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COURT OF JUSTICE

Subject-Specific Alleged-Conduct Report
David Mercer (identity and full legal name to be verified)

Prepared for: Fair legal assessment and evidence preservation
Date: June 28, 2026
Status: Conditional submission; allegations not independently adjudicated
Primary source: combinedDavid.txt | file_000000008d8471f7b8d3294ed977be16
Scope: The alleged conduct of David Mercer only

Conditional evidentiary position. The following are observations and allegations supplied by the 
claimant for fair assessment. If the described events occurred, this report identifies their possible 
significance and the records needed to confirm or disprove them. Nothing in this report is an 
adjudicated fact, a finding of guilt, a charging decision, or a predetermined punishment.

This report addresses only conduct attributed to David Mercer. It does not assess the claimant's 
reactions, language, or unrelated conduct. It also does not transfer to David allegations that the source 
assigns to relatives, public figures, officials, or any other person. Other people are mentioned only where 
the source identifies a witness, associate, chronology point, or possible coordination issue involving 
David.

1. Purpose, Method, and Limits
The source contains ten asterisk-delimited observation blocks totaling approximately 36,600 characters 
and 6,100 words. Each block was read as a complete source unit. The report then screened for 
statements that expressly name David, clearly continue a David-specific passage, or describe a concrete 
encounter with him. Repeated accusations were consolidated by theme. Passages centered on other 
people were excluded even when they appeared in the same file.

The strongest target-specific material concerns an alleged shared-house history, recurring unwanted 
antagonism after separation, prejudice and mockery directed at identity and sexuality, attempts to 
influence a shared environment, an accusation concerning a kitchen sink, references to David's biker 
associates, and a later media phrase - 'gay silence' - that the claimant attributes to David. Several of 
these points are direct recollections. Others are interpretations of media thumbnails or indirect 'relays' 
and require authentication before they can be attributed to David.

Source method: combinedDavid.txt, source units jo3ijoi2j3, oioiu898, oiuou8908, ou3oi2uj3o3, ou9787987, ouiuoio78, 
uiyiu788, and yu8ujki. The remaining units primarily concern other subjects and were not used to assign conduct to David.
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Evidentiary Categories

1. Direct encounter. The claimant describes an in-person exchange or a statement made in a 
shared setting.

2. Direct attribution. The source expressly names David as the person responsible, but the original 
communication is not included.

3. Relay-based interpretation. The claimant infers David's participation or message from a 
thumbnail, phrase, media item, or intermediary presentation. The underlying source and 
account data must be obtained.

4. Group attribution. The source refers to David and friends or associates without identifying each 
participant's act. Liability must be individualized.

5. Legal characterization. Terms such as stalking, hate crime, framing, conspiracy, and defamation 
are allegations requiring element-by-element analysis.

2. Executive Assessment
At its highest presently supportable level, the source alleges that David repeatedly re-entered the 
claimant's attention after being told to disengage; used or promoted identity- and sexuality-based 
mockery; attempted to assert dominance and influence how others understood the claimant; involved 
or acted alongside biker friends; and made a specific blame accusation in a communal kitchen that the 
claimant says was contradicted by the timing and condition of the sink. The claimant describes the 
alleged pattern as continuing beyond an earlier shared-house conflict and as causing substantial 
disruption and distress.

The source is most concrete regarding the kitchen exchange and the repeated request that David stop 
contact or involvement. The allegations of wider stalking, organized identity framing, coordinated 
associates, or coded media messaging are materially dependent on missing evidence. The file does not 
include the original media, account identifiers, platform records, direct messages, dates for most 
incidents, independent witness statements, police occurrence records, or proof that David authored or 
directed any alleged relay.

The record therefore supports focused preservation and investigation. It does not, standing alone, prove 
a criminal course of conduct, discriminatory violence, a conspiracy, or any specific charge. The central 
task is to connect each alleged event to David through original records, dates, witnesses, and 
jurisdictional facts, while testing innocent explanations such as mistaken identity, unrelated media 
recommendations, ordinary household disagreement, or independent conduct by third parties.

Central investigative question. Did David knowingly continue a targeted campaign of unwanted 
communication, monitoring, identity-based degradation, or environmental pressure after clear notice 
to disengage, or does the record combine a limited household dispute with unauthenticated third-
party media that cannot reliably be attributed to him?
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3. Reconstructed Chronology

Phase One: Shared-House Conflict and Alleged Dominance

The source describes an earlier period in which David and the claimant lived in or interacted through the 
same house. David is characterized as an abuser whose conduct involved passive aggression, 
dominance, mocking mannerisms, and prejudice concerning the claimant's identity. One passage says 
the pattern began with David and his brother; another says David's assertion of dominance supplied a 
model later followed by another person. The source does not provide dates, an address, tenancy 
records, the brother's full identity, or original communications from this phase.

The claimant states that David was told to stay out of his life. That notice is important to the later theory 
because subsequent contact or monitoring would carry a different meaning if David knew continued 
involvement was unwanted. The present file, however, does not contain the original no-contact request, 
its date, David's response, or evidence showing that it was received.

Phase Two: Recurring Antagonism and Associates

Later passages say David 'rises up from time to time' to antagonize the claimant and refer to biker 
friends associated with him. The claimant asks that David and those associates be investigated and 
suggests Canadian authorities may already be tracking them. No associate is named, no specific act by a 
biker is described, and the source does not identify an occurrence number, agency, officer, surveillance 
event, confrontation, or communication linking the associates to David.

The source also interprets certain indirect remarks as efforts by David to downgrade the claimant's 
standing or limit his perceived power. Because those remarks appear as relays rather than preserved 
direct communications, the chronology must remain provisional until investigators identify the original 
speaker, date, platform, audience, and transmission path.

Phase Three: Shared-Kitchen Accusation

The most fact-specific episode concerns a communal kitchen. The claimant says David had previously 
relied on a process of elimination - summarized as everyone else denying responsibility, therefore 
blaming the claimant - and later again accused him of failing to clean a sink. On the later occasion, David 
allegedly stated that the claimant had used the sink earlier that day. The claimant denies being present 
in the kitchen during the asserted period and says the sink was largely clean when he had used it the 
previous day.

The claimant interprets this as repeated nit-picking and false blame directed at a person David viewed as 
a pushover. The account says the claimant then avoided David and left the scene. This episode can be 
tested through housemate testimony, kitchen or hallway video if lawfully maintained, schedules, 
messages, cleaning logs, and any contemporaneous housing complaint. By itself, a disputed cleaning 
accusation is ordinarily a household conflict; its significance depends on whether it was knowing, 
repeated, public, and part of a broader targeted course.
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Phase Four: Later Identity-Focused Relay Allegations

The final source unit describes a larger wave of media content that the claimant perceived as 
questioning gender, sexuality, personality, and identity. Most of that passage addresses unnamed 
people or other public figures and is not assigned to David here. The target-specific portion attributes 
the phrase 'gay silence' to David and describes him as repeatedly attaching himself to the claimant's life 
despite requests to stop.

The claimant says even seeing a David-linked relay can disrupt an entire day. That is relevant to claimed 
impact, but impact does not authenticate authorship. Investigators must locate the exact item, preserve 
the URL and account data, determine whether the phrase was directed at the claimant, and establish 
whether David created, selected, transmitted, paid for, coordinated, or even knew of it.

4. Alleged Conduct of David Mercer

4.1 Repeated Unwanted Re-Engagement

The source repeatedly alleges that David continued to enter the claimant's personal environment after 
being told to disengage. The alleged conduct is described as intermittent rather than continuous: David 
is said to reappear, antagonize, and again become associated with identity-focused material. If 
authenticated, repeated conduct after clear notice may be probative of knowledge, intent, and whether 
a course of conduct was unwanted.

The present record does not specify the number of contacts, their dates, the means used, or whether 
the perceived appearances were direct communications, physical encounters, algorithmic 
recommendations, or statements by unrelated people. Those distinctions are essential. A no-contact 
preference does not by itself establish criminal harassment, and an investigator must separately prove 
the conduct, authorship, mental state, objective effect, and governing jurisdiction.

4.2 Identity- and Sexuality-Based Mockery

The claimant alleges that David's conduct was driven by prejudice and that David used mocking 
mannerisms to defame or replace the claimant's stated identity. The clearest target-specific phrase in 
the supplied file is 'gay silence,' which the claimant attributes to David. The source also characterizes 
David as attempting to associate the claimant with an unwanted sexual identity and to use that 
association as a tool of control or humiliation.

If David authored or deliberately transmitted identity-based ridicule, the words may be evidence of 
discriminatory motive, knowledge of the claimant's objection, intent to humiliate, or the meaning of 
other proved acts. The words do not automatically constitute a federal hate crime. The exact 
communication, context, audience, frequency, and connection to any threatening or violent act must be 
established.

4.3 Environmental Control and False Blame

The source alleges that David tried to control a shared environment and used blame over communal 
cleanliness to provoke or pressure the claimant. The kitchen incident supplies a testable example: an 
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accusation tied to a specific day, an asserted factual premise about who used the sink, and a prior 
pattern of assigning responsibility through exclusion. If David knowingly stated a false timeline to 
residents or management, that fact could support a broader harassment or reputational theory 
depending on repetition, publication, motive, and harm.

An equally necessary inquiry is whether David made a good-faith but mistaken household complaint. 
Investigators should compare the precise words, what David observed, who else had used the kitchen, 
whether cleaning expectations were documented, and whether either party complained 
contemporaneously. The report does not convert a disputed chore into a criminal act without that 
context.

4.4 Possible Use of Associates

The claimant associates biker friends with David and asks that their role be investigated. The source 
does not allege a specific instruction, message, payment, meeting, pursuit, threat, or physical act by any 
identified associate. The allegation is therefore a coordination question, not a present finding. 
Friendship or group membership alone is not proof of agreement or liability.

A reliable assessment would require names, dates, communications, location data lawfully obtained, 
witness accounts, and a description of the act each person allegedly performed. If there was 
coordination, the evidence should show what David requested or agreed to, what objective was shared, 
and what action advanced it.

4.5 Competitive Status Reduction

One source passage interprets a relay as David attempting to limit or downgrade the claimant's standing 
during a wider competition over ideas. Another describes David's motive as dominance. The allegation is 
narrower than idea theft: the supplied David-specific material does not identify a work David copied, a 
concept he claimed, confidential information he accessed, or a business benefit he received.

The supported investigative question is whether David used ridicule, identity attacks, or third parties to 
influence the claimant's reputation or participation. It would be inaccurate on this source to conclude 
that David stole intellectual property. Any such extension requires target-linked documents, access 
evidence, ownership rules, and a specific act of acquisition, use, or false attribution.

4.6 Alleged Safety Impact

The claimant describes David as stalking, controlling, and destructive, and says authorities should have 
intervened. The source also refers broadly to violence being fronted through prejudice. It does not, 
however, identify a direct threat by David, bodily injury caused by him, a weapon, a pursuit from place 
to place, surveillance of a residence, or an attempted physical attack. Those missing details materially 
limit present criminal conclusions.

The appropriate assessment is not to dismiss the reported fear, but to determine its objective basis. 
Investigators should identify what David allegedly did that communicated danger, when and where it 
occurred, whether witnesses observed it, whether police or housing staff were notified, and whether 
the claimant altered routines or sought protection because of David's conduct.
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5. Claimed Harm and Causation
The claimant reports that David's reappearance can destroy the productivity and emotional stability of 
an entire day. He describes stress from repeated blame, loss of concentration, a sense that personal 
identity is being externally controlled, and fear that public framing could affect reputation, relationships, 
opportunity, and safety. One passage records that the claimant missed lunch while dealing with a larger 
identity-focused episode, although the source does not isolate David as the sole cause of that event.

Causation must remain individualized. The source discusses many other people and several 
simultaneous disputes. Harm attributed to the overall environment cannot automatically be assigned to 
David. Contemporaneous records should distinguish distress following a direct David encounter from 
distress following media that has not been authenticated as his, and from harm attributed to other 
named subjects.

6. Cumulative Conduct Theory
If the allegations are corroborated, the cumulative theory is that David first established a dominance-
based and prejudicial relationship in a shared house, continued to test or intrude upon the claimant's 
boundaries after notice to disengage, used household accusations and identity mockery as recurring 
pressure points, and at times relied on associates or indirect media to preserve distance from the 
conduct while maintaining its effect. Under that theory, apparently minor incidents would matter 
because they were selected to reactivate an established pattern of humiliation and control.

The theory gains support if original records show repeated target-linked communications, a preserved 
no-contact notice, David's knowledge of the claimant's distress, false factual accusations, coordinated 
timing with associates, or control of the media items attributed to him. It weakens if the evidence shows 
a single ordinary household disagreement, no direct contact after separation, unrelated media 
recommendations, no identifiable associate act, and no communication or surveillance traceable to 
David.

7. Defenses, Ambiguities, and Material Limitations

Fair-assessment rule. The following limitations do not erase the reported conduct. They identify what 
must be tested so that a decision rests on David's proved acts rather than repetition, association, or 
inference.

1. Identity requires confirmation. The source-folder name gives 'David Mercer,' but the report 
does not have a verified full legal identity or account identifiers.

2. Dates and jurisdiction are incomplete. The source references Canada and entering the United 
States but does not establish where each act occurred or where each communication was sent 
and received.

3. Original communications are absent. No direct message, recording, full video, post export, URL, 
or provider record is attached to the source text.
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4. Relay interpretation is not authorship proof. A perceived reference in recommended media 
may be meaningful to the claimant without showing that David created or controlled it.

5. Repetition is not corroboration. Several blocks repeat the same stalking or prejudice 
characterization; repetition shows consistency of complaint, not multiple independent 
witnesses.

6. Pronouns and group labels are ambiguous. Passages using 'it,' 'they,' or 'these people' often 
follow discussion of other subjects and cannot be assigned to David without a clear textual 
anchor.

7. The kitchen allegation may be a mistake. A false timeline could be deliberate blame, but it 
could also reflect imperfect memory or incomplete knowledge of who used a communal sink.

8. Associates are not individualized. No biker friend is named and no target-specific act or 
agreement is supplied.

9. No direct violent act is specified. The target-specific source does not describe bodily injury, a 
weapon-based attempt, or a direct threat of death or serious bodily injury by David.

10. No specific intellectual-property act is alleged. The record does not identify claimant material 
acquired, copied, published, patented, sold, or claimed by David.

8. Element-by-Element Legal Screening
Screening conclusion. The source supports preservation and factual investigation. Standing alone, it does 
not establish every element of a Canadian or U.S. criminal offense. Because the alleged conduct may 
cross Canada and the United States, the location of David, the claimant, the relevant accounts, and each 
act must be established before selecting law or forum.

8.1 Canada - Criminal Harassment: Criminal Code Section 264

Section 264 requires conduct undertaken without lawful authority while knowing the other person is 
harassed or being reckless as to that fact; the conduct must cause reasonable fear for safety. The listed 
conduct includes repeatedly following a person, repeatedly communicating directly or indirectly, 
besetting or watching a dwelling or other place, and threatening conduct. If David repeatedly 
communicated or used intermediaries after clear notice, that evidence could be relevant. The present 
source does not yet establish the communications, authorship, frequency, objective safety fear, or 
Canadian territorial connection required for a conclusion.

Official text: Criminal Code, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-46, Section 264, Justice Laws Website.

8.2 Canada - Bias Motivation at Sentencing

Under Criminal Code Section 718.2(a)(i), evidence that an offense was motivated by bias, prejudice, or 
hate based on listed grounds - including sexual orientation, sex, gender identity or expression, and other 
similar factors - is an aggravating sentencing circumstance. This provision does not make an offensive 
identity statement a standalone crime. It becomes relevant only if an underlying offense is proved and 
the discriminatory motive is established through authenticated words and context.
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8.3 United States - Interstate or Cyberstalking: 18 U.S.C. Section 2261A

Section 2261A can reach specified interstate travel or use of mail, an interactive computer service, an 
electronic communication service or system, or another facility of interstate or foreign commerce as 
part of a course of conduct undertaken with the statutory intent and producing reasonable fear or 
substantial emotional distress. If David deliberately used electronic media or intermediaries in a 
repeated targeted course, the statute may warrant review. The current file lacks authenticated 
communications, a U.S. nexus, course-of-conduct dates, proof of David's intent, and evidence tying the 
alleged relays to him.

Official text: 18 U.S.C. Section 2261A, U.S. House Office of the Law Revision Counsel.

8.4 United States - Hate-Crime Act: 18 U.S.C. Section 249

Section 249 addresses willful bodily injury, or specified attempts to cause bodily injury through fire, a 
firearm, a dangerous weapon, or an explosive or incendiary device, when the required bias motive and 
jurisdictional conditions are present. Subsection (a)(2) includes actual or perceived religion, national 
origin, gender, sexual orientation, gender identity, and disability. Identity-based mockery may be motive 
evidence if a qualifying violent act is independently proved. The present David-specific source alleges no 
bodily injury or qualifying weapon-based attempt by him, so the supplied facts do not presently meet 
the federal statute.

Official text: 18 U.S.C. Section 249, U.S. House Office of the Law Revision Counsel.

8.5 United States - Conspiracy Against Rights: 18 U.S.C. Section 241

Section 241 requires an agreement by two or more persons to injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate 
someone in the free exercise or enjoyment of a specific right secured by the U.S. Constitution or federal 
law, or because that person exercised the right. Association with biker friends, similarity of attitude, or a 
general intention to dominate does not by itself establish the offense. Investigators would need the 
agreement, participants, David's knowing participation, the specific federal right, and the act directed at 
that right. The source does not presently supply those facts.

Official text: 18 U.S.C. Section 241, U.S. House Office of the Law Revision Counsel.

8.6 Defamation, Privacy, and Emotional-Distress Theories

Defamation, intrusion upon seclusion, intentional infliction of emotional distress, harassment-related 
civil remedies, and interference with economic relations depend heavily on the province or state. A 
defamation analysis requires the exact statement, reference to the claimant, communication to a third 
person, meaning, defenses or privilege, and provable harm. Identity insults and opinions may be abusive 
without being actionable false statements of fact. No responsible jurisdiction-specific conclusion can be 
reached until location, publication, and original content are established.

8.7 Evidentiary Authentication

Any legal route depends on authentication. Screenshots should be preserved with native exports, URLs, 
timestamps, headers, account identifiers, device records where lawfully available, and a documented 
chain of custody. Investigators should separate what the claimant directly heard or saw from what was 
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inferred, and they should ask David and platform custodians for records capable of confirming or 
excluding his control of the alleged communications.

9. Evidence Preservation and Production Requests
The following requests are confined to David's alleged conduct. Records should be preserved in native 
format, with metadata and a verified explanation for any deletion, alteration, or unavailable period.

1. Identity and jurisdiction. Confirm David's full legal name, residence, citizenship, travel, phone 
numbers, email addresses, and platform account identifiers during each alleged period.

2. Shared-house records. Obtain the address, occupancy dates, tenancy or housing records, 
complaints, incident notes, and identities of residents who observed interactions.

3. No-contact notice. Preserve the communication in which David was allegedly told to stay out of 
the claimant's life, including delivery, receipt, response, and later contacts.

4. Kitchen incident. Identify the date and time, exact words, witnesses, cleaning rules, resident 
schedules, messages, complaints, and any lawfully maintained common-area video.

5. Identity-focused communications. Preserve every David-linked message, post, recording, 
thumbnail, recommendation, or relay concerning sexuality, gender, personality, or the 
claimant's stated identity.

6. 'Gay silence' item. Locate the complete source, URL, account, date, audience, surrounding 
content, recommendation history, and evidence connecting David to its creation or delivery.

7. Platform and device records. Seek provider records and device evidence only through lawful 
process, focused on authorship, access, transmission, deletion, targeting, and account control.

8. Associates. Identify the alleged biker friends and preserve communications showing whether 
David instructed, requested, encouraged, or coordinated any target-specific act.

9. Police and authority records. Obtain occurrence numbers, officer notes, preservation requests, 
or other records supporting the statement that Canadian authorities were tracking relevant 
conduct.

10. Witness interviews. Interview housemates, housing staff, kitchen witnesses, David's identified 
associates, platform viewers, and any person who heard the alleged identity remarks.

11. Harm and causation. Collect contemporaneous notes, complaints, work disruption records, 
counseling or medical material if voluntarily provided or lawfully obtained, and witness 
observations that distinguish David-linked effects from other disputes.

12. Exculpatory evidence. Preserve material showing mistaken identity, unrelated recommendation 
algorithms, alibi or absence, benign household purpose, lack of account control, or independent 
third-party action.
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10. Witness Examination Topics
1. Shared-house origin. Describe the earliest David-related conflict, with dates, exact conduct, 

witnesses, and the role of any brother or other resident.

2. Notice and continuation. State when David was told to disengage, how he received the notice, 
and every direct or indirect contact afterward.

3. Identity remarks. Give the exact words, medium, audience, frequency, and context of each 
remark attributed to David.

4. Kitchen accusation. Identify who used the sink, what David observed, why he selected the 
claimant, and what was communicated to other residents or management.

5. Associates. Name each biker or friend, state the act observed, and identify any instruction or 
agreement involving David.

6. Relay authorship. Explain how each media item was connected to David and disclose any fact 
inconsistent with that attribution.

7. Safety basis. Identify the conduct that created fear for safety rather than anger, humiliation, or 
annoyance alone.

8. Alternative explanations. Address mistaken identity, ordinary household enforcement, satire, 
unrelated content, independent third parties, and absence of coordination.

11. Requested Determinations
1. Identity. Whether the person described as David Mercer has been correctly identified and which 

accounts or communications he controlled.

2. Course of conduct. Whether David repeatedly contacted, monitored, or indirectly 
communicated with the claimant after knowing that the involvement was unwanted.

3. Discriminatory motive. Whether David used identity- or sexuality-based ridicule, and whether it 
motivated or explained another proved wrongful act.

4. Household accusation. Whether the sink allegation was knowingly false, recklessly made, 
publicly repeated, or simply mistaken.

5. Coordination. Whether David directed or agreed with any associate to perform a specific target-
related act.

6. Relay attribution. Whether the challenged media was created, selected, transmitted, or 
targeted by David, as opposed to an unrelated platform or third party.

7. Safety and distress. Whether proved David-linked conduct caused reasonable fear for safety or 
substantial emotional distress, with harm separated from other causes.

8. Applicable law. Which Canadian, U.S. federal, provincial, state, housing, or civil framework 
governs each authenticated act.
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9. Remedy. Whether preservation, correction, housing separation, a lawful no-contact condition, 
civil relief, or referral to a competent authority is warranted by the proved facts.

12. Requested Interim Measures
Pending verification, the claimant requests prompt preservation of David-linked communications, 
account data, shared-house records, and common-area incident material; a neutral direction against 
deletion, retaliation, witness coordination, or republication of disputed factual claims; and an evidence 
channel through which David and other witnesses can provide authenticated records and corrections. 
Any surveillance, search, no-contact order, housing restriction, or criminal process should be undertaken 
only by a competent authority and on the legal showing required in the applicable jurisdiction.

Where the parties continue to share housing or common facilities, a housing provider may consider 
practical separation of schedules or communication through staff, consistent with tenancy and human-
rights obligations, while the facts are assessed. The purpose should be to reduce contact and preserve 
evidence, not to presume guilt or impose punishment without process.

13. Conclusion
The supplied source presents a repeated allegation that David used dominance, prejudice, unwanted re-
engagement, and environmental blame to intrude upon and destabilize the claimant's life. The shared-
kitchen accusation and the asserted notice to disengage are the most concrete starting points. The 
alleged identity phrase and references to associates may be significant if original records connect them 
to David.

The more serious characterizations - criminal stalking, hate crime, conspiracy, coordinated surveillance, 
and violent intent - are not established by the present text alone. They should neither be presumed true 
nor dismissed without inquiry. Fair assessment requires preservation, authentication, jurisdictional 
analysis, and findings confined to David's own proved acts. Any charge, civil claim, protective measure, 
or exonerating conclusion should follow from that individualized evidence.

Official Authorities
1. Criminal Code Section 264 - Criminal harassment (Canada)  

2. Criminal Code Section 718.2 - Other sentencing principles (Canada)  

3. 18 U.S.C. Section 2261A - Stalking  

4. 18 U.S.C. Section 249 - Hate crime acts  

5. 18 U.S.C. Section 241 - Conspiracy against rights  

Authorities were checked against official Canadian and U.S. government sources on June 28, 2026. Legal application depends on 
authenticated facts, jurisdiction, current law, and advice from a qualified lawyer in the governing forum.

https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:18%20section:241%20edition:prelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:18%20section:249%20edition:prelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?edition=prelim&num=0&req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title18-section2261A
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/c-46/section-718.2.html
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/c-46/section-264.html
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