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PART I – STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 The Parties: 

 Moving Party 

1. Mr. Paul Taylor, (“Mr. Taylor”) is the moving party in this motion to the Supreme Court 

of Canada (“Supreme Court”). Mr. Taylor is a Self-Represented Litigant (“SRL”), who 

is a low-income individual, a single parent, and suffers from numerous physical & 

psychological disabilities.  

  

Responding Parties: 

2. The Workplace Safety Insurance Board (“WSIB”), is a responding party in this motion. 

The WSIB was formerly known as the Ontario’s Workers Compensation Board 

(“WCB”). The name change occurred on January 1, 1998, with the enactment of the 

Workplace Safety & Insurance Act S.O. 1997 (“WSIA”). 

 

3. The WCB/WSIB administers the “accident fund”, or after January 1, 1998 the “insurance 

fund” (The “Fund”). The Fund’s sole source of revenue comes from employer premiums 

and is in NO way funded by taxpayers. The fund is used to compensate Canadians and 

migrant workers for their work injuries, when they are injured in the course of their 

employment. It is also used for the administration of the WSIB, the WSIAT, and others 

such worker compensation related agencies.  

 

4. The Workplace Safety Insurance Appeals Tribunal (“WSIAT”) is also a responding party 

in this motion. The WSIAT is a provincially legislated & empowered tribunal. The 

tribunal receives its authority from the WSIA. 

 

Intervenors: 

5. The Attorney General of Ontario (“AGO”) is an intervenor by statute, as the WSIB and 

the WSIAT are provincial crown agencies of the Ontario Government.  

 

6. The Department of Justice Canada (“DJC”) is an intervenor by statute, as Mr. Taylor will 

be raising Constitutional and Charter of Rights and Freedoms (“Charter”) issues in his 

application and appeal. 
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Overview: 

7. Mr. Taylor is respectfully requesting of this Honourable Court, an order granting the 

following:  

a. an extension of time to allow Mr. Taylor to file his application for leave to appeal 

the Court of Appeal for Ontario, decision C65144 dated September 21, 2018, to 

this Honourable Court; 

 

b. to stay the costs orders of the courts below, specifically: 

i. Her Honour Justice C. Petersen’s Order, dated June 18, 2018; and 

ii. The Order of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, dated September 21, 2018;  

 

c. To vary Rule 25(2) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Canada, to allow Mr. 

Taylor’s Memorandum of Argument to be extended in length to 30 pages, not 

including Part VI, or Part VII; and 

 

d. Any other such order that the Supreme Court of Canada may deem just and 

appropriate  

 

Facts Leading up to this Motion: 

8. On September 21, 2018, the Court of Appeal for Ontario (“Court of Appeal”) issued 

their reasons for decision, for the appeal hearing heard on September 13, 20181. Mr. 

Taylor was appealing the Honourable Justice C. Petersen’s decision of June 18, 20182, 

which dismissed Mr. Taylor’s Application for Judicial Review – Writ of Mandamus 

against the WSIB and the WSIAT.  

  

9. The Court of Appeal’s reasoning for denying Mr. Taylor’s appeal was, that Mr. Taylor’s 

application for Judicial Review – Writ of Mandamus was premature and was not of a 

financial urgent nature3.  

 

 
1 See Reasons of Court of Appeal, Decision C65144, dated September 21, 2018|Tab 4, Vol. I, at pages 15 to 17| 
2 See Endorsement of Justice Petersen, dated June 18, 2018 |Tab 6, Vol. I, at pages 21 to 28|    
3 See para 3 - 5 of the Reasons of Court of Appeal, Decision C65144, dated Sep. 21, 2018|Tab 4, Vol. I, at page 16|  
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10. In addition to appealing Her Honour Justice Petersen’s decision, Mr. Taylor had also 

brought a motion before the Court of Appeal for Ontario. The motion was to allow Mr. 

Taylor to video stream/broadcast record the appeal hearing. Mr. Taylor’s purpose was to 

accommodate other individuals who had expressed an interest in attending the hearing 

but could not, due to their disabilities. Mr. Taylor’s motion was denied by the Court of 

Appeal4.   

 

11. Once the Court of Appeal decision was released, Mr. Taylor first had to learn and 

understand whether he could appeal the Court of Appeal’s decision or not and if so, how 

he would go about doing this. Then if Mr. Taylor could appeal, on what grounds would 

he be able to appeal. This meant Mr. Taylor would have to learn procedures and rules of 

this Honourable Court5. 

 

12. It has taken Mr. Taylor a considerable amount of time, since the release of the Court of 

Appeal decision, to prepare his application for leave to appeal. Mr. Taylor’s delays have 

been caused by a combination of four factors. The first being, Mr. Taylor is an SRL and 

having to learn the complex process of appealing to this Honourable Court. The second 

being, Mr. Taylor’s limited income to having to pay for representation, or preparation 

materials for the application to appeal. The third being, Mr. Taylor having to manage 

with numerous physical and psychological disabilities. The fourth being that Mr. Taylor 

had to first learn and prepare his first application for leave to appeal for the Court of 

Appeal decision 63503, of February 6, 2018. All of which compounded the delay of Mr. 

Taylor’s ability to prepare an application in a timely manner6.       

 

Physical & Psychological Disabilities: 

13. Mr. Taylor has numerous physical and psychological disabilities. Some he has had since 

birth and some he has had, as a result of several workplace accidents and injuries7.  

 

 
4 See para 6 & 7 of Court of Appeal Reasons for Decision C65144, dated Sep. 21, 2018|Tab 4, Vol. I, at page 17|, 
Also see para 60 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 15| 
5 See para 63 to 73 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 16 to 19| 
6 See para 4 to 38 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 2 to 9| 
7 See para 4 to 11 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 2 to 3| 
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14. Mr. Taylor’s physical and psychological disabilities are all recognized under the Ontario 

Human Rights Code8 (“The Code”), the Ontarians with Disabilities Act9 (“The ODA”) 

and s. 2, 7, & 15 of the Charter of Rights & Freedoms10.  

 

15. As a result of Mr. Taylor’s disabilities, Mr. Taylor struggles to complete tasks in a timely 

manner. Often, Mr. Taylor misses important deadlines, which is the direct result of his 

physical and psychological limitations from Mr. Taylor’s disabilities11.  

 

16. Oftentimes when Mr. Taylor, was forced to represent himself, he would have to learn 

things, but he would then have to go back and relearn the things he had just learned, 

again, this was due to his learning disabilities which are part of his psychological 

disabilities12.  

  

Income Limitations: 

17. In addition to Mr. Taylor’s physical and psychological disabilities, Mr. Taylor is also 

living on a very low income and struggles with the additional expenses of being a single 

parent13. Mr. Taylor’s household income has been an average income of $14,500, which 

equates to less than half, of the Statistics Canada Low-Income Cut-offs (“LICO”) for a 

family of two for 201614.  

 

Self-representation: 

18. As a result, of Mr. Taylor’s disabilities and his low-income, Mr. Taylor has had 

considerable difficulties preparing legal materials in a timely fashion. Mr. Taylor cannot 

afford to hire a lawyer to represent him, or even pay a lawyer to do a portion of the legal 

work on Mr. Taylor’s behalf15.  

 
8 R.S.O. 1990, c. H.19 
9 S.O. 2001, c. 32 
10 Part 1 of the Constitution Act, 1982, being Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 (UK), 1982, c 11. 
11 See para 11, the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 3| 
12 See para 67, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 17| 
13 See para 12 to 25, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4 to 7| 
also see Exhibit “A”, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10A, Vol. II, at pages 23 to 48|  
14 See para 15 to 16, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4 to 5| 
Also see Exhibit “B”, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn Sep. 20, 2019 |Tab 10B, Vol. II, at pages 49 to 100| 
15 See para 20 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 5| 
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19. Mr. Taylor’s difficulties with obtaining affordable representation have not been limited to 

just him, but it impacts most low-income Canadians and access to justice. This has been 

due to the many funding cuts to critical social programs. For example, recently Legal Aid 

Ontario received a 30% cut in funding from the province of Ontario. Therefore, Mr. 

Taylor has been forced to represent himself, as an SRL16. 

 

20. Mr. Taylor realizing that he must represent himself, has endeavored to comply, as best he 

could as an SRL, and prepare his own case. Mr. Taylor has rarely had anyone to turn to 

for advice or proper guidance17.  

 

PART II – STATEMENT OF THE QUESTIONS IN ISSUE  

21. Should the Supreme Court allow Mr. Taylor’s motion to extend time, for Mr. Taylor to 

prepare, serve, and file his application for leave to appeal to the Supreme Court? 

 

22. Should the Supreme Court stay the costs orders of the courts below pending leave to 

appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada, specifically costs orders of Her Honour Justice 

Petersen dated June 18, 2018, and the Court of Appeal Order of September 21, 2018. 

 

23. Should the Supreme Court grant Mr. Taylor’s request to allow Rule 25 (2) of the Rules of 

the Supreme Court of Canada, to be varied to allow Mr. Taylor’s Memorandum of 

Argument to be extended in length to 30 pages? 

 

 

 
16 See para 24, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 7 to 8| 
Also see and Exhibit “C”, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn Sep. 20, 2019 |Tab 10C, Vol. II, at pages 101 to 107| 
17 See para 24 to 38 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 6 to 7| 
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PART III – STATEMENT OF ARGUMENT  

Should the Supreme Court allow Mr. Taylor’s motion to extend time: 

24. This Honourable Court has been empowered with the authority under section 59(1) of the 

Supreme Court Act18, to extend time for an application for leave to appeal in the 

furtherance of justice. Additionally, section 6(1) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of 

Canada19, allows for an extension of time for the filing of an application for leave. 

 

25. The Supreme Court in R. v. Roberge20, at para 6, provides for the test when allowing an 

extension of time for an application for leave.     

“The power to extend time under special circumstances in s. 59(1) of the Act is a 

discretionary one. Although the Court has traditionally adopted a generous 

approach in granting extensions of time, a number of factors guide it in the 

exercise of its discretion, including: 

1. Whether the applicant formed a bona fide intention to seek leave to appeal and 

communicated that intention to the opposing party within the prescribed time; 

2. Whether counsel moved diligently; 

3. Whether a proper explanation for the delay has been offered; 

4. The extent of the delay; 

5. Whether granting or denying the extension of time will unduly prejudice one or 

the other of the parties; and 

6. The merits of the application for leave to appeal. 

The ultimate question is always whether, in all the circumstances and considering 

the factors referred to above, the justice of the case requires that an extension of 

time be granted.” 
 

Whether the applicant formed a bona fide intention to seek leave to appeal and 

communicated his intention to the opposing party within the prescribed time 

26. Mr. Taylor communicated his intention to seek leave to appeal to the Supreme Court, to 

opposing counsel. This was when Mr. Taylor had sent an e-mail to both Mr. Fenrick and 

Mr. Belec, counsel for the WSIAT & WSIB to clarify the issues. The e-mail was sent on 

November 14, 2018, which is prior to the 60-day limit21. 

 

 

 

 
18 R.S.C., 1985 c. s-26 
19 SOR/2002 
20 [2005] 2 SCR 469 
21 See para 74, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 20| 
Also see Exhibit “S”, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10S, Vol. III, at pages 49 to 52| 

7

https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/s-26/page-5.html#docCont
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/sor-2002-156/page-1.html#h-680432
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/sor-2002-156/page-1.html#h-680432
https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/2281/index.do


 

 

 

Whether Counsel Moved Diligently: 
27. Mr. Taylor is not an experienced lawyer. He has not gone to law school, nor has he 

performed the requirements to become an experienced lawyer22. Furthermore, Mr. Taylor 

is an SRL, who also suffers from numerous physical and psychological disabilities23. 

Finally, Mr. Taylor is a single father, in a low-income situation24. All of which impairs 

his ability to move as efficiently & effectively as an experienced lawyer would.   

 

28. With all of Mr. Taylor’s disadvantages, Mr. Taylor still attempted to: familiarize himself 

with the relevant legal practices and procedures pertaining to his case, as well as worked 

to prepare his own case as required by the CJC in their Statement of Principles for 

SRLs25. Therefore, this Honourable Court should grant Mr. Taylor’s request to extend 

time to file his application for leave to appeal. 

 

Whether a proper explanation for the delay has been offered 

29. Mr. Taylor has provided three proper explanations to justify the delays with the filing of 

his application for leave to appeal. Mr. Taylor is an SRL and is not represented by an 

experienced lawyer; Mr. Taylor suffers from a low-income which causes delays in his 

preparation of legal materials; and Mr. Taylor suffers from numerous physical and 

psychological disabilities which further causes delays in his preparation of legal 

materials. 

  

30. Mr. Taylor is an SRL, and unlike an educated and experienced lawyer, requires a 

considerable amount of preparation time. This is for Mr. Taylor to understand, learn the 

legal process, research, and prepare his case.   

 

 
22 See para 26 to 31, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 7 to 8| 
23 See para 4 to 11, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 2 to 4| 
24 See para 12 to 25, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4 to 7| 
25 See page 9 of Exhibit “E”, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019|Tab 10E, Vol. II, page 126| 
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31. This Honourable Court has acknowledged and recognized the shortcomings of SRLs, as 

well as the court’s duty to reasonably accommodate SRLs for their shortcomings, in the 

matter of Pintea v. Johns26 this Honourable Court overturned a lower court’s decision.  

 

32. The lower court’s decision was that of a contempt charge, which is a very serious charge, 

to say the least. However, this court at stated that “The case management judge failed to 

consider whether Mr. Pintea had actual knowledge of two of the three Orders upon 

which she based her decision.”27 This Honourable Court also adopted the Canadian 

Judicial Council’s Principles on Self Represented Litigants and Accused Persons (2006) 

into common law.  

 

33. Like Pintea v. Johns, Mr. Taylor was unaware of the court procedures and practices with 

applying to this Honourable Court in a timely fashion. Moreover, even if Mr. Taylor 

wanted to, he could not reasonably file his application in a timely manner. However, Mr. 

Taylor, did as required by the CJC principles28, work hard to familiarize himself with the 

court procedures and practices, as well as he did eventually prepare his own case.  

 

34. As previously stated, Mr. Taylor is a single father living on a very low-income. This has 

also severely limited Mr. Taylor’s ability to prepare his application for appeal in a timely 

fashion as he has difficulties paying for many things, such as transcripts, printing, 

tabbing, binding, and other stuff29.  

 

35. Mr. Taylor is also, as previously mentioned, an individual who suffers from numerous 

physical and psychological disabilities, which routinely hinders and delays his ability to 

prepare his case in a timely manner and to meet specific deadlines30.  

 

 
26 2017 SCC 23 
27 See para 1 & 2 of Pintea v. Johns, [2017] 1 scr 470, 2017 scc 23 
28 See page 9 of Exhibit “E” of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10E, Vol. II, page 126| 
29 See para 12 to 25 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4 to 7| 
30 See para 4 to 11 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 2 to 4| 
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36. While Mr. Taylor is not obligated to search for free representation services. He made 

countless efforts at every stage of his claim with the WSIB, the WSIAT, and the Courts. 

Mr. Taylor was advised in many cases the organizations lack resources to assist him, due 

to funding cuts or they were unable to assist Mr. Taylor due to the complexity of his 

case31.   

 

The extent of the delay: 

37. Mr. Taylor asserts that while extent of the delay is significant, is justified in Mr. Taylor’s 

situation. Mr. Taylor is part of five groups or classes of Canadians who will be directly 

impacted by the outcome of this appeal. The first being that Mr. Taylor is an SRL, as 

such is required to familiarize himself with legal procedures32, perform required research 

and formulate persuasive legal arguments33. This complicated with Mr. Taylor’s physical 

and psychological disabilities;34 Mr. Taylor’s low income, complicated by being a single 

parent;35 and Mr. Taylor’s limited legal education, training, & experience36, makes for an 

impossible task and thus justifies the extent of the delay.    

 

Whether granting the extension of time will unduly prejudice one or the other of the 

parties: 

38. In considering whether a party will be prejudiced by allowing the extension of time, the 

court should first consider the impact of the public interest. There are five separate 

groups who would be impacted by this decision: Canadians who are SRLs, Canadians 

with disabilities, Canadians injured while working, Migrants injured while working, and 

Canadians with low-income. All these groups would be adversely impacted if the motion 

was not granted by this Honourable Court. 

 

 
31 See para 32 to 35 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 8 to 9| 
32 See page 9 of Exhibit “E” of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10E, Vol. II, page 126| 
33 See para 66 to 69 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 17 to 18|  
34 See para 4 to 11 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 2 to 4| 
35 See para 12 to 25 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 3, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4 to 7| 
36 See para 26 to 31 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 7 to 8| 
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39. Mr. Taylor contends that if his motion was denied, it would also adversely affect 

Canadian taxpayers. This is because workers compensation systems are privately funded 

and were created, so taxpayers do not bear the financial burden of caring for injured 

workers. However, when workers compensations systems fail, whether directly, or 

indirectly by delaying the holding of hearings and rendering of decisions, it financially 

impacts injured workers, but most importantly it impacts taxpayers37.   

  

40. Mr. Taylor has a very low income and is a single father38, if this Honourable Court chose 

not to allow the motion, it would place an unimaginable and unjust financial burden upon 

Mr. Taylor and thousands of other Canadians like Mr. Taylor.   

 

41. The WSIB & the WSIAT, like all WCBs & WCATs are funded by private employer paid 

premiums. These annually premiums are in excess of billions of dollars per year. 

Moreover, WCBs across Canada have been building up massive reserve funds. For 

example, in Ontario the WSIB has over $36 Billion in their reserve account or more 

commonly referred to as their unfunded liability account. Moreover, the WSIB is so 

profitable in the fall of 2018, the WSIB returned $2.3 Billion in premiums to 

employers39.    

 

42. Mr. Taylor, Canadians injured at work, migrants injured at work in Canada, and the 

Canadian taxpayers would all be at a great loss if this motion was denied. Whereas, 

WCBs and employers across Canada would be unjustly enriched by not allowing Mr. 

Taylor’s motion.   

 

The merits of the application for leave to appeal: 

43. Mr. Taylor contends his application has merit. Mr. Taylor contends his application 

establishes that his appeal is of great public importance. This is based on five specific 

classes or groups of Canadians and three types of law. Specifically, SRLs, Canadians 

 
37 See para 12, 23, 34 & 39, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4, 6, 
8, & 10| 
38 See para 15 & 16, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4 to 5| 
39 See para 12, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 4| 
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with disabilities, Canadians with work injuries, and migrant workers with work injuries. 

In addition, Mr. Taylor contends his application has merit as the appeal involves several 

types of law. Specifically, constitutional law, inconsistency with provincial law and a 

novel point of law, being the ability to invoke a section of the Magna Carta of 121540. 

Moreover Mr. Taylor contends his application impacts all taxpayers in Canada. 

 

Motion to Stay Costs Orders of Courts Below: 

44. Mr. Taylor is also seeking a stay of the cost orders of the courts below, pending leave to 

appeal to this Honourable Court. The relevant legislation is s. 65.1 of the Supreme Court 

Act41, which allows a party to move before this Honourable Court for an order staying 

any proceedings of the courts below.     

 

45. The current test for staying an action has been set out by this Honourable Court in RJR-

MacDonald Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General)42, which established a three-part test. 

Which is as follows: 

 

That there is some merit to the appeal in the sense that there is a serious question to be 

determined: 

46. Mr. Taylor contends that his application and appeal has merit, which is based on two 

parts. The first is the matter of urgency, and how it was not defined in the decision 

C65144, by the Court of Ontario. The Court of Appeal did, explain to Mr. Taylor, to the 

Court of Appeal, the only qualifier was one of financial urgency. However, Mr. Taylor 

contends that another qualifier is time and the length of time, to deny justice. As stated in 

the Magna Carta of 1215 at c. 40 “To no one will we sell, to no one deny or delay right or 

justice.”43 or commonly known and referenced recently by the Canadian senate as, 

“delaying justice is denying justice” 44.  

 

 
40 See para 29 of https://www.archives.gov/exhibits/featured-documents/magna-carta/translation.html   
41 (R.S.C., 1985, c. S-26) 
42 [1994] 1 S.C.R. 311 
43 See https://www.bl.uk/magna-carta for more information on the original document. 
44 See para 62, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor, sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 15 to 16|  
Also see the report by the Canadian Senate entitled “Delaying Justice is Denying Justice” June 2017    
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47. The second was regarding the issue of video streaming/broadcasting recording a court 

proceeding and the Court of Appeal’s explanation is that it would only be considered 

after a broad consultation45. However, Mr. Taylor was advised by the Judges, at the 

appeal hearing, that it was illegal to record a court proceeding according to s. 136 of the 

Courts of Justice Act46.  

 

48. Mr. Taylor contends that services provides by Ontario Courts are services as defined by s. 

1 of the Ontario Human Rights Code47. Moreover, s. 47(1) of the Ontario Human Rights 

Code48, makes the Code, superior to other legislation, in Ontario, unless that legislation 

states otherwise. The Courts of Justice Act49 makes no such assertion. 

 

49. Mr. Taylor also contends that his request to video streaming/broadcasting recording a 

court proceeding, was a clear request for accommodations of persons with disabilities and 

that the Court of Appeal’s failure to grant Mr. Taylor’s request was a failure to 

accommodation persons with disabilities.  

 

50. Ultimately, when the Court of Appeal denied Mr. Taylor’s request, this then created a 

conflict between s. 136 of the Courts of Justice Act50, and both s. 7, & s. 15 of the 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms51. Therefore, s. 52 of the Constitution52 provides that the 

Constitution and all its parts are the supreme law and any law in conflict, is of no force or 

effect.     

 

51. Mr. Taylor also contends there is merit to his appeal as it is of great public importance 

because it affects five groups or classes of Canadians. Those Canadians who act as SRL 

in matters before the courts, those Canadians who are disabled, those Canadians who 

 
45 See para 6, of Reasons of the Court of Appeal, Decision C65144, dated Sep. 21, 2018|Tab 4, Vol. I, at page 17| 
46 R.S.O. 1990, c. C.43 
47 R.S.O. 1990, c. H.19 
48 R.S.O. 1990, c. H.19 
49 R.S.O. 1990, c. C.43 
50 ibid. 
51 Part 1 of the Constitution Act, 1982, being Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 (UK), 1982, c 11. 
52 The Constitution Act, 1982, being Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 (UK), 1982, c 11 
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suffer injuries from work, those migrant workers who suffer injuries from work, and low-

income Canadians. It also negatively impacts taxpayers across Canada, if not allowed. 

 

That irreparable harm would be occasioned to the applicant if the stay was refused 

52. As previously mentioned, Mr. Taylor is an individual who is of low income and is a 

single parent53. Imposing such costs orders would place a considerable financial burden 

on Mr. Taylor, which he would not be able to manage. 

 

53. Mr. Taylor also contends that his application and appeal are of great public importance 

and as such are a public interest litigation and no costs should be awarded against him.  

  

That, on balance, the inconvenience to the applicant if the stay was refused would be 

greater than the inconvenience to the respondent if the stay was granted. 

54. As previously mentioned, Mr. Taylor has a low income and is a person of limited 

means54. Whereas the defendants have virtually unlimited means and resources55. The 

harm would be irreparable to Mr. Taylor and his daughter. The balance of inconvenience 

should therefore favour Mr. Taylor in that a stay should be granted to stay the courts 

below costs orders, by this Honourable Court.   

 

Motion to Waive Rule 25(2), for Lengthy Memorandums  

55. Rule 25 (2) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Canada56, requires that any party filing 

a memorandum limit it to 20 pages in length. However, this can be waived on motion by 

Rule 8(1) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Canada57. The purpose of which is to 

allow Mr. Taylor’s Memorandum of Argument to be extended in length to 30 pages, not 

including Part IV, or Part VII of the Memorandum of Argument. 

 

 
53 See para 12 to 25, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 4 to 7| 
54 Ibid. 
55 See para 12 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 4| 
56 SOR/2002-156 
57 Ibid. 
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56. Mr. Taylor contends that he is an SRL and as such does not possess the skills required to 

refine his arguments to a specific page limit58. Something an experienced lawyer would 

be easily able to do without compromising his arguments. Moreover Mr. Taylor also 

suffers from numerous physical and psychological disabilities which limits his ability to 

focus on specific tasks59. This makes it difficult for Mr. Taylor to effectively reduce his 

arguments. 

 

57. Mr. Taylor is also of limited financial means, which makes it very difficult for him to 

even seek legal guidance in a piece meal effort, let alone for full representation. 

 

PART IV – SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF ORDER SOUGHT CONCERNING COSTS 

58. This motion to extend time, stay the lower courts costs orders and vary Rule 25(2) is a) 

brought by a disabled applicant who is reliant on a very low income and against whom a 

costs order would impose an even greater hardship upon himself and his daughter, and is 

public litigation advanced on behalf of all Canadians injured at work, all Canadians with 

disabilities, and all Canadians who act as an SRL in Canada.   

 

59. Mr. Taylor has struggled with his disabilities and his limited finances to prepare a proper 

case60 and comply with his obligations under the CJC’s principles for Self-Represented 

litigants61. 

 

60. The respondents both the WSIB and the WSIAT are government agencies, who are 

funded by privately funded premiums, which hold no financial risk to the government or 

taxpayers. The WSIB presently has a surplus fund of more than $36 billion. The WSIB 

also had a revenue surplus of more than $2 billion in 2018, which it was returned to 

employers, under the false pretense it was saving taxpayers62. 

 

 
58 See para 26 to 38 of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 20, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 7 to 9| 
59 See para 4 to 11, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at pages 2 to 4| 
60 See para 4 to 38, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II. at pages 2 to 9| 
61 See page 9 of Exhibit “E”, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10E, Vol. II, at page 126| 
62 See para 12, of the affidavit of Paul Taylor sworn September 2, 2019 |Tab 10, Vol. II, at page 4| 

15



61. For these reasons Mr. Taylor respectfully requests of this Honourable Court that costs be

awarded to him, in any event of the cause.

Part V – Order or Orders Sought  

62. That Mr. Taylor be granted an extension of time to prepare, serve, and file his notice of

application for leave to appeal to this Honourable Court;

63. That the costs orders of the courts below specifically the costs orders of i. Her Honour

Justice C. Petersen’s Order, dated June 18, 2018, and the Order of the Court of Appeal

for Ontario, dated September 21, 2018; and

64. That Mr. Taylor requests to vary Rule 25 (2) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of

Canada, to be varied to allow Mr. Taylor’s Memorandum of Argument to be extended in

length to 30 pages for his application for leave to appeal.

All of Which is Respectfully Submitted to this Honourable Court. 

Dated this 20th day of September 2019. 

Paul Taylor 

Self-represented Litigant       

Moving party  

Applicant     
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Part VI – Table of Authorities    

 

 

Authorities (Supreme Court of Canada not included) 

 

Castrillo v. Workplace Safety and Insurance Board, 2017 ONCA 121... 

 

 

Supreme Court of Canada Authorities not Included 

 

R. v. Roberge 2005 SCC 48 

 

 

Pintea v. Johns 2017 SCC 23 

 

 

RJR -- MacDonald Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General) 1994 1 SCR 311 

 

 

Morguard Investments Ltd. v. De Savoye 1990 3 SCR 1077 

 

 

Club Resorts Ltd. v. Van Breda 2012 SCC 17 
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Part VII – Legislation    

 

CONSTITUTION ACT, 1982 (80) 

PART I 

CANADIAN CHARTER OF RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS 

Fundamental Freedoms 

Fundamental freedoms 

2. Everyone has the following fundamental freedoms: 

(a) freedom of conscience and religion; 

(b) freedom of thought, belief, opinion and expression, including freedom of the press and other 

media of communication; 

(c) freedom of peaceful assembly; and 

(d) freedom of association. 

Legal Rights 

Life, liberty and security of person 

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

deprived thereof except in accordance with the principles of fundamental justice. 

Equality Rights 

Equality before and under law and equal protection and benefit of law 

15. (1) Every individual is equal before and under the law and has the right to the equal 

protection and equal benefit of the law without discrimination and, in particular, without 

discrimination based on race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age or mental or 

physical disability. 

Affirmative action programs 

(2) Subsection (1) does not preclude any law, program or activity that has as its object the 

amelioration of conditions of disadvantaged individuals or groups including those that are 

disadvantaged because of race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age or mental or 

physical disability. (84) 
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Rules of the Supreme Court of Canada (SOR/2002-156) 

Extension or Abridgment 

6 (1) The Court, a judge or unless these Rules provide otherwise, the Registrar may, on motion 

or on their own initiative, extend or abridge a period provided for by these Rules. 

(2) The affidavit in support of a motion for an extension or abridgement of time shall set out the 

reason for the delay or urgency, as the case may be. 

Dispensing with Compliance 

8 (1) The Court, a judge or unless these Rules provide otherwise, the Registrar may, on motion 

or on their own initiative, excuse a party from complying with any of these Rules. 

(2) The Court, a judge or the Registrar may refuse a document that does not comply with these 

Rules or that has not been served in accordance with these Rules or an order of the Court, a judge 

or the Registrar. 

(3) Documents that do not comply with these Rules may be excluded from costs upon the order 

of the Court, a judge or the Registrar. 

 

PART 5 

Leave to Appeal 

Application for Leave to Appeal 

25 (1) An application for leave to appeal shall be bound and consist of the following, in the 

following order: 

(a) a notice of application for leave to appeal in Form 25, citing the legislative provision that 

authorizes the application for leave to appeal; 

(b) beginning with the court of first instance or the administrative tribunal, as the case may be, 

and ending with the court appealed from, 

(i) copies of the reasons, if any, for the respective judgments of the lower courts, as issued by the 

lower courts, 

(ii) copies of all formal judgments or orders, as signed and entered, and 

(iii) copies of all draft orders, the final versions of which shall be filed separately immediately 

after they are signed and entered; 

(c) a memorandum of argument divided as follows: 

(i) Part I, a concise overview of the party’s position with respect to issues of public importance 

that are raised in the application for leave to appeal and a concise statement of facts, 
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(ii) Part II, a concise statement of the questions in issue and, if the proposed appeal raises an 

issue in respect of the constitutional validity or applicability of a statute, regulation or common 

law rule or the inoperability of a statute or regulation, a concise statement of the issue, 

(iii) Part III, a concise statement of argument, 

(iv) Part IV, submissions, if any, not exceeding one page in support of the order sought 

concerning costs, 

(v) Part V, the order or orders sought, including the order or orders sought concerning costs, 

(vi) Part VI, a table of authorities — including the relevant provisions of any statute, regulation, 

rule, ordinance or by-law being relied on, in both official languages if the provisions are required 

by law to be published in both official languages, and, if available, hyperlinks to the provisions 

— arranged alphabetically and setting out the paragraph numbers in Part III where the authorities 

are cited, and 

(vii) Part VII, a photocopy, or a printout from an electronic database, of those provisions of any 

statute, regulation, rule, ordinance or by-law being relied on for which hyperlinks are not 

provided in Part VI, in both official languages if they are required by law to be published in both 

official languages; and 

(c.1) [Repealed, SOR/2013-175, s. 16] 

(d) the documents, including any affidavit in support of the application for leave to appeal, that 

the applicant intends to rely on, in chronological order. 

(e) to (g) [Repealed, SOR/2013-175, s. 16] 

(2) Parts I to V of the memorandum of argument shall not exceed 20 pages. 

 

Supreme Court Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. S-26) 

Extension of time for appeal 

59 (1) Notwithstanding anything in this Act or any other Act of Parliament, the court proposed to 

be appealed from or any judge thereof or the Supreme Court or a judge thereof may under 

special circumstances, either before or after the expiration of a time period prescribed by section 

58, extend that time period. 

Terms 

(2) Where a court or judge grants an extension of time under subsection (1), that court or judge 

shall impose such terms as to security or otherwise as seem proper under the circumstances. 

Non-application to election cases 

(3) This section does not apply to appeals under section 532 of the Canada Elections Act. 
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Appeals in forma pauperis 

(4) Notwithstanding anything in this Act, a judge may, on an application for leave to appeal in 

forma pauperis, allow an appeal by giving the applicant leave to serve notice of appeal although 

the time prescribed by section 58 has expired. 

R.S., 1985, c. S-26, s. 59R.S., 1985, c. 34 (3rd Supp.), s. 62000, c. 9, s. 572 

 

Stay of Execution 

Stay of execution 

65 (1) On filing and serving the notice of appeal and depositing security as required by section 

60, execution shall be stayed in the original cause, except that 

(a) where the judgment appealed from directs an assignment or delivery of documents or 

personal property, the execution of the judgment shall not be stayed until the things directed to 

be assigned or delivered have been brought into court, or placed in the custody of such officer or 

receiver as the court appoints, or until security has been given to the satisfaction of the court 

appealed from, or of a judge thereof, in such sum as that court or judge directs, that the appellant 

will obey the judgment of the Supreme Court; 

(b) where the judgment appealed from directs the execution of a conveyance or any other 

instrument, the execution of the judgment shall not be stayed until the instrument has been 

executed and deposited with the proper officer of the court appealed from, to abide the judgment 

of the Supreme Court; 

(c) where the judgment appealed from directs the sale or delivery of possession of real property 

or chattels real, the execution of the judgment shall not be stayed until security has been given to 

the satisfaction of the court appealed from, or a judge thereof, in such amount as that court or 

judge directs, that during the possession of the property by the appellant the appellant will not 

commit, or suffer to be committed, any waste on the property, and that if the judgment is 

affirmed, the appellant will pay the value of the use and occupation of the property from the time 

the appeal is brought until delivery of possession thereof, and also, if the judgment is for the sale 

of property and the payment of a deficiency arising on the sale, that the appellant will pay the 

deficiency; and 

(d) where the judgment appealed from directs the payment of money, either as a debt or for 

damages or costs, the execution of the judgment shall not be stayed until the appellant has given 

security to the satisfaction of the court appealed from, or of a judge thereof, that, if the judgment 

or any part thereof is affirmed, the appellant will pay the amount thereby directed to be paid, or 

the part thereof with respect to which the judgment is affirmed, if it is affirmed only with respect 

to part, and all damages awarded against the appellant on the appeal. 

Where court appealed from is a court of appeal 
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(2) Where the court appealed from is a court of appeal, and the assignment or conveyance, 

document, instrument, property or thing referred to in subsection (1) has been deposited in the 

custody of the proper officer of the court in which the cause originated, the consent of the party 

desiring to appeal to the Supreme Court, that it shall so remain to abide the judgment of the 

Court, is binding on that party and shall be deemed a compliance with the requirements in that 

behalf of this section. 

As to instrument 

(3) In any case in which execution may be stayed on the giving of security under this section, the 

security may be given by the same instrument whereby the security prescribed in section 60 is 

given. 

Modification of stay of execution 

(4) The Court, the court appealed from or a judge of either of those courts may modify, vary or 

vacate a stay of execution imposed by subsection (1). 

R.S., 1985, c. S-26, s. 651994, c. 44, s. 100 

Stay of execution — application for leave to appeal 

65.1 (1) The Court, the court appealed from or a judge of either of those courts may, on the 

request of the party who has served and filed a notice of application for leave to appeal, order 

that proceedings be stayed with respect to the judgment from which leave to appeal is being 

sought, on the terms deemed appropriate. 

Additional power for court appealed from 

(2) The court appealed from or a judge of that court may exercise the power conferred by 

subsection (1) before the serving and filing of the notice of application for leave to appeal if 

satisfied that the party seeking the stay intends to apply for leave to appeal and that delay would 

result in a miscarriage of justice. 

Modification 

(3) The Court, the court appealed from or a judge of either of those courts may modify, vary or 

vacate a stay order made under this section. 

1990, c. 8, s. 401994, c. 44, s. 101 
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