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[1] The applicant filed an Application alleging discrimination on the basis of ancestry, 

place of origin, citizenship, ethnic origin, and creed with respect to membership in a 

vocational association contrary to the Human Rights Code, R.S.O. 1990, c. H.19, as 

amended (the “Code”). The applicant also alleges that the respondent discriminated 

against him because of his association with a person or persons identified by a prohibited 

ground of discrimination. 

[2] On May 9, 2025, the Tribunal advised the applicant via a Case Assessment 

Direction (“CAD”) that his Application appeared to be outside of the Tribunal’s jurisdiction 

because the Application does not clearly explain why the applicant believes the adverse 

treatment he received from the respondents was because of his enumerated Code 

grounds. The Tribunal also advised the applicant that it appears that the name he used 

to file the Application was not his legal name and as such, the applicant was directed to 

provide the Tribunal a certified copy of a piece of government-issued identification 

confirming the applicant’s identity, legal name, and address.  

[3] The Tribunal directed the applicant to provide additional written submissions 

addressing these issues and cautioned the applicant that once it received the 

submissions, it would take one of several actions, including dismissing the Application, in 

whole or in part. 

[4] The applicant filed submissions as directed. After reviewing his submissions, I 

have determined that the Application is outside the Tribunal’s jurisdiction for the reasons 

that follow. 

[5] This Decision was made following receipt of written submissions. The Tribunal 

need not hold an oral hearing on the issue of its jurisdiction: see Wu v. Toronto 

Ombudsman, 2023 ONSC 6192. 
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ANALYSIS 

Background 

[6] While the applicant provided a “Moorish National identification” card which states 

that his name is Jakim Bey, I note that in the Application, the applicant indicated that his 

first name was “appellation jakim” and his last name was “bey”. Neither name in the 

Application or his Moorish identification appears to be the applicant’s legal name as the 

documentation he provided was not issued by any Canadian or provincial government. 

Neither was his Moorish identification issued by any state in the United States of America. 

As such, the style of cause continues to reflect the name stated in the Application. 

[7] In response to the CAD, the applicant provided a copy of something purporting to 

be an “Allodial American National Identification Card” indicating that his name is “Jakim 

Bey,” that his “National Domicile” is North America, and that he belongs to the “Human” 

race. It further indicates that his nationality is “Moor American”. In addition to providing 

this “identification card”, the applicant filed documents to support his alleged Moorish 

American citizenship. As noted, it appears that none of the documentation provided are 

issued by the Canadian government, the government of Ontario, or any other province in 

Canada or state in the United States of America. 

[8] The applicant alleges that the respondents discriminated against him by arresting 

him during a traffic stop because of (1) his Moorish American ancestry and (2) the 

respondents failed to acknowledge or accept his Moorish American identification. This 

incident resulted in multiple criminal charges against the applicant. The applicant also 

alleges that the respondents further discriminated against him during a property search. 

According to the applicant, the respondents tried to force him to identify himself as Garry 

Browne and wrote his traffic tickets noting Garry Browne as the defendant, despite the 

applicant repeatedly telling the respondents that his name was “Jakim El Bey”. 

[9] On its face, arresting an individual on the sole basis of their citizenship, ancestry, 

ethnic origin, and other Code grounds could potentially be a violation of the Code. 
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However, in this case, the applicant alleges that his refusal to produce a government-

issued or recognized identification resulted in the adverse treatment. I also note that the 

respondents’ use of what they think is the applicant’s legal name does not, without more, 

amount to adverse treatment. 

Organized Pseudolegal Commercial Argument (OPCA) 

[10] In the Application, the applicant states that his ancestry is Moorish American, that 

he was travelling as an “Aboriginal, Indigenous American National” and that he had “[a] 

different Political Status and the name [Garry Browne] was being force (sic) onto me”. He 

further states that his citizenship is an “American National” and that his “Ethnic Origin is 

from the Land of the American Continent”. The applicant also provided a document titled 

“Public Notice: I am not Garry Browne”. 

[11] The submissions of the applicant indicate that he adheres to a world view which 

has been described in other courts as “Organized Pseudolegal Commercial Argument” 

(“OPCA”). The characteristics of these kinds of arguments have been best described in 

Meads v. Meads, 2012 ABQB 571 (“Meads”): 

[1] This Court has developed a new awareness and understanding of a 
category of vexatious litigant. As we shall see, while there is often a lack of 
homogeneity, and some individuals or groups have no name or special 
identity, they (by their own admission or by descriptions given by others) 
often fall into the following descriptions: Detaxers; Freemen or Freemen-on-
the-Land; Sovereign Men or Sovereign Citizens; Church of the Ecumenical 
Redemption International (CERI); Moorish Law; and other labels - there is 
no closed list. In the absence of a better moniker, I have collectively labelled 
them as Organized Pseudolegal Commercial Argument litigants [“OPCA 
litigants”], to functionally define them collectively for what they literally are. 
These persons employ a collection of techniques and arguments promoted 
and sold by ‘gurus’ (as hereafter defined) to disrupt court operations and to 
attempt to frustrate the legal rights of governments, corporations, and 
individuals. 

… 

[4] OPCA litigants do not express any stereotypic beliefs other than a 
general rejection of court and state authority; nor do they fall into any 
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common social or professional association. Arguments and claims of this 
nature emerge in all kinds of legal proceedings and all levels of Courts and 
tribunals. This group is unified by: 

1. a characteristic set of strategies (somewhat different by group) that they 
employ, 

2. specific but irrelevant formalities and language which they appear to 
believe are (or portray as) significant, and 

3. the commercial sources from which their ideas and materials originate. 

This category of litigant shares one other critical characteristic: they will only 
honour state, regulatory, contract, family, fiduciary, equitable, and criminal 
obligations if they feel like it. And typically, they don’t. 

. . . 

[7] . . . OPCA litigants frequently adopt unusual variations on personal 
names, for example adding irrelevant punctuation, or using unusual capital 
and lower-case character combinations. While OPCA litigants and their 
gurus put special significance on these alternative nomenclature forms, 
these are ineffectual in law and are meaningless paper masks. . . 

[Emphasis added.] 

[12] OPCA litigants often deny that a court has jurisdiction or authority over them 

(Meads at para 248). They also refer to obsolete, foreign or otherwise irrelevant 

legislation, such as the UCC (Meads at para 228).  

Is the Applicant an OPCA litigant? 

[13] In my view, the applicant is an OPCA litigant, given the several pieces of 

documentation he provided to the Tribunal in support of his citizenship, ancestry and other 

Code grounds. As noted, these pieces of documentation are obsolete, foreign and do not 

engage the Code. For example, the applicant provided excerpts of legal text that appears 

to be from the United States of America pre-1960s. Furthermore, the documentation 

provided also repeatedly rejects the jurisdiction of the court over their person. For 

example, the applicant adduced a “Judicial Notice and Proclamation”, which states: 
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Every Sovereign State (People) is bound to respect the independence of 
every other Sovereign State (People) and the courts of one country (People) 
will not sit in judgement of the acts of the government of another, done within 
(the same or) its own territory.” 

[14] For further example, the applicant also submitted a document titled, “LEGAL 

NOTICE! NAME DECLARATION, CORRECTION PROCLAMATION AND 

PUBLICATION”, which states: 

I, Jakim El Bey, being duly Affirmed, standing squarely, Declare, and 
Proclaim, upon Divine Law; Nature’s Law; Universal Law, Moorish 
Birthrights; International Law; and Constitutional Law; Declare and say: 

… I am now Rightfully Declaring, Publishing, and Proclaiming my own Free 
National Name, Affirming my Actual, Rightful, and Civil ‘In Full Life’ Status; 
Conjoined to my Moorish American Consanguine Pedigree and National 
Honor … I am Jakim El Bey, ‘In Propria Persona Sui Juris’ (being my own 
proper person), by birthright, an Inheritance WITHOUT THE FOREIGN, 
IMPOSED COLOR-OF-LAW, OR ASSUMED DUE PROCESS of the Union 
States Society… 

[15] Therefore, applying Meads and given the above, the applicant appears to be an 

OPCA litigant. 

No Link Analysis 

[16] To proceed in the Tribunal’s process, an application must fall within the Tribunal’s 

jurisdiction. An adjudicative body either has jurisdiction or it does not. See G.-L. v. OHIP 

(General Manager), 2014 ONSC 5392. 

[17] The Tribunal’s jurisdiction is limited to enforcement of the Code. The Code only 

prohibits actions that discriminate against people based on enumerated grounds. The 

Tribunal does not have jurisdiction over general allegations of unfairness unrelated to the 

Code: see Hay v. Ontario (Human Rights Tribunal), 2014 ONSC 2858 (“Hay”), Bello v. 

Toronto Transit Commission, 2014 ONSC 5535. 
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[18] An applicant must provide some factual basis for his or her belief that the 

respondent’s actions are linked to the applicant’s Code-protected characteristics: see 

Hay, above. A bald assertion of belief is insufficient to establish this factual basis: see 

Moulton v. The Toronto Police Services Board and the Chief of Police of the Toronto 

Police Service, 2023 HRTO 1180 at paras. 9-10. 

[19] The applicant only alleges discrimination in the area of membership in a vocational 

association, however, he fails to identify any adverse treatment he received that relates 

to membership in any trade union, trade, occupational association, or self-governing 

profession. The respondents are police officers who arrested him and a company 

providing towing services. Therefore, and for the sake of completeness, I find it 

reasonable to assume that he is also alleging discrimination in the social area of goods, 

services, and facilities. As pleaded, the Application occurs within this social area. 

[20] Now I turn to the applicant’s allegation that he was discriminated based on his 

citizenship, creed, ancestry, and place of origin. 

[21] Overall, I do not find that the applicant’s allegations are Code-engaging and that 

his OPCA identities do not engage the Code. Based on the application, the applicant 

identifies as a “Moorish American National (sic), governed by the Moorish National 

Republic Federal Government”. While the applicant may have Code-protected 

characteristics that align with OPCA identities, he does not provide any facts that could 

support a finding that he was discriminated based on his actual Code grounds. 

[22] The applicant alleges that being questioned and arrested for relying on his Moorish 

ID as his identification was discriminatory.  

[23] I take judicial notice that the applicant’s ID is not a government or state-issued ID. 

It may have been issued by a “moorish national republic federal government” as he 

provided in his “affidavit of fact”. However, the applicant’s ID does not resemble any 

Canadian or any Canadian province-issued ID. Neither does it resemble government-

issued IDs from the United States of America, despite the applicant providing documents 
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concerning its Constitution, state laws, court decisions, and proclamations from several 

of its states and cities (e.g., North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, etc.) in support 

of his OPCA identity. Government-issued IDs do not state “human” as the identifying race 

or use the words “nationality autograph”, or refer to a “national domicile” that comprises 

of “North America”, as the applicant’s ID does.  

[24] As I have found that the applicant’s ID is not a government-issued ID and therefore, 

it would not have been recognized by the respondents as such, the respondents’ action 

of failing to recognize the applicant’s ID as a government-issued one cannot be a basis 

to link the respondent’s actions to the applicant’s Code grounds.  

[25] In line with the finding that the failing to recognize the applicant’s ID is not 

discriminatory, I find that the applicant has not provided facts that could support a finding 

that the respondent’s actions related to his Code grounds. A reading of his narrative 

suggests that the respondents questioned and arrested him for not having a government-

issued pieces of identification. Other than the failure to recognize his Moorish 

identification, the applicant has not provided details that could connect the respondent’s 

actions to his Code grounds. Without such a connection, the allegations are no more than 

claims of unfairness that do not engage the Code, and the Application is outside the 

Tribunal’s jurisdiction. 

[26] Moreover, I also do not find that applicant’s OPCA-aligning characteristics, as he 

has self-identified and pled, can replace or be a proxy for actual Code grounds. In other 

words, I find that the applicant’s identity as a Moorish American, by virtue of his OPCA 

arguments, is not a Code-protected ground. 

[27] While not binding, the case of Potvin (Re), 2018 ABQB 652 (“Potvin”), is quite 

persuasive in this aspect.  

[28] In Potvin, the court found that Church of the Ecumenical Redemption International 

(CERI)-type OPCA litigants “who claim to shelter from Canadian law via their purported 

adherence to CERI claims … or any other CERI “Strawman” nonsense” are “a total 
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fabrication, a flag of inconvenience under which [these litigants hope] to sail to success”. 

The court further states that no person could reasonably hold these OPCA ideas as a 

religious belief.  

[29] While Potvin discusses CERI-type OPCA litigants, I find that there are numerous 

similarities between CERI-type OPCA litigants and Moorish-OPCA litigants, as the 

applicant in this case. For example, both of the litigants in Potvin and in this case are 

OPCA litigants (as described in Meads, above) and claim that the respective opposing 

parties or respondents discriminated against them when they were referred to by their 

legal names. Both have also provided numerous documentations with similar concepts 

such as their identification or beliefs being supreme to any other. Therefore, I find that the 

ruling in Potvin is applicable to the applicant’s case. 

[30] I also find that the reasoning in Potvin with respect to creed could also extend to 

other grounds under the Code in this case. Similar to Potvin, the applicant claims to have 

OPCA beliefs and asserts that these OPCA beliefs shield him from what appears to be a 

non-discriminatory exercise of the respondents’ duties, which in this case include 

questioning and arresting the applicant during a traffic stop when the applicant’s 

identification card does not appear to be a government-issued one. This is also in 

conjunction with the finding that the applicant’s ID is not a government or state-issued 

one, as above. As noted in Potvin, seeking shelter from Canadian law using OPCA 

arguments is a total fabrication. Therefore, and in line with Potvin, I find that the applicant 

could not reasonably hold his OPCA characteristics, without more, as a valid citizenship, 

religious belief, place of origin, or ancestry under the Code.  

[31] The applicant also alleges that discrimination because of his association with a 

person or persons identified by a prohibited ground of discrimination. However, he does 

not mention any other person, aside from himself, who allegedly identifies with a 

prohibited ground of discrimination.  

[32] Based on all of the foregoing, the Tribunal does not have jurisdiction of the 

Application. 
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ORDER 

[33] The Application is dismissed. 

Dated at Toronto, this 3rd day of November, 2025. 

 

__________________________________ 
Aulaire O’Malley 
Member 


