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Dr. Charles Hoffe Denounces the Covid Vaccine:
“Biggest Disaster in Medical History”. Confronts
College of Physicians and Surgeons of BC
The College of Physicians and Surgeons of British Columbia Tribunal rules
against blanket judicial notice of significant facts.

By Lee Turner, Dr. Charles Hoffe, Dr. Mark Trozzi, and Prof

Michel Chossudovsky
Global Research, July 08, 2024
Dr Mark Trozzi

Region: Canada
Theme: Law and Justice

All  Global  Research  articles  can  be  read  in  51  languages  by  activating  the  Translate
Website button below the author’s name (only available in desktop version).

To receive Global Research’s Daily Newsletter (selected articles), click here.

Click the share button above to email/forward this article to your friends and colleagues.
Follow us on Instagram and Twitter and subscribe to our Telegram Channel. Feel free to
repost and share widely Global Research articles.

Spread the Truth, Refer a Friend to Global Research

Our thanks to Dr. Mark Trozzi for bringing this important issue to our attention.

***

Yesterday,  during Wins of  the Week,  we reported that  Dr. Charles Hoffe  and his  lawyer,
Lee  Turner,  successfully  opposed  the  College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons  of  BC’s
application. The College sought an order from the panel to take judicial notice of their
version of the facts concerning the safety and effectiveness of the COVID vaccine and SARS-
CoV-2, but this application was defeated.

As promised, we’re publishing a detailed report on this matter. It begins with a letter from
Lee Turner, JD, explaining the situation, followed by the complete collection of documents,
starting with the CPSOBC’s explanation of the decision.

Dr. Mark Trozzi

Dr.  Charles  Hoffe:  Hidden  COVID-19  Vaccine  Injuries:  The
Microscopic  Blood  Clots

Many people who are vaccinated will not be immediately aware of the injuries incurred. The
latter in many cases of “adverse events” are not discernible nor are they recorded. While
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“big blood clots” resulting from the vaccine are revealed and reported by those vaccinated,
an  important  study  by  Canada’s  Dr.  Charles  Hoffe  suggests  that  the  mRNA  vaccine
generates  “microscopic  blood  clots”.

“The blood clots we hear about which the media claim are very rare are the big blood
clots which are the ones that cause strokes and show up on CT scans, MRI, etc.

The clots I’m talking about are microscopic and too small to find on any scan. They can
thus only be detected using the D-dimer test.” 

“These people have no idea they are even having these microscopic blood clots. The
most alarming part of this is that there are some parts of the body like the brain, spinal
cord, heart and lungs which cannot re-generate. When those tissues are damaged by
blood clots they are permanently damaged.

“These shots are causing huge damage and the worst is yet to come.” (Charles Hoffe)

Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, July 8, 2024

Excerpt  and  quotations   from The Worldwide  Corona  Crisis,  Global  Coup d’Etat
Against Humanity.

Video Charles Hoffe. Microscopic Blood Clots

Watch below his interview with Laura Lynn Tylor Thompson (also available on Rumble
channel).

Video: “Biggest Disaster in Medical History”. Dr. Charles Hoffe 

 

Subject: Judicial Notice Decision for Dr. Charles Hoffe

Date: July 5, 2024 at 12:58:16 PM PDT

Hello everyone,

I wanted to let you all know that we were successful in defeating the application of the
College of Physicians and Surgeons of BC where they sought an order from the panel taking
judicial notice of their version of facts concerning the safety and effectiveness of the covid
vaccine and SARS-CoV-2.  

I am providing this to you (some who are lawyers and many who are not) so you are aware
of  this  positive  decision.    In  my opinion,  this  decision  is  a  clear  win  for  Dr.  Hoffe and  for
anyone  who  is  facing  similar  arguments  by  government  or  public  health  officials  or
institutions in a disciplinary context.  While the panel made it very clear that they have not
accepted or rejected our expert evidence at this stage, they have now seen it. This is the
first decision of its kind in Canada that I am aware of in a disciplinary hearing context that
provides such thorough and clear reasons as to why judicial notice should not be taken of
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these disputed facts. It should be of use to all other health professionals who are facing a
similar situation and likely will be of assistance in other civil cases within the court system.
Although this decision is not binding on a court, it is written in a manner that you would
normally see in a court decision and the reasoning and the legal arguments made are sound
and would be persuasive to a court in my opinion. One of our panel members is a retired BC
Supreme Court and BC Court of Appeal judge.  I would not be surprised if he wrote the
decision or at least had some significant input. 

I will highlight what I consider to be the key aspects of the decision, but I have attached the
decision for your review.  Please feel free to share this decision on your social media and
with any lawyers or individuals that you think this may help.  I have also attached the
College’s  application  and my reply  to  the  College’s  application  which  shows the legal
arguments. I have attached Dr. Hoffe’s affidavit but have not provided all of the exhibits due
to its length but I  can certainly do so if  someone would like it.   If  you would like the
attachments as well just let me know and I can send them to you through dropbox or secure
docs.  I have not attached the College’s reply where they attack the reliability and weight of
our expert reports, but I could certainly do so if someone wants it. 

In paragraph 4 of the decision, the panel details the 8 “Notice Facts” (which actually contain
more than 8 facts) that the College was seeking judicial notice of. In paragraph 8 of the
decision the panel sets out what they are prepared to take judicial notice of. I have no issue
with the facts that they did take judicial notice of as I think they are facts. These facts do not
help  the  College  in  proving  their  charges  against  Dr.  Hoffe in  any  way.  As  a  result  of  this
decision, the College will be required to prove their case by presenting evidence that is
subject to testing through cross-examination.

At paragraph 12 of the decision the panel reiterates their previous criticism of the College
for bringing this judicial notice application approximately 2 weeks before the then scheduled
start of the hearing which was to occur between March 1-14th 2024. It is also important to
note that the panel  began or opened the hearing on May 31, 2024. This is  important
because the College is  not  allowed to introduce new expert  evidence or  documentary
evidence unless it is provided to us at least 14 days before the hearing commences. They
have indicated that if they lost this application they were going to be getting 8 additional
experts  and  potentially  2  or  3  additional  lay  witnesses.  I  will  be  opposing  any  such
argument. The Health Professions Act contains these provisions regarding the exchange of
evidence to be utilized at a hearing, and it also contains a loophole that allows the panel to
ignore these rules if not doing so would unduly prejudice one of the parties (s.38(4.2))
 However given the fact that the Colleges recognize that Dr. Hoffe is entitled to a very high
level of procedural fairness, and that is the reason s.38 (4.1) is in the HPA, I am hopeful we
will be able to persuade the panel that they should not exercise their right to use s.38(4.2)
in this instance to allow the College to essentially have a do over in terms of providing
evidence to justify the charges set out in the citation and in their letter of particulars.

At paragraph 14 the Panel confirms that the College intends to tender expert evidence from
Dr. Trevor Corneil. Although the College tried to suggest in their application materials that
Dr. Corneil  was simply offering background facts, when his report was originally served on
Dr. Hoffe’s former counsel, counsel for the College confirmed they were serving his report as
an expert report. They have also previously made this commitment to the panel in other
appearances. My belief is the reason they are doing this is so that they can try to bolster
their argument that they need 8 additional experts as they have previously stated, if they
were unsuccessful in their judicial notice application. It is also important to note that the
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panel recognized that the 8 expert reports that we have tendered in response to the judicial
notice of application were tendered for the purpose of supporting the veracity of the various
statements made by Dr. Hoffe that he is now being persecuted for.

The College has suggested some of the additional experts they intend to call will include a
cellular biologist, a virologist, a cardiologist, a hematologist and a gynecologist. (Paragraph
17). The panel summarizes the College’s rationale for their application in paragraphs 15-22. 
The panel points out the inconsistent position taken by the College with respect to the
reliability of your expert evidence (paragraph 29-30).

The Court explains why it was prepared to take judicial notice of the fact that there is a
potential  for  the  Covid  virus  to  cause  death  or  other  serious  effects  but  in  doing  so
emphasized that the level of that risk is one of the central issues in dispute. The panel notes
that  some of  the  evidence provided by  Dr.  Hoffe’s  experts  confirm that  the  risk  of  severe
disease and death is extremely skewed to those above 70 years of age, especially those
with multiple comorbidities. The court noted our submission that the data shows that there
is a very high survival rate for those under age 70. The panel also chose to highlight some of
our other arguments at paragraph 47 which I think is a good sign that they are paying
attention to the submissions and felt them worthy of mention. Paragraph 48 summarizes
their conclusions on this issue.

The  facts  that  the  College  sought  judicial  notice  of  that  were  dangerous  to  Dr.  Hoffe’s
defence were those in items 2-5. Thankfully the College declined to take judicial notice of
any of those items (paragraph 49). The College agreed with our argument that these facts
were too broad and imprecise to be the subject of judicial notice (paragraph 52), not to
mention that they are not true. The panel was not about to draw that conclusion in the
context of the judicial notice application however. That determination will  be left to be
determined after the hearing has concluded based upon the evidence presented at the
hearing.

With respect to the suggestion that the virus does not discriminate, the panel accepted our
argument that this was too vague to be a proper fact for judicial notice and made note of
our argument that the virus does indeed discriminate in terms of who is more likely to be
infected and the seriousness of the consequences to certain individuals if infected.

The panel endorsed important language in a decision rendered by the Saskatchewan Court
of Appeal where it held that the safety and efficacy of any drug is always relative and as a
rule the safety and efficacy of a pharmaceutical product cannot be discussed in such a blunt
fashion as to say that it “is” or “is not” safe and effective. The endorsement of this principle
is important. (See paragraph 58).

The Panel concluded that it cannot reach an accurate and reliable conclusion on the issues
raised by  the  College without  hearing from Dr.  Hoffe’s  experts  and permitting  them to  be
cross-examined. (Paragraph 70).

The panel makes it  very clear that they have not made any determinations about the
reliability of our expert evidence but does point out on a number of occasions that the
College admitted that the evidence we have presented contradicts their “Notice Facts” that
they  sought  judicial  notice  of.  This  admission  necessitated  the  College  to  make  the
arguments in their Reply about the reliability of, and weight to be given to, our expert
opinions. (Paragraph 88).
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Another conclusion of the panel that is important is where they state that appellate courts
have shifted away from using judicial notice to resolve scientific questions about the safety
and efficacy of pediatric Covid 19 vaccines and moved towards a presumption in favour of
parental decision-making that is consistent with Health Canada recommendations in family
law proceedings. These decisions conclude that parents and courts are entitled to rely on
Health Canada’s recommendations as indicating the course of action presumed to be in the
best interest of children, absent compelling evidence to the contrary. While I suspect we all
agree that Health Canada has not earned the privilege to be granted such a presumption, I
suspect we also agree that there is compelling evidence to the contrary. The key is making
sure that the people with the right qualifications clearly present that evidence to the courts
and these panels so that we can start to turn the jurisprudence around on this issue and
demonstrate that Health Canada should not be entitled to such a presumption.  Our expert
opinion, and this case overall, presents an opportunity to begin this process. 

While the panel quotes the troubling Court of Appeal decision out of Alberta in Holden v.
Holden,  at  paragraph 93,  which stands for  the proposition that  courts do not need to
second-guess  Health  Canada  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  whether  it’  s  recommended
vaccinations are in a child’s best interests, they do endorse a very useful quote from a
Saskatchewan  Court  of  Appeal  decision  in  paragraph  95  which  I  believe  is  critically
important. The Saskatchewan Court of Appeal in OMS v. EJS made it clear that the fact that
Health  Canada  has  granted  approval  of  a  new drug  is  such  a  broad  and  categorical
statement that  it  has little  meaning or  utility.  The Saskatchewan Court  of  Appeal  confirms
that the fact that regulatory approval has occurred means only that Health Canada has
determined, based on a risk-benefit analysis, that a drug is sufficiently safe, effective and of
sufficient quality to be approved, if it is used in accordance with the approval, including the
product monograph, together with any medical advice and monitoring that may be required.
One of the key points stated by the Court of Appeal is that they noted the existence of easy-
to-find  case  law  or  reports  of  instances  where  drug  companies  have  been  found  to  have
brought on the market products that have passed a regulatory process and have been found
to be associated with risks that are later determined to have been misdescribed or missed
altogether in the product information that accompanies the distribution of the product. For
those reasons, the Saskatchewan Court of Appeal said that they found it impossible to arrive
at a conclusion that the Pfizer vaccine is safe because it is government approved and is so
notorious or generally accepted as not to be the subject of  debate among reasonable
persons  or  so  capable  of  immediate  and  accurate  demonstration  by  resort  to  readily
accessible sources of indisputable accuracy. In other words, the Saskatchewan Court of
Appeal  is  making  it  clear  that  despite  Health  Canada  finding  a  variety  of  drugs  safe  and
effective in the past, many of them have later been withdrawn from the market because this
conclusion turned out to be false.

While I still find the decisions in a family law context troubling, the panel does point out that
in Holden in the Alberta Court of Appeal and in OMS in the Saskatchewan Court of Appeal
that when considering whether or not a child should be vaccinated, it is not necessary to
make a separate inquiry into the safety, effectiveness and desirability of vaccination unless
there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  put  these  issues  into  question.  The  example  they  give  is
evidence of child-specific medical concerns. I would suggest that general safety concerns of
the product should be enough but the reality is that in family law cases often the litigants do
not have access to experts like those we have been privileged to work with on this case.

The panel summarizes these cases in paragraph 100 where it  makes a very important
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statement . The panel concludes that while in the family law context in most cases the
presumption that a drug or vaccine approved by Health Canada is safe and effective will be
sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  issue,  unless  a  party  adduces  such  evidence  to  displace  that
presumption, which in such case the issues of safety or risk from vaccination should be
resolved on the evidence. 

The  panel  also  accepted  our  argument  that  a  disciplinary  proceeding  is  starkly  different
from all of these family law cases. Based on the jurisprudence, it is a professional discipline
matter that calls for a high degree of procedural fairness (although one would think that the
safety of children would be at least as important) and that the citation squarely raises the
question  whether  the  statements  made  by  Dr.  Hoffe  were  true.  The  panel  makes  this
important conclusion in paragraph 102 “The fact of regulatory approval does not provide a
presumptive answer to this question in the same way that it  does for the question of
whether a child should receive a vaccine.” Again I disagree with the fact that children should
be subject to some lower standard of procedural fairness but at the very least we have the
panel  saying  here  that  just  because  Health  Canada  approved  something  does  not
necessarily  mean  that  they  are  safe  or  effective.  The  panel  has  decided  that  the  must
review  the  evidence  before  making  such  a  determination.

The panel made it clear that although they were prepared to take judicial notice of the fact
that Health Canada had approved the covid vaccines, they declined to take judicial notice of
the  assertion  that  regulatory  approval  is  a  strong  indicator  of  safety  and  effectiveness  as
has been done in a number of other cases. (Paragraph 107). The panel made a distinction
that I am not sure I agree with at paragraph 108 where they distinguished the Ontario Court
of Appeal decision in JN v. CG where the court found that judicial notice should be taken of
regulatory  approval,  and  that  regulatory  approval  is  a  strong  indicator  of  safety  and
effectiveness, on the basis that this pertained to pediatric covid 19 vaccines. Again I am not
sure  why  the  children  are  subject  to  a  lower  threshold  of  protection  than  a  medical
professional in a disciplinary proceeding. For our purposes with Dr. Hoffe’s matter, the panel
went out of its way to distinguish this Court of Appeal decision to justify its refusal to take
judicial notice of these facts sought by the College in the circumstances.

So this is one of those victories that we need to take a moment to celebrate but there are
still many battles to be fought in this case. On Monday we are going back before the panel
for a case planning conference and at this hearing we will likely discuss whether or not the
College  still  intends  to  attempt  to  tender  8  additional  expert  reports  and  2  or  more
additional lay witnesses, and if so, when I will be permitted to make written arguments
objecting to same.

I hope you will find this encouraging and potentially helpful to others you know of that are
involved in these types of situations with the professional body or health authority,  or
possibly in other contexts as well.

Regards, 

Lee C. Turner

Partner, Professional Law Corporation

*
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Click here for CPSBC: Reasons for Decision – Judicial Notice Application.

Click here for the complete Affidavit of  Dr Charles Hoffe March 20,2024.

Excerpts below

This is the Ist affiduvit of Dr. Charles Hoffe in this case and was made on 2 March,2024

https://drtrozzi.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/CPSBC-reasons-for-decision.pdf
https://drtrozzi.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Affidavit-1-of-Dr.-Hoffe-March-20-2024.pdf
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IN THE MATIER OF the CITATION to appear further amended and dated July 19, 2023
pursuant to Section 38 of the Health Professions Act, RSBC 1996, c 183

BETWEEN

COLLEGE OF PHYSICIANS AND SURGEONS OF BRITISH COLUMBIA (the

AND

“CoUege”)

DR. CHARLES HOFFE (“Dr. Roffe”)

AFFIDAVIT

APPLICANT

RESPONDENT

I, DR. CHARLES HOFFE, of 153 Loring Way East, PO Box 550, Lytton, British Columbia,
VOK 1ZO, Physician, SWEAR (OR AFFIRM) THAT:

I am the Respondent in this matter and as such, have personal knowledge of the facts
and matters hereinafter deposed to, save and except where such facts and matters are
stated to be made upon information and belief, and as to such facts and matters I verily
believe them to be true.

I  have  reviewed  the  documents  and  videos  attached  as  exhibits  to  my  affidavit  and
provide a brief summary of some of the infonnation contained with them and some
background infonnation.

In September 2021 a group called the Public Hea1th and Medical Professionals for
Transparency filed a Freedom of Infom1ation Act (FOIA) request with the US Food and
Drug Administration to obtain the documentation used to approve the Pfizer COVID-19
Vaccine known as Comimaty, including safety and effectiveness data, adverse reaction
reports and lists of active and inactive ingredients. When after a month, the FDA bad
not responded to the request the PHMPT sued to compel production ofthe documents.

Pfizer  and the  FDA asked the  Court  to  give  them 75 years  to  release  the  documents,
providingjust 500 pages per month, but the Court ruled that they had to release them
at the rate of 50,000 plus pages per month. In the middle of November 2021 the FDA
released the first 91 pages which included the Pfizer Adverse Events Report dated April
30, 2021 which included data from Pfizer’s post-market surveillance up to February 28,
2021 (the “Pfizer Feb 28, 2021 AESI Report”) .

A true copy of this document is attached as exhibit ..A” to this my affidavit.

In  this  report,  Pfizer  revealed  that  it  received  42,086  adverse  events  reports
that included 1223 deaths from people who had received the vaccine. See
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page  6,  last  paragraph,  and  Table  1  on  page  7,  2nd  last  row  for  this
information.

Attached as exhibit “B “ is a document that I created by taking the information
contained  within  Appendix  1  to  the  Pfizer  Feb  28,  2021  AESI  Report,  and
numbering  each  of  the  adverse  events  of  special  interest  reported  to  Pfizer
following injection of their product, up to February 28, 2021. I have color coded
those AESIs that are relevant to the Citation and provided a legend for ease of
reference.

Click here for the complete Affidavit of  Dr Charles Hoffe March 20,2024.

Click here for the Application Response to Affidavit of Dr Charles Hoffe.

*

Note to readers: Please click the share button above. Follow us on Instagram and Twitter
and  subscribe  to  our  Telegram Channel.  Feel  free  to  repost  and  share  widely  Global
Research articles.

The Worldwide Corona Crisis, Global Coup d’Etat
Against Humanity

by Michel Chossudovsky

Michel Chossudovsky reviews in detail how this insidious project “destroys people’s lives”.
He  provides  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  everything  you  need  to  know  about  the
“pandemic” — from the medical  dimensions to the economic and social  repercussions,
political underpinnings, and mental and psychological impacts.

“My  objective  as  an  author  is  to  inform people  worldwide  and  refute  the  official  narrative
which has been used as a justification to destabilize the economic and social fabric of entire
countries, followed by the imposition of the “deadly” COVID-19 “vaccine”. This crisis affects
humanity in its entirety: almost 8 billion people. We stand in solidarity with our fellow
human beings and our children worldwide. Truth is a powerful instrument.”

Reviews

This is an in-depth resource of great interest if it is the wider perspective you are motivated

https://drtrozzi.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Affidavit-1-of-Dr.-Hoffe-March-20-2024.pdf
https://drtrozzi.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Application-Response-of-Dr-Hoffe-re-Judicial-Notice-Revised.pdf
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to understand a little better, the author is very knowledgeable about geopolitics and this
comes out in the way Covid is contextualized. —Dr. Mike Yeadon

In  this  war  against  humanity  in  which  we  find  ourselves,  in  this  singular,  irregular  and
massive assault against liberty and the goodness of people, Chossudovsky’s book is a rock
upon which to sustain our fight. –Dr. Emanuel Garcia

In  fifteen  concise  science-based  chapters,  Michel  traces  the  false  covid  pandemic,
explaining how a PCR test, producing up to 97% proven false positives, combined with a
relentless 24/7 fear campaign, was able to create a worldwide panic-laden “plandemic”; that
this  plandemic  would  never  have  been  possible  without  the  infamous  DNA-modifying
Polymerase Chain Reaction test  –  which to this  day is  being pushed on a majority  of
innocent people who have no clue. His conclusions are evidenced by renown scientists.
—Peter Koenig 

Professor Chossudovsky exposes the truth that “there is no causal relationship between the
virus  and  economic  variables.”  In  other  words,  it  was  not  COVID-19  but,  rather,  the
deliberate implementation of the illogical, scientifically baseless lockdowns that caused the
shutdown of the global economy. –David Skripac

A reading of  Chossudovsky’s book provides a comprehensive lesson in how there is a global
coup d’état under way called “The Great Reset” that if not resisted and defeated by freedom
loving people everywhere will result in a dystopian future not yet imagined. Pass on this free
gift  from Professor  Chossudovsky  before  it’s  too  late.   You  will  not  find  so  much  valuable
information and analysis in one place. –Edward Curtin

ISBN: 978-0-9879389-3-0,  Year: 2022,  PDF Ebook,  Pages: 164, 15 Chapters

Price: $11.50 FREE COPY! Click here (docsend) and download.

You may also access the online version of the e-Book by clicking here.

We encourage you to support the eBook project by making a donation through Global
Research’s DonorBox “Worldwide Corona Crisis” Campaign Page. 
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