
1 
 

Part 4 - Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 

2019 affidavit are false. 

 

1- The review of these two affidavits is found in Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit.  

Document 3- Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit 

Document 118- Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit 

2- The review does not discuss Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019, March 15, 2019, April 11, 

2019, April 15, 2019 and July 24, 2019 affidavits. None of these affidavits mention Mr. 

Bluteau. 

3- It did not discuss either the three false and defamatory affidavits sworn in 2022 by Mr. 

Ebokem: January 27, 2022 affidavit; May 5, 2022 affidavit and May 26, 2022 affidavit. 

According to Mrs. Lendor’s email to the Court, Mr. Ebokem was planning a fourth 

affidavit. Mrs. Lendor did not file the planned fourth affidavit. 

4- Mr. Ebokem’s three false 2022 affidavits narrate three different stories and contradict 

Mr. Ebokem’s false October 22, 2019 affidavit. These four false affidavits are dealing 

with the same facts, the same period of time and the same persons:  the three recent 

ones were commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, the first one by Mr. Glass, on October 22, 

2019. Every one of them contradicts the other 3 false affidavits. 

5- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit is also discussed in Part 6.  

6- It should also be noted that the two reviewed affidavits might have been significantly 

written by Mr. Glass, who counterfeited them. It is impossible to know for sure at the 

present time which parts have been modified in extremis. At the time of the review, it 

was not known that Mr. Glass had counterfeited the two affidavits.  

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

1- The first sentence is false. Ebokem cannot have direct knowledge of inexistent facts. 

2- The second sentence is false. Ebokem relied on evidence he knew to be false from 

Allen-Macartney.  

3- Ebokem’s affidavit and his lawyers’ factum wrongly gives me a leading role in Miranda 

Tabi’s estate administration. I was just Andrew’s bodyguard, a silent role except for 

Andrew. 

4- It was not me, but Joan Chartrand, who was involved in these family matters. It was 

her family, not mine. For Joan Chartrand, Miranda was her daughter and her children 

her grandchildren.  

5- I became involved in only two matters and only because they related to Joan Chartrand: 

her right to the HOOPP pension and her trusteeship of the Sun Life Insurance.  

6- I learned of the existence of a Sun Life Insurance on or around April 2, 2019, from an 

email copied to Joan Chartrand by Human Resources at the Perley Hospital. See 

Exhibit “T”. 

7- Ebokem knew about the Sun Life insurance and said nothing about it to Joan Chartrand 

until April 11, 2019.  

8- I learned of Miranda Tabi’s HOOP pension at the end of March 2019 and I checked the 

law on it. 

9- I would not have given legal advice to Ebokem on Miranda Tabi’s estate after I learned 

of the existence of the HOOPP pension. 

10- In my opinion, since the beginning, the administration of Miranda Tabi’s estate stricto 

sensu should have been handled by the OPGT. See my July 8, 2019 letter to the OPGT.  
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Paragraph 2  

11- The first sentence is false. It is not relevant either. 

12- Miranda Tabi had never been Ebokem’s wife: he never married her.   

13- The main issue in this case is whether Ebokem was Miranda Tabi’s qualifying spouse 

on March 14, 2019, the day Miranda Tabi died. 

14- In my opinion, he was not at that time. I knew they were not married. There was no 

wedding signs, e.g. photos in the public parts of the house. I knew about the separation. 

One had to be blind not to see it. I have not seen any evidence showing that Ebokem 

and Miranda Tabi had reconciled before Miranda Tabi’s death. And a dying spouse 

takes care of the surviving spouse.   

15- Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit confirms that her misguided efforts to 

achieve a reconciliation between Miranda Tabi and Ebokem at the General Hospital 

were fruitless. 

16- On March 10, 2019, Ebokem used the name and Facebook account of Miranda Tabi to 

put a message announcing her marriage. Miranda Tabi was in a coma on that day. 

Miranda Tabi’s friends posted messages congratulating Miranda, one of their messages 

stating Congratulations Madame Ebokem. See Exhibit “H”. 

17- Ebokem said that he looked for a will in Miranda Tabi’s papers and he found none. He 

would have known about a will if he had been Miranda Tabi’s spouse.  

Paragraph 3 

18- This paragraph is false. 

Paragraph 4 

19- The first sentence should start like this: We have 3… 
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20- Miranda Tabi did not share Ebokem’s stated opinion or illusion that he treated Johanes 

as his own biological child.  

21- Ebokem should have mentioned her opinion in his application to get custody of Johanes 

Tabi and guardianship over his property.  

22- All that Ebokem was interested in was to get his hands on Johanes Tabi’s interest in 

the Canada Life life insurance. 

Paragraph 5 

23- This paragraph is false. The facts mentioned in his affidavit with respect to my conduct 

are totally false. 

While there is much I could say about the within litigation 

24- An empty threat. In real life, one would have shown that my allegations were nonsense, 

if they have been.  

25- The answer to every one of the allegations made against Ebokem in the Amended 

Statement of Claim is either Yes or No, True or False or 1 or 0. 

26- Ebokem raises the same point in his Paragraph 7.  

27- Here are some of the numerous negative allegations made against Ebokem in the 

statement of claim, as adapted from the list found in the Fresh as Amended Statement 

of Claim:  

- Avoir fourni des renseignements incomplets et inexacts sur sa situation de famille à 

HOOPP ; 

- Avoir fourni des renseignements incomplets et inexacts sur sa situation de famille à la Cour 

supérieure de justice de l’Ontario dans son affidavit du 24 juillet 2019 pour se faire nommer 

administrateur de la succession de Miranda Tabi ainsi que des renseignements faux sur sa 
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gestion des biens de la succession, notamment en dissimulant sa fraude hypothécaire de 

près de 300 000 $ ; 

- Avoir fourni des renseignements incomplets et inexacts sur sa situation de famille à la Cour 

supérieure de justice de l’Ontario dans sa demande pour obtenir la garde provisoire de 

Johanes Tabi (et la curatelle de ses biens) ainsi que des renseignements faux sur sa 

gestion des biens de la succession, notamment en dissimulant sa fraude hypothécaire de 

près de 300 000 $ ; 

- Avoir fourni des renseignements incomplets au gouvernement du Canada dans sa 

demande relative au RPC de Miranda Tabi et relativement à l’allocation canadienne 

pour enfants pour l’année 2018 ;  

- Avoir fourni des renseignements incomplets et inexacts au gouvernement de l'Ontario 

en ce qui a trait à l'immatriculation de la voiture de Miranda Tabi et à la prestation 

ontarienne pour enfants pour l’année 2018 ; 

- Avoir détourné à son profit 4 000 $ du compte à la Banque Royale du Canada de 

Miranda Tabi le jour de son décès et le lendemain ; 

- Avoir sciemment induit en erreur le créancier hypothécaire Street Capital Bank of 

Canada en utilisant le nom de Miranda Tabi, qui était morte, pour renouveler 

l’hypothèque sur la maison, dont l’adresse est 631 Sunburst Street Ottawa, ON KIT 

0Ll, appartenant à cette dernière ; 

- Avoir utilisé une fausse adresse pour obtenir des prestations auxquels il n’avait pas 

droit de 2010 à 2018, tel qu’il a admis dans son affidavit du 22 octobre 2019 ; 

- Avoir signé, le 22 octobre 2019, un affidavit contenant plus de 20 paragraphes - in fact 

42- qui sont entièrement ou en majeure partie faux.  



6 
 

28- One should add to this list: 

- Avoir signé des faux affidavits, le 11 avril 2019 et le 15 avril 2019 ; 

- Avoir utilisé sans permission, le 10 mars 2019, et par la suite, le Facebook de Miranda ; 

- Tabi pour mentir sur son état conjugal en annonçant son mariage inexistent afin d’induire 

en erreur les amis de Miranda Tabi et d’obtenir d’eux des dons qu’il s’approprierait par la 

suite et faciliter sa demande éventuelle de pension auprès de HOOPP ;  

- Avoir caché à Toyota Credit Canada et à l’assureur de la voiture de Miranda Tabi que cette 

dernière était morte ;  

- Avoir conspiré et collaboré avec ses avocats et Allen-Macartney dans des tentatives 

d’extorsion et de chantage contre Joan Chartrand et André Bluteau; et  

- Avoir fait un faux affidavit, le 22 octobre 2019. 

29- Before July 10, 2019, Ebokem forged Miranda Tabi’s signature on the mortgage 

renewal form and returned it to the mortgage company, thereby committing a 

mortgage fraud of almost $300,000. 

30- On July 10, 2019, Ebokem told the persons attending a meeting at the Gloucester 

Presbyterian Church – Allen-Macartney presided the meeting – that he will 

continue to pay the mortgage for two more years, but that he will stop the payments 

then unless his name was on title, that is, unless he owned the house by then. He 

said that he had made a deal with the bank. 

31- Anyone knowing anything about house ownership and mortgages knows that one 

cannot renew a mortgage unless he or she is the owner of the house for which the 

mortgage had been issued and is alive and would have wondered how he could 

have made a deal with the bank.  
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32- On September 19, 2019, I served an Amended Statement of Claim on Ebokem, in 

which I accused him of having committed a mortgage fraud. 

33- Mr. Griffiths sent me an email on the same day impliedly drawing my attention to 

the estate administration file, which I checked on the same day.  

34- On September 24, 2019, I wrote to the Street Capital Bank to inform them that 

Ebokem had made a false statement in a July 24, 2019 affidavit on the mortgage. 

It was corroboration of my allegation made in the initial Statement of Claim. 

35- The General Counsel of Street Capital asked me, on October 16, 2019, for a copy 

of the pleadings in the file. Copies of the filed documents were sent to him. 

36- The General Counsel asked me for the name and contact information of Ebokem’s 

lawyer, and I gave him Mr. Glass’ contact information. 

37- I only knew for sure that Mr. Glass had been contacted by the Street Capital Bank 

when I read Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. Not a word on the mortgage 

fraud.  

My evidence relevant to the hearing of the motion… 

38- Should read: relevant to the motion… 

39- For example, Paragraphs 3 and 4 are not relevant to the motion. 

Without any waiver of solicitor-client privilege 

40- I do not know to which solicitor Ebokem is referring to. He seems to be referring to 

me. 

41- The effective way to protect solicitor-client privilege in a case like this one is not to 

make broad allegations of breaches of confidentiality. It is totally counter-productive. 

One has to protect the confidential information as much as possible. 
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42- If the information had been really confidential, Ebokem’s lawyers would probably not 

have made this obvious mistake. 

Given the conduct of her lawyer in these proceedings 

43- There was only one proceeding involving Ebokem, All I ever did was to file a Statement 

of Claim and to amend it, for example, with respect to Ebokem’s mortgage fraud. 

44- It was up to Ebokem’s lawyers to close the pleadings. They could not. It was perhaps 

too dangerous for their client and themselves to file a Statement of Defence. 

Paragraph 6 

45- This paragraph is false. Ebokem did not provide to me any information or material. 

46- All that I could have weaponized, to use this term, against him was information he hid 

from me, for example, his mortgage fraud. One cannot weaponize virtue. 

47- Ebokem says that he is bringing this motion to ensure that there is no delay…  His 

motion is not the best way not to delay things.  

48- He is bringing this motion because Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass had decided to bring 

the motion, mostly to protect themselves. One does not protect a client by 

commissioning a false affidavit though. 

49- I never had a relationship with Ebokem. Ebokem never wrote to me, never emailed or 

texted me, never called me. This is not a reflection on his personality. It is just the way 

things were. 

Meetings not mentioned by Ebokem for whatever reason 

50- Ebokem failed to mention the time he came to Joan Chartrand’s house, with one of 

Miranda Tabi’s friends, to show her some documents relating to Miranda Tabi’s estate. 
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Joan Chartrand made copies of some of them. This took place before the funerals. See 

Part 3-3.  

51- Ebokem failed to mention a second meeting dealing with funeral arrangements on 

March 24, 2019, to which I accompanied Joan Chartrand. The reason for a meeting 

with a second funeral director was that the first funeral business had got its licence 

suspended. Ebokem invited Joan Chartrand and she asked me to accompany her. His 

sister took care of Andrew.  

52- I was asked at this meeting by a woman on which side I was. I had been asking 

questions about Ebokem’s conjugal status. I did not reply. 

53- During this meeting, Ebokem was asked if he had paid the funeral director. He had 

received the funeral insurance money. He said that he will pay him the following week. 

54- He did not ask me to review the contract. He had got it signed before the meeting as he 

had told Joan Chartrand in an email.    

55- There was also a short meeting, between the first and the second family meeting at Joan 

Chartrand’s house. Jacob, who was helping Ebokem with Miranda Tabi’s papers, came 

to discuss the next family meeting with Joan Chartrand. 

56- I learned from Jacob – I don’t know his family name - that he showed Ebokem how to 

illegally get online the renewal of Miranda Tabi’s licence plates. Miranda Tabi had 

died about 10 days before her 45th birthday.  

Paragraph 7 

57- This paragraph is not relevant. 

58- The second sentence is false. My allegations are not false. 
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59- The second sentence should read either “allegations that have been made and will” or 

“allegations that will”. Most likely the latter. 

60- I wonder what evidence, if any, Ebokem could adduce to counter what he calls the false 

and inflammatory allegations made against him. 

61- If such evidence is made available to me, I will get the Statement of Claim amended 

accordingly. 

62- Mr. Griffiths mentioned a mistaken paragraph on the estate administration in the 

Amended Statement of Claim. I corrected the mistake in my next amended statement 

of claim, on October 7, 2019. 

63- On reviewing the custody file, I realized that one of my statements in the Statement of 

Claim was wrong. I deleted it from the next amended statement of claim. 

Paragraph 8  

64- Joan Chartrand is much more than just Miranda’s aunt.  

Paragraph 9 

65- This paragraph is false. 

66- Ebokem mentioned a relationship with me in his Paragraph 6. He is now talking about 

his direct relationship with me. Ebokem could not contact me without going through 

Joan Chartrand.  

67- I am glad to read that Ebokem enjoyed our inexistent direct relationship. I enjoyed it 

too.  

Paragraph 10  

68- This paragraph is false. 

69- There was no earlier relationship to strengthen. 
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70- I do not remember meeting Ebokem around that time, even after Joan Chartrand told 

me that she had invited Miranda Tabi and Ebokem to the funeral service for Mr. 

Chartrand at the Saint Patrick Basilica. 

71- At Miranda Tabi’s house, I remember talking with a man who knew some Norwegian. 

There were 4 or 5 other men around the dining table. I do not remember when this 

conversation took place, and I did not know that this man was Ebokem until I was 

recently told by Joan Chartrand that it was him. 

Paragraph 11 

72- This paragraph is false. 

73- Gerry Chartrand died in September 2014. 

74- I was not involved in any estate proceeding involving Joan Chartrand or Gerry 

Chartrand. There was none. 

75- I was far, very far from being romantically involved with Joan Chartrand during the 

period of time Ebokem is referring to. The purpose of the innuendo is obvious enough. 

76- I did not name Andrew, Joan Chartrand did.  

Paragraph 12 

77- This paragraph is false. 

78- I was not involved with Ebokem with respect to the baby shower. This was handled by 

Miranda Tabi and Jennifer, one of Joan Chartrand’s best friends. 

79- I don’t remember seeing Ebokem at the baby shower, but it is my understanding that 

he was there. I was told by Joan Chartrand that he was in charge of the music, in the 

basement. I believe her. 



12 
 

80- We never went out to dinner with Ebokem and Miranda Tabi. We never spent time 

together with them either.  

81- We never celebrated family occasions together.  

82- I attended the annual family dinners hosted by Joan Chartrand, to which she would 

have invited Ebokem.  

83- I did not know about or signed the thank-you note. Joan Chartrand is very polite and 

much more gracious than I am.  

84- To the best of my knowledge, Ebokem never came to Joan Chartrand’s house, except 

on March 10, 2019 and for three meetings related to Miranda Tabi’s estate. 

Paragraph 13 

85- This paragraph is not relevant. 

86- I met Miranda Tabi a few times at the Civic Hospital. I did not see Ebokem at the Civic 

Hospital when I was there. I took care of Andrew during the Civic Hospital visits and 

Joan Chartrand will take over this task for a few minutes so as to allow me to speak 

with Miranda Tabi. 

87- From what I have been told by more than one person, what Ebokem described in this 

paragraph is not accurate. From what I have heard from persons familiar with the 

situation, Ebokem began to show that he was interested in anything related to Miranda 

Tabi during the last two months of her life.  

Paragraph 14 

88- This paragraph is not relevant. 

89- I did not attend this service. 
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90- No doctor told Miranda Tabi or Ebokem that she had overcome the cancer. That is not 

the way oncologists work. Take my word for it. 

91- From what Miranda Tabi told me at the Civic Hospital, I knew that her cancer was 

terminal.  

92- On June 28, 2018, Miranda Tabi certified in her re-enrollment form for her group life 

insurance that she was single and had no common-law spouse. She also named Joan 

Chartrand as trustee.  

93- Ebokem knew about this document and the 2003 original HOOPP enrollment. These 

documents are found at Exhibit “F”. 

94- The Thanksgiving ceremony and this paragraph were intended by Ebokem to counter 

the impact of the 2018 re-enrolment form so as to attempt to prove that he was living a 

common-law relationship with Miranda Tabi. For Allen-Macartney, it was just more 

money for the church.  

95- Ebokem knew then that Miranda Tabi’s cancer was terminal and that she was refusing 

to put him on the title of the house and to make any financial arrangements in his favour. 

96- Miranda Tabi is not the first person to hide her separation. It is very common. Some do 

it for years. 

97- Allen-Macartney’s affidavit was not enclosed by Ebokem. 

Paragraph 15 

98- This paragraph is not relevant. 

99- Miranda Tabi knew that her cancer was terminal. She told Allen-Macartney about it.  

Paragraph 16 

100- This paragraph is false. 
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101- This paragraph is a bald assertion.  

102- I met Miranda Tabi only once during this period of time, in early February 2019, at the 

General Civic Hospital.  

103- I did not meet Miranda Tabi and Ebokem together during this period of time. 

104- I did not give Miranda Tabi and Ebokem joint legal information, assistance or advice 

at any time. 

105- I gave legal advice to Miranda Tabi in 2017.  

106- To her October 21, 2019’s affidavit, Allen-Macartney attached my October 21, 2019 

Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim against her and others as her Exhibit “E”. In this 

statement of claim, one can read:  

5- The Plaintiff had been consulted as a lawyer by Miranda Tabi and he had not been 

released from his obligation of confidentiality by his client. 

107- I should not have disclosed the client’s name, but Ebokem and Allen-Macartney 

already suspected this through Ebokem’s access to Miranda Tabi’s cellphone.  

108- None of Ebokem’s financial information was disclosed by Ebokem to me or to Joan 

Chartrand. He is very tight-lipped on his finances. 

109- Miranda Tabi’s financial information was disclosed by Ebokem during the April 12 

April 11, 2019 meeting, see his Exhibit C”, and in his July 24, 2019 affidavit in support 

of his application to be named administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate.  

Paragraph 17 

110- This paragraph is false. 

111- Ebokem stated that the conversation was one example, but his affidavit does not 

mention any other instance of an alleged one-to-one conversation between Ebokem and 
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me dealing with the transfer of any alleged confidential information from Ebokem to 

me.  

112- There is only one other time I spoke to Ebokem with no witness to what we were talking 

about. I will mention it later in this affidavit.  

113- The conversation took place three or four days before Miranda Tabi died. I thought at 

first that the conversation took place after Miranda Tabi’s death. Joan Chartrand told 

me that it happened before her death. She was right.  

114- Ebokem called Joan Chartrand in the morning. He wanted to talk with me and Joan 

Chartrand on his way to the Hospital. If we had been friends or had a direct relationship, 

he would have called me. 

115- Ebokem did mention his previous marriage to Joan Chartrand and to me. He told this 

to Beryl Tabi too on or around the same day.  

116- I worked for a number of years in immigration law, mostly with refugees. I did not 

know enough on his life to have an opinion as to whether he had got his resident status 

through spousal sponsorship or, since he lived in Norway, to rule out this possibility. 

117- Ebokem did not talk to me about any annulment of his previous marriage. He talked 

about his efforts, real or imaginary, to find a divorce lawyer. 

118- Ebokem mentioned that a lawyer had asked him for a $3,000 retainer.  

119- At one point in the conversation, Joan Chartrand was not at the table. I told Ebokem, 

who was continuing to talk about his concerns, that he could go on but that I will repeat 

everything he would tell me to Joan Chartrand. I just did not want to be bothered with 

having to explain to Joan Chartrand what Ebokem would have told me in her absence. 
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120- I thought Ebokem was angling for a free divorce. I informed him about the free legal 

advice service available at the Courthouse, which he could consult, and told him that I 

will give him the basic divorce forms, which I left for him at Miranda Tabi’s house in 

the evening.  I did not talk to him then. 

121- From what I understood from what he said, Ebokem did not have the marriage 

certificate. He did not tell me that his wife was living in Ottawa, in fact since 2009. I 

thought she was still in the Netherlands. 

122- He mentioned that his wife had complained against him to Immigration Canada. He 

seemed to be worried about this. 

123- It is quite possible that his wife complained to Immigration Canada (I have not kept 

track of the ever-changing names of Immigration Canada). It is very common with 

short-lived marriages.  

124- Ebokem told us that the beneficiaries of his life insurance were his children, not 

Miranda Tabi, in answer to a question from Joan Chartrand. I never saw any life 

insurance policies subscribed by Ebokem. 

125- Ebokem also talked about the purchase of a house by Miranda Tabi. He tried to explain 

why his name was not on title. What surprised me is that, according to him, he would 

have met the real estate lawyer with Miranda Tabi at the time of the signature of the 

documents. It is possible, but nothing appears to have been signed by Ebokem, for 

example a recognizance of an unregistered interest in the property.  

126- Ebokem also talked about a possible 500 000 $ critical illness insurance. I was, to say 

the least, skeptical about the existence and validity of such insurance. 

127- Here is what the Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim said about this: 
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(30) Elle a reçu la confirmation de l'assurance maladies graves, le ou vers le 8 

décembre 2018. 

 

(31) La cause immédiate de son décès était une insuffisance rénale et la cause 

sous-jacente du décès l'adénocarcinome urothélium avancé diagnostiqué, le 17 

juin 2017. 

 

(32) Sous réserve du libellé de la police d’assurance maladies graves, il est fort 

improbable que l’assurance couvre le décès de Miranda Tabi : elle est morte de la 

maladie qui avait été diagnostiquée avant qu’elle ne souscrive l’assurance. 

 

(33) Miranda Tabi aurait mentionné à Ben Ebokem et à son frère Beryl Tabi qu’elle 

avait souscrit une assurance de 500 000 $. Elle aurait aussi mentionné à Ben 

Ebokem qu’un de ses amis en était le bénéficiaire.  

 

(34) Des semaines après la mort de Miranda Tabi, Ben Ebokem cherchait dans les 

documents de cette dernière la preuve d'une assurance de 500 000 $, bien que, du 

montant du paiement mensuel effectué à partir du compte de Miranda Tabi avec la 

Banque Royale, dont Ben Ebokem a remis copie à Joan Chartrand du relevé 

mensuel pour le mois de mars 2019, il était évident que la seule assurance qu’avait 

souscrit Miranda Tabi est l'assurance maladies graves de 50 000 $. 

 

(35) Cette assurance, que le montant soit de 50 000 $, soit de 500 000 $, n’est pas 

mentionnée dans l’affidavit du 24 juillet 2019 déposé à l’appui de sa demande 

pour sa nomination en tant qu’administrateur de la succession.  

 

128- I do not know the outcome of his wild goose chase for the $500,000 insurance.  

129- I am not challenging that Miranda Tabi might have talked about the $500,000 

insurance. I just have no idea as to her mental state at the time she would have talked 

about this. 

130- Ebokem did not mention any financial arrangement made in his favour by Miranda 

Tabi.  

131- This is the only time Ebokem talked to me about his real or imaginary divorce 

problems. 
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132- According to Joan Chartrand, Ebokem’s objective was to get her on his side by 

convincing her that he really wanted to marry Miranda Tabi all along, but that he had 

been unable to do so because he could not afford a divorce lawyer.  

133- Ebokem did not talk about marrying Miranda Tabi or about any reconciliation having 

occurred with her.  

134- Joan Chartrand raised Ebokem’s prior marriage in the April 7, 2019 meeting. That is 

what she told me. I believed her. 

Paragraph 18 

135- This paragraph is false and not relevant.  

136- It is also an admission against interest insofar as Ebokem is concerned and an 

accusation against the late Miranda Tabi.  

137- I met Miranda Tabi for the first time at her own house. That is what I remember. I don’t 

remember exactly when, most likely around the time of the baby shower in February 

2016 it would have been when I talked to man who knew some Norwegian.  I knew of 

Miranda Tabi from conversations with Joan Chartrand, and I had seen photos of her 

when she was in her mid-20s. Miranda Tabi lived in Joan Chartrand’s downtown 

apartment for a long period of time. That’s about all what I knew of her.  

138- Ebokem did not tell me about his second address or the illegal purposes he had been 

using them for. I learned about the second address from Joan Chartrand who learned it 

from someone else. 

139- I would have most likely figured this one out on my own from Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 

affidavit filed in support of his application to get appointed administrator of Miranda 

Tabi’s estate. Here is what the Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim says: 
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30- Dans son affidavit du 24 juillet 2019, M. Ebokem a déclaré que Miranda Tabi 

devait un montant important pour un trop-payé des prestations pour enfants pour 

l'année 2018 et les mois précédant son décès. 

 

31- La seule façon pour l'ARC de savoir qu’il y avait eu un trop-payé versé à Miranda 

Tabi en 2018 est de recevoir des renseignements trompeurs de M. Ebokem par le 

biais soit d'une fausse déclaration de revenus de 2018 au nom de Miranda Tabi, 

qui était décédée, soit d’une fausse déclaration de revenus de 2018 de sa part, ou 

des deux façons. 

 

140- It was not difficult to reconstruct what most likely happened with a second address 

from my experience with Legal Aid cases, family law, immigration and criminal law, 

with some help from Google (that is where I found about his studies at the Algonquin 

College and some of his jobs and his first wife: she was still using his name in 2012, in 

2018).  

Paragraph 19 

141- This paragraph is false. 

142- Ebokem was not my friend. I had got nothing against him. I barely knew him.  

143- I do not view myself as a member of Ebokem’s or Miranda Tabi’s family. I have good 

relationships with Joan Chartrand’s sister and two of her nephews, who live in the area, 

and the family of one of them.  

144- I liked Miranda. I love Marie and George. I did not see much of Johanes, he plays a lot 

of soccer, but he seems to be quite a nice teenager. 

In the final months 

145- I went to the General Hospital during that period of time only to take care of Andrew. 

This meant being with him somewhere else, away from his mother when she was 

visiting Miranda, attending family or medical meetings at the hospital. Basically, I was 

his bodyguard, and I mean this literally. A lot of walking.  
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146- I did not speak to Ebokem – except to say Hello or to enquire about Joan Chartrand’s 

whereabouts - at the General Hospital during that period of time.   

147- The day Miranda Tabi died, Ebokem was busy discussing CPP and common law status 

with a social worker when I was leaving the family room with Andrew. He had his bag 

full of documents with him.  

148- Ebokem asked the social worker how to prove his common law status for the CPP and 

she told him he should get a letter from a Pastor. I said nothing and left the family room 

with Andrew.  

149- When we had left the room, Allen-Macartney asked me if I could help Ebokem with 

his papers. I thought she was referring to what Ebokem has been discussing in the 

family room. Most people don’t need a lawyer for that.  

150- Ebokem did not contact me. 

151- I did not meet Miranda Tabi at the General Hospital, in 2019, except once in early 

February 2019.  

152- I met her at the Civic Hospital, in the beginning of February 2019, the day I was 

discharged from the Montfort Hospital. We had been admitted the same day at different 

hospitals. 

That I met her at the General Hospital is confirmed by a photo of Miranda Tabi taken, 

in her hospital room, on that day. The room was in the General Hospital, on the 5th 

floor. I spent more than one week at the General, my bed was, like Miranda Tabi’s bed, 

along a window similar to the one in the photo.  
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153- Joan Chartrand came to visit Miranda Tabi at the General Civic Hospital. Andrew was 

at Miranda’s house with Joan Chartrand’s sister. Miranda Tabi wanted to talk to me 

and came down with Joan Chartrand to the first floor. Joan Chartrand gave us privacy.  

154- At the beginning of April 2019, one evening at the Church, Allen-Macartney asked me 

again about helping Ebokem, and I told her I was not interested.  

On other occasions 

155- This is not the way I marketed and market my legal services. I paid Law Assist about 

$500 a month to refer me family law, estate and real estate files. I was also using, for 

some time, the LSO referral service, which I abandoned – two many crazies- and other 

free referral services, Assistenza in family law and one for real estate. 

156- I did tell him how to wind up his estate in my March 25, 2019 email to him. This email 

was hidden by Ebokem and his lawyers because it debunked their argument drawn from 

my April 15, 2019 email to Ebokem that I was his lawyer before April 15, 2019. 

How to address the legal status of my former marriage 

157- I don’t know what this sentence means. A marriage has no legal status. Maybe what 

Ebokem wanted to say was: how to address the impact of his former marriage on his 

HOOPP claim or something like that. I don’t know.  

Full legal decision-maker 

158- In my opinion, Ebokem was not fit to have full legal decision-making powers. 

159- It was obvious to me, from March 23, 2019, that this was what Ebokem wanted. He did 

not raise this with me though. 

Legal… guardian of Johanes 
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160- In my opinion, he was not fit to become legal guardian of the children’s property either. 

Events prove me right. 

161- It was obvious to me, from March 23, 2019, that this was what he wanted. 

162- A dispute between Ebokem and Joan Chartrand occurred at a TD branch about 

donations on March 23, 2019. I took Joan Chartrand’s side. She was right, in my view.  

163- On March 25, 2019, in the wake of this dispute, I sent Ebokem general information on 

legal guardianship of property and specifically told him that he should seek his own 

lawyer for advice on this. 

164- I mentioned my March 25, 2019 email in my July 8, 2019 letter to the OPGT. My 

March 25, 2019 email is not found in Ebokem’s affidavit, but it is been annexed by 

mistake in the Exhibit “F” to Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit.  

165- Ebokem got a lawyer – the same lawyer he got for his divorce - to make an application 

to be appointed as legal guardian of Johanes Tabi’s property. It is now known that Mrs. 

Lendor, who currently represent him, was this lawyer. I did not check the lawyer’s 

name at that time. 

166- I find it odd that Ebokem did not seek to be appointed legal guardian of the other 

children’s property. Maybe he had already got the mortgage renewal letter approved. 

No need for him to deal with the house. Mortgage companies have to send their 

mortgage renewal notices at least 21 days before the renewal date, but, in practice, 

many send them months, most likely three months, before.  

167- Ebokem did not raise his legal guardianship plan with me. 

Paragraph 20 

168- This paragraph is false. Bald assertions. 
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169- This is not the way I marketed and market my legal services.  

Paragraph 21 

170- This paragraph is false. 

171- I was not in Ebokem’s life, nor was he in mine.  

172- Ebokem did not rely on me for legal advice at that time as it is abundantly shown in his 

Exhibit “F”.  

Notably… 

173- The argument made in this sentence is ridiculous and it is made by Mr. Glass, who has 

a foible for using the adverb “notably”.  

174- Ebokem admits here that he knew about the HOOPP pension. 

175- He wrote the following: 

Notably, the information also included (…) the existence of a pension plan that Miranda 

had first enrolled in before I met her, which is now the other defendant in this 

proceeding: Healthcare of Ontario Pension Plan (HOOPP). 

176- He and Mr. Glass knew that Miranda Tabi had stated to HOOPP every year that she 

had no common law spouse. 

177- In fact, Ebokem and Allen-Macartney hid both information – that Joan Chartrand was 

the beneficiary and that he was not Miranda’ spouse - from Joan Chartrand until it was 

too late, they thought, for her to do anything about it. 

178- What the sentence really says is: Ebokem is right in hiding information related to Joan 

Chartrand and which she should have known from him, the fact that she is the trustee 

of a life insurance and a beneficiary of a pension plan.  

179- This is what fraudulent misrepresentation looks like. 
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Paragraph 22 

180- This paragraph is false. It seems to prove the contrary to what is asserted in the previous 

two paragraphs: the social worker is playing lawyer for him.  

181- This information was not known to Joan Chartrand before Miranda Tabi’s death. It was 

known to Ebokem and Allen-Macartney.  

Paragraphs 23-25 

182- These paragraphs are false. 

183- I was not involved in that meeting. When I got down from my bedroom, the meeting 

was over. They had already agreed that Ebokem should provide information on 

Miranda Tabi’s papers, and they were discussing the deadline. 

184- I just thought this was a very simple task and a short deadline should be OK. So I told 

Jacob.  

185- According to Joan Chartrand, who attended the meeting, Ebokem is ascribing to me 

words said in the meeting by Brother Louis.  

186- I believed then, and still believe, that Ebokem wanted time for destroying documents 

and emails. 

Paragraph 26 

187- This paragraph is false. 

188- If Ebokem had been transparent, as he professes, there would have been no dispute.  

189- Ebokem would have had to provide all this information in his application to get 

appointed administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate. See his July 24, 2019 affidavit and 

compare the information in it with the information in his Exhibit “C”, both reproduced 

in Exhibit “C-1”. 
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Paragraph 27 

190- This paragraph is false. This meeting was not convened by me, but agreed by him, on 

April 7, 2019, and Joan Chartrand. I don’t decide who can come into Joan Chartrand’s 

house. That is her house, not mine. 

191- I was clearly not Ebokem’s lawyer at that meeting, which took place before my April 

15, 2019 email, that is, on April 12 April 11, 2019.  

192- There was no room for me in the living room, because of Andrew, and I went to the 

living room twice, one time to accuse Ebokem of theft and the second time to say what 

Ebokem says I said. 

193- I raised these thefts and other illegal acts committed by Ebokem in my July 8, 2019 

letter to the OPGT, a copy of which was emailed to Ebokem. 

194- No document was provided to me. The documents were provided to Joan Chartrand. 

Paragraph 28 

195- This is in substance what I said, for the first time, because I did not give him any legal 

advice before.  

196- I had also accused him of theft earlier in the meeting. I had learned from the RBC 

documents handed out by Ebokem to the people attending the meeting that he had 

transferred $2,000 from Miranda Tabi’s RCB account to his personal account the day 

Miranda Tabi died and another $2,000 the following day. 

197- From what I know now, I deduced that he used that money to pay the $3,000 retainer 

for his uncontested divorce and that he used the funeral insurance money to pay the 

retainer for the custody and guardianship application. 

Paragraph 29 
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198- This paragraph is false.  

199- This paragraph has to be read with Paragraph 32. Both paragraphs are referring to my 

April 15, 2019 email. 

200- I already knew, since April 2, 2019, all the information specifically related to Joan 

Chartrand. 

201- Someone had told Joan Chartrand in the last days of March 2019 about what she had 

learned from Ebokem, 

202- The Statement of Claim only deals with two matters: the HOOPP pension and the Sun 

Life insurance.  

203- Ebokem and the people supporting him were not seeking legal advice from me. They 

had their own entrenched and wrong opinions on everything legal relating to the estate.  

204- They wanted three interrelated things: a- for me to agree with them on their 

misconceived opinion on the administration of Miranda Tabi’s estate; b- to get me to 

ask the court for free to appoint Ebokem as administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate; and 

c- for me to side with them against Joan Chartrand with respect to the HOOPP pension 

and the Sun Life insurance.  

205- During the meeting, Ebokem and his team were trying to coerce Joan Chartrand to give 

the money entrusted to her by Miranda Tabi to Ebokem and to give up her HOOPP 

pension 

206- They misrepresented the HOOPP amount involved.   

207- Joan Chartrand was ambivalent on both requests. She still trusted Ebokem then. I 

didn’t. 
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208- When I realized what was happening, I told Joan Chartrand what I thought and that I 

would like to intervene. I have a tendency to be blunt. She agreed. 

209- To use Ebokem’s words, I indicated that whatever items listed Joan’s name as a 

beneficiary belonged to her and that anything with Joan’s name on it could not go to 

him. I did not mention the children.  

210- Ebokem accused me then of being in a conflict of interests because of Joan Chartrand.  

211- I told the meeting that I will continue to help Joan Chartrand. The meeting ended. Most 

people left without eating the food prepared for them.  

212- I had a short conversation with Ebokem after the meeting. In a nutshell, he asked me 

to reconsider my position. I tried to convince him to go to Ontario Works. As a single 

father with three children, he would get more than enough money to live a decent life. 

He told me that he will apply for assistance the next week. This was the last time we 

talked with each other.  

Paragraph 30 

213- This paragraph is false and not relevant. 

214- HOOPP knew of Miranda Tabi’s death by March 22, 2019. Human Resources at the 

Perley had notified HOOPP of Miranda Tabi’s death. 

215- I have no idea of what the other documents could be: Joan Chartrand was the named 

beneficiary of the HOOPP pension plan. She needed no other documents. 

216- Ebokem had filed on the day before  the April 12 of the April 11, 2019 meeting a claim 

for the HOOPP pension.  

217- The assistance requested from Donna was asked by Sun Life insurance for the life 

insurance of which Joan Chartrand had been named trustee by Miranda Tabi. 
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Paragraph 31 

218- On April 15, 2019, I sent an email to Ebokem and copied it to Joan Chartrand. See 

Exhibit ``D-1``. The email reads: 

Dear Ben: 

 

Some of the people at the meeting said that there was a conflict of interest insofar as I was 

concerned. 

 

I am not going to comment on this. 

 

I won’t be involved in this matter. You and the other participants should seek advice and 

assistance elsewhere. 

 

I will continue to advise Joan. 

 

Best regards. 

 

André Bluteau  

 

219- The email by itself was innocuous. Having it copied word-for-word in his affidavit, 

Ebokem would have proved that I had not been his lawyer, particularly if he had 

mentioned my April 25, 2019 email in the affidavit.  

220- My April 15, 2019 email had to be mentioned to buttress the specious argument made 

in Paragraphs 33 of his affidavit that I had been his lawyer in March and April 2019, 

using a April 22, 2019 text message from Joan Chartrand. 

221- Paragraph 31 of Ebokem’s affidavit reads: 

Then, on April 15th, André sent an email to me and Joan (her email address is…). A copy 

of that correspondence is attached to my Affidavit as Exhibit “D”. 

 

222- There was no correspondence between Ebokem and me. 

223- I had sent Ebokem an email earlier, on March 25, 2019, which email is not mentioned 

in his affidavit. The email found its way in Exhibit “F” to Allen-Macartney’s affidavit, 

by mistake.  
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224- The objective of the lawyers for Ebokem was to proceed ex parte, as one can see, inter 

alia, from the conclusions of their misnamed procedural motion.  

225- Since they knew the falsity of Ebokem’s affidavit on every material issue, particularly 

the one discussed here, Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass were at high risk of violating the 

strict meaning of Rule 5.1.1 of the Rules of Professional Conduct.  

Rule 5.1.1 Commentary 

[6] When opposing interests are not represented, for example, in without notice or 

uncontested matters or in other situations in which the full proof and argument 

inherent in the adversarial system cannot be achieved, the lawyer must take particular 

care to be accurate, candid and comprehensive in presenting the client's case so as to 

ensure that the tribunal is not misled. 

 

226- They did in fact violate the spirit of the Rule. This was a situation in which the full 

proof and argument inherent in the adversarial system could not be and was not 

achieved, partly due to my illness and mostly to their fraud. 

Paragraph 32 

227- In Paragraph 32, Ebokem, and Mr. Glass completely misrepresented what I had said in 

my email, on his way to his conclusion in Paragraph 33. Paragraph 32 reads: 

Contrary to André’s assertion in that email, where he suggests that it was only other people 

at the meeting who raised the issue of a conflict, I can confirm that André specifically told 

me that he was in a conflict given the circumstances and the information that he had 

received from me directly. In any event, André noted in his own email that he ``wouldn’t 

be involved any longer in this matter.  

 

228- This paragraph is false. 

229- One woman had accused Joan Chartrand during the April 12 April 11, 2019 meeting 

of having an agenda. I was in the kitchen area when this occurred. Joan Chartrand told 

me about it and I believe her. 
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230- Ebokem did accuse me of being in a conflict of interests because I was working for 

Joan Chartrand. This was utter nonsense for me. My only alternative in this matter was 

to help Joan Chartrand or to do nothing in this file. Only imbeciles would believe that 

I would ever consider doing something else, namely helping someone against Joan 

Chartrand’s interests.  

231- I never thought, said or written that I was in a conflict of interests in that matter.  

Paragraph 33 

232- Here comes the specious argument drawn from Paragraph 31, from my April 15, 2019 

email. 

233- Paragraph 33 reads: 

On April 22, 2019, Joan sent me a text message that had been sent first to Evelyn Musonge. 

In the message, Joan confirms that André had been providing legal assistance to me in 

managing the estate and move things forward and that I would now have to seek legal 

assistance elsewhere. Attached to my Affidavit as Exhibit ``E`` is a copy of that text 

message. 

 

234- Evelyn Musonge is the woman who accused Joan Chartrand of having an agenda. On 

the main sofa, against the wall, three people were sitting:  Ebokem in the middle, at his 

left Evelyn and at his right Jacob Ekwa. I could not see them from where I was sitting, 

in the kitchen-and-breakfast area. I had to get into the living room, in fact about three 

meters across and diagonally from Ebokem, to say anything. 

235- The main problem with this argument, made on April 12 April 11, 2019, is precisely 

the fact that it was made on  April 12, 2019. 

236- On April 12, 2019, Ebokem’s marriage was known to everyone attending this meeting.  

237- On April 12, 2019, every other item of alleged confidential information was mentioned 

in Exhibit ``C``, which was handed out to everyone attending the meeting, along with 



31 
 

Miranda Tabi’s RCB bank statements for the preceding months and an annotated copy 

of the March 22, 2019 HOOPP letter to Joan Chartrand. See Exhibits ``A `, ``E-1``, 

and ``I `. 

238-  The first thing a lawyer does is to check for conflicts. 

239- In my view, there was a clear conflict of interests which prevented me to represent 

Ebokem and to tell him about the nature of the conflict. 

240- I did not hear from Ebokem after the April 12, 2019 meeting. 

241- Joan Chartrand has nothing to do with my law practice. I did not know about her April 

22, 2019 text until I read Ebokem’s affidavit.  

Paragraph 34 

242- This paragraph is false. 

243- Joan Chartrand, not Ebokem, asked me about the contract. A detail had to be corrected. 

I was sitting far from Ebokem, at the end of the conference table on the same side as 

Ebokem.  

244- Joan Chartrand had in front of her Miranda Tabi’s passport. I read it. The photos taken 

then of two pages of the passport are found in Exhibit “E”. They also show where I 

was sitting.  

245- The passport was issued on August 2, 2016 and Miranda Tabi had named Joan 

Chartrand, and not Ebokem, as the person to contact in case of emergency. Odd for a 

spouse, I thought. 

246- Ebokem did not send HOOPP a copy of these two pages.   

Paragraph 35 

247- This paragraph is false. 



32 
 

248- In this paragraph, Ebokem is saying that he was seeking to retain me, for free. That 

much I suspected.  

249- Ebokem is able to lie on his own, but he is totally unable to navigate any estate process 

on his own.  

Paragraph 36 

250- This paragraph is not relevant and is false. HOOPP was notifying Ebokem that it had 

decided to give Ebokem Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension. 

251- In reading this letter, at the end of September 2019, I learned that the HOOPP pension 

was over $241,000 and not $30,114, as I had been led to believe by Ebokem in the 

April 12 April 11, 2019 document and the annotated HOOPP’s March 22 letter handed 

out at that meeting. 

252- In fact, Ebokem had contacted HOOPP the day before the April 12  on the same day as 

the April 11, 2019 meeting, which took place in the evening.  

Paragraph 37 

253- This paragraph is not relevant. 

254- These documents were provided to HOOPP before April 26, 2019, in fact, on or around 

April 15, 2019.  

255- I learned of these documents on September 30, 2019. 

256- These documents clearly demonstrate that I was not representing Ebokem with respect 

to Miranda Tabi’s estate between March 15, 2019 and April 15, 2019.  They are found 

in Ebokem’s Exhibit “G”. 

Paragraph 38 

257- This paragraph is not relevant. 
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Paragraph 39 

258- This paragraph is false and not relevant. 

259- There is nothing wrong or illegal for Joan Chartrand to enquire or to try to obtain funds 

for which she has been named trustee or beneficiary.  

260- What would have been wrong would have been for her to forge someone else’s 

signature to get the money. 

261- Ebokem later learnt, when, how and from whom? 

According to him 

262- I just see no point in one making a bald insinuation of fraud at the beginning of a 

sentence and impliedly saying at the end of the sentence that the insinuation is a bald 

one. 

263- To prevent Ebokem from doing anything illegal, I copied Canada Life on my July 8, 

2019 letter to the OPGT. 

Paragraph 40 

264- This paragraph is false. 

265- My guess is that Ebokem is alluding to my July 8, 2019 letter to the OPGT, which is 

mentioned in Paragraph 41. 

266- It was up to him not to broadcast urbi et orbi the statements of claim. The only person 

he had to inform of the statements of claim was the lawyer representing him in his 

application for the legal guardianship of Johanes Tabi’s property. Most likely, the 

lawyer Mrs. Lendor was told to be cautious by Mr. Rouatt, the lawyer who dealt with 

the estate administration file and a copy of Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit, which is 
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a public document, was not given to the guardianship lawyer. That is what I would have 

done. 

Paragraph 41 

267- This paragraph is false. 

268- In my July 8, 2019 to the OPGT, I described some of Ebokem’s fraudulent activities. I 

did not know about his mortgage fraud then.  

269- What was provided, on April 12 April 11, 2019, was the name of the company and 

some information on the policy. 

270- The mortgage information is described also in his July 24, 2019 affidavit. I ordered a 

copy of the documents registered on title. See Exhibit “D”. 

271- No information was given by Ebokem on the manner Miranda Tabi and he had arranged 

their finances.  

272- As to the next-of-kin point made by Ebokem, I was just using the words of the OGPT 

(or the next-of-kin are minors):  

   The OPGT will apply to be appointed estate trustee if: 

1- the deceased was an Ontario resident or owned real estate here; and 

 

2- the deceased did not make a will or the deceased did make a will but the executor has 

since died or become incapable; and 

 

3- there are no known next-of-kin living in Ontario or the next-of-kin are minors or 

mentally incapable adults; and 

 

4- the estate is valued at a minimum of $10,000.00 after payment of the funeral and all 

debts owing by the estate. 

Notably 

273- Notably, my letter to the OPGT was on my letterhead: a clear sign I was acting as a 

lawyer.  I also mentioned it expressis verbis in the letter. 
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Paragraph 42 

274- This paragraph is false and not relevant. 

275- I did not attend the meeting. Ebokem did attend the meeting,  

276- Both Allen-Macartney and Ebokem said nothing about the contents of the meeting. To 

say something about the contents of the meeting might have destroyed every item of 

alleged confidential information. Therefore, it was necessary for Mr. Glass not to 

mention the contents of the meeting. 

277- Ebokem did not mention that Allen-Macartney had confirmed in the meeting that she 

had asked me twice to help Ebokem and I had refused. 

278- Ebokem did not mention that he told the persons attending the meeting that he had got 

Miranda Tabi’s mortgage renewed.  

279- Through and throughout the July 10, 2019 meeting, Ebokem and Allen-Macartney and 

Evelyn Musonge were conning the persons attending the meeting.  

280- Allen-Macartney and Evelyn Musosnge knew before July 10, 2019 that Ebokem had 

gotten the mortgage on Miranda Tabi’s estate renewed through forgery. The risk from 

an intervention of the OPGT forced them to move quickly.  

281- Joan Chartrand’s request for a meeting came in handy. Ebokem had already consulted 

an estate lawyer, on or around June 17, 2019, as one can see from the estate file. 

282- The meeting sided with Ebokem and Allen-Macartney to have Ebokem appointed as 

administrator. Joan Chartrand had no support for the appointment of the OPGT. 

283- Joseph Ayafor is not an elected church elder, he was not part of what is called the 

session.  

284- Allen-Macartney’s affidavit is not enclosed herein.  
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Paragraph 43 

285- This paragraph is not relevant. 

286- Unbeknownst to Ebokem and his lawyers at the time, the document mentioned here is 

the document mentioned in Paragraph 41, namely my letter to OPGT, but without its 

attachments. 

287- In fact, Exhibit “I” in Paragraph 41 of Ebokem’s affidavit refers to the same document 

as Exhibit “F” to Allen-Macartney’s affidavit, which is referred to in Paragraph 43 of 

Ebokem’s affidavit. Exhibit “1” is incomplete and excludes my March 25, 2019 email. 

Exhibit “F” is complete and includes my March 25, 2009 three times. 

288- Mr. Glass, who finalized Ebokem’s affidavit, did not realize, by October 22, 2019, the 

date of the swearing of Ebokem’s affidavit that Joan Chartrand’s July 9, 2019 email 

was actually the same as my July 8, 2019 letter to the OPGT.  

289- This mistake would probably not have happened if Mr. Glass had assembled himself 

Allen-Macartney’s affidavit.  

290- This hide-and-seek is discussed in more details in Part 3-2 

Paragraph 44 

291- This paragraph is not relevant and false. Bald assertions again. 

292- This was clear to Ebokem months earlier according to the rest of his affidavit. 

Providing to her information that I have only shared with André 

293- The only information Joan Chartrand used in that meeting is the June 8, 2019 letter 

mentioned in Paragraphs 41 and 43 of Ebokem’s affidavit and the information given 

during the April 12 April 11 meeting. 
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294- It is not the way the Ebokem information was handled. The information went first to 

Joan Chartrand, not to me. She kept a file. I didn’t. She knew the people involved, I 

didn’t.  

295- Miranda Tabi told so many things to her female friends and family members. Ebokem 

told and bragged about so many things to Miranda’s female friends and family 

members. So many of these female friends and family members called Joan Chartrand 

and told her what Ebokem said and did.  

    Paragraphs 45-48 

296- These paragraphs are not relevant and are false. They are further discussed in Part 3-4. 

297- The information with respect to Canada Life insurances was provided to Joan 

Chartrand and to others on April 12 April 11, 2019. 

298- These paragraphs are another case of a letter, in fact two letters, annexed as exhibits by 

Ebokem without their attachments. The attachments are probably no longer available 

to Ebokem in their pristine form. 

299- Canada Life had been warned of the situation by my July 8, 2019 letter to the OPGT.  

300- My letter also stated that Joan Chartrand was making no efforts to collect on this 

insurance. That was my advice to her: it had become clear to me by then that she was 

not the trustee.  

301- The letter reads in part: 

Miranda subscribed an insurance policy in favour of her first child Johanes in the amount 

of $100,000. From what I understand from the insurance company, she did not name a 

trustee for this insurance. 

 

The group’s number is 74630, the certificate number is CT13354890 and the certificate 

name is Miranda B. Tabi. 
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No effort was made by Mrs. Chartrand to collect from this insurance: there is no trustee, 

there is no will or administrator and there is no legal guardian as to the minor children’s 

property. I have advised Mr. Ebokem of what the law says about this matter. Copies of the 

email I sent him are attached. 

 

None of the people involved is either capable or interested in being appointed administrator 

or legal guardian of the minor children`s property.  

 

I represent Mrs. Chartrand in this matter.  

 

Copies of this letter is being sent to Mr. Ebokem and to Canada Life, at the attention of 

Lisa P., Senior Disability Claims Assistant. 

 

Paragraph 49 

302- On July 10, 2019, Ebokem told the persons attending a meeting presided by Allen-

Macartney that he will pay the mortgage for two years and continue to pay it after if he 

gets his name on it and that he had made a deal with the mortgage bank. 

303- Ebokem mentioned the mortgage in his July 24, 2019 affidavit to get appointed 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate: 

I have been able to keep the Mortgage payments and the car loan payments in good standing 

to date but other creditors are generally unwilling to deal with me as I am not the Estate 

administrator. As the Mortgage comes up for renewal in August, I am anxious to be 

appointed administrator so as to be able to work with the Children’s Lawyer in relation to 

the Estate issues. 

 

304- Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit is false. 

Paragraph 50  

305- This paragraph is false. 

Paragraph 51 

306- This paragraph is false. 

Paragraph 52 

307-  This paragraph is false.  

Paragraph 53 
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308- This paragraph is false.  

309- To sum up, not a single item of confidential information conveyed to me, and a lot of 

lies. 

 

 

 

 

 

Paragraph-by-paragraph review of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

affidavit                                        

1- This affidavit discusses the Reverend Pastor Denise Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

affidavit.  

2- There are three false paragraphs in Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and a large number of 

paragraphs missing in it, so many that her affidavit is totally misleading without them. 

3- I reconstructed on the basis of facts known to me some of the information which was known 

to Allen-Macartney and omitted from her affidavit.  
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4- Information in two of the three false paragraphs is clearly covered by the religious 

communication privilege. The evidence relating to the religious communication privilege is 

discussed in a separate affidavit. See: Document 181 – Mr. Bluteau’s January 14, 2020 affidavit 3 

A-M. 

Paragraph 1 

5- In this paragraph, Allen-Macartney states that she was a witness to various events given 

rise to this proceeding. 

6- But she does not say a word, for example, on the event which gave rise to the Motion to 

have me removed from the record, the coverup of Ebokem’s mortgage fraud by her and his 

lawyers. 

7- The day Miranda Tabi was hospitalized for the second time, at the beginning of the terminal 

phase of her advanced cancer, Allen-Macartney knew, inter alia, that: 

a- Miranda Tabi had refused to change her HOOPP information and to certify that Ebokem 

was her spouse as defined in Section 26 of the Family Law Act; 

b- Miranda Tabi had refused to put Ebokem’s name on her house title; 

c- Miranda Tabi had refused to make a will in Ebokem’s favour; 

d- Miranda Tabi wanted that all her assets be devolved to her three minor children; 

e- Miranda Tabi wanted that Joan Chartrand be the trustee of her minor children for the life 

insurances of which they were the beneficiaries; 

f- Miranda Tabi wanted that her brother Beryl has the custody and guardianship of Johanes 

Tabi; 

g- Miranda Tabi had not named Ebokem beneficiary or trustee of any of her life insurances;  

h- Miranda Tabi did not want to give Ebokem any powers of attorney;  

i- Miranda Tabi had received the annual 2018 HOOPP statement, on or around, April 2018; 
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j- Miranda Tabi had signed, in June 2018, an insurance re-enrolment form in favour of Joan 

Chartrand; 

k- Miranda Tabi had subscribed some critical illness insurances during her remission period 

and did not name Ebokem as beneficiary or trustee;  

l- Miranda Tabi had signed, in 2016, a passport naming Joan Chartrand as the person to 

contact in case of emergency; 

m- Miranda Tabi had filed her 2018 income tax returns stating that she was single; 

n- Ebokem had filed his 2018 income tax returns using an address different from Miranda 

Tabi’s and stating that he was single;  

o- Joan Chartrand did not know anything about the HOOPP pension and the Sun Life 

Insurance;  

p- Joan Chartrand was an active member of her congregation;  

q- Ebokem had been cheating on Miranda Tabi for years and Miranda Tabi found out in 2017; 

r- Ebokem had not expressed any intention or desire to divorce from his first wife since 2008 

and during the remission period;  

s- Miranda Tabi and Ebokem had separated in 2017; and 

t- Miranda Tabi had not reconciled with Ebokem during her remission period.  

8- Miranda Tabi said in front of Joan Chartrand when her cancer returned: “Papa God, why? 

I needed more time to get rid of him. Why?”  

9- If Miranda Tabi had reconciled with Ebokem during the remission period, there would 

have been no need for Allen-Macartney to assist Ebokem in the accomplishment of his objective, 

namely to get the house, the estate, the life insurances and the pension of Miranda Tabi, through 

marrying her, if necessary, but as far away as possible, on her last day on Earth for example. 
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10- If Miranda Tabi had changed her mind at the General Hospital, there would have been 

some evidence of this other than a message on her Facebook, on March 10, 2019 – she had been 

in coma for some time – announcing that she had married Ben Ebokem at the hospital. Ebokem 

put the message on Miranda Tabi’s Facebook. 

11- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Ebokem was adamant that they never separated.  

12- An incontrovertible fact though was that they did separate in 2017. 

13- If they had reconciled, there would have been changes in favour of Ebokem in the financial 

arrangements Miranda Tabi had been reviewing and making, during the remission period, in 

anticipation of her death.  

14- Eboken paid the retainer to a divorce lawyer a few days after the death of Miranda Tabi 

through money he had illegally taken from her bank account on the day of her death and on the 

following day.  

15- He obviously did not divorce to marry Miranda Tabi. 

16- Allen-Macartney knew about both the unlawful money transfers and the payment of the 

retainer. 

17- Allen-Macartney knew about the information Miranda Tabi had received from HOOPP in 

April 2018, but did not communicate it to Joan Chartrand, who was the named beneficiary of 

Miranda Tabi’s pension according to the HOOPP 2018 information, which had been probably 

destroyed by Ebokem. 

18- Allen-Macartney knew about the insurance re-enrolment form Miranda Tabi had signed on 

June 28, 2018, but did not communicate this information to Joan Chartrand, who had been named 

trustee of a Sun Life life insurance on this re-enrolment form. 
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19- These two 2018 documents stated that Miranda Tabi was single and that she had no 

husband or spouse. 

20- Allen-Macartney knew other facts which were relevant to the motion but did not mention 

them in her affidavit. Some of these facts are: 

a-  the topics and matters discussed during the July 10, 2019 meeting, which she presided, at 

her church; 

b- Ebokem’s previous marriage and divorce; 

c- Ebokem’s application for the custody of Johanes Tabi and for the legal guardianship of 

Johanes Tabi’s property; and 

d- Ebokem’s estate administration application. 

21- Allen-Macartney has been a witness to various events given rise to the proceeding. Some 

of these events are: 

a- when Ebokem informed her of the HOOPP 2018 information. It happened before Miranda 

Tabi died; 

b- when Ebokem informed her of the life insurances. It happened before Miranda Tabi died; 

c- when Ebokem informed her that he had got the mortgage renewed and how he got it 

renewed. It happened before July 10, 2019; 

d- when Ebokem informed her that he will apply to be named legal guardian of Johanes Tabi’s 

property so as to use the money as if it was his own. It happened before May 15, 2019; 

Allen-Macartney’s May 16, 2019 letter is attached to Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2029 

affidavit. 

e- when she agreed with Ebokem not to give Joan Chartrand the information she needed to 

open trust accounts for the children; 
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f- when she helped Ebokem with his CPP application. This started before Miranda Tabi’s 

death; 

g- when she discussed with Ebokem his HOOPP claim and agreed that he used her March 15, 

2019 letter; 

h- when Ebokem told her that his HOOPP claim had been approved; 

i- when Ebokem told her that the HOOPP decision had been reviewed by HOOPP; 

j- when Ebokem told her about his meetings with different lawyers; 

k- when Ebokem told her about the dispute between Joan Chartrand and him at TD branch, 

on or around March 23, 2019, with respect to the donation money;  

l- when Ebokem told her about his conversation with Joan Chartrand and me a few days 

before Miranda Tabi’s death; 

m- her decision in mid-October 2019, after the Street Capital Bank had intervened with respect 

to Ebokem’s mortgage fraud, to cooperate with Ebokem, Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass on 

the plan designed by Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass to extort Joan Chartrand and me, is 

another of these events. She had been aware of the mortgage fraud from the start and had 

been covering it up since; 

n- her meetings at the church to force Joan Chartrand to give up her HOOPP claim; 

o- her two requests to help Ebokem with Miranda Tabi’s estate which she made to me, and 

my refusals to help him; and 

p-  when she confirmed, on July 10, 2019, in the presence of Ebokem, her requests for me to 

help Ebokem and my refusals. 

22- The list is not exhaustive. 
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23- In her affidavit, she described only one event, which allegedly took place before Miranda 

Tabi’s death, and her testimony is false. See Paragraph 13 below. 

24- Allen-Macartney did say that she has been a witness to various events given rise to this 

proceeding. 

Paragraph 3 

25- Allen-Macartney used the public church ceremony of Andrew’s baptism in early 

September 2019 and her improper public questioning to attempt to manipulate Joan Chartrand so 

that she did not initiate HOOPP proceedings and to show to the Elders and those in the know, 

including Ebokem, who did not attend the baptism, that everything was under her control.  

26- The proceedings had already been initiated, on August 14, 2019 and served on HOOPP, 

but they had not been served on Ebokem until September 19, 2019, along with an Amended 

Statement of Claim filed on September 19, 2019. 

27- The statement of claim was filed before the renewal date for the mortgage.  I did not suspect 

a mortgage fraud. 

28- The amended statement of claim was filed after the renewal date. There was no sign that 

Ebokem had made any arrangements for other accommodation. Therefore, the mortgage had been 

renewed somehow.  

29- I stated in the Amended Statement of Claim that Ebokem had obtained the renewal in 

forging Miranda Tabi’s signature. This deduction could have been wrong. 

30- On September 19, 2019, Mr. Griffiths wrote me that Ebokem had been named 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate: 

Although I am still getting up to speed on the file, I can confirm, contrary to the allegations 

made in the Amended Statement of Claim, that my client was appointed as administrator 

of Ms. Miranda Tabi’s estate.  
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31- Mr. Griffiths was telling me that my accusation of mortgage fraud was unfounded since 

Ebokem had been named administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate. A fast one, I thought. 

32- I checked the estate administration file, on the same day. My deduction was corroborated 

by a paragraph in Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit: 

I have been able to keep the Mortgage payments and the car loan payments in good standing 

to date but other creditors are generally unwilling to deal with me as I am not the Estate 

administrator. As the Mortgage comes up for renewal in August, I am anxious to be appointed 

administrator so as to be able to work with the Children’s Lawyer in relation to the Estate 

issues. 

 

33- What Ebokem was saying in fact is that he had not advised the Bank and Toyota Credit 

Canada that Miranda Tabi had died. If he had advised the Bank, he would not have been able to 

defraud it.  

34- Mortgage companies, not other creditors, are generally – in fact totally - unwilling to deal 

with someone who is not the owner of the property, the administrator of the estate or the legal 

guardian of property, if minors are heirs.  

35- I amended the description of the facts respecting the mortgage fraud in my next version of 

the statement of claim.  

36- I sent the amended statement of claim to Equilibrium Law on or around October 7, 2019.  

37- Their absence of any action with respect to this mortgage fraud and the means they have 

taken to cover up their knowledge of their client’s mortgage fraud raise serious concerns as to their 

compliance with the Rules of Professional Conduct in this regard. 

38- Ebokem’s affidavit was essential to the effective implementation of their coverup of the 

knowledge of Ebokem’s mortgage fraud, without which Ebokem was probably unable to pay their 

fees or to swindle people in fronting him the money. 

39- Allen-Macartney’s affidavit was necessary to boost Ebokem’s credibility.  
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Paragraph 4  

40- This paragraph is covered by the religious communication privilege. 

41- These letters, which Allen-Macartney swore to be true, contain information she knew to be 

false.  

42- Her March 15, 2019 letter was used for the CPP and the HOOPP applications. Her May 

16, 2019 letter was used for the custody of Johanes Tabi and legal guardianship of his property.  

43-  I learned about the existence of the first letter at the end of September 2019 from HOOPP’s 

lawyer and of the second one from reading Allen-Macartney’s affidavit. The letter is in the custody 

and guardianship court file.  

Paragraph 5 

44- Allen-Macartney knew about the 2017 separation. I know this from her answer to a 

question made to her by Joan Chartrand, the evening she asked me for a second time to help 

Ebokem. I was there. 

45- She also knew, when she wrote her two letters, that no reconciliation had occurred. 

46- The two basic problems for Allen-Macartney in her story was the easily provable fact of 

the 2017 separation – not only Miranda Tabi lived separately in the house, she went alone to 

Europe to see friends and a former boyfriend - and the absence of any evidence of reconciliation.  

47- The two letters, which are similar, assert two sets of facts in each of them which are 

contradictory.  

48- The first set of facts is no separation and perfect bliss. The second set of facts describing Miranda 

Tabi’s wishes for the perfect bliss – marriage, for example - presupposes that there was a separation and no 

perfect bliss. 

Paragraph 6 
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49- Miranda Tabi would have been told that her cancer was very advanced and how long people with 

her cancer live.  

Paragraph 7 

50- During the ceremony, Miranda Tabi told that one doctor had informed her that her cancer was 

terminal and she never saw this doctor again. 

51-  Mrs. Allen-Macartney forgot to mention that all the money given at the Church did not go 

to Miranda. 

52- The thanksgiving was an idea of Mr. Ebokem who knew that Miranda Tabi’s cancer was 

terminal and was starting his plan to look like he was Miranda Tabi’s common law partner. 

53- Mrs. Allen-Macartney knew that Miranda Tabi was not married that they had not 

reconciled and that Mr.Ebokem, who was married to someone else, could not be Miranda Tabi’s 

husband and she, nevertheless, allowed Miranda Tabi and Mr. Ebokem to mislead the people 

attending that ceremony at a church. Mrs. Allen-Macartney has a rather strange idea of her duties 

and the relevance of truth insofar as she is concerned. 

54- She would say that she had to keep this secret. Keeping a secret does not mean that you are 

going to say the contrary of what is the truth. It means that you are not going to say anything even 

if it meant that you are not going to receive donations, that is, money, as she did. 

Paragraph 8 

55- Mrs. Allen-Macartney knew that the whole thing was a lie. 

56- When it fits her interests, she had no qualms in disclosing that Mrs. Chartrand was not 

married. 

Paragraph 9 

57- The action against Mrs. Allen-Macartney had nothing to do with this case.  

58- 1 just could not support her duplicity and hypocrisy. 
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59- The facts stated in my action against Mrs. Allen-Macartney are true. 

Paragraph 10 

60- Mrs. Allen-Macartney did not sign this affidavit. She knew that Mr. Glass had modified 

her affidavit and had forged her signature and, honest as she professes to be, she let her false 

affidavit to be used against me, for years.  

Paragraph 11 

61- The Street Capital Bank communicated with Mr. Glass with respect to Ebokem’s mortgage 

fraud on or around October 17, 2019. 

62- I did not expect Allen-Macartney to be a witness for the motion to get me off the record.   

63- I did not expect either Allen-Macartney to swear that her two letters were true. 

64- I did not sue her to silence her. I sued her to stop lying about me.  

65- Mrs. Allen-Macartney was right in stating that my action was aiming to discredit her 

conduct. 

66- Mrs. Allen-Macartney is now known in her congregation as a liar or, to use religious terms, 

as a sinner. 

67- I sued her so that the Elders, who are not Cameroonians, understood what their pastor was 

and do something about it. 

68- She had no other choice after the intervention of the Street Capital Bank to go along with 

the plan of Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass to cover Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud, estate fraud and 

HOOPP fraud. 

Paragraph 12 

69- Nothing prevented her from telling the truth or to say nothing. 

70- A general denial is meaningless in civil matters.  
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Paragraph 13 

71- Ebokem said essentially the same thing in his affidavit and he was lying. 

72- Paragraph 22 of Ebokem’s affidavit reads: 

In the week leading up to my wife’s death on March 14, 2019, a social worker assigned to 

the Ottawa Hospital intensive care unit, Donna Bottomley spoke with me in the presence 

of several individuals, including our pastor, Denise Allen-Macartney. The social worker 

expressed concerns, without going into specific detail, about various inquiries that she had 

learned Joan was making with respect to insurance policies. I did not understand exactly 

what the social worker meant at that time, but I was grateful for the guidance that the social 

worker provided to me in making suggestions on how to ensure that all of mine and 

Miranda’s paperwork was in order. 

 

73- Paragraph 13 of Allen-Macartney’s affidavit reads: 

At any rate, what I can share, at this time, is that I first became aware of a potential conflict 

when, shortly before Miranda’s death, the social worker assigned to the Ottawa General 

intensive care unit spoke with me and Ben, raising her concerns about questions Joan was 

asking concerning Miranda and actions Joan was initiating involving Miranda’s affairs. 

 

At any rate, what I can share, at this time 

 

74- Allen-Macartney cannot pick and choose. She has to tell the whole truth on the relevant 

facts she knows unless it is covered by the communication privilege. 

75- This is the only one of the events she had been, according to her, a witness to, that she 

described in her affidavit, and her description is false. 

76- If there were many people, the conversation had to take place in the family room. It does 

not mean that the other persons in the family room paid any attention to the conversation.  

77- There was no communication between Joan Chartrand and Donna Bottomley on any topic 

related to Miranda Tabi’s estate before she died. Joan Chartrand knew nothing of what Miranda 

Tabi had decided with respect to her.  

78- The only thing Joan Chartrand had been told by Ebokem, about 3 days before Miranda 

Tabi died, was about a $500,000 critical life insurance.  
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79- Here is what the August 14, 2019 amended statement of claim said about this: 

26- For months after Miranda Tabi’s death, Ben Ebokem has been looking for a $500,000 

critical illness insurance, although from the amount of the monthly payment made from 

Miranda Tabi’s Royal Bank account read with the annex to the insurance it was obvious 

that the insurance was for $50,000. 

 

27- Miranda Tabi did mention a $500,000 life insurance to Mr. Ebokem and to her brother 

Beryl, but at that time – December 2018 to her death - Miranda Tabi’s mental condition 

had been quite diminished by her cancer treatment and sedative pain control.  

 

80- All that Joan Chartrand knew about Miranda Tabi’s last wishes before her death was 

relating to Johanes’ custody. Miranda Tabi wanted her brother Beryl to take care of Johanes. 

81- This paragraph and the paragraph to the same effect in Ebokem’s affidavit show that Allen-

Macartney, Ebokem, and probably Donna Bottomley, knew before Miranda Tabi’s death that there 

was going to be a conflict between Ebokem and Joan Chartrand with respect to Miranda Tabi’s 

HOOPP pension plan, when Mrs. Chartrand would find out that Mrs. Allen-Macartney was 

involved in an attempt to defraud Mrs. Chartrand.  

82- It is difficult, in fact it is not that difficult, to understand how a member of the clergy can 

fall so low. It happens quite often for various reasons: sex, greed and power. 

83- The only way for them to know about a potential conflict was to know about the HOOPP 

designation and the life insurances through Miranda Tabi’s paperwork (see the end of Ebokem’s 

Paragraph 22).  

Paragraph 15 

84- There was no conflict insofar as Joan Chartrand was concerned at that time.  

85- It is a little rich for the Reverend Pastor to speak of an escalating conflict when she had 

been secretly helping Ebokem while at the same time she had been manipulating Joan Chartrand 

to force her to give up her HOOPP rights.  
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86- Ebokem wanted to get the funeral donations put into an account under his full control. Joan 

Chartrand wanted them to be put in trust for the children 

87- Joan Chartrand had also asked Allen-Macartney not to give donations made at the church 

to Ebokem personally.  

Paragraphs 16-22  

88- Nobody has ever contradicted the facts mentioned in my July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT. 

89- I was not involved in this meeting and in the other meetings, which are not mentioned in 

her affidavit, Allen-Macartney had with Joan Chartrand in the preceding and following months. 

90- In my July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, which was discussed in the meeting, I referred to 

some of Ebokem’s fraudulent activities. I did not know about the mortgage fraud then.  When I 

learned about it, I did something to put an end to this fraud. Mrs. Allen-Macartney preferred to go 

along with Mr. Ebokem’s frauds because Mr. Ebokem had conned her in believing that he would 

make donations to the church, that is, to herself.  

91- In the July 10, 2019 meeting, Ebokem and Allen-Macartney conned Joan Chartrand and 

the other persons in the meeting which did not already know about Ebokem’s mortgage fraud. 

92- She knew that Mr. Ebokem had committed a mortgage fraud and she encouraged Ebokem 

to lie about it. 

93- The risk from the intervention of the OGPT and the certain discovery of the mortgage fraud 

were forcing Ebokem and Allen-Macartney to move quickly. Joan Chartrand’s request for a 

meeting came in handy.  

94- Ebokem had already consulted an estate lawyer, on or around June 17, 2017. He had 

received the approval of the mortgage renewal by that date. 
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95- Most of the persons attending the meeting sided with Ebokem and Allen-Macartney to 

recommend that Ebokem be appointed as administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate. Joan Chartrand 

refused to budge. They had been conned by Allen-Macartney, Ebokem and Evelyn Musonge. 

Paragraph 21 

96- The house – it was social housing - was rented by Miranda Tabi. 

Paragraph 23  

97- Unbeknownst to Allen-Macartney, Ebokem and Ebokem’s lawyers and their paralegal at 

the time, the document mentioned in Paragraph 23 of Allen-Macartney’s affidavit is the document 

mentioned in Paragraph 41 of Ebokem’s affidavit, namely my July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT. 

98- The lawyer who had finalized Allen-Macartney’s affidavit obviously did not know that 

Joan Chartrand’s July 9, 2019 email was actually the same as my July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT. 

99- This would have been obvious to Mr. Glass if he had read Joan Chartrand’s email before 

commissioning Allen-Macartney’s affidavit on October 21, 2019 and Ebokem’s affidavit on 

October 22, 2019. 

100- Mr. Glass complained during the October 31, 2019 hearing that the attachments to my 

October 30, 2019 affidavit had not been formally sworn by the commissioner for oaths.  

101- I was misleading no one, he was. 

102- In addition to spend some time in jail, Mr. Glass should be reminded that:  

And why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother's eye, but perceivest not the beam 

that is in thine own eye? 

Either how canst thou say to thy brother, Brother, let me pull out the mote that is in thine 

eye, when thou thyself beholdest not the beam that is in thine own eye? Thou hypocrite, 

cast out first the beam out of thine own eye, and then shalt thou see clearly to pull out the 

mote that is in thy brother's eye. 

Luke 6: 41-42 
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103- I am sure that Mr. Glass would agree with me that our duty as officers of the court is to be 

more than translucent. Transparency is the norm.  He would agree and continue to lie. 

Paragraph 24  

104- I just do not understand two things. What right Mrs. Allen-Macartney had to go against 

Miranda Tabi,s wishes and decisions. The Pastor should know that her religion has no right to get 

involved in matters that are not religious. We are not living in the United States or in the Duplessis 

era. Does she not understand that I had the right, and obligation, to support Mrs. Chartrand since I 

knew that this was what Miranda Tabi wanted and that Miranda Tabi was separated from Ebokem.  

105- My July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT expressly stated that I was representing Joan Chartrand.  

106- Paragraph 24 would have been a good place for Allen-Macartney to mention that she had 

asked me twice to help Ebokem and twice I had refused and that she confirmed during the July 10, 

2019 meeting, in the presence of Ebokm, the two requests she had earlier made to me and my two 

refusals.  

107- She could have also mentioned that I had refused to help Ebokem with his divorce. 

108- She should have been candid on her strange ideas of a marriage in the Critical Care Unit. 

109- Allen-Macartney conflates two different matters: the administration of Miranda Tabi’s 

estate, which was dealt with in my July 8, 2019 letter, and the HOOPP pension. 

110- All I was doing with respect to the administration of the estate was to protect the children’s 

property and Joan Chartrand’s trust for the children.  

111- The deadline to file a HOOOP action was in the third week of August 2019 and the action 

against Allen-Macartney had been made necessary by the secret cooperation between Ben Ebokem 

and Allen-Macartney. 

Paragraph 25 
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112- On this one, she should have kept her mouth shut. 

113- It is accurate that Mrs. Allen-Macartney has no legal training. It is also accurate to say that 

she seems, contrary to people of average intelligence, to have no clue as to what the law is on 

simple matters. She just does not have any judgment. 

114- Ebokem is not a family member of mine. He is a psychopath, insofar as I am concerned.  

115- I took the side of my clients, namely Miranda Tabi and Mrs. Chartrand.   

Paragraph 26 

 

116- That is BS. 

117- Allen-Macartney maintained utmost confidentiality, to use her words, to secretly help 

Ebokem and disclosed everything which could harm Joan Chartrand or me. 

118- Ebokem did defraud the mortgaging bank in forging Miranda Tabi’s signature on the 

mortgage renewal letter. Allen-Macartney knew about this. 

119- Ebokem told the persons attending the July 10, 2019 meeting that he will pay the mortgage 

for two years and will continue to pay it after only if he gets his name on title.  He said he had 

made a deal with the mortgage bank. 

120- Ebokem mentioned the mortgage in his July 24, 2019 affidavit to get appointed 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate, two weeks after the July 10, 2019 meeting and he perjured 

himself: 

I have been able to keep the Mortgage payments and the car loan payments in good standing 

to date but other creditors are generally unwilling to deal with me as I am not the Estate 

administrator. As the Mortgage comes up for renewal in August, I am anxious to be 

appointed administrator so as to be able to work with the Children’s Lawyer in relation to 

the Estate issues. 
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121- Allen-Macartney knew about his mortgage fraud and her cover-up of it, on October 21, 

2019, and signed her affidavit to continue to cover up Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and her 

knowledge of it. 

122- From Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit in the estate file, I learned about his application for 

the interim custody of Johanes Tabi. I did not see the usefulness of a custody order, and I did not 

check the file then. I should have. 

123- On October 31,2019, I did and found out about the application for the legal guardianship 

of Johanes Tabi’s property. I also learned, the same morning, of Ebokem’s divorce. 

Paragraph 27 

124- Paragraph 27 rings hollow. 

125- Before Miranda Tabi died, Allen-Macartney could have met Mirada Tabi as often as they 

wanted to discuss whatever they wanted to discuss. 

126- After Miranda’s death, she should have dealt with the funeral services and, for the rest of 

the time, done something else. 

127- In Ebokem’s October 21, 2019 affidavit, there are five direct references to Mrs. Allen-

Macartney or her affidavit. 

           Paragraph 14 

The service was held on September 29, 2018, and was presided by our pastor, Denise 

Allen-Macartney, who has also provided an affidavit, which is enclosed and discusses 

this event in more detail. 

 

 Paragraph 22 

In the week leading up to my wife’s death on March 14, 2019, a social worker 

assigned to the Ottawa Hospital intensive care unit, Donna Bottomley spoke to me in 

the presence of several individuals, including our pastor, Denise Allen-Macartney. 

 

 Paragraph 42 
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On July 10, 2019, as Pastor Denise Allen-Macartney confirms in her own affidavit, 

sworn and enclosed herein, a meeting was held between me, Joan, two church leaders 

selected by Joan… 

 

 Paragraph 43 

Attached as Exhibit F to the Affidavit of Pastor Denise Allen-Macartney, sworn and 

enclosed, is a copy of Joan’s email and are copies of various documents, some of which 

were circulated by Joan and including correspondence, which I obviously received 

directly from André. 

 

 Paragraph 52 

 … the details of which are more fully set out in the affidavit of pastor, Denise Allen-

Macartney (enclosed).  

 

128- Allen-Macartney mentioned in her affidavit, but hid them in the Exhibit, the two letters she 

wrote for Ebokem because she had no other choice. Her first letter was known since September 

30, 2019 and the second one was like the first one. 

129- Allen-Macartney hid them in an Exhibit because Mr. Grass and she knew that her letters 

were not really supporting Ebokem’s fairy tale. Miranda and Ben did not live happily ever after or 

before their separation.  

130- What Allen-Macartney says in effect in her letters, but not in her affidavit, is that Ebokem 

and Miranda Tabi had not reconciled despite her in extremis efforts at the General Hospital, belies 

what she says in her affidavit, that they had never separated.  

131- Allen-Macartney’s affidavit confirms, by the mere fact of its existence, that, in breach of 

her pastoral obligations and of her obligations as a layperson, Allen-Macartney is trying to hide a- 

 that she had made a large number of fraudulent representations to her congregation, the 

elders of her congregation, to Joan Chartrand and the members of her family and the Court from 

the day she learned from Miranda Tabi that she had an advanced cancer; and 
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b-  that she extorted, or tried to extort, Joan Chartrand since Miranda Tabi’s death, and me, 

since on or around October 17, 2019, to deprive Joan Chartrand of her rights to a HOOPP 

pension and me of my livelihood. 

132- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass knew that Allen-Macartney’s affidavit was false because, inter 

alia, 

a- they knew that Allen-Macartney signed her affidavit to support Ebokem’s October 22, 

2019 affidavit that they, and Allen-Macartney, knew to be false; As a matter of fact, Allen-

Macartney did not sign her affidavit: Mr. Glass forged her signature. 

b- they knew that Allen-Macartney had cogent evidence that I was not practicing law at the 

relevant time and this evidence should have been, but was not mentioned in her affidavit; 

c- they knew that Allen-Macartney had been informed at all relevant times of all the 

communications claimed by Ebokem to be confidential and that this evidence, which is not 

covered by the religious communication privilege, was not mentioned in her affidavit; 

d- they knew that Paragraph 13 of Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit was false;  

e- they knew that Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit and its exhibits had been 

sworn by Allen-Macartney and commissioned by Mr. Glass without the Exhibit “F”, which 

was incorporated to her affidavit on the following day; and 

133- Mr. Glass commissioned an affidavit which he knew to be false, for the obvious reason 

that he had forged her signature. 

Conclusions 

134- Between March 1, 2019 and March 14, 2019, Mrs. Allen-Macartney was still trying to 

arrange a marriage between Miranda Tabi, who was comatose, and Mr. Ebokem, who was not 

divorced, so as to s get reconciled.  
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135- This is what Mrs. Allen-Macartney is saying in her March 15, 2019 letter and her May 16, 

2019 letter. 

Document 122- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s March 15, 2019 letter  

Document 120- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s May 16, 2019 letter  

136- Mrs. Allen-Macartney, who had officiated marriages, would have known that one needs a 

marriage licence and that one needs to be free to marry to get such license.  

137- Mr. Ebokem, whose marriage had been celebrated and recorded in the Netherlands, would 

probably have been able to get a marriage licence even if he was not divorced. Mrs. Allen-

Macartney would not have gone so far as to officiate Mr. Ebokem’s bigamous marriage. 

  



60 
 

 

PART 3-6 

RELIGIOUS COMMUNICATION PRIVILEGE 

310- Mr. Griffiths knowingly used inadmissible evidence in support of his motion to get me off 

the record.  

311- He had three witnesses: Ben Ebokem, Denise Allen-Macartney and Barbara Craig 

312- The three witnesses asserted the same conclusion on the main issue for determination at 

trial. Their assertions were not relevant to the Motion to get me off the record. 

313- The only reason for using Denise Allen-Macartney as a witness on this issue was that she 

was a Pastor. Ebokem did not have much credibility, if any. Her evidence was used to support 

Ebokem’s testimony precisely because she was a Pastor. 

314- The main reason for not using Denise Allen-Macartney as a witness on this issue was in 

fact precisely because she was a Pastor. 

315- There were three unmistakable red flags of the possibility of a religious communication 

privilege issue: a Pastor, Marriage and Death.  

316- The fact that Allen-Macartney disclosed information covered by the religious 

communication privilege to Ebokem’s lawyers and others does not mean that she should continue 

to breach the religious communication privilege in this motion and subsequent court proceedings. 

317- This information cannot be used, directly or indirectly, by anyone in any court proceeding 

and that her October 21, 2019 affidavit cannot be used in any court proceeding.  

318- The religious communication privilege cannot be waived by the Pastor, even or particularly 

if she had breached it, without the express consent of the member of the religious community and, 

probably, of the religious community itself. 

319- The leading case on religious communication privilege is the Supreme Court R. v. 
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Gruenke. 

R. v. Gruenke, [1991] 3 SCR 263, 1991 CanLII 40 (SCC) – Tab 13 

 

V  The Wigmore Approach and Religious Communications 

  

While the category of pastor-penitent privilege was not specifically recognized as such in 

common law, it was not discouraged as long as the communication fell within the general 

test of Wigmore, a test which applied to all categories of privileges.  Courts, including this 

Court have tended to consider this test to apply on a case-by-case basis:  see Slavutych v. 

Baker, 1975 CanLII 5 (SCC), [1976] 1 S.C.R. 254, at pp. 260-61; Solicitor General of 

Canada v. Royal Commission of Inquiry (Health Records in Ontario), 1981 CanLII 33 

(SCC), [1981] 2 S.C.R. 494, per Laskin C.J. dissenting at p. 512. 

  

The Chief Justice proposes that Wigmore's test continue to be used as a general approach to 

considering whether particular religious communications should be admitted into evidence, 

or found inadmissible by virtue of privilege.  At this point it is useful to recall the conditions 

set out by Wigmore (para. 2285) to determine whether a particular communication should 

be considered privileged: 

  

                  (1) The communications must originate in a confidence that they will not be disclosed. 

  

                  (2) This element of confidentiality must be essential to the full and satisfactory maintenance 

of the relation between the parties. 

  

                  (3) The relation must be one which in the opinion of the community ought to be sedulously 

fostered. 

  

                  (4) The injury that would inure to the relation by the disclosure of the communications 

must be greater than the benefit thereby gained for the correct disposal of the 

litigation.  [Emphasis in original.] 

  

It is interesting to note, however, that Dean Wigmore himself originally formulated the 

four canons of privilege in order to assess what kind of relationships would attract a new 

category of privilege.  In fact, using his own four-step approach, Wigmore concluded that 

"[the pastor's] privilege has adequate grounds for recognition":  Wigmore, supra, at 

p. 878.  The balancing of the societal interests of maintaining the confidential relationship 

(by assessing the potential injury done) with the truth-seeking function of the judicial 

system which Wigmore proposes have been dealt with earlier.  An ad hoc approach to 

privilege may overshadow the long-term interest which the recognition of a religious 

privilege seeks to preserve.  As Professor Mitchell, supra, writes at pp. 767-68: 

  

Although Wigmore expressly contemplated a balancing of interests, he did not 

contemplate weighing clerics' and confiders' interests in confidentiality against specific 

litigants' interests in the outcome of their litigation.  Rather, he contemplated weighing 

https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1975/1975canlii5/1975canlii5.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1981/1981canlii33/1981canlii33.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1981/1981canlii33/1981canlii33.html
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society's interest in clergy-confider relationships generally against society's interest in 

access to full information in every litigation.  Apparently, Wigmore also had in mind a 

single conclusive balancing that would determine whether, in the long run, society 

benefits more from nondisclosure than from disclosure.  If so, the privilege should be 

recognized; if not, the privilege will fail.  Wigmore was not advocating ad hoc judicial 

determinations following every individual claim of privilege.  This all-or-nothing 

approach has been criticized by some who prefer more ad hoc balancing. . . . One danger 

of the ad hoc approach to privileges, however, is its tendency to focus on the palpable 

need for evidence in the individual case and to neglect more intangible and long-term 

interests.  Even in ad hoc weighing, the balancer must take into account the long-term 

effects of disclosure on the practice of religion and the benefits the community derives 

from clergy's contributions to the health of many citizens.  [Final emphasis added.] 

  

In my view, it is more in line with the rationales identified earlier, the spirit of the Charter 

and the goal of assuring the certainty of the law, to recognize a pastor-penitent category 

of privilege in this country.  If our society truly wishes to encourage the creation and 

development of spiritual relationships, individuals must have a certain amount of 

confidence that their religious confessions, given in confidence and for spiritual relief, 

will not be disclosed.  Not knowing in advance whether his or her confession will be 

afforded any protection, a penitent may not confess, or may not confess as freely as he or 

she otherwise would.  Both the number of confessions and their quality will be affected; 

see Mitchell at p. 763.  The special relationship between clergy and parishioners may not 

develop, resulting in a chilling effect on the spiritual relationship within our society.  In 

that case, the very rationale for the pastor-penitent privilege may be defeated.  The lack of 

a recognized category also has ramifications for freedom of religion.  Concerns about 

certainty apply as much to the development of specific religions as to spiritual practices 

in general. 

 

Of course, this does not mean that every communication between pastor and penitent will 

be protected.  The creation of the category simply acknowledges that our society 

recognizes that the relationship should be fostered, and that disclosure of communications 

will generally do more harm that good.  Accordingly, the pastor-penitent relationship 

answers the third and fourth legs of the Wigmore test. But in any given case, the specific 

nature of the relationship must be examined to ensure it fits the category.  Furthermore, 

the extent of the privilege will still be determined in accordance with the first and second 

legs of Wigmore's test. 

 

VI  General Application of the Privilege 

  

In analyzing a claim for religious communications privilege, it goes almost without saying 

that the facts and circumstances of the particular case will be of primary importance. 

 

A first step involves verifying whether communications fall into the pastor-penitent 

category at all.  If the communications are not intended to be of a religious or spiritual 

nature, then the policy considerations articulated above will not apply.  In R. v. Medina, 

supra, Campbell J. carefully considered a claim for privilege covering communications 
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between a religious leader and an individual later accused of murder, who was attempting 

to flee the locale.  He set out the following criteria for evaluating the confidentiality of the 

communication: 

  

                  (1)  Does the communication involve some aspect of religious belief, worship or practice? 

  

                  (2)  Is the religious aspect the dominant feature or purpose of the communication? 

  

                  (3)  Even if the religious aspect is not the dominant purpose, how significant is it?  Would 

the communication have been called into being without the religious aspect?  . . . 

  

                  (4)  Is the religious aspect of the communication sincere or is it colourable?  Did it amount 

to a good faith manifestation of religious belief, worship or practice? 

  

The answers to these questions are helpful in determining whether the communications 

are of a religious or spiritual nature, and as such whether the values protected and 

promoted by the privilege would be actually be fostered. 

 

Once this first test has been met, the communication must be further scrutinized to see 

whether or not it meets the other aspects of the Wigmore test. 

 

The first of these two aspects is that the religious communications must originate in the 

expectation that they will not be disclosed.  It is clear that the requirement of 

confidentiality serves to stress that only private communications may be privileged.  This 

analysis protects both privacy and utilitarian values.  The analysis of this issue is a factual 

exercise, having regard to all the circumstances.  In particular, the persons involved and 

the place where the communications take place will be relevant.  In addition, the 

expectations of the people involved may be assessed through testimony where that is 

possible, and by some examination of the practices of the religious denomination 

involved.  In making this latter assessment, however, an overly rigid application of the 

practice of the religious denomination should be avoided.  Chambers and McInnis, supra, 

observe at p. 186: 

  

It would be inconsistent with expectations if a communication received by a cleric in 

confidence was privileged only if the rules governing his or her conduct required the 

maintenance of secrecy. 

  

This position is strengthened by reference to s. 27 of the Charter, which mandates an 

interpretation of the Charter consistent with the multicultural heritage of Canadians.  The 

requirement or the availability of a confidential communications such as a confession will 

not be determinative of the availability of the privilege, although it may be 

relevant.  Accordingly, I would not accord "confessional" communications any "special 

privilege" going beyond the application of the principles defined here (see Ryan, 

"Obligation of the Clergy not to Reveal Confidential Information" (1991), 73 C.R. (3d) 

217, at p. 218). 
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The second Wigmore criteria, that confidentiality be essential to the full maintenance of 

the relationship, highlights the narrow application of the privilege.  The privacy interests 

of the religious leader and individual involved, in combination with the benefit to society 

of the relationship's confidentiality, will not be sufficient to pass the second criteria in 

every case.  Determination of this issue will involve, among other things, a consideration 

of the nature of the particular relationship at bar and the nature of the cleric-individual 

relationship in broader terms. 

 

In this context, the practice or procedure used to communicate and perhaps the very fact 

of confidential communication will have to be probed.  An example of this type of analysis 

is found in Slavutych, supra.  The relationship envisaged in the privilege is one in which 

the individual approaches the religious leader with the intent of gaining religious or 

spiritual comfort, advice, or absolution.  For instance, the communications made in an 

effort to flee from the criminal justice system (see R. v. Medina, supra) will not attract the 

privilege since gaining the assistance of anyone, let alone a religious leader, to escape 

justice is not the kind of relationship society seeks to foster and, consequently, cannot be 

covered by the pastor-penitent privilege. 

 

Finally, it will be recognized that there are a number of complex questions which may 

arise in the context of a claim for a religious communications privilege.  Among these are 

the following:  Who may claim the privilege?  Does the privilege cover written as well as 

oral communications?  What is the effect of a waiver by the confident?  Does the religious 

leader have an independent legally protected interest in the privileged communications, 

and if so what is its extent?  In what circumstances may a privilege be claimed?  (See Re 

Church of Scientology and The Queen (No. 6), supra, which applied Descôteaux v. 

Mierzwinski, 1982 CanLII 22 (SCC), [1982] 1 S.C.R. 860).  These questions may 

eventually have to be considered by courts with regard to the principles articulated above 

but they must be left for another day since they do not arise in the present case. 

 

320- The sanctity of marriage is a fundamental tenet of the traditional Christian religions, including 

Presbyterianism. 

321- Almost every day I went to the General Hospital, with Joan Chartrand and Baby Andrew, 

during the terminal phase of Miranda Tabi’s cancer, I saw Allen-Macartney, usually in the family 

room.  

322- The Pastor apparently was there to comfort Miranda Tabi in her last days. Ebokem would 

call her, almost every day, to come to the Hospital, so it seems, and there she was, for hours. 

323- Her affidavit is silent on the explanation for her almost daily presence at the hospital when 

Miranda Tabi’s cancer was in its terminal phase. 

https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1982/1982canlii22/1982canlii22.html
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324- Her two letters (March 15, 2019 and May 16, 2019) provide the missing explanation for 

her presence at the General Hospital during the last month on Earth of Miranda Tabi. 

325- The reason for Allen-Macartney’s almost daily presence at the General Hospital was to get 

Ebokem to marry Miranda Tabi at the Church so that Ebokem gets Miranda Tabi’s property. 

326- One problem with her plan was that Ebokem was already married and had made no efforts 

to get a divorce since 2008, not even in 2018, during Miranda Tabi’s cancer remission. 

327- Ebokem had not even got a lawyer for his divorce three or four days before Miranda Tabi’s 

death. 

328- Another problem is that it is almost impossible to get a divorce in less than three months. 

329- A third problem is that Miranda Tabi was not interested in the Pastor’s plan.  

330- Allen-Macartney’s plan was doomed from its very outset. 

331- Eventually Miranda Tabi fell into a terminal coma.  

332- The religious communication privilege covers every one of Allen-Macartney’s interactions 

with Miranda Tabi from the day she was told by Miranda Tabi of her advanced cancer until March 

14, 2019, the day of her death, including all the religious ceremonies related to Miranda Tabi 

during that period of time as well as her religious funerals and   related to the religious ceremonies 

and funerals. 

333- The religious communication privilege also covers Allen-Macartney’s interactions with 

other persons, including Ebokem, Donna Bottomley, the Elders, Ebokem’s lawyers and her 

lawyers, with respect to the matters described in Paragraph 17. 

334- Ebokem’s lawyers should have insisted on Allen-Macartney seeking advice from an 

independent lawyer and from the Canadian Presbyterian Church before even listening to her 

testimony and, for sure, before using her evidence.  
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335- The common law rule is similar to the civil law rule, except that the civil law rule has been 

enshrined in section 9 of the Quebec Charter of Human Rights and Freedoms: 

Every person has a right to non-disclosure of confidential information. 

 

No person bound to professional secrecy by law and no priest or other minister of 

religion may, even in judicial proceedings, disclose confidential information 

revealed to him by reason of his position or profession, unless he is authorized to 

do so by the person who confided such information to him or by an express 

provision of law. 

 

The tribunal must, ex officio, ensure that professional secrecy is respected. 

 

336- The nullity of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit is a blessing in disguise 

for the protection of the fundamental religious communication privilege.  

337- The common law rule is similar to the civil law rule, except that the civil law rule has been 

enshrined in section 9 of the Quebec Charter of Human Rights and Freedoms: 

Every person has a right to non-disclosure of confidential information. 

 

No person bound to professional secrecy by law and no priest or other minister of 

religion may, even in judicial proceedings, disclose confidential information 

revealed to him by reason of his position or profession, unless he is authorized to 

do so by the person who confided such information to him or by an express 

provision of law. 

 

The tribunal must, ex officio, ensure that professional secrecy is respected. 

 

338- The nullity of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit is a blessing in disguise 

for the protection of the fundamental religious communication privilege.  
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