non-registered, previously non-restricted firearms) of their rights to live 

their lives how they so choose, their rights to liberty and security of the person irrevocably 

harmed. This order in council which suddenly and unreasonably prescribes as prohibited, over 

1500 types of firearms commonly and historically used for hunting and sport shooting in 

Canada1518.) and across the world16 19.) deprives firearms owners of their liberty or their 

property and unfairly targets them for severe monetary loss or imprisonment. The amendments 

cannot accomplish a significant to public safety objective but will disenfranchise and marginalize 

at least 105,000+ law-abiding firearms owners. The misrepresented ―inherent deadliness of these 

firearms‖, referenced in the new amendments, is irrelevant and pseudo-scientific; the only type 

of firearms targeted by the amendments which will be voluntarily (or forcibly) turned in or 

destroyed have not been and will never be ―crime guns‖ or ―military assault style rifles‖ they are 

tools necessary for the enjoyment of a lifestyle. Statistics Canada‘s own data shows that it is an 

astronomically rare event indeed for the type of firearms mentioned in the order to fall into the 

hands of a criminal; and in the extremely rare occasion that one would go missing, the onus is on 

the licensee to report that to law enforcement without delay. If law enforcement were to find that 

the firearm was improperly stored, that licensee would surely lose their privileges, their freedom 

and their firearms. The applicants are not alone in their thinking on this matter. It is the learned 

and scholarly opinion/statement of many noteworthy persons of higher learning and positions of 

power and authority in Canada, that the above mentioned assumptions contained in the order (the 

theory that the strict prohibition will reduce violent crime and that the newly prohibited firearms 

are no longer reasonable for hunting and sport) are factually un true, empirically inaccurate, bias, 

arbitrary and grossly disproportionate in terms of the negative impact on Canadians vs any 

benefit to Canadians. 

B) Common Sense Argument and Discriminatory Policies: 

It is acceptable in a free and democratic society that a relatively small amount of danger in 

exchange for a large amount of liberties is an acceptable cost, in terms of limits on our rights. For 
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 History of firearms in Canada, inseparable from our culture, heritage, history and identity  

16
 These firearms were invented for hunting and sport shooting, not military weapons of “war” 
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an example: swimming pool deaths in Canada “from 1991-2013: there was an average annual 

518 total drowning deaths, 8% of those are attributed to backyard pools.” Which means 

approximately 41 people have died in backyard pools annually17 20.) (see Table 3) 

Table 3 Red Cross Canada. 

 

Even innocent children can drown in Canadian pools, but no pool owners are forced to give up or 

destroy their pools for public safety. We believe that is because drownings only occur in cases of 

pool owner negligence or criminality; we believe the same about cases where the misuse of 

lawfully acquired firearms contributes to death. It is a clear belief in society that swimming pool 

ownership is an acceptable societal risk even when the result of swimming pool ownership is an 

average of 41 deaths annually attributed to the pools. Yet, the confirmed amount of dead in 

Canada annually attributed to legally purchased and/or illegally used or diverted firearms is often 

less than the fatalities attributed to drownings in backyard pools. For example (Table 1, above), 

in 2014 there were 155 Firearms homicides in Canada and Canadian law enforcement research 

consistently indicates that 80-90% of those homicides were committed with firearms smuggled 

from the USA; we can deduce there were roughly 15-30 deaths in 2014 attributed to 

domestically sourced firearms. The average amount of drowning deaths is 518 per year in 

Canada, around 41 of those attributed to backyard pools. Instead of forfeiting their property, pool 

owners are asked to take safety precautions such as fencing and locks around pools; just as 
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Canadian firearm owners take prudent precautions to safeguard life and their own privileges of 

continued right of use-- with safe storage, safety training and personal criminal liability in case 

of an accident or misuse. There are very similar precedents set in the regulation of drivers‘ 

licenses and laws surrounding bicycle helmets, accepted use of motorcycles, leisure activities 

such as skiing and personal choice/acceptance of societal risk and in perceived cost vs benefit 

analysis in our society. 

Firearm owners who do not voluntarily turn in their newly prohibited property to be destroyed or 

have it de-activated (at their own expense) by the end of amnesty period April 30 2022, could 

lose their liberty for a fundamentally un-just reason—the false statement that their simple 

possession of those firearms (previously lawful and never a problem) constitutes a significant 

threat to the public. Also, the illogical notion that the firearms were previously reasonable for 

lawful use and no longer are, even though the firearms and their use and purpose have not 

changed. The Crown and previous Attorney Generals have always recognized that the firearms in 

question were suitable for hunting and sport shooting by writing it into the law and prescribing 

them as non-restricted or restricted for use in hunting and sport shooting (legal definitions of 

non-restricted, restricted and prohibited firearms in The Criminal Code). The Government of the 

day instructed the Attorney General, to change his opinion as part of his job duties, which may 

amount to an opinion formed under duress. This stated threat to the public (from straw 

purchasers) is imaginary and is not supported by Statistics Canada‘s facts or any others. The very 

small amount of ―domestically sourced crime guns‖ seized in Canada are likely not only 

attributed to Canadian ―straw purchasers‖ but also theft from law enforcement and illegal 

possession and diversion of (the approximately 700,000- 1,000,000) older firearms which were 

never registered when previous firearms legislation was introduced in this country. With the 

recent change to the definition of ―crime guns‖ in Ontario (to now include administrative crimes 

and not only well as violent ones), the authorities have inflated the % of domestically sourced 

crime guns from 10% to 50% in some cases. This is academic dishonesty. 

The applicants have evidence that it is the criminal intention of the murderer (s), which is 

primarily responsible for the severity and number of the homicide(s) committed. In some studies 

done by expert witness Prof. Gary Mauser and others—knife use as a method of homicide in 

Canadian (and other Commonwealth countries), outweighs firearm use and the physical damage 
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done to the victims by knives and clubs outweighs damage done by firearms1821.). Yet, the order 

claims firearms are known to cause more damage to victims than other weapons and must be 

banned. These amendments target anyone happening to own one of the newly prescribed 

prohibited firearms (as an identifiable group facing unwarranted societal bias) to either chose to 

have their property unreasonably seized (or damaged) or else face imprisonment.  It is quite clear 

to anyone who cares to look that lawful firearm ownership has little to no impact on violent 

crime or the method/tool of choice by which the violence is committed. Firearms owners face a 

perceived bias in the media and public policy today and the result is the ensuing academic 

dishonesty in favor of moralism.  

“Public-health advocates claim that their firearms analysis is scientific but it is not; it is 

fundamentally moralistic. They exaggerate the dangers of firearm ownership through 

pseudoscientific research methods. Firearms in public-health studies are assumed to be 

dangerous and research methods that confirm this assumption are chosen. Pseudo-science is 

then used in order to justify a moral crusade…………….My conclusions, although they may be 

somewhat pessimistic, are consistent with other research on the general ineffectiveness of most 

gun laws [Kleck, 1997; Well-ford, 2004; Hahn, 2003]. As noted earlier, a large body of research 

has been unable to find a strong empirical link between firearms availability and either criminal 

violence or suicide. These conclusions imply that more and better research is required before 

governments embark on massive expenditures on gun control programs [Wellford, 2004]. Gun 

laws that are generally believed to be beneficial may not be found to be effective” 

 

“The Canadian government’s approach to public safety relied upon an analysis of firearms and 

violence that greatly exaggerated the dangers of firearm ownership. In this paper, I have set out 

to draw attention to the way that this misrepresentation stemmed from public-health researchers 

who ignored basic scientific principles in favor of advocacy. These activists drew conclusions 

that were not supported by their research studies and they compounded their errors by 

recommending legislative solutions that fell outside the boundaries of their research. Such 

studies are not properly scientific but sagecraft—the use of the scientific trappings of research to 

“prove” claims rather than testing hypotheses.” 

 

“The 1995 Canadian legislation prohibited small-calibre handguns as a crime-prevention 

measure. Interestingly, Australia has done exactly the opposite—banning large-calibre 

handguns—for allegedly the same reason. How can such divergent bans be justified by the same 

argument? No strong empirical justification can be found for banning either type of handgun. 

This has been called the “Goldilocks approach” to firearm legislation: some guns are too big, 
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and some guns are too small, and none are “just right.” This arbitrary approach to firearms 

legislation violates common sense. The firearms registry does appear to have one clearly 

demonstrable effect: a large number of formerly law-abiding firearm owners have declined to 

cooperate with the new licensing or registration. It is difficult to assess accurately the 

percentage of firearms owners who are participating, but between 900,000 and 2.5 million 

hunters and target shooters have failed to obtain a license or register a firearm.”1922.).  

 
The amendments do not give the applicants equal benefit or protection under (or of) the law and 

only Canadians who acquire or relinquish their firearms lawfully are unduly affected by the 

amendments; the ones responsible for the crimes remain conveniently unaffected by this 

legislation. The ability of those who do commit gun crimes in Canada to obtain illegal guns from 

other sources (smuggling from USA accounts for the vast majority 80-90% of crime guns in 

Canada20)23.)24.) would be unaffected/undeterred by the amendments; undoubtedly still 

committing approximately the same number of violent crimes and gun related crimes annually. 

The applicants are deeply concerned that their rights to be heard and judged by a fair and 

impartial tribunal are at risk because of the unwarranted societal bias against firearm owners and 

the Government of Canada‘s unconstitutional mandate to seize their property unreasonably and 

for arbitrary reasons. We can demonstrate that (SOR/2020-96 May1) raises a serious 

constitutional issue: relating to the misuse of statistical data used to limit our Charter Rights and 

fraudulent interpretation of that data. The fraudulent interpretation of data which we question is 

in essence; 15-30 deaths from domestically sourced crime guns IS a public safety risk but 41 

drowning deaths in swimming pools the same year IS NOT a public safety risk. The false public 

safety claim is used to justify unreasonable seizure of Canadians property or their un-just 

imprisonment, when in reality the seizure of the guns will only ensure votes; arbitrary election 

promises and nothing else. It is known that all Canadians must be presumed innocent until 

proven guilty in a court of law and only then punished for that guilt. The applicants allege the 

way the existing data has been leveraged to limit Charter Rights brings the administration of 

justice into dis-repute. The amendments in question presume to criminalize and punish people 

who have never committed and never intend to commit a crime; their guns are obviously not the 

guns used in firearm homicides. It is an observation that (Civil forfeiture laws) only apply to 
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property which is believed to have been used in a crime or which may have been purchased 

using proceeds of crime. The justification behind the amendments assumes enough Canadian 

firearm owners are guilty of contributing to gun crime and mass shootings; therefore all must 

forfeit their valuable property in order to prevent firearms from falling into the hands of 

criminals (already punishable under improper storage or use of a firearm laws.) However, the 

agents of the Crown who enacted these amendments under the false pretense23.) that it would 

put a stop to, or greatly reduce violent firearms related crimes in Canada have openly admitted 

that they are aware the amendments will not accomplish that stated objective 1.)  

The agents of the Crown who enacted this order in council could not reasonably believe that the 

order would accomplish the objective because many previous studies commissioned by the 

Government of Canada do not indicate or support the theory that these prohibitions would 

measurably reduce violent crime. 

C) Criminology Theories and Common Sense Argument 

 

2/3 of the major accepted scholarly theories in criminology today relating to Firearms legislation 

and it‘s effects on violent crime support the applicant(s) case that the new amendments and 

ensuing violations of The Charter Rights are being enacted arbitrarily, discriminatorily, 

unreasonably- they are un just/ not necessary (and potentially counterproductive) to achieve the 

Crowns stated objective— public safety23.). The theories and research put forward by The 

Center for Public Safety and Criminal Justice Research (University of The Fraser Valley) 

consulted by the Crown, when read in their entirety, demonstrate that in the effect firearms 

legislation has on crime there is no accepted fact that the legislation would result in a safer 

Canada.23.) There seems to be more evidence contained in these reports that it would not result 

in a statistically significant reduction in violent crimes or shootings.  The amendments do 

however, seek to unreasonably seize Canadians property and if they resist, it could see them 

jailed; which could actually be a death sentence because several people die prematurely in 

Canadian prisons each year. 
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The Criminology Theories (supported by peer-reviewed studies) are as follows: 

 

 1) One theory is firearms legislation (such as SOR/2020-96 May1) has no effect on 

violent crime because criminals (especially violent ones) are determined to commit 

crimes and/or cause harm and will find and use other means to kill or rob innocent 

people. Wolfgang in 1958 argued, “The degree of harm inflicted on a victim was based 

on the intention of the offender.” Hoskins argues in 2011 “The accessibility of a firearm 

does not alter the risk of a violent crime”. 23.) 

 

2) Another hypothesis “The presence of firearms actually reduces the risk of both 

general and violent crime. This hypothesis draws on deterrence theory, rational choice 

theory, and routine activities theory. This hypothesis posits that some offenders are 

deterred from certain types of crimes, such as robbery or break and enter, because they 

fear the possibility that those they may victimize might possess a firearm and use it 

against them (Wright & Rossi, 1986). In terms of rational choice theory, this perspective 

posits that offenders weight the costs and benefits of engaging in an offence and select 

targets and crimes that maximize benefits, while minimizing risk (Becker, 1968). In effect, 

offenders seek out vulnerable victims and those targets that are least likely to put up a 

fight or resist. The presence of firearms increases the risk for offenders, thus reduces 

their likelihood of engaging in a personal offence (Hoskin, 2011). A similar conclusion is 

reached by proponents of routine activity theory. This theory argues that crime occurs 

when there is a meeting in time and space between a motivated offender, a suitable 

target, and a lack of guardianship (Cohen & Felson, 1979). Guardianship was defined as 

any security measure aimed at decreasing victimization, such as people or objects 

capable of preventing crime, including firearms. As such, routine activity theory contends 

that the real or perceived presence of firearms should reduce the amount of crime.”  

 

3) Lastly, this hypothesis: “that the presence of firearms increases the risk for violent 

crimes, Zimring (1968)” This has unfortunately been the theory consulted to justify these 

amendments (and previous firearms legislation) and contains some flawed methodology 

admitted by the authors I have copied below. “This theory argued that many offences are 

spontaneous and do not involve a large degree of planning. In these situations, the 

presence of a firearm might result in someone being killed where they would have either 

not been injured at all or injured to a lesser degree had a firearm not been present. In 

addition, firearms allow people to hurt or kill each other at range, which is one of the 

unique qualities of a firearm. In other words, in a situation where a victim might have 

had an opportunity to run away and escape injury, a firearm could still kill or injure a 

fleeing victim, thus the presence of a firearm increases the risk of serious injury or death 

in any criminal action. Kleck (1991) also argued that firearms can also have the effect of 
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empowering a person that might allow them to commit an offence that they would not 

have otherwise without the presence of a firearm”.23.) 

 

Although it‘s obvious that all 3 of these theories can prove to be true or false in certain 

circumstances, in general the evidence in A Literature Review on Illegal Firearms document and 

the IFTF Report alone, disproves the above mentioned theory number 3 in a Canadian context as 

well as worldwide. It paints the theory as overwhelmingly doubtful.  

 

“….One of the leading explanations for the findings that Canadian legislation has not had a 

substantial effect on homicide rates is that the regulations target those who are most likely to 

obtain a firearm legally. In other words, the law disproportionately affects people who were 

already at a very low risk for criminality. This is supported by the finding that more than 80% of 

firearm homicides in Canada are committed by persons using illicitly owned firearms 

(Dauvergne & DeSocio, 2008; McPhedran, Baker, & Singh, 2011).‖ 23.)  

 

Further, we have documents and peer reviewed studies from expert witnesses (Professor Gary A 

Mauser) who testified in the Senate in 2012 that Canadians licensed (PAL or RPAL) to own 

firearms encompassed by the ban are 33% less likely to commit a firearms homicide than the 

average Canadian citizen. His body of research concludes that there is no empirical evidence to 

suggest that prohibitions such as the ones in the amendments, do result in reductions in violent 

homicides, they do not complete the stated objective of public safety and can even make some 

communities more unsafe.  He mentions that theory of strict moral prohibition has been proven 

false (by many credible researchers) in a Canadian context, as it related to prohibitions on 

homosexuality, alcohol and abortions. 

 

The IFTF Report and supporting literature states “Given the resource challenges associated with 

tracing the origins of every firearm seized by the police or turned into the police, it is not 

possible to determine with any degree of certainty the percentage of crime guns in Canada that 

have been illegally exported from the United States. For example, the RCMP reported that their 

firearms tracing unit does approximately 3,500 traces per year. For context, in 2009, the RCMP 

reported that they seized approximately 14,000 firearms (RCMP, 2010). In this report, the 
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RCMP contended that based on the traces they were able to complete, they determined that a 

high percentage of crime guns are smuggled into the country from the United States. This 

conclusion was also supported by Cook et al. (2009), who argued that there is some evidence to 

support the contention that the proportion of crime guns in Canada that originate from the 

United States was high”23.). The RCMP stated on the CBC News that they did not keep any 

stats on ―crime gun‖ country of origin before 201621 25.) and the IFTF Report says historically 

most ―crime guns‖ in Canada are known to be illegally smuggled in from the United States. 

 

“Similarly, in 2007, Ontario’s Firearms Tracing and Enforcement Program (FATE) traced 705 

crime guns, of which 90% were prohibited or restricted. In this sample, 69% were traced to the 

United States (Heemskerk & Davies, 2008).‖23.)  

 

The fact that 90% of the above sample are prohibited or restricted weapons, and in Canada those 

firearms historically must be registered and sales records kept (record keeping deters straw 

purchasers because if a criminal is caught with a restricted firearm it can be easily traced to the 

licensee), would lead a logical person to conclude much more than 69% of them were from the 

USA and that 69% is all that could be provably traced. The firearms mentioned above were 

previously restricted in Canada for quite some time in 2007, yet there were hundreds of illegally 

possessed prohibited and restricted firearms traced to the USA and origin untraceable, routinely 

used in crimes. This does imply that the new amendments will not reduce the availability of 

firearms in the hands of criminals or their use in crimes, again the amendments only penalize law 

abiding Canadians who willingly comply with the order. The order only eliminates firearms used 

lawfully for the purpose of hunting and sport shooting, which are almost never used in crime. 

 

“In another study examining 1,929 guns seized by the police in Quebec between 2010 and 2011, 

86% of the firearms were crime guns and 65% were handguns (Morselli & Blais, 2014). 

Importantly, of the 1,595 firearms where information about where the gun originated was 
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available, 83% were from the United States, while only 16.7% were sourced from Canada” 

(Morselli& Blais, 2014)23.)  

 

Another one of the orders stated objectives is to ban military style assault weapons (no reason or 

clear definition given) but the order includes a misleading description of ―large capacity 

magazines‖ (previously prohibited for decades) and semi-automatic fire (still allowed in many 

types of firearms which have not been prohibited). The main objective of the order, they claim is 

to ―save lives‖ and stop or reduce domestic straw purchasers from illegally diverting guns to 

criminals, stop/reduce gun homicides and mass shootings. This notion is non-sense, as Canadas 

own expert evidence in the IFTF final report22 26.) and the literature review on illegal fire arms 

states clearly that most of the existing information (supporting the theory that firearms bans 

reduce firearms violence and mass shootings) is inconclusive, not significant, methodologically 

flawed, influenced by other factors and difficult to assess the accuracy of (A Literature Review 

by Dr. Cohen et al: Pages 9, 10, 23, 24, 27, 32 and other pages). While some police officers 

themselves have said this order, tries to force them to violate Canadians section 8 Charter Rights 

by seizing their property unreasonably and that they feel extremely betrayed by this order as they 

use many of the newly prohibited firearms (in their free time) to augment their insufficient 

training and range time.3.) 

 

The Crowns own agents at Stats Canada state ―Statistics Canada (2015) reported that the 

firearm homicide rate in 2014 was the second lowest since 1974.‖23 27.) 

 

Many statistics exist which state or infer that the rate of gun homicide and violent homicides in 

an area tend to be primarily influenced and driven by socio economic factors, gang tensions, 

mental illness and chance. The Center for Public Safety and Criminal Justice Research 

(University of The Fraser Valley) and various law enforcement task forces, consulted by the 

respondents before enacting these and other firearms legislation, have stated that the best 

approach to reduce violence in Canada is to direct funding towards stemming the flow of illegal 
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firearms coming across the unguarded Canada-USA border, especially at gang and drug hot spots 

such as border reserves. They have stated the best way to stop straw purchasers is strict prison 

sentences, red flag type warnings for purchasing large amounts of firearms at one time and a 

record keeping system for hand gun sales—not total prohibition. Violent homicides and even 

firearms homicides in populations are not directly linked to firearms ownership by law abiding 

citizens (as indicated in New Zealand and Venezuela with their most recent gun bans —resulting 

in highest ever levels of firearm homicides and violence to date and in New Zealand, within the 

last decade).28.)29.) This data set alone implies that firearms prohibitions seems to have little 

bearing or effect on actual number of firearm homicides and is potentially accomplishing the 

opposite of safer communities. There were several gun bans enacted between 1974 and now in 

Canada, yet mass shootings and gang activity sadly continue from time to time, accounting for 

the vast majority of gun homicides in Canada, they appear to be very random, sporadic and 

highly localized as stated in A Literature Review, page 17 23.). Mass shootings and firearm 

homicides continue to happen sporadically in Canada and abroad, regardless of legislation 

enacted to seize lawful firearms. Varying numbers of victims die, regardless of the type of 

weapons (truck, knife, bomb, and gun) used. Many scholars agree that outside influences (not 

fully understood by researchers) on the numbers of gun homicides and violent homicides in a 

given area, seem to be the major driving force behind shootings and violence, not strict firearms 

legislation and straw purchasers. 

 

 It is an established school of thought that fundamental justice includes proportionality, 

demonstrable efficacy and clarity of the law. Canada must use evidence-based decision making 

as the basis for law and the punishment and prevention of crime, not the punishment and 

penalization of law-abiding citizens. Law-abiding citizens are easy targets and seizing their 

property will accomplish nothing in terms of public safety. 

We truly believe these amendments recently enacted are contrary to the fundamental principles 

of justice (the amendments are arbitrary, overly broad and disproportionate) because the 

Background, Objective, Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement, Regulatory Development and 

Consultation used, as the basis and driving force behind these amendments are discriminatory, 

inaccurate and incomplete.1.) Credible scholars and some of the stakeholders (including 
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members of the Aboriginal communities, firearms manufacturers, Canadian Olympic teams, 

sport shooting associations and law enforcement mentioned in the order) consulted before the 

amendments were enacted have openly agreed that these regulations do not readily address or 

significantly prevent violence, homicide or mass shootings in Canada because Canadian firearms 

licensees and their firearms are not the source of the guns used to commit violence . The 

Premiers of Ontario, Saskatchewan and Alberta, the Alberta Minister of Justice and several high 

profile lawyers (including former Minister of Justice Peter McKay) have publically stated that 

this legislation in place to seize the lawfully obtained property of law-abiding Canadian firearms 

owners does not address a threat to public safety (since no significant threat exists there).30.) 

Some scholars argue that the amendments in question may pose a threat to public safety given 

the utility theory (A Literature Review, Dr. Cohen et al).  

The amendments erroneously (easily proven erroneous by Government of Canada‘s own 

research) claim that the firearms encompassed by the ban/amendments are:  

“military assault style weapons”, “the weapons in question were designed primarily for the 

purpose of war and mass murder, they are now unsuitable for hunting or sporting purposes in 

Canada, that they present an inherent threat and danger to public safety and that Canadians are 

now unreasonable for using them for hunting or sporting”  

It is common knowledge that many of the firearms were and are designed and manufactured 

specifically for the purpose of hunting and sport shooting and used for those purposes 

historically and culturally in this country. The Government of Canada has stated as much in 

previous documents, legislation and as well as in the order itself. 

We allege the statements and justification for the amendments (that the firearms are 

unreasonable for lawful use and that the lawfully owned firearms are a significant threat to the 

public) are factually un-true. We believe, if given the chance in court, we can prove these 

firearms remain reasonable for hunting and sport shooting purposes. We believe the existing 

research shows there is no significant threat or danger to public safety posed by the presence of 

these firearms in the hands of PAL and RPAL holders in Canada—no matter what type of 

(restricted or non restricted) firearms they own. We believe this is because Canadian licensees 

are some of the most law abiding, thoroughly vetted individuals in Canada. Background checks 

are performed on RPAL holders every day as part of ongoing eligibility screening and Canadian 
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firearm license holders are around 33% less likely to commit a gun homicide than the average 

Canadian. The majority of guns used in crime in Canada, are smuggled over the border from the 

USA, this is a fact, proven repeatedly by Government of Canada and law enforcement research 

and observations. The order and Crowns agents reference ―new‖ research which shows domestic 

straw purchasing (legally purchased and illegally diverted firearms) is increasingly contributing 

to violence and firearm crime in Canada. That statement has been proven flawed and false by 

several prominent criminologists, epidemiologists and other law enforcement agencies who point 

out that due to the increase of funding to firearms tracing programs, the result is an increase in 

numbers of firearms traced, some of which can be traced domestically. The insignificant and 

inconclusive data set of crime gun country of origin from 2016 to 2018/19 is not enough to infer 

a statistically significant data set. The criminologists and researchers point out the misleading 

way in which Crown agents, have ordered the contributing factors to crime guns in Canada 31.).  

―Leuprecht added, however, that he did not agree with Blair placing stolen and illegally diverted 

guns first in his statement. “Since guns smuggled from the US are the overwhelming majority of 

guns used in violent crime, to list stolen or illegally diverted guns first is a misrepresentation of 

their frequency relative to guns smuggled in from the US.” 

The only new information pointing to straw purchasing the applicants could find was 

unsubstantiated statements made to CBC by Det. Rob Di Danieli of the guns and gangs unit of 

Toronto. Referring to recent isolated incidents of ―straw purchasing‖ in Toronto and Alberta. 

―Legal Canadian gun owners are selling their weapons illegally, Di Danieli said, noting that 

police have seen more than 40 such cases in recent years.” 

The applicants would like to point out some issues with this statement. 

 The RCMP, Crown agents and Toronto Police have made claims that there has been an 

increase in domestically sourced ―crime guns‖, illegally diverted from legal owners 

(straw purchasers) however, scholars have pointed out various serious flaws with these 

claims. Under freedom of information requests filed with these organizations, there ―is 

insufficient evidence to confirm the statements are true‖31.). One reason for the 

confusing statements and inability of researchers to confirm them, may be because the 

RCMP admitted in a CBC article that they did not keep any significant data on crime gun 
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country of origin before 2016. For subsequent years after record keeping began in 2016, 

more funding meant a larger amount of firearms were able to be traced back to their 

country of origin; so the appearance of increase may be an illusion and manipulated by 

the amount of guns on which tracing is completed and increasing tracing every year. The 

Honorable Minister Bill Blair said on the CBC that crime guns are ―often stolen, illegally 

diverted or smuggled from the United States‖ and the only true part of that statement is 

that they are often smuggled in from the United States. 

 Gary Mauser and Denis Young co authored a 37.)―Critique of the RCMP‘s Firearms and 
Investigative Services Directorate (FIESD) 2014 Annual Report. Which must be 

examined. 

  ―The RCMP has abandoned the traditional definition of a "crime gun" and now relies on 
a new definition that adds administrative crimes to the traditional criteria that required the 

firearm to be used or suspected of being used in a violent crime. The new definition 
includes firearms confiscated from citizens who committed paper crimes, such as 

allowing their firearms permit to lapse, as well as including "found guns," which includes 
firearms confiscated by police that are abandoned, such as those found at the residence of 
a suicide. ― 

 ―Another somewhat misleading term, "gun related crime," is also used in conjunction 

with "crime gun." A gun-related crime is one where a gun was found at the crime scene. 
The firearm need not have been used to commit the crime, just found at the scene. This 
means that any crime at the residence of a hunter, target shooter or gun collector is 

automatically classified as a "gun related crime," whether violent or non-violent; even if 
the firearm remained locked up in a safe.‖ 

 ―These two terms allow Canadian police agencies to make misleading claims, e.g., "It is a 

fact that the majority of gun related crimes in our communities are committed with guns 
that are domestically sourced." This statement contrasts with research that found 
smuggling to be the primary source of guns used in violent crime in Canada. This 

research is misleading and fabricated as studied in depth below.‖ 

 

 

Critique of the RCMP‘s Firearms and Investigative Services Directorate (FIESD) 2014 Annual 

Report 
Gary Mauser 

Dennis Young 
 
To start from the beginning: we were shocked when we saw claims like this one appear in 

newspapers published across Canada: 
OVER 500 FIREARMS AND 3,000 ROUNDS OF AMMUNITION TURNED OVER TO 
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SURREY RCMP IN SAFE CITY PROJECT 
 

Inspector Chris McBryan, Officer in Charge of NWEST (National Weapons Enforcement 
Support Team) in Western Canada. ―It is a fact that the majority of gun related crimes in 

our communities are committed with guns that are domestically sourced.‖ 
Wednesday, May 4th, 2016 | Posted by Rattan Mall  
http://www.voiceonline.com/over-500-firearms-and-3000-rounds-of-ammunition-turned-over-to-

surrey-rcmp-in-safe-city-project/ 
 

Such a claim contradicts all publicly available evidence that points to smuggling as the 
primary source of guns used in violent crime, not domestic sources.1 Although admittedly, 

the data are incomplete and only a portion of the guns are recovered and traced. 
 
For example: 

In 2005, the Vancouver Police Department estimated that 94% of the guns seized by them 
in 2002 originated in Washington State in the United States (Matthew Ramsey, The 

Province, 2005.12.09, p. A6).  
http://www.thespec.com/news-story/7312746-clairmont- laxu-s-gun- laws-help-pipeline-to-
hamilton/ 

 
The Annual Report in 2000 for the Toronto Police Services reported that the Firearms 

Tracing Enforcement (FATE) program traced 87 Toronto ―crime guns.‖ Of the 53 traces 
returned that year, 20 different American States (38%) were identified as the source, with 1 
gun being traced to Canada. (See page 19). 

 
http://dennisryoung.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Toronto-Police-Service-2000-Annual-

Report.pdf 
 
After we finally managed to obtain a copy and then studied the 2014 FIESD Annual Report2 we 

discovered that the claims of the police derive from FIESD‘s ersatz definition of ―crime guns.‖ 
 

1 Philip J. Cook, Wendy Cukier and Keith Krause. The illicit firearms trade in North America. 

Criminology and Criminal Justice. 
 

http://isites.harvard.edu/fs/docs/icb.topic1301523.files/Illict%20FireArm%20trade%20in%20No
rth%20America.pdf 
 

2 http://dennisryoung.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/RCMP-ATIP-Response-Report-Crime-
Guns-Domestically-Sourced-June-5-2017.pdf 

 
 
Electronic copy available at:  
 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=30441352 
 

 

http://www.voiceonline.com/over-500-firearms-and-3000-rounds-of-ammunition-turned-over-to-surrey-rcmp-in-safe-city-project/
http://www.voiceonline.com/over-500-firearms-and-3000-rounds-of-ammunition-turned-over-to-surrey-rcmp-in-safe-city-project/
http://www.thespec.com/news-story/7312746-clairmont-laxu-s-gun-laws-help-pipeline-to-hamilton/
http://www.thespec.com/news-story/7312746-clairmont-laxu-s-gun-laws-help-pipeline-to-hamilton/
http://dennisryoung.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Toronto-Police-Service-2000-Annual-Report.pdf
http://dennisryoung.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Toronto-Police-Service-2000-Annual-Report.pdf
http://isites.harvard.edu/fs/docs/icb.topic1301523.files/Illict%20FireArm%20trade%20in%20North%20America.pdf
http://isites.harvard.edu/fs/docs/icb.topic1301523.files/Illict%20FireArm%20trade%20in%20North%20America.pdf
http://dennisryoung.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/RCMP-ATIP-Response-Report-Crime-Guns-Domestically-Sourced-June-5-2017.pdf
http://dennisryoung.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/RCMP-ATIP-Response-Report-Crime-Guns-Domestically-Sourced-June-5-2017.pdf
https://ssrn.com/abstract=30441352
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Definitions 
 

NWEST and the RCMP deliberately abandoned the traditional definition of ―crime guns‖ and 
instead rely on a new FIESD definition of ―crime gun‖ that adds administrative crimes to the 

traditional criteria. 
 
FIESD definition of a ―crime gun‖: 

A firearm is a crime gun if it meets any one of the following criteria: ―any firearm that is 
illegally acquired, suspected to have been used in crime (includes found firearms), has an 

obliterated serial number, illegally modified (e.g., barrel significantly shortened). (Page 10 
of the 2014 FIESD Report). 
 

By mixing together illegal acquisition with the use or suspected use of a firearm in a crime blurs 
the distinction between administrative and violent crimes. This definition breaks with the 

traditional usage of the term ―crime gun.‖ 
 
The 2012 Annual Statistical Report by the Toronto Police Services provided the RCMP‘s 

traditional definition: GLOSSARY OF TERMS - Crime Gun: The RCMP National Weapons 
Enforcement Support Team (NWEST) defines a crime gun as ―any firearm that is illegally 

possessed, used in crime or suspected to have been used in a crime, or has an obliterated serial 
number‖. http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/publications/files/reports/2012statsreport.pdf 
 

Even worse, the term ―illegal acquisition‖ in the FIESD definition allows the RCMP to gloss 
over important distinctions, not only because it includes ―found guns,‖ but also because it mixes 

smuggling, theft, with lapsed permits. These are dramatically different violations and treats 
lifelong law-abiding Canadians as if they were violent criminals. 
 

The term ―found guns‖ is a ―trash can‖ category. One description is: 
 

Found firearms not immediately linked to a criminal occurrence are referred to the 
Suspicious Firearms Index. Law enforcement officers may come into possession of 
firearms suspected of being associated with criminal activity, but which are not the subject 

of an active investigation. These typically include found and seized firearms where no charges 
are pending.3 
 

3 Heemskirk, Tony and Eric Davies. A report on illegal movement of firearms in British 
Columbia. PSSG-09-003. 2009 

 
http://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/law-crime-and-
justice/criminaljustice/police/publications/independent/special-report- illegal-movement-

firearms.pdf 
 

Examples of ―found guns‖ would be the 609 firearms seized in 2013 during the High River 
flooding, or firearms found during mental health or domestic altercations at a private residence 
(even when a firearm was not involved, but was found in a later search). To automatically 

classify all ―found guns‖ as ―crime guns‖ is over inclusive; obviously, the firearm might not have 

http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/publications/files/reports/2012statsreport.pdf
http://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/law-crime-and-justice/criminaljustice/police/publications/independent/special-report-illegal-movement-firearms.pdf
http://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/law-crime-and-justice/criminaljustice/police/publications/independent/special-report-illegal-movement-firearms.pdf
http://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/law-crime-and-justice/criminaljustice/police/publications/independent/special-report-illegal-movement-firearms.pdf
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been involved in a crime. Considering administrative crimes on a par with violent crimes is a 
direct result of Bill C-68 that criminalizing the simple possession of a firearm and allowing the 

police to include law-abiding firearms owners on CPIC along with violent criminals. This 

practice is fundamentally wrong because it exaggerates the threat to public safety of 

administrative crimes and obscures potentially valuable information. 

 
These false or exaggerated claims allow the police to justify cracking down on Canadians who 

allow their permits to lapse. Even if absent minded, they are not a serious threat to public safety. 
It is wrong to focus police efforts on citizens who commit minor administrative offences. 

 
The traditional Canadian definition of ―crime gun‖ is the one that has long been used by a variety 
of Canadian police agencies: e.g., Toronto Police Services, Tactical Analysis Unit, part of the 

Firearms Support Services Directorate of the Canadian Firearms Program, Ontario Provincial 
Weapons Enforcement Unit (PWEU), and the Vancouver Police. 

 
The FIESD definition contrasts starkly with the traditional Canadian definition of a ―crime gun,‖ 
as illustrated by the 2007 Ontario Provincial Weapons Enforcement Unit (PWEU): 

A ―crime gun‖ is any firearm: 
That is used, or has been used in a criminal offence; 

That is obtained, possessed or intended to be used to facilitate criminal activity; 
That has a removed or obliterated serial number. 
 

This definition assumes that ‗criminal activity‘ involves violence or a threat of violence and does 
not simply include firearm possession offences. This was the traditional Canadian definition 

prior to FIESD‘s redefinition of the term and was formerly relied upon by many if not all police 
agencies. For example: 
 

Antonowicz Consulting, use the traditional definition of ―crime gun‖ in their analysis in,  
―Firearms Recovered by Police: A Multi-Site Study,‖ TR1997-6e, Canadian Firearms 

Centre, Department of Justice Canada, Ottawa, Ontario, July 1997. 
 
Firearms Tracing and Enforcement Program, Ontario Police, Toronto Police Services, and 

Tactical Analysis Unit, Firearms Support Services, Directorate, Canadian Firearms 
Program, as reported by Heemskirk and Davies, 2008. 

 
Axon and Moyers also use the traditional definition of ―crime gun‖ in their analysis in their 
study, ―An exploratory study of the use of firearms in criminal incidents in Toronto.‖ WD- 

1994-19e. Department of Justice Canada.  
 

The Toronto Police Services (TPS) report an analysis of ―crime guns‖ collected between 
January 1, 2003 through September 9, 2003.4 See also the TPS 2004 report. 
 

This FIESD definition also differs from international standards. Neither the United States and the 
United Kingdom have accepted the FIESD definition of ―crime gun.‖ Police forces such as the  

Scotland Yard and the Home Office in England, the ATF and the FBI in the United States 
continue to rely upon the traditional definitions. 



32 

 

 
The BATF definition: 

―‘Crime gun‘ includes any firearm used in a crime or suspected to have been used in a 
crime.‖ ―Crime‖ in turn means a criminal victimization. 

 
The UK Office for National Statistics makes similar distinctions:  
―Offences involving firearms‖ encompass any notifiable offence recorded by the police 

where a firearm has been fired, used as a blunt instrument or been used as a threat. Firearm 
possession offences, where the firearm has not been used in the course of another offence, 

are not included in this analysis. 
 
The ONS definition is the one used by the British Home Office. 

The definition of ―crime guns‖ is important because ―crime guns‖ are just a small portion of the 
guns the police recover during a year due to amnesties, investigations into attempted or actual 

suicides, mental health crises, and family violence incidents. The police use ―crime guns‖ in part 
to set priorities on domestic disputes or organized crime (and associated drug gang violence). 
And of course, to determine the importance they accord to administrative violations. 

Non-restricted firearms (ordinary rifles and shotguns) have long been the most prevalent class of 
firearm seized by police, if for no other reason than such guns vastly outnumber restricted 

firearms such as handguns in Canada and have been possessed by many Canadians for many 
years, whether or not their owners cooperated with authorities by getting a licence or registering 
them when that was required. It is not surprising therefore that such guns would constitute the 

bulk of ―seized guns.‖ What is surprising is that the RCMP would alter traditional definitions to 
include them as ―crime guns.‖ 

 
A typical example is given by the Toronto Police Service where 1,468 firearms were seized 

during 2003, of which 183 (12%) were determined to be crime guns by the PWEU. (In 

contrast, 

FIESD considered 51% of seized guns as “crime guns”). 

 
The Gang and Gun Task Force further classified these crime guns into the following categories: 
4 Minutes of the public meeting of the Toronto Police Services Board held on January 22, 2004. 

#P8. 
5 

26 long guns (rifles or shotguns) 
11 registered in Canada 
5 reported stolen 

4 had no serial number 
16 were too old to determine ownership 

32 had obliterated serial numbers 
45 were still under investigation 
44 were submitted to BATFE 

183 total crime guns analyzed 
 

What is most striking is how little information is available for many of these firearms. 
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123 (67%) of the 183 firearms were unable to be traced for various reasons (26, long 
barreled; 4 had no serial number; 16 were too old; 32 had obliterated serial numbers; 45 

were still under investigation). Sources are open to speculation, smuggled or domestic. 
 

16 (9%) of the 183 firearms (11 registered and 5 reported stolen) came from lawful 

Canadian owners. 

 

44 (24%) of the 183 firearms were submitted to the BATFE for analysis since they 
originated in the US, and are presumed to have been smuggled into Canada. 

 
Compare this breakdown with that given in the 2014 FIESD report (below) 
 

 
 
 

Smuggled guns 
The Report‘s estimation of smuggled firearms is unconvincing [pp 16-21]. 
 

Just 783 guns were submitted for tracing out of 1,140 crime guns. Admittedly, there was no need 
to submit the 8% (97) of recovered crime guns that had a link to the Canadian registry. And 

those deemed Incomplete (139) were unable to be traced. Still, the sources for many guns are 
unknown, so it is possible some had been smuggled. What happened to the 121 other ‗Negative‘ 
guns? Of the 783 trace requests, just 229 were successful. 50% were domestic, and 48% 

were „deemed smuggled‟? The report is silent on how was this was determined. The report 
says, ―When a trace request is submitted for long guns a negative result is typically an indication 

that the firearm originated in Canada.‖ 
 
Domestic sources 

This is a very vague category and includes: [a] firearms owned by holders of PAL or POL, 
whether unrestricted (and therefore not registered) or restricted or prohibited and registered, [b] 

firearms illegally possessed, whether handguns or long guns, [c] stolen firearms – whether from 
a PAL or POL holder or not, firearms lost or stolen from the police or military. 
 

It is important to note that the police – neither the TPS nor the RCMP – provide any information 
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about how many ―crime guns‖ originated from the Canadian police or military. The police might 
understandably be hesitant to report such figures, but internationally a significant percentage of 

―crime guns‖ has been found to originate from local police and military stock. Unfortunately,  
Canadian government records are incomplete because Canadian police and military are not 

required to report regularly to Parliament how many firearms they lose or have stolen from them. 
Nevertheless, ATIP requests reveal partial figures, such as, in 2002 the Canadian military 

reported over 400 guns were lost or stolen.5. 

 
More recently, the RCMP admitted in 2016, again in response to a request under the 

Access to Information Act by Dennis Young, that 108 firearms were lost, missing or stolen 

from the RCMP.6 

 

In conclusion 
 

The FIESD definitions are being used to justify policies that are  destructive of the law-

abiding Canadian firearms community. It is doubtful that the misleading definitions used 

in this report were inadvertently invented by low-ranking statisticians in the FIESD 

(Firearms Investigative and Enforcement Services Directorate) or NWEST. These 

definitions must have been created by higher ranking officers who crafted them to achieve 

their strategic goals. As yet, we have no documented sources that indicate who determined this 
definition nor why they did so. The Liberal government promises ―evidence based‖ policy, but to 
do so it is necessary to have honest methods for collecting and assessing the facts. Opening these 

police reports to public scrutiny allows their research methods to be criticized. Such oversight 
can only improve their quality, and eventually, one hopes, will result in solid policy decisions. 

This report reeks of efforts to concoct findings that will support policy that has previously 

been agreed upon. 

Canadians deserve ―evidence based‖ policy, not policies based on fabricated data.‖ 

 
5  

The Solicitor General of Canada was reported in Hansard as saying in Parliament on January 
27, 2002 that the RCMP is not required to report to CISC or to Parliament how many firearms 
have been lost or stolen from either evidence lockers or issued to detachments. In 2002, the 

RCMP reported that CPIC listed 409 firearms lost by the Department of Defense. 
 
http://www.garrybreitkreuz.com/publications/ohwhatamess.htm 

 
6 Of the 108 guns stolen, lost or missing, the RCMP reported on September 3, 2003 that these 

included 55 handguns and 41 rifles or shotguns, and 29 other weapons such as Tasers. (See 
attached RCMP ATIP 2016 response pdf)24 37.) 
7 

 

                                                                 
24 Mauser, Gary A. and Young, Dennis R., Critique of the RCMP's Firearms and Investigative Services 
Directorate (FIESD) 2014 Annual Report (June 7, 2017).  

http://www.garrybreitkreuz.com/publications/ohwhatamess.htm
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If one read Professor Mauser and Mr. Young‘s brief on the subject of ―increasing amount of 

crime guns attributed to domestic sources‖ above, a logical person can deduce that domestic 

straw purchasers are NOT a significant contributing factor to violence in Canada and therefor 

seizing our property is improper. The RCMP lost 108 guns in 2016, The Canadian Forces lost 

400 guns in 2002 and 99%+ of Canadian licensees have never lost a gun. Why are ours being 

forcibly removed from us? For what benefit? 

The firearms encompassed in the ban were legitimately designed by manufacturers (and 

purchased by Canadians, approved and permitted by The Government of Canada and Attorney 

General for decades) for the lawful activities of hunting and sport shooting 32.).  

““The term “modern sporting rifle” was coined to describe today’s very popular semiautomatic 

rifle designs, including the AR-15 and its offspring. These rifles are used by hunters, competitors, 
a lot of Americans seeking home-defense guns and by many others who simply enjoy going to the 

range. 

Though modern sporting rifles are increasingly popular, they are too often misunderstood. 

The central reason these firearms are misunderstood is political. Though the semiautomatic 
design used in today’s pistols, rifles and shotguns was invented in the late-nineteenth century 
and was popularly sold to consumers in America and Europe in the early twentieth century, the 
modern sporting rifle has been called a “weapon of war” by those who want to ban them.” 

The firearms encompassed by the amendments do not fit the definition of military assault rifles 

as claimed; military equipment is made of hardened steel, is capable of fully automatic or 

selectable fire, come equipped with large capacity magazines and are not legal or available for 

general civilian use in Canada for over 40 years. 

The data used to justify the argument in support of the amendments, such as the Illegal Firearm 

Task Force Final Report and supporting literature from Fraser University and the Toronto 

Police‘s FIESD 2014 Annual Report demonstrate that there is no proven inherent danger to 

public safety posed by law abiding Canadian firearms owners. Canadians (and the applicants) 

will be required under the amendments to forfeit their property; have the property damaged or 

destroyed or face arbitrary and un-just imprisonment. The literature also highlights there is not 

any specific danger posed to the public by the presence of these guns, in licensed Canadian 
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households but that the danger comes from gangs, terrorism, mental illness, firearms cross border 

smuggling and other factors unrelated to lawful ownership. The stated danger of gun violence in 

Canada, forming the justification and basis for SOR/2020-96 May1, comes overwhelmingly 

from criminals, mental illness and gang activity (not from guns lawfully acquired by responsible 

citizens.) 26.) The amendments do not address or lessen threats and contributing factors to 

violence in Canada. The amount of crime guns used in commission of a crime found in Canada 

attributed to ―straw purchasers‖ is extremely small (< 0.0004 % of PAL holders)33.) yet The 

Crown is using this knowledge, claiming it is a serious enough problem to enact the order to 

seize our property.  

 ―A researcher scoured reports from the RCMP, courts and newspapers to find 26 cases of straw 
buyers since 2003 (16 years), for an average of 1.6 people per year. That‘s about 0.0004 percent 
of PAL holders per year. 

 Some individuals are charged with multiple counts. A former RCMP officer was charged with 9 
trafficking offences. One case from 2012 cited by Blair and the Toronto police for the past five 
years saw the offender charged with 43 straw purchases. (Licensed men and women buy about 
3,000 guns a day, seven days a week, for hunting, recreation and competition.) 

 Some years, such as 2017, show zero cases, others show four times the average. 

 Some straw purchasers are never caught. Some instances aren‘t public. 

 Dozens of cases are being investigated or before the courts, police have said privately to 
TheGunBlog.ca. 

 

 The amount of confirmed domestically sourced (traced) crime guns in Canada is as low as 5-

20% of all crime guns recovered in some years provided for in the studies. Law enforcement and 

researchers know important things about the data; facts such as ~half of ―crime guns‖ were not 

involved in or used to commit violence. This is because if the police are called to a domestic 

disturbance for example, and there is a firearm in the home, it is counted as a ―crime gun‖ even 

in cases where it was not used in the crime. In some areas, 30% of crime guns are not even 

firearms. The implications the order has for millions of Canadians must outweigh the perceived 

benefit of preventing a small amount of firearms from use in actual crime. 

“Moreover, according to the Annual Report (2007) of the Tactical Analysis Unit, part of the 

Firearms Support Services Directorate of the Canadian Firearms Program, 5,616 firearms were 

https://www.rangebob.com/Canada/CanadianListOfPalSellingIllegallyStrawPurchase.htm
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/oncj/doc/2014/2014oncj625/2014oncj625.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onsc/doc/2014/2014onsc2591/2014onsc2591.html
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seized in 2007. Of these, slightly more than half were crime guns, the majority of those guns 

were handguns, and of the 12.6% of the seized guns in which the source of the firearm was 

known, 54.4% were smuggled from the United States (Heemskerk & Davies, 2008).‖23.)  

 

D) Scientific Dishonesty/inaccuracy/misleading statements by public officials: 

 

It is not scientifically sound methodology and possibly even dishonesty, for The Honorable 

Minster of Public Safety to state on the public radio that just because approximately half of the 

12.6% of crime guns in which the source was verifiable came from the USA, that it means the 

other half of traced firearms~6%, come solely from Canadian licensees. Under the freedom of 

information requests done by Professor Mauser and others such as ex- Mountie Denis Young, 

there is much evidence that at least a portion of the domestically sourced crime guns were stolen 

from law enforcement or diverted from the population of domestically sourced firearms which 

are possessed illegally. Honorable Minister Bill Blair was grossly mistaken when he said ―half of 

crime guns in Canada are domestically sourced and that crime guns are often stolen or illegally 

diverted from lawful owners‖ in public statements. In reality, only half of traceable firearms used 

in crime (~6% of the total seized in the data set from the related research in A Literature Review, 

Dr. Cohen et al) may (or may not) have been domestically sourced; the other 87.4% should have 

been totally omitted from the statements. This mistake was used to justify strict firearms 

legislation is necessary to significantly reduce violence and created a bias against the applicants. 

Only 12.6% of the total crime guns were traced and 6.8% were traced to the United States. What 

this statistic actually means is that 6.8% of all crime guns seized in that area in 2007 can be 

traced to the United States—that is all it means. Below, is an even wilder assertion for the 

researchers to assume or imply that ―crime guns which cannot be sourced can be added to the 

total number of domestically sourced crime guns‖ that is illogical and academically fraudulent to 

omit the fact that 87.4% in the sample cannot be traced—therefor they cannot be counted in the 

study as domestically sourced.23.) Professor Mauser claims this type of dishonesty is akin to 

trying to prove a theory or enact a moral agenda rather than test a hypothesis; its scientific 

dishonesty. 

 

“Conversely, in the 2013 annual report by the Firearms Investigative and Enforcement Services 
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Directorate (FIESD), they concluded that of the 1,379 crime guns recovered in the Western 

Region of Canada, tracing determined that only 46% were smuggled (Canadian Firearms 

Program, 2013)”. This does not imply that the other 55% are domestically sourced, it only 

proves 46% could be traced to the USA. 

 

“Moreover, they argued that there were a large number of crime guns that could not be sourced, 

but if those were added to the data, 61% of the crime guns were likely domestic firearms. In 

addition, it was suggested that if the large number of guns that were not traced because they 

were nonrestricted firearms, were included in the data, it is possible that as little as 23% of all 

crime guns seized in 2013 in the Western Region were illegally imported (Canadian Firearms 

Program, 2013). Similar to the findings of Morselli, this report indicated that, in 2013, only six 

recovered firearms were obtained by offenders as a result of a residential break and enter 

(Canadian Firearms Program, 2013)”.23.) 

We again point out that the newly prescribed firearms do not possess characteristics of military 

design nor do they hold large capacity magazines (as that is already long prohibited in Canada). 

The majority of these guns are/were designed for and are being used reasonably and 

proportionately for sporting and hunting purposes throughout Canada and the world for many 

decades. In Supreme Court case Multani v. Commission scolaire Marguerite-Bourgeoys, [2006] 

1 SCR 256 the courts ruled that “The school board had not justified that a full ban on wearing 

kirpans (which are daggers and can be dangerous) in school was a reasonable limit on freedom 

of religion. There had never been a violent incident involving a kirpan at school and there was 

no evidence that the kirpan itself was a symbol of violence.”2534.) There has never been a violent 

homicidal incident in Canada involving a sane and law abiding gun owner, such as the owners 

targeted in the order. If a lawfully obtained gun was or ever is used in a crime or diverted 

illegally for use other than lawful use-- then it was no longer lawfully used or owned, any guns 

intended to be used in future crime will not be taken off the streets as a result of this order. An 

accepted criminology theory is: criminals will not be stopped or affected by this law; just as any 

other laws they chose to break ultimately did not stop them, this new order in council only 

marginalizes and punishes the 2.2 million law abiding gun owners in our country who will 

                                                                 
25

 Multani v. Commission scolaire Marguerite-Bourgeoys, [2006] 1 SCR 256 

https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/15/index.do
https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/15/index.do
https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/15/index.do
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comply with the new ban willingly. Further, we point out that there is no evidence that the 

firearms encompassed in the amendments are symbols of violence, war, mass murder or military 

campaigns. Firearms and their lawful use are often viewed as part of family fun sports, firearms 

practice teaches personal responsibility, patience, dedication, decreases stress and increases self-

esteem35.). Firearms, hunting and sport shooting have long been a part of Canadian culture and 

history from frontiersmen and pioneers to Canadian Veterans and Olympians. We allege that the 

Honorable Attorney General of Canada, the Crown and its agents has not justified a full ban on 

these firearms is a reasonable limit on our Legal or Equality Charter Rights (or on the property 

rights afforded to us in the Canadian Bill of Rights), because the ban is arbitrary and 

unreasonable. Millions of Canadians do not view these firearms as symbols of violence but 

symbols of hope, self-reliance, peace and security. The Crown has not proven a significant and 

present danger to the public by our possession of the firearms. The Supreme Court of Canada 

ruled that a ban on wearing a potentially dangerous dagger in school was not a reasonable limit 

on Multani‘s rights and freedoms because the perceived danger did not outweigh his religious 

rights. The Governor in Council has stated that our firearms must be seized/destroyed to prevent 

(perceived danger) mass shootings, without obtaining any evidence it will accomplish that 

objective and whilst holding onto much evidence that it will not. We believe that is un-fair and is 

an unreasonable limit on our rights given the above SC decision and frankly we are deeply hurt 

by that type of ―guilty by association‖ accusation. The order capitalizes mercilessly on the recent 

mass shooting in New Brunswick, dis-regarding known facts that the firearms he used were 

obtained illegally and not by straw purchasers. The amendments violate The Charter dictating 

that we are now unequal under the law, we are assumed to be dangerous or significantly 

contributing to violence erroneously, that we must choose between the unreasonable seizures of 

our property or lose our liberty; when the existing data does not support the statement that it is 

necessary to do this. The opinion that it is necessary to do this is unreasonable and maybe 

motivated by bias and political posturing; it violates the spirit of The Charter, The Criminal Code 

and other Canadian laws. 

E) Duty to Explore the Least Detrimental Course of Action in regards to The Charter 

Violations: 
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The dangers of gun homicide in Canada can and will, undoubtedly, be combatted or lessened 

without infringing upon our rights with an all-out prohibition and seizure. Even stricter measures 

to reduce issues surrounding lawfully acquired, illegally diverted firearms have been enacted 

recently with Bill C-71, the order and ensuing prohibitions are not necessary and are an affront to 

common sense. It can be done by addressing mental health issues, appropriate sentences for gun 

crimes and putting tax payer funds into combatting gangs and cross border smuggling; by far the 

largest source of these ―crime guns‖.26.) In fact, we believe it was the duty of the Crown and 

Governor in Council to explore other methods, the least detrimental methods to address the issue 

of violence in Canada without infringing upon our Charter Rights.  The Governor in Council said 

in the order, ―no more consultations were held with stakeholders because they did not want to 

give criminals a chance to divert the weapons illegally‖. The order states, ―no non-regulatory 

options were considered‖. It seems as though the amendments were put forth using an order in 

council because there was no reasonable way they could succeed in the Legislature and disgraced 

MP Marwan Tabarra‘s email exchanges between himself and anti-gun groups state as much.3.) 

Further the background in (SOR/2020-96 May1) states 

“The significant risk that these firearms pose to the public’s safety outweighs any justification 

for their continued use and availability within Canada given that numerous types of firearms 

remain available for lawful ownership for hunting or sport shooting purposes” 

This is the new and surprising opinion of the honorable Governor in Council but we want to 

know why the Crown and its agents have this contrary opinion, as 222,400+ Canadians who 

recently signed record breaking petition (e 2574) 36.) disagree vehemently and passionately. The 

Governor in Council added that Indigenous peoples and sustenance hunters could continue to 

hunt with the newly prohibited weapons during the amnesty period, after stating that it is 

unreasonable to do so any longer. The order recognizes the historical continued use of these 

firearms for lawful purposes before the enactment of the order and nothing has changed since 

that time, to make them unreasonable for those purposes. The fact is the threat/danger posed by 

these firearms to public safety is negligible and not statistically significant. Another statement in 

the order‘s announcement that they will add other firearms to the list of prohibited amendments 

later, when those happen to be the tool of choice in crime and violence, negates the statement in 
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the order in council that the amendments are fair because numerous types of firearms remain 

available for lawful ownership. These contradicting statements betray an unstated objective or 

consequence; discouraging the public from purchasing any more firearms with any degree of 

confidence in being able to keep them, as well as from participating in shooting sports and 

hunting, which is a proud Canadian heritage and rite of passage. This action by the Crown is not 

justifiable in a free and democratic society because The Government of Canada has evidence that 

it is not necessary or effective and a large number of Canadians do not support this type of order 

or prohibition. In fact if honorable courts were to examine the language used in the 134 000+ 

surveys (mentioned in the order), it may find that the language used to describe the proposed 

prohibitions to the public misleadingly describes firearms which are already banned in Canada. 

The Executive Branch of Government has overstepped its Constitutional bounds with this order 

by abusing the purpose of an order in council; using it to totally re write sections of The Criminal 

Code which deal with definitions of a prohibited weapon (See several Applications for Judicial 

Review pending, filed and planned)3.) The common sense approach of the applicants dictates 

that there is serious grounds and basis to these pleas for justice and Canadian licensees and 

businesses would not spend their time and money challenging this if their freedom and 

livelihoods were not directly threatened by this order and if there were not a legitimate chance at 

having the order quashed. Likewise the statisticians Mauser mentions in his paper above would 

not insidiously adopt such broad and illogical definitions of the term ―crime gun‖ unless they had 

a previously planned agenda and a plan to cause irrevocable harm to Canadian gun culture (to 

bankrupt and discourage shooting sports/ CFO approved shooting ranges, gun stores, hunters, 

outdoor enthusiasts from operating or living how they chose.) This action will cause irreparable 

harm to Canadian outdoor and gun culture. 

F) Section 8 

Search or seizure 

8. Everyone has the right to be secure against unreasonable search or seizure. 

 

This type of order sets a dangerous precedent in law whereby innocent Canadians property will 

be unreasonably seized and some will be unreasonably threatened with imprisonment, justified 
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solely on preventing the actions of criminals and the mentally ill (where no such prevention is 

logically possible by the order). 

These amendments would see us chose between imprisonment and financial disenfranchisement. 

The amendments to the regulations seek to imprison Canadians who will not forfeit their private 

property, using a faulty assumption that seizing private property will reduce violent crime and 

mass shootings. It is estimated that the order could cost many billions of dollars, bankrupt entire 

towns and result in the loss of tens of thousands of jobs. The buy back program is irrelevant and 

adds insult to injury, as given The Honorable Minister Bill Blair‘s estimate of between 400 and 

600 million dollars, which would not be fair compensation for the 100-200,000 individual guns 

to be seized and destroyed—let alone the thousands held by Canadian businesses. Taking 

someone‘s property against their wishes, even when some amount of money is offered is still 

theft and its unreasonable seizure of their property when their Government does it. The 

applicants‘ property is not for sale and the dramatic claims of public safety cannot be justified in 

this instance. 

G) Section 9 

Detention or imprisonment 

9. Everyone has the right not to be arbitrarily detained or imprisoned 

 

If any Canadians are imprisoned because of these new amendments, the imprisonment would 

certainly be arbitrary, as these individuals do not pose a threat to public safety and the reason 

they would be imprisoned is a knowable false notion that they or their possession of certain 

firearms pose a threat to the public. The reason they would be imprisoned is that they will not 

submit to unreasonable forfeiture of their property under duress. The applicants can prove that 

the new amendments (and ensuing imprisonment of Canadians) fit the definition of ―arbitrary‖. 

The applicant Christine Generoux owns a SKS model rifle which fits the loose and subjective 

definition of ―military assault style rifle‖ mentioned in the amendments (even more so than many 

of the firearms now prohibited under such definitions) in that it actually is a refurbished military 

rifle, capable of semi-automatic fire and holds 5 rounds. Exactly the same characteristics of the 

newly prohibited AR-15‘s. However, SKS rifles have not been prohibited; the new prohibitions 
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do prohibit some Canadians‘ property while leaving other identical property alone. The new 

amendments are indeed arbitrary and discriminatory because of the reason given. For example in 

2014 and other years the amount of people killed by other property related to leisure and hobbies 

(such as backyard swimming pools) was higher than that of people killed by any lawfully owned 

firearms related to hobby and leisure. The new amendments are so un-clear (by delegating 

authority to the RCMP to form an opinion and prohibit firearms which may fall under their 

―unknown variants‖ and were not originally named in the list of newly prohibited weapons in the 

Gazette) that many Canadians do not understand that they now possess a prohibited weapon. In 

that case, the breaking of the law would not even be willful or intentional. This imprisonment 

may violate section 9 of The Charter; it is arbitrary to imprison someone based on false 

information, which is easily knowable to be false given the existing research, affidavits, 

applications for judicial reviews, Constitutional and Quasi Constitutional Challenges and 

references/ supporting literature. It is unfair to imprison someone who does not knowingly and 

willfully break the law under which they have been charged. The language of the order and 

amendments implies that the firearms targeted in the prohibition are only ―military assault style‖, 

which in turn could lead Canadians who own one of the firearms which were previously 

classified as non-restricted (shotguns, single action rifles ect) to assume their firearms are not 

involved or newly prohibited. The Honorable Bill Blair stated in The House of Commons (to 

Pierre Paul Hus) that no .22 caliber rifles were included in the prohibition; the fact is AR 15‘s are 

often chambered in a .22 caliber, there are many .22 caliber firearms on the list. The societal bias 

against Canadian firearms owners related to misconceptions and stigma associated with recent 

events in the news, may prevent Canadian firearms owners from obtaining equal consideration in 

the court of law and in the courts of public opinion.  

H) Section 15 

Equality before and under law and equal protection and benefit of law 

15. (1) Every individual is equal before and under the law and has the right to the equal 

protection and equal benefit of the law without discrimination and, in particular, without 

discrimination based on race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age or mental or 

physical disability. 
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Canadians affected by the new regulations are not being given equal consideration and are not 

afforded equal benefit of this law, this law favors criminals (by leaving them wholly unaffected) 

and it discriminates against law-abiding citizens (who are not a statistically significant threat to 

the public nor are significantly contributing to straw purchasing). Other Canadians who own 

property that could prove dangerous are not facing any prohibitions on their property and the 

criminals who commit the gun crimes in question remain undeterred by the order because they 

acquire their crime guns illegally from the USA. Violating section 15 of The Charter: any 

monetary loss, imprisonment, criminal record or other legal consequences the applicants (and 

others) may face under these new amendments would subject them to a two-tiered system of the 

law simply because of their lifestyle choices include firearms; nobody is speaking out for their 

property rights because it‘s basically un-popular. The applicants believe that the ―without 

discrimination‖ clause in Section 15 of The Charter applies to discrimination for any reason. 

Firearm owners are being treated differently under the law than other Canadians; whereby 

because some (illegally acquired or used) guns kill a small number of Canadians annually, other 

(not guilty) overwhelming majority of Canadians must forfeit their (legal) property, while the 

forfeiture has no measurable effect on the number of Canadians killed annually in shootings. We 

allege this order is being done to us discriminatorily (and not to other groups, who own leisure 

related property which can be dangerous with abuse or misuse, such as swimming pool owners 

or motor cycle drivers) simply because we are firearms owners. Certainly not because the 

specific firearms we own are more dangerous than any other firearms or leisure/lifestyle/sport 

items which are still allowed by law. The amendments discriminate against law abiding 

Canadians (wrongly assuming we are guilty of ―straw purchasing‖ and that we are unreasonable 

or dangerous) and penalizes us (monetarily and under threat of physical imprisonment if we 

resist). The order presumes to blame innocent Canadians for the illegal actions of others and does 

nothing to address or prevent the guilty parties responsible for committing shootings in Canada.  

We beg the courts put under scrutiny whether section 1 of the Charter was applied to the alleged 

violations of the Charter laid out in this document. Although the new order prescribes these 

prohibitions (by an order in council/law), they are not prescribed by a legitimate law, what we 

mean is the order circumvents and essentially re writes portions of the Criminal Code without 

due legislative process and Parliamentary approval. The order and amendments are also 
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unreasonable— it would not pass the ―reasonable person test‖ in R vs Oakes. These violations 

(cost to Canada of billions in revenue and billions in the buy back, the seizure of our property 

and our imprisonment) are not justifiable in a free and democratic society. The consequences for 

owning a prohibited weapon un-lawfully can be 5 years in prison and the reverse onus clause 

ensures there would be no legal defense for unsuspecting firearms owners. In addition, these 

amendments are not as minimally intrusive as possible—and do not complete the stated 

objective. The Gazette announcement of the new amendments claims  

“As a result of the clear need for immediate action to implement the ban on the prescribed 

prohibited firearms, and to avoid a potential run on the market, no additional consultations 

with the public, the provinces and territories, or Indigenous groups were contemplated prior to 

the effective date of the amendment to the Classification Regulations. No non-regulatory 

options were considered”1.) 

I) Section 26 

Other rights and freedoms not affected by Charter 

26. The guarantee in this Charter of certain rights and freedoms shall not be construed as denying 

the existence of any other rights or freedoms that exist in Canada. 

 

In Canada, we hope to have the right to hold personal private property and not be deprived of 

that property, except by due process of the law. Alternatively, and in the case where the 

applicants have not committed a crime any of our rights can be limited for a reason (of serious 

national security or public safety) that would prove demonstrably justifiable in a court of law. 

The onus should be on the Crown to prove without a reasonable doubt that the applicants and 

other Canadian firearms owners pose a direct, significant and present threat to public safety with 

their continued possession/use of the firearms in question. The onus should be on the 

respondents/Crown to prove the orders efficacy and necessity. Canadian firearm owners care 

about public safety, contribute greatly to public safety, and do not contribute to crimes or 

violence significantly. 

J) PART I Bill of Rights 
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Marginal note: Recognition and declaration of rights and freedoms 

1 It is hereby recognized and declared that in Canada there have existed and shall continue to 

exist without discrimination by reason of race, national origin, colour, religion or sex, the 

following human rights and fundamental freedoms, namely, 

 (a) the right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of 

property, and the right not to be deprived thereof except by due process of law; 

 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law 

 

If we are to be deprived of our property or our liberty, we should each receive due process to 

ensure the deprivation is necessary for the public good. Due process of the law has not been 

followed in this case, maybe because the Legislative branch of Parliament has exclusive 

jurisdiction over the Criminal Code. The Executive branch has not exercised their authority 

(under The Constitution Act, The Criminal Code and The Firearms Act) to prescribe these 

firearms (already previously classified as non-restricted and restricted) as now prohibited, 

reasonably, legally or fairly. There was no preceding statement issued on DOJ website, about 

how the order relates to or accords with The Charter, as is usual for new legislation. This was 

because the amendments and order was an executive decree and did not follow normal legislative 

course. 

Construction of law 

2 Every law of Canada shall, unless it is expressly declared by an Act of the Parliament of 

Canada that it shall operate notwithstanding the Canadian Bill of Rights, be so construed and 

applied as not to abrogate, abridge or infringe or to authorize the abrogation, abridgment or 

infringement of any of the rights or freedoms herein recognized and declared, and in particular, 

no law of Canada shall be construed or applied so as to 

 (a) authorize or effect the arbitrary detention, imprisonment or exile of any person; 

https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/C-12.3
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If we are to be imprisoned for failing to comply with the unreasonable seizure of our 

property and we can prove that seizure is not reasonable or needed and based upon lies; 

we believe the imprisonment would be arbitrary and un-lawful. If our property is to be 

seized and destroyed it must be necessary and for an important reason of national security 

and public safety. The real justification for the order is to stop illegal diversion of legally 

purchased firearms to criminals from Canadian straw purchasers. No one knows the exact 

amount of crime guns which come from Canadian straw purchasers, but we can reliably 

state that it is an insignificant number based upon the only existing research available and 

based upon common sense. We can state this given consistent and long-standing data that 

80-90% of guns used in crime are illegally smuggled from the USA and then considering 

a portion of domestically sourced crime guns not coming from licensed Canadian straw 

purchasers but from theft from law enforcement and from non-licensed Canadians who 

illegally possess the firearms already. 

K) Part II Bill if Rights 

Marginal note: Savings 

 5 (1) Nothing in Part I shall be construed to abrogate or abridge any human right or 

fundamental freedom not enumerated therein that may have existed in Canada at the 

commencement of this Act. 

At the commencement of this act and forever after, Canadians enjoyed the permitted uses of 

various firearms for hunting and target shooting; regular target practice is a contributing factor to 

the accuracy, might and prowess, which the Canadian military men have shown in both world 

wars and continue to show today in the global peace keeping pursuit. These lawful activities are 

an inseparable part of Canadian heritage, history and culture and directly linked to Canada‘s 

values of equality of opportunity, fairness and democracy for all. The order in question will kill 

the Canadian Firearms, hunting and sport shooting culture and industry and cause it irreparable 

harm, Canada will never recover from this. 

 

L) Remedy under Section 24 and Section 52 of The Charter 
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Enforcement 

Marginal note:Enforcement of guaranteed rights and freedoms 

 24. (1) Anyone whose rights or freedoms, as guaranteed by this Charter, have been 
infringed or denied may apply to a court of competent jurisdiction to obtain such remedy 
as the court considers appropriate and just in the circumstances. 

 

We implore you to consider our case, in order that we may claim a suitable remedy under section 

24 (1) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms in relation to direct acts and omissions of 

the Government of Canada. If the courts find that this order and ensuing amendments violate our 

Charter Rights (or any other laws) without reasonable cause, we ask the courts to use section 52 

of the Charter to strike down in its entirety, or portions of SOR/2020-96 May1, which are of no 

force or effect.  

Primacy of Constitution of Canada 

 52. (1) The Constitution of Canada is the supreme law of Canada, and any law that is 

inconsistent with the provisions of the Constitution is, to the extent of the inconsistency, 

of no force or effect. 

Our preferred remedies are as follows: 

If the courts rule that, there is not enough statistically significant data to prove that Canadian 

firearms owners and their lawfully purchased firearms do pose a threat or significantly contribute 

to violence in this country we ask that SOR/2020-96 May1 be repealed in its entirety-ruled null 

and void.  

Another suitable remedy if the court pleases, would be to have SOR/2020-96 May1 amended to 

include as prohibited, only the types of firearms the court deems as a significant and present 

danger to public safety or are no longer reasonable for hunting and sport shooting purposes. 

If the courts deem that The Charter has been violated or limited but the violations/limits are 

justifiable in a free and democratic society, we ask that law abiding Canadian firearms owners 

who already possess these newly prohibited firearms (and their blood relatives for the purposes 

of inheritance) have an option to be fully ―grandfathered‖. So that they will not be unduly 
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financially affected by, being required to de-value their property by having it de-activated by a 

licensed gunsmith. This would also give a chance to have the legislation repealed democratically, 

by a future government, without having the property destroyed, a detrimental action, which can 

never be reversed. The seizure of the private property at the end of amnesty period, immediate 

ban on sales and bankruptcy of many Canadian businesses can never be un-done by a future 

government. These are not just faceless corporations, these are people—Canadian citizens who‘s 

retirement dreams are dashed. If this is the case, let the order apply only to the purchase of new 

firearms and not ones in which there is a legitimate expectation of continued lawful use and let 

the businesses (shooting clubs, ranges, firearms shops) be fairly compensated for current and 

future financial losses. 

 

In the least preferred remedy, a minimum of full market dollar value should be offered to 

Canadian firearm owners and businesses who surrender their property if the courts uphold these 

amendments as constitutionally valid and lawful. The owners should not be required to pay for 

de-commissioning of their newly prohibited firearms and multiple options should be provided 

which do not financially disenfranchise innocent Canadians, or strain innocent taxpayers. If 

businesses are compensated for existing stock, it could be in the magnitude of hundreds of 

billions and if they are not compensated and go bankrupt the cost to Canadian economy over 

several years maybe similar. 

 

6) Conclusion 

The applicants argue that the new amendments contained in (SOR/2020-96 May 1) are 

discriminatory, un-just, unreasonable and unconstitutional. The order and amendments are not 

(legitimately) prescribed by law and are illogical; they are arbitrary, overly broad and grossly 

disproportionate to the objective. They are arbitrary because they prescribe the prohibition of 

1500 types of firearms based upon opinions contrary to rational thought; they have all of a 

sudden prescribed previously non-restricted firearms as now prohibited based upon visual 

characteristics and colors, while leaving other identical firearms unaffected. The amendments 

and order are overly broad with their un-clear language, using presently undefined terms open to 
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personal interpretation such as ―unknown variant‖ and ―military assault rifles‖ to describe 

normal firearms used in Canada for hunting, sport shooting for many decades, and which are 

never used by military forces. The order misleadingly describes the firearms as capable of 

holding large capacity magazines, which has been prohibited in Canada for many years; as well, 

the order uses a definition that the firearms are capable of semi-automatic fire, which is 

irrelevant because hundreds more types of firearms still allowed by law are capable of semi-

automatic fire in the same manner. The order and amendments are grossly disproportionate to the 

objective as the perceived benefit to Canada is very small but the consequences to Canadian 

society are wide sweeping, severe and unacceptable in a free and democratic society. The 

applicants argue the amendments contained in the order are unreasonable because the evidence 

and supporting literature commissioned by the respondents, which form the basis of their 

decision to prohibit these firearms immediately is not ―statistically significant‖. These reports 

and existing research contains academically dishonest figures used to mislead the public and the 

literature indicates the order is not relevant to public safety. The order itself states that the 

amendments do not meet the public safety objective of the order and that the objective of public 

safety is overshadowed by another objective driven by a bias to rid Canada of all firearms, not 

taking into consideration whether they are reasonable for hunting and sport shooting. The 

applicants state this opinion, stated in the order, that the newly prohibited firearms encompassed 

by (SOR/2020-96 May 1) are not suitable for use in hunting or sport shooting in Canada, needs 

examination by the courts as to whether this opinion is reasonable, factual and just. Millions of 

Canadians and others, manufacturers and professionals do not agree with and have evidence 

contrary to the statement that the firearms are not suitable or reasonable for hunting and sport 

shooting. 

The applicants argue that The Attorney General and other agents of The Crown based the order 

(SOR/2020-96 May 1) on an erroneous finding of fact that it made in a perverse or capricious 

manner or without regard for the material before it. This is a strong statement, not taken lightly, 

but the applicants and many others stand by it without fear; taking away our property or our 

liberty based upon a lie is bordering on criminal. We trusted our officials and they have deceived 

us and robbed us. 
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The applicants state and the fact is, that the respondents acted beyond their jurisdiction, abusing 

the purpose and scope of an Order in Council as it relates to The Criminal Code, The 

Constitution Act and The Firearms Act. The mechanism of an OIC is a political directive, 

originating in the Canadian Cabinet and is approved by The Governor General. An OIC is meant 

to augment a legislative process by providing a means to settle previously approved Acts of 

Parliament with necessary regulations. OIC‘s are not meant to change the terms or intent of these 

Acts, as they are not subject to Parliamentary debate through our elected representatives. OIC‘s 

are meant to settle mundane aspects of previously debated legislation, which have received 

Royal assent. The respondents have abused the power of an OIC to circumvent the meaning and 

definition of ―prohibited firearm‖ as established in the Criminal Code provisions, derived from 

the Firearms Act. The Criminals Code‘s section 84 definition of a ―prohibited firearm‖, aside 

from barrel length restrictions, specifies an ―automatic‖ feature (one trigger pull results in rapid 

fire of multiple bullets) as a pre-requisite for the designation of a ―prohibited firearm‖. The 

newly prohibited firearms are not automatic in any way shape or form and are identical to 

firearms which have not been prohibited. 

The applicants state and the fact is, the respondents have failed to observe principles of natural 

justice when enacting this order and the amendments. There is undoubtedly unwarranted bias 

against firearms owners in Canada, the respondents decree we are a danger to public safety when 

there is much evidence to the contrary. Canadian firearms licensees are 33% less likely to 

commit firearms homicide than the average Canadian and 90% of the firearms used in crime in 

Canada are illegally smuggled from The United States. The respondents have failed to give the 

applicants (and all Canadian firearms licensees and related businesses) adequate notice or a fair 

hearing (in the courts of Canada and the courts of public opinion in the media) before making an 

order to unreasonably seize their property. The respondents have robbed us of our chance to 

respond or defend. The applicants argue that the new amendments contained in (SOR/2020-

96 May 1) are discriminatory, arbitrary, un-just, unreasonable, illogical and unconstitutional. The 

applicants argue the amendments contained in the order are unreasonable because the evidence 

and supporting literature commissioned on or behalf of branches of The Government of Canada, 

which form the basis of their decision to prohibit these firearms immediately, prove without a 

reasonable doubt that there is no logical or necessary reason to do so. The claim that reports and 
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existing research justify the efficacy and necessity of the amendments is academically dishonest. 

The applicants state and the fact is, the order is not relevant to public safety and will have no 

measurable impact upon it; even the order itself states that the amendments do not complete the 

public safety objective laid out in it. The applicants state this questionable opinion of The 

Governor in Council, that the newly prohibited firearms encompassed by (SOR/2020-96 May 1) 

are not suitable for use in hunting or sport shooting in Canada, is unreasonable, factually 

inaccurate and un-just. The applicants believe the statements are demonstrably justifiable in a 

court of law. 

The applicant requests The Respondent(s) to send a certified copy of the following material that 

is not in the possession of the applicant but is in the possession of the The Government of 

Canada to the applicants and to the Registry: Including but not limited to 

The ― Extensive public engagement and consultation on the  Regulatory development of 

(SOR/2020-96 May 1) which took place between October 2018 and February 2019 with 

provinces, territories, municipalities, Indigenous groups, law enforcement, community 

organizations and industry.‖ It is stated in The Canada Gazette that the engagement process 

included a series of 8 round table discussions (held in Vancouver, Montreal, Toronto and 

Moncton with 77 stakeholders participating), an online questionnaire, a written submission 

process and bilateral meetings with a range of stakeholders. As well the applicants are requesting 

the questionnaires and data surrounding the questions of and responses to the 134 917 online 

questionnaires, the 36 written submissions and the name/identity and meeting minutes of the 96 

stakeholders who were consulted in the bilateral meetings. As well, the applicants request a 

certified copy be sent to them and the registry of any and all materials, emails, correspondence 

and data related to this order in council. The applicants are happy to send a certified copy or 

listing of material they intend to use, should this matter go to trial. 
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7) The Respondents Addresses : 
 

 
TO: The Attorney General of Canada: 

Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada 

c/o Deputy Attorney General of Canada 
Office of the Deputy Attorney General of Canada 
284 Wellington Street  

Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0H8 

 

The Attorney General of (each province): 

Minister of Justice and Solicitor General of Alberta 

c/o Director 
Constitutional and Aboriginal Law Section 
4th Floor, Bowker Building 
9833 - 109 Street 

Edmonton, Alberta T5K 2E8 

Attorney General of British Columbia 

Deputy Attorney General 

Ministry of Justice  
PO Box 9280 Stn Prov Govt  
Victoria BC V8W 9J7 

Attorney General of Manitoba 

Rm. 104, Legislative Building 
Winnepeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8 

Attorney General of Newfoundland 

Office of the Minister 
Department of Justice and Public Safety 
4th Floor, East Block 

Confederation Building 
P.O. Box 8700 
St. John's, NL A1B 4J6 

http://canada.justice.gc.ca/eng/contact/comm3.html
http://justice.alberta.ca/Pages/home.aspx
https://news.gov.bc.ca/
https://www.gov.mb.ca/minister/min_justice.html
http://www.justice.gov.nl.ca/just/department/minister.html
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Attorney General of New Brunswick 

Chancery Place, Rm 2078 
PO Box 6000 
Fredericton, New Brunswick E3B 5H1 

Attorney General of Northwest Territories 

P.O. Box 1320 
Yellowknife, NT 
X1A 2L9 

Attorney General of Nova Scotia 

Department of Justice 
7th Floor, 1690 Hollis Street 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 

B3J 3J9 

P.O. Box 7 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
B3J 2L6 

Attorney General of Ontario 

1th Floor, 720 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario M7A 2S9 

Attorney General of Prince Edward Island 

Fourth Floor, Shaw Building, South 
95 Rochford Street 
P.O. Box 2000 
Charlottetown, PEI 

C1A 7N8 

Attorney General of Quebec 

Ministère de la Justice 
Édifice Louis-Philippe-Pigeon 
1200, route de l'Église, 9e étage 
Québec (Québec) G1V 4M1 

http://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/attorney_general.html
https://www.justice.gov.nt.ca/en/
http://novascotia.ca/
http://www.attorneygeneral.jus.gov.on.ca/english/about/ag/
http://www.gov.pe.ca/jps/
http://www.justice.gouv.qc.ca/
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Attorney General of Saskatchewan 

Legislative Building 
Rm. 355, 2405 Legislative Drive 
Regina, SK S4S 0B3 

Minister of Justice of Yukon 

Main Administration Building 
2071 2nd Ave. 
Whitehorse, YT Y1A 2C6  

Minister of Justice for Nunavut 

Legislative Assembly of Nunavut 
926 Queen Elizabeth Way 
Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0 

 

The Attorney General of (each province) 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.saskatchewan.ca/government/government-structure/ministries/justice
http://www.justice.gov.yk.ca/index.html
http://www.gov.nu.ca/justice
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16.) Professor Gary Mauser‘s special Stats Canada requests, presented to the Senate in 

2012 over hearings to dismantle the long gun registry and re-posted on May 12 2017 

https://justiceforgunowners.ca/facts-you-need-for-the-coming-fight/ 

http://www.statcan.gc.ca/tables-tableaux/sum-som/l01/cst01/legal01-eng.htm 

Mauser, Gary A., A Presentation to Senate Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs, The Senate of 
Canada (March 2012). Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2040531 or 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2040531  

 

 

17.) Valerie Findlay of Ottawa, Ontario, an expert on policing and advising on 

Canadian legislation, member of the U.S. police foundation. Has stated we have a legal 

precedent and right of way to use of these firearms. 

https://thegunblog.ca/2020/05/10/legal-precedent-gives-us-the-right-to-have-guns-

valarie-findlay/ 

18.) ―The Early Days of Firearms 

From this, the first self-contained small arm came to be. It was known as the matchlock 
musket. The matchlock musket came to Canada when Sir Humphrey Gilbert arrived in 

Newfoundland in 1583, armed with the matchlock and some cannons. This marked the 
beginning of Canada's gun history. Feb 20, 2019‖ 

 
https://gtaguns.com/history-of-guns- in-canada/ 
 

19.) ―The term ―modern sporting rifle‖ was coined to describe today‘s very popular 
semiautomatic rifle designs, including the AR-15 and its offspring. These rifles are 
used by hunters, competitors, a lot of Americans seeking home-defense guns and by 

many others who simply enjoy going to the range. 

Though modern sporting rifles are increasingly popular, they are too often misunderstood. 

The central reason these firearms are misunderstood is political. Though the semiautomatic 
design used in today‘s pistols, rifles and shotguns was invented in the late-nineteenth 
century and was popularly sold to consumers in America and Europe in the early twentieth 
century, the modern sporting rifle has been called a ―weapon of war‖ by those who want to 

ban them.‖ 

https://www.nssf.org/msr/ 
 

20.) June 2016 Report Water Related Fatality Trends Across Canada 1991-2013. The 

Red Cross. https://www.redcross.ca/crc/documents/What-We-Do/Swimming-Water-
Safety/Water-related_fatality_trends_Jun_2016_EN-PDF.pdf 

 

https://justiceforgunowners.ca/facts-you-need-for-the-coming-fight/
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/tables-tableaux/sum-som/l01/cst01/legal01-eng.htm
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2040531
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2040531
https://thegunblog.ca/2020/05/10/legal-precedent-gives-us-the-right-to-have-guns-valarie-findlay/
https://thegunblog.ca/2020/05/10/legal-precedent-gives-us-the-right-to-have-guns-valarie-findlay/
https://gtaguns.com/history-of-guns-in-canada/
https://www.nssf.org/msr/
https://www.redcross.ca/crc/documents/What-We-Do/Swimming-Water-Safety/Water-related_fatality_trends_Jun_2016_EN-PDF.pdf
https://www.redcross.ca/crc/documents/What-We-Do/Swimming-Water-Safety/Water-related_fatality_trends_Jun_2016_EN-PDF.pdf
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21.) This article was published in the May/June issue of the Canadian Firearms Journal 
and re-posted at 

https://justiceforgunowners.ca/facts-you-need-for-the-coming-fight/ 

―According to Statistics Canada, there were more homicides committed with knives 
than with guns over the past ten years (1,807 vs 1,588). However, this somewhat 
overstates the case against knives as there were more serious knife attacks than gun 

attacks. One way to compare the deadliness of knives and guns is to look at the 
frequency that police lay charges in different types of murderous attacks (i.e., 

attempted murder or homicide). Over the past ten years (2006-2015) there were 3,697 
murderous attacks involving firearms and 4,070 attacks involving knives. Thus the 
―deadliness‖ of a gun attack is 43% and that of a knife attack is 44%. 

On the other hand, police are much more likely to lay a charge in the case of a gun assault 

than in a knife assault. If fewer knife attackers are charged, then the deadliness of knives is 
unintentionally exaggerated. A more accurate approach is to examine medical data on 
injuries. Professor Gary Kleck did this in 1991 and he found that gun wounds resulted in 

death four times as often as knife wounds. Kleck attributes the greater mortality of gun 
attacks primarily to the difference in the attacker‘s motivation. 

Dangerousness does not just mean deadliness. In a study I did in 2005, I found that attacks 
with knives (or even clubs) were much more likely than gun attacks to result in seriously 

injuring the victim. (Assuming they live). Just 6% of victims received ―major physical 
injuries‖ in a gun attack, while 11% of victims of knife attacks were seriously injured, as 
were 14% of victims of attacks with clubs. The problem is violent criminals, not firearms 

in the hands of civilians.‖ 

22.) The learned/scholarly analysis of Prof Gary Mauser, dated June 2007. Entitled 
Hubris in The North, The Canadian Firearms Registry. 

 
https://www.fraserinstitute.org/sites/default/files/HubrisintheNorth.pdf 

 
23.) A Literature Review on Illegal Firearms. By Dr. Irwin M. Cohen & Kevin Burke, 

Nov 2016 (pdf) University of The Fraser Valley, Center for Public Safety and Criminal 

Justice Research. Page 23. 
 

―In this report, the RCMP contended that based on the traces they were able to 
complete, they determined that a high percentage of crime guns are smuggled into the 
country from the United States. This conclusion was also supported by Cook et al. (2009), 
who argued that there is some evidence to support the contention that the proportion of 
crime guns in Canada that originate from the United States was high.”  
 

24.) Justice for Gun Owners article Sept 9 2018 indicates 

https://justiceforgunowners.ca/do-crime-guns-come-from-pal-holders/ 
 
Interpretation of The Toronto Police Service Tables, given to researcher Denis Young in his 
access to information requests are dubious and almost impossible for researchers, such as 

https://nfa.ca/news-media/cfj/
https://justiceforgunowners.ca/facts-you-need-for-the-coming-fight/
https://www.fraserinstitute.org/sites/default/files/HubrisintheNorth.pdf
https://justiceforgunowners.ca/do-crime-guns-come-from-pal-holders/
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Gary Mauser, to determine the actual number of domestic vs imported crime guns. 
“Previously, the police have reported three-quarters to 90% of guns used in violent crime to 
have been smuggled into Canada.” 
 

https://dennisryoung.ca/2018/08/30/toronto-police-release-crime-gun-stats-2007-
2017/ 
 

25.) Canada Can’t Say Where its Crime Guns are Coming From 
https://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/gun-crime-statistics-1.4779702 
 

“"It is a fact that the majority of gun-related crimes in our communities are committed with guns 
that are domestically-sourced," RCMP Inspector Chris McBryan told the Vancouver Sun two 

years ago. 

Insp. McBryan was speaking as head of the Western Canada division of the National Weapons 
Enforcement Support Team (NWEST) of the Canadian Firearms Program (CFP). 

But when CBC News contacted the CFP and asked for the data behind his categorical statement, 
the RCMP replied that no such data exists. 

"Inspector McBryan's statement would have been based on information available to him at that 
time; however, this information would not have provided a complete, national picture of the 
sources of crime guns, as no such data exists," says a statement from the RCMP. 

"Currently, there is no national repository for this type of information in Canada. The Canadian 

Firearms Program does not collect or track national statistics with regard to the origin of crime 
guns," said Sgt. Marie Damian……Conservative Larry Maguire may have thought his status as a 
member of Parliament could get him better answers, so he put his question about the national 

origin of seized guns on the order paper. 

He received a detailed accounting of seizures from 2015 to 2017 broken down by year, by 
province, by firearms class and by registration status. But to his main question about whether the 
guns were sourced in Canada or smuggled from the U.S., he got this reply: "The Canadian 

Firearms Information System does not collect the requested information." 

26.) Illegal Firearms Task Force Final Report. A report to The Minister of Public 
Safety and Solicitor General of British Columbia (pdf) Sept 30 2017. BC Task Force 
on Illegal Firearms.  

 

27.) Juristat Publications 2015. Homicide in Canada 2014, by: Zoran Miladinovic and 
Leah Milligan https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/85-002-x/2015001/article/14244-
eng.htm 

 

28.) New Zealand‘s buy back and assault weapon ban didn‘t work 

https://www.police.govt.nz/crime-snapshot 

https://dennisryoung.ca/2018/08/30/toronto-police-release-crime-gun-stats-2007-2017/
https://dennisryoung.ca/2018/08/30/toronto-police-release-crime-gun-stats-2007-2017/
https://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/gun-crime-statistics-1.4779702
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/85-002-x/2015001/article/14244-eng.htm
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/85-002-x/2015001/article/14244-eng.htm
https://www.police.govt.nz/crime-snapshot
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https://www.tvnz.co.nz/one-news/new-zealand/rates-gun-crimes-and-killings-using-guns-
highest- levels- in-decade 

 
 

29.) Venezuela sees Rising Homicide Rate David Kopel(@DaveKopel) is research 
director and Vincent Harinam is a research associate at the Independence Institute 
(@i2idotorg), a free market think tank in Denver. 

https://thehill.com/opinion/campaign/383968- in-the-wake-of-a-gun-ban-venezuela-
sees-rising-homicide-rate 

30.) Statements made to various news stations regarding the efficacy and necessity of 
the order in council below: 
 

Premier of Ontario Doug Ford’s comments criticizing SOR/2020-96 May 1, 2020 

https://globalnews.ca/news/6898110/doug-ford-gun-laws/ 

Ontario Premier Doug Ford said Saturday that funds promised for a federal gun buyback program 

following Prime Minister Justin Trudeau’s announcement he would ban assault weapons in Canada 
could be “put to better use” on targeting gangs and the smuggling of  firearms. 

Ontario Premier Doug Ford is taking aim at the federal government’s new gun control measures, saying 

he believes the feds should focus on smuggling of illegal weapons at the border and strengthening jail 
sentences for gun crimes rather than targeting legal gun owners 

Ford says he would rather see that money invested in beefing up border security to stop guns from 
being illegally smuggled into Canada at the borders. 

He also says Ottawa‘s priority should be strengthening bail conditions and jail sentences for 
criminals and gang members who commit gun crimes, rather than giving them a ―slap on the 

wrist.‖ 

Ford says he doesn‘t believe gun violence will go down in Toronto by taking guns away from 
legal gun owners. 

 

https://calgary.ctvnews.ca/kenney-doesn-t-want-a-gun-ban-he-wants-tough-

mandatory-sentences-for-criminals-1.4921310 

In a statement released Friday, Kenney said while the Alberta government is concerned about 
crime and the illegal use of firearms, the ban won't target criminals. 

"Ottawa is singling out law-abiding Canadians who purchased their property legally, have owned 

these items safely for years, and who have committed no crimes," he wrote. 

https://www.tvnz.co.nz/one-news/new-zealand/rates-gun-crimes-and-killings-using-guns-highest-levels-in-decade
https://www.tvnz.co.nz/one-news/new-zealand/rates-gun-crimes-and-killings-using-guns-highest-levels-in-decade
http://www.twitter.com/DaveKopel
http://www.i2i.org/
http://www.twitter.com/i2idotorg
https://thehill.com/opinion/campaign/383968-in-the-wake-of-a-gun-ban-venezuela-sees-rising-homicide-rate
https://thehill.com/opinion/campaign/383968-in-the-wake-of-a-gun-ban-venezuela-sees-rising-homicide-rate
https://globalnews.ca/news/6898110/doug-ford-gun-laws/
https://globalnews.ca/tag/doug-ford/
https://calgary.ctvnews.ca/kenney-doesn-t-want-a-gun-ban-he-wants-tough-mandatory-sentences-for-criminals-1.4921310
https://calgary.ctvnews.ca/kenney-doesn-t-want-a-gun-ban-he-wants-tough-mandatory-sentences-for-criminals-1.4921310
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Kenney added the federal government's ban won't tackle the right issue either. 

"We know that the overwhelming majority of firearms used criminally in Canada are smuggled 
in illegally from the United States. Instead of addressing this, Ottawa will instead spend vast 

sums of money to criminalize law-abiding Canadians. That money would be far better used to 
pursue the smugglers and drug gangs that plague our society." 

Instead of a ban, the Alberta government says stronger laws against violent criminals are needed. 

"Rather than focus on law-abiding Canadians, we‘d call on Parliament to bring back tough, 
mandatory sentences for the criminals who flagrantly endanger Canadians with their use of 
illegal guns," said Alberta Justice Minister Doug Schweitzer in a statement. 

Last year, the Alberta legislature passed a motion to recognize Albertans' right to responsibly 
own and possess firearms and engage in permitted activities using firearms including, but not 

limited to, hunting and sport shooting. 

 

McKays response 

Conservative leadership hopeful and former Nova Scotia MP Peter MacKay also weighed in on the ban 

Friday, releasing a video to social media calling the federal government's timing “crass and beyond the 

pale.” In the video, MacKay criticizes Trudeau for using Nova Scotia's tragedy to “punish law -abiding 

firearms owners across Canada” instead of making changes that would stop criminals like tightening up 

U.S. border security and stopping the flow of illegal gun 

https://www.thechronicleherald.ca/news/canada/ottawa-bans-more-than-1500-types-

of-assault-weapons-444705/ 

 

31.) Bill Blair, Minister of Border Security and Organized Crime Reduction and MP 
for Scarborough Southwest, on CBC's The House on July 28, 2018 

While the data on this topic is limited and somewhat flawed, experts agree that 
historically, most crime guns in Canada have arrived unlawfully from the US. Some 

new reports contradict this view and imply that a higher rate of crime guns are 
domestically sourced, however, these reports show that domestic crime guns have been 
illegally diverted (straw purchases), as opposed to being legally owned by the 

perpetrators.‖ 

 
http://factscan.ca/bill-blair-crime-guns/ 
 

“How many crime guns are stolen, illegally diverted or smuggled from the US? 

It‘s not exactly clear.  

https://www.thechronicleherald.ca/news/canada/ottawa-bans-more-than-1500-types-of-assault-weapons-444705/
https://www.thechronicleherald.ca/news/canada/ottawa-bans-more-than-1500-types-of-assault-weapons-444705/
https://www.cbc.ca/player/play/1287252547509/
http://factscan.ca/bill-blair-crime-guns/
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Three gun crime experts we reached all agreed that Canada doesn‘t have robust data on this 
issue. From the available data sources like the Toronto Police Department, the academic journal 

Criminology and Criminal Justice, and the US Department of Justice, among others, the 
historical numbers range from 54 to 99 per cent. 

While experts generally agree that historically, most crime guns in Canada have been smuggled 
from the US, there is some uncertainty about more recent crime guns. New reports from local 

police departments and local branches of the RCMP, discussed below, indicate there is an 
increasing proportion of domestically sourced crime guns. However, these reports don‘t 

necessarily contradict Blair‘s statement because they indicate domestic crime guns come from 
illegal diversion, also known as straw purchases.  

Bad data 

Gary Mauser, a criminologist at Simon Fraser University, points out there is no robust 
nationwide data available on this issue. Most of the data sets relate to local law enforcement or 
summaries of law enforcement organizations in only one region of the country. In a co-authored 

paper published in 2017, Mauser points out a variety of flaws in the data sets: 

1. Broad definitions: The definition of “crime guns” includes guns used in suicides, guns that have 
obliterated serial numbers, and guns that were illegally acquired. 

2. Inadequately traced guns: Law enforcement is typically unable to trace a large portion of the 
guns which they discover, making  it difficult to conclude if the guns were domestically or 
internationally sourced. 

3. Domestic source not specified: After law enforcement classifies a gun as domestically sourced, 
they often fail to specify if the gun was stolen, illegally diverted or used by the registered owner. 

One data source on crime guns Canada-wide comes from the US Department of Justice Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF). The ATF data sets indicate that 98.5 per 
cent of the Canadian crime guns are traced back to the US. However, Jooyoung Lee, an associate 

professor at the University of Toronto who specializes in examining gun violence, points out the 
ATF data ―is only based on the number of guns that local police turned over to the RCMP for 

‗tracing.‘  So, it‘s quite hard to determine this number.‖ 

Both Lee and Christian Leuprecht, a political science professor at Royal Military College, said 
this data, while flawed, is enough to confirm that Blair‘s statement is at least historically correct. 
Mauser said he couldn‘t arrive at a definitive conclusion based on available data. 

Leuprecht added, however, that he did not agree with Blair placing stolen and illegally diverted 
guns first in his statement. ―Since guns smuggled from the US are the overwhelming majority of 

guns used in violent crime, to list stolen or illegally diverted guns first is a misrepresentation of 
their frequency relative to guns smuggled in from the US.‖ 

 
32.) AR 15’s manufactured and designed for sport shooting and hunting, not weapons of war. 

https://www.nssf.org/msr/ 
 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3002650
https://www.atf.gov/firearms/docs/report/firearms-trace-data-canada-cy-11-16pdf/download
http://dennisryoung.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/RCMP-ATIP-Response-Report-Crime-Guns-Domestically-Sourced-June-5-2017.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3044135
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3044135
https://www.atf.gov/firearms/docs/report/firearms-trace-data-canada-cy-11-16pdf/download
https://www.atf.gov/firearms/docs/report/firearms-trace-data-canada-cy-11-16pdf/download
https://www.nssf.org/msr/
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33.) 2015-2020 The Gun Blog.ca https://thegunblog.ca/2019/02/12/straw-buyers-
under-2-people-charged-per-year-research-shows/ 

 

34.) Supreme Court judgement 
 

Multani v. Commission scolaire Marguerite-Bourgeoys 

Collection Supreme Court Judgments  

Date 2006-03-02  

Neutral 
citation 

2006 SCC 6  

Report [2006] 1 SCR 256  

Case 
number 

30322  

Judges 
McLachlin, Beverley; Major, John C.; Bastarache, Michel; Binnie, William Ian Corneil; LeBel, 

Louis; Deschamps, Marie; Fish, Morris J.; Abella, Rosalie Silberman; Charron, Louise  

On appeal 
from 

Quebec  

Subjects 
Administrative law 
Constitutional law 

Notes SCC Case Information: 30322 

 
 

https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/15/index.do 
 

35.) Top 10 Health Benefits of Shooting  
https://www.agirlandagun.org/top-10-health-benefits-of-shooting/ 
 
“…Learning to shoot is a great way to build confidence and courage, which will spill over to 
many areas of your life. The winning mindset believes that if you can accomplish shooting, 
you can do anything!....Behaving responsibly is a core value of gun owners. The 4 Rules of Gun 
Safety are always followed on and off the range. Gun owners also cultivate a mindset of 
personal protection and the moral/legal responsibilities that come with it. Gun safety is a 
lifestyle.” 
 

https://thegunblog.ca/2019/02/12/straw-buyers-under-2-people-charged-per-year-research-shows/
https://thegunblog.ca/2019/02/12/straw-buyers-under-2-people-charged-per-year-research-shows/
http://www.scc-csc.ca/case-dossier/info/dock-regi-eng.aspx?cas=30322
https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/15/index.do
https://www.agirlandagun.org/top-10-health-benefits-of-shooting/
https://www.agirlandagun.org/training/4-rules-of-gun-safety/
https://www.agirlandagun.org/training/4-rules-of-gun-safety/
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36.) Petition e-2574  surges to #1 signed e petition in Canadas history 
https://petitions.ourcommons.ca/en/Petition/Details?Petition=e-2574 
 

37.) Mauser, Gary A. and Young, Dennis R., Critique of the RCMP's Firearms and Investigative 
Services Directorate (FIESD) 2014 Annual Report (June 7, 2017). Available at SSRN: 
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3044135 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3044135  

 

https://petitions.ourcommons.ca/en/Petition/Details?Petition=e-2574
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3044135
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3044135



