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CANADA
PROVINCE OF QUEBEC
DISTRICT OF LONGUEUIL

No.: 505-36-002557-256
505-01-181095-221

DATE: February 11, 2026

BY THE HONOURABLE ALEXANDRE BIEN-AIME, J.S.C.

Muaiad Jamil Alamleh
Applicant

V.

His Majesty the King
Respondent

JUDGMENT ON APPLICATION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

A. OVERVIEW

[1] The Applicant, Mr. Muaiad Jamil Alamleh, was convicted of assault and uttering
threats on October 7, 2024. On June 25, 2025, he was sentenced to 36 months of
probation and 150 hours of community service.

[2] On July 22, 2025, he filed a notice of appeal of conviction and sentence.
However, section 46 of the Rules of the Superior Court of Quebec in Criminal Matters
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provides that an appeal must be filed within 30 days of the contested decision, such that
his appeal from conviction is untimely.

[3] The Applicant now seeks to be relieved of his default.

[4] For the following reasons, his application is dismissed.

B. PRELIMINARY COMMENT: USE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

[5] Prior to analyzing the merits of the Applicant’s application, | feel compelled to
briefly comment on his use of artificial intelligence (“Al”) in this matter.

[6] To be sure, it is not lost on me that generative Al tools have quickly grown in
popularity and that their use may well soon — if it has not already — become ubiquitous
amongst litigants.

[7] It is therefore not my intention to criticize or stigmatize their use, especially by
self-represented litigants, for whom these tools may constitute a valuable resource to
“distill and understand complex legal principles!” and achieve the often-daunting task of
navigating the justice system without professional assistance?.

[8] However, the use of Al tools, particularly in the legal context, is not without risk.
They may, for instance, be prone to “hallucination”, provide inaccurate legal information
or, when they are relied upon to draft “winning” arguments, even invent facts to satisfy a
user’s request.

[9] In other words, these tools are not systemically designed to provide truthful
answers® and, as such, their results require proper verification before being submitted in
Court. The responsibility of performing this verification falls on “the human behind the
tool*” or, more specifically, the person “whose name appears on the filed documents®.”

[10] In this case, the Applicant admitted that his written representations were drafted
by a generative A.l. tool but claims that he reviewed them prior to their filing in order to
ensure that they did not contain any inaccuracies.

[11] There is reason to doubt that this is truly the case. A review of the Applicant’s
representations revealed that they contained references to inexistent case law, an
inexistent statute (the Code of Criminal Procedure), inexistent paragraphs of existing
judgments, and inaccurate references to the judgment on conviction.

1 Wu v. Murray, 2025 BCCA 365, para 14.

2 See also Specter Aviation Limited c. Laprade, 2025 QCCS 3521, para 46.
3 Wu v. Murray, 2025 BCCA 365, para 14.

41d.

5 Reddy v. Saroya, 2025 ABCA 322, para 83.
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[12] The Applicant’s failure to ensure that his representations were free of such
inaccuracies must be considered a serious matter, even in the absence of an intention
to mislead the Court®. Such lapses carry with them the potential for a miscarriage of
justice’ or other adverse impacts on the proper administration of justice.

[13] Although, in appropriate cases, they may also justify initiating contempt
proceedings against the responsible party, it is not the case here. However, it bears

reminding that to succeed on his application, the Applicant must convince me that
extending the time to file his appeal from conviction is in the interests of justice®.

[14] In the case at hand, the Applicant’s blameable use of A.l. tools not only calls into
guestion the accuracy and reliability of his written representations but may, in case of
doubt, also weigh against concluding that granting his application for extension of time
serves these interests®.

[15] I now turn to the analysis of the merits of the application.

C. ANALYSIS

[16] In determining whether it is in the interests of justice to grant an application for
extension of time, | must consider three factors:

16.1. Whether the Applicant intended to file an appeal within the prescribed
delay.

16.2. Whether he acted with reasonable diligence in the exercise of his
appellate rights; and

16.3. Whether he has reasonably arguable grounds of appeal®.
[17] None of these factors favour granting the application. Here is why.

1. INTENTION TO FILE A TIMELY APPEAL AND REASONABLE DILIGENCE

[18] The evidence shedding light on (1) the Applicant’s true intentions following his
conviction and (2) the degree of diligence he displayed in exercising his appellate rights
is contradictory.

6 Kalala c. Coopérative d’habitation La Fraternité Micheloise, 2025 QCCS 4866, para 29; Lloyd’s Register
Canada Ltd. v. Choi, 2025 FC 1233.

7 Wu v. Murray, 2025 BCCA 365, para 13.

8 Hudon c. R., 2016 QCCA 2085, para. 18. Bureau c. R., 2023 QCCA 1013, para. 4. D.N. c. R., 2020
QCCA 419, para. 9.

9 Azar c. Université de Montréal, 2025 QCCA 1442, para 7.

10 Hudon c. R., 2016 QCCA 2085, para. 18. R. c. Lamontagne, 1994 CanLll 6295 (C.A.). Bureau c. R.,
2023 QCCA 1013, para. 4.
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[19] In the following paragraphs, | summarize this evidence and explain why it does
not militate in favour of the Applicant’s desired outcome.

1.1 Summary of the parties’ versions

1.1.1 Version of the Applicant

[20] The Applicant submits that he intended to appeal his conviction within the
prescribed time limit, but that his plans were frustrated by his trial counsel’s inaccurate
legal advice.

[21] His version of events is as follows.

[22] On October 7, 2024, after the trial judge found him guilty on all counts, he met
with his trial counsel in one of the cubicles of the Longueuil Courthouse. During this
meeting, he expressed a desire to appeal his conviction because he perceived it to be
unfair.

[23] Trial counsel responded that an appeal could only be filed after the sentence had
been rendered. He therefore suggested that the Applicant focus his energies on
gathering the documents that would allow him to secure a favourable sentencing
outcome.

[24] The Applicant followed this advice. He left the meeting with the impression that if
he provided the requested documents, trial counsel would speak to the prosecutor and
ensure that he would not receive a criminal record. In other words, that he would benefit
from a discharge pursuant to s. 730 of the Criminal Code.

[25] However, in late October 2024, trial counsel informed him that the prosecution
was not ready to jointly recommend a discharge. They therefore agreed that they would
try to secure this outcome by way of a contested sentencing hearing and file an appeal
if those efforts were ultimately unsuccessful.

[26] On June 25, 2025, the trial judge handed down his sentence and the Applicant
failed to secure the discharge he was seeking. He therefore asked his counsel to appeal
both his conviction and sentence. These instructions were not immediately carried out
because trial counsel was scheduled to leave for a one-week vacation on the same day.
When he returned, trial counsel informed the Applicant, much to his surprise, that an
appeal had no chance of success and that he was unwilling to file one on his behalf.

[27] This is what explains why the Applicant personally filed an appeal against
conviction and sentence within 30 days of the sentencing decision.

[28] In addition to his own evidence, the Applicant’s application record includes an
affidavit from his brother, Musayad Alamleh, as well as an unsworn statement from his
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cousin, Raeed Amleh, who were present during the October 7, 2024, meeting with trial
counsel. They corroborate the Applicant’s version of how it unfolded.

1.1.2 Trial Counsel’s Version

[29] Trial counsel filed an affidavit in which he contests any suggestion that he
provided the Applicant with inaccurate information regarding his appellate rights. He
also states that the Applicant did not inform him of his intention to file an appeal prior to
the sentencing judgment.

[30] Trial counsel confirms that he and the Applicant had a meeting at the Longueuil
Courthouse on October 7, 2024, during which at least two of the Applicant’s family
members were also present. However, contrary to what the Applicant alleges, he states
that he clearly informed him of his right to file an appeal within 30 days of the judgment
of conviction and informed him of his belief that there were no serious grounds to
appeal the judgment. He adds that he offered to refer him to another lawyer if he wished
to file an appeal regardless, especially considering that he did not personally practice in
appellate courts.

[31] The Applicant did not ask him for such a referral or otherwise communicate an
intention to appeal the judgment of conviction at that time. Instead, his preoccupations
were squarely focused on sentencing and, in particular, his chances of being
discharged. That is why the focus of their discussion shifted towards identifying the
information and documents that the Applicant would have to provide to secure this
outcome.

[32] Immediately after the sentencing decision was rendered, on June 25, 2025, trial
counsel informed the Applicant of his right to appeal this decision within 30 days. In
response, the Applicant asked him to file an appeal on his behalf and to represent him
in this next phase. Trial counsel refused to do so and invited him to hire another lawyer
for that purpose. Some time later, the Applicant renewed his request and was met with
the same response.

1.2 The Applicant’s Evidence Must Be Rejected

[33] To begin, | view with suspicion the Applicant’s allegation that trial counsel — a
lawyer with more than twenty years of experience in criminal matters — specifically
informed him that an appeal could only be filed after the sentence was imposed. It is an
obviously false piece of advice that an experienced lawyer would not likely have
provided his client with.

[34] Regardless, | acknowledge that the implausibility of this allegation alone is not
dispositive of its inaccuracy. However, when it is coupled with the two following
observations, no other reasonable conclusion can be sustained.

2026 QCCS 416 (CanLll)
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1.2.1 The Applicant is an untrustworthy witness

[35] First, the Applicant has shown himself to be an untrustworthy witness.

[36] During his testimony before me, the Applicant protested his innocence and
gualified his convictions as both unsafe and unfair. Yet, as the prosecution pointed out
during its cross-examination, his testimony before the sentencing judge suggested
exactly the contrary.

[37] Indeed, at his sentencing hearing, the Applicant explained, under oath, how and
why he committed the offences and expressed sincere remorse for his actions. When
called upon to explain the incompatibility between his protestations of innocence before
me and these admissions, the Applicant stated that he lied before the sentencing judge
because trial counsel advised him that a display of remorse would increase his chances
of securing a favourable outcome.

[38] When | impressed upon him that he was admitting to perjury, the Applicant, while
acknowledging the seriousness of what he had done, pretexted that because he was at
risk of sustaining a criminal record, “he had to do what he had to do” to avoid this
predicament. In other words, for him, the ends justified the means.

[39] | have grave doubts that the Applicant perjured himself before the sentencing
judge. His testimony in that forum was delivered from memory and was both detailed
and sincere. Furthermore, it was voluntarily provided under oath despite being clearly
informed by trial counsel of his right to provide his statement without swearing one,
pursuant to s. 726 of the Criminal Code. | believe it to be a true account of his
involvement in this matter.

[40] Even if | am wrong, the Applicant’s delivery of perjured testimony before our
courts is unquestionable: He cannot have testified truthfully both before the sentencing
judge and myself. His willingness to lie under oath to avoid the consequences of a
criminal conviction is clear and his testimony simply cannot be believed in these
circumstances.

1.2.2 The Applicant’s corroborative evidence is unreliable

[41] Second, | find that the Applicant’s corroborative evidence is equally unreliable.

[42] As mentioned previously, the Applicant filed an affidavit sworn by his brother as
well as an unsworn statement signed by his cousin, both purporting to corroborate his
recollection of the October 7, 2024, meeting with trial counsel.

[43] However, both statements contain the same verbatim account of the exchanges
that allegedly took place, down to the smallest detail.
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[44] Furthermore, the Applicant admits that he is the one who drafted the statements
before asking his brother and cousin whether they agreed with them.

[45] Considered together with the Applicant’s demonstrated willingness to stray from
the truth in pursuit of a favourable outcome and the fact that the declarants were not
made available for cross-examination, these statements must be viewed with the
greatest of suspicion, and | conclude that | cannot rely on them.

1.3 Summary

[46] In sum, | do not believe the Applicant’s assertion that he was misled about the
delay to appeal the judgment of conviction.

[47] Rather, | am convinced that, after it was rendered, he shifted his focus towards
the sentencing hearing, despite being made aware of the applicable appeal deadline.
He hoped that the sentencing process would yield an outcome that would allow him to
avoid a criminal record. | find that it is only once those hopes were dashed by the trial
judge’s unfavourable decision that the Applicant turned his attention towards the
appellate process.

[48] In light of these findings, | conclude that the Applicant did not intend to appeal
the judgment of conviction within the prescribed delay and did not act with reasonable
diligence in the exercise of his right to appeal this judgment.

2. ARGUABLE GROUNDS OF APPEAL

[49] The Applicant's grounds of appeal from conviction can be summarized as
follows:

49.1. The trial judge unreasonably dismissed discrepancies in the evidence
describing the vehicle in which the perpetrator arrived at the scene of the
incident (hereinafter the “vehicle evidence”).

49.2. The trial judge used his decision not to testify as incriminating evidence.

49.3. The trial judge misapprehended and/or drew unreasonable conclusions
from the eyewitness and in-court identification evidence, as well as the
photo line-up evidence (hereinafter the “identification evidence”); and

49.4. The trial judge rendered an unreasonable verdict.
[50] None of them militate in favour of allowing the application.

[51] First, even assuming that the trial judge did in fact err in his treatment of the
vehicle evidence, it could not reasonably ground a successful appeal. The vehicle’s
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description was a peripheral issue at trial that did not play a significant role in the trial
judge’s decision.

[52] Second, the trial judge did not use the Applicant’s decision not to testify against
him. Rather, his comments were an expression of the well-known principle that “once
there is a “case to meet” which, if believed, would result in conviction, the accused can
no longer remain a passive participant in the prosecutorial process and becomes — in a
broad sense — compellable. [...] [He] must answer the case against him [...] or face the
possibility of conviction.'”

[53] Finally, the Applicant’'s two last grounds of appeal, which both attack the
credibility and reliability of the identification evidence, are similarly without merit.

[54] While the identification evidence was not without its frailties in this case, the trial
judge was alive to them and properly explained why he believed that it provided proof
beyond a reasonable doubt that the Applicant was the perpetrator notwithstanding. The
Applicant’s representations do not disclose a realistic prospect that the trial judge’s
analysis was tainted by palpable and overriding error!?.

[55] The Applicant’s notice of appeal from conviction therefore does not provide
arguable grounds of appeal.

D. CONCLUSION

[56] To conclude, the Court finds, for the reasons outlined above, that the Applicant
has failed to establish that it is in the interests of justice to grant his application for
extension of delay.

[57] The Applicant will therefore not be authorized to appeal the judgment of
conviction in this matter.

[58] He remains free, however, to pursue the appeal of his sentence, which was filed
within the prescribed delay.

FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT:

[59] DISMISSES the Application.

ALEXANDRE BIEN-AIME, J.S.C.

11R.v. P. (M.B.), 1994 CanLll 125 (SCC), [1994] 1 S.C.R. 555, at p. 579.
12 R. v. Hay, 2013 SCC 61, para. 40. R. v. Brunelle, 2022 SCC 5, para. 8.

2026 QCCS 416 (CanLll)



505-36-002557-256

Mr. Muaiad Jamil Alamleh
Self-Represented

Meé Francis Villeneuve-Ménard

DIRECTEUR DES POURSUITES CRIMINELLES ET PENALES
Counsel for the Respondent

His Majesty the King

Me Claude Baillargeon

BoLbuc PAQUET S.N.A

Counsel for the Applicant’s trial counsel
Me Eric Coulombe

Hearing date: January 5, 2026

PAGE: 9

2026 QCCS 416 (CanLll)



	A. OVERVIEW
	B. PRELIMINARY COMMENT: USE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE
	C. ANALYSIS
	1. Intention to file a timely appeal and Reasonable diligence
	1.1 Summary of the parties’ versions
	1.1.1 Version of the Applicant
	1.1.2 Trial Counsel’s Version

	1.2 The Applicant’s Evidence Must Be Rejected
	1.2.1 The Applicant is an untrustworthy witness
	1.2.2 The Applicant’s corroborative evidence is unreliable

	1.3 Summary

	2. Arguable grounds of appeal

	D. CONCLUSION
	FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT:

