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Every worker has three basic safety rights afforded to them as a means to inform and 
protect themselves. These three well recognized basic safety rights are commonly 
known as:

Right to know
You have the right to be informed of known or foreseeable hazards in the workplace 
and to be provided with the information, instructions, training, and supervision 
necessary to protect your health and safety...

...In addition, you are given the right to have access to government or employer reports 
related to the health and safety of employees through your policy health and safety 
committee, workplace health and safety committee or health and safety 
representative.

Right to participate
As health and safety representatives or workplace health and safety committee or 
policy health and safety committee members, employees have the right to participate in 
identifying and correcting work-related health and safety concerns.

Right to refuse
You have the right to refuse to work if you have reasonable cause to believe that:
• Your workplace presents a danger to you
• The use or operation of a machine or apparatus presents a danger to you or to 

another employee, and,
• The performance of an activity constitutes a danger to you or to another employee.

Subsection 122(1) of the Code defines "danger" as:
"any hazard, condition or activity that could reasonably be expected to be an imminent 
or serious threat to the life or health of a person exposed to it before the hazard or 
condition can be corrected or the activity altered."

So what happened? How did you all find yourselves 
in this predicament? How did your federal 
employers trick all of you into thinking that what 
they were doing was a legitimate workplace action 
or that they had the ability to force you into taking 
an experimental unknown substance?
Well they did so using the old “sleight of hand” 
concept that magicians often use.
But for tens of thousands of federal workers the 
process and design was more like a “sleight of 
mouth” concept, where the lies and deceit would be 
driven by Directors, Managers or anyone that was a 
“Senior Officer” within their organization.
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Part 1: “Sleight of Mouth”



“If you want a picture of the future, 
imagine a foot stamping on a human’s 
face – forever.”

George Orwell

Many of you that are awakened to the existing corruption and have seen several videos 
of world-renowned doctors, lawyers and scientists fighting against these corporate 
tyrants, are probably wondering how and why my information is so important, and who I 
am to begin with.

My name is Ryan Orydzuk, and I am nothing more than an exiled federal safety 
officer, with close to a decade of various safety education and experience regarding 
the Canada Labour Code and occupational health and safety under my belt. Over that 
period of time, I have been privy to how the whole federal safety system works, and 
how our federal organizations and crown corporations take a new safety protocol from 
"conceptual planning" to "final implementation." I comprehensively understand the 
legislated health and safety acts and regulations that govern our federal employers, 
their workplace safety committees, third party contractors and the front-line 
employees.... but in the end, you folks are going to have to take the information that I 
have provided and make your own decisions on how you wish to proceed; I am simply 
here to usher you down a path in understanding how this information translates into 
legislation, which in-turn, gives you the tools you need as an employee to question your 
employer’s decision making as it applies to occupational health and safety.

Typically the storyteller or narrator 
would take you on a loooong drawn 
out walk through the historical 
timeline behind the government’s 
and federal employers’ covid 
response, but as many of you 
already have surmised, we need an 
IMMEDIATE RESPONSE, so I will 
not go through all of the fine 
details starting at the beginning of 
January 2020. Instead, and on 
behalf of Posties for Freedom I 
am going to equip you with the 
information you need to contest 
your federal employer’s safety 
mandates as soon as possible, as 
THEY are actually responsible for 
this entire fiasco....that is 
right....for all of you federal 
workers out there, the EMPLOYER 
is responsible for all of this - not 
the government, not the Public 
Health Agency of Canada, not the 
manufacturers, but the employer. 
So for the purposes of getting to 
the crux of the issue at hand we 
will jump back to October 6th of 
2021, to start our story of 
corruption, lies and criminal 
negligence causing harm. 
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The “Sleight of Mouth”

On October 6th, 2021, after employees suffered through months of confusion and 
psychological harm regarding their employer's scattered and broken safety measures 
and communications, it was finally announced by the Trudeau government, that federal 
employees listed under schedules 1 & 4 of the Financial Act - comprised of the Core 
Public Administration and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police – would in fact have to 
be vaccinated as a condition to maintain their employment. (See below)

As you can see as part of Trudeau’s own press release, it was noted that these 
actions were ALL being implemented because the government wanted to protect 
the health and safety of all Canadians....so this was a safety mandate.

A very noble cause from the commu…I mean Liberal party's point of view, but 
given my previous experience as a safety officer, there was never any desire by 
the employer to forcefully mitigate influenza virus spread in the workplace, even 
though it is known that thousands of Canadians die from influenza each year. In 
fact, many federal employees had influenza clinics come to their work places to 
provide yearly influenza shots, but the kicker was that it was ALWAYS optional, 
as federal employers knew it was illegal for them to even have medication on hand
let alone force an employee to take the medical product. 

This obviously was due to the potential legal liability involved should an employer 
give an employee a medical product and then the employee dies. I mean what 
would happen to the employer in a standard legal case if an employee took a drug 
provided to them by the employer, only to keep them at work rather than taking a 
sick day or maybe seeing a doctor, and they by chance overdose.... or maybe have 
a severe allergic reaction that sends them to the hospital? This is why Aspirin, 
Tylenol, TUMS, cough syrups or any other medicines, are not part of the 
regulated items within standard first aid kits for federal work places, as they 
can inadvertently cause unexpected harm or distress.  
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This is also why the doctor patient 
relationship and informed consent 
matters so much in the medical 
industry, because even credentialed 
doctors have to disclose potential 
life-threatening complications 
regarding their patients' medications 
if the patient should enquire. And 
guess what? Even in those 
circumstances where the patient is at 
death's door, they still can tell the 
highly educated doctor to go and fly a 
kite, or pound sand if they do not like 
what the doctor has suggested. 

So, what makes this overall "informed 
consent" concept so different for federal 
employers?.... Nothing much whatsoever. This 
is because the corporation has absolutely zero 
say in how an employee deals with their own 
body; whether the employee is partying on the 
weekend, addressing addictions, medical 
treatments, emergencies or for any other 
reason. A corporation can manipulate all of 
their corporate assets and equipment all they 
want, and can even try to control the air 
quality within their facilities, but when it 
comes to the individual's own body, the 
corporation has absolutely no say whatsoever. 

Should they try and intervene to replace the employee's personal medical decision, 
because as I said flu shots given by the employer in the past were ALWAYS optional, 
then the employer HAS to take ownership and liability of the informed consent process
as the employee is no longer allowed to make the personal decision with their physician 
on their own while retaining their job. This already well-known and established safety 
precedence, coupled with the sheer complexity involved with the corporation's intent in 
trying to control an invisible, undetectable, A-symptomatic micro-virus, was utterly 
laughable.

But this gave rise to further concerns, and I started to ask myself things like: 

Why now? 

Why does the Canadian government or my federal employer care so badly 
whether I live or not, when this certainly was not something that they cared 
about that much in the past regarding my personal life decisions? 

Why would they now try to mitigate a flu virus in the work place?

How are they going to force people to take a vaccine when current legislation 
prevents it? 

How were they going to have this gene therapy product approved as personal 
protective equipment to somehow justify the mandate? 
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But the single most important question was, why were they so adamant that the only 
method of risk mitigation be completely untested and experimental gene therapy 
products....products with ridiculously poor safety profiles given the decades of 
research that came before?

It was of course shortly thereafter that all Canadian federal corporations under the 
purview of the newly announced government mandate began to tell their employees of 
the impending requirement to be vaccinated, and that they had no choice as the 
federal employers had to "mirror" the government’s and the Public Health Agency of 
Canada's recommendations; mirroring is an important word we will get to later.

This did not sit well with me, as I knew the OHS legislation and other applicable acts 
and laws that would prevent the employer from ever being allowed to pursue this 
avenue, so I decided to do a little digging into Trudeau's claim as I needed to better 
understand the complexities around the mandate and how it all worked. What I found 
was nothing short of bewildering and astonishing at the same time. 

What if I told you that as a federal employee, it is VERY likely that 
you were NEVER mandated to take the vaccine to begin with? What 
if I told you that you had every ground to refuse ALL the covid 
protocols put in place by federal employers? And finally, what if I 
told you that everything that has been taking place is reversible, and 
that by using just a few of the Employee's Rights under the Canada 
Labour Code, in combination with the Criminal Code of Canada, that 
employees can not only stop their employer's vaccine mandates, but 
that employees can pursue criminal charges against their employers 
for the destruction of their lives over the course of the pandemic. 
Federal employees have rights when it comes to occupational health 
and safety, but of equal importance is that the employer has 
"DUTIES" assigned to them in part 2 of the Canada Labour Code 
that they are obligated to fulfill by law - this is commonly referred 
to as DUE DILIGENCE.

My claims that each one of you have the ability to turn the tides are very real, and 
Posties for Freedom is going to show the rest of the exiled federal employees 
that were either fired or placed on perpetual suspension, how to take back their 
job, their country and their freedoms. 

So let’s start with Trudeau's announcement and how many federal employers lied 
to federal workers regarding their mandatory vaccine policy. As I mentioned 
earlier, the word mirrored was quite popular amongst the federal employers when 
they explained that they had to implement this vaccination practice due to the 
government's request. But one simply needs to breakdown what a mirror is and 
what it does to see the employer’s ruse. What does a mirror provide? A reflection. 
A copy of something that is there, but really is not. It is just an image without any 
substance.

This was the first little bit of that “sleight-of-mouth" word play that employees 
should have had their ears perk up to, however, this was not what took place. 
Instead, employees panicked, as they realized that they only had about a month to 
make a decision as to whether or not they were going to take the experimental 
shot; either to continue working to be able to provide for themselves or their 
families, or the other option, be placed on suspension or fired. 



So out of fear for not being able to survive or keep a roof over their heads, a mad rush 
of federal employees - who likely did not want the vaccine in any way - ran out as fast 
as possible to get injected, all because they did not want to lose their jobs and 
paychecks. Others did have different reasons, like travelling and going to events, but 
nonetheless their decision to take the experimental shot was a result of the 
government and employers’ mandate announcement.

Guess what though? Employees were never actually mandated.

Given how people have been trained to only read headlines, due to the way news is 
presented on social media platforms, it is easy to see how and why everyone was duped 
by their employer and the government. I mean why would an individual not trust their 
government or corporation in a time of crisis, especially when everyone in the 
mainstream is telling you that everything is okay and on the level? This was part of the 
overall word play trickery though, as the government implemented these vaccination 
protocols under the guise of occupational health and safety, claiming that the vaccines 
were life saving devices or pieces of equipment that could be used to protect the 
employees while at work. 

By doing this employers fooled all workers into believing that what they were doing was 
legitimately being implemented under OHS, and as such, all applicable legislation and 
protocols would have been followed....well...I am going to burst your bubble and tell you 
that what your employer has done to you, will likely go down in Canadian history as the 
most egregious and disgusting violation of every occupational health and safety law or 
regulation that was ever created; the criminality displayed by your employers regarding 
their mandates, makes the WESTRAY mine disaster - as horrible and tragic as it was -
look like a petting zoo by comparison.

When the government made the 
announcement that these 
protocols were to be 
implemented under the Financial 
Act instead of occupational 
health and safety, it got me to 
take a closer look at the Financial 
Act and exactly how Trudeau's 
policy worked with my employer 
as well as others. As Trudeau 
posted on his webpage, 
employees listed under schedules 
1 & 4 of the Core Public 
Administration and the RCMP,
were to be vaccinated, however, 
the Core Public Administration 
and RCMP are only a tiny little 
portion of the government....so 
where did my employer fit in all 
of this? On schedule 3 of the 
Financial Act of course...a 
schedule completely unaffected 
by Trudeau's announcement.

“I’m not upset that you lied to me, I’m upset 
that from now on I can’t believe you.”            

Friedrich Nietzsche
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But wait!... if that is the case, then that would mean that many federal employers by 
definition were NEVER mandated to enforce any vaccine requirement by the 
government. Instead, they would have had to CHOOSE whether or not they were 
going to try and implement an illegal safety mandate, to "Mirror" what the 
government had officially done. 

This fact is very important for all of you to understand, because what it means is 
that IF your specific federal employer, corporation or agency was listed on schedules 
2, 3, 5, 6 or 7 of the Financial Act, then your employer may have outright lied to 
you, and coerced you into taking an experimental gene therapy injection as a condition 
of your employment. Trust me when I say this, I personally believe that this was not 
accidental or ignorance on the part of the employer, as I will elaborate on how the 
government knew full well about the schedule discrepancy and the lie they were 
perpetrating on their employees. 

The employer chose the path of authoritarianism by ignoring all 
previous occupational health and safety law, and when I advised the 
employer and Canadian Labour Board of the deceit in relation to 
listed schedules under the Financial Act, they doubled down and 
pretended like these facts and concerns did not exist or 
matter....imagine that...a tenured safety professional explaining the 
safety illegalities being committed by the employer, including 
criminal negligence causing harm, and they looked me straight in the 
face and said, "Your opinion does not matter in this regard." 

THEY WERE CAUGHT RED HANDED, and as of November of 2021, 
had no justification to continue with their vaccination practice.

It was shortly after I raised this point as part of a work refusal and 
formal investigation with my federal employer and the Labour Board 
(Employment and Social Development Canada - ESDC), that the 
government literally tried to change their previous mandate that 
included ONLY schedules 1 & 4 of the Core Public Administration. 8



As you can see by the press release itself, the government is going on about 
"intending" to change the labour code and occupational health and safety to fit the 
vaccination mandates....

But here is the kicker for everyone to contemplate:

If the government was claiming that they were rolling these measures out for 
occupational health and safety, and that all parties including the employer had 
done their due diligence under safety to ensure that these gene therapy 
products could be implemented, then why would they need to announce all sorts 
of future amendments to the Canada Labour Code, specifically occupational 
health and safety, if they had followed the rules to begin with and performed 
their due diligence?

Call it a hunch, but the corporations and the labour board were trying to look for 
ways to hide the lie, or completely change the grounds for which employees and 
employers operate and follow OHS as a means to cover their asses.

This is really no different than medical organizations or agencies having to change 
long standing definitions to fit narratives the government is spouting around covid 19. 
For example, the definitions for pandemic, vaccine, immunity, fully vaccinated, etc., 
all were recently changed to fit the government’s desired response measures for 
covid.

The problem for the employers is that there was no way for the government to 
rewrite part 2 of the Canada Labour Code, as the legislation already created was 
done so based on decades of safety research and established CSA standards, but 
even more importantly, on the blood of injured or killed workers in Canada. 
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This sudden federal change in the process and subsequent 
notification from ESDC came on December 7th, 2021, 
only a few days after I demonstrated during my work 
refusal that my employer was lying about being mandated 
and used coercion against their employees.



And as predicted based on my previous point, the Canadian government tossed out 
another announcement, this one stating that there wouldn’t be any future changes or 
amendments to part 2 of the Canada Labour Code. Also of note is that the recent 
announcement made on June 20th, 2022, also demonstrates that the mandate was 
only ever for the Core Public Administration and the RCMP. This announcement 
threw every single federal employer under the bus, and made them absolutely and 
unequivocally responsible for the safety of the gene therapy injections they were 
demanding their employees to take as a form of personal protective equipment.

What this recent announcement 
means for the average government 
worker on schedules 2, 3, 5, 6 or 7 
of the Financial Act, is that the 
employer NEVER had the grounds to 
implement the vaccinations in the 
way and manner that they went 
about it, nor were they ever 
MANDATED by any federal officer 
to create a policy - they were asked 
to do so, and did so of their own 
volition. 

What the employers should have done originally, as the methodology and precedence 
was already established in OHS, was fall back onto the labour code itself, using the 
Employer Duties that are listed in part 2 of the Canada Labour Code to push back 
against the government when they tried to convince corporations to undertake their 
policy. This action would have actually protected federal executives against criminal 
liability down the road instead of inversely setting them up for it. And if you look 
closely at ESDC’s press release on December 7th, 2021, in the “Fast Facts” section 
they informed federal employers that they had to follow their “obligations” within 
the Canada Labour Code including occupational health and safety.

10



11

So why did the employer decide to ignore all of their obligations under part 2 of the 
code, subsequently creating a vaccine policy in an illegal fashion and risking many 
employees’ health and well-being when they were told by the government and 
thousands of their employees that what they were doing came with severe 
consequences and was completely illegal? That is the million-dollar question, as anyone 
operating without motive or intent given the government’s request to implement an 
unknown and experimental injection as personal protective equipment, would have 
absolutely recognized the legal and criminal disaster that would be coming down the 
road. 

There is so much more! So if you want to know more about how this legal safety angle 
works to protect workers and assist in their striking back against these tyrannical 
employer overlords, then please follow me on to Part 2, where we will be going into 
Informed Consent and the legal protections that employees have within the Canada 
Labour Code and other Canadian legislated acts and regulations.
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Part 2: “The Westray Mining Incident, Bill C-45, Informed Consent 
and a "Dangerous" Injection”

According to the Canadian Center for Occupational Health and Safety: 

The Westray bill or Bill C-45 was federal legislation that amended the Canadian 

Criminal Code and became law on March 31, 2004. The Bill (introduced in 2003) 

established new legal duties for workplace health and safety, and imposed serious 

penalties for violations that result in injuries or death. The Bill provided new rules for 

attributing criminal liability to organizations, including corporations, their 

representatives and those who direct the work of others.

The amendment added Section 217.1 to the Criminal Code which reads:

"217.1 Everyone who undertakes, or has the authority, to direct how another person 

does work or performs a task is under a legal duty to take reasonable steps to prevent 

bodily harm to that person, or any other person, arising from that work or task."

The amendment also redefined the term organization to include a broader definition of 

those potentially liable and added Sections 22.1 and 22.2 to the Criminal Code 

imposing criminal liability on organizations and its representatives for negligence (22.1) 

and other offences (22.2).

The Westray mining disaster was 
a very dark moment in Canadian 
history, as justice did not come 
for the families of the 26 miners 
that were killed in Plymouth, Nova 
Scotia, by their employer's failure 
to respond to the health and 
safety concerns from their 
employees. And make no mistake 
about it, our federal employer’s 
present day safety decisions 30 
years later are just as disturbing. 

…The amendments announced in Bill C-45 (2003), also known as the "Westray
Bill", was created as a result of the 1992 Westray coal mining disaster in 
Nova Scotia where 26 miners were killed after methane gas ignited causing 
an explosion. Despite serious safety concerns raised by employees, union 
officials and government inspectors at the time, the company instituted few 
changes. As a result of the minimal changes, the disaster occurred…



This new criminal code would focus directly on employers that were being pursued 

for incidents in the work place that caused bodily harm and for which employees 

perceived as grossly negligent. 

Making things more legally complicated for employers above and beyond the criminal 

charge of gross negligence regarding their mandatory "due diligence", was the 

additions in section 219 that state:

219 (1) Everyone is CRIMINALLY NEGLIGENT who
(a) in doing anything, or
(b) in omitting to do anything that it is his duty to do, shows wanton or reckless 
disregard for the lives or safety of other persons.

Definition of duty
(2) For the purposes of this section, duty means a duty imposed by law.
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…After the accident the police and provincial government failed to secure a 
conviction against the company or three of its managers. A Royal Commission of 
Inquiry was established to investigate the disaster. In 1998, the Royal Commission 
made 74 recommendations. The findings of this commission (in particular 
recommendation 73) were the movement that led to amendments of the Criminal 
Code...

Canadian Center For Occupational Health and Safety                              

Families were left wondering how the justice 
system could fail its citizens so badly after 
their loved ones' blood had been spilled. At the 
end of it all the case was dismissed on an 
evidence-based technicality, and would allow 
those responsible to avoid the accountability 
that should have been swiftly administered to 
them all for their criminal negligence causing 
multiple fatalities. It was not until after a 
commission had investigated the entire disaster, 
that Bill C-45 was raised in parliament, and 
amendments to the Criminal Code of Canada 
were introduced. Section 217.1 was the new 
official criminal code which now allowed for the 
criminal prosecution, and it stated:

217.1 - Everyone who undertakes, or has the authority, to direct how another 

person does work or performs a task is under a legal duty to take reasonable 

steps to prevent bodily harm to that person, or any other person, arising from 

that work or task.
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After this Bill was finally put in place and introduced to the criminal code on March 
31st, 2004, employers have been pursued financially and criminally by many injured 
former employees and their grieving families. It is the path that Posties for 
Freedom will be using to pursue their employer for criminal negligence, and it is the 
path that we will continue to educate all federal workers on. 

You see section 217.1 binds the employer to the Employer Duties listed in Part 2 of 
the Canada Labour Code, and is the very reason why employers typically hire Health 
and Safety Officers or consultants to create or review their own safety and 
emergency management plans. This is done so that in the end the senior officers of 
the organization or corporation do not end up in prison for the rest of their lives 
because they accidentally or willfully ignored their duties under the code, and as a 
result, harmed or killed their employees in the process.

Employers cannot and should not EVER
take their duties under the criminal 
code lightly, especially when a 
completely unknown and never-before 
used experimental gene therapy 
product is the only suggestion their 
political leaders are willing to accept as 
a means of mitigating risk. 

This is why in part 1, I had stated that 
employers should have actually fallen 
back onto Part 2 of the Canada Labour 
Code as a means to protect themselves 
from this one-sided, and politically 
driven national response, in essence 
telling the Trudeau government and 
federal employer to go and fly a kite.

It is through the review of each individual clause in the employer's duties that the 
employer can EDUCATE themselves on aspects of the new process that they’re looking 
to implement, as each clause will confirm the steps required to address any hazards or 
dangers associated with the new process, equipment or device. The employer’s newly 
acquired knowledge and information then can be communicated to the employee when 
they demand their Informed Consent. And if only employers would have used this 
standard method, they may have not only protected themselves from legal liability, but 
also the potential harms that came with the gene therapy injections they themselves 
were trying to mandate! 

“Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere.”
Dr. Martin Luther King jr.



When we consider the concept of 
informed consent from an 
employee's point of view, as it 
relates to occupational health 
and safety, we must recognize 
that the “Informer” themselves  
(the employers in this case) have 
to be extremely well-educated on 
the matter in question. But that
is the thing that the employer 
obviously did not consider, the 
device they were going to be 
implementing as a form of 
personal protective equipment, 
was medical in nature, and was 
always part of the informed 
consent domain of the medical 
industry and the regulations that 
governed doctors. Medical 
products were NOT the 
employer's domain and never 
were. 
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Talk about ridiculous when you think about it…a federal worker creating a safety 
process that in turn, makes themselves a prisoner to endless medical 
experimentation with unknown consequences. I have heard of shooting yourself in 
the foot before.... but COME ON! 

If the employer wanted to pursue this avenue 
for the first time in history, then they would 
need to take ownership of the consent 
process, as they were the ones implementing 
the vaccines as a form of personal protective 
equipment for their work environment. But 
the federal employers did not end up 
following that process did they?

Instead, what did the federal employer do?

They simply said, we were told by the government to implement a vaccination 
policy, which we know now is a lie, and that they were following the Public Health 
Agency’s advice. This also is a lie, because in a recently discovered affidavit for 
another federal covid case, the Public Health Agency of Canada lead epidemiologist 
stated during their testimony that they never wanted to use the proposed vaccines 
as a method of mitigating covid, as they felt that it would not be effective in 
protecting the workers or passengers.

What is that you say? The PHAC actually said this Ryan? YES



If federal employers were so adamant about these injections as PPE, they would 
have had to use their safety officers or consultants to look into the following basic 
aspects of safety, and believe me, this is NOT an expansive list by any means, just a 
basic one:

1. Chemical composition and properties of the products in question.

2. Chemical names and associated Safety Data Sheets and UN hazardous 
product codes.

3. History of the product from creation to current state.

4. Any relevant testing or proof of the products safety in clinical trials or 
scientific/medical review.

5. The design of the product.

6. The scope of the product, how it is used and what it does once it enters the 
user's body.

7. Any known side effects.

8. Carcinogenicity.

9. Mutagenicity.

10. Toxicological properties.
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So in the end, if the corporations were 
going to be utilizing these gene therapy 
injections as a form of PPE, then they 
better read, review, investigate, examine 
and listen to as many possible safety
opinions on the experimental product as 
possible. This is because part 2 of the 
labour code and section 217.1 of the 
criminal code demand that they fulfill 
these expectations, OR ELSE face 
potential criminal charges and penalties.

Also, how can any employer be well 
informed on any safety device, 
equipment or process, if they do not 
follow the previously mentioned 
exploratory actions?
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I could go on for quite some time, getting more and more specific with the code and 
relevant clauses, but I think you get the picture. If a federal employer chooses to 
willfully ignore this pursuit of knowledge as a means of educating themselves, and 
further denies their employees with the necessary informed consent provided to 
them in labour code, then charges under section 217.1 or 219 of the criminal code 
CAN BE and SHOULD BE pursued by every single federal employee in Canada 
against their employer.

Because these gene therapy injections ARE a danger by the legal definition provided 
in occupational health and safety. And you might say, "Hey Ryan, there are countless 
doctors out there in the federal government that are going on about how safe these 
vaccines are." Well, I would simply reply back to them, "Guess what, medical 
definitions are completely and utterly irrelevant to the definitions that ACTUALLY
govern this injection and work process." 

This goes back to inverse word play 
and "sleight-of-mouth" that was 
being used throughout this whole 
process. You see many folks were 
convinced by the government's 
propaganda that this was all about 
health and safety, and that our 
MEDICAL OFFICIALS in the public 
health agency of Canada have 
confirmed the safety of the 
injections....but again, as I have 
explained, this is occupational health 
and safety that we are dealing with, 
not medicine, so the definitions in 
occupational health and safety have 
to apply.

If you remember from Part 1, I attached 
the definition of danger directly from 
occupational health and safety. It read:

Subsection 122(1) of the Code defines 
"danger" as:

"any hazard, condition or activity that could reasonably be expected to 
be an imminent or serious threat to the life or health of a person 
exposed to it before the hazard or condition can be corrected or the 
activity altered."

Now we will further elaborate on the definition itself, as our wonderful 
Canadian government has provided what are called "Interpretative 
Guidelines", which allow regular employees to get a better understanding of 
what constitutes danger and how the employer has to measure and weigh it. 

WHY?
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Characteristics of 
“danger” as defined 

in the Code
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So after a quick cursory review, what do you see? I know what I see....I clearly 
see that the definition of danger, as specified in the interpretative guidelines, 
corresponds directly to what many vaccine users were experiencing: VACCINE 
RELATED ADVERSE EVENTS AND INJURIES.

Seriously folks, take a look at what they are saying in their own definition of 
danger, and tell me that is does not line up almost EXACTLY with the vaccine 
injury events.

1. The threat does NOT have to materialize every time - CHECK - as 
vaccine injuries do not occur every time.

2. It is not necessary to establish precisely "when" the injury will occur -
CHECK - many covid vaccine injuries occur within the first 10 days, but it is hard 
to determine when the injury will take place or what will happen.

3. Requires a person to only determine "what circumstances" the threat would 
materialize - CHECK - obviously this again is within the first 10 ten days, but is 
not limited to that as long term effects are unknown with every vaccine 
manufacturer.

4. There is more than one way to establish a threat...evidence of actual 
injury in the exactly the same circumstances is not required - CHECK - the 
easiest and quickest way to prove this is simply by looking at the pages and pages 
of disclosed adverse events listed within Pfizer's trial data, as those adverse 
events all took place at different times, and effected the individual in differing 
ways…not to mention another threat this vaccine poses in gene destruction and 
manipulation...which we will talk about later on.

If you keep on reading a bit further into the 
interpretative guidelines the section called 
“other sources of evidence”, it explains that 
additional forms of evidence can include: 
…expert opinions; opinions of ordinary 
witnesses having the necessary experience; 
and inference arising logically or reasonably 
from known facts…

Interesting isn’t it… the definition mentions 
”inference arising logically or reasonably 
from known facts”, which is exactly what my 
employer received from me during my work 
refusal; in the end all my research was 
completely disregarded.
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THESE VACCINES ARE DANGEROUS! Plain and simple.

Either way you look at it, the federal employers DID NOT perform their due 
diligence on vaccine safety so that they could in-turn provide the necessary 
"Informed Consent" to their employees when it came to questions about vaccine 
safety or efficacy. I know that my federal employer did not complete their due 
diligence in any way shape or form, so I would think that yours did as little as mine 
in this regard.

This brings us back full circle to the beginning of 
this part and the discussion around the Westray
mining incident of 1992.

What ever became of the legislation that was 
written due to the deaths of 26 dedicated and hard 
working miners?

Was the legislation ever applied and was the 
employer ever found guilty of gross negligence due 
to their poor safety practices?

Why does it always have to come to a tragic end 
before individuals recognize the harms they are 
perpetuating with their ignorance?

It would seem that in the end there have been several court cases were employers 
were either fined or criminally charged for their actions that resulted in the harm 
or death of one or more of their employees.

When it comes to criminal charges and fines, according to the Canadian Center for 
Occupational Health and Safety claims: 
…Corporations cannot be imprisoned if convicted under the Criminal Code. Changes 
due to the Westray bill have increased the maximum fine on an organization for a 
summary conviction offence (less serious offences where individuals could face up 
to six months in jail and or a $2000 fine) from $25,000 to $100,000. The more 
serious offences have no limit…

Safety is all well and good: I prefer freedom
E.B. White
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The Canadian Center for Occupational Health and Safety continues by adding:
…The court may use the following factors when determining the fine the 
corporation should face:

“Moral blameworthiness”:

•The economic advantage gained by committing the crime
•The degree of planning involved

Public interest:

•The need to keep the organization running and preserve employment
•The cost of investigation and prosecution
•Any regulatory penalties, which are distinct from those under the Criminal Code, 
imposed on the organization for the offence

Prospects of rehabilitation:

•Penalties imposed on managers and employees for their role in the crime
•Previous convictions or regulatory offences

Restitution:

•Compensating victims shows that the organization is trying to make up for the 
harm it caused.
•Attempts to hide assets to avoid paying a fine
•Measures taken to reduce the likelihood of further criminal activity…

You are probably wondering though what the legal cases or examples are of the 
employer being fined or punished for their failure to provide a safe working 
environment....well here are some examples: 

On February 15, 2017, a worker at Rainbow Concrete in Sudbury, Ontario was 
driving a dump truck and was killed when an archway collapsed on top of the 
cab of the truck. The company was charged with twelve charges under the 
Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act.

On April 19, 2004 near the city of Newmarket, Ontario a worker was killed 
after the ground around him collapsed while digging a ditch at a residential 
construction site. The construction site supervisor was charge under section 
217.1 of the Criminal Code with one count of criminal negligence causing 
death. In March 2005, the charges of criminal negligence against the site 
supervisor were dropped in an apparent plea bargain which saw the supervisor 
agree to three of eight charges under the Ontario Occupational Health and 
Safety Act and a fine of $50,000 with a 25% victim surcharge.



On June 3, 2015, an employee of Detour Gold, an open pit mine near the Ontario-
Quebec border was exposed to sodium cyanide that leaked out of a reactor as a 
result of ongoing repairs. The employee became ill and died from sodium cyanide 
poisoning. The company was charged with criminal negligence causing death under 
the Criminal Code and 15 charges under the Ontario Occupational Health and Safety 
Act (OHSA). In addition, charges against three Detour Gold supervisors were 
placed. The company pleaded guilty to the criminal negligence charge in exchange 
for the charges under the OHSA being withdrawn. The company faced a penalty of 
$1.4 million, a victim fine surcharge and provide compensation to the deceased 
employee’s family. The charges against the supervisors are still pending.

On September 20, 2013 a mechanic was killed while removing a gas tank from a van 
with an acetylene torch at Your Mechanic Auto Corner located in Cole Harbour, 
Nova Scotia. Mr. Hoyeck, owner and supervisor of the mechanic garage faced 12 
charges under the Nova Scotia Occupational Health and Safety Act and was 
charged under the Criminal Code with criminal negligence causing death. In January 
2019, the Nova Scotia Supreme Court ruled that Mr. Hoyeck was not guilty of 
criminal negligence causing the death of a worker. The judge concluded the 
condition of the workplace environment demonstrated the employer’s reckless 
disregard for the lives and safety of others, but this fact did not cause the 
worker’s death. The worker died as the result of his decision to use the acetylene 
torch to remove the gas tank. The court noted, as a trained mechanic, the decision 
to use the acetylene torch should have not been made.

On August 24, 2012 Keith Dunford, a professional truck driver who while speeding 
and distracted in a construction zone struck and killed an 18-year-old flag person in 
Saskatchewan. Dunford was charged with criminal negligence causing death and 
dangerous operation of a motor vehicle causing death. At trial, the Crown dismissed 
the negligence charge because there was no proof of disregard for lives and safety 
of others. The conviction of dangerous operation of motor vehicle charge prevailed 
under the Criminal Code and Dunford was sentenced to two years, less a day in jail, 
plus a three-year driving suspension. On January 9th, 2017 his case went into appeal 
and his sentence was upheld, ordering him back into custody.

On February 11, 2010 Sault Ste Marie Police charged the owner of Millennium Crane 
Rentals and the crane operator with criminal negligence causing death after a 
municipal worker was killed while working in an excavation hole. The accident 
occurred on April 16, 2009 at an excavation site where sewage work was being 
performed. The crane toppled and fell into the hole killing the worker. In March 
2011, the Crown announced that it had dropped the charges of criminal negligence 
causing death because there was no reasonable prospect of conviction based on the 
evidence. In July 2013, Millennium Crane Rental was, however, "found guilty of 
failing to ensure that the crane was maintained in a condition that would not 
endanger a worker", and fined $70,000 for a violation of the Ontario Occupational 
Health and Safety Act.
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There are far more examples that can be drawn upon, but you can clearly see that 
when an employer violates an aspect of the criminal code as it relates to 
occupational health and safety, very little tolerance is given to the employer and 
both fines and charges can be levied.

We are just scratching the surface of how this safety stuff works though, as there 
is still far more that you can equip yourself with to question your employer’s actions 
and gain insight as to whether or not they have fulfilled their Employer’s Duties 
under part 2 of the Canada Labour Code. So stick with me, as there is much more 
that myself and Posties for Freedom wants to show you.
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Part 3: “Ignorance is Bliss When Responsibility 
Exists” –

You see it everywhere and all around you each and every day... What you do not see, 

has been eliminated completely from the landscape, erased as if it never existed.... 

In other cases, it has been diverted or engineered out of the process in a manner 

where the potential hazard cannot impact you... Other times though, it is blatant and 

right out in front of your faces, giving you instructions or signs to navigate the 

dangers ahead.  

Do you know what I refer to?

I refer to the remnants of safety...everything done with a purpose, to reduce the 

risk of injury and potentially save a person’s life. They are your warning signs, 

restricted areas, they are your brake lights, a locked door, or maybe the unnoticed 

cage on an amusement park ride...they are the invisible controls within the system to 

hide you from the obvious truth.... that life is always viewed from the eyes of the 

beholder. 

As such, many people will differ largely in their interpretation of 
risk, danger and consequence; some living their lives on the edge 
of a knife, and others ensuring they have erected fortresses to 
protect themselves. 
Neither decision is wrong in my opinion, as any time a person is 
given free will or the freedom to choose, risk by definition, 
MUST to be adopted and accepted. While one side would argue 
that innovation and creation cannot take place without risk, the 
other side would argue that the extinction of any species only 
comes from taking unnecessary risks. 
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In the end, this spectrum balances itself out, and allows for both the growth and 

self-preservation of humanity as a whole.... but again, it is all contingent on the 

concept of choice.

What is choice? How do you define choice?

If you are talking about what you can feel, or you can wear, what you can purchase 

and do, then choice is simply electrical signals followed by societal copycat actions as 

they are interpreted by your brain...

Most people are unaware of the consequences of their actions, as when an individual 

is seized both by the fear of rejection and pure narcissism at the same time, you are 

left with a terrifying hybrid: someone that wants to fit into or be a part of 

something so badly, that they are willing to sacrifice their own individuality to 

assimilate with the hive. Their individual thought transforms into the hive minds 

objective, removing their personality entirely and replacing it with a newly formed 

acolyte of the hive mind. A member of a collective entity of fearful mask wearing 

narcissists, with a selfish and resentful attitude towards any individual that wants to 

retain their personal choices... ah, but I digress...

Going back to the "Sleight of 

Mouth" technique that was being 

used by the government and federal 

employers, it would seem strange 

that with all of these employee 

unions - dealing with thousands of 

federal work refusals over the 

years for smaller safety issues -

would not have thousands of 

employees screaming about work 

refusals when the vaccination 

mandate was announced. After all, 

these were never-used-before 

experimental gene-therapy 

injections being crammed down their 

throat, so the deafening silence 

from the employee base seemed 

greatly out of place. 

Seriously, how was it that there 

were not mass work refusals taking 

place everywhere?

This was because the federal employers 

were convincing the employees that they 

were implementing their vaccine mandates 

as a means of protecting employees' health 

and safety, and if the employee did not 

follow the coercive demands from the 

employer, they would be deemed "NON-

COMPLIANT" with the employer's safety 

mandate.

25



26

But wait a second... when you look a bit closer at the federal employer's wording in 
this circumstance from the appropriate perspective, you can actually see the truth
behind the words that are being used.

“Non-Compliant” = “Work Refusal”
“Safety Mandate” = “Dangerous
and Unknown Process”
“Options” = “Or Else”
“Following the Guidance of the 
PHAC” = “Failing With Our Legal 
Duties”
“Personal Protective Equipment” =
“Unproven and Untested 
Equipment”

Etc...Etc...Etc...Lie...Lie...Lie...

When an employee finally was able to scrape past the federal employer’s 
neurolinguistic programming, the truth became evident. And what was the truth?
What were federal employers actually dealing with? 

Work refusals....from tens of thousands of employees regarding the federal 
employers’ newly created dangerous and unknown safety process, piece of equipment 
or device - pick your poison, literally.

Employees were NEVER non-compliant, as I would 
fathom that many of them were told that their 
safety opinions did not matter or that the vaccines 
were being implemented by their employers to 
ensure that employees would be protected while 
working. What should have taken place, opposite of 
the mass employee exodus that occurred, was that 
employers should have immediately asked the 
employees "WHY" they were not attesting or 
participating with the employer’s vaccination 
mandate. But federal employers did not go through 
that process did they? Instead, the decision was 
automatic, an immediate suspension, not the 
standard exploratory discussion about the safety 
concern and what the employee's specific thoughts 
were on the hazard itself. 

And given the federal 
employer's unmovable 
standpoint on vaccinations, it 
would have been likely that 
this investigatory discussion 
with the employee would have 
led to the inevitable and 
standard safety question 
from the employer: Are you 
officially refusing this 
work process, and under 
what grounds are you 
refusing: the Canada 
Labour Code or your 
Collective Agreement? 

When you learn that truth is a lie, anger follows...
Grace Slick



But for some reason, when 

it came to the employer's 

vaccine mandates nothing of 

the sort occurred. Not a 

single peep was heard about 

hazard investigations, work 

refusals or anything about 

the safety of the 

vaccines....nothing....just 

silence, almost like they 

picked up the elephant and 

threw it right out of the 

room entirely!

We know that federal 

employees complained...we 

know that employees 

brought forward 

evidence...we know that 

employees gave employers 

Notices of Liability for 

their illegal mandates....we 

know that employees asked 

their local joint health and 

safety representatives 

questions about vaccine 

safety...but was anything 

actually put on record 

anywhere with your 

employer regarding those 

concerns? Not likely.

For myself, I was told directly by the employer and the Labour Board, that I was 

apparently the ONLY EMPLOYEE to file an official work refusal regarding the 

dangers of the vaccine out of 65,000-70,000 employees in my federal organization.

But I certainly knew that I was not the only one 
raising concerns about the vaccines based on 
everything that I was reading and hearing from 
others across the country, so how could I have been 
the only one? I think it was because I was the only 
one that forced the work refusal onto the 
record. Many employees were convinced that they 
would be represented properly by their unions in a 
grievance, so they were swayed into being patient, 
keeping their mouths closed and waiting for their 
unions to deal with the issue. Unfortunately, it 
would be proven down the road that many employee 
unions did not apply or even consider the 
occupational health safety legislation that Posties 
for Freedom is teaching you about. 

27



So, was this intentional? Could be.

In the end this was how the federal employers avoided having the mandatory safety 
discussions and investigations on record, of which they would have had to prove and 
disclose all of their records and safety minutes to show that they fulfilled the 
Employer's Duties listed in Part 2 of the Labour Code down the road. 

This is why with my particular work refusal, my employer 
did not answer a single question of mine and failed to 
provide me any of the documentation or information they 
were required to provide me as part of my Informed 
Consent or RIGHT TO KNOW.

The very same principle applies to all the federal 

employees that tried to complain to their employer and 

exercise their safety rights, as they too were all 

denied their three fundamental safety rights 

throughout the whole covid management process: 

The Right to Know - The Right to Participate - The 

Right to Refuse.

For many Senior Officials that pushed these illegal mandates, their current level of 
bliss will only be swallowed by the cold hard truth of the law in the very near future. 
Many will be left dumbfounded that they were so blind to the obvious facts and laws 
that laid before them; laws for which they have been well-trained to understand and 
well-trained to follow; laws for which if they only had adhered to would have kept the 
country from spiraling down this endless psychological trap, set by the bureaucrats 
and enforced by federal corporations and agencies....but instead their choice was 
carelessness, then coercion, then chaos.

I mean the whole purpose of the 
employer's safety plan is to 
prevent injuries or illnesses that 
arise from or are linked with work 
activities. This is why employers 
perform job hazard assessments, 
to uncover and recognize as many 
potential safety issues as possible 
when it comes to their new 
process. Once this is complete 
they can apply the hierarchy of 
control measures to each 
identified hazard.
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So why the oblivion then? Well, from my opinion it is easy to see why the employer 
sought ignorance and used deflection as a means of implementing their vaccination 
mandates. One just has to read a small portion of the Employer Duties listed in 
section 124 & 125 of the Canada Labour Code to understand why the employer 
would have been terrified to try and implement these injections as a legitimate 
safety device, piece of equipment, work process or as personal protective 
equipment, especially with millions of injuries and deaths listed in multiple credible 
vaccine injury databases like VAERS, VigiAccess, EnduraVigilance and the Yellow 
Card System. But hey, rather than simply talk about it, let me start to show you 
what I am referring to in the Employer's Duties.

First and foremost, the employer's main 

safety objective, the one that sets the 

foundation for the employer's safety 

plan, is at the beginning of section 124: 

124  Every employer shall ensure that 

the health and safety at work of 

every person employed by the 

employer is protected.

Did any employer actually do this?... 

absolutely not.
29
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This clause is very broad in scope, and was 

designed as such to remind the employer that 

whatever they choose to implement as a work 

place process, device or piece of equipment, it 

MUST be looked at with metaphorical "safety 

glasses" on. If a potential hazard exists, it 

should be documented, reviewed and assessed by 

the employer to ensure their due diligence is 

maintained while implementing their process.

If an employer chooses to ignore safety 

concerns or warnings regarding one of their 

processes or pieces of equipment - like vaccines 

let's say - then the employer can be pursued 

legally by the employee, while simultaneously 

being held criminally and financially accountable 

by the court for said violations under section 

148 of the Labour Code, as well as sections 

217.1 & 219 of the Criminal Code of Canada. 

As you can see by the 
offences and punishment 
section, the employer can 
be charged and fined for 
EACH INDIVIDUAL 
violation within the 
Employer's Duties. So one 
can only imagine what the 
consequences might be if 
ALL relative clauses were 
willfully ignored by the 
employer during the 
implementation of their 
vaccination practice; folks 
should really start to try 
and imagine though.

What if the federal employers also violated other relevant 
legislated acts, like the Genetic Non-Discrimination Act, 
or the Assisted Human Reproduction Act, which also 
come with potential fines and criminal charges? 



What if the court was presented a legal case that demonstrated clear cut 
evidence that ALL these Acts and Codes were grossly violated by the employer 
at the same time? What would the penalties start to amount to? How much jail 
time could they get? 

When it comes to the basic requirements 
for employers to provide their employees 
with Informed Consent in relation to their 
Right to Know, employers have several 
clauses to adhere to, to ensure that this 
happens in the appropriate manner. But you 
see, the federal employers did not even 
consider the ramifications of ignoring 
vaccine safety or efficacy, or how it 
related to their due diligence when it came 
to the employee's Informed Consent.

That is right! For all of you that 
were given responses by your 
federal employer that they were 
"Following the guidance or 
recommendations of the Public 
Health Agency of Canada", guess 
what? Your employer cannot defer 
their “Duties” in this manner. 

Part 2 of the Canada Labour Code and section 217.1 of the Criminal Code were 
sadly and tragically formed on the blood of injured or killed Canadian workers –
remember the Westray incident - and as such, these laws cannot simply be 
overridden by third party unelected bureaucrats that have not considered the 
matter from an occupational health and safety lens. 

These third party voices have ZERO say when it comes to the 
employee/employer contract, and cannot rewrite existing legislation on demand. 
For anyone out there that may be wondering how the employer is stuck with the 
ownership of this process as well as the liability through safety for their 
proposed vaccine products, I will point to a couple of key items and definitions 
found in Canadian federal databases. 31

For the employer to deny 
federal employees their Right to 
Know and their Right to Refuse, 
they are outright demonstrating 
willful intent to ignore employee 
safety concerns, which may pave 
the way for future criminal 
charges of negligence causing 
harm or death.

The employers were informed of multiple concerns and given ample evidence for 
pause by hundreds of employees across their organization, but instead chose to 
deny investigations while attempting to claim that they could pawn off their 
Employer Duties to a third party like the Public Health Agency of Canada. 
Employers cannot do this as it would be breaking the law.
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The first definition to use when confirming WHOM the employer legally is, comes 
directly from Revenue Canada:

As you can see by this quick and easy definition, The Public Health Agency of 
Canada cannot replace your employer, as you likely have never seen or received a 
paycheck from them at any point. For any federal employee, their employer is the 
organization or entity that pays them and processes their deductions and 
contributions. 

If we continue to look at other federal definitions that consider the 
employer/employee relationship, we can even pull from our wonderful labour 
board ESDC, as Appendix A of their Interpretative Guidelines 069: Determining 
the Employer/Employee Relationship, also confirm the very same assumption on 
whom your federal employer IS using their definition.

So pretty cut and dry, right? 
Your federal employer cannot 
defer their safety 
responsibilities to a third 
party, as the third party by 
law is not the employer and 
cannot adopt the Employer 
Duties under the code. 
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There is far more to elaborate on regarding the concept of "vaccine 
ownership", and which parties are defined under occupational health and safety 
as legally liable for the immediate and long term safety of the gene therapy 
injections. Also, we will cover just how and why the employer MUST designate 
these injections as either: a work place process, personal protective 
equipment, standard equipment or a device in the work place. 

Continue on the ride to Part 4, as we are going to bust the legal implications of 
these gene therapy injections wide open! So stick with Posties For Freedom 
and learn more about how YOU can hold your employer accountable for their 
failure to provide you your informed consent while putting your well-being at 
risk with their illegal mandates. 



Part 4: “The Employers are legally liable for the 
vaccines: not the government, not the public health 
agency, not the manufacturers...THE EMPLOYERS”

Canada Labour Code - Part 2

125 (1) (l) provide every person granted access to the work place by the employer 
with prescribed safety materials, equipment, devices and clothing;

Canadian Occupational Health and Safety Regulations - PART XII: Protection 
Equipment and Other Preventive Measures

12.04 Any protection equipment that is provided or used in a work place must be 
designed to protect the person from the hazard in question and must not in itself 
create a hazard.

At the end of part 3 we were talking about something called “Vaccine Ownership”, 
and why it is so important for federal workers to comprehend how and why their 
employer is both the owner and distributor of their proposed vaccination types and 
brands. And when I say owner, in this case I am referring to “ownership” of the 
legal liability surrounding the safety of the vaccines in occupational health and 
safety, nothing else. 

Many folks were convinced that the vaccines were the government’s responsibility 
and that the government had every right to implement the mandatory use, especially 
with all the pomp and circumstance from the media surrounding the release of the 
covid-19 vaccine, and second with Trudeau announcing the big phony mandate from 
the office of the Prime Minister; however, as I showed you from part 1, this was 
nothing more than a ruse, as in the end the Employers were the ones to physically 
create and then punitively implement the mandates. The government and the Public 
Health Agency of Canada were merely a distraction for employees.

But to be able tie the federal employers to the 
process and the ownership of the vaccines, 
making them accountable, instead of having 
them claim that these were not their vaccines 
or that they were just following the 
recommendations of the PHAC, perhaps the 
corrupt senior officers within our federal 
government that lied about the mandates and 
subsequently forced dangerous and 
experimental vaccines onto their employees 
under threat of termination or suspension, 
would resign or be prosecuted. 34



Talk about a reimagining of business ethics across Canada!

To accomplish this though, Posties for Freedom is going to have 
to continue to take you through various pieces of evidence from 
different sources to explain how this can occur.

First, the employer is going to try and state that the vaccines 
are not “their” product, equipment, device, or process.
Unfortunately for the employer, there are obvious arguments 
that immediately tie them to the safety legislation and 
ownership of the vaccines. This means that if an employee gets 
hurt taking the vaccine, the corporation must demonstrate that 
they performed all of their due diligence under OHS, 
particularly informed consent – which we talked about in part 3 
– but also personal protective equipment, the next discussion 
piece for us to explore.

The quickest and easiest way to dispel the employer’s argument that these are not 
“their vaccines”, is by referring to each of the worker’s compensation provincial 
boards that determine the ownership of liability regarding the incident, and 
subsequent payout to the employee should they be injured or harmed by the 
employer’s work place process, piece of equipment, device, etc. As you can see by 
the screenshot below from the Alberta Worker’s Compensation Board, employers 
will be held accountable if employees are injured due to a compulsory immunization 
program. This is not an exclusive process to Alberta though, as the other provinces 
have also followed suit with their compensation boards advising the employer of the 
same.

So if the employer is held liable 
by the provincial workers 
compensation board for employee 
vaccine injuries, that means that 
the employer needs a complete 
safety plan to deal with the new 
vaccine process, piece of 
equipment or device. A plan that 
has adhered to all of the usual 
and expected occupational health 
and safety legislation and 
regulations as a means to ensure 
that the employer has not acted 
negligently by potentially putting 
employees in harm’s way. 
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A plan that when carried out from beginning to end, would include some of these 
very basic and mandatory actions from the employer:

• A primary initial discussion amongst the employer’s executive stakeholders to 
determine if the newly proposed idea has any merit as a device or piece of 
equipment to protect an employee in the workplace. 

• A review of initial information with various senior officers in enabling bodies 
like occupational health and safety, human rights and labour relations to 
determine if the idea can even be considered from a legal perspective. Have 
each enabling group leader present their early findings on liability and 
viability.

• If determined legally viable, assign a project a facilitator that will create an 
overall plan for the concept that includes timelines, employee impact, job 
hazard assessments, health & safety committee review, certification, etc. 
This person will formally create the change request with the corporation and 
follow all the designed steps to maximize corporate compliance. This 
facilitator will be the “lead” for the entire project and will know the new 
safety process inside and out while pre-emptively planning for potential 
concerns from union leadership and employees.

• Create a comprehensive presentation on the new concept and present the 
material to each and every national joint health and safety committee.
Document union response and ensure that all issues are properly captured 
within the safety minutes. 

• Ensure that all discussions about the new safety process are captured on the 
national safety minutes as per federal legislation. The minutes should reflect 
the specifics of the discussion; any presentation material; noted guests; 
positives and negatives of implementation (considering mental health and 
wellness); potential hazards; any relevant regulatory impacts pertaining to 
other legislated acts, like the Assisted Human Reproduction Act or Genetic 
Non-Discrimination Act; manufacturer specifications or product information 
pamphlets or brochures....etc...etc. 

• Provide all relevant information to the bargaining agencies their safety 
officers as well as any of the employees that raise concerns or issues with 
the newly proposed process – repeat this change management process.

• Provide a timeline of piloting, reviewing and implementation of the new safety 
process, piece of equipment or device. 



(continued...)

• Demonstrate to respective unions what legislated requirements must 
specifically be filled in relation to the new process, piece of equipment or 
device, before it can be finalized as a new policy. These requirements could be 
collective agreement based, labour code based or even have specific 
requirements under other acts or regulations. 

• Pick a small area of the corporation to test pilot the new safety process. This 
ensures that the new process can be properly controlled, observed, 
documented, analyzed and reviewed. After all is said and done, and all the 
legislative requirements are met, possibly finalize the concept should the small 
test pilot determine proven risk mitigation and safety compliance.  

• Check to make sure that the new safety process, piece of equipment or device, 
does not contain or require any known hazardous goods, toxic substances or 
any other known dangerous goods, that may harm or injure the employee due 
to acute or chronic exposure limits. If there is the chance of exposure to 
ANY of these substances, the employee must be informed of how this can 
occur and be provided with the safety data sheets on the product, as well as 
the appropriate PPE to use or reduce the exposure to the hazardous 
substance. 

By the way...this small little 
list is really nothing...especially 
when you compare what was 
taking place at a federal level: 
the introduction of a brand 
new and never-before-used-
on-humans technology; one 
that could alter your DNA, and 
was not subject to any long-
term toxicity, mutagenic or 
carcinogenic testing; a product 
derived from pharma-giants 
that on record, have been 
fined billions of dollars for 
literally lying about safety 
results, bribing doctors and 
committing mass fraud... I 
don’t know folks.... maybe now 
some of you are considering a 
look at your federal employer’s 
national safety minutes? They 
could be quite telling.

Continuing on though...

As we have already proven through the provincial 
WCB’s own information pamphlet, the employer is 
liable for a vaccine injury due to a compulsory 
vaccination mandate, which in turn, makes the 
vaccines either an employer process, piece of 
equipment or device. And regardless of what 
the employer tries to determine their vaccines 
as – process, equipment or device - the same 
methodology and approval process would still 
apply but with expected variations.
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But just to add a bit more proof that these injections are the 
federal employers’ equipment by law, take a look at section 125 
clause (l) in the Canada Labour Code, as it states that the 
employer must:

(l) provide every person granted access to the work place by 
the employer with prescribed safety materials, equipment, 
devices and clothing;

So, because the federal employer had said openly and on record 
that they had created a vaccination policy to protect employees 
from potential exposure covid-19 in the work place, at that very 
moment they once again bound themselves to providing the 
employees the vaccines as a piece of equipment or device, as 
every federal employer is required to provide the employees 
these personal protective items under this clause. This once 
again also denotes that the vaccines are the employer’s 
equipment, therefore their legal responsibility when used.

And yet another way to look at it, and this is the manner in 
which I personally view the employer’s vaccine mandates, is as 
a form of personal protective equipment. For me it is simple: 
the employer announced a vaccination mandate to protect 
employees from a hazardous airborne virus (SARScov2) that 
could be circulating in their environment, as such, the 
injections become a form of personal protective equipment 
selected by the employer...as I said simple. So, if the employer 
is implementing a new item as a piece of personal protective 
equipment for their new work process, then they must follow 
this legally damning clause from the Canadian Occupational 
Health and Safety Regulations PART XII: Protection 
Equipment and Other Preventive Measures, which states:

12.04 Any protection equipment that is provided or 
used in a work place must be designed to protect 
the person from the hazard in question and must 
not in itself create a hazard.

Personal protective equipment or life saving devices should not 
harm or kill the employees that are simply using the device. 
As a safety officer for 10 years, I have never heard of an 
employee putting on a safety vest and having a stroke, because 
the vest gave them a stroke. 



I don’t remember an instance of 
someone sliding on their steel toed 
shoes, when the shoes suddenly gave 
them paralysis. I certainly do not 
remember someone putting on a hard 
hat, when the hard hat forced them into 
uncontrollable seizures a week later.

Not only that, but all the other 
previously mentioned pieces of personal 
protective equipment can all be removed 
and placed in the employee’s locker or 
vehicle after they leave the work place. 
I am still wondering how the federal 
employer is going to be able to get their 
gene therapy poison out of the bodies of 
all of their employees at the end of 
their 8-hour shift, as the last time I 
checked, the employer cannot force you 
to wear their personal protective 
equipment when you have left the work 
place.

If your federal employer wanted to try and formulate some pathetic argument like, 
“Well we are not calling these vaccines personal protective equipment, we are just 
calling them equipment, so that clause you are referring to doesn’t mean anything”, 
well guess what, this clause under section 125 states that the employer MUST 
make their equipment 100% safe as well:

(t) ensure that the machinery, equipment and tools used by the employees in 
the course of their employment meet prescribed health, safety and ergonomic 
standards and are safe under all conditions of their intended use;

But wait, what if the employer says it is 
simply a work process?

I would respond in kind to the federal 
employer with the following query: Can 
the employer provide me another 
“SAFETY practice, policy or work 
process” that is within the Canada 
Labour Code or within their own policies, 
that can severely injure or kill the 
employee from following and performing 
said work process in a perfect manner? 

You see, typically employer processes 
are designed to reduce work place 
injuries, that is why each process is 
subject to an overall risk assessment 
and job hazard analysis from the 
beginning. In typical cases, when an 
employee is injured at work, it usually 
comes down to the employee’s own 
personal choice at the time to use 
alternative methods of work outside 
of the design that was provided to 
them by the employer.
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It is this circumvention that breaks the employer’s established safe work 
procedures, which subsequently leads to an injury.... once again pretty simple. A 
quick and easy example of this would be a federal employee choosing to ignore 
traffic law by running a red light, which in turn leads to a fatality. 

The massive difference in this case, is 
that the opposite is occurring with these 
vaccination mandates; the employer’s 
mandate itself is the potential cause for 
the employee’s injury or death, not the 
employee’s choice to bypass or ignore the 
employer’s mandate. I mean the 
employees that are choosing to “bypass” 
the employer’s mandate in this case, are 
actually protecting themselves from 
being injured or killed by the vaccines.

Even more complicated for the 
federal employers, is that the 
Labour Boards that govern 
safety in Canada, had already 
sent out their Safety Officers 
to many federal facilities in 
2020 because of employee 
concerns and work refusals 
regarding potential covid-19 
exposure. The Officers had 
determined, during their 
investigations, that the 
measures the employer was 
utilizing to protect against the 
spread of covid were completely 
acceptable.... the beauty part is 
that they made these rulings 
WELL BEFORE the vaccines 
were approved or available. 

Big Business can make laws as easily as it can break them –
and with little impunity

Ralph Chaplin
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So if the Labour Board Officers are the experts in safety and 
act as a liaison between the employee and employer when 
safety disputes arise - providing their directions to either 
party in different instances - then why would federal 
employers feel the need to force down a vaccine mandate when 
the labour board already told them that the masks and social 
distancing were just fine to mitigate covid? Mmmmm? 

Moving onto the next clause in the COHS regulations that 
impacts the employer’s ability to force these vaccines onto 
their employees as personal protective equipment, is section 
12.05 which states:

12.05 (1) All protection equipment that is provided by an employer must

(a) be properly stored and be maintained, inspected and, if applicable, tested 
by a qualified person in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions to 
ensure that it is in good operating condition;

Yeah right! I know that with my particular federal 
employer, there was very little regard for the care and 
condition of employees’ safety vests, with many employees 
finding a way to turn that high visibility fluorescent yellow, 
into a dull brownish, blackish, dust rag before wearing it out 
of the facility right in front of their supervisor. I have 
seen employees wearing disintegrated protective safety 
footwear that was only kept together with large quantities 
of duct tape in ways that would confound most modern 
engineers – all ignored by the employer.

Either way though, I am left wondering how and why over the course of covid, 
the employer thought that their employees’ bodies, became their corporate 
storage container for their personal protective equipment? Again, once the 
employee puts the vaccine into their body as per their employer’s mandate, 
how does it come out for storage and inspection? 

If you continue to dive into how the employer must classify their personal 
protective equipment, meaning - what hazard is the equipment/device used to 
protect against and where will it function? – then we simply need to identify 
the hazard in question. I am no scientist, but the hazard the federal 
employer is claiming that it is trying to protect its employees against is 
classified as a respiratory virus – a corona virus in fact: SARS Severe Acute 
Respiratory Syndrome, right?



So this newfangled protective equipment from the employer could easily be 
considered as Respiratory Protection Equipment, because the hazard it is 
protecting against is the respiratory illness: covid-19.  This means that the 
specific clauses under section 12.13(2) of COHS regulations apply:

Respiratory Protection

12.13(2) If there is a risk of injury or disease due to exposure to an airborne 
hazardous substance, other than a CBRN agent, in a work place, the employer 
must provide every person who is granted access to the work place with 
respiratory protective equipment that meets the following requirements:

(a) if air is supplied by means of the respiratory protective equipment, it is listed 
in the United States National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 
publication entitled Certified Equipment List, as amended from time to time;

(b) if air is not supplied by means of the respiratory protective equipment, it is 
listed

(i) in the United States National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 
publication entitled Certified Equipment List, as amended from time to time, or

(ii) in the CSA Group publication entitled CSA Group Product Listing, as amended 
from time to time;

(c) for respiratory protective equipment referred to in subparagraph (b)(ii), it 
meets the requirements set out in CSA Standard Z94.4.1, Performance of 
filtering respirators;

(d) it meets the requirements set out in CSA Standard Z94.4, Selection, use, and 
care of respirators; and

(e) it protects the respiratory tract against the hazardous substance.

To give you a bit of an idea of 
what constitutes as NORMAL
personal protective equipment 
for dealing with microscopic 
airborne viruses like covid-19, 
just take a gander at the PPE 
worn by the personnel in a 
Canadian Level 4 Virology 
Laboratory. The PPE in the 
picture (right) is not even used 
for the most dangerous viruses.
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The clauses listed above are all fine and dandy, and apply to regular work place 
hazards that have been weighed and measured over the decades by governing bodies 
like Canadian Safety Association CSA. I can tell you though, that after reviewing the 
recommended CSA Group Product Listings, that there is no mention of any facial 
respiratory device that is acceptable to mitigate covid-19 for any federal worker; 
there is also no listing for a vaccine either. The class and type of PPE required to 
mitigate something as small as covid-19, would have to be something airtight and 
have a separate filtration and oxygen supply system feeding the wearer - like the 
ones they use in Class 3 or 4 biological pathogen laboratories in the picture on the 
previous page.

Canadian Biosafety Standards and Guidelines - Canada.ca

From the government's 
own biosafety advisory 
called SARS-CoV-2 
(Severe acute 
respiratory syndrome 
coronavirus 2) claims 
on their website, 
SARS-CoV2 is 
classified as a RG3 or 
Risk Group 3 human 
pathogen, something 
that their own chart 
compares to Bacillus 
Anthracis – which by 
the way is the killer 
toxin ANTHRAX.
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It is important to keep this whole Anthrax concept in 
mind, as how does the federal employer and worker’s 
unions typically respond when someone makes claims of 
Anthrax being found in powder form in their facility? 

https://www.canada.ca/en/public-health/services/canadian-biosafety-standards-guidelines.html


They lock the facility down, contain the employees that they feel 
may have been exposed to the virus and bring in the Hazmat team 
for analysis and response. Every step thereafter is cared for and 
dealt with by the emergency response team, not the employer. And 
what do those hazmat officials wear when they are in the area of 
the supposed toxin and are sampling and testing it? Airtight personal 
protective equipment that has its own filtration and oxygen supply 
attached so that the hazmat responders do not get 
contaminated….strange.…their gear is almost exactly like the PPE 
worn in the Level 4 Virology Laboratories.

With all of this information now circulating in our brains for consideration, one has 
to start asking themselves why the federal employer was even allowed to keep 
their facilities open. Especially when an invisible an A-symptomatic, Risk Group 
Level 3 Human Pathogen was potentially circulating around; all the while with 
employees wearing substandard personal protective equipment that was never 
approved by the CSA or was certified to prevent employees from contracting or 
dying from covid-19....sounds like the employer really thought this through and 
considered all the potential roadblocks. 

Capping off the legal 
concerns for the employer 
regarding the use of 
vaccines as respiratory 
protection, is the final 
clause in section 12.13(2),
which states:

(e) it protects the 
respiratory tract against 
the hazardous substance.

If covid-19 is the respiratory virus/hazardous substance that the 
employer is trying to prevent against, then how can the employer in 
good conscience claim their PPE is effective, when thousands of 
their employees contracted covid well after everyone was already 
vaccinated using the employer’s PPE, and all of the dissenting “Non-
Compliant” employees were booted from the work place and placed 
on suspension? I mean the breakthrough covid-19 cases came fast 
and furious, and to date, still continue to pour in for all federal 
employers regardless of the vaccine products they administered, 
health and safety measures they implemented, or after they 
removed the “unvaxxed” employees from their facilities. 
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The final point to make using the regulations for the care and selection of respiratory 
protection is in section 12.13(4), which states:

(4) The employer must ensure that respiratory protective equipment referred to 
in subsections (1) and (2) and subparagraph (3)(b)(i) is used and cared for in 
accordance with CSA Standard Z94.4, Selection, use, and care of respirators.

As there was no section within CSA that governs the use 
of personal protective equipment for mitigating viruses 
like covid-19, either via a certified respirator or through 
the use of vaccine induced gene-therapy, the employer 
CANNOT by law implement their proposed vaccines as 
respiratory protection or personal protective equipment 
in the work place....This argument is conclusive and 
indisputable, as at the very beginning of the Scope 
section of CSA Z94.4-02 Selection, Use and Care of 
Respirators, the CSA standard used by every federal 
employer to derive the appropriate selection of the 
respirator, it clearly states in 1.2 that this standard is 
NOT intended to address the selection of respirators for 
us against INFECTIOUS AGENTS; infectious agents like 
covid-19 let’s say.

In the end, when you start to 
count the sheer number of 
willful safety violations 
committed by the employer, all 
of which are tied directly to 
the Westray Law that formed 
criminal code 217.1 & 219,
you start to see how and why 
many senior officers within 
federal entities WILL likely be 
prosecuted for criminal 
negligence causing harm/death. 

Stay with us here at Posties for Freedom, as in Part 5, we 
will move onto how the employer’s vaccine selection violated 
several aspects of the Hazardous Substances Act as well 
as section 10 of the Canadian Occupational Health and 
Safety Regulations. We will also touch on some basic 
concepts on how these vaccines work once inside the human 
body, the scientific evidence that proves our claim and the 
safety complications that are obvious and evident with the 
federal employer’s personal protective equipment selection. 



Part 5: Just a Little Prick and Everything Will be ALL 
Better! Trust Us... 

Occupational Health and Safety section 122

Definitions: Hazardous Substance

122 (1) In this Part, 

A hazardous substance includes a hazardous product and a chemical, biological or 
physical agent that, by reason of a property that the agent possesses, is hazardous 
to the safety or health of a person exposed to it.

Canadian Occupational Health and Safety Regulations

DIVISION I - General

Records of Hazardous Substances

10.3 Every employer shall keep a record of all hazardous substances that are used, 
produced, handled or stored for use in the work place and may either keep such a 
record in the work place or keep a centralized record in respect of several work 
places in one work place.

Where we left off in Part 4, we will begin in Part 5: the exploration of the Canada 
Labour Code and Canadian Occupational Health and Safety regulations, this time as 
it relates to known dangerous or hazardous goods in the work place.

As it is with personal protective equipment, federal employers are required to also 
undertake several “Duties” in relation to identified and known dangerous goods in 
the work place. But before we get into the specific legislation around how dangerous 
goods are to be addressed and identified, lets just talk a bit about the covid-19 
virus itself and how the vaccines are supposed to work. Remember, I am not a 
scientist, but the information I am sharing does not need a scientific mind to 
comprehend.

First, when you try and search how covid 
works and what the specific mechanisms 
for injury are in relation to the virus once 
it enters your body, you will notice that it 
is exceedingly difficult to find anything 
sourced by the Canadian government that 
explains this mechanism, and by extension, 
anything sourced by your federal 
employers. 46



Instead, many folks were left to find their own information on the internet to gain 
their informed consent on how covid was apparently so much more severe than 
previous corona viruses like influenza. But part of the problem with this method is 
that: A) The employer is responsible for researching it and providing the 
information to the employee; and, B) There were not many sources available at the 
time that adequately explained the mechanism of injury in relation to covid.

This alone should have given federal employers pause to not push or implement 
anything experimental, as they themselves did not know exactly what covid was, how 
it worked and whether any of their safety measures were working. 

After some time had passed though, and more information became readily available 
for the public to digest, it started to become evident that the “Spike Protein” 
itself was the culprit for substantial amounts of inflammation occurring in blood 
vessels and organs throughout the body. Just to show you all a quick look, these 
were some of the listed side effects that were noted after people contracted 
covid-19:
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Interesting side effects from covid-19 right?...A respiratory virus?...Or is there 
something else going on here?

Why would my brain, liver, blood vessels or kidneys potentially be impacted by 
something that is supposed to settle in my lungs and give me a chest infection like 
the old cold viruses did? (More on this rabbit hole later when we talk about mRNA)

On April 30th, 2021, the SALK Institute, one of the world’s leading institutions for 
biological studies, released a paper that diagnosed the culprit responsible for all of 
the damage that was occurring in people’s bodies: The SPIKE PROTEIN. It was in 
this very paper, that the Salk Institute admitted that the covid-19 virus was more 
of a vascular virus, and actually destroys the individual's cells in the body leading to 
inflammation in different organs as well as in the blood vessels. 

To quote directly from the Salk Institutes own paper:
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Okay, so now we have a small understanding from a very credible 
source that the SPIKE PROTEIN is doing all the damage that is 
leading to these various fatal outcomes. To date, other 
laboratories and scientists have discovered this same conclusion 
and have shared their findings. But if this was scientific truth 
and fact, were any of the federal employers even made aware of 
this? It is hard to say, but I would have to assume that they 
were likely never informed of this fact from the Public Health 
Agency of Canada. Technically though, the employers are not 
required to receive this information from the PHAC. Why? 
Because the PHAC is NOT THE EMPLOYER, and has no “duty” 
to inform employees of safety concerns in the same manner as 
the employer. Like I said, the employer is required to fulfill 
their own due diligence and not just listen to and take outside 
sources at face value without performing their own research. 

How does this matter in regards to holding your employer accountable for gross 
negligence, well lets break this down a bit. 

If the spike protein has been confirmed to be the very reason people are dying from 
aggressive clotting and damage to the vascular system, then how could the employer 
in good conscience force employees to use a personal protective device as a condition 
of their employment, especially if said personal protective equipment shoots billions 
of these spike proteins into your body in the form of synthetic RNA? Check it out 
below, directly from our Canadian government.

I mean does common sense exist anymore? 
And if you look at Pfizer’s own trial data for 
their vaccines, you can see all of the system 
side effects that were discovered when using 
their vaccines; 9 pages of side effects in 
total, but here is just one screenshot… as you 
can see, these are just the adverse events 
that start with the letter A. 49
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What if I also added that the Canadian Labour Board (ESDC), which was responsible 
for holding the employer accountable for safety violations was also given all of this 
information, and they did not use it to inform federal employees after it was 
disclosed to them…. I certainly know that my federal employer was given the SALK 
Institute study for review as part of my work refusal (below picture), so guess who 
else was given that very study as part of the escalation process for the same work 
refusal? 

Further complicating things legally 
for the federal employers, is that 
the very concern or “hazard” that 
gave rise to the safety measures 
that were being implemented by 
federal employers – the virus 
formally known as SARSCoV2 – is a 
bona fide side-effect of the very 
personal protective equipment that 
the employer is demanding you to 
take. Seriously! You cannot make this 
stuff up! 4.6% of time when an 
individual experiences an adverse 
event after taking a vaccine, they 
literally get covid-19 according to 
Pfizer’s own report. How do you 
ensure a constant flow of covid-19 
cases across a country?...give the 
citizens a covid vaccine. Three 
guesses which vaccine was 
distributed the most in Canada? 
Come on you know you only need one 
guess - starts with a “P”.

Facts are stubborn things but statistics are pliable...
Mark Twain



So to wrap up the basic concept here, borrowing from Part 4 regarding personal 
protective equipment, the employer CANNOT introduce personal protective 
equipment in the work place, if the very equipment creates a hazard as an outcome. 
The tragic irony of it all… How could the federal employers all overlook this?

Canadian Occupational Health and Safety Regulations - PART XII: Protection 
Equipment and Other Preventive Measures

12.04 Any protection equipment that is provided or used in a work place must be 
designed to protect the person from the hazard in question and must not in itself 
create a hazard.

After looking at these basic concepts, and how 
outrageous they really are when compared to 
occupational heath and safety legislation, we continue 
to see how those senior officers representing federal 
employers, may be changing out their iPhone watches 
for alternative bracelets made of cold steel. But there 
is much more to elaborate on regarding the designation 
of these covid vaccinations as a dangerous or hazardous 
product in the work place, so let us head on over to the 
next concept in this Part.

When you enter ANY work place in Canada, the employer is required to ensure that 
employees take corporate training on dangerous or hazardous goods in the workplace, 
where the products are found, and what to do if you are exposed to said dangerous or 
hazardous product in either a controlled or uncontrolled manner. The employers are 
also required under their Employer Duties in section 125 of the CLC, to track and 
maintain the records that correspond to employee training events, so that they can 
demonstrate their due diligence down the road should an employee be injured or 
exposed to a dangerous substance while in the process of working for the employer.

Another standard part of the 
dangerous goods or chemical 
identification process in the 
work place, is training and 
informing employees about the 
Safety Data Sheets for 
hazardous products, and where 
they could be found in the 
facility if needed. This is 
clearly noted in the 
Occupational Health and 
Safety Regulations, section 
10.14, which states: 51



So how does this all relate to the vaccine products that the federal employers are 
forcing their employees to take? Well to begin with as many folks may not even 
realize it, the vaccines carry known hazardous or dangerous products within the 
chemical composition and mixture. So does that mean that in our particular case as 
federal employees, we should be concerned about these known hazardous products 
that have been injected into our bodies? YES, and the employer should have been 
too.

First let’s start with Pfizer vaccine and what has been disclosed to date regarding 
the substances/ingredients. Below is small screenshot, courtesy of Mt. Sinai Health 
Systems.

As you can see, there are few common ingredients that are immediately 
recognizable to the reader, but if you look a bit closer you can start to see 
ingredients proprietary to the manufacturers themselves, like SM-102. So, what is 
SM-102, and are there concerns that federal employees should be aware of?

Well, just taking a cursory look at the very first page of the safety data sheet for 
SM-102 (provided by Cayman Chemical), we can see a very telling statement that 
should immediately cause panic in anyone that took Moderna’s injection: This 
product is for research use – NOT for human or veterinary diagnostic or 
therapeutic use.
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Okaaaay, so the federal employer wants us to put a substance in our bodies 
that the chemical manufacturing company is outright stating though their 
safety data sheet, should NOT be placed into our bodies as it is NOT
designed for human or veterinary use. But is there more? Yes. Let’s 
continue down the document a bit more to point out some of the other 
overlooked safety warnings that come with SM-102. Once we reach the 
first-aid measures our second concerning warning is shown in the 
“Information for Doctor” section, which states that exposure to this 
substance may cause: anemia (destruction of red blood cells), cough, 
CNS depression (Central Nervous System Depression), drowsiness, 
headache, heart damage, lassitude (lack of energy), liver damage, 
narcosis (state of drowsiness), reproductive effects, teratogenic 
effects (disturbing development of the fetus or embryo).

Interesting that the 
manufacturer of SM-102 has 
listed known side effects that 
also coincide directly with the 
Pfizer vaccine injury trail data 
regarding adverse effects, as 
well as all of the medical 
databases that are recording 
covid-19 vaccine injuries. What 
else do we see as part of the 
SDS on SM-102? 



Well, we see that ethanol is the 
primary component and chemical that 
forms SM-102, and ethanol is 
recognized and registered as a 
hazardous carcinogen under the 
International Agency for Cancer 
Research. So if the product is a known 
hazardous product, and medical 
agencies like the International Agency 
for Cancer Research state that the 
product is a known carcinogen, then 
why would the federal employers 
implement such a product? 

Because they did not complete their Due 
Diligence under Part 2 of the Canada Labour 
Code, otherwise ALL of this information would 
have been recognized by the employer and the 
vaccination process would have immediately 
stopped. SM-102 is also listed as having a 
designated UN number (UN 1170), which should 
raise red flags for federal employers, as many 
Canadian federal employers by policy do not 
allow their employees to handle or be exposed 
to known dangerous goods in the work place; 
this should be no exception.

I could keep going with Moderna 
injection, but as there is still so 
much more to cover, let’s move 
on to most used injection: 
Pfizer.

With Pfizer’s mRNA injection, 
we see almost identical case 
scenarios, the product is just 
identified with a different 
chemical name. In this case the 
chemical product in question is: 
(4-hydroxybutyl)azanediyl) 
bis(hexane-6,1-diyl)bis(2-
hexyldecanoate). But this 
scientific name has a far easier 
lay name to remember it by: 
ALC-0315. 54



ALC-0315, is another chemical product for which the Safety Data Sheet (SDS) 
can easily be found by looking it up in the Cayman Chemical database. So just to 
be certain that this IS in fact the chemical product in question, all you need to 
do is type it into the internet search engine, and this pops up:

As you can see, there is no disputing what ALC-0315 is and that it IS the main 
ingredient that delivers the mRNA technology into the cell. And according to the 
Safety Data Sheet from Cayman Chemical regarding ALC-0315, the same 
ominous warning is available in the very first section of the SDS, just like it was 
with SM-102: This product is for research use – NOT for human or 
veterinary diagnostic or therapeutic use. I guess the federal employer could 
somehow argue that they missed these SDS sheets, but if you go to Cayman 
Chemical’s webpage to the Product Insert link for either SM-102 or ALC-
0315, you receive the following information which includes the exact same 
warning right across the bottom of the document:

What else is listed on the safety data sheet for ALC-0315? 

Once again, given how these products are governed under Part 2 of the Labour 
Code as well as the Canadian Occupational Health and Safety Regulations, the 
employer would have had to examine all of this information and document the 
discussions around the information within their national safety minutes, while 
also ensuring that every single federal facility with an Safety Data Sheet binder 
at minimum would have had these two hazardous products – SM-102 & ALC-
0315 – contained within as per regulation and law. 
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Federal employers would have also had to immediately disclose the known hazardous 
good to every employee, as this too is an expectation made very clear in the Further 
Specific Duties of Employer, section 125.1, inclusively…. I underlined a few key 
phrases for you and added my own thoughts in brackets afterwards as to why these 
matters for federal employers:

Further specific duties of employer

125.1 Without restricting the generality of section 124 or limiting the duties of an 
employer under section 125 but subject to any exceptions that may be prescribed, 
every employer shall, in respect of every work place controlled by the employer 
and, in respect of every work activity carried out by an employee in a work place 
that is not controlled by the employer, to the extent that the employer controls 
the activity,

(a) ensure that concentrations of hazardous substances in the work place are 
controlled in accordance with prescribed standards;

Note: I do not know how employers could possibly verify that the known hazardous goods 
within their vaccine products are being controlled correctly by both the distributor and 
pharmacist at the location they are being administered. There have already been severe 
quality control issues noted from multiple international sources.

(b) ensure that all hazardous substances in the work place are stored and 
handled in the manner prescribed;

Note: Same answer as above. With the employer having no visibility at the manufacturing 
level or the distribution level, how can they determine quality control?

(c) ensure that all hazardous substances in the work place, other than 
hazardous products, are identified in the manner prescribed; 

Note: As the employer is not present at the physician’s office, there would be no way for 
them to verify if this were taking place.

(d) subject to the Hazardous Materials Information Review Act, ensure that 
each hazardous product in the work place or each container in the work place 
in which a hazardous product is contained has affixed to it, printed on it, 
attached to it or otherwise applied to it a label that meets the prescribed 
requirements;

Note: Same answer as above.
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(e) subject to the Hazardous Materials Information Review Act, make available 
to every employee, in the prescribed manner, a safety data sheet for each 
hazardous product to which the employee may be exposed that meets the 
requirements set out in the regulations made under subsection 15(1) of the 
Hazardous Products Act; 

Note: Well…now that you know the Moderna and Pfizer vaccines carry known hazardous 
substances, do you remember your federal employer advising or providing you with a copy 
of the SDS for SM-102 or ALC-0315? I know I sure do not remember that taking place.

(f) where employees may be exposed to hazardous substances, investigate and 
assess the exposure in the manner prescribed, with the assistance of the work 
place committee or the health and safety representative; 

Note: Uh huh….so with employees literally injecting themselves with the federal 
employer’s PPE, has any investigation taken place with the employee after the injection 
due to immediate exposure to the substance once injected? NOPE.

(g) ensure that all records of exposure to hazardous substances are kept and 
maintained in the prescribed manner and that personal records of exposure are 
made available to the affected employees.

Note: If there is no recognition that the substance exists, how can events of exposure 
be recorded?

125.2 (1) An employer shall, in respect of every work place controlled by the 
employer and, in respect of every work activity carried out by an employee in 
a work place that is not controlled by the employer, to the extent that the 
employer controls that activity, provide, in respect of any hazardous product 
to which an employee may be exposed, as soon as is practicable in the 
circumstances, any information that is included in the safety data sheet that 
is in the employer’s possession for the hazardous product to any physician or 
other prescribed medical professional who requests that information for the 
purpose of making a medical diagnosis of, or rendering medical treatment to, 
an employee in an emergency.

Note: If there is nothing in the SDS binder to begin with, then there would be nothing 
to give to a doctor in case of an emergency.



QUITE A LIST, EH? 

Given that the many federal employers likely do not even have a clue as to what 
SM-102 or ALC-0315 is, how could they possibly fulfill the MASSIVE list of 
duties that I just illuminated for you? Simply put, they cannot, and this again is 
why many senior officials should be hiring very good lawyers, as the sheer 
ineptitude on display may have opened the door to criminal charges and penalties.

It is also important to recognize that the employer’s proposed 
injections all create the spike protein as a by-product of 
whatever individual process is being used for these various 
types of experimental technologies – this according to the 
manufacturers, to illicit a humoral immune response. If that is 
the case, and the SALK Institute has confirmed that the 
spike is directly responsible for inflammation and cell damage, 
then perhaps one should just assume that the SPIKE 
PROTEIN needs to be added to the list of hazardous 
products/substances as a permanent entry with its own unique 
UN identification number given the amount of damage that can 
occur.

On a sidebar, because people need to be aware of it, is the nasopharyngeal swabs
that federal employers were submitting their employees to use repeatedly. 
Whether it was a test because of symptoms, test because you were going to an 
event, test because it was part of your contract, test because it was part of an 
accommodation, test at the employer’s rapid test clinic at work, test because the 
employer sent them to your homes….it was bloody: TEST! TEST! TEST! OBEY! 
OBEY! OBEY!

But here is a question? Where you ever 
told that the nasopharyngeal swabs – that 
were shoved repeatedly up your nose close 
to your brain stem or crammed down your 
throat - were likely sterilized with an 
EXTREMELY TOXIC substance called 
ethylene oxide? Many people do not know 
about ethylene oxide, or that the medical 
industry uses ethylene oxide as a main 
sterilizing agent to clean their medical 
devices, but today I am going to provide to 
you some interesting tidbits of information 
before you tilt your head back for another 
nasal lobotomy. 
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According to the Centers for Disease Control:

So, a couple of items to consider with the centers for disease control’s description 
here: 

1) I feel like this is understating the concerns regarding ethylene oxide, at least 
based on what I know the Safety Data Sheet for ethylene oxide is telling us –
which we will get to shortly.

2) They try to make it seem like there is no big deal as many industries use 
ethylene oxide.

3) The final point mentions that “hospital workers” who sterilize equipment and 
supplies may be exposed to it. 
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So my family and your family have been to 
the hospital many times before…what 
equipment and supplies are they talking 
about, as many doctors and nurses have 
used various medical devices on or in me 
before? Could these products have quality 
control issues and could my family or I be 
exposed? Based on the limited information 
available, I was able to understand at a 
general level how both manufacturers and 
personnel in the medical industry use 
ethylene oxide. I have concluded that 
there is definite possibility that many 
federal workers have already at some point 
been exposed to this carcinogenic 
substance, at least based on the available 
research that has been done. 



In fact, if you repeatedly got poked in the nose by those swabs several times, 
sheer probability would state that you were exposed to ethylene oxide. 

If you look at the article titled: Residual Ethylene Oxide in Medical Devices: 
Effects and Estimation Methods, an Overview, written by Lathikumari
Sasidharan Sreejith, Renjith Sasi, there is an excerpt that speaks to the dangers 
inherent with residual ethylene oxide on medical equipment and how it can 
contaminate and affect the physician or patient.

Here are a few gems from their medical article:

EtO sterilized medical devices may contain the residuals of EtO, and its derived 
products; Ethylene Chlorohydrin (ECH) and Ethylene Glycol (EG) due to incomplete 
aeration, presence of impurity, humidity etc. These residuals are highly toxic and 
harmful. If their concentration is high, residues can cause hemolytic activity and 
dermal or mucous membrane irritability to the human body [16]. EtO is a highly 
toxic gas in ambient conditions, flammable liquid at lower temperatures…

…Long term usage of EtO may cause several toxic effects, but only limited 
information available in this regard. Some groups reported increased rate of 
leukemia, spontaneous absorption, sister chromatid exchange, etc. in individual 
persons who chronically exposed to EtO [7,22–24], Moreover, recent studies have 
cemented the evidence to substantiate the mutagenicity of EtO [24]. Medical 
staffs exposed to EtO from sterilized medical utilities seem to be more labile to 
many hazards as increased liability to infection and may have a higher risk to 
develop many cancers due to detection of variable gene mutation…

So based on the information up 
above, there may be cause for 
concern, especially if countries are 
pumping out these nasopharyngeal 
swabs at record rates to keep up 
with the covid-19 testing. And as 
some of the nasopharyngeal swabs 
are shipped from overseas, how can 
employer guarantee the packages 
and swabs were properly sterilized 
using maintained equipment, and 
then aerated for the correct amount 
of time before being sealed, 
delivered and then crammed up an 
employee’s nose? What about 
potential ethylene oxide residue, is 
the employer sampling and testing 
this as well? 60

The gift of words is the gift of 
deception and illusion...

Frank Herbert



Once again, there is simply no way for the employer 
to confirm quality control measures under these 
conditions. Who knows, with all of the ethylene oxide 
swabbing that was and is still taking place, maybe we 
will see a distinct rise across the Canadian populace 
contracting something like Nasopharyngeal 
Carcinoma or other diseases in the nasal cavity…time 
will tell. You have to think that under regular 
circumstances, most people do not get exposed to 
ethylene oxide in their regular daily interactions with 
people and objects, unless they by chance work in one 
of those high-risk industries mentioned up above. But 
if the employer has demanded the employee test 2-3 
times per week as a condition of employment, then 
just consider the math and the resulting increase in 
exposure to the hazard.

3 Nasal Lobotomies per 
week X 52 weeks = 156
direct from package to 
your brain stem events 
where potential ethylene 
oxide exposure is 
occurring…and directly 
inside your body in a very 
sensitive location. 

Let’s be honest, this is nothing like rubbing up 
against some polyester that has been run through 
the washing machine a few times, or the odd 
medical exam, this is quite frequent and 
potentially much more serious – why do you think 
that doctors and nurses are always wearing gloves 
when handling these products? But just to add a 
bit more information around the carcinogenic 
abilities of ethylene oxide, the CDC had to publish 
an article on their website that demonstrates 
that NIOSH or The National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health recognizes 
ethylene oxide as a cancer-causing carcinogen. 

The fact that this article 
speaks to the carcinogenic 
effects of ethylene oxide, 
also coincides directly with 
the safety data sheet that I 
have not shown you yet. For 
example, if you look below at
ethylene oxide’s SDS, directly 
in the mandatory labelling and 
hazard identification section 
of the product itself, your 
eyebrows may rise a fair bit.
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These listed affects are the official “HAZARD STATEMENTS” that accompany the 
product, and if you take a close look, there are a couple of very strong health 
warnings like: TOXIC IF INHALED, MAY CAUSE CANCER, MAY DAMAGE 
FERTILITY OR UNBORN CHILD, CAUSES DAMAGE TO ORGANS THROUGH 
PROLONGED OR REPEATED EXPOSURE, and then finally SYMPTOMS MAY BE 
DELAYED. Does this sound like the kind of substance that you want your employer 
cramming up your nose for a virus that has close to a 100% chance to survive? What 
kind of ridiculous trade off is this?

Continuing down to section 5.3 within the SDS called Advice for firefighters, 
subtitle - Firefighting instructions - we also come across two large warnings written 
in bold print: 

DANGER! Cancer and reproductive hazard. 

DANGER! Toxic, flammable liquefied gas

And now, here is section 11 for you to look at in bewilderment…



Okay...so let’s go through the list on ethylene oxide’s Safety Data Sheet:

Causes skin irritation: that ain’t so bad right?

Serious eye damage/irritation: who needs sight, right?

Respiratory or skin sensitization: whatever…

Germ cell mutagenicity: wait a second, what do you mean genetic defects?

Carcinogenicity: Cancer is horrible!

Reproductive toxicity: This can harm or kill my child too?!

STOT (Specific Target Organ Toxicity) - repeated exposure: Don’t I need a 
central nervous system or organs to function?

Did anyone in a management role mention these concerns to you when they told you 
that you had to go and be tested? Just a little food for thought.

Oh and if anyone is saying, “How can we confirm the swabs have been sterilized with 
ethylene oxide”, you can usually find the information right on the manufacturer’s 
website. Below is a screen shot of the swab that I received as part of the “home 
testing kit” that my employer actually sent me in the mail...you know, to perform 
viral RNA analysis’ on myself as qualified medical professional. Hilarious stuff! 

The STERILE EO markings in the bottom left 
corner of the swab, show you that they are 
sterilized in ethylene oxide. In fact, just about 
every bandage, swab, device, etc., at the 
physician’s office or the hospital have been 
sterilized using EO. And yes I know that the 
concentrations would be small if an individual 
was exposed via contact from a swab, but if this 
occurred frequently in the same sensitive area,
which was INSIDE OF YOUR HEAD, then I 
could easily surmise people having issues if done 
on a regular basis. After all, the entire SDS for 
this product is laden with massive warnings 
about cell damage and cancer.
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Finally, just to prove how other corporate entities look at the dangers of ethylene 
oxide, recent news headlines show that Haagen-Dazs ice-cream recalled all their ice-
cream products just because of the small “potential” for ethylene oxide 
contamination. According to the article:

“Given that the recall has involved tens of thousands of pounds worth of ice cream in 
Taiwan alone per Focus Taiwan, we can only imagine how much Häagen-Dazs and 
General Mills are likely to lose in both income and inventory when all is said and 
done.”

So for Haagen-Dazs as a big corporate entity, it would seem worth the financial loss 
of recalling all these products realizing that the public could seriously be harmed 
from the exposure. But I guess for the federal employers within Canada regarding 
ethylene oxide, this is the exception that disproves the rule. 

The employers also did not consider the fact that when they introduced these swabs 
as new equipment within their new work place vaccination process, they also had to 
ensure that these devices were rendered 100% safe as per clause (t) in section 
125(1) of the Canada Labour Code:

And just like before, you can also make the 
same argument that these swabs are being 
used as personal protective 
equipment/devices, as their function is to 
reduce the potential spread of covid 19 for 
workers inside of the workplace. Positive 
covid case results keep employees at home 
– eliminated from the work environment 
(#1 option on Heirarchy of Safety 
Controls) - until they can prove they are no 
longer “testing positive”.
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If that is the case, then again for the employer, this clause from section 12.04 
of the Canadian Occupational Health and Safety Regulations applies:

12.04 - Any protection equipment that is provided or used in a work place must be 
designed to protect the person from the hazard in question and must not in itself 
create a hazard.

But at bare minimum, the employer should have at least advised you of the 
hazard, which would have been easily accomplished had the employer fulfilled their 
due diligence in section 125(1) clause (w) – remember… this was all about 
Informed Consent to begin with:

(w) Ensure that every person granted access to the work place by the employer is 
familiar with and uses in the prescribed circumstances and manner all prescribed 
safety materials, equipment, devices and clothing.

We need to keep going, as there is still so much that Posties for Freedom can 
show you all regarding the criminal negligence that has taken place. If you still 
want to know more, please follow me down to Part 6, as your safety training is still 
incomplete regarding all the federal employer’s Sleight of Mouth that has taken 
place! 
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Part 6: “Genetic manipulation and more with the 
injections”

PART II - Occupational Health and Safety

Interpretation

Definitions

122 (1) In this Part,

Safety - means protection from danger and hazards arising out of, linked with or 
occurring in the course of employment;

Work place - means any place where an employee is engaged in work for the 
employee’s employer;

Specific duties of employer

125 (1) Without restricting the generality of section 124, every employer shall, in 
respect of every work place controlled by the employer and, in respect of every work 
activity carried out by an employee in a work place that is not controlled by the 
employer, to the extent that the employer controls the activity,

(s) ensure that each employee is made aware of every known or foreseeable 
health or safety hazard in the area where the employee works;

Towards the end of part 5, we 
were talking about all of the 
violations your federal employer 
committed in relation to the 
Hazardous Products Act as well 
as the Canada Labour Code and 
Canadian Occupational Health 
and Safety Regulations. In fact, 
I would say that many of the 
federal workers that have been 
following Posties for Freedom 
along on this journey, have more 
than enough information to start 
questioning what your employer 
did to prove their due diligence 
under Part 2 of the Labour Code. 
It is important to for everyone to 
USE THIS INFORMATION, as 
your family and friends all need 
you to do so.

After reading the first 5 parts of this series, 
can you in good conscience say to yourself or 
any of your peers at work, that your federal 
employer actually followed expected health 
and safety guidelines by providing you with 
the necessary information and knowledge on 
the easily known and foreseeable hazards
that accompanied their newly implemented 
personal protective equipment. 
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I know you can’t, and it is blatantly obvious that no federal employer will be able to 
claim to any of their employees that they took their employer duties seriously to 
ensure the safety and efficacy of the injections. Even worse for the federal 
employer though, is that there are still so many other examples of why they should 
have immediately stopped their vaccination policies once employees started to 
question the safety.

For many Canadians, they are completely 
unaware of the notion that mRNA gene 
therapy technology is a brand new and 
undertested technology; technology that 
when tested, often proves outcomes of 
injury or death. What people also do not 
realize, is that mRNA technology has been 
explored for over 50 years now. So many 
government officials as well as vaccine 
manufacturers that were involved with 
these new gene therapy injections knew 
exactly what kind of harmful effects 
these gene therapy injections had.

The Pfizer trial data had listed 9 pages of adverse effects o special interest, so 
how could people still believe that these 9 pages of issues were just overlooked? But 
what can a person expect when the technology in mind literally destroys the immune 
system, creates billions of spike proteins in the body, which we know can kill the 
host and also change their DNA chromosomal profile permanently… at least in a 
laboratory at this point. 

If you consider the history of this all, Dr. David Martin 
has eloquently pointed out that much of this gene therapy 
technology has been derived from a government grant 
called Darwinian Chemical Systems, and ever since that 
time, we have seen science constantly trying to manipulate 
the human genome to create some sort of synthetic 
human hybrid that has altered DNA within their body; all 
in the name of health and safety, and all in the name of 
“protecting” the individual of course. If you still seem to 
think that this is some sort of science fiction movie 
because the mainstream media has been going on and on 
about how these vaccines do not change the human 
genome, I can assure you the actual scientists that use 
mRNA, know very well that these gene therapy products 
DO ALTER AND EDIT the HUMAN GENOME. 
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As you can see on the left, 
mRNA technology according to 
the last part of the underlined 
sentence from this publication 
from Li & Zhang, shows that  
mRNA can manipulate and edit 
the genome. But wait a second, 
I thought that our scientists 
and doctors said that it 
couldn’t do this? That seems 
strange Ryan?... Well, maybe 
this is just poor information, 
or maybe the interpretation is 
being misunderstood, which is 
certainly a possibility. But are 
there any more examples of 
scientists confirming that 
mRNA technology CAN indeed 

alter your DNA? Yes. 

In a paper written by Sahin, Kariko and Tureci, titled: mRNA based therapeutics –
developing a new class of drugs, they mention in their section called, “Principal 
concept of mRNA pharmacology”, that this mRNA therapy also has the potential to be 
used to rewrite the genome. 

With Qiu, Li, Bloomer and Xu’s recent publication in October of 2021, all you need to 
do is read the title of the paper to understand what the intentions with mRNA 
technology are: Developing Biodegradable Lipid Nanoparticles for Intracellular mRNA 
Delivery and Genome Editing (below). Keep in mind that this paper was released 
AFTER the federal employers decided to force a vaccination policy down everyone’s 
throat and after they were informed that there may be complications with these gene 
therapy products regarding genetic manipulation and destruction.



Okay, so I have just provided you three quick examples of how mRNA technology is 
touted and used. But if you still think that for some reason this is a ruse with these 
scientific papers, let’s take a look at the business market and whether or not we are 
seeing evidence of any corporate entities being created or providing advertising on 
any of these messenger RNA products. Once again, after a quick cursory look we can 
find a website for a company called Creative Biolabs, and lo and behold, look at what 
is on the very first page when you open their website for mRNA products…

…advertisements of gene manipulation and 
editing. Not only that, there are a couple of 
other “mad-scientist” like product descriptions. 
The first concern is that the company claims 
that investigators can “Disrupt, add or correct 
any gene”, which in and of itself is scary, but 
why are companies being allowed to manipulate 
the genetic lines of any organism? The fact 
that things can be “disrupted” or “added” to 
the human genome using this technology, clearly 
shows that there can be forms of genetic 
manipulation taking place. There is also the 
potential for cell destruction with “disrupting” 
properties being evident in the technology – we 
will come back to this concept later. The second 
concern, which is also quite interesting, is that 
just like Cayman Chemical’s SDS sheets and 
their product information brochures regarding 
SM-102 and ALC-0315, Creative Biolabs also 
places a big disclaimer on the mRNA products 
denoting that the product is for RESEARCH 
ONLY, and that it is not to be used in humans 
or animals. Interesting stuff huh?

But I guess that is not a big 
deal right? Especially with all of 
these manufacturing companies 
and scientific journals all 
parroting the same mantra over 
and over…..DO NOT USE IN 
HUMANS! But here we are, 
over a year into this injection 
fiasco, and people still have not 
been properly informed by 
their federal employers about 
the warnings of potential harm 
and death. These uneducated 
and unaware employees are now 
even bringing their children 
between the ages of 6 months 
to 5 years, to the local 
pharmacy to have them 
injected for a virus that 
basically 100% of children 18 
and younger survive from when 
they contract it. 69



Finally, when it comes to evidence supporting 
permanent gene-editing or DNA alteration with 
these covid-19 injections, is the study that came out 
of Malmo, Sweden. This study by Markus Alden and 
colleagues called: Intracellular Reverse 
Transcription of Pfizer BioNTech COVID-19 
mRNA Vaccine BNT 162b2 In Vitro in Human 
Liver Cell Line, demonstrates that the messenger 
RNA was reverse transcribed (added permanently to 
the DNA profile of the cell) in vitro, through an 
Enzyme known as Line-1, within 6 hours of the Pfizer 
injection….and no I am not joking whatsoever. This 
should cause great alarm for anyone that did end up 
taking a messenger RNA product suggested by the
employer, as there is scientific proof that it is 
VERY possible for liver cells to adopt the coding of 
the messenger RNA and then permanently add it to 
the host’s DNA – after only six hours too!

Hey...I thought we 
were friends?

So if these studies have been ongoing for quite some time, and the knowledge 
around the gene editing capabilities of mRNA technology have also been known for 
quite some time, why did the federal employers push this experimental technology 
forward so quickly and recklessly, when there were ample amounts scientific 
literature and studies available that would have helped them better understand the 
risk they were choosing to take when implementing the gene therapy shots as 
personal protective equipment. I mean the last sentence in the “Conclusions” section 
of the Swedish study pretty much says it all doesn’t it? (above)
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We have previously discussed how the mRNA injections themselves cause gene 
degradation and mutation based on the chemical components that are being 
administered within the shot itself – all those dangers clearly noted on the product 
safety data sheets. We also have proof from the SALK Institute that the SPIKE 
PROTEIN itself plays a significant role in causing inflammation and blood clotting 
throughout the body, so it would be crazy for the employer to ask you to inject 
something that creates billions of spike proteins within your body as a by-product. I 
wonder then, is there anything that also shows that the spike protein directly 
effects the host’s DNA in anyway? Well, I may just happen to have another study 
that demonstrates the spikes’ ability to inhibit the reconstruction of the host’s DNA 
when it becomes damaged by the spike. This means that by extension, that the spike 
protein in the injections would cause the same harm. This was a study that I gave my 
federal employer to read before they went live with their vaccination policy, as I did 
not want them to move forward given the potential dangers inherent to the 
employees if they all ended up with DNA damage or cell mutations… remember folks, 
cell mutations lead to CANCER.

If Liberty means anything at all, it means the right to tell 
people what they do not want to hear...

George Orwell
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I guess after all of this information is considered, the big question is, “What 
could all this research mean overall?” 

The unfortunate conclusion is that coerced employees may be facing some 
potentially very serious long-term  health effects. This is because if you go 
directly to the Pfizer’s source of information for the product in question, which is 
located within the vaccine products themselves as part of the manufacturer’s 
informed consent process for the patient to review – this is done between the 
trained Physician and the patient – you can see for yourselves ALL of the 
concerning notes that are made throughout; below is small sample….
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This one has to be a joke right? 
Remember everyone lost their jobs 
over this life-saving injection.



Gotta love the last point listed under section 13.1 -
Carcinogenesis, Mutagenesis, Impairment of Fertility, 
that mentions that the Pfizer vaccine has NOT been 
evaluated for these potential long term hazards. Call it 
hunch, but I think it would be hard if not impossible to 
confirm the mutagenic properties when these injections 
were rolled out in record time, but not only that, given 
what I have showed you regarding the safety data 
sheets and scientific studies on messenger RNA, any 
long term carcinogenic or genotoxic studies would likely 
confirm these dangers to the public. 

There are also no official studies available on whether or not the spike protein and 
synthetic RNA coding is passed onto the offspring during pregnancy, forever changing 
and harming the DNA of the baby before having a chance at life. And the big sick “HA 
HA” to just slap people in the face above all else, is that Pfizer just comes right out 
and says, “COMIRNATY may not protect ALL vaccine recipients” in section 5.5 –
Limitation of Effectiveness. Love that disclaimer! 

If you also look at Pfizer’s process for storing and handling 
their covid-19 vaccines, under the Preparation for 
Administration section, you realize that the process is 
extremely complicated throughout, and is riddled with 
opportunities to affect the state and or condition of the 
vaccine. With so many complicated steps to follow, and keeping 
in mind that this is just one vaccine type and brand, how could 
any federal employer ensure that their personal protective 
equipment was being transported, stored, thawed and diluted in 
the proper manner each time their employee went for an 
injection? 73
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Not only that, but it is clearly written several times over in the Full Prescribing 
Information brochure for medical professionals, that the injections are for 
“INTRAMUSCULAR” injection only – this means only administered to the muscle and 
not the bloodstream. How can the patient, let alone the employer determine if the 
injection specialist is performing their duties correctly and ensuring that the 
product is NOT accidentally being shot directly into a vein to enter the bloodstream? 
Once again, the employer can’t, which is why they should have never made the 
decision to try and implement a medical procedure as one of their workplace safety 
processes.

The real concerning part about all of this, is 
that to date federal employers have only 
suspended their vaccination policies. It 
would be one thing for an employer to 
possibly claim ignorance at the beginning of 
this entire covid process when many folks 
were trying to scramble to understand 
exactly what was taking place, but at this 
point, well after all the discussion, revelation 
and dissemination of scientific proof, to 
continue down the path of forced vaccines 
seems like utter madness. You would think 
that some individuals or senior officers 
would take a step back and say, “Hold on a 
second, maybe we got this all wrong.” At 
what point do federal employers recognize 
their gross negligence and try to prevent 
themselves from being pursued for criminal 
negligence? 

Perhaps never, but it would be 
important for those senior officers 
to recognize that pride certainly 
comes before the fall, and that 
admitting the error in judgement 
may lessen the vitriol and anger 
from the employees 

If we start to consider the genetic implications of these mRNA products, we also 
have to consider what legislation and penalties can arise from the employer’s choice 
to use these vaccines as PPE. In Canada, one of the lesser-known federal Acts that 
addresses the illegalities of human genome editing is called: The Assisted Human 
Reproduction Act. This Act which was created in 2004, was specifically designed to 
protect against any chance for the permanent alteration of the human genome, be it 
through the assisted human reproduction process in a medical facility, but also 
against ANY alteration of the human genome under ANY circumstances whatsoever. 
This is first captured in the Principles section of the Act which states:

Principles - Declaration

2 The Parliament of Canada recognizes and declares that:

(g) human individuality and diversity, and the integrity of the human genome, 
must be preserved and protected.
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As you can see by clause (g), on the previous page, the “INTEGRITY” of 
the human genome MUST be maintained, so why are federal officials 
and employers demanding their employees to take a substance that 
scientifically has been proven to change the human genome? I mean let’s 
be honest here…the technology was being developed over the last 4 
decades to literally change genetic profiles, so to say that the 
messenger RNA is somehow not being used in this capacity after the 
study out of Sweden has confirmed that reverse transcriptase is very 
real after just 6 hours, is naive and dangerous. Employers had every 
cause in the world to step back and take a look at the request the 
federal government made regarding vaccination policies. 

Continuing on through the Act, we come to the Prohibited Activities section, which 
also reinforces the notion that the human genome MUST be protected at all costs:

Prohibited Activities - Prohibited procedures

5 (1) No person shall knowingly:

(f) alter the genome of a cell of a human being or in vitro embryo such that the 
alteration is capable of being transmitted to descendants;

So what can happen to the federal 
employer if they were to found 
guilty for creating a workplace 
process which in-turn led to their 
employee suffering permanent 
genetic changes? Much like 
Occupational Health and Safety 
legislation, if the act was 
committed repeatedly, the 
progressive fines and penalties 
can be quite severe. As you can 
see below, there are severe fines 
and prison sentences for anyone 
responsible for violating this act.

The information up above was all primarily for 
Pfizer’s COMIRNATY injection, but the reason 
why I am focusing on Pfizer is because when you 
look at the overall statistics across Canada on 
vaccine use and distribution, the bulk of 
administered injections comes from Pfizer and 
Moderna, which account for nearly 97% of all the 
vaccines taken in Canada.



If you take an even closer look at the previous table, you can see a category called 
“Vaccine Unknown”, which seems rather strange given that the government’s site 
does not offer an explanation as to what “Vaccine Unknown” means. Does that mean 
that there are 68,000 people that were given some sort of undisclosed vaccine 
product in Canada? I did notice though that the most conservative province, 
Alberta, had administered the most “vaccine unknown” injections, followed by Nova 
Scotia, which accounted for roughly 96% of the total unknown vaccines administered, 
but the remaining provinces did not seem to be given many if any of these 
injections….strange. 

If you further look at the information on the government of Canada’s website for 
vaccine safety, it is listed that there have been 49,921 adverse events reported 
with roughly 87 million doses given in total, which provides us an adverse event 
number of 0.057% - that is according to the government of course. Now I know 
what you may be thinking, “Ryan that sure does not seem like a big deal, as the 
adverse event numbers are so low”, but one only needs to consider the perspective or 
paradigm that this information is viewed from. As I said before, personal protective 
equipment CANNOT by law create a hazard or a danger by simply using the personal 
protective equipment. So let’s breakdown how the vaccines cannot be used as 
workplace PPE using simple mathematic probability around the government’s listed 
numbers.

Let’s use my federal employer as an example in this case. My employer has roughly 
65,000 to 70,000 employees. If we take the total amount of employees and multiply 
them by the listed adverse event rate in Canada, we get the following results:

65,000 x 0.00057% = 37 employees

70,000 x 0.00057% = 40 employees….this is how many total employees my federal 
employer will harm or kill with each personal protective equipment injection…..which 
again by definition is illegal.

“But Ryan, those are not the “Serious” adverse events as the government is saying 
that only 0.012% of the vaccine doses result in dangerous outcomes”. Again, this is 
irrelevant when occupational health and safety law is applied, however, if we use the 
same math, we end up with 8 severely injured or killed employees.

65,000 x 0.00012% = 8 employees

70,000 x 0.00012% = 8 employees…this is how many employees will possibly by 
severely injured or killed by the employer’s new safety policy!
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I don’t know if it is possible, but can anyone describe to me 
or give me a single example of a piece of personal protective 
equipment that was being implemented by an employer, that 
literally would harm or kill the employees by just using or 
applying the personal protective equipment? There is no 
example, because personal protective equipment is designed 
to mitigate risk, not exponentially increase the risk levels 
for the employee. I will also remind you that in part 5, I 
showed you that Pfizer’s own data noted that 4.6% of the 
adverse reactions were individuals contracting covid, the 
very thing the employer is trying to prevent! 

Thank 
goodness 
I have 
had 5 
shots!

Cough!

So we have touched on a 
few reasons why these 
injections are utterly 
illegal and dangerous, but 
what about efficacy? Do 
these vaccines actually do 
anything to protect the 
person that is taking the 
vaccine? 
Needless to say, my very 
first obvious argument 
against vaccine efficacy 
is: how do you prove 
efficacy for something 
that 99% of people 
survive from to begin 
with? 

I mean sure, you can be a 
Pfizer or Moderna, and go 
on and on about how 
effective your injection is 
by boasting about large 
figures like 95% 
efficacy….but do those 
claims actually hold any 
water? Can we assume 
that the vaccines are 
actually doing something 
to mitigate the risk of 
the virus, or is it simply 
the individual’s immune 
system that is getting 
them through the illness? 

Well, in my humble opinion based on the math and many 
accompanying scientific journals, these injections do 
not function like traditional vaccines and do not offer 
much if ANY protection against SARS CoV2. 

First and foremost, let’s get the obvious out of the 
way regarding the online discussion about relative risk 
reduction vs absolute risk reduction as it relates to 
the vaccine trial data from Pfizer; this seems to be a 
hot button topic on the internet these days:

What is relative risk reduction vs. absolute risk 
reduction?
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Well, the quickest and easiest way for me to explain this, is to say that a 
relative risk reduction number (RRR), should NEVER be used to determine the 
efficacy of any medical product – absolute risk reduction (ARR) is FAR more 
indicative of whether or not a medical product is actually providing any 
protection for the user. This mathematical perspective can be established by 
considering two groups of patients within a medical trial: those that receive 
placebos and those that are given the product being tested. 

To better illustrate this, I will borrow from a 
scientific journal written by Ronald Brown in the 
National Institute of Health called: Outcome 
Reporting Bias in Covid-19 mRNA Vaccine Clinical 
Trials.

In this study, Brown states the following:

“Relative risk reduction and absolute risk reduction measures in the evaluation of 
clinical trial data are poorly understood by health professionals and the public. 
The absence of reported absolute risk reduction in COVID-19 vaccine clinical 
trials can lead to outcome reporting bias that affects the interpretation of 
vaccine efficacy…”

“…Based on data reported by the manufacturer for Pfizer/BioNTech vaccine 
BNT162b2, this critical appraisal shows: relative risk reduction, 95.1%; 95% CI, 
90.0% to 97.6%...”
“…For the Moderna vaccine mRNA-1273, the appraisal shows: relative risk 
reduction, 94.1%; 95% CI, 89.1% to 96.8%...”

So how does this all work with math? Well we will use the graph in the Brown 
journal (below) to go through the basic concept of it all. Let’s say that you are 
going to be distributing a new vaccine product, and you have 200 participants 
that have volunteered to take your product. So you decide to split the group up 
in half as you have to administer a vaccine to 100 participants, and a placebo to 
the other 100 participants, as they serve as the control group for the test. 

Once the participants have been 
injected, then you need to sit back 
and wait for any reports from either 
group. 
As your trial comes to a close, you 
find that you have 1 person in the 
vaccine group reported as a death 
from covid-19, and 2 people in the 
placebo group that have reported 
deaths from covid-19. 
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So based on the mathematic formulas used for determining relative risk reduction, 
you must first determine absolute risk reduction before you can even consider 
creating the relative risk reduction number. In this case this is done by taking the 
CER or Control Event Rate number – which is your placebo group number of adverse 
events – and subtract the EER or Experimental Event Rate number from it. This 
would look like this:

CER – EER = Absolute Risk Reduction.

2 cases out of 100 or 0.02% - 1 case out of 100 or 0.01% = 0.01%

This means that between the vaccine injected and the unvaccinated, there is only a 
1% difference in absolute risk reduction between the two groups of people. But you 
see, once the ARR number is established, the manufacturers can create the illusion 
of increased effectiveness by using the Relative Risk Reduction concept to lie to 
consumers about the effectiveness of their injections. This would look something like 
this:

ARR / CER = Relative Risk Reduction

0.01% / 0.02% = 0.5% or 50% relative risk reduction. 

You can see by using this basic example, that the 
absolute risk reduction in this case is literally 1%, 
which to the medical field is meaningless in terms of 
protection, however; if you were to use the relative 
risk reduction number that can be derived from the 
same data set, you can trick people by saying that an 
additional 50% of participants that took the vaccine 
during the clinical trials survived when compared to 
those that had the placebo. This can be very 
deceitful if a product really did not have any overall 
positive effect on the whole group that was 
participating. This is just one of the ways that 
vaccine manufacturers and governments can fool 
people using statistics.

Brown goes on further in conclusion section of his journal stating:

“A critical appraisal of phase III clinical trial data for the Pfizer/BioNTech 
vaccine BNT162b2 and Moderna vaccine mRNA-1273 shows that absolute risk 
reduction measures are very much lower than the reported relative risk reduction 
measures. Yet, the manufacturers failed to report absolute risk reduction 
measures in publicly released documents…

…Such examples of outcome reporting bias mislead and distort the public’s 
interpretation of COVID-19 mRNA vaccine efficacy and violate the ethical and 
legal obligations of informed consent.” 79



So by using the second chart added to 
Brown’s journal, you can surmise that both 
Pfizer and Moderna claimed that their 
vaccine trial data proved their products 
were 95% effective against covid-19, when 
in reality, both vaccines showed less than 
a 1% absolute risk reduction versus 
anyone that did not take the vaccine and 
was given a placebo. This is considered 
clinically insignificant.

So the bottom line is….the vaccines DO ABSOLUTELY NOTHING!

If you want to take a look at some of the official data that I could find on the 
Moderna and Pfizer vaccines effectiveness, here are some of the excerpts:

1. Effectiveness of Covid-19 Vaccination Against Risk of Symptomatic 
Infection, Hospitalization, and Death Up to 9 Months: A Swedish Total-
Population Cohort Study – Nordstrom and Ballin

2. Waning Immune Humoral Response to BNT162b2 Covid-19 Vaccine over 6 
Months - Levin and colleagues…
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3. Waning of SARS-CoV-2 vaccine-induced immunity: A systematic 2 review 
and secondary data analysis – Fransico Menegale and colleagues.

I don’t know…with all of the breakthrough cases everywhere, and with people 
dropping like flies after taking the experimental injections, I really do not see a 
benefit to beginning this vaccination process the employer has created. Just by 
looking at these three studies, it would appear that I would have to:

A) Take an mRNA vaccine every 3 - 6 months or so, maybe even less to have 
any sort of immunity protection according to the science.

B) Progressively increase my risk of experiencing an adverse event or death 
with each dose that is demanded by my employer. Based on the current pace of 
vaccine distribution, I can expect about…

2 doses per year x 30 years working = 60 chances of having a severe adverse 
event or potentially getting the wrong end of a mRNA vaccine, and all for a 
virus that 99% of the time an individual survives from without issue. 

C) Allow my employer to treat my body like their own personal property. Again, 
I will remind everyone reading, that regardless of whether you think these 
vaccines work or not, it is not anyone else’s business what medical procedures 
you choose to go through. This is not up for debate, and employers should 
have had their heads examined for brain damage for attempting to claim their 
employees as some sort of “corporate asset”.

Part of the reason that these covid injections 
fail to provide protection is based on how they 
are created. The mRNA vaccines were coded for 
the original Wuhan strain of SARS CoV2. This 
means that any subsequent mutations of covid-19 
could easily by-pass the antibody mechanisms 
created by the body when formulating an immune 
response, as the individual’s body would create
antibodies for the original strain – not the Beta, 
Delta or Omicron strains. 81



This is also why these vaccine manufacturers are now attempting to convince people 
to take their “Bivalent” vaccines, because they claim they can cover both the Alpha 
and Omicron strains – NO THANK YOU. One piece of toxic mRNA was bad enough 
and caused enough injury and death, but for people to have two different types of 
synthetic RNA floating around in their bodies trying to rewrite their genetic 
profile….again… NO THANK YOU.

I also need to remind employees out there that your employer is 
VERY LIKELY to reimplement their currently “suspended” 
vaccination policies. I have many reasons for believing that this 
will be the case, but the most prevalent reason MY employer is 
not intending to let off the gas, is because they are still 
treating the workplace like some sort of biohazard zone when an 
employee or two test positive for covid. To me this denotes that 
the employer has NOT let go of their criminal policy. Another 
sign that vaccination policies will be reimplemented, is because 
many federal employers still have it listed within their job 
specifications that employees are required to provide proof of 
vaccination as a requisite to be employed. 

In response to all of this nonsense, we should be asking the federal employers a 
few more questions, like:

Why are your workplaces even open if 
you are soooo worried about 
employees contracting covid-19? 
Shouldn’t all your facilities be 
immediately shutdown to prevent 
employees from contracting the covid 
virus - it is smaller and deadlier than 
asbestos after all. Please tell me Mr. 
Employer, do employees not catch the 
virus from breathing in the air in the 
facility or in an apartment 
building/condo where they deliver?

Why are you repeatedly exposing your employees to the very danger that you are 
demanding them to take a dangerous and experimental gene therapy injection for?

I even know what the federal employers would say in response, “The employee is 
bringing the hazard into our workplace, our air is sterile before anyone arrives.” 
But here is the thing, because the federal government and corporations by 
extension all believe that covid can be passed A-symptomatically, then you cannot 
place blame on an employee for bringing the virus into the facility, as apparently, 
someone can have covid-19 and spread it without their knowledge. 
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This means Mr. Employer, that even if an employee had no symptoms of covid, and 
performed the ridiculous “self-assessment” that you wrote into your workplace 
covid procedures, you cannot hold them accountable for bringing covid into the 
workplace, because you yourself have stated that it is entirely possible that this 
could happen and the employee would not know. Don’t believe me? Take a look at 
what is stated on the government of Canada’s public health service website (below): 
Testing for COVID-19: When to get tested and testing results - Canada.ca

And here is an another example of the federal government explaining to Health 
Professionals that an individual can be infectious with covid for up to three days 
before showing symptoms, in other words, A-symptomatic for three days before 
showing symptoms (below): https://www.canada.ca/en/public-
health/services/diseases/2019-novel-coronavirus-infection/health-
professionals/transmission.html

And what is that wonderful option you provide them in 
absence of a forced vaccine? The employee has to have 
that always-memorable ethylene oxide nasal lobotomy 
three times a week if they are somehow able to procure 
a workplace accommodation; which by the way federal 
employees, is also a big old pile of illegal no-no coming 
from your federal employer. Here is how the testing 
request from your federal employer breaks down 
legally… at least from my perspective.

To begin, we will go to the same government website listed above to better 
understand what these tests are and what they are looking for. According to the 
Canadian government, there are two types of tests being used for covid: The 
Covid-19 Rapid test, and the molecular PCR test. 
The website states…

“…There are different ways that samples can be collected to test for COVID-19. 
They can be collected through a: nose swab, throat swab, saliva sample, oral (fluid) 
swab.

Trust is a two way street. If your government does not trust you, how can you 
trust your government?
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…Diagnosing and screening for active infections

Nucleic acid-based testing (commonly referred to as molecular testing) is the main 
type of test used in Canada to diagnose COVID-19. Of all the molecular tests, 
polymerase chain reaction (PCR) is the most common. Molecular tests detect the 
virus's genetic material (nucleic acids).

Rapid antigen detection tests RADT (often called COVID-19 rapid tests) are used to 
detect virus proteins. While the technology is advancing, antigen tests are generally 
less sensitive than molecular tests for diagnosing COVID-19 in people who have no 
symptoms of illness (asymptomatic). Antigen tests are, however, useful for screening 
asymptomatic people if they are tested at regular intervals (called serial testing). 
Serial testing is usually done 2 to 3 times over a period of 36 hours. This increases 
the overall sensitivity of the RADTs by allowing detection of the virus when levels 
begin to increase in infected individuals.

The government then goes on for a bit on a different webpage about PCR tests, and 
how they are considered the gold standard for diagnosing “active” covid-19 in 
patients. 

But more importantly it also 
mentions that PCR tests detect 
the virus’ “genetic material” 
(nucleic acids) as part of the 
process. Interesting stuff, but 
because we need to know what 
they mean by genetic material, 
we should probably take a 
deeper look. On the initial web 
search of what a PCR test is 
looking for, we see the following 
information pop up. (right) It 
seems that the PCR tests are 
looking for RNA or DNA from 
the covid-19 virus. But since this 
is just the very first piece of 
information, let’s continue, as 
there could be even more to 
find.

This was not the mask 
you were wanting us 

to wear was it?



If we go to the National Library of Medicine’s website for their PCR testing “factsheet”, 
they provide a verbose description of what is taking place:

“Polymerase chain reaction (PCR) is a common laboratory technique used in research and 
clinical practices to amplify, or copy, small segments of genetic material. PCR is 
sometimes called “molecular photocopying,” and it is incredibly accurate and sensitive. 
Short sequences called primers are used to selectively amplify a specific DNA sequence. 
PCR was invented in the 1980s and is now used in a variety of ways, including DNA 
fingerprinting, diagnosing genetic disorders and detecting bacteria or viruses. Because 
molecular and genetic analyses require significant amounts of a DNA sample, it is nearly 
impossible for researchers to study isolated pieces of genetic material without PCR 
amplification.”

“…COVID-19 testing uses a modified version of PCR called quantitative polymerase chain 
reaction (qPCR). This method adds fluorescent dyes to the PCR process to measure the 
amount of genetic material in a sample. In this instance, healthcare workers measure the 
amount of genetic material from SARS-CoV-2.”

“The testing process begins when healthcare workers collect samples using a nasal swab 
or saliva tube. The SARS-CoV-2 virus, which is the pathogen that causes COVID-19, uses 
RNA as its genetic material. First, the PCR is converted from single-stranded RNA to 
double-stranded DNA in a process called reverse transcription. The two DNA template 
strands are then separated…

Wow! There sure seems to be a 
great deal of DNA and RNA
gathering taking place while this 
PCR test is being administered. The 
funny thing is that I do not think 
that the federal employers really 
thought this aspect of their 
vaccination policy through either. 
My reason for this notion comes 
from the legislation that was 
created under the Genetic Non-
Discrimination Act in 2017, In this 
act there are a couple of key points 
that federal employees should have 
considered before sending 
employees off for those nasal 
lobotomies three times a week. The 
first point is pulled from the 
definitions section of the Act. 
Under the definitions it is stated 
that:

genetic test means a test that analyzes DNA, 
RNA or chromosomes for purposes such as the 
prediction of disease or vertical transmission 
risks, or monitoring, diagnosis or prognosis.

This is important to note, as this definition 
weighs heavily in the “prohibition” section that 
follows:

Prohibitions - Genetic test

3 (1) It is prohibited for any person to require 
an individual to undergo a genetic test as a 
condition of

(a) providing goods or services to that 
individual;

(b) entering into or continuing a contract or 
agreement with that individual; or

(c) offering or continuing specific terms or 
conditions in a contract or agreement with that 
individual.
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To put all of this information together into one concept, so that you can explain this 
all to your employer when they try and make you take a test to continue work, it 
would go something like this... Because a genetic test by definition means any test 
that analyses DNA or RNA, and since the PCR test analyses DNA and RNA samples 
of SARS CoV2, then according to the prohibitions sections of the Act, the employer 
CANNOT legally ask you to take the PCR test to enter into or continue your work 
contract with them. In fact, if the employer chooses to take this action, then they 
could suffer fines as well as potential jail time for their violations as shown in the 
Offences and Punishment section.

Boy oh boy….the jail time just keeps adding up. We see violations under Criminal 
Code section 217.1 & 219. We see violations under just about the entirety of the 
Employer’s Duties in Part 2 of Labour Code – Occupational Health and Safety. 
We have further violations for genetic manipulation under the Assisted Human 
Reproduction Act. And now you can see, we also have violations under the Genetic 
Non-Discrimination Act as well. Things are not looking very good for those senior 
officers that decided to ignore their employees concerns about the vaccination 
process they were implementing. How much worse can it possibly get! Follow Posties
for Freedom on down to Part 7, where we will start to discuss some of the case law 
in Canada around occupational health and safety and how it compares to the actions 
of your federal employer.
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