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Part 13 -Before and after March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery 

 

1- From October 31, 2019 to March 20, 2020, a reasonably competent lawyer would have 

known that Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2020 had been likely altered by Mr. 

Glass for the purpose of adding Exhibit “F” and, probably, Exhibit “E”.  

2- On March 20, 2020, there was cogent and irrefutable evidence that not only Mrs. Allen-

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit had been altered by Mr. Glass, but also that 

Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit had been altered by Mr. Glass. 
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3- From March 20, 2020, a reasonably competent lawyer would have known that Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit and Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit were altered by Mr. Glass. 

4- Now anyone can see that Mr. Glass has counterfeited everyone of the four affidavits he 

had used in support of his October 22, 2019 Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the record 

as a lawyer. See Part 2 - Counterfeiting affidavits.  

5- Mr. Glass, Mr. Griffiths, Mrs. Lawrence and Mrs. Gillies had a copy of the Marc /20, 

2022 Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery.  
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March 20, 2020 reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery 

 

11 - It took me some time before making a reply in this case. I saw no point in accusing 

fraud against lawyers unless I had evidence beyond a reasonable doubt of the alleged 

fraud. There is evidence beyond a reasonable doubt. There are two clear instances of 

tamperingl with commissioned affidavits by Mr. Glass. See the attached paper on 

tampering with affidavits for the evidence. 

(…) 
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SUMMARY 

1- The jurat page of Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit was different from the 

preceding pages of her affidavit and from every page of the two other affidavits filed for the 

Motion to get me off the record insofar as the size of the font and other formatting features were 

concerned, except for the jurat page of Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. 

2- Both affidavits were written and commissioned by the same lawyer. 

3- The third affidavit, which had been sworn by a retired lawyer, was not, for obvious reasons, 

tampered with.  

4- The last two pages of the three affidavits are annexed to this paper. 

5- At 7:35 p. m., on October 21, 2019, Allen-Macartney send the following email to Glass:  

Hello Matthew. As requested, here is the email I received from Joan Chartrand on July 9, 

2019. 

6- Allen-Macartney knew the obvious purpose of Glass’ request. 

7- This email was the first page of Exhibit “F” to Allen-Macartney’s affidavit. 

8- The email mentioned by Allen-Macartney in her message, in fact the entire email thread, was 

mentioned in the affidavit, which had to be modified as described in the previous paragraph, as 

Exhibit “F”. Ebokem’s affidavit was also modified to mention Exhibit “F” after its 

commissioning. 

9- A comparison of the page preceding the jurat page with the jurat page of Allen-Macartney’s 

affidavit shows: 

- The font on the pages preceding the jurat page is of one size and on the jurat page, of 

a different size. 

- The indenting was different. 

- There is a space at the top of the page which is only found in the jurat page. 
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10- A comparison of the page preceding the jurat page and the jurat page of Ebokem’s October 22, 

2019 shows that: 

- There were two fonts of a different size on the jurat page. 

- The two fonts on the jurat page were of a different size from the font used on the page 

preceding the jurat page. 

- The indenting was different. 

11- It is up to Glass to explain the differences between the jurat pages of both affidavits with the 

preceding pages and the difference between the jurat pages of both affidavits with the jurat 

page of the third affidavit, which was commissioned, on October 22, 2019 by Glass.  

12- Glass’ possible explanation that he had decided to use a different font for the jurat pages does 

not hold water. Neither does the explanation that it was his clerical mistake.  

13- The possibility that both affidavits were modified after 7:35 p.m., on October 21, 2019 might 

explain the presence of Exhibit “F” in both affidavits, but does not explain the discrepancies in 

the jurats of both affidavits. 

14- Paragraphs 117 and following explain how Glass fabricated evidence in tampering with the 

jurat page and which mistakes he made in the process. 
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15- The general design of Ebokem’s affidavit was made by Griffiths, on or around September 30, 

2019.  

16- Griffiths was retained by Ebokem, on or around September 19, 2019. 

17- Equilibrium Law is constituted of three persons at the time of the relevant events: a senior 

litigation counsel, Mr. Griffiths, a lawyer, Mr. Glass, and a paralegal, Alana Gray. Equilibrium 

Law describes itself as “a boutique litigation firm operating in Ottawa, Canada”. 

18- On October 13, 2019, Joan Chartrand was dismissed by Allen-Macartney from her Sunday School 

volunteer job because she was refusing to discontinue her claim against Ebokem for a HOOPP 

pension.   

19- The Capital Street Bank of Canada called Glass either on Wednesday afternoon, October 16, 

2019, or on Thursday, October 17, 2019, to inform him of the mortgage fraud committed by 

Ebokem, at the end of May 2019.   

20- Griffiths and Glass knew that Joan Chartrand had alleged, among other malversations, Ebokem’s 

mortgage fraud in her September 17, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim and in her October 7, 

2019 Second Amended Statement of Claim. 

21- A Statement of Claim against Allen-Macartney was issued in the afternoon of October 15, 2019. 

The Statement of Claim was delivered, on October 16, 2019, at 2:35 p.m., to the community 

mailbox near 91 Pike Street, in Ottawa. Most likely, Allen-Macartney received it the next day, on 

October 17, 2019. 

22- The draft affidavit prepared for Allen-Macartney’s signature was short.  

23- It was identical to Paragraphs 1-11 of the filed affidavit, except for the second part of Paragraph 

10, which referred to a document the existence of which was not known, the October 21, 2019 

Amended Statement of Claim, before the signature meeting  
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24- There was no reference to Exhibit “E” or “F”.  

25- On October 21, 2019, Allen-Macartney brought with her the Amended Statement of Claim, which 

she had received by email, on that day, at 2:20 p.m. 

26- Mr. Glass chose to add to the draft affidavit what is essentially a Statement of Defence against 

the Amended Statement of Claim.  

27- Allen-Macartney emailed, at 7:35 p.m., on the same day, the following message:   

Hello Matthew. As requested, here is the email I received from Joan Chartrand on July 9, 

2019. 

 

28- This email was the last email from an email thread, which became Exhibit “F” to the affidavit 

she swore, on October 21, 2019. 

29- There is no doubt whatsoever that the email thread was inserted into Allen-Macartney’s October 

21, 2019 affidavit as Exhibit “F”.  

30- It is impossible, from only the email sent by Allen-Macartney to Glass, at 7:35 p.m., on October 

21, 2019, to demonstrate that Exhibit “F” had not been inserted before the commissioning of the 

affidavit, on October 21, 2019, if the affidavit or another affidavit had been commissioned later 

in the evening.  

31- The probability that the affidavit was drafted later in the evening is close to 0 though. Lawyers 

do not schedule this kind of meetings late in the evening. The probability that a modified 

affidavit was commissioned later in the evening is low. It was fairly easy to squeeze a 15-

minute meeting for the next day. 

32- Allen-Macartney’s signature on the jurat page is identical for all practical purposes with her 

signature on two letters found in Exhibit “C” to Ebokem’s affidavit and in a court file. Her 

letters in Exhibit “C”, had, for an unknown reason, no letterhead or signature. 



8 
 

33- The signatures on the original affidavit were not in blue, but in black. It is very difficult to 

distinguish between an original and a copy with the black used for the signatures and it is 

impossible to know that a document signed with black ink is not an original if you are given 

only one document. 

34- In my January 14, 2019 affidavit, the conclusions on Exhibit “F” were basically correct, but 

they were not corroborated by physical evidence. Deductions might lead you to the evidence 

necessary to prove a fact, but there are treasure maps. You have to find the treasure. Otherwise, 

the treasure map and the deductions are useless. 

35- In my October 30, 2019 affidavit, I made two contradictory statements about the commissioning 

of the affidavit in light of the 7:35 p.m. email.  

36- I said that the affidavit had to be signed after 7:35 p.m., on October 21, 2019. 

37- I should have said that the affidavit commissioned during business hours might have been 

replaced by another affidavit commissioned around 9 p.m.  

38- And 4 paragraphs later, I said in effect that Exhibit “F” had been inserted after the commissioning 

of the affidavit during business hours.  

39- The afterthought hypothesis was not sound. The document was an email. It would have been 

retrieved during the meeting, whether or not Allen-Macartney had her cell phone with her, and 

there would have been no need for Mr. Glass to call her after the meeting.  

40- The relevant part of my October 30, 2019 affidavit reads: 

June 9, 2019 email from Joan Chartrand 

 

1- On October 21, 2019, at 7:35 pm, Mrs. Allen-Macartney sent an email to Mr. Glass, which 

reads: As requested, here is the email I received from Joan Chartrand on July 9, 2019. 

 

2- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit was sworn on October 21, 2019, therefore it had to be signed 

after 7:35 pm. 
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3-  Paragraph 23 of her affidavit reads: The day before the meeting on July 9, 2019, Joan emailed 

me various documents that she wanted to share with church leaders. Attached to my Affidavit as 

Exhibit F is a copy of that email and the six attachments to it. 

 

4- Paragraph 23 refers to a document sent on July 8, 2019 by Joan Chartrand to Mrs. Allen-

Macartney. The email to Mr. Glass refers to a document received on July 9, 2019. The email 

was sent and received on July 9, 2019. 

  

5- The first document sent by Mrs. Allen-Macartney was not my July 8, 2019 letterhead letter – in 

fact my letter was the one before last document sent – but my April 15, 2019 email. The three 

documents mentioning my March 25, 2019 email were sandwiched between the April 15, 2019 

email and the July 8, 2019 letter. 

 

6- What most likely happened is that Mr. Glass thought, when he finalized Mrs. Allen-

Macartney’s affidavit during regular office hours, that the email was from Joan Chartrand, and 

not me, and someone else, the paralegal Gray, put Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit together the 

next day. 

 

41- Since the document inserted into the affidavit was an email, it is almost impossible, not to say 

impossible, that there would have been a need for the email which would not have been dealt 

with during the late afternoon meeting. 

42- There was obviously no reason to postpone the commissioning of the affidavit to wait for an 

email which was available, or for an email whose availability was not known, during the late 

afternoon meeting. 

43- It is possible, mostly from the evidence available in the documents filed with the Motion 

Record, to reconstruct the drafting and commissioning of Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

affidavit and Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, particularly with respect to Exhibit “F”, 

which is mentioned in both affidavits. 

44- The main purpose of the reconstruction is to demonstrate that there was at least one reasonable 

possibility that the text of the commissioned affidavits had been changed after their 

commissioning in a way that would be detectable in the filed affidavits.  

45- A secondary purpose of the reconstruction was to check my hypothesis that Mr. Glass had 
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added at least four words incriminating Allen-Macartney to what is Paragraph 13 of the filed 

affidavit.  

46- Since the addition of these four words would not have changed the number of lines in Paragraph 

13 of the filed affidavit, it was impossible to prove that Allen-Macartney had not lied under 

oath, on the basis of these four words.  

47- Allen-Macartney’s affidavit was commissioned at the end of the business day, on October 21, 

2019. 

48- After commissioning Allen-Macartney’s and Glass’ affidavits, Glass went home.  

49- There were cross-references in Ebokem’s draft affidavit, which had been made on the basis of 

the affidavit submitted to Allen-Macartney for her signature, that is, before her meeting with 

Glass, to Allen-Macartney’s affidavit. 

50- The first cross-reference is found in Paragraph 14. Since the event mentioned in Paragraph 14 is 

described in Paragraphs 7 and 8 of Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and was obviously in the draft 

affidavit submitted for her signature, on October 21, 2019, there was no need to modify the 

substance of Paragraph 14 after the signature meetings. 

51- The next cross-reference is found in Paragraph 22. It is most likely that what is found in 

Paragraph 13 of the filed affidavit of Allen-Macartney, which might have been Paragraph 24 in 

the signed affidavit, was inspired by Paragraph 22 of Ebokem’s affidavit or vice versa. 

Paragraph 22 could have been added or modified after the signature meetings. 

52- Both Paragraph 22 of Ebokem’s affidavit and Paragraph 13 of Allen-Macartney’s affidavits are 

false. 

53- What really happened is close to what is stated to have happened after Miranda Tabi’s death in 

Paragraph 30 of Ebokem’s affidavit.  
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54- Paragraphs 22 and 30 of Ebokem’s affidavit are somewhat contradictory. They have the same 

purpose, to show that Joan Chartrand knew of documents which have been hidden from her by 

Ebokem. 

55- The third cross-reference is found in Paragraph 42. This paragraph, which summarizes 

Paragraphs 17-22 of Allen-Macartney’s signed affidavit, was written after the signature 

meetings. 

56- Paragraphs 17-22 were most likely identical, including their numbers, in both the signed and 

filed affidavits of Allen-Macartney, with the possible exception of Paragraph 22 being 

Paragraph 21 and vice versa.  

57- Paragraph 43 of Ebokem’s affidavit and Paragraph 23 of Allen-Macartney’s signed affidavit 

deal with the same topic, Exhibit “F”. Both these paragraphs were written after 7:35 p.m., on 

October 21, 2019. 

58- In Paragraph 41, Glass described the exhibit containing my July 8, 2019 letter to the OPGT so 

as to not include the attachments to my letter in the exhibit. He was in fact describing the 

contents of Exhibit “F”. 

59- What is referred to as Joan’s email in Paragraph 43, the Exhibit “F” is in fact an email copying 

my July 8, 2019 letter to the OPGT, with its attachments.  

60- Glass called Allen-Macartney, who sent him, at 7:35 p.m., on October 21, 2019, the requested 

document. 

61- One deduction which could be made from Paragraph 43 of Ebokem’s affidavit, Paragraph 23 of 

Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 email is that Glass did not 

read Allen-Macartney’s email thread.  
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62- In Paragraph 41 of Ebokem’s affidavit, Glass had removed all the attachments to Exhibit “I”, 

which with the letter found in the exhibit, was the same as the email thread. Ebokem sent twice 

to Glass the July 8, 2019 letter with its attachments, which is the same as Exhibit “F” to Allen-

Macartney’s affidavit. 

63- Some additional facts were added to Paragraph 43 of Ebokem’s affidavit, without noticing that 

the new description was much closer to my OPGT letter than to Joan’s email. They would have 

been added after 7:35 p.m., on October 21, 2019. 

64- Paragraph 52 was probably added before the signature meeting with Allen-Macartney and the 

last part of the paragraph, starting with “the details” could have been added to it, on October 21, 

2019, or after the signature meetings. The filed affidavit does not give details of the claim 

though, but details of the defence against the claim. 

65- It is certain that Paragraphs 25-27 of the filed affidavit were preceding the jurat and were on the 

last page of the signed affidavit.  

66- The page preceding the jurat page of Allen-Macartney’s affidavit shows some signs of having 

been modified, in addition to the insertion of Paragraph 23. Paragraph 22, starting with 

“Similarly” should follow a similar paragraph, that is, Paragraph 20 or perhaps 19. 

67- There might have been more changes made to Ebokem’s affidavit after the signature meetings. 

68- There are two basic ways, in this case, to insert Exhibit “F” into Allen-Macartney’s affidavit 

after the commissioning of her affidavit without changing the number of paragraphs.  

69- Either one deletes one paragraph to insert a new paragraph or one does not delete the text of one 

paragraph, but puts it into a new paragraph, and inserts new text into the empty paragraph.  

70- The option to modify one paragraph by adding a short reference to Exhibit “F” in it was not 

used in this case.  
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71- The obvious outcome of the first alternative is that there will be no detectable changes to the 

pages preceding the jurat page in the signed affidavit, unless the deleted paragraph was 

Paragraph 24.  

72- The filed affidavit is totally compatible with this alternative, which is the most effective one. 

73- The second alternative might have resulted in detectable changes, but not necessarily.  

74- Even with no other changes to the pages preceding the jurat page than the new Paragraph 23 of 

the filed affidavit, the page preceding the jurat page will be longer by three lines.  

75- Paragraph 23 refers to Exhibit “F”. One has to find which paragraph in the filed affidavit was 

Paragraph 23 in the signed affidavit.  

76- It is fairly easy. Paragraph 12 starts with the adverb “Regrettably” and fits perfectly with 

Paragraph 22. Regrettably makes more sense at the end of the story than at the beginning. 

77- The repositioning requires the deletion of one paragraph. 

78- Merging two paragraphs is one way to delete one paragraph. Paragraph 10 in the filed affidavit 

is probably a merger of two paragraphs. Paragraph 16 in the filed affidavit is more clearly a 

merger of two paragraphs.  

79- If only one paragraph had been repositioned, the final text preceding the jurat page could be, 

even with the merger, two lines longer.  

80- If the final draft of Paragraphs 1-24 was longer by even 2 lines, it means that the jurat in the 

final draft was not at the place it was in the signed affidavit.  

81- The space between the top of the page and the first paragraph on the jurat page is wider than on 

every other page in Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and in every page of Ebokem’ or Craig’s 

affidavit. 
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82- This means that some lines have been deleted in the jurat page to accommodate the extra lines 

in the preceding page.  

83- You can easily remove the first paragraph of the jurat page.  

84- If Paragraph 24 was a full paragraph on the jurat page of the commissioned affidavit, deleting it 

would not have solved the problem of the extra lines.  

85- The only way deleting Paragraph 24 could have solved the problem was if it had started on the 

page preceding the jurat page and the rest of the paragraph had been on the jurat page of the 

signed affidavit. 

86- Glass knew the lay of the land before he inserted Paragraph 23 into the commissioned affidavit. 

It is impossible to know which alternative he chose. Both required the deletion of Paragraph 24 

from the jurat page. Both required no addition of text. In other words, both were perfect 

insertions of Exhibit “F”.  

87- This is what Glass would have done if he had chosen the first alternative: 

- Delete Paragraph 24. 

- Insert Paragraph 23. The paragraphs will be automatically renumbered.  

88- This is what Glass would have done if he had chosen the second alternative:  

- Reposition Paragraph 23 to Paragraph 12; insert a new Paragraph 23 for the reference 

to Exhibit “F”.  Paragraph 23 is three-lines long. You have one more paragraph and 

three-four lines more. 

- Merge two paragraphs, and you have the right number of paragraphs and, if 

Paragraph 16 was merged, two lines less, that is 1-2 lines too many.  

- Delete Paragraph 24 on the jurat page and the preceding page. 

89- In either alternative, Glass deleted only one paragraph from the signed affidavit, Paragraph 24. 
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90- Most likely Glass chose the simpler alternative. 

91- It is impossible to know whether the deletion of Paragraph 24 was the reason for the changes 

made to the affidavit or the result from the changes made to the affidavit because it is not 

known which alternative was chosen by Glass. The first reason is compatible with the first 

alternative, the second reason with the second one.  

92- Showing perfect ways to execute a fraud does not prove that a fraud was committed. It just 

proves that the fraud will not be detectable, unless the fraudster made a mistake which tells you 

where to look for the evidence. 

93- The unavoidability of extra lines on the page preceding the jurat page meant that something was 

deleted from the jurat page and there was a space over the first paragraph on that page.  

94- It is easy to insert Exhibit “F” without leaving any traces other than, if you do not check the 

final product of your fraud, the extra lines over Paragraph 25. 

95- An explanation for the other changes might be helpful in countering objections or explanations 

made by Glass. 

96- There were two documents involved. 

97- The first document, the pages before the jurat page, was made using Word, the second 

document, the jurat page, was made through modifying either the original jurat page or a copy 

of it 

98- A signed affidavit, which cannot be changed after its signature, on October 21, 2019, cannot 

have become, on October 23, 2019, a document whose every page but one had been typed with 

a font of one size and the last page, the jurat page, typed with a font of a smaller size, without 

the jurat page having be tampered with. 
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99- If you put the jurat page over the preceding page, and vice versa, and look at them against a 

light, you will notice that the size of the font on the jurat page is smaller than on the preceding 

page, the indents are at a different place. 

100- You then check every page of Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and of the other two affidavits 

and you will find that every page was as the page preceding the jurat page, except Ebokem’s 

affidavit. 

101- One does not format the text of an affidavit so that the font and indenting be that different 

from the preceding pages. 

102- Photocopying does not change the font size. 

103- If you don’t change the settings, the document will, after copying one document, re-

copying the photocopied document, and re-recopying the re-copied document and so on, be of 

the same size, but the text of the document will have moved further and further away from the 

left side of the page towards the right. 

104- An explanation for the discrepancies had to be found elsewhere. 

105- There were three possibilities for the formatting discrepancies: 

- Word was involved in the process after the signing of the affidavit 

- OCR default settings or malfunctioning. 

- Printer default settings or malfunctioning. 

106- The first possibility was checked. Any copying involving Word or Windows did not 

change the font size. 

107- The second possibility had to be eliminated too. There is no indication on the jurat page 

of any malfunctioning OCR and the font used for the affidavit is probably the easiest font to 

recognize by OCR. 
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108- One has to check the third possibility. 

109- What is described below is what happens if one uses a Brother multi-function laser 

printer and a USB key. No change was made to the printer default settings, and no change was 

made to the USB key.  

110- The change in font size cannot be explained by straight photocopying of the original jurat 

page. 

111- If one had worked from the original jurat page, the final jurat page would not be that 

different from the original page.  

112- If one had not worked from the original jurat page, there were two possibilities: a- the 

original jurat page had been photocopied or b- the original jurat page had been scanned. 

113- The first possibility had to be eliminated because photocopying of the original jurat page 

would not have resulted in a final jurat page which is that different from the original jurat page. 

114- If you scan a document with a Brother laser printer to a USB key, the document does not 

become a Word document.   

115- If you print the PDF document, without modifying the printer default settings or 

involving Word or Windows, the printed document will fill less space on the page, the indent 

will not be at the same place, by not very much, and the size of the font will be smaller.  

116- If there is a space at the top of the original page, there will be a space at the top of the 

printed page.  

117- If the original document fills totally a page, you will notice that the scanned document 

does not. The document will end higher on the page. 

118- The changes are not easy to spot unless you look at the bottom of the printed page or 

know, by experience, what happens when you print a scanned page with a Brother laser printer.   
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119- Allen-Macartney’s original affidavit was therefore scanned at the office by Glass after its 

commissioning.  

120- There is no need to scan an original affidavit unless you want to check subsequently to its 

commissioning if the original document was changed or to send a copy to someone, the witness, 

for example.  

121- Glass decided, either before or after Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 email, to insert 

what is Exhibit “F” into the commissioned affidavit. He knew that he would have to change the 

jurat page.  

122- The first pages of the original affidavit were modified through Word.  

123- Glass tampered with the jurat page in the following way: 

- He printed the original jurat page from his USB key. He did not notice the changes 

made by the printer to the original document. This is quite normal in our digital 

world. 

- He removed Paragraph 24 from the photocopied jurat page. The way Glass did it, he 

got some extra space at the top of the page.  Most likely, he covered the top of the 

document with a blank page and he photocopied the resulting document using the 

glass copying surface. The extra space at the top of the page comes from the way the 

modified jurat page was positioned on the glass surface. He did not check the result of 

his operation against the preceding page. 

124- Without the other changes, Glass could have said that he made a mistake and added space 

at the top of the page, disregarding the conclusion that it would have been impossible for him to 

end the main text without extra lines. Every other possibility results in more lines. 
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125- All that was left for Glass to do was to add the modified jurat page to the preceding 

pages, which had been modified by Word. 

126- Photocopying the document received from Glass is the only other operation which was 

done to Allen-Macartney’s affidavit before its incorporation into the Motion Record. This 

photocopying would not have modified the document received from Glass. The filed affidavit 

was therefore identical to the document received from Glass. 

127- Let us assume the absence of any technical explanation for the discrepancies between the 

page preceding the jurat page and the jurat page, there were only two ways the filed affidavit 

could have been lawfully commissioned: either the filed affidavit is the only affidavit and was 

signed around 9 p.m., on October 21, 2019, or there was an affidavit signed before and one 

signed after.9 p.m., on that day. 

128- As to the first alternative, Glass would have to explain why, in mid-evening, when he is 

drafting the bulk of Allen-Macartney’s affidavit, he referred in Paragraph 11 to a Statement of 

Claim as having been just received by Allen-Macartney earlier today. She received the 

Statement of Claim at 2:20 p.m.  

129- All that Glass could say to explain the extra space at the top of the jurat page is that it was 

a mistake made in late evening. 

130- On the filed jurat page, the changes were the result of shrinking. They were not made by 

Word or in taking into account Word or its Calibri font sizes. Allen-Macartney’s signature was 

shrunk too. 

131- All that Glass could say to explain the formatting changes is that it was a conscious 

decision made in late evening to have a different font size for the jurat page. 
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132- Two other affidavits were commissioned by Glass for the Motion to get me off the 

record.  

133- There is no detectable problem with the jurat page of the affidavit sworn by Mrs. Craig, a 

retired lawyer. The contrary would have been surprising. 

134- But there are detectable problems with the jurat page of the affidavit sworn by Ebokem.  

135- The font size used for the jurat page of Ebokem’s affidavit is different from the one used 

for every other page of his affidavit.  

136- The jurat in Allen-Macartney’s filed affidavit and the one in Craig’s affidavit are in the 

same size as in the rest of their respective affidavit. 

137- The jurat in Ebokem’s affidavit seems to be identical, to the naked eye, font-wise to the 

jurat in Allen-Macartney’s filed affidavit, but is different from the rest of the jurat page font-

wise. 

138- The top of the jurat page is lower than the top of the other pages of the affidavit, except 

one. It is impossible to check this without the final affidavit. The bottom of the jurat page is 

significantly lower than the preceding page, but is compatible with other pages in the affidavits.  

139- The indenting is different. 

140- In Craig’s affidavit, there is only one font size. 

141- In Allen-Macartney’s affidavit, there are two font sizes. 

142- In Ebokem’s affidavit, there are three font sizes. 

143- According to the filed affidavit, Ebokem’s affidavit was commissioned on October 22, 

2019. 

144- There are two possibilities as to the day the affidavit was commissioned: 
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- The date is accurate, and the affidavit was signed on October 22, 2019 and was 

modified later, on that day. 

- The date is not accurate, and the only day when the affidavit was signed is October 

21, 2019 and was modified later, most likely, on October 21, 2019. 

145- Since all that is found in Ebokem’s filed affidavit was known by 7:35 p. m., on October 

21, 2019, it is much more likely that the signed affidavit was modified at the same time as 

Allen-Macartney’s affidavit. 

146- The date has no impact on the tampering with Ebokem’s affidavit.  

147- Since the jurat page of Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit was not formatted in the 

same way as the preceding pages, it means, subject to the explanation that the formatting 

change was deliberate, that his affidavit was modified after its commissioning.  

148- Most likely, a short signature meeting had been scheduled for Ebokem, before or after 

Allen-Macartney’s meeting. The meeting could have been a joint one. 

149- The scheduled short meeting become, because of the document brought by Allen-

Macartney, a long one. Ebokem’s draft affidavit might have to be changed to deal with the 

changes made to Allen-Macartney’s draft affidavit during the late afternoon meeting, on 

October 21, 2019. 

150- The only reason for tampering with a jurat page is to delete lines or paragraphs which 

were, in the signed affidavit, above what is the first paragraph on the jurat page of the filed 

affidavit. 

151- The only relatively obvious change which could have been made to Ebokem’s affidavit 

before its commissioning is the part of the sentence in Paragraph 52, which starts with “the 
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details”. It would have been difficult to make the change later because Paragraph 53 was on the 

jurat page of the filed affidavit. 

152- Glass knew that other changes had to be made to Ebokem’s affidavit. He did not enough 

time for re-drafting Ebokem’s affidavit before its commissioning. He could have made a small 

change to Paragraph 52, which would have added two lines to the jurat page, and a small 

change in Paragraph 53, which would have added one letter. Those two paragraphs could have 

been new additions.  

153- If Glass added two lines to Paragraph 52 or added new Paragraphs 52 and 53, the jurat, 

which would have been in Calibri 13 or 14, as the rest of the jurat page, could not have been 

where it is in the filed affidavit. On the last page of the signed affidavit, there would have been 

some lines over the jurat. It would have been the same, most likely, without the changes to 

Paragraph 52 or new paragraphs. 

154- If it had been otherwise, Glass might have noticed the presence of three different font 

sizes in the final affidavit and given up his tampering project.   

155- The first paragraph on the jurat page of the filed affidavit is quite compatible with the 

presence of a preceding conclusion paragraph. 

156-  The procedure Glass followed is basically identical to the one described for the 

tampering with Allen-Macartney’s affidavit.  

157- Glass printed the last two pages of the signed affidavit. The result would have been two 

pages with font sizes which are different from the rest of the affidavit and different from each 

other. In other words, there are three font sizes in the filed affidavit. 

158- He removed the paragraph or lines above the first paragraph on the last page of the signed 

affidavit. If the last paragraph was straddling two pages, he deleted it from both pages. Then he 
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combined the two pages into one page, photocopied the resulting page and added it to the other 

pages, which he had modified with Word. 

159- Glass’ hypothetical explanation that he made a conscious decision to change the size of 

the font from Calibri 13-14 to Calibri 12, for example, might superficially make some sense 

with two different sizes in one document, but no sense at all with three different sizes, two of 

them on the same page in one document. 

160- None of the three arrival fonts is necessarily a 12-size font. One could be, for example, a 

12.1 size font, the other a 11.8 size font and the last one a 12.8 size font. The printing without 

Windows or Word modifies the size of the document, which is not a Word document, but a 

Brother one, to adjust it to the page. The size of the font depends on the size of the text on the 

page being copied. 

161- For his excuse to work, Glass would have had to measure the size of the arrival font and 

to decide to use a 11.8 size font, if this was the size of the arrival font. The odds of guessing the 

right size of the arrival font are very low.  

162- In the case of Ebokem’s affidavit, it was impossible, with the change of one font size, to 

get two different font sizes on the jurat page of the filed affidavit. 

163- Glass’ explanation that the decision to change Word font size on the jurat page was 

deliberate does not hold water because the change of Word font size has no effect on the font 

size of the printed page.  

164- In any event, Glass tampered with the two main affidavits supporting Griffiths’ motion to 

get me off the record.  
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165- It is possible to know that Glass deleted at least one paragraph from the jurat page of the 

signed affidavits, because it is the only change to a jurat page which is easy to do and usually 

not detectable. It is not possible to know the contents of the deleted paragraph. 

166- It is impossible to know the changes made to the pages preceding the jurat page.  

167- We know for sure that Glass has inserted evidence in two affidavits, that he has 

fabricated evidence. 

168- The following persons were involved in this fraud: Glass, Griffiths, Gray, Allen-

Macartney and Ebokem. 

169- Gray knew about the tampering of two affidavits by Glass. 

170- Ebokem knew about the tampering of his affidavit. 

171- Allen-Macartney knew of the tampering of Ebokem’s affidavit. 

172- The evidence-fabrication might explain the efforts made by Griffiths to eliminate my 

inefficient Statements of Claim.   

173- The second Statement of Claim was fairly close to the facts with respect to Allen-

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. It missed totally the tampering of Ebokem’s affidavit.  

 

174- Griffiths is the leader of a very small law firm.  

175- He directed Glass to make a groundless Motion to get me off the record when the Street 

Capital Bank intervened, on October 16, 2019, and to prepare Ebokem’s false affidavit, and 

directed Glass to make a groundless complaint to the Law Society of Ontario against me. 

176- He knew that Ebokem was a fraudster and a liar. That is why Allen-Macartney’s 

testimony was essential.  
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177- An honest lawyer in charge of a small law firm would have investigated the accusations 

made in my February 10, 2020 Statement of Claim. 

178- One of the accusations made in the Statement of Claim is specifically related to Exhibit 

“F” and reads: 

65- On October 21, 2019, Mr. Glass commissioned Allen-Macartney’s affidavit. 

 

66- After commissioning Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit, Glass modified 

the affidavit in two respects and likely modified it in a third respect.  

 

67- Glass added in the affidavit a reference to Exhibit “E”, the contents of which he had 

learned during the commissioning meeting held after 4 p.m. and before 6 p.m., on 

October 21, 2019. Exhibit “E” is a copy of an Amended Statement of Claim which 

had been emailed to her, at 2:20 p.m. on that day. 

 

68- He added in the affidavit a reference to Exhibit “F”, the contents of which he received 

through email after 7.35 p.m., on October 21, 2019, from Allen-Macartney. Allen-

Macartney was responding to a request made by Glass, after she had left his office, 

for the document. 

 

69- Exhibit “F” is an email thread which started with Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the 

Official Public Guardian and Trustee and ended with Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 

2019 email to Glass.  

 

70- Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 email was copied by Glass to Griffiths and 

Gray, in accordance with Equilibrium’s policy. 

 

(…) 

 

109- Griffiths is still using two affidavits which he knows violate the Commissioners for 

Taking Affidavits Act, namely, Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Allen-

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. 

 

110- Glass is still using two affidavits which he knows violate the Commissioners for 

Taking Affidavits Act, namely, Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Allen-

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. 

 

179- An honest lawyer would have investigated the matter and made honest decisions. One of 

his decisions would have been to fire Glass, with or without notice. 

180- Rather, Griffiths decided to request the Court to dismiss my Statement of Claim.  
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181- Gray was in the know. She knew that Exhibit “E” and Exhibit “F” were not annexed to 

the draft affidavit submitted to Allen-Macartney for her signature, on October 21, 2019. 

182- She copied Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 email to Glass and inserted it into 

Exhibit “F”. She copied the Amended Statement of Claim and inserted it into Exhibit “E”. She 

copied Ebokem’s affidavit. 

183- Gray either decided to include the full email thread, including Allen-Macartney’s email 

to Glass, or was instructed by Glass to do so. 

184- Allen-Macartney’s commissioned affidavit was tampered with by Glass inserting Exhibit 

“F” and making other changes to the pages preceding the jurat page, including the deletion of 

Paragraph 24. 

185- Glass fabricated evidence and breached Section 137 of the Criminal Code, which reads: 

Every one who, with intent to mislead, fabricates anything with intent that it shall be 
used as evidence in a judicial proceeding, existing or proposed, by any means other 
than perjury or incitement to perjury is guilty of an indictable offence and liable to 
imprisonment for a term not exceeding fourteen years. 
 

186- Griffiths is a party to Glass’ offences. 

187- Gray is a party to Glass’ offences. 

188- Ebokem’s is a party to Glass’ offences. 

189- Allen-Macartney knew about the intended use of the email she copied, on October 21, 

2019 to Glass. She is a party to Glass’ offences. 

190- The only way for Allen-Macartney to prove that she had not perjured herself in Paragraph 

13 of her affidavit is to produce a copy, if she has one – she might have one, unless she 

misplaced it - of the affidavit she signed to show that Paragraph 13 had been modified by Glass 

so as to incriminate her. 
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March 20, 2020. 

 

 André Bluteau 

Document 119 – Mr. Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. Juistice Gomery 

Document 123 – The three last pages  

The Curious History of ‘What Did the President 
Know, and When Did He Know It?’ 
 

The Washington Post wants to know. So does the New York Times. So too do The 

New Yorker, USA Today, The Nation and Salon. 

What all these outlets want to know is the same question last asked in another 

presidential corruption scandal, Watergate, 45 years ago: “What did the president 

know, and when did he know it?” 

The simple inquiry became world famous. But what is less well-known is the story 

behind the question, and perhaps most surprising of all, that it was asked in order 

to defend President Richard Nixon. 

The person who asked the question was Tennessee GOP Sen. Howard Baker Jr. His 

party credentials were unassailable. His father was a GOP Congressman and his 

father-in-law was Senate minority leader for a decade. Baker was the ranking 

Republican on the special Senate committee that investigated Watergate. 

In February 1973, before the hearings began, Baker had a secret Oval Office 

meeting with Nixon. He told the President the committee’s game plan, which was to 

start out with minor witnesses in an effort to ratchet up the pressure on major 

witnesses to appear before the panel.  As Nixon later related, Baker suggested 

having major figures such as White House Chief of Staff H.R. Haldeman and top 

aide John Ehrlichman testify first, “to deflate the whole thing.” 

Through the first half of that year, Nixon trusted Baker and vice versa. The White 

House and Baker were in frequent contact. Nixon’s staff prepared a strategy memo 

for Baker suggesting ways he could keep the hearings from becoming a “political 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/politics/wp/2018/02/26/what-did-trump-know-and-when-did-he-know-it/?utm_term=.ae96d9fc32e7
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/02/15/opinion/what-did-trump-know-and-when-did-he-know-it.html
https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2017/03/20/is-trump-trolling-the-white-house-press-corps
https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2017/03/20/is-trump-trolling-the-white-house-press-corps
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2017/12/02/trump-faces-watergate-era-question-what-did-he-know-when-did-he-know-it/915482001/
https://www.thenation.com/article/what-did-president-trump-know-and-when-did-he-know-it/
https://www.salon.com/2018/02/01/trump-demanded-loyalty-from-another-justice-official-report/
http://plainblogaboutpolitics.blogspot.com/2013/02/february-22-1973.html#more
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circus.” The whole inquiry, they wrote, was a “witch hunt.” (Sound familiar?) In fact, 

they wrote, the President himself could inform Baker that it was actually the 

Democrats who had bugged his offices in 1968. 

The Senate’s Watergate hearings began in May. North Carolina Democrat Sam Ervin 

chaired the proceedings on a special Committee whose membership was equally 

divided between the parties. 

At first the testimony backed the spin being pushed from the White House: 

Watergate was a third-rate burglary attempt by a small group of bad apples. The 

President was uninvolved. 

But on June 25, former White House Counsel John Dean, who had been fired by 

Nixon in the spring, started testifying. Reading a 245-page statement to the 

Committee over the course of two days, he systematically linked Nixon to a pattern 

of corruption and obstruction of justice. Then the questioning began. 

When it was Baker’s turn to interrogate Dean, his goal was to prove that the 

accusations against the President were based on circumstantial evidence. Baker 

carefully questioned the former White House lawyer, attempting to prove that he 

had no direct evidence of the President’s role in the break in or in any cover up. 

Dean held his own, ultimately testifying that he and Nixon discussed the cover 

up 35 times. 

Baker was subdued after Dean’s testimony. The Committee took a two-week break. 

Shortly after it resumed work, it learned of the President’s secret Oval Office tapes. 

Now, it wasn’t just Dean’s word against the President’s. Not only that, but the level 

of Baker’s involvement with the White House could be exposed. 

Baker’s opinion of the President and the scandal was changing. In 1992, he 

explained to the Associated Press “I believed that it was a political ploy of the 

Democrats, that it would come to nothing…But a few weeks into that, it began to 

dawn on me that there was more to it than I thought, and more to it than I liked.” 

The Committee’s discovery of the tapes marked the turning point in Watergate and 

set in motion the events that would lead to Nixon’s resignation. On July 23,1973, 

less than a month after Baker asked his famous question, the Committee voted to 

subpoena the tapes. Baker and all the Republicans on the committee voted to issue 

it. It was the first time a congressional committee had ever issued a subpoena to a 

President, and only the second time since 1807 that anyone had subpoenaed the 

chief executive. 

https://www.senate.gov/artandhistory/history/common/generic/Feature_Homepage_WatergateHearingBegins.htm
https://books.google.com/books?id=GLfOIBZNOF0C&pg=PA118&lpg=PA118&dq=john+dean+cross+examined+by+howard+baker&source=bl&ots=18oVowNbWm&sig=nxpqMSJaFhBodEe9SyH17ilLlYo&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiK0eP8m9vZAhXKdd8KHexFD3oQ6AEIYDAJ#v=onepage&q=john%20dean
http://www.thejournal.ie/what-was-watergate-14-facts-richard-nixon-494970-Jun2012/
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/remembering-howard-baker-whose-famous-question-embodied-watergate-hearings
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Meanwhile, Special Prosecutor Archibald Cox also subpoenaed the tapes. Nixon 

spurned both demands. Baker warned that the nation was “on the brink of a 

constitutional confrontation between the Congress and the White House.” 

The legal maneuvering between Nixon, the Senate Committee, and Cox continued 

into the fall of 1973. Finally, on October 19, Nixon offered a compromise. He would 

let the famously hard of hearing Senator John C. Stennis (D-Miss.) listen to the tapes 

1and summarize them. Cox rejected the offer, and the next morning, a Saturday, 

Nixon ordered him fired. 

All through 1973 and into 1974, Baker slowly moved out of the President’s camp. 

He shifted from being a Nixon apologist to acting as a mediator between the Senate 

and the President. Ultimately, he let the chips fall where they might. Baker’s eyes 

started opening in the days after he posed his famous question. 

Forty-five years later, is there a Senator or Representative poised to inherit Baker’s 

mantle? It’s not impossible to imagine. 

https://brewminate.com/the-curious-history-of-what-did-the-president-know-and-when-did-he-

know-it/ 

 

 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/national/longterm/watergate/articles/072473-1.htm
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