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[1] The applicant seeks an extension of the time limit to appeal the guilty verdicts rendered on December 16, 2024, by a jury presided over by the Honourable Eric Downs of the Superior Court, District of Longueuil. The killing of the applicant’s family resulted in two counts of first degree murder of the children, one count of second degree murder of the mother, and one count of arson with respect to the family condominium.
[2] The applicant was also authorized by the appeal management judge to present – without having to comply with the usual formalities – an application for leave to submit into the appeal record what the applicant considers to be two new pieces of evidence.
Preliminary matter
[3] [bookmark: _Hlk215228083]The applicant filed with the Court a 34-page document entitled “Appeal”. The respondent initially objected to the document being publicly available and asked the Court to seal it because, in January 2025, the Superior Court, after a full hearing in which the media participated (see R. c. Al Ballouz (Ballouz), 2025 QCCS 140), had ordered a publication ban on similar information in another document, had redacted the information and had sealed that other document in its entirety. The Court agreed to seal the 34-page document entitled “Appeal” until it received submissions from the parties at the hearing.
[4] The respondent subsequently agreed to unseal the 34-page document entitled “Appeal”, subject to some redaction, in conformity with the judgment of the Superior Court. It sent its proposal to the applicant prior to the hearing. At the hearing, the respondent agreed to lift the proposed redaction of the three lines at the bottom of page 13. The balance of the proposal redacts the applicant’s opinions on various individuals involved in the events. 
[5] [bookmark: _Hlk214361930]The applicant’s position was received in writing on November 14, 2025. In it, the applicant argues that there is no need for redaction, given the fundamental right of freedom of opinion and expression. In this response, the applicant reiterated several of the statements targeted by the proposed redaction.
[6] The Court generally agrees with the Superior Court's conclusions. The Court adds that while there is such a fundamental right, the reasons for the redaction must be taken into account. These reasons are twofold. First, the Court notes that the redacted passages are expressions of negative and insulting opinions about several people with a close connection to the victims or events. Obviously, this is not evidence and therefore cannot be used for any purpose in an appeal. Second, the redacted passages only serve to disseminate information that may result in an affront to a person’s dignity (see Sherman Estate v. Donovan, 2021 SCC 25) – the whole for a completely pointless purpose.
[7] For the same reasons, the applicant's response will be redacted accordingly, as suggested by the respondent.
[8] Therefore, the Court agrees that the document and the response should be redacted as proposed by the respondent, with the exception of the three lines at the bottom of page 13 of the document. 
Appeal management
At the appeal management conference on September 18, 2025, and again at the hearing, the applicant insisted on proceeding without legal representation.
During the conference, the appeal management judge had explained the four criteria that must be met to extend the time limit for an appeal: 
(a) the applicant had the intention to appeal within the prescribed time limit (here, 30 days), the respondent was informed of that intention and no prejudice will result from the delay;
(b) there are valid grounds for an appeal (sustainable, defensible, arguable) under the applicable standard of review on appeal;
(c) the applicant acted with reasonable diligence in exercising the right of appeal; and
(d) the appeal is in the interests of justice.
See: R. c. Lamontagne, 1994 CanLII 6295 (C.A.Q); R. v. Roberge, 2005 SCC 48; R. c. D.N., 2020 QCCA 419, at para. 8-10; R. c. Zamiara, 2020 QCCA 841, at para. 43.
[9] It was further explained to the applicant that the grounds of appeal must, by necessity, be based on the trial and the evidence presented at trial, and nothing else. Barring exceptions, there cannot be new facts on appeal – i.e., facts that were not known by the trial judge or the jury – and it is not possible to testify during an appeal. 
The application to adduce fresh evidence
[10] Before dealing with the application for an extension of the time limit to appeal, the Court will consider the two new pieces of evidence the applicant seeks to file into the appeal record. Fresh evidence is one of the exceptions mentioned above and it is preferable to deal first with the application to adduce this evidence, as it might impact the other application.
[11] In Palmer v. The Queen, [1980] 1 S.C.R. 759, at page 775, the test for deciding an application to adduce fresh evidence on appeal was laid down as follows:
(1)      The evidence should generally not be admitted if, by due diligence, it could have been adduced at trial provided that this general principle will not be applied as strictly in a criminal case as in civil cases […];
(2)      The evidence must be relevant in the sense that it bears upon a decisive or potentially decisive issue in the trial;
(3)      The evidence must be credible in the sense that it is reasonably capable of belief;
(4)      It must be such that if believed it could reasonably, when taken with the other evidence adduced at trial, be expected to have affected the result.
[12] These criteria have not been met here.
[13] The first new item presented as fresh evidence consists of a document containing tables claiming to demonstrate the deceased mother’s Internet searches before the tragic events. That document comprises partial data extracted by the applicant from the electronic evidence gathered by the police — during the investigation, Sgt. Yan Massicotte had analyzed the victim’s computer — which evidence was disclosed by the Crown at the trial stage. According to the applicant, this evidence is proof that the mother premeditated the murders of the children. In that regard, it should be noted that the evidence was available at trial and any observations concerning this data could and ought to have been made at trial through a proper witness. Sgt. Massicotte might have been one such competent witness. Although he was subpoenaed by the applicant, he was never put on the stand.
[14] The second item proposed as new evidence are alleged words or screaming overheard by a neighbour, in which the firefighters were implored to help the children or “mes enfants”. The applicant claims that this was the deceased mother’s voice and that it is proof she was still alive when the firefighters arrived on the scene. The Court notes that the neighbour in question had given a written statement to the police and was subpoenaed by the applicant, but did not testify. Furthermore, the firefighters were cross-examined on whether the mother had said or screamed anything about “mes enfants”, but the witnesses all said she had not; on the contrary, they all described the victim’s body as lifeless, and one specifically testified that it was the applicant who was screaming “mon fils”. Finally, the forensic evidence provides indisputable proof that the mother had died before the firefighters arrived.
[15] The items proposed as fresh evidence were available at trial and the applicant chose not to pursue it. But more importantly, the two items proposed by the applicant cannot have any bearing upon a decisive or potentially decisive issue in the trial. They only serve to perpetuate a delusional opinion that the mother was alive and that it was, in fact, she who murdered the children. This evidence does not meet the Palmer criteria. Consequently, the application to adduce fresh evidence must be dismissed. 
The application to extend the time limit to appeal
[16] Turning now to the application for an extension of the time limit to appeal, the Court notes that the applicant did indeed have the intention to file an appeal within the 30-day period. The Crown is correct not to contest this first criterion.
[17] That said, however, the proposed appeal is entirely without merit.
[18] The applicant argues that the verdicts are unreasonable because no evidence was presented about the applicant’s state of mind with respect to the murders. The argument rests on the fact that the applicant did not testify and did not make a statement to the police, and that no psychiatric evidence was filed to prove the applicant’s state of mind. 
[19] State of mind is rarely presented by direct evidence and is usually inferred from circumstantial evidence. The applicant’s argument is without merit – the verdict cannot conceivably be described as unreasonable, which would imply that a properly instructed jury acting judicially could not reasonably have rendered such a verdict (R. v. Yebes, [1987] 2 S.C.R. 168). 
[20] Another argument the applicant asserts in the proposed appeal seeks to place responsibility on the deceased mother for the children’s murder. The argument is based on unfounded allegations concerning her bad character and on the “fresh evidence” mentioned above. This argument is frivolous and unfounded.
[21] The applicant further seeks to rely on the assumption that only rigor mortis had been used as a factor to establish the time of death. According to the applicant, that factor was said to be controversial. This, however, was a fact for the jury to determine and the judge instructed the jury appropriately in that regard. Be that as it may, and notwithstanding said factor, the record is replete with evidence to establish a reasonable sequence for the time of death. The Court is convinced that this argument has no merit.
[22] The applicant also disputes the general conclusions of guilt drawn from the evidence presented at trial. In particular, it is argued that the evidence demonstrated a “disconnected” state of mind caused by the consumption of toxic substances. It is also argued that the evidence points equally to the deceased mother’s responsibility for the children’s murder. Even if the inferences proposed by the applicant were reasonable – a conclusion the Court does not share – this was a matter for the jury to decide. That said, the Court notes that the applicant does not contest the evidence that led to the dismissal of the applicant’s motions for a directed verdict on the murder charges (see 2024 QCCS 4570) nor does the applicant raise any errors of fact in the appeal. The jury accepted this evidence, and the applicant has not demonstrated anything unreasonable in the inferences these facts allowed the jury to draw.
[23] Finally, the applicant challenges the impartiality of the judge's instructions to the jury. The Crown provided a transcript of the instructions, and a reading thereof does not show that they are biased or unbalanced. This ground of appeal is entirely unfounded and frivolous.
[24] In sum, the applicant has presented no fresh evidence, and the proposed appeal is destined to fail and is clearly frivolous considering the overwhelming and uncontested evidence. It would be contrary to the interests of justice to allow the application for an extension of the time limit to appeal and, therefore, the appeal.
FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT:
[25] REDACTS the document entitled “Appeal” according to the respondent’s suggestion, with the exception of the three lines found at the bottom of page 13 and discussed at the hearing, as well as the response received on November 14, 2025, SEALS the original document and the response, and PROHIBITS the publication of the redacted portions of the document and the response; 
[26] DISMISSES the application to adduce fresh evidence;
[27] DISMISSES the application for an extension of the time limit to appeal.
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