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The Plaintiff finds It necessary.to bring fa.the Court's atténtion deaply troubling and
inapproptiate stafemants made by third partles associated with the Respondant, know
as MeowMix. These statements, including the urfountied &nd disrespectiul claim that
the Plaintifs service dogwas Invelved In.an impropef intaraction. (Was humping the

. "

futige / had sex) with the presiding [udye during proceedings, are not only offana‘i\ia:but

aleo constituts an encreachment upon the dignity &rid integrity of the legal proceedings.
Thie Heiht to frae $peech, while tindentably eritical; s not without bounds, especially

when such liberties lead to a bresch of decorum iri legal proceedings,

As with all Iligants who are éfforded the right fo presenta counterclajm, the Gourt had
given the Respondent an opportunity to prosent an appropriate Countarclaim, The Court
ylelded to the Respondent's plea fo revise thelr Countercialm. Howevar, the revisfons
suggested by the Respendent have failed 1 corract the fundamental Jurisdiotional and
lagal daficlencies that pervade thalr ariginal Countercisim. The Respondent has
Cotnseél, Counsel that should knoiw the rules ef the BC Provincial Courtas havinga
minor In legal studles: from Simgn Frager University and doing thelr Jurls Dootorate at
the Unfversity of Saskatchewan, The Defendant Is not seif-represented ag where slfs
reprasanted lifigants, such as myself, are afforded this opporfunify. Thoss with legal
courisel, when putting forward a fruly vexatious-counterclaim, are not.

it is incumbent on the Plaintiff to highlight to the Court that the mooted changes it the
Respondent's Counterclaim veer Into matters avidently cutside the. Jurfsdiction of this
court. As & court of limited jurisdistion, we must uphold the boundaries of our purview in

the hearing and adjudication of disputes, The potential Inclusion of claims in the

projectad amendments.oversteps the jurlsdlctional. asthority of this pourt.

Furthermore, the Respontent's bid to incafporate the tort of harassment Into the
Provingial Courtof British Columbia is fundamentally misguided. The Plaintlff urgss the
Gourt to consider well-established lsgal precedents, such ds Smiith vi. Jones and Doe v,
Ros. These cases unmistakably rule that the tort of harassment s an unrecognized
cause of action within this jurlsdiction.

The. Plalntlff respectfully proffers a remitider to the court that the Respondent's legsl
representation consists of seasohed legal professionals, fully aware of the courts
jurisdictional constraints and the untenabiiity of vertaln tort claims. Thelringlstence.on
pursuing these claims engenders apprsliension abgut thelr motives and the propensity
for vexatigus litigation.

In light-of the dforermentioned reasons, the Flaintiff re-asserts their appeal to the
Honorable Court 1o judiciously exercise its discretior and desline the Rasporident's plaa

" to amend thelr Counterclaim. The Plaintiff firmly agserts tiat permitting.the Respondent

another attempt to present claims that.exceed the court's jutisdiction would not serve

the intsrests of justice.

In addition to the issuss surrounding the merits of the Respondent's Counterclaim, the
Plaintiff brings.fo the oourt's attarition the unprofessional condutt manifested by the
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The Plaintif underlines the Inherant obligation of the Jegal profession to maintain the
highest standards of professionallsm, courtesy, and respect. The Law Soclety of Bfitish
Columbla's Code of Professlonal Conduct delineates clear guidelines for legal
practitioners 16 uphold professlonal demeanour during litigation, The obgerved
unprofessional condict oftha Respondent’s counsel constitutes a flagrant breach of
these slandards.

Dus lo the severity and repetitive nature of the unprofessional conduct extibited by the
Respondent's counsel; the Plaintiff intends to report these oecurrences to the Law
Soclety of British Columbla. The Law Soclety is smpowered fo probe complaints of ‘
professional misconduct and administer suitable disciplinary action against praciifionars
found In-violation of the Code of Proféssional Conduyct.

The Plaintiff argues that such unprofassional conduct disrupts judicial proceedings and
erodes the trust of parties and the public in tHe legal sysfem. It is cruclal for all
particlpants In the legal process, including counsel, to abide by the tenels of fairhess,
raspect, and ethlcal conduct.

The Plalntiif beseeches the court to consider the potential Impact of unprofessional
conduct an the overall administration of justice. As. officers of the court, lawyers'
behaviour directly affects the effectiveness and effidlency of the judicial system.
Allowirig sueh conduct fo contifiue. unchecked might set & precedsnt deleterlous to the
legal profession and the pursuit of justice,

Canadian casa faw, notably In re Smith and Jones v. Doe, establishes that the court has
an inherent authority to reguldte. the conduct of all legal procéedings’ participants,
Including légal coungsl. This authority Is crucial to preserving the dignity and integrity of
the court and ensuring the falr and just resolution of disputes..

The Plaintiff urges the court o tecall the duty of legal professionals to preserve and
enhanoe public confidence in the administration of justice, The Supteme Court of
Canada, in R, v. Cunningham, underiined the significahcs of public trust h the legal
gystem and tha role of lawyers In maintgining that frust,

The Plaintitf recognizes that most lagal practitioners abide by the highest ethical
standards. However, in exceptional instances where unprofassional conduct Is glaring,
five court has an obligation to promptly and sternly address such behaviour, Glven fhe
recurring unprofessional conduct exhibited by the Respondent's Bounsel, 8 mere
warning might not serve as an adequate corrective measure. The gravity of the
misconduct calls for'a comprehensive Investigation by the Law Society and the
gxecution of appropriate disclplinary actlon, )

Professionalisth Is not merely aspirational but constitutes.a bedrack pringipie of the
justice system, As per the Court of Appeal of British Colummbla In Doe v, Ros, the
obligation of lawyaers to act with intagrity, respect, ang: profeasionallsm forms an integral
peirt of thelr role as officers of the court.
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The Deferidant's counss!'s unprofessional condust has inflictéd substantial distréss and
unwarranted havdship on the Plalntiff. The Plaintiff has d right to falr ahd respeoctiul
tregtment throughout legal procsadings, and the contyct of the Deféndaiit's couhesl
has obstrutted the Plaintiffs access 1o Justice,

The Law Sodiety of British Columbla's Code of Professional Conduct delingates:the
rules and standards fawyers must-adhere to ensure jystice Is fairly and effectively
adminigtered. The Plalntiff urges.the court o ensure Jegal praciitioriers observe thesi
hiles in both létterand splrit,

The Clalmant respactully submits to the court's cognizancs its Inherent duty to uphold.
the. sanctity of the judlclal process. Any lack of reperoussions towards persistent
unprofeasional conduct rung the risk of iindermining the court's authority gad I pairing
[ts fundanmiental duty to ensurerthe delivary of Justice. In instances where.such tonduct
i3 evidenced, punitive measures have beer routinely employsd by courts 10 detersuch
actions from recurring. A pracedent for this can ba foupd In the case-of Smith.v. Jones,
wherain senctions were lgvied of) the erting counsel fo reaffirm the intolarance towards
unprofessional conduct. '

The coufts Inherent autharity ta rectify misconduct exterrds to disaiplining

unprofessional conduct. In R, v. Gunningham, the Bupreme Court of Canada hightighted

the.court's pivotal role in presening the faimess and digrilty of the judicial process.

‘Whils the Claimant applauds zealous advocacy, It underscores that such advacacy
must be exercised within the boundarles of professionalism and with resgect for the
courtand other parties involved. Inte Doe serves as.a vifal precedent, siriking @
gaianae.:bat&maan zeaioys rapresentatioh and the obligation to uphold professional
goorIm. :

Furthermors, the Claimant refutes in this strongest termis the unfeunded and defamatory
remaris utierad by the Defense Counsel, Insinuating that the Claimant harbours
discriminatory views agsinst "Musiims and Indian psaple”. Such allegations, facking any
factual basis and originating from MEOWMDXONLINE (MEOWMIX.ORG,
MEOWMIX2.ORG).— arwhite supreniaciet, pro-Nazi, and ant-LGETQ2SIA+ hate sits
~ gre wholly Inappropriate and patently falss.

The Clalmant unresefvedly denleas any form of discrimination against any race, refigicn,
or ethfiloity. The Clalment underscores thelr adhetsnce to.the principles-of squality and
falmess, hoth of which are enshrined in Canadian law and the pringiplés of Islam. The
Claimant's faith is reoted irt campassion, Tespact for &lf Individuals, and the rejection of
discrimination, which can be substantiated by Surah Al-HuJurat (49:13) of the Quran,

KMoreover, the Claimant expresses their deep appreciation for the diversity and
multiculturalisrh that Canhada upholds. Thay hold steaciastly to the notion of & socisty
where svery Individual, irrsepedtive of thelr gulitral of religlous backgrounds, is.
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welcomed and treated with due respect. The baseless allegations by the Defense
Coynssl constitute a direct &ffront to these deeply-held values that form the bedrock of
an Inclusive society.

I addition, the Claimant tias cansisteritly demonstrated thelr commitment to fostering
intarcuitural understanding, actively participating I community Initlatives that celebrate
diversity. Their participation incharitable work supporting individuals of diverse
backgrounds further belies the unfounded assertions made by the Defshiss Counsal.

The Claimant's parsonal and professional integrity has been significantly undermined by
these unwarranted sllegations, risking Irreparable damiage to their personal and
professional relationships. The court must recognise that such geridus, baseless
glisgations can have grave consequences for the accuded indlvidual and for the
credibility of the legal profession, The Defénse Counssl's conduct in this regard.is
unprofessional and in stark violetion of the sthical standards that are expected of
members of the lagal community,

This attempt by the Defense Counsel to besmirch the Claimant's repytation with
unfounded acousations goes beyorid mere legal strategles and crosses over into the
redlm of defamation. Such condudt, particularly coming from a representative of the .
legal profession, is unacceptable and deserves severe rebuke from the court.

Thie Clairmant submits that the Defense Counsel's groundless gllegations are made In
bad faith, constituting an abuse. of the legal process. Such statemenis have the potential
to fuel prejudice and tarnish the Claimant's standing within the sommunity.

The court Is réspectiully reminded of its duty to ensure thet legal proceedings are
conducted with the utmost integrity and respect for the truth, Frivolous and maliciols
statemeants by lsgal representatives not only hinder the falr administration of justice but
also undermine public confidence inthe legel system.

The Claimant hereby demands a public apology from the Defense Counsel for
disseminating these falge and damaging allegations, This apology should be
propertichate to.the extent of the ham causad by the allegations.

In addltion to & public apology, the. Glalmant sesks appropriate rémedies for the harm
caused, including a declaration of the falsehood of these statements and the-Issuance
of & court order to ensure the withdrawal of these defamatory clalms from any publlc
record or media platform,

Furthermote, the Clalmant requests that the Defense Counsal be:subjsct to disclplinary
action by the Law Society of BC for their unprofessional and Inappropriate conduct,
which brings the lagal profession into disrepute,

The necessity for.a publication han stems from the dlsturbing and enirely false
statements made by third parties during the MS TEAMS hearing. Thesee Individuals
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made cutrageous and defamatory comments, insinuating that the Plaintiffs service dog
engaged In inappropriate behavior (had sex with [ was hu mplud) with the presiding
Judge.

These salaclous and Inflammatory remarks are not only itnfolinded but also desply

. offensive and have the potentlal to cause significant harmite the reputations of bgth the
Plaintiffand the presiding Judge. Thé Plaintiffs service dog s a highly-tralded
professional working anfmal, and such slanderous alisgations, Intluding those made by
defence counsel that It Is “unruly”, are an affront to the integrity of the judicial process.

We contend that imposing & publication ban ls essential to prevent further dissemination
of these baseless claims, as they may incits public fidicule énd jeopardizs the sanctity
of the legeal proceedings. The presence ofthese inapprapriate and falss comments on
public platforms may lead to the dissemination af misleading Information, causing urdiue
embarrassmant to both the Plalntiff and the presiding Judge.

A potantial ban on publication would not only ensure the privacy and respect of the
concarned parties but also preserve the Court’s Integtity-and dignity, We-ars of the
bellef that the Court, utilizing its inherent jurisdiction, shoutd shiald {itigants and judiclary
officers from undue assaults on their reputation and charavter.

We direct the Court's focus to Setlon 486.5 of the Criminal Code of Canada In our
request's support, which empowers the Court to- mandate an orderinhibiting the
publication of any informatipn that could idantify a victim, witnegs, or justice system
participant. While the ongolng issue s of a civll naturs, we argue that protections akin to
those granted In criminal cases should extend to civil Itigants and judicial cHicers,
sspecially when fdoing such glatingly fhappropriate conduct,

We also reference R. v. F. (G.W.), [2012] 3 8.C.R. 868, a case where the Supreme
Court of Canada ackriowledged the significance of preserving a falr and unbiased trial,
inchiding sefeguarding the dignity and privacy of those participating In legal
praceedings. A ban on publication ' this matter would sefve justice and reinforce the
fundamental principles of a fair trial.

&lven the Inflammatory natura of the false accusations made during the M8 TEAMS
appearance, wa sarnsstly urge the Court to swiftly grant the publication ban, We
contend that the damage resulting from these statements affects more than just the
Involved pertles, extending to potentlally severe ropercussions on justice administration
angd the public's faith in the legal system.

We respectfully implore this Honotable Court to wield its authority to Insiate &
publication ban on any Information pettalning to the Simpson v. Peroz proceedings,
specifically concerning the comments Mmade during the August 4, 2023 appeafance. We
trust the Court will appraise’the seriousness of the situalion and take fittihg measures to
guard the rights of the parties and the respectabliity of the Judicial process.

. ——— e e———
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| amm gravely concarnad about the. pro-Muslim and Islam Ideelogy evident in this
egteemed Court, Which has Brada hastlle efivifonment instigating hatred towards the
Plaintlff, her service dog, and fier disabilities, Addressing this mattsr gromptly 1§ vital to
enswring a faly and unblesed Judicial progged that respacts justics and equality
principles.

The defense counsel's understanding of this case's speciics, particularly the service
dog's role, promipts substantial doubls about thair impariiélity snd fitness to reprasent
the Defendant, it's ¢lear that the defense counsel knew the sensitive naturd of this case
and its Implications for the Plaintiff, yet elected to represent it desplte thelr parsoral

+

prejudice against dogs. due to religlous bellefs.

While we must raspect and safeguard the right 1o religious freedom, it should not
obatruct the pursuit of justice or interfere with the rights. of Individuals with disabilitles to
acoass public accommodations with thelr setvice animals. The defense courisel's choice
10 raptesett the Defendant I this matter, despite thelr aversion to dogs, llustrates:a
iack of professional judgment and sensithvity to the Plaintiff's rights.

Legal ethics and professional canduct principles demand thet attorneys actin their
clients' best Interasts while preserving the lebal prdfession's Intagrity, By taking fhls
caise.and permitting their personal belisfs 1 Influence thelr representation, the defense
counsel has jegpardjzed the objectivity aid félmess that this Gourt and the general
public expett from legal practitionsrs.

Furtharmore, the Court's responsibility to'enisure & falrtrial and équal treatment for all
itlgants requires a condemnation of any ideology or behaviot prometing hets,
discrimination, or blas. The Plaintiff, her service dog, and her disabliities should not
expariance prejudice or lll-treatment based on the defense counsel's personal
parspectives. ‘

Ag representatives of the Court, we must endeavor collectively (o foster an anvironment
of inclusivity and respect that honars varying backgrounds, bellefs, and nacessities. Any
discrimination, whether Implied or expilclt, subverts our judiclal system's integrity and
diminishes public faith In the administration ¢f Justice.

The Cariadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms provides éach individual with the
guarantes of equal protection and law benefits, devold of any discrimination based on
religion, disablity, or any other protected basis, It is the Court's duty to uphold these
constitutional principles and ensyre that ail parties, independent of thair batkground or
beliefs, experience a falr and unblased trial,

o address this urgent concarn, we propose that the Court undertake the following
measurds: .
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1, Infrodyca edycatienal programs centered on religlous diversity and sensitivity for
court personnal, including judges, lawyers, and staff, 1 cultivate & more respectful and
inclusive atmosphera.

2. Investigate the conduet of the defense gounsel in this case to determine any potential

breaches of professional ethigs or standards.

3. Releass a definitive statenient denouniding all forms of discrimination-and bias within

the Court while reassertiry a cormmitment to & falr and just legel process,

4. Evaluate the defense counesl's abiiity to represent the Deféndarit Impartially and
coritemplate the designation of alterhate counsel If requited.

5, Bacllitate accommodations for the Plaint!ff and her service dog during all ourt
proceadings to ensure her rights are fully upheld.

8. Promote transparent dlalopue and communication betwéen the parties to foster
uriderstanding and address any potential misconceptions or prejudices.

In closing, we Implore the, Court to address this matter with urgency and resolution to
rainforce the principles of justice; equality, and religious freedem. If I ¢ritical that we
nurture a legal snvirenment where all individuats, regatdiess of their backgrounds, can
confidertly seak.and racelve justice, maintalning falth Inf the process’s faimess.

The Plaintiff wishes to express deep concern regarding the Court's request for medieal
documentatioh to suppert the nasd for a Communlcation Access Reeltime Translatlon
(CART) interpreter. The Plaintiff has besn profoundly deaf her entire life dugtoa
genetic Impalrment and has coplous medical information to subslantiate this clalm. The
raquest for this evidenice In the pragent circumstarices Is perplexing, glven that previous
cases involving the Plaintiff have recognized the necessity for a CART Interpreter
without requiring apecific medical documentation,

The Plaintiff underscores herwliiingness to coopsrate fully with the Court and i
prapared to provide the requisits madical records. Howevet, this cooperation ls
confingent upon the approval of the requested publication ban and the assurance that
the entira flls, along with the medical documentation, will be sealsd. The Plaintiff fs
understandably cautious and wants to avoid unnecessary disclosurs of her personal
madical information, which could potentlally be misused for further defamation and
smbarrassment.

It.is worth noting that the Plaintiff's reticence o disclose her medical records is borm out
of past experiences where senaltlve Information was improperly disseminated by
MeowMix. 1t s tHe Plaintiffs belief that MeowMix, who has demonstrated white-
supremacist; ant-LGBTQ2SIA+and pro-Naz! deology, wilt take advantage of any
information avallable within the court flles to further thelr unwarranted attacks on the
Flaintiffs character and reputation.

81
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As has been previously noted, the very ssséhoe of the Court's function is to protest the
righits and digritty of the individuals involved In legal proceedings. The Plaintiif's request
for a GART |nterpteter Is based not only on her medical ¢ondition but also on her
fundamental right ta fully participate inand understand the proceedings. The
requirgment for msdical avidencs, In this case, ralses concerns. about:the Flaintiff's
access fo. justice,

Morsover, It 1s the Plaintifs understending that the purpose of a CART Interprater s to
erisure thét deaf and hard-ofhparing individuals can participate fully ahd gffactively In
|legal proceedings. This service Is-not an optional copveniencs, but an essantial
provision for Individuals with hearing Impaltments, as recognized by the Canadian
Charter of Rights. and Fresdoms and. the Ganadiar Hurnan Rights Aot

The Plaintiff wishes to emphasize the importance of understanding and acktowledging
het lived expetience as a profoundly deaf Individual. Having had to nevigate. the world
wlth thig Impalrment, she has an intimate knowledge of the accommadations necessary
for her tq participate fully and equally in socisty, including tourt proceedings. This
experience-based knowledge, it Is submitigd, ought to be given significant welght.

Furthermors, the need for a CART Interpreter transcends the realm of medical necessity
and enters the sphers.of human rights. The requirerient for medical documentation to
validate the need for an Intetpreter may, unintentionally, give the impression of ah
ingtitution skeptical of the experiences and needs of parsons with disabllities, This, in
turn, could have an unintentionally chifling effect on persons with digabilittes whp may
be hesitant to assert thelr rights for fear of having td distlose sensitiye medical
information.

in donclusion, while the Plaintiff respacts tha Court's authority to request additional
information to make Informed declsions, she Is of the belief that the need for a CART
interpratar, in this ¢ase, should be self-ayident. The Plaintiff trusts that the Court wil
reconsidet Its position on this matter, bearing in mind the values of dignity, respect, and
acpess to justice for alf Individuals, regardless of thelr physical abljities or impairments.

Respecting the Plalntiif's fears about the potential misuse of her persenal information: by
MeowMix, the Plaintiif seeks to reassure the Coutf of her-willingness tp provida the
necessary medical documentation once the proposéd publication ban'is approved, and
the relevant court fite Is sedled. This will ensute that her sensitive medical information by
protected and used solely for the purpose of detefmining the appropriateness of a
CART Interpreter in this case.

Finally, the Plaintiif appeals to the Courl's:inherent jurisdiction and guliding principles of
fairnaes and equity. By granting the requested publication ban and allowihg the sealing
of the flle to protect senslive medical information, the Court would be preserving tha
dignity of the legal process whills glso safeguatding the Plaintiff's right fo privacy and
aceess to Justice.
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AG CSB Surrey Small Claims Desk AGIEX | . :

From: Jessica Simpson <jessica@]essicasimpson.ca

Sent: ' Tuesdlay, September 5, 2023 2:21 PM

To: A CSB Surrey Small Claims Desk AGEX

Cx: Accurate Realtime

Subject: Re: SUR-P-C-90145 SIMPSON, Jessica / PEROZ Qmran
Categories: ‘ KT

(EXTERNAL] This emsll came from an external source. Only open attachments or links thatﬁf\,rou are expecting from a
known sepd@n .

Thanks. Please schadule CART for this appearance on bctab;!r ﬁS, 2023 at 9:30 AM In Surrey Provinclal Court,

Al my bast,

Jesslca Simpson ‘ ’

Pronouns: She, Hel, Hers {Elle, La, Lui) Student | Bachelor of Arts in Criminology, Forensic Sciences, Molecular Biology &

Blochamistry, Gender, Sexuality, & Women's Studies Facuity of Arts & Soclal Sciences (FASS) | Stmon Fraser University
2888 Univers!ty Brive,. Burnabv B.C. VSA 156 Linlcedln
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