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1. This appeal is seeking to set aside the seizure of the matter in the court below by 

Fitzpatrick J. ("the Seizure"), as ordered by the chambers judge Shelley Collen 

Fitzpatrick ("Fitzpatrick") on August 3, 2021. The grounds for this appeal is a 

reasonable apprehension of bias of Fitzpatrick. 

A.  Background: proceedings in the court below 

2. Following the disclosure of SFU's political, scientific, and technical support for the 

terrorist regime of the Islamic Republic of Iran (the "Regime") and three of the 

Regime's agents connected with its ballistic missile and nuclear weapon programs, 

Iran's dictator and the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps ("IRGC"), SFU commenced 

a conspiracy campaign against the appellant by the way of sexual harassment and 

defamation. The appellant commenced an action in the court below against the 

respondents seeking damages for defamation and conspiracy. Fitzpatrick decided to 

evade the hearing of the action on the merits and block the discovery process, by 

claiming a lack of jurisdiction. In the same decision, Fitzpatrick exhibited obvious signs 

of bias and— presumably, to please and entertain the wealthy and politically powerful 

SFU administration and their governmental supporters by her written judgment— 

inhumanly and pathetically engaged in mockery of the pleadings and verbally 

attacking the appellant. Fitzpatrick then ordered that she would be seized of any 

application to be rescheduled in the matter she had dismissed. 

3. While Fitzpatrick admitted in her judgment that it was not the issue before her to 

determine the merits of the allegations, on the very occasion that she aborted the 

discovery process, she pathetically called out the allegations against her apparently 

favourite wealthy and politically powerful side as "escalated", "bizarre", and 

"irrational". Fitzpatrick also decorated her judgement with fact manipulations, 

fabrications and many outright lies, all amounting to appeasing the Regime and its 

enablers. By her judgment, Fitzpatrick paved the way for the lobbyists and apologists 

of the Regime to double down on the SFU's conspiracy and  Fitzpatrick's own pathetic 

conduct against the appellant. This is not a mere possibility- the apologists of the 

Regime in Canada started to assassinate the appellant's character merely a day after 

the publication of Fitzpatrick's judgment. 
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4. Besides Fitzpatrick's obvious bias, it is apparent from her judgment that among other 

things (a) she does not understand the core duties of a judge; (b) she is negligent of 

the ethical principles for judges, including fairness and impartiality; and (c) to her, 

exercising one's legal right to advance claims before a court is bizarre and irrational 

when proceedings in the open court would expose the criminalities of a powerful public 

body and international terrorists. She essentially turned a court of LAW into a realm 

of TYRANNY, where laws and ethics are immaterial. 

5. Fitzpatrick appears to have been too lazy to read the (plaintiff's) material, including 

pleadings and affidavits, which were all before her but, at the same time, was too 

eager to mock them and call them out apparently to appease a terrorist regime's 

enablers in Canada. 

B.  The lateness of this appeal is not the appellant's fault 

6. The order under this appeal is one of the three orders comprising the decision of 

Fitzpatrick J. that dismissed the plaintiff's action for lack of jurisdiction ("Fitzpatric's 

Decision."  

7. On August 17, I appealed Fitzpatrick's Decision only 14 days after it was pronounced 

and in the subsequent factum, expressly addressed the bias of the judge and sought 

that the Court set aside the Seizure. 

8. It was the division of the court hearing that appeal that admittedly ignored that sought 

order in its reserved judgment and declined to adjudicate that matter. While it 

undoubtedly missed one of the sought orders, that division was apparently of the view 

that it was not necessary to adjudicate that order after issuing its decision on 

Fitzpatrick's order about jurisdiction. 

9. The matter of the Seizure has not been adjudicated by this court and this appeal is 

not an appeal from an order of this very court. 

C. The Appeal is meritorious 

10. There is no question that each of the following matters alone amounts to a reasonable 

apprehension of bias of Fitzpatrick: (a) victim-shaming a  victim of conspiratorial 

defamation and sexual harassment; (b) mocking and refuting the appellant's pleadings 

in a jurisdictional challenge in the absence of discovery; (c) suppressing the 

appellant's pleadings (not just evidence) in a jurisdictional challenge and replacing 




