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ONTARIO 
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SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE 

B E T W E E N : 

Canadians for Justice and Peace in the Middle East 
 

Plaintiff 

- and - 

Ezra Levant and Rebel News Network Ltd.  
 

Defendants 

1. Except as herein provided, the Defendants admit the allegations contained in 

paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Statement of Claim. 

2. Except as herein provided, the Defendants deny the allegations contained in 

paragraphs 1, 3, 4, and 7-17 of the Statement of Claim.   

3. Except as herein provided, the Defendants state they have no knowledge with 

respect to paragraph 2 of the Statement of Claim. 

4. With regard to paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Statement of Claim, the Defendants state 

that they have no knowledge as to the whether the Plaintiff or Canadians for Justice and 

Peace in the Middle East Foundation (the “Foundation”) are federally incorporated but 

admit that the Plaintiff is not registered as a charity with the Canada Revenue Agency and 

the Foundation is a registered charity.  The Defendants state that the Plaintiff and the 

Foundation not only share a similar name but also operated under a common leadership 

and as a single entity or as closely related entities.   

5. With regard to paragraph 6 of the Statement of Claim, the Defendants admit that the 

Defendant, Ezra Levant, is a Director of Rebel News Network Ltd. (“Rebel News”) and 
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appears in a recurring video associated with Rebel News that is posted on YouTube.  The 

Defendants further admit that Levant is often involved in the decision to post certain 

information on the Rebel News Facebook page. 

The Items Complained Of 

6. With regard to paragraph 8(a) of the Statement of Claim, the Defendants admit that 

on or about September 29, 2016 they posted a video to the website  

www.therebel.media/fightbds (the “Rebel News Website”) that appeared with the title 

“Tax dollars subsidize Jew Hatred in Canada.  Help fight back against the Jewish boycott!” 

(the “Video Complained Of”) but state that they have no knowledge as to when the Plaintiff 

accessed the video.    

 

7.  The Defendants deny that they posted or published a video on Facebook as alleged 

at paragraph 8(b) of the Statement of Claim, but admit that on or about September 30, 

2016, they posted a link to the Video Complained Of with a caption that read “Taxpayer 

dollars are subsidizing Jew hatred in Canada.  Help fight back against Jewish hatred” on the 

Rebel News Facebook page at 

www.facebook.com/jointherebel/posts/1151901448210126.  The Defendants state they 

have no knowledge as to when the Plaintiff accessed the link to the video on the said 

Facebook page.  

 

8. The Defendants deny they posted or published the video referred to at paragraph 

8(c) of the Statement of Claim on a website with the address www.dontbuyfromjews.com.   

but admit they took steps to re-direct those attempting to visit the said internet address to 

the Rebel News Website where the Video Complained Of was displayed.  

 

9. With regard to paragraph 8(d) of the Statement of Claim, the Defendants admit that 

on or about September 29, 2016, they posted the Video Complained Of to   

www.youtube.com/watch?v=5bXHA_cwIAo (the “Rebel News YouTube Channel”) and that 
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the video appeared with the title “How to fight back against BDS and anti-Israel activism” 

but state that they have no knowledge as to when the Plaintiff accessed the video.  

  

10. With regard to paragraphs 9 and 10 of the Statement of Claim, the Defendants admit 

that they published an article with the Video Complained Of on the Rebel News Website 

with the title “Tax dollars subsidize Jew Hatred in Canada.  Help fight back against the Jewish 

boycott!” (the “Article Complained Of”) but deny that it published the Article Complained Of 

and referred at paragraph 9 of the Statement of Claim on any of the other websites referred 

to in the Statement of Claim (the Video Complained Of and the Article Complained Of are 

hereinafter collectively referred to as the “Matters Complained Of”).  

 

11.   The Defendants further state that on or about November 15, 2016, it published an 

item on the Rebel News Website and on the Rebel News YouTube Channel indicating that 

the Plaintiff had advised it is a separate entity from the Canadians for Justice and Peace in 

the Middle East Foundation (hereinafter the “CJPME Statement”).  Specifically, the CJPME 

Statement said:   

 

CJPME’s lawyer has contacted us to advise that it is a separate legal entity from CJPME 

Foundation, with a different address, objectives and mandate. 

 

The Defendants further state that the CJPME Statement was prominently displayed on 

numerous occasions throughout the Video Complained Of wherever Levant said that the 

Plaintiff is a registered charity or has used taxpayer dollars in connection with its 

operations or such similar statements.   

 

12. The Defendants state that the subject of the Matters Complained Of concerned 

issues of significant public interest to Canadians.  In particular, the Matters Complained Of 

concerned issues relating to a campaign known as “BDS” that calls for the boycott of Israeli 

goods, divestment in Israel and the imposition of sanctions on Israel and that such issues 

have been the subject of significant public discussion in Canada including within the Jewish 

community, within universities and colleges and at public forums held throughout Canada.  
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The Defendants further state that members of the Jewish community within Canada have 

been the target of BDS and similar campaigns and have been impacted by such campaigns.      

 

Defences 

 

13.   The Defendants deny that the Matters Complained Of when understood in the full 

context of the Video Complained Of and the Article Complained Of were defamatory of the 

Plaintiff. 

 

14.   In the alternative, to the extent the Matters Complained Of contain defamatory 

statements, which is not admitted but is expressly denied, then the Defendants state that 

such statements would be understood in their full context to mean: 

 

(i)  The Plaintiff has engaged in anti-Semitic conduct; 

(ii) The Plaintiff’s anti-Semitic conduct is comparable to certain conduct of the Nazi 

Party of Germany in the years leading up to and during World War II; and 

(iii) The Plaintiff’s operation has benefited from tax relief provided to charitable 

organizations and the Canada Revenue Agency should investigate whether the 

Plaintiff’s involvement in a boycott of Israel was appropriate.    

  

15. Further, the Defendants state that to the extent statements contained in the Matters 

Complained Of are found to be defamatory, which is not admitted and is expressly denied, 

and are found to have the meanings set out above at paragraphs 14(i) and (ii) or similar 

meanings then to the extent that the words contained therein are statements of fact they 

are true and to the extent they consist of expressions of opinion they are fair comment 

made in good faith and without malice on matters of public interest, namely – the conduct 

of the Plaintiff and its involvement in its efforts to have Canadians participate in a boycott 

of Israel.   The Defendants state that such comments were based upon facts or information 

contained in the Matters Complained Of and information well known in the community and 

available online that are true or substantially true including the following: 
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(i) The Plaintiff is actively involved in a campaign commonly known as “boycott, 

divestment and sanctions” or “BDS” that urges Canadians to boycott goods 

produced in Israel and to divest in Israel; 

(ii) The Plaintiff’s participation in the BDS campaign includes the dissemination of 

an instructional  video demonstrating how to covertly apply labels to products 

produced in Israel which are situated on retail store shelves in Canada with the 

purpose of discouraging customers from buying such products; 

(iii) The Plaintiff does not conduct a BDS campaign or any other similar campaign 

against any country other than Israel; 

(iv) The Plaintiff does not conduct a BDS campaign or similar campaign against 

China which is a dictatorship that has committed serious human rights abuses; 

(v) The Plaintiff does not conduct a BDS campaign or similar campaign against 

Saudi Arabia which has committed serious human rights abuses against its citizens 

and has subjected women to unequal treatment under the law and oppressed the 

rights of women or permitted the oppression of such rights; 

(vi) The State of Israel is a liberal democracy where citizens enjoy civil rights to a 

greater degree than all or most of the states situated in the middle-east; 

(vii) The State of Israel was established after the atrocities of World War II and 

following resolution 181 of the United Nations General Assembly on November 29, 

1947, that called for the establishment of a “Jewish State” in the geographic region 

that is now the State of Israel; 

(viii) The State of Israel was established pursuant to the Declaration of the 

Establishment of the State of Israel on May 14, 1948, wherein the founders of the 

State of Israel declared it a “Jewish state” and Israel continues to be a self-

proclaimed “Jewish State”; 

(ix)     The population of Israel is predominantly Jewish; and 

(x)  Prior to and during World War II, individuals belonging to or supporting the 

Nazi Party of Germany advocated for others to not buy goods from Jewish persons.  

 

16. Further, the Defendants state that to the extent statements contained in the Matters 

Complained Of are found to be defamatory, which is not admitted and is expressly denied, 
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and are found to have the meanings set out above at paragraph 14(iii) or similar meanings 

then to the extent that the words contained therein are statements of fact they are true and 

to the extent they consist of expressions of opinion they are fair comment made in good 

faith and without malice on matters of public interest, namely – the conduct of the Plaintiff 

and its involvement in its efforts to have Canadians participate in a boycott Israel.      The 

Defendants state that such comments were based upon facts or information contained in 

the Matters Complained Of and information well known in the community and available 

online that are true or substantially true including the following: 

 

(i) The Foundation is a registered charity that receives charitable donations from 

the public; 

(ii) At all relevant times, the members of the board of directors for the Plaintiff and 

Foundation were the same or shared many of the same directors; 

(iii) At all relevant times, the Plaintiff and the Foundation employed the same  

officers or executive team or shared many of the same individuals as officers or as 

part of their executive team; 

(iv) At all relevant times, the Plaintiff and the Foundation shared offices or were 

located in the same office space;  

(v) At all relevant times, the Plaintiff and the Foundation shared resources; 

(vi) At all relevant times, the Plaintiff and the Foundation operated under a common 

leadership as a single entity or closely related entities;    

(vii) The Plaintiff is actively involved in a campaign commonly known as “boycott, 

divestment and sanctions” or “BDS” that urges Canadians to boycott goods 

produced in Israel and to divest in Israel; 

(viii) The Plaintiff’s participation in the BDS campaign includes the dissemination of 

an instructional video demonstrating how to covertly apply labels to products 

produced in Israel which are situated on retail store shelves in Canada with the 

purpose of discouraging customers from buying such products; 

(ix) Section 430(1) of the Criminal Code of Canada establishes the offence of 

mischief where a person wilfully: 

(a) Destroys or damages property; 
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(b) Renders property dangerous, useless, inoperative or ineffective; 

(c) Obstructs, interrupts or interferes with the lawful use, enjoyment or 
operation of property; or 

(d) Obstructs, interrupts or interferes with any person in the lawful use, 
enjoyment or operation of property. 

(x) A charity registered with the Canada Revenue Agency is required to use 

charitable donations for: 

(a) The relief of poverty; 

(b) The advancement of education; 

(c) The advancement of religion; and 

(d) Other purposes that benefit the community. 

(xi) A charity registered with the Canada Revenue Agency is prohibited from 

engaging in illegal conduct or conduct that is against Canadian public policy; and . 

(xii) A charity registered with the Canada Revenue Agency is prohibited from having 

a political purpose and or from participating in partisan political activities. 

 

17. Further, the Defendants states the Matters Complained Of are true or substantially 

true.  

 

18. In the alternative, the Defendants state the information contained in the Matters 

Complained Of was published without malice on an occasion of privilege in that: 

 

(i)   Rebel News is an important source of information and comment to Canadians 

seeking information about issues that are not commonly addressed by other media 

organizations and regularly focuses on stories that concern racism and the response 

of citizens, authorities and governments thereto; 

(ii)  The Defendants had a social and moral duty to publish the information 

contained in the Matters Complained Of so its audience would be better informed of 

the Plaintiff’s participation in the BDS campaign and to reply to the Plaintiff’s attack 

on the State of Israel and the Jewish people;  
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(iii) The Rebel News audience had a corresponding interest in receiving the 

information contained in the Matters Complained Of so they would be better 

informed about the operations of the Plaintiff.  

 

19. The Defendants deny that they have received a proper notice of action as is required 

by subsection 5(1) of the Libel and Slander Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.L-12, and put the Plaintiff to 

the strict proof thereof.  

 

Alleged Damages 

20. The Defendants deny the Plaintiff has been injured or has suffered any of the losses 

or damages alleged in paragraph 1 of the Statement of Claim, or any injury, loss or damage 

and puts the Plaintiff to the strict proof thereof. 

 

21. In the alternative, if the Plaintiff has suffered any injury, damage or loss, which is not 

admitted but is expressly denied, the Defendants plead that the injuries, damages and 

losses claimed are excessive, exaggerated, remote, unrecognised at law and unconnected 

with any alleged act or omission on the part of the Defendants and put the Plaintiff to the 

strict proof thereof. 

 

22. Further and in the alternative, if the Plaintiff has suffered any injury, damage or loss, 

which is not admitted but is expressly denied, then the Defendants state that the Plaintiff 

contributed to such injury, damage or loss or failed to take all of the appropriate steps to 

mitigate such injury, damage or loss.  Without limiting the foregoing, the Defendants state 

that the Plaintiff was invited to provide its views and response to the issues raised in the 

Matters Complained Of to be included in a follow up publication by the Defendants but  the 

Plaintiff refused to do so.  Further, the Defendants state that the Plaintiff has the ability to 

directly respond to any issues raised in the Matters Complained Of through various social 

media platforms it controls or by the issuance of public statements but failed to take the 

reasonable steps in this regard to mitigate damages. 
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23. Further and in the alternative, if the Plaintiff has suffered any injury, damage or loss, 

which is not admitted but is expressly denied, then the Defendants state that such injury, 

damage or loss was entirely mitigated by the Defendants’ publication of the CJPME 

Statement, wherein Rebel News advised those viewing the Video Complained Of that the 

Plaintiff had informed Rebel News that it is a separate legal entity from the Foundation.  

The Defendants state that any such injury, damage or loss, which is not admitted but is 

expressly denied, was entirely mitigated by the Plaintiff’s publication on its Facebook page 

of a video posted on September 29, 2016, that responded to the Matters Complained Of. 

 

24. The Defendants specifically deny any allegation in the Statement of Claim that they 

acted with malice and states that at all times they acted in good faith in fulfilling their duty 

to provide members of the community with information about a matter of public interest.   

 

25.  Further, the Defendants state that the Plaintiff had numerous opportunities to 

address the matters complained of in the within action by engaging in a constructive public 

discussion but instead its lawsuit is aimed at discouraging the Defendants and others from 

engaging in public discussion about the BDS campaign and other matters of public interest 

for fear they will face legal action for exercising their right to free expression.    

 

26.  The Defendants rely on the provisions of the Libel and Slander Act, supra., and 

without restricting the generality of the foregoing, the Defendants refer to sections   5(1), 

and 22, 23, 24 and 25.  

 

27. The Defendants submit the action should be dismissed and the Plaintiff should be 

ordered to pay the costs to the Defendants on a full indemnity basis given the unfounded 

claim by the Plaintiff for punitive and exemplary damages.  
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January 30, 2017 O’DONNELL, ROBERTSON & SANFILIPPO 
Barristers & Solicitors 
Suite Six 
20 Richmond Street 
Toronto, Ontario,  M5C 2R9 
 
Douglas C. Richardson LSUC#: 37983R 
Brendan Hughes            LSUC#: 52557S 
 

 Tel: (416) 216-0252 
Fax: (416) 216-0605 
 
Lawyers for the Defendants 

    
  

TO: Hameed Law  

43 Florence Street 

Ottawa, Ontario 

K2P 0W6 

 

Yavar Hameed   LSUC# 44763A 

Tel. No.: (613) 232-2688 ext. 228 

Fax No.: (613) 232-2680 

 

Lawyers for the Plaintiff 
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 Canadians for Justice and Peace in 
the Middle East    

Plaintiff 

a
n
d 

Ezra Levant and Rebel News Network 
Inc. 
Defendants 

Court File No. 16-71104 

 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

Proceeding commenced at Ottawa 

 

STATEMENT OF DEFENCE 

 

O’DONNELL, ROBERTSON & SANFILIPPO 
Barristers & Solicitors 
20 Richmond Street East 
Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario  M5C 2R9 

Doug Richardson LSUC#: 37983R 
Brendan Hughes    LSUC#: 52557S 
 

Tel: (416) 214-0606 
Fax: (416) 214-0605 
 
Lawyers for the Defendants 
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