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FORM 359 - Rule 359                                    Court File # T-735-20 

 

NOTICE OF MOTION 

 

FEDERAL COURT 

BETWEEN: 

APPLICANTS: CHRISTINE GENEROUX, JOHN PEROCCHIO, VINCENT PEROCCHIO 

AND 

RESPONDENT:  THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CANADA 

 

NOTICE OF MOTION OF INJUNCTION 

TAKE NOTICE THAT The Applicants in the above matter of (Application for Judicial Review 

FC# T-735-20 and related Notice of Constitutional Question FC “Document 6”) make a motion 

for interlocutory injunction to the Court under Rule 359 of the Federal Courts Rules. We ask for 

the motion to be heard at the Federal Court, at 90 Sparks St, Ottawa, Ontario of Canada, on a 

date yet to be determined by the Honourable Associate Chief Justice Gagné, presiding Case 

Management Judge. 

THE MOTION IS FOR Interlocutory injunctive relief (prohibitive and/or mandatory 

injunction), in the interim (until the Application is heard and determined) under rule 373 of The 

Federal Court Rules (SOR/98-106). Pursuant to The Constitution Act (1982), The Charter of 

Rights and Freedoms (Part 1 of The Constitution Act 1982, Schedule B of The Canada Act), The 

Constitution Act (1867 30 & 31 Victoria c. 3 U.K.), The Canadian Bill of Rights (S.C. 1960 

c.44) and Canada’s Multiculturalism Act (R.S.C. 1985 c. 24 4
th

 Supp). 
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The Applicants ask for: 

A) An interlocutory injunction suspending the legal effect of the Regulations Amending 

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 (OIC), the resulting amendments in the 

Criminal Code (SOR/2020-98) (Amendments) and the Order Declaring an Amnesty 

Period, SOR/2020-97 (the Amnesty Order) until the final hearing of our Application for 

Judicial Review (our Application) has been determined; and/or 

 

B) An injunction or order to stop the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Specialized Firearm 

Support Services Unit (RCMP SFSS) from re-classifying as prohibited (changing) any 

further (previously non-restricted or restricted) firearms on the Firearms Reference Table 

(FRT) and in The Criminal Code of Canada; and/or 

 

C)  An order that the new designations of firearms to prohibited class (in the FRT and 

elsewhere) made pursuant to the OIC (from May 01, 2020 onwards) be returned to their 

previous classes of (restricted or non-restricted firearm) without delay until the outcome 

of our Application is determined; and/or in the alternative that the above mentioned re-

classifications are of no force or effect until the outcome of our Application is 

determined; and/or 

 

D) Directing that the Applicants are not required to give any damages pursuant to Rule 

373(2); and/or 
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E) An order or declaration that the Crown or any of their agents, representatives and 

Ministers are prohibited (must cease and desist) from making unproven defamatory and 

slanderous public statements about Canadian firearm licensees as a group, our property or 

a purported sole purpose of the property for use in violence, crime and mass murder; 

and/or 

 

F) Such further and other declaratory relief as the Applicants may ask (in the alternative or 

addition to the relief request above) and which this Honourable Court may allow. 

 

THE GROUNDS FOR THE MOTION ARE: 

Background Leading To The Ban: 

 

1. The Applicants repeat with certainty the facts and allegations contained in our 

Application filed on July 10, 2020 and our Notice of Constitutional Question filed 

July 24, 2020. We have added some new information accordingly.  

 

2. In 2018/2019 The Ministry of Public Safety held public and private consultations, 

discussions, public engagement, and conducted public polls, with the purpose to 

explore potential ways to reduce the instances of gun violence in Canada. If the 

consultations were meant to inform the future policymaking, or inform the GIC about 

the reasonability of certain firearms for hunting and sport in Canada, that effort to 

learn and listen was a failure. It seems, the overall findings of the Government of 
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Canada’s relevant conducted research was not considered or given much weight in 

the policy enactment process. Seeing as the Crown has recently stated all materials 

used to inform the GIC on the OIC are confidential; the “public consultations” seem 

to have been only a symbolic gesture for the appearance of fairness and community 

engagement. It seems the idea of the ban was decided long before the research was 

done, long before the stakeholders were consulted and before the regulatory impact 

analyses was conducted. 

 

3. One of the various ideas discussed during the engagement was a potential ban on 

handguns and “military assault weapons”. When community members expressed 

humiliation with that term it was later changed to “military assault style rifles”. These 

consultations seem to have been grossly misrepresented to the concerned stakeholders 

because it was framed “ideas to reduce gun violence, including a potential ban, while 

not impeding the lawful use of firearms by Canadians”. This statement is capricious 

and misleading; planning to and then prescribing hundreds of thousands of Canadian 

peoples firearms, with no warning, as illegal and criminal to use, sell or possess 

certainly impedes their lawful use.  

 

4. In the “Key Findings Report”, several issues were agreed upon by most or all 

participants such as: the lack of a clear definition of “military assault style” being a 

problem, serious action needed to be taken to reduce the socio-economic factors 

driving firearm violence and tougher sentences for firearm crimes are proven ways to 

reduce firearm violence.  
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5. In the early stages in the 2018 “Engagement Summary Paper” and later in the “Key 

Findings Report” of the consultations it was noted that over-all the efficacy and 

necessity of a total ban on these items would likely not be helpful in meeting the goal 

to reduce gun violence because the violence is driven by gangs and drugs. It has been 

known for decades that the gangs and criminals in Canada acquire most (80-90%) of 

their guns by smuggling through the border. It was noted that this idea of a total ban 

lacked general public support and was noted by many participants and even Public 

Safety themselves, to severely lack scientific support and evidence/data/statistics. 

Many of the stakeholders consulted expressed a dire concern that a potential ban 

would hurt law-abiding citizens and the economy and would not decrease crime. The 

findings also supported the notion that to reduce gun violence in Canada, open 

dialogue, trust and co-operation between lawmakers, hunters and sport shooters and 

community organizations was necessary. 

 

6. On April 18-19, 2020, during the midst of the Covid 19 pandemic, a deranged 

denturist with ties to organized crime committed one of Canada’s worst murder 

rampages. He killed 22 people in Nova Scotia (by shooting and by arson) and injured 

3 others before being shot and killed by police. The killer was not a firearm licensee 

and acquired his guns illegally, some of them likely smuggled through the Canada-

USA border. Experts have noted that deadliest element in his attack was the RCMP 

uniform and car decals, which gave him the element of trust. 
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7. On May 1, 2020, Rt. Honorable Prime Minister Justin Trudeau addressed the country 

about the Nova Scotia tragedy and seemingly exploited it as an opportunity to further 

a controversial plan, to justify a campaign promise to seize our property. He 

announced, through an Order in Council (OIC), a wide sweeping and total ban on 

“military assault style weapons”. The OIC, made by the Governor in Council (GIC), 

immediately criminalized the use and sale of certain types of firearms and their 

related accessories in Canada. The Criminal Code of Canada was (or will be) 

amended to reflect these changes, approximately 1500 varieties of firearms were 

moved from the non-restricted and restricted class into the prohibited class in the 

RCMP’s Firearm Reference Table (FRT). Purported variants of the newly prohibited 

firearm makes and models, not named in the original order, are still being re-

classified by the RCMP regularly. The FRT designations are legally binding upon all 

Canadians but are not known or accessible to all Canadians. 

 

 

8. On July 10, 2020 our Application for judicial review, regarding the un-just OIC was 

filed and served and contained a request (under FC Rule 317) for disclosure of the 

evidence used by the GIC to make the OIC, evidence which the Applicants did not 

have but is in the possession of The Government of Canada. It was the Applicants 

understanding that extra time was granted to the Crown, due to the magnitude of the 

evidence to be retrieved and served and limited Covid 19 office accessibility. On 

September 11
th

 2020 the Crown was suppose to disclose the relevant material 

evidence but instead objected under rule 318 (FC Rules) and produced nothing except 
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the original OIC, claiming all other materials are protected by Queen’s Privy Council 

confidentiality and cannot be produced.  

 

9. The Applicants take this non “disclosure” to mean that the only evidence before the 

GIC used to draft the OIC and inform this policy, was the already written OIC. The 

Crown claims all other related materials are confidential but the Applicants have 

found many Department of Public Safety engagement papers, research and reports 

regarding the potential ban of these firearms, which are available to the public and 

were purportedly at the time, used to explore the feasibility and necessity of a 

potential ban, in a “transparent way”. Also, the Applicants received a 416 page 

Access to Information Package from researcher Dennis Young, part of which is 

included in the sworn Affidavit of Christine Generoux as Exhibit Y2. These 

documents include presentations and recommendations from anti firearm lobby 

groups, regulatory impact analyses, public and private written, online and in person 

consultations with various community “stakeholders” (Christine Generoux Affidavit 

Exhibit Y). 

 

10. The Applicants are quite sure that the Respondents do not hold any relevant 

information, which proves the necessity and efficacy of such an extreeme violation of 

our civil, constitutional and property rights. The Respondents have supported the 

Applicants position (that Canadian firearm licensee’s are overwhelmingly law 

abiding and do not pose a threat) several times in recent documents which are in the 

possession of the Applicants. The seizure is unprecedented, unwarranted, 
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unreasonable and un-just, which is why we are forced to bring this injunction and 

Application. 

 

Property Confiscation Is Not “Gun Control”: the Legal Effects of The OIC: 

 

11. Section 84(1) of the Criminal Code defines characteristics of firearms that fall within 

the three categories of prescribed firearms: non-restricted, restricted and prohibited. 

The definitions of both restricted and prohibited firearms allow for certain firearms to 

be prescribed outside of the usual section 84 definitions in certain circumstances, 

specifically to allow sport shooting. For example, the definitions in section 84 have a 

restriction that reads “A prohibited firearm means (a,b,c,d)…..but does not include 

any such handgun if the handgun is for use in international sporting competitions, 

governed by the rules of the International Shooting Union”. The spirit of this 

restriction (we think) is that past Canadian lawmakers have deemed sport shooting as 

an important Canadian activity, it is important that Canadians can compete in those 

activities and not be impeded in that pursuit.  

 

12. Under the authority of section 117.15 of the Criminal Code the GIC may make 

regulations prescribing categories of firearms according to the definitions of restricted 

and prohibited firearms. This regulation-making authority is purposefully restricted 

and limited (in the same spirit of section 84) by section 117.15(2) of the Criminal 

Code which states that “the GIC shall NOT prescribe anything to be a prohibited or 

restricted firearm if, in their opinion, it is reasonable for use in Canada for hunting or 

sporting purposes.”  
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13. This regulation-making authority is also constrained by the division of powers 

between the Executive and Legislative branches of Government in the Constitution 

Act, 1867 and The Constitution Act, 1982. It is our understanding that the Provinces 

have exclusive jurisdiction over their own civil and property rights. Supporting our 

position that firearm bans would/should fall under the Provincial scope, recently 

when asked if the Government and the Ministry of Public Safety could/would ban 

handguns Canada wide, The Prime Minister stated to Global News (Interview Dec 6 

2019 and posted Dec 21, 2019) that it would be up to the Provinces and 

Municipalities to ban handguns within their limits; not the Federal Government. 

 

14. The Executive Branch making this OIC also has no authority to re-write portions of 

the Criminal Code without input from the Legislative Branch, this is an abuse of the 

purpose and scope of an OIC. OIC’s are meant to settle mundane aspects of Acts, 

which have already been debated in Parliament and received Royal Assent. They are 

not meant to severely alter or re-write existing laws. 

 

15. In addition to instantly prohibiting and authorizing the seizure of a specific list 

(around 1500 types) of firearms and devices (the newly Prohibited Items), the 

Regulation also includes vague and undefined “variants or modified versions” of the 

firearms, including what is called “unknown current or future variants. Neither of the 

phrases “variant or version” of “military assault style” are a defined legal term and 

this creates serious risk of criminal liability, arrest and arbitrary detention for 

Canadian firearm licensees who have no ability to determine which firearms may fit 
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within those categories. A certain vague description is given in the OIC that may 

include “firearms of a modern design, capable of semi automatic fire and capable of 

holding large capacity magazines”. (NOTE** In Christine Generoux’s affidavit 

Exhibit O, in the R. v. Rogan case ( between para 4 and 5, page 94 and 95) and others, 

where Parliament stated the definition of “capable of” must be given some reasonable 

restriction, to mean that it is easily capable of, or easily converted to be capable of in 

a short period of time.) 

 

16. The OIC also prohibits any firearm with a “bore diameter of 20 mm or greater” (Bore 

Diameter Prohibition), and “firearms …with a muzzle energy greater than 10,000 

Joules” (Energy Prohibition). These broad criteria are vague and difficult for experts 

to comprehend, let alone the average Canadian and one requires special equipment to 

measure the bore diameter and muzzle energy of firearms. The Energy and Bore 

Diameter prohibitions are vague, undiscernible and arbitrary and the RCMP and GIC 

are purporting that common, reasonable firearms meet the criteria or could be 

modified to meet these criteria, although difficult and illegal to do. These prohibitions 

create a serious risk of un-just imprisonment based on criteria that are nearly 

impossible to identify for average firearm owners. This has produced grave legal 

consequences to Canadians, legal distinctions which are not clearly defined and 

cannot be reasonably or easily understood and obeyed. 

 

17. Many of the dire legal consequences we are facing stem from the vague and arbitrary 

nature of the wording in the OIC. One such example the OIC has “given” (by an 

impermissible sub delegation of authority) a serious “power” (to the RCMP to decide 
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the property and legal rights of Canadians with no oversight or accountability 

whatsoever). As far as the Applicants can see, this power is not granted by any law 

and it has been abused by the RCMP’s SFSS re-designations office. Their subsequent 

(seemingly random, arbitrary) re-designation of purported “modified or variants” of 

the firearms are placing the Applicants and hundreds of thousands of others at serious 

risk of un-just imprisonment. Further exasperating this risk to individuals (and harm 

to gun culture, and our lawful activities and businesses) by refusing to state how they 

are defining or identifying the “variants”. This is dangerous, intimidating and un-just 

because an up to date version of the RCMP’s FRT is not available to the average 

person and the RCMP refuse to answer the question of how they make their 

determinations or what their criteria is, Canadians are left to wonder in a factual 

vacuum. In simple terms we cannot ascertain with any certainty which previously 

legal firearms are now illegal or still legal to use and buy—“since May 01 2020, our 

world has come to a grinding halt”.  

 

18. Since May 1, 2020, the RCMP SFSS has re-designated hundreds of additional types 

of firearms, many are surprisingly common and look nothing like an AR 15, are not 

“of modern design”, a few of the newly prohibited firearms are not “semi-automatic” 

and almost none are allowed to hold any more than a 5 round magazine by law. 

Further to that, some of the firearms are not easily capable of holding large capacity 

magazines. Therefore, the defining characteristics given in the OIC seem not to be the 

only characteristics used to seize and prohibit them. Hunters, collectors, target 

shooters, Aboriginals, law enforcement, Fishing and Gaming Officers, military 
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members and Canadian businesses which contribute billions to the Canadian 

economy every year and physical security to this country are put in direct harm, are 

suffering emotionally and financially (grieving for current and future losses and 

uncertainty surrounding their futures) under this OIC. 

 

19. One part of the OIC, which does an incredible amount of harm to firearm culture in 

general, Canadian licensees (the Applicants), manufacturers, stores and shooting 

ranges, is what is referred to as “the change statement/clause”. It is proof that the 

lawful purchase, use and possession of all firearms is under threat. It essentially states 

that the purchase and use of any firearms is discouraged. It implies that if a licensee 

tries to participate in legal firearms activities and purchases, they will be punished in 

the same manner and their new purchases will be seized later; reminiscent of Pavlov’s 

dog. The same statement applies to the businesses.--“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.” 

 

RJR Macdonald Test: The Applicants believe the requested relief is warranted in this case 

because: 

A. We Have a Serious Issue to be Tried and Questions of Fact and Law to be Decided 

20. Our Application is not frivolous or vexatious, it presents a serious issue to be tried 

and legitimate questions of fact and law to be answered. This type of seizure, the number 

of Canadians it harms and lack of evidence to support it is unprecedented. The 
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Application points out serious and unreasonable limits to Canadians Charter Rights and 

Freedoms. The OIC and its effects violate: 

  Section 7 and the rights to life, liberty and security of the person by making the 

possession, use and sale of a commonly owned and previously legal thing, instantly and 

seriously illegal. The use or possession of the thing now carrying with it a serious risk of 

arrest, conviction and prison time. It needlessly endangers our liberty (with un-just 

imprisonment) and security of the person right now. It also endangers the lives of 

soldiers, law enforcement officers and the public because their skills of firearm accuracy 

and handling will suffer from lack of use. It endangers the lives of Wildlife/Gaming 

officers and hunters when they are confronted by an out of control wild animal for the 

same reasoning as soldiers and law enforcement, they are unable to practice their 

marksmanship skills. Also, the affected hunters now using inferior firearms with which 

they have no practice, may not have the required firepower to stop the charging animal. 

It violates their security of the person. The OIC also violates the liberties of Canadians to 

live their life how they choose and conduct the lawful activities of their choosing without 

fear of “retaliation” by authorities.  

 Section 8 and Canadians rights to be safe from unreasonable seizure of their property. 

Hundreds of thousands of firearm owners’ (previously valuable and sentimental) 

property is instantly useless and valueless. They cannot sell, use or enjoy their property 

thus also violating enjoyment of property in Section 1a of the Canadian Bill of Rights. 

The reason given to seize the property and the way it has been done is illegal, 

unreasonable, un-true and discriminatory. The Respondents have seized our property 

based on an erroneous finding of fact, made in a perverse and capricious manner without 
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regard to material before them. Without regard for their lawful duties and responsibilities 

to Canadians. 

 Section 9. Arrests or detention, are sure to be made under this OIC, and they will be 

arbitrary, violating Section 9 of the Charter. Any arrest or detention made would be 

arbitrary because the person represents no threat to anyone and has not hurt a person, the 

person being detained or arrested may not be knowingly and willingly breaking a law 

because the way firearms have been prescribed as prohibited is un-clear. What firearms 

are now prohibited and why they are prohibited is un-clear to Canadians; and no 

reasonable method for the average person to avoid this; to determine which firearms they 

may possess and use by law, has been provided. The firearms prescribed as prohibited 

seem to be arbitrary because some of them do not meet the vague criteria set out in the 

OIC and other firearms which seem to meet the criteria have not been prohibited (yet). 

 Section 15 (1). The motivation behind or the consequences of the OIC are 

discriminatory in nature. Treating and targeting one subset of people (firearm owners) 

more harshly than other groups whose activities are regulated by the law, is 

discriminatory practices. The OIC deems our firearms and chosen activities unnecessary 

or unreasonable while deeming other, more dangerous but popular activities and 

possessions a necessary or “acceptable risk”. The OIC has the effect of destroying a 

Canadian cultural tradition of sport shooting and detrimentally effects collecting and 

hunting activities too. This factor violates The Canadian Bill of Rights section 1b, “the 

right to equality before the law and equal protection of the law”. This OIC benefits no 

one materially but costs firearm owners and businesses very much materially and 

otherwise (culturally, emotionally, and physically). 
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 Could violate Section 26 of the Charter “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.” We mean that Canadians are allowed by law to 

participate in hunting, firearms collecting and sport shooting but the OIC has made the 

cost of doing so very high or the ability to do so lawfully, impossible. The OIC has made 

the risk of imprisonment and the definite seizure of ones property (physical punishment 

and monetary punishment) the penalty for practicing my culture and cultural activities 

and participating in the firearms community. The OIC has made it near impossible to 

determine how a person may participate in these activities and remain safe. 

 Section 27 “This Charter shall be interpreted in a manner consistent with the 

preservation and enhancement of the multicultural heritage of Canadians”. This OIC and 

it’s effects are killing Canadian Gun Culture. Firearms, their possession, sale, use and 

enjoyment are part of our multicultural heritage; they should not be stripped from us by 

force. 

 Violations of the Principles of Natural Justice: the OIC is not worded clearly, it is 

arbitrary, vague and its consequences are grossly disproportionate to its objective.  

 Violation of several legal doctrines including the Shawcross Doctrine and the Doctrine 

of Legitimate Expectations has led the Applicants and others to feel (justifiably) cheated, 

tricked, betrayed, discriminated against and extorted by the Respondents.  

 

21. The Respondents have implied the OIC is necessary, reasonable, will not affect 

Canadians businesses or people’s rights substantially and will achieve the legislative 

goal to reduce gun violence (but the Respondents refuse to disclose any supporting 
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evidence). If the Respondents do have evidence that our possession of this property is 

a danger or that this prohibition will reduce gun violence, why have they not 

produced it? It is likely that the Applicants will be successful upon the final hearing 

of their Application, if the Respondents do not produce some substantial evidence to 

support these violations of the Applicants property and rights.  

 

22. . The GIC has been delegated the authority to prescribe (only firearms which are 

NOT reasonable for hunting and sport) as prohibited. This authority was granted via 

Parliament under the Criminal Code. The GIC, The RCMP (and the OIC) are in direct 

contravention of their enabling statute (Criminal Code) and The Charter of Rights and 

The Bill of Rights. Further, the wording in the OIC has un-lawfully to sub-delegated 

the GIC’s authority to prescribe a firearm on opinion of reasonability, to the RCMP. 

The OIC flies in the face of the Principles of fundamental justice; it is not worded 

clearly, it arbitrarily criminalizes Canadians actions and our property and the 

consequences of the OIC are grossly disproportionate to the legislative objective. 

Further, the RCMP seem to have been enabled by the OIC, to exercise that unlawful 

authority in an un-just and unclear manner with no accountability.  

 

B. The Irreparable Harm: Done to The Applicants 

23. The Applicant Christine Generoux, is an individual resident of Ottawa, Ontario 

Canada. She currently has her Possession and Acquisition License (PAL firearm 

license) and has successfully passed the Restricted firearm license (RPAL) in 

February 2020, it should be on the way in the mail currently and maybe delayed 
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because of the Covid 19 pandemic 9or other reasons beyond her knowledge). She 

currently owns a Ruger Mini 14 ranch rifle, which was instantly criminalized and 

rendered useless and valueless by the OIC (can’t sell or use in Canada). She also paid 

for a lower receiver of an AR 15 rifle, which was being held for her until her RPAL 

came in, but now she will be unable to register it when her RPAL arrives, due to the 

OIC. As per Christine’s affidavit, she is out of pocket about 1400$, dozens of hours 

of study time, hundreds of hours of target practice and is suffering irreparable harm 

from the legal effects of the OIC. She no longer has a means to hunt small game, 

which is a favorite pastime, and she is too afraid to purchase a replacement firearm 

because of the “change clause” in the OIC (indicating that replacement maybe seized 

in the near future). Her dreams of target shooting with an AR 15 are not possible now. 

She alleges that herself, along with her firearm licensee friends, family and 

community are being systematically discriminated against, defamed, harassed and 

intimidated. She states that the effects of the OIC and unproven accusations about 

firearm owners and their property are destroying her cultural reputation, cultural 

practices, traditions, objects and cultural venues. The injustices done to her (and her 

gun culture “family”)  keep her awake late at night and early in the morning, her 

morale and trust are eroded, she’s exhausted and she feels disillusioned with the state 

of her country and her rights.  

 

24. The Applicant John Perocchio is an individual resident of Kanata, Ontario Canada. 

He is currently licensed to possess and acquire non-restricted, restricted, fully 

automatic and converted automatic firearms (one of the rarest license types in Canada 
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with the most trust and highest security privileges given.) It is difficult for John to put 

a total cost on the amount of money this OIC has cost him, as it is to an extent 

difficult to determine which of his firearms are seized; he estimates presently, about 

30,000$ market value. John’s firearm collection is priceless to him, he has an 

emotional attachment to the items and has spent his entire lifetime collecting, learning 

about and handling them. He has gained knowledge about them and studied every 

aspect of these firearms: their history, design, internal working mechanisms. The 

recreational and emotional value of the firearm collection to him, cannot have a price 

tag attached, as per Maslows Hierarchy of need’s, social/recreational interests are 

crucial to one’s quality of life. John shares the sentiments that anti-firearm lobbyists, 

Government agents and others are trying to destroy his cultural heritage, erase his 

history, slander members of his culture and seize his cultural objects by force. John is 

very upset and feels cheated. His rights have been violated. 

 

25. The Applicant Vincent Perocchio is an individual resident of Kanata, Ontario Canada. 

Vincent has his PAL and RPAL firearms license and has invested thousands of 

dollars and hundreds of hours in acquiring, practicing skills and building his firearms. 

Specifically, he has invested over 100 hours and 1000$ in studying for his RPAL, 

researching various parts and skills and building his AR 15 and never once got to see 

the fruits of his investment as it was banned the day he finished. Vincent is John’s 

eldest son and before May 01 2020, stood to inherit the value of most of John’s 

firearms one day. Vincent has children and hoped to one day pass these items along to 

his kids. Vincent shares the sentiment that along with monetary damage and time lost, 
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the OIC has the emotionally damaging effects of destroying his cultural heritage, 

traditions, objects and ability to pass these along to his heirs. His rights have been 

violated, his trust has been eroded, his ability to enjoy his activities and his morale 

have been damaged. 

Harm to Others (Affiants Testimony Relied Upon) 

 

26. Retired Major Cary Baker testifies that he has suffered severe financial and emotional 

harm by the effects of the order. He is looking at a loss in the 350,000$ range and 

does not “feel very Canadian” anymore, betrayed by the very people he has served his 

entire life. His future is uncertain and his retirement savings and dreams of 

entrepreneurship have been decimated for the time being. This affects his entire 

family and his community. 

 

27. Anthony Bernardo, Executive Director of the Canadian Sport Shooting Association 

and expert witness testifies that firearms are a part of Canada’s history, heritage and 

that we are a “culture” and we are being discriminated against. That this culture is one 

of safety and law-abiding behavior and those firearm owners contribute greatly to 

Canada’s wellbeing and are not a threat to it. He testifies that the OIC is harming the 

firearm licensee and business community and that the firearms in his opinion would 

not be classified as “military assault style” and are not designed for mass murder. He 

testifies that there is no logical nor factual threat from our continued lawful 

possession and use of our property. 
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28.  Without an injunction being granted, the Applicants and affiants will suffer 

irreparable harm in the interim. Many others like them in their communities (100,000 

to 1 million+ Canadians) are suffering irreparable harm presently, could suffer un-just 

imprisonment and already have suffered unreasonable seizure of their property 

without compensation. The OIC has had the effect of damaging and destroying, in 

part, Canadian gun culture and the cultural activities, objects, gatherings and social 

norms of our group. It has harmed our ability to practice, promote and enhance our 

culture-amongst prospective new members and amongst existing members. The 

Respondents did not just prohibit a few guns, they have decimated our ability to 

participate in and feel joy in our cultural activities and our ability to plan for any 

future. 

 

29. The OIC is severely damaging firearm businesses by consuming them with a cloud of 

regulatory uncertainty, the common result of which is that they cannot operate 

sufficiently. They are uncertain if they will be able to continue operations and unable 

to determine if they will ever be able to go back to their usual business. If firearms 

businesses and shooting clubs close, there are severe losses to the economy in the 

millions to billions of dollars range and direct financial and emotional losses to those 

owners, clients, communities and employees. Resulting from their closure, there is a 

loss to all firearm licensees in that they cannot easily practice their culture and their 

culture could be destroyed and this causes mental anguish. Being part of a culture and 

having a community to share with provides protective benefits against mental illness.  
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C. The Balance of Convenience: 

 

30. The balance of convenience favors granting the injunction to the Applicants because 

the detrimental effect of this OIC upon them outweighs any good provided to anyone 

by the OIC. In the interests of justice the effects of the OIC should be stayed because 

of the destruction imposed upon the lives of the Applicants, and affected hunters, 

sportsmen, shops, manufacturers, shooting ranges, factories, farmers, the tourism 

industry and law enforcement. Granting this injunction would be the most beneficial 

option to all of Canadians- the OIC’s effects do more harm than granting an 

injunction against it’s effects would or could ever do. This is because before May 01 

2020, all of those affected were going about their business happily and there was no 

direct injury to anyone from them doing so. If the previous status quo could be 

maintained, harmony and justice could be restored for the time being, instead of 

people going to prison, going bankrupt and missing out on cultural activities and the 

mental wellbeing those activities within that community provide.  

 

31. The Applicants hold scientific information, evidence and witness testimony that  

prove this prohibition is not necessary or reasonable, is terribly affecting hundreds of 

thousands of people’s rights and will not achieve the legislative goal. We have 

provided some such factual evidence. There are facts to be disputed and settled in 

court. The Respondents (DOJ Canada) claim that the rights of Canadians were 

considered when drafting the OIC but they did not issue their usual Constitutional 

analysis. Under access to information requests contained in (Christine Generoux’s 
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affidavit Exhibit Y2) The Minister of Public Safety states, regarding the prohibition 

of 2 types of firearms under Bill C-71, there is no danger from allowing affected 

owners to continue to use the newly prohibited firearms because we are not a threat, 

and so the decision is made to allow grandfathered individuals to continue using their 

property. The Respondents will not provide answers or engage in any meaningful 

dialogue (outside of court) about the purported Charter or administrative violations. 

They dismissed our pleas for help and information as if our rights were 

inconsequential and bothersome. 

 

32. The Applicants have evidence to make them reasonably believe that “public safety” 

was not the pressing reason for enacting this OIC, and that the main factor in enacting 

it was to please lobbyists and gain a seat on the UN’s Security Council and enact a 

personal or moral agenda, violating the Shawcross Doctrine. This violation was to the 

detriment of the Canadian public. Canadian firearm licensee’s are being treated 

contrary to Canada’s Multiculturalism Act and contrary to the Charter of Rights and 

Freedoms. 

 

33. There is no pressing emergency which requires this OIC because licensee’s do not 

usually use their firearms to commit violence; it’s exceptionally rare. The OIC will 

not deter anyone who is determined to cause harm to innocent people from doing so. 

There exists no legitimate reason to violate our rights and cause us harm, no reason to 

punish us in response to the illegal actions of others.  

 

 



23 
 

Conclusion: 

 

34. The firearms licensee’s, shooting clubs, shooting ranges and businesses harmed by 

this OIC provide billions in financial support to the country and a priceless amount of 

emotional support to their local communities, they are safety oriented and generally 

law abiding. The revenue and jobs that these businesses provide outweigh any harm 

done, the proof of that is contained in Public Safety Canada’s own documents and 

statements and is in the firearm organizations/businesses/licensee’s history of 

following the law and notable lack of violent incidents.  

 

35. The financial benefit and emotional wellbeing/recreational or social/cultural value 

that hunting, guiding, trapping, sport shooting, gun shows, firearm competitions, 

firearms collectors, historical enthusiasts, local gun and ammo stores, safety training 

instructors and youth camps (related cultural people and places) provide to the 

community greatly outweigh any risk posed to it. The effects of the OIC are 

detrimental to the lives, activities, morale, income and property of hundreds of 

thousands of Canadians, the OIC destroys the Applicants (and others) ability to 

practice, promote, teach to others or enhance their culture.  

 

36. Considering the grave seriousness of the consequences of firearm related criminal 

charges to Canadians and the fact that the OIC is written improperly and is hopelessly 

vague; it should be of no force or effect. 

 

 






