
FACT SHEET
Crown Witness # 1 — Police Detective A. Seeker
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Detective A. Seeker a 10-year veteran of the Toronto Police Cyber Crimes Unit (TPCCU) connected the 
dots between a Facebook page that the TPCCU had been monitoring, which had been posting praise for 
various anti-Semitic organizations and actions, and a series of tweets that were sent in January 2015.  

A year earlier, Detective Seeker had fielded several complaints from downtown the Toronto Green Party of 
Canada campaign office to the TPCCU about angry racist messages with a threatening tone from a 
“DRBIGKITTY” and a “CAT DR” sent to the campaign manager and the candidate. The Detective also had 
dealt with complaints about several hateful messages sent to a Toronto MP. These messages called for 
bombs and viruses to be used against “rotten, defective, genetic garbage called Jews and homosexuals.” 
and were sent from “dr angry” but used VPN software that made the origin untraceable at the time.

In 2015, Detective Seeker had started tracking tweets by “@deepeshraman” following another online hate 
crime investigation the TPCCU was conducting into a J. kumar who maintained an active Facebook and 
Twitter presence including following “@deepeshraman” on Twitter. The Detective was able to identify a 
number of emails between J. kumar and Raman that were full of hateful messages and discussed the 
same things as in other emails sent by Raman to other parties. Detective Seeker was able to confirm this 
connection to other emails sent to other parties by Mr. Raman later in the investigation. 

Detective Seeker was struck by an image of a tiger sitting between a stylized D and a stylized R that was 
included on both the Facebook page and in the tweets from “@deepeshraman”.  Detective Seeker was 
able to identify only one Deepesh Raman in the Toronto area through a quick online search of the name, 
identifying a Deepesh Raman as living in a Bay Street condo. During Detective Seeker’s investigation into 
J. kumar, this address was confirmed in older emails between Kumar and Raman that were recovered from 
J. kumar’ computer.  A search of the Ontario Land Registry confirmed the condo’s sole owner as Deepesh 
Raman.

Following a tweet by Raman on January 27 and then another on January 28, 2015, Detective Seeker was 
able to secure a warrant from a judge to search Mr. Raman’s condo and arrest him.  Acting on the warrant, 
Detective Seeker proceeded to the condo where he informed the concierge he was on official police 
business and gained access to the building. When he knocked on the door, Mr. Ramen answered. The 
detective was clearly able to see a computer and two USB drives on the dining table as he entered the 
apartment. He arrested Ramesh who came quietly, without resisting arrest but refused to answer any of 
Detective Seeker’s questions after consulting his defence attorney by phone as he was being arrested.  
Detective Seeker seized Ramesh’s cell phone as he placed Raman into a squad car to be driven back to 
52 Division for holding and questioning. He noted that the cellphone wallpaper was a tiger set between a 
stylized D and R. 

Detective Seeker returned to Mr. Raman’s Bay Street condo and entered after being admitted by the 
concierge once he explained the situation and produced the search warrant. Detective Seeker then 
conducted a search of Mr. Ramesh’s condo and seized a computer that had a screensaver of a rotating 
image of a tiger sitting between a stylized D and R.  A forensic digital search revealed that Raman had sent 
the email messages to the Green Party.  The Detective also found the message to the MP.  In Detective 
Seeker’s opinion, the most egregious email was entitled “Great News from Ottawa” and sent October 22, 
2014, the day Cpl. Nathan Cirillo was shot and killed in Ottawa. 



FACT SHEET
Crown Witness # 2 — Crown Informant J. Kumar
____________________________________________________________________________

J. Kumar was arrested by Detective Seeker following an extensive 2-year investigation into an 
online hate forum called “DESTROY THE INFIDELS”. 

J. Kumar actively participated in this online, members-only forum focused on Holocaust denial, 
anti-Israel sentiment, anti-semitism, anti-Christian, anti-Western, and anti-homosexual hate.  J. 
Kumar was charged under the CCC with 2 counts s. 319(1) Public Incitement of Hatred and with 
2 counts s. 319(2) Wilful Promotion of Hatred after a meeting of several of the forum members 
at a community centre and a second meeting at a Toronto Public Library where he and several 
group members accessed the forum using TPL computers. 

In exchange for testifying against Mr. Raman, the Crown has agreed to reduce J. Kumar’s 
charges to 1 count under s. 319(2) on summary conviction.

J. Kumar will testify that he has known Mr. Raman for about 10 years and that for the last 5 
years they have been acquaintances who started to develop a tighter relationship through this 
online forum.  Years of emails and forum posts between himself and Mr. Raman contained 
similar content as the email Mr. Raman sent to a Toronto MP as well as the various tweets 
authored by @deepeshraman.  J. Kumar will testify that Mr. Raman actively promoted and 
instigated hatred toward the groups who were the target of their online communications.  J. 
Kumar will also testify that the content of Mr. Raman’s emails, Facebook posts, and tweets, all 
directly and publicly prompted and provoked others, like J. Kumar himself, to act toward and/or 
call for the destruction of Jews, homosexuals, Westerners, and Christians.  He will also testify 
that Mr. Raman had bragged about emailing the Green Party to “encourage those tree hugging 
idiots to tighten up their immigration policies and take a stronger stance against any Canadian 
involvement with Israel or legal rights enjoyed by homosexuals”.  After Green Party volunteers 
hung up on Mr. Raman twice in one day back in 2014, J. Kumar will testify to Mr. Raman’s email 
rants and his stated intention to scare political parties into paying attention to his calls to action 
through strongly worded emails full of hateful and genocidal language.  J. Kumar recalls the 
content of the emails in question and a conversation he had with Mr. Raman at a coffee shop 
about their purpose.

J. Kumar will testify that in various forums he had known Mr. Raman to use at least two or three 
different online aliases when he wanted to openly advocate and promote genocide and/or hate 
crimes and that each alias contained the initials D and R, and that one had contained the words 
BIGKITTY.
 



FACT SHEET
Defence Witness # 1 — Deepesh Raman
____________________________________________________________________________

Mr. Raman maintains that he did not send the emails outlined in the fact pattern and/or the 
Crown witness fact sheets.  He argues that freedom of expression is a key democratic value 
and fundamental freedom, as is privacy, particularly privacy of personal communication between 
individuals regardless if this is online or offline.

Mr. Raman’s position is that he did not commit any of the alleged offences.  Mr. Raman asserts 
that he did not create the social media accounts, including some under a user with the name 
@deepeshraman, and denies putting out any information to the public inciting or promoting 
hatred or intending to directly advocate genocide.

The accused argues, in the alternative, that even if he did express such opinions online, they 
should be considered “personal opinions” that may have been reckless reactions to news 
events. The accused maintains that any written statements attributed to him were private 
conversations. The accused argues that the online postings in Crown evidence are simply 
people having discussions in an open forum, as distasteful and disturbing as that may be to 
others, he may have been offensive, but that is not the same as intending to promote the 
extreme form of hate necessary to trigger s. 319 offences.  In addition, Mr. Raman points out 
that in Canada people can express contrary opinions. Mr. Raman argues he did not actively 
support or instigate hatred, rather only encouraged like-minded people to voice their own 
opinions already held.  Mr. Raman argues that new forms of Internet-based communication 
amount to changed circumstances justifying reconsideration of the Keegstra precedent limiting 
free speech.

Mr. Raman denies all criminal wrongdoing, including sending any emails or posting online any 
comments intended to incite hate, wilfully promote hate, or advocate genocide.  Mr. Raman 
denies that he was behind the Twitter account bearing his name or any other name.

Mr. Raman is also angry at what he feels is a betrayal by his friend J. Kumar for testifying 
against him in order to save himself.



FACT SHEET
Defence Witness # 2 — Dr. Kelly Foote (Expert — Freedom of Expression Online)
__________________________________________________________________________________

When government actors are allowed to decide which opinions can be expressed and which cannot, an 
open, vibrant and diverse society quickly breaks down.  This now includes online expression.  Similarly, 
when our court system is used to silence those with unpopular views or those who oppose powerful actors, 
we all lose the opportunity to hear all sides of an issue and come to our own conclusions. Freedom of 
expression is the right to speak, but also the right to hear. Informed political debate requires that this right 
be strongly protected, and it is only through free expression that individuals can take action to ensure that 
our governing institutions, private companies, and individual citizens are held accountable.

It isn’t always easy to speak up for free expression.  It is often those with unpopular or radical views that 
are silenced or have their freedom of expression threatened.  However, freedom of expression is so core to 
our democracy that we must stand up to defend the rights of individuals whose opinions we abhor.  Think 
about the Voltairian concept of free speech, “I disapprove of what you say, but will defend to the death your 
right to say it.”  This must also include online content and discourse.  I argue for the repeal of hate speech 
and obscenity laws because they are vague, may catch too much speech, may chill free expression and 
lead to self-censorship, may create hate speech martyrs, and may ultimately backfire by elevating the hate 
speech to a level unattainable but for the criminalization.  This is especially the case with online expression. 
 We must work to make sure that our courts are not used by those with power and wealth to silence the 
views of those with less resources or unpopular or offensive views.  The right to protest is also closely 
linked to the value we place on freedom of expression, both online and offline.

Social media platforms provide unprecedented opportunities for citizens, political candidates, activists, and 
civil society groups to communicate, but they also pose new challenges for democracy. One key challenge 
is the rise of controversial or offensive speech online.  The wrong response by government to this type of 
speech can undermine democratic participation and debate.  I believe that having the government 
intervene would lead to more problems. Policing hate speech online should be left to private entities like 
Facebook and Twitter to better enforce their own terms of use and service.  As the service providers they 
need to do more, not police or the courts.  Ideally from a pro-free speech perspective, social media 
companies—much like private universities—would aspire to the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 
and at a minimum not discriminate against political speech based on viewpoint and content.

The Internet has become a powerful tool for expression. It gives individuals the potential to send messages 
worldwide, and opens up new avenues for debate and dialogue.  The Internet does not respect national 
boundaries; attempts to regulate content online, by governments or individuals, are fraught with challenges 
where the costs of restricting online expression far outweigh its benefits.  The widespread adoption of 
online media has empowered individuals to develop new forms of expression, reach new audiences and 
quickly disseminate information around the world. From emails and blogs, to YouTube and Twitter, new 
digital technologies are enabling people who otherwise might not have been heard to express themselves 
and engage in far-flung conversations that were once near impossible.

I believe that the Internet is a vital part of a modern democracy and a commitment to free expression is 
essential. The anonymity that the Internet can provide can also allow marginalized or traditionally silenced 
groups and individuals a chance to be heard.  The legal regulation of the Internet is a modern challenge 
and we must ensure freedom of expression and personal privacy are preserved as this area continues to 
develop.  The Canadian government’s attempts to address online criminal activity have sometimes 
threatened free expression, anonymity and personal privacy, with efforts to engage in surveillance or 
monitoring of the internet posing a significant threat to individual freedoms.



Upon arrest, Raman’s cellphone was searched and the police discovered this image of 
a tiger that was also found on the Twitter page @deepeshraman.

EXHIBIT A


