


	COURT FILE NUMBER

	[bookmark: Text38]     Clerk’s Stamp






	COURT

	COURT OF KING’S BENCH OF ALBERTA


	JUDICIAL CENTRE

	Click to Select Judicial Centre.


	APPLICANT(S)

	[bookmark: Text4]     


	RESPONDENT(S)

	[bookmark: Text5]     



	DOCUMENT

	Screening Form - S. 276 Application



	ADDRESS FOR SERVICE AND CONTACT INFORMATION OF PARTY FILING THIS DOCUMENT

	[bookmark: Text6]     






WHEREAS evidence of prior sexual activity intrinsically has the potential to infect the fact-finding process with twin-myth reasoning, regardless of whether a party explicitly invites such reasoning, and both Crown and Defence are obliged to seek leave to introduce such evidence. (R. v. Kinamore, 2025 SCC 19 at para 36)
TAKE NOTICE that the Applicant makes an application under Section 276 of the Criminal Code of Canada or at Common Law (R. v. Kinamore, 2025 SCC 19 at para 35) for an order admitting evidence of the Complainant’s prior sexual history.
Basis for the Application
The Applicant relies on the following specific instances of sexual activity, or communications made for a sexual purpose, or communications containing sexual content: (Section 276(2)(b), 276(4), R. v. Goldfinch, 2019 SCC 38 at 53)
Detail instances or communications.


The Applicant seeks to advance the following proposed questions or specific lines of questioning: (R. v. R.V. 2019 SCC 41 at 73)
Detail questions and/or specific lines of questioning.


The Applicant submits that this proposed evidence is relevant to the following issues at trial: (R. v. Goldfinch 2019 SCC 38 at 5)
Detail relevant issues.


The Applicant submits the following reasons why the proposed evidence does not engage the reasoning risk that the complainant was more likely to have consented or that the complainant is less worthy of belief: (Kinamore at para 74)
Provide reasons the proposed evidence does not engage the reasoning risk.


The Applicant submits the following reasons, considering Section 276(3), that the proposed evidence has significant probative value that is not substantially outweighed by the danger of prejudice to the proper administration of justice. (R. v. Darrach 2000 SCC 46 at paras 38-41, Kinamore at para 37)
Provide reasons that the evidence has significant probative value not outweighed by the danger of prejudice to the proper administration of justice.


The Applicant relies on the following evidence. (Section 278.93, Kinamore at para 55)
Detail evidence.
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