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PART I – REPLY ARGUMENT TO WSIB ARGUEMNTS 

Reply to WSIB’s Stated Issue One: Accommodation of Mr. Taylor in courts below   

1. Mr. Taylor’s first stated issue was,  

“Can a court have a negative indifference towards Canadians & Migrants who suffer 

from numerous physical and psychological disabilities, who are injured at work, and 

are who self-represented parties?”1 

 

2.  The WSIB has intentionally and deceptively misstated the first issue to make this issue 

appear to be all about Mr. Taylor’s individual case and not a public importance matter. When 

it is not! While this case is about Mr. Taylor, it MUST be realized that Mr. Taylor is a 

member of each of the listed classes of Canadians. Therefore, each class of Canadians are 

affected by Mr. Taylor’s case. Combined the three status of Canadians encompasses millions 

of Canadians, who are all directly impacted by Mr. Taylor’s case. This is because all of 

whom have been intentionally denied justice, solely on the basis of their status as a Canadian, 

which is a NATIONAL CRISIS OF INJUSTICE!  

  

3. The WSIB’s argument that Mr. Taylor was treated fairly by the courts below is an act of 

deliberate and intentional deception, on the part of the WSIB. Mr. Taylor first points to 

scientific research, which raises great concern over the lack of accommodation for persons 

who represent themselves within Canada’s courts. A scientific study, that was previously 

referenced in Mr. Taylor’s arguments, confirmed less than 4% success rate for self-

represented litigants on summary judgments brought by represented parties.2 While this 

confirms some biased towards SRLs within Canada’s courts, what is even more shocking is 

that this number is zero for injured workers, who have been forced to represent themselves in 

Canada’s courts, all of whom have permanent disabilities. This raises a third issue of how 

Canadians with disabilities are disrespected, to the point of hatred, within Canada’s courts.  

 

4. What is even more disconcerting is that this very Court, the highest court in Canada, 

endorsed the Canadian Judicial Council’s Statement of Principles on Self-represented 

Litigants and Accused Persons bringing it, in effect, into law.3 However, Canada’s judges 

 
1 See para 76e of Applicant’s Memorandum |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 47| 
2 See page 8 & 9 of NSRLP “Use of Summary Judgement Procedures Against Self-Represented Litigants: Efficient 

Case management or Denial of Justice?”, dated Nov. 2015, Exhibit “K” |Tab 12K, Vol. III, pages 119 to 120|  
3 See Pintea v. Johns 2017 SCC 23 
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continue to completely disregard the principles in ANY capacity, by holding SRLs to a much 

higher standard than that of a learned counsel. One can understand why, Canada’s justice 

system is comparable to that of the American wild west, when the Canadian Judicial Council 

has proven to be completely ineffective with ensuring the trust of Canadians and 

accountability of its judges.4   

 

5. A complete disregard for law, was visible, when Mr. Taylor appeared before Her Honour 

Justice Petersen (“J. Petersen”), at the Ontario Superior Court of Justice. This was when J. 

Petersen blindly accepted the WSIB counsel’s intentional & deliberately deceptive 

arguments. These arguments were, that the WSIB has a standard practice which requires a 

review of healthcare benefits every two years,5 when they do not; that it was incumbent on 

Mr. Taylor to supply the information directly to the WSIB, when it does not; that the WSIB 

has the lawful authority to Mr. Taylor’s suspend healthcare benefits, and without prior 

notification of infringement,6 when it does not! 

 

6. J. Petersen accepted this unlawful practice, even though a WSIB practice, procedure, or 

policy must be established in writing and “with the approval by the Lieutenant Governor in 

Council.”7 To date, the WSIB has refused to provide ANY lawful confirmation of any 

written procedure, practice, or policy, which was approved by Lieutenant Governor in 

Council to allow for medical reviews every two years to Mr. Taylor, or any injured worker’s 

healthcare benefits.8 More importantly, the two year review period for Mr. Taylor, claimed 

by the WSIB,  was the Fall of 2019. The WSIB did not do any further review. Confirming 

this was an unlawful act on the part of the WSI. Also confirming this was an act of retaliation 

on Mr. Taylor. Most importantly nothing was done to the WSIB to hold them accountable. 

This leaves one wondering why do judges hate injured workers so much! 

 

 
4 See CJC Press Release, dated  August 19, 2020, Regarding Justice Michel Girouard, https://cjc-

ccm.ca/en/news/federal-court-appeal-rejects-justice-michel-girouards-appeal-canadian-judicial-councils  

Also see open Letter to Canadians From the Canadian Judicial Council, dated July 31, 2020, https://cjc-

ccm.ca/en/news/open-letter-canadians-canadian-judicial-council-0   
5 See para 14 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, page 24| 
6 See para 15 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, page 24| 
7 See s. 131 of the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act, 1997, S.O. 1997, c. 16, Sched. A 
8 See para 31 of Applicant’s Memorandum of Argument |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 36|  

https://cjc-ccm.ca/en/news/federal-court-appeal-rejects-justice-michel-girouards-appeal-canadian-judicial-councils
https://cjc-ccm.ca/en/news/federal-court-appeal-rejects-justice-michel-girouards-appeal-canadian-judicial-councils
https://cjc-ccm.ca/en/news/open-letter-canadians-canadian-judicial-council-0
https://cjc-ccm.ca/en/news/open-letter-canadians-canadian-judicial-council-0
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7. For a government agency, such as the WSIB, to summarily make up rules, on the go, is 

without question an arbitrary state action and is thus a violation of the Rule of Law, which is 

confirmed by this Court, 

“At its most basic level, the rule of law vouchsafes to the citizens and residents of 

the country a stable, predictable and ordered society in which to conduct their 

affairs. It provides a shield for individuals from arbitrary state action.”9  

 

 

8. In addition to the arbitrary actions of the WSIB, the WSIB does not have the legal authority 

to make such a demand. This, according to Board Policy10 and the WSIB’s governing law.11 

An injured worker is NOT required to provide medical information to the WSIB. Most 

importantly the WSIB did NOT have the legal authority to suspend Mr. Taylor’s healthcare 

benefits.12 This is but one example of how Mr. Taylor was treated with great negative 

indifference by the courts below.  

 

9. In another example, J. Petersen recognized that Mr. Taylor is a low-income individual. J. 

Petersen recognized that Mr. Taylor being forced to pay for prescription medications would 

be a financial burden and was warranting of urgency.13 However, in discussing the issue of 

nonprescription medications, J. Petersen reasoned that Mr. Taylor’s continued financial 

burden was part of the “status quo”14 and Mr. Taylor could keep on financially suffering, 

regardless of Mr. Taylor’s financial situation. This is yet another example of how Mr. 

Taylor was treated negatively by the courts below, simply because Mr. Taylor was a 

self-represented litigant, with numerous disabilities, and who also happened to be an 

injured worker.    

 

10. When J. Petersen stated that Mr. Taylor paying for over the counter medications was not an 

urgent matter, J. Petersen also reasoned that Mr. Taylor could have brought the application 

sooner.15 In coming to this reasoning, J. Petersen failed to “prevent an unfair disadvantage 

 
9 See para 70 of Reference re Secession of Quebec, [1998] 2 S.C.R. 217 
10 See Board Policy 19-02-04 https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-

reintegration 
11 See s. 51(3)(a) of the Workers Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
12 See s. 50 of the Workers Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
13 See para 13 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 23| 
14 See para 12 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 23| 
15 See para 12 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 23| 

https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration
https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration
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to self-represented persons.”16 That being Mr. Taylor’s need, as a Self-Represented Litigant 

(“SRL”), time to learn, prepare, and formulate his arguments. Something even this Court did 

not hold against Mr. Taylor, when Mr. Taylor’s motion to extend time was granted by this 

Court in a previous matter.17 In ignoring Mr. Taylor’s need for time to prepare his case, J. 

Petersen “denied relief” to Mr. Taylor “on the basis of a minor or easily rectified 

deficiency.”18 Again confirming that Mr. Taylor was treated negatively by the courts 

below.         

 

11. Another example of negative indifference towards Mr. Taylor, was when Mr. Taylor 

attempted to explain the volume of widespread lengthy institutional delays. In response, J. 

Petersen dismissed this as “not relevant to the current issues.”19 It is not about Mr. Taylor’s 

“frustration with the historical delays,”20 but Mr. Taylor was providing an example of the 

commonly known behavior of Canada’s workers compensation boards towards injured 

workers. That behavior, being that Canada’s workers compensation boards in no way provide 

speedy determination and speedy payment of benefits. This false justification has been 

widely used by Canada’s courts to justify a Charter infringement against Canada’s injured 

workers, when injured workers attempted to seek their constitutional right of redress against 

suing their employer for their workplace injuries.21 Again confirming another example of 

how Mr. Taylor was treated negatively by the courts below! 

 

12. Another interesting point and the irony of it was in their response, to Mr. Taylor’s 

application, the WSIB went well beyond any historical doctrine, alleged by J. Petersen and 

made specific reference to another legal action involving Mr. Taylor, which has no relevance 

to this case.22 This was the WSIB’s attempt to Muddy the Waters and discredit Mr. Taylor, 

as a whining complaining malinger. Something the workers compensation systems in 

Canada, are experts at depicting of injured workers, who have been denied their legitimate 

 
16 See no. 1 of page 4 of CJC Principles on SRLs, dated December 2006 |Tab 12I, Vol. III, page 97| 
17 See Paul Taylor v. Workplace Safety and Insurance Board, et al., SCC Case No. 38980 
18 See no. 2, page 4, of CJC Principles on SRLs, dated December 2006 |Tab 12I, Vol. III, page 97| 
19 See para 5, of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 22| 
20 See para 5, of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 22| 
21 See para 91 of Applicant’s Memorandum of Argument |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 53 & 54|  
22 See para 31, 57, pages 10 & 18, of WSIB Respondent’s Memorandum. 
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claims to workers compensation benefits. Again, confirming another example of how Mr. 

Taylor was treated negatively by the courts below! 

13.   

14. In another example within J. Petersen’s decision, was the issue of the timeframe for an SRL 

to bring an application for Judicial Review. The law, at the time, made no reference to any 

specific time limit for the bringing of such applications.23 In J. Petersen decision it noted that 

in one instance Mr. Taylor’s application was delayed and Mr. Taylor ought to have brought 

his application sooner, as he indicated he would.24 However, J. Petersen contradicted herself 

when Her honour stated in her decision if leave was granted the application would be denied, 

as it was premature.25 This J. Petersen explained was because Mr. Taylor did not exhaust all 

his avenues available to him at the WSIB and the WSIAT.26 Again confirming another 

example of how Mr. Taylor was treated negatively by the courts below! 

 

15. Mr. Taylor also experienced great negative indifference from the Court of Appeal. One 

example was when Mr. Taylor had filed a motion to have the appeal hearing video 

streamed/recorded. This was an effort by Mr. Taylor to accommodate other Canadians with 

disabilities, who could not personally attend the court, due to their disabilities. In the motion 

materials, Mr. Taylor had provided numerous affidavits from various persons with 

disabilities who confirmed they could not attend the court, due to their disabilities. However, 

Mr. Taylor, being an SRL on a low-income, was not able to provide hard copies of his 

motion materials to the Court of Appeal. Instead Mr. Taylor provided an PDF electronic copy 

to the Court of Appeal and counsel for the WSIB and WSIAT. Mr. Taylor asked for an 

accommodation as an SRL in that the electronic copy be accepted in place of a hardcopy.27 

Something that is now standard procedure due top COVID-19. When Mr. Taylor arrived at 

the Court of Appeal on the day of the hearing he learned that the Panel of Judges was not 

provided a hardcopy or electronic copy of his motion materials.28 The Court of Appeal 

violated the Principles established by the Canadian Judicial Council and endorsed by this 

 
23 See the Judicial Review Procedure Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. J.1 
24 See para 12 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 23| 
25 See para 17 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 25| 
26 See para 19 of J. Petersen’s Endorsement, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, page 25| 
27 See Exhibit “D” of the Affidavit of Paul Taylor, Sworn Sep. 20/19 |Tab 12D, Vol. III, pages 51 to 55| 
28 See para 6 of Court of Appeal Reasons for Decision, dated Sep. 21/18 |Tab 4, Vol. I, page 16| 
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Court29 by failing to be “open, transparent, clearly defined, simple, convenient and 

accommodating.”30 Also the Court of Appeal failed to do “whatever is possible to provide a 

fair and impartial process and prevent an unfair disadvantage to self-represented 

persons.”31 Again confirming another example of how Mr. Taylor was treated negatively 

by the courts below! 

 

16. Because Mr. Taylor’s motion materials were not received by the Panel of Judges, the Panel 

of Judges considered this to not be a broad consultation.32 Therefore the Panel Members 

dismissed Mr. Taylor’s Motion.33  While the actions as they stood confirmed the negative 

indifference to Mr. Taylor, as an SRL. This was further confirmed when in a separate matter 

at the Court of Appeal, provided preferential treatment to Government, when the Court 

of Appeal allowed another matter to be video streamed and recorded. Ironically, that matter 

was no in no way beneficial to the status of Canadians with disabilities, as Mr. Taylor’s 

request was.34 Again confirming another example of how Mr. Taylor was treated 

negatively by the courts below! 

 

17. The negative indifference towards Mr. Taylor, as an SRL with disabilities did not end with 

Mr. Taylor’s motion. It continued into Mr. Taylor’s appeal, which was dismissed by the 

Court of Appeal. Their reasoning was that Mr. Taylor’s application was not urgent because 

“the WSIB acted reasonably in requesting updated medical information.” However, the 

WSIB never produced any written policy, procedure, or practice, that has been approved by 

“the Lieutenant Governor in Council,”35 to confirm they can request a review every two 

years. A written policy, procedure or practice is something that is a requirement under the 

WSIB’s governing statute.36 Additionally, the WSIB did NOT have the lawful authority to 

suspend Mr. Taylor’s healthcare benefits.37 Therefore, the WSIB’s decision was and is 

unreasonable and a violation of the Rule of Law, as this was an arbitrary and unlawful state 

 
29 See Pintea v. Johns 2017 SCC 23 
30 See #1, on page 2 of Exhibit “I” of the Affidavit of Paul Taylor, Sworn Sep. 20/19 |Tab 12D, Vol. III, page 95|  
31 See #1, on page 4 of Exhibit “I” of the Affidavit of Paul Taylor, Sworn Sep. 20/19 |Tab 12D, Vol. III, page 97| 
32 See para 104, of Applicant’s Memorandum, dated Aug. 6/19 |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 57|  
33 See para 6 of Court of Appeal Reasons for Decision, dated Sep. 21/18 |Tab 4, Vol. I, page 16| 
34 See Exhibit “G” of the Affidavit of Paul Taylor, Sworn Sep. 20/19 |Tab 12G, Vol. III, page 90| 
35 See s. 131(1) of the Workplace Safety & Insurance Act, 1997, S.O. 1997, c. 16, Sched. A   
36 See para 108 to 110 of Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) v. Vavilov, 2019 SCC 65 
37 See s. 50 of the Workers' Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
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action, on the part of the WSIB.38 Again confirming another example of how Mr. Taylor 

was treated negatively by the courts below! 

 

18. Sadly, the negative indifference towards Canadians like Mr. Taylor, Canadians who are 

SRLs, with disabilities and suffered injuries at work, by Canada’s courts is nothing new and 

will likely carry on through to this Court and beyond. The beyond being if Mr. Taylor 

chooses to invoke his right to petition Canada’s Parliament to set aside a negative judgement 

of this Court, and then possibly seeking redress from the Internal Labour Organization, a 

branch of the United Nations.      

 

Reply to WSIB’s Stated Issue Two: Has there been an inordinate delay in the adjudication 

of the Applicant’s claim for benefits 

19. Mr. Taylor’s second stated issue was,  

“Can a court have a negative indifference towards Canadians & Migrants who suffer 

from numerous physical and psychological disabilities, who are injured at work, and 

who are self-represented parties?”39 

 

20. The WSIB has again intentionally and deceptively misstated the second issue, to make the 

issue appear to be all about Mr. Taylor. While this case involves Mr. Taylor, Mr. Taylor is a 

member of each of the listed status of Canadians. Combined the three status encompasses 

millions of Canadians, who are all directly impacted by Mr. Taylor’s case. This is because all 

of whom have been intentionally denied justice solely based on their status as a Canadian, 

which is a NATIONAL CRISIS OF INJUSTICE! 

 

21. The WSIB argument that the delays within the WSIB are reasonable, the actions of the WSIB 

to demand updated medical information and the actions of the WSIB to suspend Mr. Taylor’s 

healthcare benefits was lawful40, is an act of deliberate and intentional deception, on the 

part of the WSIB. This is because, in the WSIB’s response, the WSIB referenced no 

section of law, no policy, no written procedure, and no written practice, which is a 

requirement according to their governing statute.41 Instead the WSIB relies solely on a 

 
38 See para 70 of Reference re Secession of Quebec, [1998] 2 S.C.R. 217 
39 See para 76f of Applicant’s Memorandum |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 48| 
40 See para 40, page 13, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument of  
41 See s. 131(1) of the Workplace Safety & Insurance Act, 1997, S.O. 1997, c. 16, Sched. A   



11 

 

covert policy. This is not only illegal, but a seemingly common and unlawful practice of the 

WSIB, where the WSIB had previously been accused of doing before.42 This action is also 

nothing more than an arbitrary state action against its citizens and a violation of the Rule of 

Law according to this Court.43 Confirming of how Mr. Taylor was treated negatively by 

the courts below simply because Mr. Taylor is an injured worker, with numerous 

disabilities and attempted to represent himself.  

 

22. The WSIB also argues that Mr. Taylor is incorrect, that Mr. Taylor’s case is not in permanent 

purgatory. The WSIB had communicated their decision to Mr. Taylor in a letter dated 

October 10, 2018.44 However, this is incorrect and yet confirms another deliberate 

deception on the part of the WSIB. The October 10, 2018, WSIB decision letter, Mr. 

Taylor is still awaiting on a WSIB appeals branch decision. This is the final decision of the 

WSIB. As such, Mr. Taylor cannot proceed with his appeal at the WSIAT until all the 

various appeals have been sent to the WSIAT, this is the WSIAT’s practice. Therefore, this 

confirms the fact that Mr. Taylor’s appeal is in permanent purgatory. Confirming of how 

Mr. Taylor was treated negatively by the courts below simply because Mr. Taylor is an 

injured worker, with numerous disabilities and attempted to represent himself.      

   

Reply to WSIB’s Stated Issue Three: Did the WSIB’s request for updated Medical 

Information amount to retaliation 

23. Mr. Taylor’s third stated issue was: 

“Can a government agency, specifically an administrative board/tribunal retaliate 

against an individual simply because they are a complainant?”45 

 

The WSIB has again intentionally and deceptively misstated the third issue, which was obviously 

to make this issue appear to be only about Mr. Taylor. While this case does involve Mr. Taylor, 

Mr. Taylor is a member of each of the listed status of Canadians. Combined the three status of 

Canadians encompasses millions of Canadians, who are all directly impacted by Mr. Taylor’s 

case. This is because all of whom have been intentionally denied justice solely based on their 

status as a Canadian, which NATIONAL CRISIS OF INJUSTICE! 

 

 
42 See Castrillo v. Workplace Safety and Insurance Board, 2017 ONCA 121. Also see Steinnagel v Workplace 

Health, 2016 ONSC 2138 
43 See para 70 of Reference re Secession of Quebec, [1998] 2 S.C.R. 217 
44 See para 47, page 15, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
45 See para See para 76f of Applicant’s Memorandum |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 48| 
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24. The WSIB argues “that it was reasonable to request updated medical information in support 

of continued use of the prescription medications.”46 However, the WSIB makes no reference 

to Board policy, procedure, or section of law, that was lawful approved by the “the 

Lieutenant Governor in Council.”47 The WSIB’s argument is nothing more than a logical 

fallacy of begging the question. Their premise and conclusion were one and the same being 

the word “reasonable.” Their argument to be valid should have referred to a law, policy etc. 

More importantly the WSIB did NOT have the lawful authority to make such a request for 

medical information of Mr. Taylor.48 The WSIB did NOT have the lawful authority to 

suspend Mr. Taylor’s healthcare benefits.49 Therefore the WSIB’s action was an arbitrary 

state action. Therefore, confirming the WSIB, an administrative board, DID knowingly 

retaliate against Mr. Taylor simply because he was a complainant.   

 

25. The WSIB argues that based on the legislative framework, Mr. Taylor is incorrect to assert 

that a worker should not bear the burden of providing the requested medical information. 

However, the WSIB cannot require medical information of an injured worker according 

to its governing statue and Board policy.50  Additionally the WSIB does not have the lawful 

authority to cancel healthcare benefits, as the WSIB did with Mr. Taylor.51 Additionally, 

in a very similar case, the Saskatchewan Court of Appeal agreed that a worker should not 

lose their benefits if updated medical information is provided.52 Finally, the WSIB in their 

arguments has made no reference to law or Board policy, just a bold statement that Mr. 

Taylor was incorrect. Therefore, confirming the WSIB, an administrative board, DID 

knowingly retaliate against Mr. Taylor simply because he was a complainant. 

 

 
46 See para 48, page 15, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument  
47 See s. 131(1) of the Workplace Safety & Insurance Act, 1997, S.O. 1997, c. 16, Sched. A   
48 See s. 51(3)(a) of the Workers' Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11, also see Board Policy 19-02-04 

https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration 
49 See s. 50 of the Workers' Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
50 See s. 51(3)(a) of the Workers' Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11, also see Board Policy 19-02-04 

https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration 
51 See s. 50 of the Workers' Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
52 See Zurich Life Insurance Company Limited v Branco, 2015 SKCA 71 

https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration
https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration
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26. The WSIB also argues in support of J. Petersen and the Court of Appeal that Mr. Taylor was 

provided proper notice of the breach.53 However, J. Petersen, the Court of Appeal and the 

WSIB’s argument is logically flawed and incorrect. This is because according to this Court’s 

interpretation of Procedural Fairness or Natural Justice, an individual found in violation, 

must be properly informed in writing of any violation. The individual must also be 

provided an opportunity to remedy the error.54 Mr. Taylor was asked for the 

information.55 However, no further communication was made to Mr. Taylor by the WSIB 

between the request of October 4, 2017 and the WSIB’s unlawful action to suspend Mr. 

Taylor’s healthcare benefits in January 2018. Therefore, the WSIB violated Procedural 

Fairness and in doing so confirms the WSIB, an administrative board, DID knowingly 

retaliate against Mr. Taylor simply because he was a complainant.   

 

27. The WSIB in their arguments referenced a “drug formulary”56 and cite an affidavit by a 

WSIB staff member. However, they make no reference to any law or Board policy. Again, 

this is contrary to their governing statute.57 The WSIB false assertions of a policy, 

procedure, or practice, is by definition, of this Court’s own definition, of what is an 

unreasonable decision and/or action in Canada v. Vavilov.58 Therefore confirming the 

WSIB, an administrative board, DID knowingly retaliate against Mr. Taylor simply 

because he was a complainant. 

 

28. The WSIB argues that an individual does not have a right to healthcare, without checks and 

balances.59 The WSIB argues that there is no provision preventing a review of entitlement to 

healthcare benefits and as such by virtue, healthcare benefits are not guaranteed.60 However, 

the WSIB’s argument is flawed, and intentionally deceptive. As previously mentioned, the 

WSIB does not have the lawful authority to demand medical information of an injured 

 
53 See para 50 of page 16, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
54 See para 21, of Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship & Immigration) 2 S.C.R. 817 [1999]  
55 See Exhibit “BB”, WSIB Letter, October 4, 2017, |Tab 8BB, Vol. II, pages 105 to 106| 
56 See para 51, of page 16, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
57 See s. 131(1) of the Workplace Safety & Insurance Act, 1997, S.O. 1997, c. 16, Sched. A    
58 See para 108 to 110 of Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) v. Vavilov, 2019 SCC 65 
59 See para 51, of page 16, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument  
60 See para 52, of page 16, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
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worker, without their consent.61 More importantly and contrary to the position of the 

WSIB, the WSIB also does not have the lawful authority to cancel healthcare benefits.62  

Finally, Mr. Taylor asserts that the position of the Court of Appeal in Sutor63 is incorrect and 

narrow minded. The Court of Appeal only looked at the financial implications to employers, 

they did not consider the financial costs violations of Human Rights Code and/or violations 

of the Charter Rights to injured workers or most importantly to Ontario taxpayers, which is 

the true purpose of Canada’s workers compensation system.64  Therefore, confirming the 

WSIB, an administrative board, DID knowingly retaliate against Mr. Taylor simply 

because he was a complainant.    

 

29. Retaliation has been commonly defined as when an individual has engaged in a 

protected act, and as a result, an organization/government and/or individual acted 

against the individual. Mr. Taylor had a lawful right NOT to provide the requested medical 

information to the WSIB.65 The WSIB had NO lawful authority to suspend Mr. Taylor’s 

health care benefits.66 Therefore, the WSIB committed an act of retaliation against Mr. 

Taylor, simply because Mr. Taylor was and is fighting for his rights and the rights of all 

injured workers!  

 

Reply to the WSIB’s Stated Issue Four: Did the Court of Appeal fail to Accommodate 

Disabled persons by refusing the Applicant to Live Stream the Hearing of his Appeal on 

Social media 

30. Mr. Taylor’s fourth stated issue was: 

“Can a lower court and/or statute bar a party from broadcasting/streaming recording 

court proceedings, to accommodate members of the public who have a vested interest in 

the matter, but cannot attend the hearing due to their disabilities?”67 

 

31. Unlike the past three stated issues, the WSIB was much closer to this issue, being a public 

interest issue and not implying it to be a personal issue of Mr. Taylor. In fact, on this issue 

 
61 See s. 51(3)(a) of the Workers' Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11, also see Board Policy 19-02-04 

https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration 
62 See s. 50 of the Workers' Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
63 See para 50 of Sutor v. Workplace Safety and Insurance Board, [2003] O.J. No. 311 (C.A.).  
64 See Exhibit “A” of Paul Taylor Affidavit sworn Sep. 20/19 |Tab 12A, Vol. III, page 37| 
65 See s. 51(3)(a) of the Workers Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
66 See s. 50 of the Workers Compensation Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. W.11 
67 See para 76h of Applicant’s Memorandum |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 48| 

https://www.wsib.ca/en/operational-policy-manual/functional-abilities-form-work-reintegration
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Mr. Taylor would not benefit in any way by this issue. However, the WSIB makes the issue 

about Mr. Taylor in their first paragraph by saying “that Mr. Taylor was not accommodated 

by the Ontario Court of Appeal when it did not allow him to live stream the hearing of his 

appeal.”68 This took what Mr. Taylor had argued completely out of context. Being that Mr. 

Taylor was requesting accommodations “to accommodate members of the public who have 

a vested interest in the matter.”69 The purpose of Mr. Taylor’s request was not for himself 

but to  “confirm, and ultimately strengthen the rights of disabled persons by confirming the 

right to access the “open courts principle.” is a right guaranteed under s. 2b, s7, and s. 15 

of the Charter.”70 Again, the WSIB changed the issue and attempted to make it about Mr. 

Taylor, which it was not! 

 

32. The WSIB went on to argue that the Court of Appeal had made arrangements for video 

conferencing and sent Mr. Taylor information regarding this.71 However, when referring to 

the information sheet, it is for parties wishing to appear at the Court of Appeal and not for 

members of the public to observe the hearing. Additionally, if members of the public wished 

to use the Court call system, they were required to pay an administration fee of $65.72 

Something that is not fair or reasonable for members of the public to be expected to pay in 

order to receive what the WSIB considers to be “reasonable accommodations”. 

Additionally, knowing that most persons with disabilities are on a very low income. This is 

not the standard that was intended by this Court in its decision of Central Okanagan School 

District No. 23 v. Renaud.73   

 

33. The separate issue the WSIB references involving Mr. Taylor, was not about the type of 

accommodation, but whether the Landlord Tenant Board74 had provided any 

accommodations. This was the very same situation with this case with the Court of Appeal 

who did not provide any accommodations to members of the public with disabilities.75 

 
68 See para 54 of page 18, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
69 See para 104 of Applicant’s Memorandum |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 57| 
70 See para 105 of Applicant’s Memorandum |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 57| 
71 See para 56 of page 18, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
72 See Court of Appeal attachment for e-mail dated  
73 [1992] 2 S.C.R. 970. 
74 See 57 of page 18, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
75 See para 58 of page 18, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
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This point of the WSIB argument shows how Mr. Taylor was NOT allowed to use past 

history of his dealings with the WSIB and the WSIAT but how they can and are allowed by 

the courts below and further confirms of how the double standards and negative 

treatment by the courts below towards Mr. Taylor but most importantly persons who 

are self-represented persons with disabilities.   

 

PART II – REPLY ARGUMENT TO WSIB ARGUEMNT ON COSTS 

 

34. The WSIB has argued that there is no basis to award Mr. Taylor’s costs award or any 

authority to make such an award. The WSIB also claims they are not seeking any costs 

should Mr. Taylor’s application be granted.76 This is incorrect and was confirmed by this 

court in British Columbia (Minister of Forests) v. Okanagan Indian Band,77 where at para 40, 

Justice Lebel stated the following criteria for an advanced costs order: 

 

1. The party seeking interim costs genuinely cannot afford to pay for the litigation, 

and no other realistic option exists for bringing the issues to trial -- in short, the 

litigation would be unable to proceed if the order were not made. 

 

Mr. Taylor has been forced to live on less than $1,000 a month for him and 

his daughter.78 For a court to award any costs against Mr. Taylor is by definition 

cruel and unusual punishment.  

 

2. The claim to be adjudicated is prima facie meritorious; that is, the claim is at least 

of sufficient merit that it is contrary to the interests of justice for the opportunity to 

pursue the case to be forfeited just because the litigant lacks financial means. 

   

Mr. Taylor asserts that his claim is meritorious.  

 

3. The issues raised transcend the individual interests of the particular litigant, are of 

public importance, and have not been resolved in previous cases. 

 

Mr. Taylor’s case is of great importance to most Canadians, as it impacts 

working Canadians, it impacts self-represented litigants and persons with 

disabilities.79  

 
76 See para 60 of page 19, of WSIB respondent’s Memorandum of Argument 
77 2003 SCC 71 (CanLII) 
78 See para 25 of Affidavit of Paul Taylor Paul Taylor, sworn Sep. 20/19 |Tab 12, Vol. III, page 18| 
79 See para 41 to 63 of Applicant’s Memorandum |Tab 7, Vol. I, page 38 to 44| 



17 

 

 

35. This court again confirmed this practice and authority of the court to award advanced costs 

order in its decision of Little Sisters Book & Art Emporium v. Canada (Commissioner of 

Customs and Revenue).80 

 

36. The basis of Mr. Taylor’s request for a costs order is that this is a matter involving a single 

individual, Mr. Taylor, with a very limited means attempting to protect the rights of not just 

his own but millions of status Canadians. The purpose of Canada’s justice system is to ensure 

fairness, and to ensure Canadians rights are protected. How can this be done when Mr. 

Taylor living on a very limited means must go up against a government agency with almost 

unlimited means where they possess a multimillion-dollar operating budget and a surplus 

fund in excess of $36 billion.  

How can a system that claims to be about fairness claim this is fair? 

 

37. While the WSIB has stated they are not seeking costs awards at this time, they have done so 

in the past and were in a cruel and unusual way awarded costs against Mr. Taylor, in the 

amount of $10,000. The amount equivalent to a year’s income for Mr. Taylor and with no 

regard for Mr. Taylor. Confirming the Courts below had no interest in the justice of 

underprivileged groups of Canadians by punishing anyone, like Mr. Taylor, with hefty 

costs orders in an action that can only be described as pure evil.           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
80 2007 SCC 2 
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38. This case has nothing to do with law, facts, or evidence, but it is nothing more than a battle of 

poor man versus the all-powerful rich man. While the likelihood of success on this 

application is impossible, Mr. Taylor still proceeds with it, not because he thinks he is right, 

but he believes as all Canadians do, that justice must prevail, but it won’t - will it! 

 

 

 

“To no one will we deny or delay right or justice”81  

 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED. 

 

 

 

October 19, 2020     _

      Paul Taylor 

      Self-Represented Litigant        

 
81 'The 1215 Magna Carta: Clause 40', The Magna Carta Project, trans. H. Summerson et al. 

[http://magnacarta.cmp.uea.ac.uk/read/magna_carta_1215/Clause_40] 




