
From: Douglas Lloyd dlloyd@mediatube.tv
Subject: T-705-13

Date: July 7, 2025 at 8:15 AM
To: CMT_Toronto CMT_Toronto@cas-satj.gc.ca, Draga-Sladja Draga-Sladja.Kosoric@cas-satj.gc.ca, Wasserman, Samantha

swasserman@mccarthy.ca, Holtom, James jholtom@mccarthy.ca, Steven SMASON@mccarthy.ca

Dear Case Management Team.

I ask that my letter be placed before Associate Judge Crinson as so as possible.

Thank you,

Llold_Letter_to_CM_July_7
.pdf
154 KB

mailto:Lloyddlloyd@mediatube.tv
mailto:Lloyddlloyd@mediatube.tv
mailto:CMT_TorontoCMT_Toronto@cas-satj.gc.ca
mailto:CMT_TorontoCMT_Toronto@cas-satj.gc.ca
mailto:Draga-SladjaDraga-Sladja.Kosoric@cas-satj.gc.ca
mailto:Draga-SladjaDraga-Sladja.Kosoric@cas-satj.gc.ca
mailto:Samanthaswasserman@mccarthy.ca
mailto:Samanthaswasserman@mccarthy.ca
mailto:Jamesjholtom@mccarthy.ca
mailto:Jamesjholtom@mccarthy.ca
mailto:StevenSMASON@mccarthy.ca
mailto:StevenSMASON@mccarthy.ca


Douglas Lloyd 
8 Manor Road B 

Bobcaygeon, ON  
K0M 1A0  

Email: dlloyd@mediatube.tv 

 Via Email: cmt_toronto@cas-satj.gc.ca 

July 7, 2025 

 
Federal Court of Canada 
Case Management Team – Toronto 
180 Queen Street West, Suite 200 
Toronto, ON M5V 3L6 
 

Re: MediaTube Corp. v. Bell Canada et al. Court File No. T-705-13 

— Procedural Default by Plaintiffs and Request for Direction — 

Dear Associate Judge Crinson, 

I write as a self-represented litigant in the above-captioned matter to raise serious 
procedural concerns and respectfully request guidance from the Court. 

On June 16, 2025, the Court issued a Direction requiring the plaintiffs (the “Bell Group”) 
to file any reply record by July 4, 2025. That court-ordered deadline has now passed. 
As of the time of this writing, no reply materials have been filed or served. The 
plaintiffs are therefore in breach of a formal Direction of the Court and are now 
in procedural default under Rules 369(2) and 78(1) of the Federal Courts Rules. 

By contrast, I have fully complied with the Court’s timeline. I filed a complete motion 
record on June 23, 2025, supported by six exhibits submitted on June 11, 2025. These 
materials include public-domain technical evidence and unprotected discovery materials 
that directly contradict sworn testimony and trial exhibits from the 2016 decision. The 
plaintiffs have chosen not to respond. 

Instead, the Bell Group submitted a letter requesting that my June 11 evidence be 
treated as confidential — without bringing a motion under Rule 151, without serving me, 
and without any supporting legal justification. This request was procedurally improper 
and unsupported by the Rules. As no formal motion has been brought and no sealing 
order has been issued, I respectfully ask the Court to confirm that my June 11 
materials remain on the public record. 
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In light of these facts, I respectfully request that the Court: 

1. Confirm that the plaintiffs are in breach of the July 4, 2025 Direction and 
now in procedural default; 

2. Confirm that my June 11 materials remain publicly filed, as no Rule 151 
motion has been brought and no confidentiality order has been issued; 

3. Dismiss the plaintiffs’ contempt motion for failure to prosecute and non-
compliance with the Court’s Direction; 

4. Proceed to rule on my June 23, 2025 motion, which is properly filed, 
supported by evidence, and currently unopposed. 

For the record, I am prepared — as a matter of fairness — not to object if the plaintiffs 
seek leave of the Court to file a late response no later than July 9, 2025. However, 
such a filing would require formal approval of the Court under Rule 369(3), and I take no 
position on whether such leave should be granted. 

If no motion or filing is accepted by the Court by that date, I respectfully submit that the 
record is closed, and the Court should proceed to determine the matter on the basis of 
the materials before it, in accordance with Rule 369(3). 

I have complied with every procedural requirement. The plaintiffs have not. The 
evidence before the Court is public, material, and unrefuted. A refusal to consider that 
evidence or to enforce the Court’s own Direction would raise serious questions about 
the proper administration of justice. 

This matter has also been referred to relevant regulatory and oversight bodies in both 
Canada and the United States. I trust the Court will give this matter the fair and timely 
consideration it now urgently requires. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Douglas Lloyd 
8 Manor Road 
Bobcaygeon, ON K0M 1A0 
 



From: Douglas Lloyd dlloyd@mediatube.tv
Subject: T-705-13

Date: August 5, 2025 at 8:32 AM
To: CMT_Toronto CMT_Toronto@cas-satj.gc.ca, Kosoric, Draga-Sladja Draga-Sladja.Kosoric@cas-satj.gc.ca,

Wasserman, Samantha swasserman@mccarthy.ca, Steven SMASON@mccarthy.ca, Holtom, James jholtom@mccarthy.ca

Dear Case Management Team,

I ask that the attached letter be directed to Associate Justice Crinson.

Thank you,
Douglas Lloyd
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Douglas Lloyd 
8 Manor Road B 

Bobcaygeon, ON  
K0M 1A0  

Email: dlloyd@mediatube.tv 

 Via Email: cmt_toronto@cas-satj.gc.ca 

August 5, 2025 

Federal Court Case Management Team 
Federal Court 
180 Queen Street West, Suite 200 
Toronto, ON M5V 3L6 
 

Re: MediaTube Corp. et al. v. Bell Canada et al. – Court File No. T-705-13 
Response to McCarthy Tétrault LLP Letter dated August 1, 2025 

Further to My Letters Dated July 25 and August 2, 2025 
 
Dear Case Management Team, 
 
I write in my personal capacity, as a self-represented litigant and a shareholder of BCE 
Inc., to respond to the August 1, 2025 letter submitted by Mr. Stephen Mason of 
McCarthy Tétrault LLP. I ask that this letter is placed before Associate Judge Crinson. 
 
That letter contains serious factual and legal misstatements and was improperly 
submitted in violation of the Federal Courts Rules. 
 
1. My Motion Was Properly Filed and Served on June 23 
 
On June 23, 2025, I filed a motion in my personal capacity. The Court confirmed 
receipt, and Bell’s counsel was served on the same day. The motion is properly before 
the Court under Rule 369(1). Mr. Mason’s claim that the motion is defective due to 
MediaTube’s lack of corporate counsel is legally incorrect. I filed in my own name, 
asserting my rights as a shareholder and named party to the proceeding. 
 
2. Bell Committed to Respond by July 4 — and Did Not 
 
At the June 16, 2025 Case Management Conference, Bell’s counsel, Mr. James 
Holtom, clearly stated on the audio record that Bell would file its response by July 4, 
2025. This undertaking was acknowledged by Associate Judge Crinson. 
 
Bell failed to file anything by that date and never sought an extension or leave of the 
Court. 
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3. Bell Is in Procedural Default — Rule 210 Applies 
 

Under Rule 210, a party who fails to respond to a motion in the prescribed time is 
in default and may not take any further step in the proceeding unless the default is 
cured. 
 

To date, Bell has not filed a response or a motion for relief. Bell remains in default 
and is not permitted to file submissions or correspondence — including Mr. 
Mason’s August 1 letter — unless it first obtains leave of the Court. 
 
4. No Motion for Relief Has Been Filed — Rule 369(2) 
 
The proper way for a party in default to proceed is by bringing a motion under Rule 
369(2). Bell has not done so. Instead, Mr. Mason submitted a letter containing argument 
and procedural requests. This is impermissible under Rules 210, 369(1), and 30(1), 
which collectively bar parties in default from sidestepping the Rules by informal letter. 
 
5. Mr. Mason Has No Authority to Challenge My Personal Motion 
 
Mr. Mason argues that my motion should be struck due to MediaTube’s lack of 
corporate counsel. This is wrong in fact and law. I filed the motion personally, as a 
named party and as a shareholder of BCE Inc. There is no rule preventing a 
shareholder from filing in their own name to address fraud, altered evidence, or abuse 
of process. My standing is clear and protected under both common law and federal 
corporate law. 
 
6. Mr. Mason’s Request to Block Shareholder Contact Is Legally Unsupported 
 
Mr. Mason appears to suggest that I should be barred from contacting BCE or its 
directors as a shareholder. That request is not only improper — it is contrary to 
Canadian law. 
 

Under the Canada Business Corporations Act (CBCA), shareholders have the legal 
right to communicate directly with the corporation and its board, particularly in matters 
involving governance or misconduct. This includes: 
 

• Section 137(1) – 
 

“A shareholder entitled to vote at an annual meeting of shareholders may submit 
to the corporation notice of any matter that the shareholder proposes to raise at 
the meeting.” 

 

There is no statutory or judicial authority permitting a party — especially one in 
default — to seek a court order preventing a shareholder from lawfully communicating 
with a corporation in which they hold shares. If anything, Mr. Mason’s request borders 
on an abuse of process and may infringe on Charter-protected rights to freedom of 
expression and access to justice. 
 



7. The Court Should Now Rule on My Unopposed Motion 
 
The motion filed on June 23, 2025 is properly before the Court. It remains unopposed 
and is supported by sworn evidence, including proof of altered documents and perjured 
testimony. Bell has not challenged the evidence and is in procedural default. 
 
Accordingly, I respectfully request that the Court: 
 

• Disregard the August 1 letter from Mr. Mason under Rules 210, 369, and 
30(1), 

• Confirm that Bell Canada is in procedural default as of July 4, 2025, and 
• Proceed to rule on the June 23 motion without further delay. 

 
Respectfully, 

 
 
Douglas Lloyd 
Self-represented party and BCE Inc. shareholder 
dlloyd@mediatube.tv 

mailto:dlloyd@mediatube.tv

	CM email July 7
	Llold_Letter_to_CM_July_7
	CM email Aug 5
	Llold_Letter_to_CM_Aug_5

