
Part 2 – Mr. Glass of Equilibriun Law counterfeited 4 affidavits which were 

knowingly submitted several times to the Court as being genuine affidavits in 

clear violation of Section 139(2) of the Criminal Code and committed other 

related crimes. 

1-       Mr. Glass, one of Mr. Ebokem’s lawyers, counterfeited 4 affidavits, including Mr. 

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

affidavit, which were supporting Mr. Ebokem’s first Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the 

record as a lawyer.  

2019 

2-        It was strongly suspected, on October 31, 2019, that Mr. Glass had tampered with Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit.  

Document 198 – Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2022 affidavit, Exhibit F, page 1 

2020 

3-        It was shown, on March 20, 2020, that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and 

Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit had been tampered with by Mr. 

Glass. The jurat pages of both affidavits had very clear telltale signs of tampering. 

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

2022 

4-       The affidavits used by Mrs. Lendor in support of Mr. Ebokem’s second Motion to get 

Mr. Bluteau off the record, on May 5, 2022, are null and void. They were commissioned 

by Mrs. Lendor, who also used in support of the second Motion Mr. Ebokem’s false 

and counterfeited October 22, 2019 affidavit. See Part 6 - Mrs. Lendor was Mr. 

Ebokem’s lawyer in 2019 - Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit, which was 

commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, is false., Part 9- Mr. Ebokem and the three minor 

children are domiciled in Quebec since 2020., Part 10- Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 

and May 26, 2022 affidavits are null and void. Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor  

invented a fake March 23, 2019 meeting. and Part 11- Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 

2022 affidavit, which is null and void, is false. 

5-        In the case of every false or invalid affidavit sworn by Mr. Ebokem, there was clear 

evidence available to the persons who prepared and commissioned the affidavits that 

Mr. Ebokem was a thief and a perjurer.  



6-       The lawyers who commissioned Mr. Ebokem’s affidavits are Mr. Glass, Mr. Rouatt 

and Mrs. Lendor; Mr. Reinhart, who is not a lawyer, but is a non-practicing member of 

the Law Society of Ontario commissioned three of these false affidavits. See Part 12- 

Mr. Reinhart of Valu-Notary is not a commissioner for oaths or a notary public, 

and Part 13. 

Affidavits – their Role and Importance 

7- A judicial decision has to be supported by evidence. An affidavit is evidence. 

8- A false affidavit is one in which a person signs it and swears that the statements made 

in the affidavit are true, complete, and accurate when they are not, but are in fact 

misleading the Court.  

9- Litigation lawyers should know the importance of affidavits in our judicial system and 

treat them accordingly.  

Although the popular view, shaped by the media, tends to regard evidence as synonymous with oral 

testimony given in court, a large volume, perhaps the greater part, of court business is based on written 

statements of fact. Most frequently, these statements of fact are contained in a sworn document known 

as an affidavit. 

 

Typically, an affidavit conforms to a highly structured format. The proceeding in which it is to be offered 

as evidence is identified at the head of the document, usually through a recital of the court, action number 

and the identity of the parties. The person making the statement (referred to as the "affiant") is then 

identified by name, occupation and residence. Following that, the statements of fact to be offered as 

evidence are set out in numbered paragraphs. The affiant must also state whether he has personal 

knowledge of the facts set out or is merely stating them on "information and belief" and, in that case, the 

source of the information. 

 

At the foot of the affidavit and to the right is a place for the signature of the affiant. 

 

For the affidavit to be properly completed, the affiant must appear in person before a person authorized 

by law for that purpose and "swear" the affidavit. In this province such a person is known as "a 

Commissioner for taking affidavits for British Columbia." Before the affidavit can be sworn, the 

Commissioner must be satisfied of the identity of the affiant and that the affiant understands its contents. 

The swearing of an affidavit occurs when ritualistic words concerning the truth of the affidavit are put 

to the affiant by the Commissioner, and the affiant responds in a way which indicates that the contents 

of the affidavit are true. 

 

The Commissioner might ask: 

 

Do you swear that the contents of this affidavit are true, so help you God? 

 

Or 

 

Do you make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing it to be true and knowing that it is of the 

same legal force and effect as if made under oath? And the affiant might respond “yes” or “I do.” 

 

See Bencher’s Bulletin, 1985, No. 2. 

 



All that remains to "perfect" the affidavit is for the Commissioner to complete the "jurat" which is a short 

notation to the left of the affiant's signature identifying the date and place the affidavit was sworn and 

the identity of the Commissioner. The jurat is signed by the Commissioner. 

 

Document 173- 1990 British Columbia Minor Report on affidavits 

 

10- Il va sans le dire that a motion or any judicial proceeding which is supported solely 

by counterfeited or invalid affidavits is supported only by thin air. Si cela va sans 

le dire, cela ira encore mieux en le disant. Mr. Justice Hackland’s October 31, 2019 

decision, Mrs. Justice Gomery’s April 24, 2020 decisions and Mrs. Justice Audet’s 

last two 2022 decisions are supported only by thin air.  

11-  This Part deals with the affidavits which have been altered by Mr. Glass when he 

was, in October 2019, with Equilibrium Law, which is owned and operated by Mr. 

Griffiths. He is, since October 2020, with McCague Borlack.  

Document 72 - Mr. Glass’ LSO status and information 

Document 83 - Mr. Glass at McCague and Borlack 

12- It is fairly easy to spot a fake document or a copy of a document.  

How can we identify fake documents in an automated and simpler manner? 

 

1. Check for obvious mistakes 

This one may seem simple, but check for obvious mistakes – some fraudsters aren’t 

too good and can make simple mistakes! These could be anything from a simple 

spelling mistake to inconsistencies in typefaces. 

There was a spelling mistake in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit.  

2. Look for unusual formatting 

Another easy error to spot could be some strange formatting or text that’s seen to 

be more blurry than the rest of the document. If a document has been scanned into 

a computer and then edited, the edited text will more often than not appear different 

to the original text. 

The hue of the black ink on the jurat page was different from the hue of the black 

ink in the pages preceding the jurat page of the four affidavits commissioned by 

Mr. Glass in October 2019. 

https://www.acuant.com/blog/3-top-tips-identifying-fake-documents/ 

https://www.acuant.com/blog/3-top-tips-identifying-fake-documents/


Loan Application Fraud: Identifying Fraudulent Documentseply  

Typical methods for authenticating bank statements are first to check for obvious 

mistakes such as typos or inconsistencies in typefaces. Then look for unusual 

formatting or text that’s seen to be out of position compared to the rest of the 

document. You can also compare the document against a known genuine document 

to look for formatting differences. 

 

There were formatting differences in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and 

in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. 

https://www.moneythumb.com/identify-fraudulent-bank-statements/ 

13- As shown in Mr. Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery, there 

were obvious mistakes on the jurat pages of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit and of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit, including 

examples of the obvious mistakes mentioned in the preceding paragraph. 

14- If Mrs. Justice Gomery, who has a solid background in civil litigation, had read Mr. 

Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply – it is not clear, on the record, that the Reply was 

even submitted to her; this was at the beginning of the Pandemic - she would have 

understood that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Mrs. Allen-

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit had been tampered with by Mr. Glass and 

wondered how Mr. Justice Hackland, who has also a background in civil litigation, 

could have missed the obvious tampering of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 

2019 affidavit. Mr. Justice Hackland came to the Bench from the same law firm as 

Mr. Justice Hackland. 

Four counterfeited affidavits 

15- On October 23, 2019, Mr. Glass filed with the Superior Court of Justice at Ottawa in 

the Court File CV-19-81121 3 affidavits. which he submitted to the Court as being 

genuine affidavits that he had commissioned. 

16- The first 3 counterfeited affidavits are: 

a- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

Document 3 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

b- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit 

Document 8 – Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

c- Mrs. Craig’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

https://www.moneythumb.com/identify-fraudulent-bank-statements/


Document 157 – Mrs. Craig’s October 22, 2019 affidavit  

17- On October 31, 2019, Mr. Glass filed a fourth counterfeited affidavit with the Court: 

Mrs. Gray’s October 31, 2019 affidavit. Mrs. Gray was at that time, and still is, a 

paralegal at Equilibrium Law. 

Document 158 – Mrs. Gray’s October 31, 2019 affidavit 

Document 160 – Mrs. Gray’s LSO status and information 

18- These 4 affidavits were the only evidence used to support Equilibrium Law’s October 

23, 2019 Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the record as a lawyer.  

19- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit was a pack of vile calumnies insofar as it 

dealt with Mr. Bluteau.  

20- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit did not make any reference to Mr. 

Bluteau’s professional or personal relationship with Mr. Ebokem or questioned his 

professional or personal integrity. 

21- The purposes of Equilibrium Law’s October 23, 2019 Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off 

the record and Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit were to deceive the Court and,  

consequently, others, so as to facilitate the commission of other frauds by Mr. Ebokem 

and others and to hide that Equilibrium Law had been a party to the mortgage fraud and 

the estate fraud, as well as the HOOPP fraud, committed by Mr. Ebokem through 

destroying Mr. Bluteau’s personal and professional integrity in inventing a personal 

and professional relationship between Mr. Ebokem and Mr. Bluteau.  

22- Both Mr. Glass and Mr. Griffith committed criminal offences and independent 

intentional torts, which they are not immune from, obviously, criminal prosecution and, 

necessarily, civil prosecution.  

23- There is no need whatsoever to destroy a lawyer’s personal and professional integrity 

to demonstrate that the lawyer was or is in the conflict of interest which is discussed in 

MacDonald Estate v. Martin, the leading Supreme Court authority on this rule.  See 

Part 7 – Macdonald Estate v. Martin does not apply. 

24- Mr. Bluteau knew that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit was totally false, for 

the simple reason that the affidavit was describing events related to him and that these 

events have never occurred. See Part 4. 

25- Mr. Bluteau’s oral statements made, on October 31, 2019, as an officer of the Court 

during the hearing and his October 30, 2019 affidavit and factum should have been 



given by Mr. Justice Hackland much more weight than an affidavit sworn by a man 

who had committed a mortgage fraud, an estate fraud and had sworn a false affidavit 

on July 24, 2019 and who had admitted in his October 22, 2019 affidavit that he had 

been making false declarations or affidavits to obtain money from the Federal and 

Provincial administrations.  

26- The allegation that Mr. Ebokem had sworn a false affidavit, on October 22, 2019, is 

demonstrated by three false affidavits sworn by Mr. Ebokem in 2022.  

27- These three affidavits, which deal with the same facts, the same period of time, the 

same location and the same persons, were commissioned by Mrs. Lendor who was Mr. 

Ebokem’s lawyer in 2019 and, for that reason, knew that the essential facts of Mr. 

Ebokem’s narrative were false: Mr. Bluteau was not providing legal services or advice 

in 2019, Mrs. Lendor and others were. See Part 6 – Mrs. Lendor was Mr. Ebokem’s 

lawyer in 2019 - Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit, which was commissioned 

by Mrs. Lendor, is false. 

28- Mr. Ebokem and Mr. Bluteau agreed, in October 2019 on the existence of a single 

substantive family meeting which was held on April 12, 2019. The existence of this 

meeting is corroborated by a computer-dated report prepared by Mr. Akwa and 

circulated to the attendees and discussed during the April 12, 2019 meeting.  

29- The March 23, 2019 meeting described in Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit and 

May 29, 2022 never took place. See Part 10 - Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 and May 

26, 2022 affidavits are null and void. Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor invented a 

fake March 23, 2019 meeting. 

What was known on October 31, 2019 on the validity of the affidavits 

commissioned by Mr. Glass 

30- Two events which are specifically mentioned in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 

2019 affidavit occurred on October 21, 2019, the first one in late afternoon, the second 

one in the evening.   

31- Mrs. Allen-Macartney sent, in the evening of October 21, 2019, at 7:35 pm, the day her 

affidavit was supposed to have been commissioned, a one-sentence email to Mr. Glass. 

This email was found on the first page of Exhibit “F” of her affidavit. Her one-sentence 

email reads:  



 

Document 198 – Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2022 affidavit, Exhibit F, page 1 

32- Paragraph 10 of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit was also referring 

to an Amended Statement of Claim. 

33- Mr. Saltmarsh, the insurance adjuster, was informed, at his request, by Mr. Bluteau’s 

email at 14:23 pm of the Amended Statement of Claim. Mr. Saltmarsh would have sent 

the email sometime after its sending to Mrs. Allen-Macartney or to her lawyer.  

Document 176 – Mr. Bluteau’s October 21, 2019 email to Mr. Saltmarsh 

34- Exhibit “E” of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit is the October 21, 2019 Amended 

Statement of Claim and Exhibit “F”, which is the last exhibit, is the document sent by 

Mrs. Allen-Macartney, in the evening of October 21, 2019 affidavit, to Mr. Glass. 

Exhibit “D’’ is the October 15, 2019 Statement of Claim against Mrs. Allen-Macartney.  

35- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit was describing one event which 

occurred, on October 21, 2019, one or two hours before the end of the business day, in 

an affidavit which would have had to be sworn, so as to explain the inclusion of a 

reference to the document sent at 7:35 pm, on October 21, 2019 by Mrs. Allen-

Macartney’s email into the October 21, 2019 affidavit between 8, 9 pm and midnight, 



on October 21, 2019, assuming that she knew, on October 21, 2019 about the Amended 

Statement of Claim.  

36- Mr. Bluteau did not notice the problem with Exhibit “E” of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s 

October 21, 2019 affidavit before or during the October 31, 2019 hearing of Mr. 

Ebokem’s Motion. He only noticed it in March 2020. 

37- Mr. Bluteau did raise the problem with the Exhibit ‘’F’’, the email sent in the evening 

of October 21, 2019, in his October 30, 2019 factum. Paragraphs 35 and following of 

Mr. Bluteau’s factum read: 

 



 

What was known on March 20, 2020 

38- From November 2019 to March 2020, Mr. Bluteau focused Mr. Bluteau focused on the 

contents of the affidavits, see Paragraphs 3 to 7. 

39- On March 20, 2020, Mr. Bluteau stated, in his Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery, his 

conclusions on the validity of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and of Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit.  

Document 119- Mr. Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery 

40- Mr. Bluteau’s examination of the affidavits commissioned by Mr. Glass was restricted 

to 2 of the 4 affidavits commissioned by Mr. Glass. 



41- Rather than examining the jurat page of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

affidavit for obvious mistakes, Mr. Bluteau put himself in Mr. Glass’ shoes and 

attempted to reconstruct the way Mr. Glass incorporated into Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s 

affidavit the two events that had taken place, on October 21, 2019, namely, in the 

afternoon, the October 21, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim against Mrs. Allen-

Macartney and the Elders of the Gloucester Presbyterian Church, which amended 

Statement of Claim was found in Exhibit "E” of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and, 

in the evening,  the email transmission of a document, which was later found in Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s affidavit as Exhibit “F” of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit , by 

Mrs. Allen-Macartney to Mr. Glass. 

42- Mr. Glass had four options in the evening of October 21, 2019:  

a- to postpone the October 31, 2019 hearing 

b- to do nothing with respect to the Exhibit “F” 

c- to have a new affidavit signed by Mrs. Allen-Macartney and commissioned by Mr. 

Glass.  

d- to do what he did. 

43- Mr. Glass did not use the first option. 

44- The right technical option for Mr. Glass was the second one, since the actual contents 

of Exhibit “F”, that is, Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, with a copy to 

Mr. Ebokem and Canada Life, was known to Mr. Glass from at least September 30, 

2019, the day Mr. Ebokem sent him a copy of the letter and mentioned in the part of 

Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit, which was most likely drafted before October 15, 2019. There 

was no need for any change to Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and Mr. Ebokem’s 

affidavit on this account. 

45- The modification of the affidavit to mention the October 21, 2019 Amended Statement 

of Claim could easily have been handled and went undetected by a change in the Word 

pages preceding the jurat page. 

46- Mr. Glass did not use the second option since he did not examine the document sent to 

him by Mrs. Allen-Macartney. If he had, Mr. Glass would have noticed that he had the 

document, which was referred to and discussed in what was the first version of the 

adulterated affidavit.  



47- In other words, Mr. Glass did not read Exhibit “F”, which was a document already 

mentioned in Mr. Ebokem’s undated affidavit and in his October 22, 2019 affidavit: 

the first pages of Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT were already an Exhibit 

to Mr. Ebokem’s undated and his adulterated affidavit.  

48- There was no need for an Exhibit “F”. The need for Exhibit “E” could have been 

handled without altering the jurat page, by modifying one of the preceding pages, which 

were and are in Word. Carefully done, a change to a Word page is not easily detectable 

and, in most cases, undetectable unless you have access to the computer where the 

Word document is stored. It is up to Equilibrium Law to prove that the Word pages 

were not modified over and over.  

49- The inclusion of the full affidavit with its annexes also put into the record the March 

25, 2019 letter which destroyed the whole calumny and defamation story, which letter 

Mr. Glass had purposedly not mentioned in the affidavit. The letter was found three 

times in the annex to the document sent by Mrs. Allen-Macartney to Mr. Glass.  

50-  Mr. Glass opted for the fourth option. He did not restrict himself to adding a few words 

to the two affidavits. He also altered the jurat on the last page of the body of the two 

affidavits. It was probably not the first time he had counterfeited affidavits. 

51- First, one identifies the changes which have to be made by Mr. Glass. Mr. Glass has a 

peculiarly recognizable way of writing affidavits. Mr. Ebokem does not really know 

how to write. Mrs. Allen-Macartney has her own style.  

52- Two sentences or parts of sentence were, in this case, necessary to deal with the 

Statements of Claim. It was easy to add a part of sentence to Paragraph 10 of the 

affidavit, which reads in the counterfeited version: 

 

Document 8 – Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit  

53- The other event – the email - was not handled this way. Mr. Glass added a paragraph: 



 

54- Mr. Glass had to find room for six more lines at least, in fact for 8-9 lines, on the jurat 

page, because of the addition of a new paragraph.  

55- To get these missing lines, one has to split or combine existing paragraphs so that the 

page before the jurat page and the number of the paragraph before the jurat page match 

the first paragraph of the jurat page. It does not take that much time to modify the 

unnumbered Word pages.  

56- He could not change the numbering of the paragraphs. There were therefore two 

possibilities for the last paragraph before the jurat page. The paragraph could be entirely 

on the page before the jurat page, in which case the change would be undetectable, or 

it could be split, one part on the last page before the jurat page, one part on the jurat 

page, in which case it might be detectable in some cases. 

57- If the last paragraph is split, one has to modify the jurat page by removing the part of 

the split paragraph that is at the top of the jurat page.  

58- If the last paragraph had been split, there could have been an extra space at the top of 

the jurat page. 

59- There was an extra space at the top of the jurat page of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’ October 

21, 2019 affidavit. Bingo!   

60- Mr. Bluteau then did what he should have done in the first place. He checked the jurat 

page for obvious mistakes.  

61- Mr. Bluteau compared the jurat page of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit with its 

preceding pages and found significant differences with respect to indents and font sizes. 

62- There are 3 different font sizes on the jurat page of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit: 

one for the first paragraph, another one for the other two paragraphs and most of the 

jurat page and a third one, under the commissioner’s signature, which is in a smaller 

font size than the font size on Mrs. Craig’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and on Mrs. 

Gray’s October 31, 2019 affidavit.  



63- At that time, it was not known, or even suspected, that Mrs. Craig’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit had been signed and commissioned days before without the date being 

asserted. 

64- With the benefit of hindsight, one can express serious doubts about the contents of Mrs. 

Craig’s affidavit. Mr. Glass or Mrs. Craig stated in her counterfeited affidavit that she 

was a barrister and solicitor, while she was in fact a member of the Law Society of 

Ontario who worked as a policy advisor. It is rather surprising for a member of the Law 

Society of Ontario to sign an affidavit with no indication of the date.  

65- As to Mrs. Gray’s October 31, 2019 affidavit, it is not surprising that this member of 

the Law Society of Ontario would sign an affidavit commissioned by Mr. Glass without 

the date being added to the counterfeited affidavit. 

Document 157 – Mrs. Craig’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. 

Document 158 – Mrs. Gray’s October 31, 2019 affidavit 

66- The indents in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit are different from the indents of the 

preceding pages of the body of the affidavit. 

67- The formatting differences and the different font sizes were corroborating that Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s succinct email message sent at 7:35 pm, on October 21, 2019, to 

Mr. Glass, which was left on the first page of Exhibit “F” attached to her October 21, 

2019 affidavit, had not been implemented by the signature of a second affidavit in the 

evening of October 21, 2019. 

68- Mrs. Allen-Macartney would have signed her first affidavit, exactly when is not known, 

before she had learned about either the October 15, 2019 Statement of Claim or the 

October 21, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim. 

69- The watershed date in this case is Wednesday October 16, 2019, when the General 

Counsel for the Street Capital Bank called Mr. Glass to inform him that Mr. Ebokem 

had committed a mortgage fraud.  

70- Mr. Glass would have already got the affidavits, which are dated October 21, 2019 and 

October 22, 2019, signed and commissioned with no date.  

71- A panic ensued, on October 16, 2019, and most of Mr. Glass’ additional affidavit work 

would have been done on Thursday October 17, 2019 or on Friday October 18, 2019. 

72- In his October 23, 2019 email to Mr. Bluteau, Mr. Glass wrote: 



As you know, we have been forced to move quickly to secure an urgent motion date and finalize our 

materials given the tight timetable that you have placed us under. 

 
Document 154 – Mr. Glass’s October 23, 2019 email to Mr. Bluteau 

73- The “you’ refers to Mr. Bluteau and, most likely, the General Counsel for the Street 

Capital Bank of Canada, the “us” refers to them, presumably Mr. Glass and the affiants.  

74- Mr. Bluteau obviously did not know that he was forcing Mr. Glass to rush until Mr. 

Glass told him.   

 

 

75- Mr. Glass and Mr. Griffiths did not know that an old man could have so much blood 

left in his body after having been murdered.  

76- After completing his initial examination of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit, Mr. 

Bluteau examined, a few days later, the jurat page of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit. 

77- Bingo again. Indents were different and Mr. Bluteau spotted, at that time, three different 

font sizes on the jurat page. One does not need more than two different font sizes on a 

jurat page to have reasonable grounds to investigate whether an affidavit has been 

tampered with. 

78- The best way to visually spot the different font sizes on the jurat page is to start from 

the bottom of the page. One should keep in mind that the Word font sizes for Arial, 

which is the font used by Mr. Glass, are 10, 11 or 12 and not 10.4, 11.7, for example.  



79- Mr. Bluteau, who does not wear glasses or contact lens, sees, now, six different font 

sizes on the crowded jurat page of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019.  

80- First, the words under Mr. Glass’ signature are not in the same font size as the same 

words in Mrs. Gray’s October 31, 2019 affidavit and in Mrs. Craig’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit.  

81- Second, the font size of the jurat is different from the front size of the words under Mr. 

Glass’ signature. 

82- Third, the font size of paragraph 53 is different from the font size of the jurat. 

83- Fourth, the font size of paragraph 52 is different from the font size of paragraph 53. 

84- Fifth, the font size of paragraph 51 is different from the font size of paragraph 52. 

85- Sixth, the font size of paragraph 50 is different from the font size of paragraph 51. 

86- Every one of the six – or three – font sizes on the jurat page look different from the font 

size on the pages preceding the jurat. 

87- The text of Mr. Glass’ affidavits is not justified, except for one paragraph on the jurat 

page of Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit. This indicates that the justified paragraph comes from 

a justified document, and not from the draft affidavit, which is not justified. 

88- The left space on the jurat page of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit is wider 

than on the preceding pages.  

89- The word pastor is misspelt in Paragraph 52, which is on the jurat page, of Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. 

 

Document 3 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

90- Microsoft Word would have automatically suggested the correction of “pastorr” to 

pastor. This detail means that Microsoft Word, which should have been the only 

software used by Mr. Glass for the jurat page, was not used for Paragraph 52, which is 

on the jurat page. 

91- All the above-described evidence is visible to the naked eye of many persons, not only 

of Mr. Bluteau’s, as it was confirmed by forensic document examiners. 



92- Mr. Bluteau did not know that the hue of the black ink could be different on the Word 

pages from the hue on the jurat page. The document examiner was able to see the 

difference of hues and to confirm it. 

Document 162 – Mr. Bluteau’s February 3, 2022 email to Ottawa Police 

Document 163 – Docufraud’s March 28, 2022 email to Mr. Bluteau 

Document 164 - Docufraud’s email to Mr Bluteau 

Document 165 - Docufraud’s email to Mr. Bluteau 

Mr. Glass’ modus operandi 

93- The first forensic document examiners could not explain how the tampering with the 

affidavits had been done by Mr. Glass. The first forensic document examiners were 

consulted to comply with the Ottawa Police’s request.  

94- Their evidence was sufficient to get a conviction. As a matter of fact, it was possible to 

get a conviction without a document examiner’s report in this case. 

95- Mr. Bluteau consulted a number of digital printers to better understand the use of Adobe 

and then he asked the first document examiner for the name of another forensic 

document examiner who could explain how Mr. Glass had modified the two affidavits.   

96- All one needs to know to figure out Mr. Glass’s affidavit fraud is that a signature in 

blue ink on a page printed with a black-and-white printer looks the same to the naked 

eye as a signature in blue ink which has been apposed onto a page before the page is 

printed with a four-color printer.  

97- In other words, a counterfeited $100 bill looks the same to the naked eye as a genuine 

$100 bill, except for a bank employee.  

98- The first step in Mr. Glass’ fabrication of evidence is to divide every signed affidavit 

into two parts.  

99- His second step is to have the affidavit signed and commissioned without a date and 

without numbered pages and with the signatures in blue ink. 

100- The first part is constituted of every page of the body of the affidavit with the exception 

of the jurat page. The second part is the rest of the affidavit. 

101- The first part was modified, if and when necessary, with Word, by Mr. Glass. The 

March 20, 2020 Reply mentions the most likely changes made by Mr. Glass to Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit.  



102- Mr. Glass could make changes to the body of the affidavit as often as he wanted 

provided that the number of the first paragraph on the jurat page, or the contents of the 

paragraphs on the jurat page, do not need to be altered.  

103- The blue-ink signatures of a genuine jurat page are applied onto a printed page, as it is 

done with any other original signature on a letter, a postcard, a power of attorney or a 

will. And the printed page with the signatures is not copied and the copy presented as 

the original letter, postcard, power of attorney or will.  

104- To put it more clearly, the blue-ink signatures are applied either on a pre-printed form 

or on a Word page.  

105- Mr. Glass knew that signatures in blue ink on a genuine jurat page, that is, signatures 

applied onto a page previously printed with a monochrome printer, the standard jurat 

page, are identical to the naked eye with signatures in blue ink applied onto a page 

modified by an OCR application, which has to be necessarily printed with a four-color 

printer and after the signatures have been applied onto the page.  

106- Mr. Glass also knew that signatures in blue ink are not as suspiciously false as 

signatures in black ink. The consensus is that blue ink makes it easier to assume that a 

document is a signed original as opposed to a black-and-white copy. This is commonly 

and wrongly thought to be true in all cases.  

Surprisingly, the wrong-color ink can be black, says Jim Angleton, president of Aegis, a 

corporate prepaid debit- and charge-card issuer. “If you’re applying for a credit card in person, your 

bank may ask you to sign the application in blue ink.” 

That’s because blue ink is harder to reproduce and easier to spot on paper that’s typically filled with 

lots of black (fine) print. And, Angleton says, because black ink is the most widely used printer-ink 

color, it’s the easiest color to duplicate or copy via home software and printers. 

“Blue ink is preferred because when black ink is used, someone at the bank or credit card company 

may not be able to tell whether they are looking at a photocopy of a signature or an originally inked 

signature,” says Cina L. Wong, CDE, a certified and court-qualified forensic handwriting expert. “It's 

easier to assume that the document is 'original' if it is signed in blue ink.” 

https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/061314/dont-sign-legal-

pitfalls-signatures.asp 

107- The only difference between Mr. Glass’ counterfeited affidavits and counterfeited $100 

bills is that nobody, except secretaries and teenagers, seems to be aware that blue-ink 

affidavits can be counterfeited the same way $100 bills were counterfeited until printers 

were programmed to read codes on genuine dollar bills and to abort the printing. 

https://aegisfinserv.com/about/
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/c/chargecard.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/c/creditcard.asp
http://www.cinawongforgeryexpert.com/
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/061314/dont-sign-legal-pitfalls-signatures.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/061314/dont-sign-legal-pitfalls-signatures.asp


108- A jurat page whose blue-ink signatures, dates, locations or other handwritings have 

been applied onto the printed page before the page was printed again is, obviously, a 

copy of the jurat page, and not an original. 

109- The second part was modified, if and when necessary, and as many times as necessary, 

with Adobe by Mr. Glass. From the poor quality of the jurat pages, one can see that the 

text would have been modified several times. 

110- When no more changes to the first part were necessary, the pages of the first part, that 

is, every page of the body of the affidavit, except the jurat page, the Word pages, were 

printed with a standard monochrome printer.  

111- When no more changes to the second part are necessary, the pages of the second part, 

the Adobe pages, are printed with a standard four-color printer.  

112- It is not known whether Mr. Glass had a color printer at home.  

113- In this case, the two modified parts were combined, sent to an outside printing shop 

and returned to Mr. Glass, who made other changes to the counterfeited affidavits 

before filing them as originals with the court. There are no pages 044 or 045 in the 

Exhibit “G” attached to Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit.  

Document 155 – Mr. Glass’ October 31, 2019 outline of costs 

114- These pages would have been removed after the Adobe color printing, either before or 

after the document was sent out for copying.  

115- There are basically three ways to tamper with affidavits. 

116- The first way - and it is probably very common and usually undetectable - is to add 

exhibits to the body of the affidavit after the affidavit had been commissioned or to 

modify the contents of the exhibits. Mr. Ebokem did more than that with respect to the 

Exhibits. 

117- If this anomaly is detected by the judge, the opposing lawyer has to answer for his or 

her questionable affidavit and, in some cases, the lawyer who has not raised the 

anomaly with the court or the other lawyer might have to explain his or her silence. 

Hannuneh v. Economical Mutual Insurance Company, 2018 ONSC 4588 (CanLii) 

[11]           The motion is brought in writing on the basis that it is on consent.  The record does not include 

either a consent signed by counsel for the parties or minutes of settlement signed by one or both of the 

parties and their respective counsel. 

 



[12]           In addition, evidence as to the terms of the settlement reached between the plaintiff and 

Economical is lacking.  The motion record includes two affidavits sworn by counsel for the 

plaintiff.  The second affidavit was required to correct an error in the first affidavit sworn by counsel for 

the plaintiff.  The error relates to the evidence of the terms of the proposed settlement. 

 

[13]           In his first affidavit, counsel for the plaintiff swore that “An email exchange confirming the 

existence of an agreement in principle subject to court approval to settle the A.B. action for zero dollars 

and a no costs dismissal is attached as Exhibit “F”.”  There is no exhibit “F” to counsel’s first affidavit.  

 

[14]           Counsel attempts to correct that error by including in the record a second affidavit, sworn 

some three weeks subsequent to the date on which the first affidavit was sworn.  In his second affidavit, 

counsel for the plaintiff says: 

After a review of the email correspondences in the file, I realized that opposing counsel and I did not 

exchange an email in which we discuss that the AB action would settle for zero dollars and a no cost 

dismissal.  But rather, there was in email exchange in which I confirm to opposing counsel that the 

litigation guardian has agreed to accept the defendant’s pre-trial offer, subject to judicial approval.  

 

[15]           A copy of the email exchange to which counsel refers is attached as Exhibit “A” to his 

second affidavit.  That exhibit does not provide any evidence of the terms of the settlement reached.  The 

exchange of emails included in the exhibit is limited to the following emails dated March 7, 2018: 

From counsel for the plaintiff to counsel for Economical (at 9:41 a.m.):  “The Lit Guard has advised me 

that he will accept your client’s pretrial offer, subject to judicial approval”; and 

From counsel for Economical to counsel for the plaintiff (at 12:23 p.m.):  “Ok, thank you.” 

[16]           Evidence is required that Economical consents to an order dismissing the action without 

costs.  The most efficient and effective way to put that evidence before the court would be in the form 

of a consent or minutes of settlement. 

[17]           The lack of evidence of the terms of the settlement reached is not the only concern.  The 

manner in which the evidence of the terms of the settlement was presented to the court is troubling for a 

number of reasons.  First, it is difficult to understand how the first affidavit could have been sworn and 

commissioned without Exhibit “F” attached to it.  Second, it is perplexing that there is a 

commissioned exhibit page for Exhibit “F, to which no document is attached.  

[18]           These concerns relate to the conduct of counsel in swearing the affidavit, and of the individual 

who commissioned the affidavit, when no document was attached as Exhibit “F”.  I infer that the 

intention was to add a document as the exhibit, after the affidavit was sworn and commissioned.  In my 

view, swearing and commissioning an affidavit in that manner is not in keeping with the requirements 

of the Commissioners for taking Affidavits Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.17. 

Document 261 – Hannuneh decision   

 

118- 32 exhibits have been dated and identified and signed by Mr. Glass after the affidavits 

were commissioned: 12 in Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit, 6 in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s 

affidavits and 14 in Mrs. Gray’s affidavit. 

119- The second way to alter an affidavit is to modify the body of the affidavit, except for 

the jurat page.  

120- It is fairly easy to do and, if carefully done, impossible to detect; If the pages are not 

numbered, one can make many more changes than with numbered pages.  

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/rso-1990-c-c17/latest/rso-1990-c-c17.html


121- The main risks for the lawyer tampering with affidavits come from the affiant - not 

every affiant is happy with a lawyer who modifies his or her affidavit - or from the 

careless execution of the fraud. A lawyer who commits a fraud in court is not worth  

122- A rather mild version of this way to alter an affidavit this way is described in a paper 

submitted to Ottawa lawyers attending the 2019 Montebello meeting of the County of 

Carleton Law Association. 

Alternatively, there is somewhat inter-related practice of “slip-sheeting” or “correcting” of already sworn 

affidavits. For some reason, we seem to get lawyers who believe that, if the affiant genuinely meant “X”, 

it would somehow be appropriate to amend a sworn affidavit to correlate with what the affiant meant 

(which may or may not then be supported by oral swearing – see the comment on “remote 

commissioning” above). Even if the affiant affirms the truth of the corrected record or admits that he/she 

would have sworn the corrected version had it been put to him/her, and even if nothing actually turns on 

the “correction” (in terms of impact on the case or file), I cannot emphasize enough how inappropriate 

it is to cut corners in connection with the very sacrosanct process of affidavit commissioning. 

 
Document 174 April 7, 2019 Some observations on lawyer discipline in Ontario 

123- The pages in the body of Mr. Glass’ affidavits have been printed with a monochrome 

printer, except for the jurat page.  

124- In this case, the forensic document examiner ascertained the difference in the hues of 

the black-and-white text between the first pages and the jurat pages.  

125- An experienced fraudster would have made sure that his or her forgery tools – his or 

her computer(s), printers, including scanners, and software – were in perfect working 

order and that he or she knew how to use them. 

126- The hue of the black on the pages of the first part is different from the hue of the black 

on the jurat page. This was visible to one forensic document examiner’s naked eye. It 

is not that easy for people who are not trained digital printers to spot the black-ink 

difference. But how to deal with the black ink problem is commonly known.  

127- The process to produce black with a monochrome printer is different from the process 

used with a 4 color-printer. To fix this shade-of-black problem, one has to know that 

the problem exists. Mr. Glass did not seem to know about the black-ink problem. 

https://simplicable.com/new/black-color 

https://www.color-meanings.com/shades-of-black-color-names-html-hex-rgb-codes/ 

https://www.imagekrafters.com/black-text 

128- The third way to alter affidavits is to modify the jurat page or, worse, the jurat itself.  

https://simplicable.com/new/black-color
https://www.color-meanings.com/shades-of-black-color-names-html-hex-rgb-codes/
https://www.imagekrafters.com/black-text


129- The jurat pages of two of the 4 counterfeited affidavits, which were commissioned by 

Mr. Glass, have noticeable changes: Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit.  

Document 12 – scanning of the affidavits 

130- The signature on Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit is not hers. 

131- On November 14, 2022, the report from a reputed forensic document examiner 

confirmed that the four affidavits used to support Mr. Evokem’s Motion to get Mr. 

Bluteau off the record had been counterfeited by Mr. Glass and that Mr. Glass had 

forged the signature of Mrs. Allen-Macartney on her counterfeited affidavit. 

132- The report was requested to complete the first report requested by the Ottawa Police 

and rehabilitate, if necessary, Mr. Bluteau’s professional integrity. 

133- The report confirms the essential conclusions of Mr. Bluteau’s March 20. 2020 Reply 

to Mrs. Justice Gomery.  

Document 266 – November 14, 2022 Forensic Document Report 

134- It is as simple when one thinks about it as the Egg of Columbus, a child’s play really, 

someone else than Mr. Glass had to think about it to discover Mr. Glass’ fraud.  

https://money.howstuffworks.com/counterfeit.htm 

Document 265 – How counterfeiting works. 

135- Mr. Glass is a criminal.  And Mr. Griffiths, Mr. Rouatt, Mrs. Lawrence, Mrs. Gillis 

knew and Mrs. Lendor knew that Mr. Glass was a criminal and a forger and that Mr. 

Ebokem was a thief and a perjurer.  

136- It was like the Egg of Columbus, extremely simple to guess, when one understands 

digital printing. Un jeu d’enfants, really. 

 

https://money.howstuffworks.com/counterfeit.htm


 

 

137- There are four basic ways to prove that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 is totally false 

with respect to Mr. Bluteau. 

138- One cannot prove that Mr. Ebokem is a pathological liar with only one false affidavit 

of his, but it is possible with 4 false and contradictory affidavits on the same faces, the 

same period of time, the same location and the same persons. This became possible in 

2022 with his 3 false affidavits. See Parts 9, 10 and 11. 

139- The second way is to prove that there was no possible communication between Mr. 

Bluteau and either Miranda and Mr. Ebokem together or Mr. Ebokem alone in 2019. 

See Part 3. 

140- The third way is to prove that no confidential information conveyed by Mr. Ebokem to 

Mr. Bluteau. See Parts 4, 5 and 7 



141- The fourth way is to show that Mr. Bluteau was not Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer or advisor 

at the relevant time, but that Mrs. Lendor and others were. See Part 6, 10 and 11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


