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Numéro du dossier :  

                                      La Loi sur les tribunaux judiciaires 

   COUR SUPÉRIEURE DE JUSTICE DE L’ONTARIO 

Entre : 

 

André Bluteau 

 

Demandeur 

                          et 

 

Denise Allen-Macartney 

 

    Benjamin Ebokem 

 

    Crystal Gillis 

  

    Matthew Glass 

 

    Alana Gray 

     

    Joseph Griffiths 

 

    Emily Lawrence 

 

    Allison Lendor 

 

    Brandon Reinhart 

 

    John Rouatt 

 

     

 

Parties défenderesses 

 

AUX DÉFENDEURS : 

 

  UNE INSTANCE A ÉTÉ INTRODUITE CONTRE VOUS par le demandeur. La demande 

contre vous est exposée dans les pages suivantes. 
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  SI VOUS DÉSIREZ CONTESTER L’INSTANCE, vous-même ou un avocat de l’Ontario vous 

représentant devez préparer une défense selon la formule 18A prescrite par les Règles de procédure 

civile, la signifier à l’avocat du demandeur ou, si ce dernier n’a pas retenu les services d’un avocat, 

au demandeur lui-même, et la déposer, accompagnée de la preuve de sa signification, à ce greffe, 

DANS LES VINGT JOURS après que vous avez reçu signification de la présente déclaration, si 

la signification vous est faite en Ontario. 

  Si la signification vous est faite dans une autre province ou un territoire du Canada ou aux États-

Unis d’Amérique, vous avez quarante jours pour signifier et déposer votre défense. Si la 

signification vous est faite en dehors du Canada et des États-Unis d’Amérique, le délai est de 

soixante jours. 

  Au lieu de signifier et de déposer une défense, vous pouvez signifier et déposer un avis 

d’intention de présenter une défense selon la formule 18B prescrite par les Règles de procédure 

civile. Vous aurez dans ce cas dix jours de plus pour signifier et déposer votre défense. 

  SI VOUS NE CONTESTEZ PAS L’INSTANCE, UN JUGEMENT PEUT ÊTRE RENDU 

CONTRE VOUS EN VOTRE ABSENCE SANS QUE VOUS RECEVIEZ D’AUTRE AVIS. SI 

VOUS DÉSIREZ CONTESTER L’INSTANCE MAIS QUE VOS MOYENS NE VOUS 

PERMETTENT PAS DE PAYER LES FRAIS DE JUSTICE, VOUS POUVEZ VOUS 

ADRESSER À UN BUREAU LOCAL D’AIDE JURIDIQUE POUR DÉTERMINER VOTRE 

ADMISSIBILITÉ À L’AIDE JURIDIQUE. 

  REMARQUE : L’ACTION SERA AUTOMATIQUEMENT REJETÉE si elle n’a pas été 

inscrite en vue d'un procès ou s’il n’y a pas été mis fin de quelque façon que ce soit dans les cinq 

ans qui suivent la date d’introduction de l’action, sauf ordonnance contraire du tribunal. 

 

Date :  Délivrée par 
 
 Greffier local 
 
  
   Adresse du Greffe :      
  
   Cour supérieure 
      161, rue Elgin 
    Ottawa, ON 
      K2P 2K1  
. 
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À: 
 
 
Benjamin Ebokem 
 
Gatineau - Adresse inconnue 
 
ebokembenny@yahoo.com 
 
Denise Allen-Macartney 
 
91 Pike Street Ottawa, 
Ontario K1T 3J6 
 
pastor.denise.am@gmail.com 
 
Crystal Gillis 
 
McCarthy Tetrault LLP 

Suite 5300 

TD Bank Tower 

Box 48 

66 Wellington St. West 

Toronto, Ontario M5K 1E6 

 

cgillis@mccarthy.ca 

 

Matthew Glass 

 

McCague Borlack LLP 

700-99 Bank St 

Ottawa, Ontario K1P 1H4 

 

mglass@mccagueborlack.com 

 

Alana Gray 

 

Equilibrium Law 

207-460 West Hunt Club Road 

Ottawa, Ontario K2E 0B8 

 

alana@equilibriumlaw.com 

 

Joseph Griffiths 

 

Equilibrium Law 

460 W Hunt Club Rd #207 

Ottawa, Ontario K2E 0B8 

 

joseph@equilibriumlaw.com 

 

mailto:ebokembenny@yahoo.com
mailto:pastor.denise.am@gmail.com
mailto:cgillis@mccarthy.ca
mailto:mglass@mccagueborlack.com
mailto:alana@equilibriumlaw.com
mailto:joseph@equilibriumlaw.com


4 
 

 

Allison Lendor 

 

Lendor & Guest LLP 

209-460 West Hunt Club Rd 

Ottawa, Ontario K2E 0B8 

 

allison@lendorguest.ca 

 

Brandon Reinhart 

 

Valu-Notary 

415 ST LAURENT BLVD 

Ottawa, Ontario K1K 2Z8 

- 

info@valu-notary.com 

 

John Rouatt 

 

Bulger, Young 

207-460 West Hunt Club Rd 

Ottawa, Ontario K2E 0B8 

 

jrouatt@bulgeryoung.com 
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Statement of Claim - Déclaration  

 

Oh ! je sais qu'ils feront des mensonges sans nombre  

Pour s'évader des mains de la Vérité sombre,  

Qu'ils nieront, qu'ils diront : ce n'est pas moi, c'est lui.  

 

Victor Hugo, Les Châtiments 

Introduction 

1- Fraud corrupts, vitiates everything.  

The concept of fraud refers to situations in which a person attempts to gain rights 

granted  a rule of law on the basis of deception, malicious intent, or dishonesty. Yet, 

according to the principle fraus omnia corrumpit—‘fraud vitiates everything’—a 

person can never rely on a fraudulent act to justify the application of a rule of law to 

his own profit. Thus, this principle will refuse the application of a rule of law which 

is obtained on the basis of fraud. In this way, the principle fraus omnia corrumpit 

operates as a corrective mechanism to the absolute and unlimited application of a 

rule of law through reliance on fundamental moral standards, such as good faith, 

fairness, or justice. 

 

Annekatrien Lenaerts, The Role of the Principle Fraus Omnia Corrumpit in the 

European Union: A Possible Evolution Towards a General Principle of Law? 

Yearbook of European Law, Volume 32, Issue 1, 2013, Pages 460–498 

Fraus omnia corrumpit 

[37]        La fraude corrompt tout. Ce principe qui n’émane pas du législateur exprime 

des exigences de justice et de morale. Le professeur Vidal décrit comme suit sa raison 

d’être : 

Participant ainsi au maintien du caractère impératif de la règle de droit, la 

théorie de la fraude se révèle indispensable au maintien de l'ordre établi; et 

le trouble social qu'engendrerait la possibilité d'éluder les règles juridiques 

par la ruse vérifie cette nécessité. Mais il y a plus, et on peut se demander si 

cette théorie n'est pas inhérente à la notion même d'ordre juridique. Nous le 

pensons. L'absence d'une sanction de la fraude, parce qu'elle permettrait 

d'éluder le caractère obligatoire des règles juridiques, serait la négation du 

Droit lui-même, impératif par nature. La maxime fraus omnia 

corrumpit formule ainsi l'une des règles fondamentales qui constituent 

l'ossature de notre droit, sur lesquelles repose notre système juridique 

suffisamment perfectionné: elle est un principe général du droit.   [notes 

omises, italiques dans le texte][20]. 

[38]        Aussi, dans l’arrêt Landreville, la Cour suprême souligne que la fraude, la 

mauvaise foi, l’extorsion ou la corruption forment une catégorie particulière de 

causes de nullité qui transcende toutes les autres. Elles doivent être explicitement 

plaidées et, une fois prouvées, elles vicient les jugements, les contrats et toutes les 

transactions, quels qu’ils soient.[21] 

https://www.canlii.org/fr/qc/qccs/doc/2021/2021qccs4844/2021qccs4844.html?searchUrlHash=AAAAAAAAAAEAFTE5NzggQ2FuTElJIDIwMiAoQ1NDKQAAAAEAES8xOTc4Y3NjLXNjYzEwMTk4AQ#_ftn20
https://www.canlii.org/fr/qc/qccs/doc/2021/2021qccs4844/2021qccs4844.html?searchUrlHash=AAAAAAAAAAEAFTE5NzggQ2FuTElJIDIwMiAoQ1NDKQAAAAEAES8xOTc4Y3NjLXNjYzEwMTk4AQ#_ftn21
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[39]        Ce principe chapeaute nombre de règles codifiées par le législateur comme 

l’exigence de la bonne foi dans l’exercice des droits civils ou la sanction de nullité 

des contrats dont la cause est prohibée par la loi ou contraire à l’ordre public. 

Varin c. Miousse, 2021 QCCS 4844 (CanLII), <https://canlii.ca/t/jks89> 

4- Fraud, dishonesty, bad faith, extortion and bribery form a special category of causes of 

nullity, which transcends all others. 

Le juge Estey, parlant pour la majorité de cette Cour dans Kuchma c. La 

municipalité rurale de Taché, à la p. 239. 

La fraude, la malhonnêteté, la mauvaise foi, l’extorsion ou la corruption forment 

une catégorie particulière de causes de nullité qui transcende toutes les autres. 

[TRADUCTION] La fraude fait échec à toutes les règles. La Cour ne doit conclure 

qu’il y a fraude que si elle est explicitement plaidée et prouvée; mais une fois 

prouvée, elle vicie les jugements, les contrats et toutes les transactions quelles 

qu’elles soient… 

Lord Denning dans Lazarus Estates Ltd. v. Beasley[8], à la p. 712. 

C’était aussi l’avis de Lord Loreburn dans Marquess of Clanricarde v. Congested 

Districts Board of Ireland[9]: 

[TRADUCTION] La présente cause ne soulève qu’un seul point qui se résume ainsi: 

peut-on empêcher le Congested Districts Board d’utiliser son pouvoir coercitif pour 

faire l’acquisition des terres du comté de Galway appartenant à lord Clanricarde. Les 

procédures ne sont entachées d’aucun vice de forme mais, comme le prétend 

l’appelant, il y a excès de pouvoir sur le fond. Au début, on a prétendu que le Conseil 

n’avait pas agi selon les motifs invoqués et on a expliqué que cette allégation ne 

mettait pas en cause son honnêteté ni sa bonne foi, mais simplement qu’il avait un 

motif secondaire. Je suis d’avis qu’il serait préférable de s’exprimer différemment. 

Je ne puis concevoir de malhonnêteté honnête. … la fraude et la malhonnêteté 

doivent être traitées différemment. Un tribunal doit toujours leur faire obstacle quelle 

que soit leur forme. 

[Page 815] 

Ce qui m’amène aux questions de procédure et de juridiction. 

La question de procédure a été soulevée en Cour d’appel par le juge Casey qui trouve  

la valeur à l’argument selon lequel un règlement municipal peut être attaqué en 

nullité uniquement par requête en cassation pour cause d’illégalité, recours direct 

prévu à l’art. 411 de la Loi des cités et villes, et non pas par des moyens incidents ou 

en défense comme c’est le cas en l’espèce puisque c’est par une contestation de l’avis 

https://canlii.ca/t/jks89
https://www.canlii.org/fr/ca/csc/doc/1978/1978canlii202/1978canlii202.html#_ftn8
https://www.canlii.org/fr/ca/csc/doc/1978/1978canlii202/1978canlii202.html#_ftn9
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d’expropriation que Lucien Landreville attaque la validité du règlement décrétant 

l’expropriation. 

L’article 411 de la Loi des cités et villes, crée un recours supplémentaire mais non 

exclusif; il ne peut avoir pour effet de priver les justiciables des autres recours dont 

ils disposeraient normalement. A mon avis, il est également possible d’attaquer la 

validité d’un règlement municipal en défense ou par des moyens incidents. C’est le 

sens d’une jurisprudence assez ancienne pour laquelle cette Cour a manifesté sa 

préférence dans Duquet c. La ville de Ste-Agathe-des-Monts[10]. 

La Cour supérieure ne pouvait disposer de la contestation de Lucien Landreville sans 

opiner sur la validité de la résolution et du règlement décrétant l’expropriation. Ayant 

conclu à leur invalidité, devait-elle, dans le dispositif de son jugement, se contenter 

de rejeter l’avis d’expropriation sans annuler expressément cette résolution et ce 

règlement comme le lui demandait l’exproprié? Je ne le crois pas. Ce serait là pur 

formalisme car la résolution et le règlement n’ont aucun autre objet que la présente 

expropriation. Lucien Landreville pouvait selon moi demander en défense 

l’annulation de la résolution et du règlement décrétant l’expropriation. 

Par ailleurs, l’art. 777 C.p.c. porte que+- -l’exproprié ne peut contester que le droit à 

l’expropriation. 

L’article 1066e de l’ancien Code de procédure prescrivait que 

[Page 816] 

l’exproprié ne peut produire un plaidoyer à l’encontre de l’avis que pour contester le 

droit de l’expropriant au recours de l’expropriation. 

Dans l’arrêt Hamel c. Ville d’Asbestos[11], cette Cour, qui devait appliquer l’art. 

1066e, a décidé (à la p. 538): 

l’exproprié peut, à l’encontre de l’avis, plaider que l’expropriant n’a pas le droit 

statutaire de recourir à l’expropriation, mais non les irrégularités ou illégalités dans 

la procédure suivie pour exercer le droit à ce recours. 

Or, selon la Ville, dans la présente cause, le droit statutaire du conseil municipal 

d’exproprier pour fin de parc ne peut être mis en doute vu l’al. c) de l’art. 605 de 

la Loi des cités et villes qui lui permet d’avoir recours aux procédures d’expropriation 

pour s’approprier tout immeuble ou partie d’immeuble ou servitude dont il a besoin 

pour toutes fins municipales. 

Le droit statutaire de la Ville à l’expropriation étant incontestable, la défense de 

Lucien Landreville contreviendrait donc à l’art. 777 C.p.c. 

https://www.canlii.org/fr/ca/csc/doc/1978/1978canlii202/1978canlii202.html#_ftn10
https://www.canlii.org/fr/ca/csc/doc/1978/1978canlii202/1978canlii202.html#_ftn11
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Cet argument de la Ville dépasse la procédure et rejoint la juridiction. Mais il ne peut 

être retenu: il permettrait à une ville de faire échec à toute contestation de ses 

expropriations en libellant ces dernières de façon à leur donner une apparence de 

droit. 

Dans l’arrêt Hamel (supra), l’appelant reprochait à la municipalité d’avoir commis 

des irrégularités de procédure, alléguant en particulier que le règlement décrétant 

l’expropriation avait été adopté par une assemblée illégalement convoquée et 

irrégulièrement tenue. Mais il ne contestait pas le droit qu’avait la municipalité 

d’exproprier son immeuble. Il ne niait pas que l’expropriant avait, dans son cas, droit 

de recourir à l’expropriation. 

Dans la présente affaire, quoique Lucien Landreville reconnaisse généralement le 

pouvoir que possède la Ville d’exproprier des immeubles, y compris le sien, pour des 

fins municipales, il lui conteste le droit de l’exercer comme elle l’a fait dans les 

circonstances, en commettant non pas des irrégularités de procédure mais des abus 

qui 

[Page 817] 

vicient le fond de sa décision. Ce faisant, en ce qui le concerne, Lucien Landreville 

conteste à mon avis «le droit à l’expropriation» comme il faut entendre cette 

expression de l’art. 777 C.p.c. 

Le pourvoi doit être accueilli, l’arrêt de la Cour d’appel, cassé, et le jugement de la 

Cour supérieure rétabli, avec dépens en cette Cour comme en Cour d’appel. 

Landreville c. Ville de Boucherville, 1978 CanLII 202 (CSC), [1978] 2 RCS 801, 

<https://canlii.ca/t/1zf9k> Le juge Beetz. Page 814 

5- Reckless misrepresentation is a kind of fraudulent misrepresentation. 

[42] Reckless misrepresentation is a kind of fraudulent misrepresentation: 

Redican v. Nesbitt, 1923 CanLII 10 (SCC), [1924] S.C.R. 135, at p. 154. 

In the law of torts, a fraudulent misrepresentation that causes loss to the 

recipient grounds an action in “deceit” or “civil fraud”: Bruce 

MacDougall, Misrepresentation (Toronto: LexisNexis Canada, 2016), at 

para. 5.8. Recently, the Supreme Court held that a claim for “civil fraud” 

requires proof of the following facts: (1) a false representation made by 

the defendant; (2) some level of knowledge of the falsehood of the 

representation on the part of the defendant (whether through knowledge or 

recklessness); (3) the false representation caused the plaintiff to act; and 

(4) the plaintiff’s actions resulted in a loss”: Combined Air Mechanical 

Services Inc. v. Flesch, 2014 SCC 8 (CanLII), [2014] 1 S.C.R. 126, at 

para. 21. [Emphasis added.] 

 

https://canlii.ca/t/1zf9k
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[43] The third element of civil fraud summarized in Combined Air entails 

considering inducement and reliance. As the Divisional Court noted in 

respect of the lenders’ claims in Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce v. 

Deloitte & Touche (2003), 2003 CanLII 38170 (ON SCDC), 172 O.A.C. 

59, at para. 24, “The claims of negligent and reckless misrepresentation 

both require the plaintiffs to prove at trial that there have been 

representations of fact by each of the defendants upon which they relied.” 

 

Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce v. Deloitte & Touche, 2016 ONCA 922 

(CanLII), <https://canlii.ca/t/gvzcc>, 

4- La déclaration porte sur les fraudes et parjures d’un escroc ordinaire, M. Ebokem, qui, 

sans l’aide de ses avocats, de pasteurs et d’autres personnes, y compris de quelques 

bonnes âmes, n’aurait pu commettre et cacher ses fraudes et ses parjures et diffamer le 

demandeur, M. Bluteau, afin de pouvoir entraver le cours de la justice et de continuer 

à escroquer les tribunaux et d’autres personnes.  

5- La fraude doit être plaidée avec précision et prouvée plus que selon la prépondérance 

des probabilités dans les procédures civiles et hors de tout doute raisonnable dans les 

procédures criminelles.  

6- Un avocat qui dépose dans une procédure judiciaire un affidavit qu’il sait être faux ou 

fabriqué et qui détruit, ou tente de détruire, la réputation personnelle et professionnelle 

d’un autre avocat dans le seul but de faciliter sa tromperie du tribunal sur le fond du 

dossier contrevient au paragraphe 2 de l’article 139 du Code criminel en tentant 

intentionnellement ‘’de quelque manière, autre qu’une manière visée au paragraphe (1), 

d’entraver, de détourner ou de contrecarrer le cours de la justice.   

7- Un avocat qui contrevient au paragraphe 2 de l’article 139 du Code criminel ou à un 

autre article du Code criminel commet nécessairement un délit (intentional independent 

tort) et est responsable des dommages subis par d’autres en raison de son délit. Partie 

14- Independent intentional torts 

8- Les avocats qui commettent des crimes ou des délits ne jouissent pas de l’immunité en 

matière criminelle ou civile.  

9- La diffamation, la tromperie, la fraude, la représentation frauduleuse et l’abus de droit 

sont des délits intentionnels. La négligence n’est pas un délit, mais un quasi-délit. 

https://canlii.ca/t/gvzcc
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L’aveuglement volontaire et l’insouciance ne transforment pas un délit en quasi-délit, 

en négligence.  

10- There are four basic ways to prove that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit is 

totally false with respect to Mr. Bluteau. 

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

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

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

2022 with his 3 false affidavits prepared and commissioned by Mrs. Lendor. 

12- The second way is to prove that there was no possible private communication 

between Mr. Bluteau and either Miranda and Mr. Ebokem together or Mr. Ebokem 

alone in 2019. Part 3 addresses this situation. 

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

to Mr. Bluteau. This is addressed in Parts 4, 5 and 7. 

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

at the relevant time, but that Mrs. Lendor and others were. This is shown in Part 6 and 

Parts 10 and 11. 

15- One can also prove that an affidavit has been tampered with. In this case, 4 affidavits 

were counterfeited by Mr. Glass. 

16- There is independent evidence of fabrication of the 4 affidavits by Mr. Glass. 

17- There is independent evidence of Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud.  

18- Les dommages causés au demandeur par le délit des parties défenderesses, qui en sont 

conjointement et solidairement responsables, se chiffrent à 600,000 $ : 300,000 $ 

pour compenser l’impossibilité presque totale de pratiquer le droit en raison de la 

diffamation ; 200,000 $ pour l’enquête et la défense menée par le demandeur de sa 

réputation professionnelle et 100 000 $ en dommages exemplaires : les parties 

défenderesses ont sciemment continué à entraver le cours de la justice et à commettre 

des délits pendant des années.   

  



11 
 

Part 1- Fraud corrupts everything 

 

Mr. Griffiths, Mr, Glass, Mr, Rouatt and Mrs. Lendor 

19- Mr. Ebokem made two Motions to get Mr. Bluteau off the record in two distinct 

proceedings, the first one in October 2019. Equilibrium Law was representing Mr. 

Ebokem. His second Motion was made almost 3 years later, in May 2022. Mrs. Lendor 

was representing him.   

20- Mr. Glass and Mr. Griffiths of Equilibrium Law unlawfully used more than once in 

judicial proceedings Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019, knowing that the false affidavit 

had been counterfeited by Equilibrium Law and Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 

2019 affidavit, knowing that the false affidavit had been counterfeited by Equilibrium 

Law and that her signature of the affidavit had been forged by Mr. Glass.  

21- They both knew that Mr. Ebokem’s false October 22, 2019 affidavit, which was 

presented as having been corroborated by Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

affidavit, was vilely defamatory against Mr. Bluteau and that its main purpose was to 

destroy Mr. Bluteau’s personal and professional reputation so as to con Mr. Justice 

Hackland in delivering, on October 31, 2019, a judgment which is not supported by 

any reliable evidence.  

22- Three years later, Mrs. Lendor, who was representing Mr. Ebokem in 2019 – this was 

not known at the time to Mr. Bluteau - and was representing him again from the spring 

of 2020, used, in addition to Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 false affidavit, which she 

knew to be false and defamatory, 3 false and invalid affidavits that she had 

commissioned, in 2022, to hide from the Court and others, particularly the OGPT and 

the OCL and the public assistance administrations, the fact that Mr. Ebokem was living 

in the Province of Quebec since the summer of 2020. 

23- She also used these three false and invalid affidavits to hide the fact that she, and not 

Mr. Bluteau, was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer in 2019.   

24- Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit and May 26, 2022 affidavit were defamatory with 

respect to Mr. Bluteau and were used in judicial proceedings so as to facilitate the 

Motion made by Mr. Ebokem to, in fact, illegally remove Mrs. Chartrand as trustee of 

the Sun Life’s trust and transfer the trust money to the Ontario OGPT while Mrs. 
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Lendor knew that Mr. Ebokem and Miranda Tabi’s three minor children were 

domiciled in the Province of Quebec, and not in Ontario.  

25- Mrs. Lendor filed these three false and invalid affidavits, which she knew to be false 

and invalid, with the Court in violation of Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code. See 

Part 9 - Mr. Ebokem and the three minor children are domiciled in Quebec since 

2020. 

26- Mrs. Lendor is also a party to Mr. Ebokem’s 2022 false affidavits. See Part 6 - Mrs. 

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

which was commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, is false. 

27- Mr. Ebokem’s three false 2022 affidavits, which were commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, 

and his October 22, 2019 affidavit, which was commissioned by Mr. Glass, narrate four 

different stories on what occurred in March-April 2019 with respect to Miranda Tabi’s 

estate.  

28- These four false affidavits deal with the same facts, the same period of time and the 

same persons. Every one of these affidavits contradicts the three others. See Part 9- 

Mr. Ebokem and the three minor children are domiciled in Quebec since 2020. 

Part 10- Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 and May 26, 2022 affidavits are null and void. 

Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor invented a fake March 23, 2019 meeting. and Part 

11- Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit, which is null and void, is false.  

29- Mr. Glass and Mr. Griffiths knew, in October 2019, that Mr. Ebokem had committed 

a mortgage fraud and an estate fraud. They also knew that he was an alleged thief and 

an alleged liar from reading the August 14, 2019 Statement of Claim against Mr. 

Ebokem and HOOPP and the September 17, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim 

against Mr. Ebokem and HOOPP.  

30- Their false and defamatory October 22, 2019 story which was narrated in Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit was presented as if it was corroborated by the 

October 21,2019 affidavit, which was sworn by a Pastor, Mrs. Allen-Macartney.  

31- Mrs. Allen-Macartney was Mr. Ebokem’s accomplice in his frauds and perjuries, as it 

was discovered, on September 30, 2919, from the documents provided by Mrs. 

Lawrence to Mr. Glass and Mr. Bluteau. 
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32- Mrs. Lawrence represented HOOPP in the action against Mr. Ebokem and HOOPP, 

which HOOPP had obliged Mrs. Chartrand to institute to defend her rights to Miranda 

Tabi’s HOOPP pension.  

33- She should have asked Mr. Bluteau to withdraw the claim against HOOPP.  

34- Equilibrium Law used, in December 2019 and in March 2020, Mr. Ebokem’s false 

October 22, 2019 affidavit as well as Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s false October 21, 2019 

affidavit and Mr. Justice Hackland’s October 31, 2019 decision, which they had 

obtained by fraud, in support of their two requisitions to have Mr. Bluteau’s 

Statement of Claim against Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass dismissed. 

35- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass used Mr. Ebokem’s invalid October 22, 2019 affidavit, 

which is entirely false insofar as Mr. Bluteau is represented in it, to support their 

mendacious complaints to the Law Society of Ontario and mendacious reports to Law 

Pro in the fall of 2019. 

36- Equilibrium Law used Mr. Ebokem’s invalid October 22, 2019 affidavit to give Mrs. 

Lawrence’s co-counsel, Mrs. Bruckner false information with respect to Mr. Bluteau, 

which false information was used, along other false information coming from Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, by Mrs. Lawrence to defame Mr. Bluteau in 

the Divisional Court and the Court of Appeal for the purpose to facilitate the 

obtention of favorable decisions from these courts and in violation of Section 139 (2) 

of the Criminal Code. See infra. 

37- Mrs. Lendor, Mr. Rouatt and Mr. Griffiths are law office neighbors. Mrs. Lendor and 

Mr. Rouatt were in 2019 and Mr. Griffiths was probably too. 

38- Mrs. Lendor, who was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer in 2019, referred Mr. Ebokem, her 

client, in June 2019, to her neighbor Mr. Rouatt, a real estate and will and estate 

lawyer’’. Both Mrs. Lendor and Mr. Rouatt referred their client to Mr. Griffiths in 

August 2019. 

39- Knowing that Mr. Ebokem had committed a mortgage fraud with respect to Miranda 

Tabi’s house, Mr. Rouatt prepared and commissioned Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 

affidavit, which he used in a judicial proceeding to get Mr. Ebokem appointed 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate, so as to hide Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud 

and facilitate Mr. Ebokem’s other frauds, particularly his donation-related frauds with 
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respect to the Cameroonian community and Miranda Tabi’s friends and his fraud with 

the OGPT and the OCL. See Part 9 – Mr. Ebokem and the three minor children 

are domiciled in Quebec since 2020. 

40- Mr. Rouatt knew that, since Miranda Tabi’s death, the property of Miranda Tabi’s 

three minor children belonged to the OGPT and OCL and, consequently, that Mr. 

Ebokem had committed a mortgage fraud with respect to Miranda Tabi’s house. 

41- Mrs. Lendor knew, since at least May 30, 2019, when Mr. Justice Shelston of the 

Family Court refused her express motion to have Mr. Ebokem named legal guardian 

of Johanes Tabi’s property because the OCL had not been notified of the request, that 

the minor children’s property was administered by the OCL and, consequently, Mr. 

Ebokem had committed a mortgage fraud. 

42- Any reasonably competent lawyer, including Mr. Glass, Mr. Griffiths, Mr. Rouatt, 

Mrs. Lawrence, Mrs. Gillis and Mrs. Lendor, would have known, in the fall of 2019, 

that Miranda Tabi’s estate was administered by the OCL: the correct information with 

respect to the applicable law was found in the Attorney General’s document which 

was copied in Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 2019 email to Mr. Ebokem, Mrs. Chartrand 

and the TD employee; this email was annexed to Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to 

the OGPT, which was copied to Mr. Ebokem, the Canada Life and Mrs. Chartrand 

and is attached as Exhibit to Mr. Ebokem’s false October 22, 2019 affidavit and to 

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

43- Mr. Griffiths, Mr. Glass and the paralegal Mrs. Gray worked together at Equilibrium 

law. Mrs. Gray assisted Mr. Glass in his counterfeiting of the four affidavits used to 

obtain by fraud Mr. Justice Hackland’s decision and is a party to the offences 

committed by Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass. 

44- Equilibrium law had two small offices in a downtown Ottawa corporate center, the 

same centre where Mr. Bluteau had his law office until he stopped practising law in 

mid-February 2019, due to illness.  

45- Mr. Glass would have known, in October 2019, and even much before, that Mr. 

Bluteau was no longer practising law from mid-February 2019 and might have known 

about Mr. Bluteau’s cancers.   
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46- Mr. Ebokem had his office somewhere else, presumably at Bulger and Young, a law 

firm which is adjacent to Mrs. Lendor’s law firm. 

47- Mr. Griffiths owns Equilibrium Law, which is, since October 2020, a one-lawyer civil 

litigation boutique. Its website still states:  

 

 

At Equilibrium Law, we understand that your legal problems are unique and 

messy and unlikely to be confined to arbitrary categories of law. 

That’s why, unlike other law firms, Equilibrium Law is not organized around 

compartmentalized practice groups. Instead, we have made litigation our sole 

practice group and advocacy our sole focus. 

Not that we haven’t acquired extensive knowledge and experience in a wide range 

of legal areas. After all, we’re lawyers, we know law. But it is our methodical, 

proven, and relentless application of that legal knowledge and experience on your 

behalf, in any jurisdiction, and in any legal forum, that sets us apart from our 

competitors. 

So whether your fight is in a boardroom or a courtroom, you can be confident that 

we have mastered the one skill required to deliver a successful outcome on your 

behalf, advocacy. 

Just advocacy. It’s all we do.  

https://equilibriumlaw.com/ 

48- Mr. Griffiths details his legal experience on Linkedin in the following way: 

I am a civil litigator. I am routinely retained by corporations, non-profits, 

individuals and government to represent their interests in simple and complex 

litigation.  

I have acquired extensive experience with insurance and personal injury claims 

involving automobile liability, statutory accident benefits, life, disability, health, 

fire, fidelity, marine, aviation, property loss, occupiers' liability, commercial 

https://equilibriumlaw.com/
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general liability, construction and property defects, builders' risk, manufacturers' 

liability, sexual abuse and exploitation and professional negligence. 

From time to time, I have made a point of voluntarily representing clients who 

might not otherwise be able to afford legal representation and I consistently 

provide self-help advice to individuals and small businesses in an effort to reduce 

their cost and increase their access to the judicial system. 

My engagements on behalf of my clients have allowed me to litigate disputes in a 

variety of legal fields including privacy law and access to information issues, 

technology law, intellectual property, government procurement, government 

expropriation, shareholder rights, corporate and commercial law, environmental 

law, estates and elder abuse law, contract law, medical negligence and 

professional malpractice law. 

I have a proven track record of protecting or advancing my clients' interests, 

appropriately managing their risk and containing their legal costs so that they can 

achieve the maximum possible advantage, regardless of whether they are engaged 

in litigation voluntarily or not.  

Since 2002, I have argued and/or defended clients in the Supreme Court of 

Canada, the Federal Court of Appeal, the Federal Court, the Ontario Court of 

Appeal, the Divisional Court, the Ontario Superior Court of Justice, the Ontario 

Court of Justice, the Supreme Court of British Columbia, the Tax Court among 

others. 

  https://www.linkedin.com/in/quaeritate/?originalSubdomain=ca 

49- There is no public record of Mr. Griffiths having argued matters in the Supreme 

Court of Canada.  Mr. Griffiths is basically a personal injury lawyer, a lawyer who 

works mostly on contingency retainers and against insured defendants.  

50- Mr. Bluteau, who is a graduate from McGill law school, was law clerk for Mr. 

Justice Pigeon at the Supreme Court of Canada. At that time, Supreme Court 

judges had only one law clerk. 

51- As a lawyer in the Federal Department of Justice, Mr. Bluteau managed a number 

of major and minor constitutional cases which ended up at the Supreme Court, 

including three reported constitutional law cases in which he was representing the 

Attorney General of Canada.  

52- Mr. Bluteau also worked later as an in-house jurilinguist-revisor of draft Supreme 

Court judgments at the Supreme Court of Canada.  

https://www.linkedin.com/in/quaeritate/?originalSubdomain=ca


17 
 

53- Mr. Griffiths was in 2022 listed as Counsel for McCague Borlack where Mr. Glass 

works since October 2020.  

54- According to the Law Society of Ontario’s lawyer and paralegal directory, Mr. 

Griffiths’ address is the same as the law firm, Bulger and Young, where Mr. 

Rouatt works. 

55- Bulger and Young is basically a solicitor firm doing corporate and commercial 

law, real estate and wills and trust. He does not seem to be a member of Bulger 

and Young. 

56- Mr. Rouatt, who was a chartered accountant and has been practicing law for about 50 

years, represented Mr. Ebokem from June 17, 2019 (in File 39239-19, there is a copy 

of Miranda Tabi’s 2019, death certificate, which was notarized by Mr. Rouatt on June 

17, 2019) to, at least, September 5, 2019, the day he notarized the order appointing 

Mr. Ebokem as administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate.  

57- Mr. Rouatt has been practising law at Bulger and Young, since 1989. Mr. Bluteau 

was called to the Ontario Bar at the end of 1989.  

58- Bulger and Young law office is adjacent to Lendor and Guest law office, where 

Mrs. Lendor, who is strictly a family law practitioner, works. 

 

 

 

WHY CHOOSE US? 

Integrity 

We take our reputation and professional obligations seriously and act only in your 

interests. We know you expect us to be honest about your case and you can always 

count on us for our frank opinion, even if it is not always what you were expecting. 



18 
 

Experience 

Our exclusive focus on family law has allowed us to acquire experience in complex 

areas of family law, including international family issues, business valuations, 

custody and access assessments, and complex property and support issues. We appear 

in court on routine family matters on a weekly basis. 

Competence 

We regularly update ourselves on developments in the law and attend and present at 

family law conferences in Ontario’s East Region. 

https://lendorguest.ca/about-us/ 

59- Mr. Griffiths, Mr. Glass, Mr. Rouatt and Mrs. Lendor violated Section 139 (2) of the 

Criminal Code in litigation related to Miranda Tabi’s estate and Mr. Ebokem’s 

affidavits: 

a- Mr. Glass of Equilibrium Law counterfeited 4 affidavits, including Mr. 

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

October 21, 2019 affidavit, and used them in judicial proceedings, not only 

in support of Mr. Ebokem’s Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the record, in 

violation of Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code.  

He is a party to Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate fraud, his HOOPP 

fraud and his false October 22, 2019 affidavit and his July 24, 2019 estate-

administration affidavit.  

Mr. Glass knew that, in the early months of 2019, Mr. Ebokem was advised 

by Mr. Robert Reinhart, Mrs. Lendor, Mrs. Allen-Macartney, Mr. Jacob 

Ekwa, Mrs. Evelyn Musonge and Mrs. Donna Bottomley.  

b- Mr. Griffiths of Equilibrium Law is a party to the above-mentioned offences 

committed by Mr. Glass, Mr. Ebokem, Mrs. Allen-Macartney and Mr. 

Rouatt. 

Mr. Griffiths knew that, in the early months of 2019, Mr. Ebokem was 

advised by Mr. Robert Reinhart, Mrs. Lendor, Mrs. Allen-Macartney, Mr. 

Jacob Ekwa, Mrs. Evelyn Musonge and Mrs. Donna Bottomley.  
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Mr. Glass and Mr. Griffiths knew used Mr. Ebokem’s defamatory affidavit 

to conceal Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and their own participation to it.  

c- In July 2019, Mr. Rouatt prepared an affidavit for Mr. Ebokem. He knew 

that the affidavit was false and he nevertheless used it in a judicial 

proceeding in violation of Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code. He is a 

party to Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate fraud.  

Mr. Rouatt knew, in October 2019, that Mr. Glass had commissioned Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, that the affidavit referred to his 

involvement with the fraudulent appointment of Mr. Ebokem as 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate and that Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit, 

including the references his fraudulent appointment of Mr. Ebokem as 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate, were used to obtain Mr. Justice 

Hackland’s decision by fraud. 

Without Mr. Rouatt’s false affidavit, Mr. Ebokem’s false October 22, 2019 

affidavit would not have been possible and Mr. Bluteau would not have 

been vilely defamed by Mr. Ebokem and Equilibrium Law so as to facilitate 

the obtention by fraud of Mr. Justice Hackland’s October 31, 2019.  

d- In 2022, Mrs. Lendor prepared and commissioned three false affidavits for 

Mr. Ebokem.  She used Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit, May 5, 

2022 affidavit an May 26, 2022 affidavit, in addition to Mr. Ebokem’s 

October 22, 2019 affidavit, knowing them to be false, in judicial 

proceedings so as to obtain judgments, which are not supported by any 

evidence, by Mrs. Justice Audet, in violation of Section 139 (2) of the 

Criminal Code.  

Mrs. Lendor knew in 2019 that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

was false and defamatory: she was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer in 2019, Mr. 

Bluteau was not. 

Mrs. Lendor knew that, in the early months of 2019, Mr. Ebokem was 

advised by Mr. Robert Reinhart, Mrs. Allen-Macartney, Mr. Jacob Ekwa, 

Mrs. Evelyn Musonge and Mrs. Donna Bottomley. 
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She knew that Mr. Rouatt had commissioned, in July 2019, a false affidavit, 

which he used to get Mr. Ebokem appointed by Mrs. Justice Gomery as 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate.  

She knew, in October 2019, that Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass commissioned 

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

2019 affidavit and used them to obtain by fraud Mr. Hackland’s October 

31, 2019 decision.  

She was also trying to hide, through her 2022 affidavits, the fact that she 

was the one advising Mr. Ebokem in March-April 2019, and not Mr. 

Bluteau. 

Mrs. Lendor is a party, inter alia, to the four false affidavits sworn by Mr. 

Ebokem. 

60- Mrs. Gray, who was and is the LSO-paralegal for Equilibrium Law, is a party to the 

offences and intentional torts committed by Mr. Glass and Mr. Griffiths. 

Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Allen-Macartney 

61- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, January 27, 2022 affidavit, May 5, 2022 

affidavit and May 26, 2022 affidavit and Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

affidavit are invalid, Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Mrs. Allen-

Macartney's October 21, 2019 having been counterfeited by Mr. Glass.  

62- Mr. Ebokem, Mrs. Allen-Macartney, Mr. Glass and Mrs. Lendor are not entitled to any 

immunity from civil suit with respect to these affidavits.  

63- Mr. Ebokem defamed Mr. Bluteau with the Cameroonian community, including the 

members of the Ottawa Cameroon Njangui Group and the congregants of the 

Gloucester Presbyterian Church, with the staff of the OGPT and the OCL and others 

from March 2019 until now. He also anonymously libelled Mr. Bluteau on Internet in 

the spring of 2022. Mr. Ebokem was smoked out in April 2019: he used his name to 

answer one of Mr. Bluteau’s comments. His libellous messages were removed, at Mr. 

Bluteau’s insistence, from the two websites.  

64- Mr. Ebokem also defamed Mr. Bluteau in his October 22, 2019 affidavit, May 5, 2022 

affidavit and May 26, 2022 affidavit and violated Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code, 
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in addition to his other frauds and perjuries. He is guilty beyond a reasonable doubt of 

frauds with respect to Miranda Tabi’s mortgage and his appointment as administrator 

of Miranda Tabi’s estate. The OGPT, which was responsible for the administration of 

the estate devolved to Miranda Tabi’s three minor children, should be asked to account 

for its administration. Mr. Ebokem too. 

65- Without Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s active support, which was assisted by Mr. Nkengla, 

Mr. Ekwa and Mrs. Evelyn Musonge, Mr. Ebokem would not have been able to con so 

many Cameroonians and others, including Mrs. Donna Bottomley, the Social worker 

assigned to the ICU at the General Hospital, and, with Mrs. Lendor’s assistance, the 

OGPT, including the OCL, and public assistance administrations.  

66- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s duplicity comes from the fact that her Gloucester Presbyterian 

Church, and her income, was and is almost totally financially dependent on the Ottawa 

Cameroon Njangui Group, to which mutual assistance group many Ottawa 

Cameroonians belonged in 2019. 

67- To explain to her congregants her association with, and continuous support to, Mr. 

Ebokem despite his frauds and his false affidavits, Mrs. Allen-Macartney has been 

accusing, and is continuing to accuse, Mr. Bluteau, of lying about Mr. Ebokem and, 

consequently, about herself. 

68- Mrs. Allen-Macartney is a party to the offences committed by Mr. Ebokem.  

Mr. Reinhart 

69- Mr. Reinhart commissioned 3 false affidavits for Mr. Ebokem. He knew that Mr. 

Ebokem’s March 15, 2019 affidavit, April 11, 2019 affidavit and April 15, 2019 

affidavit were false and that he had no right to commission them.  

70- Without his active participation to Mr. Ebokem’s CPP and HOOPP frauds, which have 

not been stopped yet, there would not have been any defamation made by Mr. Ebokem 

against Mr. Bluteau in 2019 and 2022. See Parts 12 and 13. 

Mr. Ebokem’s known main false affidavits and frauds 

53- Mr. Ebokem swore at least 9 false affidavits from 2019 to 2022 with respect to Miranda 

Tabi’s estate. Mr. Ebokem did not stop, in 2019, making false affidavits and 

declarations to get money for governmental authorities. See, for example, Part 8- Mr. 
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Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate fraud. – Mr, Rouatt violated Section 139 (2) 

of the Criminal Code. and Paragraph 18 of his October 22, 2019 affidavit.  

54- Here are Mr. Ebokem’s other 8 false affidavits: 

e- March 15, 2019 – affidavit to obtain Canada Pension Plan benefits. 

f- April 11, 2019 – affidavit to obtain Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension 

plan.April 15, 2019 – affidavit to obtain Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension 

plan. See Part 12 - Mr. Reinhart of Valu-Notary is not a commissioner 

for oaths or a notary public. and Part 13- Mr. Ebokem’s March 15, 

2019, April 11, 2019 and April 15, 2019 affidavits are false and null 

and void. 

g- May 24, 2019 – affidavit to obtain the custody of Johanes Tabi and the 

legal guardianship of his property. See Part 6- Mrs. Lendor was Mr. 

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

which was commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, is false. 

h- July 24, 2019 – affidavit to get appointed as administrator of Miranda 

Tabi’s estate. See Part 8- Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate 

fraud. – Mr, Rouatt violated Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code. 

i- October 22, 2019 – affidavit in support of Mr. Ebokem’s first Motion to 

get Mr. Bluteau off the record. The affidavit is described in detail in Part 

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

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit are false. 

j- January 27, 2022 – affidavit in support of a Motion with respect to a trust 

instrument, which was not filed by Mr. Ebokem for his Motion to have the 

trust funds transferred to the Ontario Official Guardian and Public Trustee, 

while the minor children and Mr. Ebokem were domiciled in the Province 

of Quebec since the summer of 2020. See Part 9- Mr. Ebokem and the 

three minor children are domiciled in Quebec since 2020. and Part 11 - 

Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit, which is null and void, is 

false. This affidavit was re-filed, on April 29, 2022. 

k- May 5, 2022 – affidavit in support of Mr. Ebokem’s second motion to get 

Mr. Bluteau off the record. 
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l- May 26, 2022 – affidavit in support of Mr. Ebokem’s second motion to get 

Mr. Bluteau off the record. 

55- Mr. Ebokem committed frauds in addition to the frauds on the Court, the mortgage 

fraud and with respect to donations intended to be made in trust for Miranda’s three 

minor children.  

56- A few days before March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem called one of Miranda’s friends in 

London, England, and asked her if she could advance her trip from London to Ottawa 

to see Miranda so that she could help with Miranda’s wedding at the Hospital.  

57- Miranda’s friend came to Ottawa and stayed at her house. One night, she slept in an 

armchair, near Miranda’s bed, in the Critical Care Unit. In the morning, Mrs. 

Chartrand noticed that Miranda’s fingernails and toenails had been painted, obviously 

by her London friend.  

58- Mr. Ebokem wanted a photo of a legally impossible marriage (Mr. Ebokem was 

already married; Miranda was comatose) with Mrs. Allen-Macartney officiating as a 

Minister, so as to show to the Cameroonian Community that he was Miranda Tabi’s 

husband. This odd plan did not work. No mention of it is to be found in Mr. 

Ebokem’s affidavits and in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit. 

59- On March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem put a false marriage announcement on Miranda’s 

Facebook page so as to get more donations from her numerous Facebook friends who 

did not know that Miranda was dying at the Hospital. No mention of this Facebook 

marriage announcement is found in Mr. Ebokem’s affidavits and in Mrs. Allen-

Macartney’s affidavit. 
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Document 55- Facebook marriage 
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60- Mr. Ebokem clearly demonstrated through his unlawful impersonation that he was not 

Miranda Tabi’s spouse, that Miranda had separated from him and had not changed 

her mind on Mr. Ebokem, contrary to what he was saying under oath in his October 

22, 2019 affidavit and to what Mrs. Allen-Macartney was swearing to be the truth in 

her October 21, 2019 affidavit. See Part 6 - Mrs. Lendor was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer 

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

Mrs. Lendor, is false. 

61- On March 15 or 16, 2019, Mr. Ebokem committed a fraud, which fraud he 

inadvertently admitted in his January 27, 2022 affidavit (Miranda Tabi had named 

Mrs. Chartrand as beneficiary of her Retour au pays natal (RPN) funeral expense 

insurance.) The insurance money was illegally diverted to Mr. Ebokem. See Part 11- 

Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit, which is null and void, is false. 

62- Part of the diverted RPN insurance money was used by Mr. Ebokem to pay Mrs. 

Lendor’s retainer right away for a motion to get Mr. Ebokem the custody over 

Johanes Tabi, the oldest of Miranda Tabi’s three minor children.  

63- Pastor Allen-Macartney, Pastor Ekwa, Pastor Edwin Nkengla and Mrs. Evelyn 

Musonge were involved in this fraud. 

64- Pastor Ekwa admitted, in early April 2019, that he had shown Mr. Ebokem how to get 

online the renewal of the license plate on Miranda Tabi’s car after her death. This was 

mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT. The name of the person 

who had helped Mr. Ebokem was not given. This letter was known to Mr. Glass, Mr. 

Griffiths, Mrs. Lendor, Mr, Rouatt, Mrs. Lawrence, Mrs. Gillis, Mr. Ekwa and Mrs. 

Musonge.  

65- On March 22, 2019, HOOPP sent a letter to Mrs. Chartrand at Miranda Tabi’s house 

informing her that she was the named beneficiary of Miranda Tabi’s pension 

according to HOOPP records and was entitled to her HOOPP’s pension. Mr. Ebokem 

hid this letter from Mrs. Chartrand. 

66- Mrs. Chartrand did not know that her niece Miranda had named her beneficiary of her 

HOOPP Pension Plan in 2002 and that she had renewed the pension plan yearly, 

including in 2017, and, in so doing, confirmed to HOOPP that Mrs. Chartrand was the 

beneficiary of her HOOPP pension and that Mr. Ebokem was not her spouse. 
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67- Mrs. Chartrand did not know either that she was the trustee for the Sun Life 

insurance. 

68- Mr. Ebokem did not inform Mrs. Chartrand of the existence of the HOOPP’s March 

22, 2019 letter in order to deprive her of her rights to Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP 

pension. He was seconded in this fraud by Mrs. Allen-Macartney, Mr. Jacob Ekwa 

and Mrs. Evelyn Musonge. 

69- Mrs. Chartrand saw the actual March 22, 2019 letter only on or around September 30, 

2019.  

70- The HOOPP fraud was known, in October 2019, to Mr. Glass, Mr. Griffiths, Mrs. 

Lendor, Mr. Rouatt, Mrs. Lawrence and Mrs. Gillis. It was known before that date to 

Mr. Reinhart. See Parts 12 and 13. 

71- The Healthcare of Ontario Pension Plan (HOOPP) made two decisions with respect to 

Mr. Ebokem’s HOOPP application for Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension. 

72- The April 26, 2019 decision accepted Mr. Ebokem’s application on the basis of his 

false affidavit and of his incomplete documents. See Part 13 - Mr. Ebokem’s March 

15, 2019, April 11, 2019 and April 15, 2019 affidavits are false and null and void. 

73- On May 13, 2019, Mrs. Chartrand, who was told by Miranda’s London friend that 

Mr. Ebokem was boasting about getting a lot of money and that she should deal with 

this very quickly, faxed the following fax to Mr. McCay at HOOPP. 
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74- On May 21, 2019, HOOPP stayed its first decision until Mrs. Chartrand had her 

HOOPP pension entitlement decided by a Court, most likely because some of Mrs. 

Chartrand’s information was showing that Mr. Ebokem had lied in his application.  

75- It should have been Mr. Ebokem who had to initiate the court action. Nevertheless, 

Mrs. Chartrand filed the demanded Statement of Claim within three months from the 

receipt of the HOOPP letter.  

76- Mr. Ebokem did not file a Notice of intent to defend or a Statement of Defence in this 

proceeding.   

77- On April 24, 2020, Mrs. Gomery issued ex proprio motu a decision to the effect that 

the Statement of Claim against HOOPP should go to the Divisional Court. 

78- Mrs. Justice Gomery could not obviously dismiss Mrs. Chartrand’s Statement of 

Claim since the procedure had been mandated by HOOPP. In her opinion, the 

Statement of Claim against Mr. Ebokem served no purpose since the case should go 

to the Divisional Court. This does not make any sense if the Divisional Court did not 

agree with her as to its jurisdiction and did not decide the case. The correct decision 

would have been to stay the Superior Court proceeding,  

79- Section 2 of the December 23, 2019 Third Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim 

stated ex abundante cautela what is the rule in judicial review matters. Section 2 

reads: 

 

80- The Divisional Court eventually decided that the Court had no jurisdiction with 

respect to the application for judicial review of HOOPP’s decision (s) and noted the 
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repeated assurance made by HOOPP to the Court that Mrs. Chartrand could continue 

her HOOPP claim in the Superior Court.     

81- Equilibrium Law had sent a copy of Mr. Ebokem’s Motion Record to the judge who 

had to decide the requisitions made to have Mr. Bluteau’s Statements of Claim 

against them. According to the clear decisions of the Court of Appeal, a judge seized 

with such requisitions should not consider any other document than the challenged 

Statement of Claim.  

82- Mrs. Justice Gomery’s April 24, 2020 decisions clearly show that she has examined 

Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. The Court file shows that she got the filed 

Motion Record sent to her.  

83- She relied on the Statement of Claim against Mr. Ebokem which was in the Motion 

Record, and not on the most recent one, which was in the Court file.  

84- Mrs. Justice Gomery had appointed Mr. Ebokem as administrator of an estate 

belonging to three minor children. See Paragraph 49 of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 

2019 affidavit. 

 

85- A judge with some experience in estate law would have smelled a rat and asked for 

explanations from Mr. Rouatt. 

86- The main accusation against Mr. Ebokem was that he had committed a mortgage 

fraud and an estate fraud. This was made abundantly clear in the Statements of Claim 

against Mr. Ebokem and HOOPP.  

87- Mrs. Justice Gomery should not have examined or decided the requisitions to dismiss 

statements of claim, namely the statements of claim against Mr. Griffiths and Mr. 

Glass, the statements of claim against Ebokem and HOOPP and the statements of 

claim against Mrs. Allen-Macartney, which were accusing Mr. Ebokem, Mr. Griffiths 
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and Mr. Glass to have committed a mortgage fraud, an estate fraud and the HOOPP 

fraud.  

88- The sad irony of the whole jurisdiction exercise is that Mrs. Justice Gomery did know 

about healthcare,  hospitals and pensions, including HOOPP – it was her main area of 

expertise – and that she followed the right approach: jurisdiction of the Divisional 

was not a matter of common law, there was a statute, the Pension Benefits Act, 

R.S.O. 1990, c. P.8, which covered all Ontario pension plans and had established a 

different legal regime for the public sector pension plans. One has to look first at 

statutes, and this is what Mrs. Justice Gomery did. She knew the area of law and she 

was right. 

Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate fraud 

89- In Paragraph 14 of his false May 26, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem reiterated his 

defamatory statements against Mr. Bluteau and accused Mr. Bluteau of doing what he 

has done himself in 8 other affidavits, namely misleading the Court and others. 

At Paragraph 49 of his affidavit, Mr. Bluteau continues to mislead this Honourable 

Court with his unfounded accusation that I committed mortgage fraud and 

allegations of estate fraud without providing any evidence. I deny his allegations 

and accusations. 

 

90- The allegation that a mortgage fraud had been committed by Mr. Ebokem was made, 

the first time, on September 17, 2019, by Mr. Bluteau in Paragraph 17 of an Amended 

Statement of Claim Chartrand against HOOOP and Ebokem in File CV-19-81121. 

91- In his July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, Mr. Bluteau had mentioned that the mortgage 

renewal had to be dealt with. 

Miranda died without a will and she had not made any powers of attorney. Copy 

of the physician’s death certificate is attached. 

 

She owned a house situated at 631 Sunburst Street, Ottawa, Ontario, K1T 3W6. I 

have not seen the title documents, but I understand from Miranda that she was the 

sole owner of the property. 

 

The house mortgage is due for renewal in mid-August 2019. Nothing seems to 

have been done with respect to this. 

 

She also owned, or leased, a new vehicle. Her brother Beryl Tabi, signed as a 

guarantor. 
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It should be mentioned that Ben Ebokem with the help of a person he knew, did 

on line renewed the vehicle licence plates in Miranda Tabi’s name after her death. 

 

Obviously, Mr. Ebokem did not notify the insurance. The renewal is clearly 

illegal. 

 

92- Two days later, in a meeting chaired by Mrs. Allen-Macartney to discuss Mr. 

Bluteau’s letter to the OGPT, Mr. Ebokem informed the attendees that he had made 

an arrangement with respect to the mortgage: he would pay the mortgage for at least 

two years and, then, if he was not the owner of the property, he would stop paying the 

mortgage and let the house go.  

93- Mrs. Allen-Macartney and Mrs. Evelyn Musonge knew that Mr. Ebokem was lying. 

The other attendees fell for this lie. 

94- A few days later, one of the persons attending the meeting mentioned Mr. Ebokem’s 

statement to Mr. Bluteau. Mr. Bluteau decided to wait until the date scheduled for the 

renewal of the mortgage. 

95- Mr. Bluteau advised the Street Capital Bank of Canada, on September 13, 2019, of 

his allegation of mortgage fraud against Mr. Ebokem, a few days before serving the 

Statement of Claim and the Amended Statement of Claim on Mr. Ebokem. The letter 

to the Street Capital Bank of Canada reads: 

 
September 13, 2019  

 

Street Capital Bank of Canada  

1 Yonge Street, Suite 2401 Toronto, ON M5E 1E5  

 

Dear Madam or Sir:  

 

Computershare Trust Company of Canada issued a mortgage on August 22, 2014 to 

Miranda Baliki Tabi on her house situated at 631 Sunburst Street, Ottawa, ON K17 0L1.A copy of 

the charge is attached to this letter.  

Street Capital Financial Corporation was the addressee for service. It is my understanding 

that Street Capital Bank of Canada has taken over the Street Capital Financial Corporation.  

 

The charge Miranda Tabi died on March 14, 2019. A copy of the relevant documents 

confirming her death are attached to this letter.  

 

It seems from what Mr. Ben Ebokem is saying that the mortgage has been renewed 

sometime in August or September 2019. If this is so, Mr. Ben Ebokem would have committed a 

mortgage fraud in forging the signature of Mranda Tabi, which died on March 14, 2019, on the 

renewal document which he sent back to you.  
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I have informed Mr. Ebokem of my concern with respect to the mortgage renewal. Earlier, 

Mr. Ebokem renewed online Mrs. Tabi’s driving licence after her death. I informed him that this 

was illegal.  

 

Yours truly,  

 

André Bluteau 

Document 5 September 13, 2019 letter to the Street Capital BankES 

96- The Statement of Claim was issued on August 14, 2019, a few days before the mortgage 

renewal date, to abide by the deadline fixed by HOOPP for the filing of the Statement 

of Claim against Ebokem with respect to Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension. 6 

97- The initial August 14, 2019 Statement of Claim and the September 17, 2019 

Amended Statement of Claim, which specifically mentions the mortgage fraud, were 

served, on September 17, 2019, on Mr. Ebokem.  

98- Mr. Griffiths, Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer, wrote, on September 19, 2019 to Mr. Bluteau, to 

tell him that Mr. Ebokem had been appointed 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 an administrator of Ms. Miranda Tabi’s estate. 

 

99- On the same day, Mr. Bluteau checked, at the Ottawa Courthouse, Mr. Ebokem’s 

estate file. Mr. Ebokem’s false July 24, 2019 affidavit, which had been commissioned 

by Mr. Rouatt, confirmed Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud.  

100- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass knew that an estate administrator does not have any right 

over minor children’s property. The correct information on this matter is available 

from the Attorney General’s website and was copied in Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 

2019 email to Mr. Ebokem., which is annexed to Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to 

the OGPT. This letter was sent, on September 30, 2019, to Equilibrium Law by Mr. 

Ebokem. 

101- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass had Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 2019 email in their 

possession and did not disclose this fact to the Court, because it would have destroyed 

Mr. Ebokem’s defamatory story.  

102- Since Mr. Ebokem’s lawyers had been notified of their client’s mortgage fraud and 

had done nothing about it, Mr. Bluteau wrote a second letter to the Street Capital 

Bank of Canada, on September 24, 2019, to inform the Bank about Mr. Ebokem’s 
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July 24, 2019 affidavit, which had been commissioned by Mr. Rouatt. See Part 8- 

Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate fraud. – Mr, Rouatt violated Section 

139 (2) of the Criminal Code. 

103- Almost one month later, on October 16, 2019, the Street Capital Bank intervened with 

respect to the mortgage fraud. Its General Counsel called Mr. Glass. This is not 

mentioned in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, in his 2022 affidavits and in 

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

104- This is not mentioned either by Mrs. Lawrence, Mrs. Gillis and Mrs. Lendor in the 

documents they submitted to the Court. 

105- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass knew, from the outset, that any affidavit sworn by Mr. 

Ebokem, who had no credibility, had to be corroborated by independent, reliable 

witnesses. 

106- Mr. Ebokem had failed in his numerous attempts to get Ottawa Cameroonians to 

support his defamation of Mr. Bluteau’s personal or professional integrity. Every 

Ottawa Cameroonian who has seen Mr. Bluteau at the Hospital would have 

remembered him taking care of his younger son, keeping him and himself away from 

the family room and the waiting area in the Critical Care Unit sector.  

107- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass knew, on or around October 15, 2019 that Mrs. Allen-

Macartney was Mr. Ebokem’s accomplice, as it was found out, on September 30, 

2919, through the documents provided to Equilibrium Law and Mr. Bluteau by Mrs. 

Lawrence pursuant to Mr. Bluteau’s request for details in the claim against HOOPP 

and Mr. Ebokem. 

108- The October 15, 2019 Statement of Claim and the October 21, 2019 Amended 

Statement of Claim against Mrs. Allen-Macartney, which were annexed to her 

October 21, 2019 affidavit described Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s duplicity and her 

participation to Mr. Ebokem’s frauds and her slandering of Mr. Bluteau.  

109- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit made five direct references to Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. Every one of them was written by 

Mr. Glass after he had commissioned Mr. Ebokem’s undated October 22, 2019 

affidavit.  

  Paragraph 14 
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The service was held on September 29, 2018, and was presided by our pastor 

Allen-Macartney, who has also provided an affidavit, which is enclosed and 

discusses this event in more detail. 

  Paragraph 22 

   

 

110- It is clear that Mr. Bluteau was not advising Mr. Ebokem with respect to HOOPP. 

The only other matter going on in these months was the mortgage fraud, with 

respect to which Mr. Ebokem did not seek Mr. Bluteau’s advice. Paragraph 13 of 

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

 

111- Mrs. Bottomley had a private office just across the family room and would have 

met people there. Both versions of the meeting are false. Mrs. Bottomley had 

completed her assignment on the day Miranda Tabi died. She did give advice to 

Mr. Ebokem, a few minutes after Miranda’s death and she continued to give him 

advice until at least April 12, 2019.  
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112- She should not have continued to advise anyone with respect to Miranda Tabi 

after March 14, 2019, particularly Mr. Ebokem about whom she knew nothing, 

and on the law, on which she knew nothing too. 

113- Nothing was known to Mrs. Chartrand about Miranda’s legal or succession 

matters before she died. The first indication of a possible conflict between Mr. 

Ebokem and Mrs. Chartrand was on March 23, 2019. See Part 10- Mr. Ebokem’s 

May 5, 2022 and May 26, 2022 affidavits are null and void. Mr. Ebokem and 

Mrs. Lendor invented a fake March 23, 2019 meeting.   

  Paragraphs 42 and 43 

 

 

114-  Mrs. Allen-Macartney described this meeting as a Christ-like mediation. 

Mediation was not Jesus’ forte.  The meeting was more a Judas-like mediation.  

 Paragraph 52 
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115- Paragraph 52 is on the jurat page of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. Pastor 

is misspelled as pastorr.  

116- After the intervention, on October 16, 2019 of the Street Capital Bank of Canada 

Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass realized a - that Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud could 

no longer be concealed by the appointment of Mr. Ebokem as administrator of 

Miranda Tabi’s estate, and b- that Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit and Mrs. 

Craig’s affidavit were not sufficient to corroborate Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 

2019 affidavit insofar as Mr. Bluteau providing legal advice to Mr. Ebokem was 

concerned. 

117- Equilibrium Law wanted to get a substantial share of Miranda Tabi’s pension in 

accordance with the retainer agreement signed by Mr. Ebokem and wanted to get 

the money right away.   

118- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass decided to become a party to Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage 

fraud and estate fraud. And they could not get away with their crime and get their 

money if they could not get rid of Mr. Bluteau.  

119- So as to get this result, they committed other crimes. First, they wrote and 

commissioned Mr. Ebokem’s defamatory affidavit. Second, they counterfeited 4 

affidavits, including Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, which they submitted 

as true to the Court. Mr. Bluteau would not live long enough, they thought, to show 

that they were as much liars and criminals as their client.  

Mr. Bluteau’s defence of his personal and professional integrity (2019-2022) 

120- Until and unless Mr. Bluteau proved that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 was false 

through his motion to set aside Mr. Hackland’s judgment, he would not be more 
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believed by other Ottawa judges, who did not know him, than he was by Mr. Justice 

Hackland. That is the way courts work.  

121- Mr. Bluteau was not believed in the Divisional Court after Mrs. Lawrence had used 

Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit over and over as if it was true when she 

knew it was not so as to destroy Mr. Bluteau’s credibility. Pension law is not an area 

which is easily understood by most judges. The Divisional Court judges and the 

Appeal Court judges decided as if there were no factums filed against Mrs. 

Lawrence’s flawed opinion.  

122- Mr. Bluteau was not even heard in the Family Court after Mrs. Lendor used Mr. 

Ebokem’s affidavit as if it was true when she knew it was not. Mrs. Justice Audet is 

another judge who can be easily, so easily, hoodwinked, since she does not seem to 

know how a trial is conducted and that evidence is required to decide issues which are 

not discretionary.   

123- 31, 2019 decision, Mr. Bluteau defended his personal or professional integrity on 

two distinct fronts.  

124- The first 2019 line of defence was with respect to the contents, the factual 

reliability, of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, the first four grounds of 

defence.  

125- This line of defence against the alleged conflict of interest was possible in this 

case: Mr. Ebokem was not a law firm, he was simply a night cleaner, with no 

obvious need for legal advice, except in respect to Miranda Tabi’s estate to which 

he had no right.  

126- The first line of defence applies also to Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit, 

May 5, 2022 affidavit and May 26, 2022 affidavit.  

127- The only written evidence emanating from Mr. Bluteau about possible legal 

advice was his March 25, 2019 email to Mr. Ebokem, Mrs. Chartrand and a TD 

bank employee giving them information, which was available from the Attorney 

General’s website, with respect to the procedure to be followed for minor 

children’s property and telling them to consult their own lawyer.  

128- Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 2019 email was suppressed by Equilibrium Law so as to 

allow free rein to their vile defamatory story. 
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129- Mr. Ebokem’s calumnious and defamatory story does not make any sense for 

anyone who has ever seen a Critical Care Unit or for anyone who went to the 

General Hospital to “visit” Miranda while she was in a Critical Care Unit bed, in 

March 2019. See Part 3- Miranda Tabi, who was comatose, was in the ICU from 

March 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019. 

130- It was impossible for Mr. Bluteau to communicate with Mr. Ebokem and Miranda 

Tabi from January 1, 2019 to Miranda Tabi’s death, on March 14, 2019. Miranda and 

Mr. Bluteau were both ill with serious cancers. Miranda died, Mr. Bluteau did not. 

131- Mrs. Allen-Macartney went every day to the General Hospital, from March 1, 

2019 to March 14, 2019. Mr. Ebokem called her every day asking her to come to 

the Hospital. Her presence was necessary for his fraud.  

132- There is no mention in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit of any 

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

133- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 did not mention in her affidavit that 

she asked twice Mr. Bluteau to help Mr. Ebokem with his papers, namely for his 

CPP application and for his HOOPP application, the first time on the day 

Miranda died.  

134- Both times, Mr. Bluteau refused to get involved.  

135- Mr. Ebokem had sought, on March 10, 2019, to get Mr. Bluteau involved with his 

divorce. Mr. Bluteau refused to get involved. 

136- The first line of defence is further discussed in Parts 3 to 13. 

137- The second line of defence, as it was understood in 2019, was the formal validity 

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

138- The telltale signs that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2029 affidavit was also invalid 

had not been noticed, on October 31, 2019.  

139- The second line of defence is described in Part 2- Mr. Glass of Equilibriun Law 

counterfeited 4 affidavits which were knowingly submitted several times to the 

Court as being genuine affidavits in clear violation of Section 139(2) of the 

Criminal Code and committed other related crimes. 

140- There were two validity problems, in fact three, with Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 

21, 2019 affidavit. Two of the problems were missed at first: a- the Amended 
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Statement of Claim which was served in the afternoon of October 21, 2019 and b- the 

obvious signs of tampering on the jurat page.  

141- As requested by Mr. Glass, in the evening of October 21, 2019, Mrs. Allen-

Macartney sent, in the evening of October 21, 2019, the day her affidavit was 

supposed to have been commissioned, an email to Mr. Glass, which email was found 

on the first page of Exhibit “F” of her affidavit. Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s 7:35 pm one-

line email reads:  

 

142- Paragraphs 35 and following of Mr. Bluteau’s  October 30, 2019 factum deals with 

this email and read: 
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143- Paragraph 10 of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit refers to an 

Amended Statement of Claim, which had been copied to her by the insurance 
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adjuster, who had been informed, as his request, by email of the Amended Statement 

of Claim by Mr. Bluteau, at 14:23 pm, on October 21, 2019.  

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

144- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit described an event – the October 

21, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim - which occurred, on October 21, 2019, two 

hours before the end of the business day, in an affidavit which would have had to be 

sworn, so as to explain the inclusion of a reference to the document sent at 7:35 pm, 

on October 21, 2019 by Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s email, between around 9 pm and 

midnight, on October 21, 2019. See Part 2- Mr. Glass of Equilibriun Law 

counterfeited 4 affidavits which were knowingly submitted several times to the 

Court as being genuine affidavits in clear violation of Section 139(2) of the 

Criminal Code and committed other related crimes. 

145- In his October 23, 2019 email to Mr. Bluteau, Mr. Glass unconsciously admitted that 

he had counterfeited four affidavits.  

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

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

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

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

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

147- Mr. Bluteau obviously did not know that he was forcing Mr. Glass to rush his fraud 

and defamation against himself until Mr. Glass told him.   

Mrs. Lawrence and Mrs. Gillis 

148- Mrs. Lawrence received, on or around September 17, 2019, the September 17, 2019 

Amended Statement of Claim against Mr. Ebokem in which he was accused of having 

committed an easily verifiable mortgage fraud. Mrs. Lawrence advised HOOPP about 

Mr Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate fraud and Mr. Ebokem’s total unreliability.  

149- Mrs. Lawrence was informed as to the invalidity of Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit and Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney’s affidavit not only through Mr. Bluteau’s October 30, 2019 factum 

and affidavit, which were submitted to Mr. Justice Hackland, but also through Mr. 

Bluteau’s affidavits made in support of the Motions to set aside Mr. Justice 

Hackland’s decision, Mr. Bluteau’s December 2019’s Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery 
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with respect to the first requisition made by Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass, Mr. 

Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. Gomery with respect to the second 

requisition made by Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass to have the Statements of Claim 

against them dismissed and the application for judicial review of HOOPP’s decisions 

by the Divisional Court, including Mr. Bluteau’s affidavit and Mrs. Chartrand’s 

affidavit. 

150- On March 20, 2020, Mrs. Lawrence knew that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit and Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit had been tampered 

with by Mr. Glass.   

151- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass made two requisitions to have the Statements of Claim 

against them dismissed, one in 2019, another in 2020.  

152- There was no decision as to the first requisition because Mr. Bluteau had discontinued 

the first Statement of Claim: he agreed with Mrs. Justice Gomery that a lawyer cannot 

be sued in negligence and that an affiant cannot be sued for his or her false affidavit. 

He discontinued his Statement of Claim and filed a second Statement of Claim which 

was intended to meet Mrs. Justice Gomery’s objections. 

153- Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass had added to their two requisitions for dismissal a copy 

of the black-and-white Motion Record against Mr. Bluteau.  

154- Rather than disregarding this extraneous information – according to the caselaw, a 

judge seized with a requisition to dismiss a Statement of Claim can only consider the 

Statement of Claim, nothing else – Mr. Justice Gomery used it as a basis for her ex 

proprio motu April 24, 2020 decision that the Divisional Court had exclusive 

jurisdiction for the claim against HOOPP.  

155- In the Court file for the requisitions, there is a copy of the actual Motion Record and 

two copies of the transcript of the October 31, 2019 hearing, one of them being 

highlighted in yellow by Mrs. Justice Gomery.  

Document 181 – Page 13 of the transcript of Mr. Justice Hackland’s reasons as underlined in yellow by 

Mrs. Justice Gomery.  

 

156- Mr. Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery agreed with Mrs. Justice 

Gomery’s that the amended Statement of Claim was almost incomprehensible. 
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explained why the Statement of Claim was incomprehensible and proposed a revised 

Statement of Claim, which was, in his opinion, comprehensible.  

157- Mr. Bluteau’s Reply was not submitted by the staff to Mrs. Justice Gomery, who 

decided about a different timetable.  

158- Mr. Bluteau had decided that he did not intend to pursue his claim in fraud at that time 

– he was expecting to have an extended right hepatectomy performed on him in the 

next few weeks. He discontinued his Statement of claim against Equilibrium Law and 

the Statement of claim against Mrs. Allen-Macartney and told the Court that he agreed 

with the dismissal of his Statement of Claim. He sent his report on whole file to the 

Ottawa Police.  

159- Since all the statements of claim were discontinued, Mrs. Gomery’s April 24, 2020 

decisions as to them were clearly obiter, that is, irrelevant, but one of them, the one 

describing the procedures initiated by Mr. Bluteau on the basis of Mr. Ebokem’s 

affidavit, was reported. This type of decision should not be reported. Her opinion 

significantly strengthened the defamation against Mr. Bluteau.  

160- Mrs. Lawrence is an experienced civil litigation lawyer and knew, on October 31, 

2019, that Mr. Ebokem had committed a mortgage fraud, that his October 22, 

2019 affidavit was false and would have so advised HOOPP, her client, in October 

2019, in late March 2020, in late April 2020, in November 2020 and in November 

2022. 

161- It is doubtful that HOOPP had any interest in the jurisdictional issue.  The Plaintiff 

was not interested in debating the jurisdictional issue, but she had to follow Mrs. 

Justice Gomery’s April 24, 2020 decision as to the jurisdiction of the Divisional 

Court.  

162- HOOPP should have appealed Mrs. Justice Gomery’s April 24, 2020 decision as to 

the jurisdiction of the Divisional Court, but it did not.  

163- Mrs. Lawrence preferred to raise the jurisdictional issue at the Divisional Court as if 

there was no decision in the Superior Court on this issue. That way, HOOPP would 

get, if successful, two judicial decisions denying Mrs. Chartrand of her right to have 

her pension entitlement decided by a court, in fact, depriving Mrs. Chartrand of any 
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recourse, even the recourse mentioned in the HOOPP decisions to have the matter 

settled by the Superior Court. 

164- Mrs. Lawrence and, necessarily her client HOOPP, were in bad faith in not informing 

the Plaintiff that the HOOPP decision should have been reviewed by the Financial 

Services and Regulatory Authority of Ontario (FSRAO) and not by the Superior 

Court and the Divisional Court.  

165- It is not accurate that, independently from the FSRAO recourse, HOOPP could not be 

sued in the Superior Court, if the argument made by HOOPP as to the absence of 

jurisdiction of the Divisional Court is accepted, as a trustee of Miranda Tabi’s 

pension plan.  

166- The FSRAO has accepted – it was its statutory duty - to investigate the HOOPP 

decisions with respect to Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension.  

167- The FSRAO’s decision to make an order of payment to HOOPP or to refuse to make 

such order could be reviewed by the Financial Services Tribunal, as of right, which 

decision can be appealed, as of right, to the Divisional Court.  

168- The FSRAO recourse was mentioned to the Divisional Court and to the Appeal Court 

by Mr. Bluteau and no comment on this recourse, which is supported by decisions of 

the Divisional Court, the Court of Appeal and the Financial Services Tribunal, was 

made by either court. 

169- Mrs. Lawrence who was representing the Co-Defendant HOOPP in the claim 

against Mr. Ebokem and HOOPP – the pleading was closed with respect to the 

identified part of the Statement of Claim which was against HOOPP - did not 

make any representations to Mr. Justice Hackland, at the October 31, 2019 

hearing, as to the any conflict of interest involving HOOPP, which could have 

justified a decision that to have Mr. Bluteau removed from the record in the 

HOOPP file. There was none.  

170-  She knew that there was obviously no conflict of interest insofar as HOOPP was 

concerned, but this did not prevent her to raise this inexistent conflict of interest, 

in December 2020, under the cover of the misleading and false opinion, which she 

knew to be inaccurate, given by one of the Equilibrium Law lawyers, most likely 
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Mr. Glass, whose dishonesty was known to Mrs. Lawrence. She misled the Court 

with this false information. 

171- In November 2020, Mr. Bluteau had served on Mrs. Lawrence an affidavit, part of 

which was focussed on Mr. Glass’ altered affidavits, namely Mr. Ebokem’s 

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

affidavit.  

172- Mr. Bluteau’s affidavit was not filed. In December 2020, an extended right 

hepatectomy was performed on Mr. Bluteau in December 2020. He had got 

another lawyer to take over his practice from him.  

173- Difficulties occur between the new lawyer and Mrs. Chartrand, and Mr. Bluteau 

took over the HOOPP file one month more or less after his operation..  

174- His 2020 affidavit, which had not been filed, would have had to be abandoned, if 

it had been filed with the Court. Mrs. Lawrence told the new lawyer, who 

mentioned this in an email, that Mr. Ebokem’s credibility was a problem. 

175- Mrs. Lawrence misled the Court on the filing status of Mr. Bluteau’s  affidavit. 

She was attacking a document that was not even in the record and would never 

have been on the record, in the circumstances of this case.  

176- Mrs. Lawrence’s December 15, 2020 factum in support of her motion to strike out 

Mr. Bluteau’s unfiled affidavit reads in part: 
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177- Mrs. Lawrence’s factum does show that the invalidity of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 

2019 affidavit was not a matter to be dismissed as devoid of merit.  

178- Paragraph 13 of the affidavit in support of Mrs. Lawrence’s Motion reads:  

Our office was advised by counsel to Ebokem that, in oral reasons on October 31, 

2019, Justice Hackland held that Mr. Bluteau appeared to have a conflict of 

interest because Mr. Bluteau had provided Mr. Ebokem with legal advice 

regarding the Death Benefits. To my knowledge, Justice Hackland did not release 

written reasons, and the order in respect of his decision was not settled or issued. I 

attach Justice Hackland’s endorsement as Exhibit D to my affidavit.  

179- Mr. Justice Hackland did release written reasons: the transcript of his comments in in 

the Court file. 

180- Mr. Bluteau did not provide advice regarding the Death benefits, which should have 

been obvious to anyone, particularly Mrs. Lawrence.  

181- Mrs. Lawrence did not make any representations to Mr. Justice Hackland as to the 

alleged HOOPP conflict of interest. She knew that this alleged conflict was not 

possible, but she nevertheless raised it in December 2020 under the cover of an 

unnamed Equilibrium Law lawyer’s false information that she knew to be false.  

182- Mr. Justice Hackland’s order was not settled because Mr. Bluteau refused to approve 

Mr. Glass’s draft order stating that Mr. Justice Hackland had ordered Mr. Bluteau to 

pay personally the costs. Mr. Glass was lying: he knew it was not true. Mr. Glass 

decided not to pursue the matter. 
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183- Mrs. Justice Favreau who sat on the motion for leave to the Court of Appeal from 

the negative decision of the Divisional Court was the judge seized of Mrs. 

Lawrence’s Motion to strike Mr. Bluteau’s affidavit . She should not have been 

involved with the appeal. 

184- On November 15, 2022, see also her November 17, 2019 email, Mrs. Lawrence 

wrote to Mrs. Chartrand: 

Please be advised that HOOPP is not willing to engage any further with Mr. 

Bluteau as your legal representative. You were self-represented in the 

application for leave to appeal before the Court of Appeal. Mr. Bluteau has been 

removed as counsel for record for you in other proceedings, more than once. 

Going forward, we would be pleased to discuss this matter with you, or with 

your new legal representative, should you retain one. Please confirm your 

personal email address.  

185- The response to Mrs. Lawrence in December 2022 is that Mr. Ebokem’s October 

22, 2019 affidavit is false and counterfeited. See Part 2 – Mr. Glass of 

Equilibriun Law counterfeited 4 affidavits which were knowingly submitted 

several times to the Court as being genuine affidavits in clear violation of Section 

139(2) of the Criminal Code and committed other related crimes. 

186- Mrs. Lawrence used in the Divisional Court and in the Court of Appeal Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit as if it was true and the three judgments which 

had been obtained on the basis of Mr. Ebokem’s false affidavit, namely Mr. Justice 

Hackland’s October 31, 2019 decision and Mrs. Justice Gomery’s April 24, 2020 

decisions so as to defame Mr. Bluteau and to facilitate the obtention of judgments in 

HOOPP’s favor. 

187- The use in judicial proceedings by Mrs. Lawrence of these three decisions obtained 

on the basis of an affidavit that she knew to be false is a clear violation of Section 139 

(2) of the Criminal Code, as she impliedly recognized in the above-quoted part of her 

factum in support of her motion to quash Mr. Bluteau’s affidavit, and the commission 

of  independent intentional torts causing damages to Mr. Bluteau. 

188- Mrs. Gillis, who was representing Mrs. Allen-Macartney in October 2019, was kept 

fully informed as to the facts related to the falsity and invalidity of Mr. Ebokem’s 

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

and was quite able to independently verify their factual accuracy. 
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189- She would have known, from her client, Mrs. Allen-Macartney that her October 21, 

2019 affidavit was fabricated unless she was suffering from advanced wilful 

blindness. 

190- She was informed of the falsity of Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit not only through Mr. 

Bluteau’s Statements of Claim against Mrs. Allen-Macartney and his October 30, 

2019 factum, but also through his affidavits made in support of the Motions to set 

aside Mr. Justice Hackland’s decision, Mr. Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. 

Gomery with respect to the requisitions made by Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass to have 

the Statements of Claim against them dismissed.  

191- Mrs. Gillis made two requisitions to a judge of the Superior Court for the dismissal of 

the Statement of Claim against her client using Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

defamatory affidavit and Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 counterfeited 

affidavit.  

192- As to the first requisition, she knew, on October 31, 2019, that her client’s affidavit 

had been counterfeited.  

193- As to the second requisition, Mrs. Gillis knew that Mrs. Justice Gomery had decided 

that her first requisition was unfounded and that the Statement of claim against her 

client should not be dismissed. She also knew that Mr. Bluteau had discontinued the 

Statement of Claim against her client. Mrs. Gillis nevertheless filed her defamatory 

requisition against Mr. Bluteau. 

194- Mrs. Gillis violated Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code and is liable for the 

independent intentional torts she committed against Mr. Bluteau. 

Mrs. Lendor  

195- Mrs. Lendor and Mr. Ebokem made, on May 5, 2019 a Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off 

the record – Mr. Bluteau was not on the record – using Mr. Ebokem’s false October 

22, 2019 affidavit. 

196- Mrs. Lendor used 4 affidavits that she knew to be false and invalid to defame Mr. 

Bluteau in judicial proceedings so as to facilitate the obtention by fraud Mrs. Justice 

Audet’s decisions. 

197- Mrs. Gillis violated Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code and is liable for the 

independent intentional torts she committed against Mr. Bluteau. 
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198- Mr. Bluteau decided to obtain a formal opinion from a forensic document examiner 

on Mr. Glass’s affidavits.  

Mr. Glass counterfeited  4 affidavits submitted to Mr. Justice Hackland. 

199- It was known, on October 31, 2019, that Mr. Glass had tampered with Mrs. Allen- 

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. 

200- It was known, on March 20, 2020, that Mr. Glass had tampered with Mr. Ebokem’s 

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

201- It was known, on November 14, 2022, that Mr. Glass counterfeited the four affidavits 

submitted to Mr. Justice Hackland. 

202- A first forensic document examiner’s report had casted very serious doubts about the 

genuineness of the affidavits commissioned by Mr. Glass, but was unable to explain 

how Mr. Ebokem had counterfeited Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit.  

203- The second forensic report was issued, on November 14, 2022 and explained how Mr. 

Glass had counterfeited the four affidavits he had submitted to the Superior Court to 

support Mr. Ebokem’s motion to have Mr. Bluteau removed from the record. See Part 

2. 

204- The affidavits were not only false, but also counterfeited.  

205- Mr. Justice Hackland’s October 31, 2019 had been obtained by fraud, Mrs. Justice 

Gomery’s April 24, 2020 had been obtained by fraud and Mrs. Justice Audet’s 

decisions had been obtained by fraud. 

206- A reasonably competent civil litigation lawyer would have known, on March 20, 

2020, that this result was ineluctable. 
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Part 2 – Mr. Glass of Equilibriun Law counterfeited 4 affidavits which were 

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

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

related crimes. 

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

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

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

record as a lawyer.  

2019 

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

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

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

2020 

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

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

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

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

2022 

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

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

commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, who also used in support of the second Motion Mr. 

Ebokem’s false and counterfeited October 22, 2019 affidavit. See Part 6 - Mrs. Lendor 

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

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

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

5, 2022 and May 26, 2022 affidavits are null and void. Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. 

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

January 27, 2022 affidavit, which is null and void, is false. 

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

evidence available to the persons who prepared and commissioned the affidavits that 
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Mr. Ebokem was a thief and a perjurer. There was clear independent evidence of 

fabrication.  

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

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

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

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

and Part 13. 

Affidavits – their Role and Importance 

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

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

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

misleading the Court.  

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

treat them accordingly.  

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

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

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

as an affidavit. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

source of the information. 

 

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

of the affidavit are true. 

 

The Commissioner might ask: 

 

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

 

Or 

 

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

same legal force and effect as if made under oath? And the affiant might respond “yes” or “I do.” 
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See Bencher’s Bulletin, 1985, No. 2. 

 

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

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

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

 

Document 173- 1990 British Columbia Minor Report on affidavits 

 

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

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

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

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

last two 2022 decisions are supported only by thin air.  

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

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

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

Document 72 - Mr. Glass’ LSO status and information 

Document 83 - Mr. Glass at McCague and Borlack 

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

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

 

1. Check for obvious mistakes 

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

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

spelling mistake to inconsistencies in typefaces. 

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

2. Look for unusual formatting 

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

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

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

to the original text. 

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

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

Mr. Glass in October 2019. 
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https://www.acuant.com/blog/3-top-tips-identifying-fake-documents/ 

Loan Application Fraud: Identifying Fraudulent Documentseply  

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

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

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

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

to look for formatting differences. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

examples of the obvious mistakes mentioned in the preceding paragraph. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Justice Hackland. 

Four counterfeited affidavits 

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

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

genuine affidavits that he had commissioned. 

222- The first 3 counterfeited affidavits are: 

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

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

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

https://www.acuant.com/blog/3-top-tips-identifying-fake-documents/
https://www.moneythumb.com/identify-fraudulent-bank-statements/
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Document 8 – Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

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

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

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

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

paralegal at Equilibrium Law. 

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

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

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

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

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

dealt with Mr. Bluteau.  

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

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

professional or personal integrity. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

necessarily, civil prosecution.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

events have never occurred. See Part 4. 
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231- Mr. Bluteau’s oral statements made, on October 31, 2019, as an officer of the Court 

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

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

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

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

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

Provincial administrations.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

by Mrs. Lendor, is false. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

fake March 23, 2019 meeting. 

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

commissioned by Mr. Glass 

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

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

one in the evening.   

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

affidavit was supposed to have been commissioned, a one-sentence email to Mr. Glass. 
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This email was found on the first page of Exhibit “F” of her affidavit. Her one-sentence 

email reads:  

 

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

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

to an Amended Statement of Claim. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

an affidavit which would have had to be sworn, so as to explain the inclusion of a 
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reference to the document sent at 7:35 pm, on October 21, 2019 by Mrs. Allen-

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

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

Statement of Claim.  

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Bluteau’s factum read: 
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What was known on March 20, 2020 

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

contents of the affidavits, see Paragraphs 3 to 7. 

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

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

Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit.  

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

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

to 2 of the 4 affidavits commissioned by Mr. Glass. 
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247- Rather than examining the jurat page of Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mrs. Allen-Macartney to Mr. Glass. 

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

a- to postpone the October 31, 2019 hearing 

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

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

Glass.  

d- to do what he did. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

affidavit on this account. 

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

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

pages preceding the jurat page. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

were not modified over and over.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

affidavit, which reads in the counterfeited version: 

 

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

259- The other event – the email - was not handled this way. Mr. Glass added a paragraph: 
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260- Mr. Glass had to find room for six more lines at least, in fact for 8-9 lines, on the jurat 

page, because of the addition of a new paragraph.  

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

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

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

unnumbered Word pages.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the jurat page. 

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

21, 2019 affidavit. Bingo!   

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

page for obvious mistakes.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

Gray’s October 31, 2019 affidavit.  
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269- At that time, it was not known, or even suspected, that Mrs. Craig’s October 22, 2019 

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

asserted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the date being added to the counterfeited affidavit. 

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

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

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

preceding pages of the body of the affidavit. 

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

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

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

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

evening of October 21, 2019. 

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

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

October 21, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim. 

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

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

had committed a mortgage fraud.  

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

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

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

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

278- In his October 23, 2019 email to Mr. Bluteau, Mr. Glass wrote: 
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As you know, we have been forced to move quickly to secure an urgent motion date and finalize our 

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

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

 

 

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

left in his body after having his character assassinated.  

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

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

affidavit. 

281- Indents were different and Mr. Bluteau spotted, at that time, three different font sizes 

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

to have reasonable grounds to investigate whether an affidavit has been tampered with. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Glass’ signature. 

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

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

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

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

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

size on the pages preceding the jurat. 

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

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

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

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

than on the preceding pages.  

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

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. 

 

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

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

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

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

on the jurat page. 

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

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

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

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

difference of hues and to confirm it. 

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

Document 163 – Docufraud’s March 28, 2022 email to Mr. Bluteau 
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Document 164 - Docufraud’s email to Mr Bluteau 

Document 165 - Docufraud’s email to Mr. Bluteau 

Mr. Glass’ modus operandi 

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

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

consulted to comply with the Ottawa Police’s request.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

printed with a four-color printer.  

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

$100 bill, except for a bank employee.  

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

into two parts.  

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

without numbered pages and with the signatures in blue ink. 

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

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

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

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

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit.  

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

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

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

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

done with any other original signature on a letter, a postcard, a power of attorney or a 
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will. And the printed page with the signatures is not copied and the copy presented as 

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

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

or on a Word page.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and wrongly thought to be true in all cases.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

pitfalls-signatures.asp 

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

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

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

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

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

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

copy of the jurat page, and not an original. 

https://aegisfinserv.com/about/
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/c/chargecard.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/c/creditcard.asp
http://www.cinawongforgeryexpert.com/
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/061314/dont-sign-legal-pitfalls-signatures.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/061314/dont-sign-legal-pitfalls-signatures.asp
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313- The second part was modified, if and when necessary, and as many times as necessary, 

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

text would have been modified several times. 

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

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

printed with a standard monochrome printer.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

after the document was sent out for copying.  

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

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

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

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

Exhibits. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

parties and their respective counsel. 

 

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

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

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

the plaintiff.  The error relates to the evidence of the terms of the proposed settlement. 
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[13]           In his first affidavit, counsel for the plaintiff swore that “An email exchange confirming the 

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

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

 

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

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

counsel for the plaintiff says: 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of a consent or minutes of settlement. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Document 261 – Hannuneh decision   

 

322- 32 exhibits have been dated and identified and signed by Mr. Glass after the affidavits 

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

affidavits and 14 in Mrs. Gray’s affidavit. 

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

the jurat page.  

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

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

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

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

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

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/rso-1990-c-c17/latest/rso-1990-c-c17.html
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326- A rather mild version of this way to alter an affidavit this way is described in a paper 

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

Carleton Law Association. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

printer, except for the jurat page.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit.  

Document 12 – scanning of the affidavits 

https://simplicable.com/new/black-color
https://www.color-meanings.com/shades-of-black-color-names-html-hex-rgb-codes/
https://www.imagekrafters.com/black-text
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334- The signature on Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit is not hers. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

to Mrs. Justice Gomery.  

Document 266 – November 14, 2022 Forensic Document Report 

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

Document 265 – How counterfeiting works. 

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

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

Ebokem was a thief and a perjurer.  

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

digital printing. Un jeu d’enfants, really. 

 

 

https://money.howstuffworks.com/counterfeit.htm
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Part 3 - Miranda Tabi was in the ICU from March 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019  

 

 

 

 
 

The GSS Nyasoso 13th batch wishes Happy Birthday to our beautiful friend and sister 

Tabi Miranda, on March 17, 2017 

 

340- It is indubitably known, from Paragraph 15 of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019, that 

Miranda Tabi was a patient in the Intensive Care Unit of the General Hospital. 

Paragraph 15 reads: 

 

Document 3- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 
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341- If Mr. Justice Hackland had ever been near an ICU, he would have known right away 

that Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit was a pack of lies and of defamatory 

statements, that is, statements which tend to injure reputation, to diminish the esteem, 

respect, goodwill or confidence in which a person is held, or to excite adverse, 

derogatory or unpleasant feelings  or opinions against him or her. (adapted from Black’s 

Law Dictionary, 5th Edition, 1979, page 375. 

342- Unfortunately for Mr. Glass and Mr. Ebokem, Mr. Bluteau knows very well the Ottawa 

General Hospital, mostly by reason of his illnesses and also because he had pushed and 

pulled Andrew’s cart in the hospital, from March 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019. 

343- Here is a patient’s room in the Ottawa General Hospital ICU. 

 

 

 
The Ottawa Hospital General Campus Intensive Care Unit 

 

General Campus Intensive Care Unit 

Director: Dr. John Kim 

 

Intensive Care Unit at the General Campus is a comprehensive care, multi-disciplinary, Level 

1 Intensive Care Unit which provides care for patients ranging from the routine to the most 

advanced.. The Intensive Care Unit is comprised of a total of thirty-two dedicated critical care 

beds. 

 

The unit is staffed by Critical Care specialists, two of whom rotate through on a weekly basis. There 

are Critical Care residents on duty each block. The Critical Care staff and Critical Care residents 

lead the morning multidisciplinary rounds, in a two team format. The multidisciplinary team consists 

of bedside nurses, respiratory therapists, pharmacists, dieticians and physiotherapists all dedicated 

to the Intensive Care Unit. 
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The patient population is made up of approximately: 60% medicine and 40% surgery. Specialized 

care is offered in thoracic surgery, respirology, oncology, general surgery and medical 

subspecialties. The Critical Care physicians have an active teaching profile within both the 

University of Ottawa Critical Care Medicine and their base specialty programs. The Intensive Care 

Unit is a core rotation for all residents within the University of Ottawa. 

 

344- Mrs. Allen-Macartney knew what an ICU is: she was at the General Hospital every 

day, it seems, from March 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019. It was not the first time she 

visited patients at the ICU. 

345- She did not say anything about Mr. Bluteau’s personal and professional relationship 

with Mr. Ebokem, She knew that Mr. Bluteau did not attend any family meeting or 

meeting with the doctors. a number of times in the ICU. She spoke with him on March 

14, 2019, in the Family Room, after Miranda had died.  

346- On that day, she volunteered to push and pull Andrew’s cart for a few minutes so that 

Mr. Bluteau could rest in the Family Room.  

347- Mrs. Allen-Macartney was in the ICU area when Miranda Tabi was transferred, in the 

night of February 28-March 1, 2019, from Emergency to the ICU, on February 28 - 

March 1, 2019. According to what she said, the medical staff had to resuscitate Miranda 

Tabi when she was transferred to the ICU unit.  

348- Miranda was comatose, from March 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019. She could not talk, she 

could not walk, she was dying. 

349- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 defamatory story depends on Miranda Tabi being at 

the Hospital during the last 3 months of her life and not being a bedridden patient in 

the Intensive Care Unit of the Ottawa General Hospital in the last month of her life.  

350- A personal and professional relationship, which would have existed, before March 1, 

2019, between Mr. Ebokem and Mr. Bluteau, would have been evidenced by at least 

one letter, one email, one text, one card, one thank-you note, one gift perhaps, one 

phone call from Mr. Ebokem to Mr. Bluteau or from Mr. Bluteau to Mr. Ebokem, one 

visit to his law office in 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 or 2019. There is no such evidence. 

351- Or an enquiry, in 2019, about Mr. Bluteau’s health.  

352- A professional relationship, which would have existed, before March 1, 2019, between 

Mr. Ebokem and Mr. Bluteau would have been evidenced by some written document, 

a will, a power of attorney, an affidavit commissioned by Mr. Bluteau, for this he was 
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consulting Mr. Reinhart of Valu-Notary, advice on a traffic ticket, a statement of claim, 

a collection letter, an immigration notice, a CPP application for survivor benefits. He 

would have consulted him on his alleged problems with his Canadian wife, who, 

according to him, on or around March 10, 2019, had complained against him to 

Immigration. She obviously had sponsored him so that he could get his immigration 

paper.  

353- It is now known that Mrs. Lendor, not Mr. Bluteau, represented Mr. Ebokem from mid-

March 2010 to October 2019. 

354- It is now known that Mr. Ebokem was seconded for legal and financial matters in the 

early months of 2019 by Mr. Reinhart, Mrs. Allen-Macartney, Mrs. Lendor, and three 

important members of the Ottawa Cameroon Njangui Group Mr. Jacob Ekwa, Mr. 

Edwin Nkengla and Mrs Evelyn Musonge.  

355- In January 2019, Miranda and Mr. Bluteau were both very sick. They did not see, talk 

with, or visit each other, in January 2019. This means that Mr. Bluteau did not see, talk 

with, or visit Mr. Ebokem, in January 2019. 

356- On January 29, 2019, Miranda was admitted to the General Hospital. On the same day, 

in early evening, Mr. Bluteau was admitted to the Montfort Hospital. In late evening, 

in the night in fact, he was operated for a cancer of the small intestine and of the colon. 

357- Miranda was scheduled to have a brain tumor removed at the Civic Hospital. The 

operation was postponed until the following week. She was operated and then 

transferred to the General Hospital until approximately February 9, 2019, when she 

went back to her house. Very few patients survive brain cancer.  

358- Mr. Bluteau was released from the Montfort Hospital, on February 6, 2019. 

359- Mrs. Chartrand went to visit Miranda, on or around February 7, 2019, at the General 

Hospital. Miranda wanted to talk with Mr. Bluteau. She came down to the first floor, 

near the Second Cup, and they spoke, alone, for about 15 minutes. It was the last time 

they saw each other. 

360- From January 29, 2019 to March 14, 2019, Miranda, who was comatose from March 

1, 2019 to March 14, 2019, and Mr. Bluteau spoke with each other for 15 minutes, on 

or around February 7, 2019.  
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361- From February 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019, Miranda was in a hospital for about 22 days. 

For 14 of these days, she was unable, due to her medical condition, to communicate 

with Mr. Bluteau.  

362- For 6 of the 8 other days, Miranda and Mr. Bluteau were at different hospitals. 

363- 22 – (14+6) = 2. 

364- According to Paragraph 16 of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit.  

 

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

365- The entire period of time mentioned by Mr. Ebokem extends from January 1, 2019 to 

March 14, 2019, the day Miranda died.  

366- Mr. Ebokem lives in imaginary worlds.  On March 10, 2019, he impersonated Miranda 

to announce her marriage on her Facebook account – the marriage would have had to 

occur in the Critical Care Unit. 
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Document 55- Facebook marriage 
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367- To sum up, Mr. Bluteau did not talk with Mr. Ebokem during this period of time, except 

on or around March 10, 2019. Mr. Ebokem does not mention this meeting in his 

October 22, 2019 affidavit or in any of the three affidavits commissioned by Mrs. 

Lendor, in 2022. He probably did not want to draw attention to his March 10, 2019 

Facebook announcement of marriage.  

368- During this period of time, Mr. Bluteau saw Miranda for about 15 minutes, on or around 

February 7, 2019.  

369- At Paragraph 17, Mr. Ebokem is referring to something that happened during a meeting 

with Mr. Bluteau and Mrs. Chartrand, on March 10, 2019, at Mrs. Chartrand’s house. 

 

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

 

370- According to Mr. Ebokem:  

 

 

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

371- How could that have happened?  Miranda Tabi and Mr. Bluteau could have spoken to 

each other, or to Mr.  Ebokem in Mr. Bluteau’s case, during the final months of 

Miranda’s life, that is between January 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019, only on two days, 

and they spoke to each other, alone, for about 15 minutes during these two days. 
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372- Mr. Ebokem swore exactly the contrary in his January 27, 2022 affidavit: Mrs. Joan 

Chartrand was almost never, if at all, at the General Hospital, according to him and, 

consequently, Mr. Bluteau did not have to play bodyguard-babysitter with Andrew at 

or around the General Hospital. 

Document 44 – Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2020 affidavit 

373- In his May 19, 2022 affidavit, in reply to Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit, Mr. 

Bluteau wrote: 

119- Mr. Ebokem started his final play for the house and the money when he realized, towards the end 

of February 2019, that Miranda would not make it. It was too late. On March 10, 2019, all Mr. 

Ebokem talked about was her money and how to get it.  Miranda was almost clinically dead on that 

day. 

 

120- Miranda separated from Mr. Ebokem in the spring of 2017 because of his adulteries. She left alone 

and with her own money to Germany. She called in, on April 2, 2017 to sing Happy Birthday to 

Andrew, her little brother. There was a man with her when she called. Miranda did not reconcile 

with Mr. Ebokem, she had found someone else, in fact rekindled a romantic relationship, in 

Germany and she kept contact with this man, who came to her funerals. 

 

121- The last time I spoke with Miranda was on or around February 7, 2019. She was happy. But her 

condition worsened very soon after. On February 15, 2019, she had not changed her mind with 

respect to Mr. Ebokem. Miranda was re-admitted to the General Hospital, on February 28-March 1, 

2019. It seems that Miranda was resuscitated on her way to the Intensive Care Unit. Miranda did 

not say one word from that day until she died 14 days later.  She did not marry Mr. Ebokem, on 

March 10, 2019, at the Hospital as Mr. Ebokem told the world, pretending to be Miranda on her 

Facebook page. 

 

122- If Miranda had reconciled with Mr. Ebokem at the General Hospital, Mr. Ebokem would not have 

asked to meet me to talk about Miranda’s house, real or imaginary insurance and the reasons why 

he had not divorced the wife, who, 8 years earlier, had thrown him out, so as to be able to marry 

Miranda, why he did not make himself capable of marrying Miranda since 2017. 

 

123- Miranda would have announced her alleged planned marriage, her reconciliation before she lost 

consciousness, to all her friends, including her mother and Mrs. Chartrand.  

 

124- Mr. Ebokem would not have impersonated Miranda when she was clinically dead or almost., in a 

perverse effort to increase donations from the community to himself.  

 

125- Nobody but a fraudster would have stolen from his deceased spouse, the day she died, to finance his 

divorce from a woman he had been separated from almost a decade. Mr. Ebokem just wanted to con 

the community and increase the donations community members will give, not for him, but for the 

children, making sure that the donations would not be in trust for the children.  

 

126- As a person very close to Miranda – it is not Mrs., Chartrand - says, whenever Mr. Ebokem’s name 

comes up: Ebokem is a fraudster.   

 

Document 22 Mr. Bluteau’s May 19, 2022 affidavit 
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374- Mr. Ebokem did not mention this in his May 26, 2019 affidavit, in accordance with 

Mrs. Lendor’s approach of never mentioning facts which she cannot spin away. Out of 

the judge’s sight, out of the judge’s mind. 

 

Miranda Tabi, as a child, in Cameroon GSS Nyasoso 13th Batch, South West 

Region, Cameroon (1986-1991) 

375- Mr. Bluteau had been operated for two cancers – a colon cancer and a small intestine 

cancer, at the end of January 2019 and was hoping to have a liver operation – there was 

only 17% of healthy liver left. Operations require at least 25% of healthy liver, in his 

case it was 30%. A mistake had been made with respect to the embolization procedures. 

Mr. Bluteau reviewed the treatment and wrote a detailed report outlining the problem 

with the approach followed at the General Hospital. Three of the four liver surgeons 

agreed to the liver operation, many months after it should have been done.  

376- There is no mention of Mr. Bluteau’s cancers in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit or in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. It would have 

significantly weakened, if not destroyed, Mr. Ebokem’s ambulance chasing 

defamation. 

377- No one who spent any time at the General Hospital, between March 1, 2019 and March 

14, 2019, not even Mrs. Allen-Macartney, would have sworn an affidavit supporting 

Mr. Ebokem’s incredible story of ambulance chasing, with a child in tow in a Critical 

Care Unit, by a 74 year-old man burdened with an extensive liver cancer and a possible 

recurrence of the colon cancer. 
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Part 4 - Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s 

October 21, 2019 affidavit are false. 

 

378- 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 

379- 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. 

380- 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. 

381- 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. 

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

383- 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 



90 
 

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.  
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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. 
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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 
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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. 
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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.  

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: 
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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; 

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;  
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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. 

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.  
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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. 

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. 
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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; 

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;  
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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. 

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.  
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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.  

 

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. 
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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.  

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.  
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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 

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. 
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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. 

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 



134 
 

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.  

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 
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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.  

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.  
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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.  

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. 
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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. 

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  
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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 

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 
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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 

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.   
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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. 

 

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. 
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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 

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).  
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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 

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. 
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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.  

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. 
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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). 

 



148 
 

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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Part 5 – No confidential information was ever conveyed to Mr. Bluteau by Mr. 

Ebokem. 

384- Mr. Bluteau and Mr. Ebokem did not have a personal or professional relationship. 

385- All the information which could reasonably have existed on April 12, 2019 or earlier 

and could have been communicated to Mr. Bluteau by Mr. Ebokem has been examined 

in Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit. None is confidential. None belongs to Mr. 

Ebokem. 

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

Document 118 – Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 Affidavit - Jurat  

386- There has been no denial of the assertion made by Mr. Bluteau that no confidential 

information had ever been conveyed, verbally or in writing, by Mr. Ebokem to Mr. 

Bluteau. 

387- Assuming that MacDonald Estate v. Martin applies, this is the only way to rebut the 

presumption of confidentiality. It is almost impossible to do for a large firm. It is 

feasible for a man like Ebokem whose last jobs were night cleaners and whose only 

testimony does not give any information which could be used to identify the alleged 

confidential advice or document.  

388- Mr. Bluteau was not a barrister and a solicitor from mid-February 2019 to July 1, 2019. 

 Document 97 – Mr. Bluteau’s October 30. 2019 factum 

Document 98 – Mr. Bluteau’s October 30, 2019 affidavit part 2 

Document  99- Mr. Bluteau’s October 30, 2019 affidavit part 1 

389- There is no evidence in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit as to any confidential 

document or information which could have been conveyed to Mr. Bluteau by Mr. 

Ebokem from January 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019. See Part 3. 

390- Mr. Justice Hackland does not seem to know or to understand that information 

conveyed to other persons than the lawyer is usually non-confidential. The information 

was not confidential in the present case. Whatever Mr. Ebokem told in large or small 

meetings, for example, the April 12, 2019 family meeting, was obviously not intended 

to be confidential.  
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391- Mr. Justice Hackland does not seem to know or understand that information belonging 

to other persons than Mr. Ebokem is not Mr. Ebokem’s confidential information.  

392- Mrs. Chartrand was the named beneficiary of Miranda’s HOOPP pension plan. It 

should have been obvious that the information coming from HOOPP and addressed to 

Mrs. Chartrand and unlawfully hidden from her by Mr. Ebokem could not be Mr. 

Ebokem’s confidential information.  

393- Mrs. Chartrand was the named trustee of Miranda’s Sun Life insurance. It should have 

been obvious that the information with respect to the Sun Life trust is not confidential 

for two reasons: it belongs to Miranda’s estate and Mrs. Chartrand is entitled to have 

this information conveyed to her. 

394- In the April 12, 2019 family meeting, during which he did not circulate the application 

he had made to HOOPP, on April 11, 2019, or the email received from HOOPP, on 

April 12, 2019, Mr. Eboken circulated a copy, which he presented as being accurate, 

but was not, of a March 22, 2019 letter addressed by HOOPP to Mrs. Chartrand.   

395- It is clear that Mr. Ebokem did not want, on April 12, 2019 his secret dealings with 

HOOPP with respect  to Miranda’s pension to be known by Mr. Bluteau. 

396- His secret dealings were suspected in May 2019, but the full extent of them was 

disclosed by HOOPP, on September 30, 2019, one month before the hearing of Mr. 

Ebokem’s motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the record. It is difficult to understand how 

anyone can see the HOOPP information as confidential, on October 31, 2019: it was 

not known on April 12, 2019. 

397- Mr. Ebokem complained, in his May 5, 2022 affidavit and his May 26, 2022 affidavit, 

about HOOPP information having been physically stolen by Mr. Bluteau, on March 23, 
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2019, in a fake meeting. He was in fact referring, in his fertile imagination, to the 

incomplete HOOPP letter, which he had forgotten, in his haste to get out of the April 

12, 2019 meeting when his attempt to fraud was discovered.    

398- The only confidential information that Mr. Ebokem could have ever told to Mr. Bluteau 

would have had to be given, on or around March 10, 2019, the only time they met and 

spoke to each other about anything related to law or to Miranda Tabi’s estate.  

399- Any information given in this conversation was also given to Mrs. Chartrand and was, 

therefore, not confidential. In any event, no confidential information was given by Mr. 

Ebokem during that meeting.  

400- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit did not mention the March 10, 2019 meeting. 

401- Mr. Bluteau made a complete review, in his April 13, 2020 draft affidavit, of all the 

possible information he might have had received from Mr. Ebokem, from the day he 

met him to October 31, 2019.  

Document 49- April 13, 2020 draft affidavit 

 

402- On October 22, 2019, Mr. Ebokem swore an affidavit whose Paragraph 17 reads: 

For example, André knew that I had been previously married in the Netherlands in 2008 and that, 

despite my long-time relationship with Miranda, no steps had ever been formally taken in Canada 

to annul this previous marriage. 

 

403- Mr. Ebokem was in fact swearing that he had not told anyone his big open secret that 

he was married and had not divorced in the last preceding 8 years, until he disclosed it 

to Mr. Bluteau, four days before Miranda Tabi died.  

404- This was the only item of alleged confidential information which could not be 

disproved through the reading of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, but this 

information was in fact a matter of public record, which was brought to the attention of 
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the Court, on October 31, 2019, namely the fact that Mr. Ebokem was in fact divorced 

since September 30, 2019. 

405- Mr. Beryl Tabi, Miranda’s brother, knew for years that Mr. Ebokem was married. He 

saw the wedding photo on Mr. Ebokem’s computer. He did not know until Mr. Ebokem 

told him, on March 10, 2019, four days before Miranda Tabi died, that he had not 

divorced. 

406- On March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem impersonated Miranda Tabi on her Facebook account 

to falsely announce that, on March 10, 2019, she had married Mr. Ebokem, at the 

Hospital. Mr. Ebokem did not have the consent of Miranda, who was comatose, for his 

use of her Facebook account. This information was clearly not confidential.  
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Document 55- Facebook Marriage 
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407- On March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem told everyone in the world that he had married 

Miranda Tabi. He did not disclose this information to Mr. Bluteau, when he met him 

on or around that day. 

408- Mr. Glass and Mr. Ebokem knew every document or email which had ever been written 

to Mr. Ebokem by Mr. Bluteau, as of October 31, 2019.  

409- Mrs. Lendor knows every document or email which had ever been written to Mr. 

Ebokem by Mr. Bluteau, as of October 31, 2019.  

410- There are only 8 emails or letters sent by Mr. Bluteau to Mr. Ebokem. 5 of them were 

mentioned by Mr. Bluteau in his October 30, 2019 factum.  

411- The sixth written communication was on December 14, 2019.  

412- Mr. Bluteau also wrote twice, once on November 19, 2019 and, a second time, on 

December 11, 2019, to Mr. Ebokem to serve him a Statement of Claim to which Mr. 

Ebokem was a joint party and the same, but amended, Statement of Claim to which Mr. 

Ebokem was a joint party. 

Document 220  November 19, 2019 email to Ebokem 

Document 219  December 11, 2019 email to Ebokem  

413- 4 of these emails were referred to in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. The 

March 25, 2019 email, which includes the March 23, 2019 email to Mrs. Chartrand, 

was not mentioned by Mr. Ebokem in his October 22, 2019 affidavit.  

414- In this email, Mr. Bluteau had clearly indicated to the readers that they should consult 

their own lawyer on the interpretation of the information found on the Attorney 

General’s website with respect to the administration of an intestate succession 

involving minor children. If he had followed this advice and consulted an honest lawyer 

- he might have had and refused to follow his or her advice- rather than Mrs. Lendor,  
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Mr. Rouatt, Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass, Mr. Ebokem would not have committed a 

mortgage fraud and an estate fraud. 

415- Mrs. Lendor referred in her affidavits to 3 of the emails or letters mentioned by Mr. 

Bluteau in his October 30, 2019 factum. She did not refer to the email or letter 

transmitting the Statements of Claim.  

416- She mentioned a December 14, 2019 letter notifying Mr. Ebokem of a possible action 

if he did not comply with the request made in the letter, which included  Mr. Bluteau’s 

July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT and his March 25, 2019 email addressed to Mr. Ebokem 

and copied to two other persons, including Mrs. Chartrand. 

Document 24 – Mr. Bluteau’s December 14, 2019 letter to Mr. Ebokem 

417- These 3 transmittal letters or emails would normally be inconsequential, but they are 

not in view of the novel argument put forth by Mrs. Lendor that a notice of action from 

an opposing lawyer is the same, legally, as a confidential information emanating from 

the alleged former client.  

418- Mrs. Lendor did not refer to the April 15, 2019 email, probably because an email telling 

a person to take a hike is not legal advice, even under Mrs. Lendor’s novel 

interpretation of the conflict-of-interest rule.  

419- Here is the description of the written evidence emanating from Mr. Bluteau, as of 

October 30, 2019, as found in his October 30, 2019 factum.  
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Document 97- Mr. Bluteau’s October 30, 2019 factum 
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420- The two other affidavits referred to in the factum are Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s affidavit 

and Mrs. Craig’s affidavit. 

421- The only time Mr. Ebokem discussed anything of significance is on March 10, 2019, 

in the end of the morning, on his way to the Hospital. Mrs. Chartrand went to the 

Hospital on that day. 

422- Mr. Ebokem had called, earlier in the morning, Mrs. Chartrand to ask to meet with Mr. 

BIuteau. 

The March 10, 2019 meeting 

Life Insurance 

423- One of the items discussed, on March 10, 2019, was a possible $500,000 life insurance 

that Miranda would have told Mr. Ebokem about.  

424- Mr. Ebokem was not the beneficiary of Miranda’s life insurance. The beneficiary was 

a male friend of hers, who lived in Kingston, according to what Mr. Ebokem told Mr. 

Bluteau and Mrs. Chartrand. 

425- Mr. Ebokem called the friend in Kingston. Mr. Bluteau did not pay attention to the 

phone call. Mr. Ebokem said that the male friend had agreed to give him all the money, 

if he ever received it.  

426- Mr. Ebokem’s story did not seem to make much sense. Miranda would have named the 

minor children as beneficiaries and appointed a trustee. 

427- Mr. Beryl Tabi confirmed, when asked about it, that Miranda had told him about the 

same life insurance. 

428- Miranda Tabi met her brother Beryl, on or around January 20, 2019. “We need to meet 

and talk about my health. I got some news from my doctor. “Don't tell anyone. I will 

let them know after we have talked”, she texted him, on January 17, 2019. 

429- On the next day, she texted Beryl: I am at the hospital for a brain scan. If anything 

happens to me I mean death.  Know that you are taking Jojo Don't be scared I am just 

making all my plans. I am scared about this scan But no worries. See you tomorrow. 

430- Miranda Tabi learned, sometime after January 20, 2019, that she had a brain cancer. 

The best prognosis for a brain cancer is death in a few months.  
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431- On January 29, 2019, she was admitted to the General Hospital and got operated for 

the brain tumor in the first week of February 2019. Mr. Bluteau was also admitted to a 

hospital, the Montfort Hospital on the same day as Miranda Tabi, later, in the evening. 

He got operated a few hours later. 

432- Here is the exchange of texts: 

 

Documents1 messageBeryl Tabi <berylryan95@gmail.com>26 octobre 2019 à 17 h 24À : 

jabluteau@gmail.com 

 

[1-17 16 h 10] MIRANDA: Hey Fon 

Hope all is well with you 

We need to meet and talk about my health. I got some news from my doctor.  

Don't tell anyone. I will let them know after we have talked 

What day is best for you? Was thinking weekend 

We can meet somewhere not in the house. Let me know what time and day is best 

Thank you 

Mimi 

[1-17 16 h 55] : Ok. Saturday after my work. Around 8:30 pm ? 

[1-17 17 h 55] MIRANDA: Ok. Where is best for you.  

South keys? 

[1-17 18 h 04] MIRANDA: Ok thank you 

See you then 

[1-17 18 h 10] : Ok see you 

[1-18 21 h 40] MIRANDA: Hello 

I am at the hospital for a brain scan 

If anything happens to me I mean death.  

Know that you are taking Jojo 

Don't be scared 

I am just making all my plans.  

I am scared about this scan 

But no worries 

See you tomorrow 

[1-18 22 h 31] : Please, abeg, abeg. Nothing Will happen To you in the name of 

jesus 

[1-18 22 h 54] MIRANDA: Amen!! 

[1-19 12 h 57] MIRANDA: On peut se voir dans la semain ou demain si tu viens a 

la maison. Il faut trop froid er je ne mesens Pas bien. 

[1-19 13 h 08] : Ok. Je vais passer à la maison demain 

[1-19 13 h 19] MIRANDA: Ok 

Document 150 – Texts between Miranda and Beryl January 17-19 2020 

433- When she left for Germany in 2017, Miranda asked Beryl to come to live at her house 

to take care of the children. 
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434- These texts do show a- that Mr. Ebokem is not Miranda Tabi’s spouse and b- that she 

was not consulting Mr. Bluteau on her affairs or estate. 

435- Mr. Ebokem did not realize that his $500,000 life insurance story was confirming that 

Miranda was not his spouse. If she had been his spouse, Miranda would have named 

him as beneficiary of her life insurance.  

436- Mr. Bluteau does not know how long Mr. Ebokem’s wild goose chase for the $500,000 

life insurance lasted. Most likely, Mr. Ebokem enquired about this possible insurance 

with Canada Life soon after Miranda’s death. 

Miranda Tabi’s House 

437- Mr. Bluteau knew that Miranda Tabi wanted Mr. Ebokem out of the house and that Mr. 

Ebokem did not want to leave. 

438- Mr. Ebokem told Mrs. Chartrand and Mr. Bluteau that he had given Miranda money to 

help her buying the house. He had no papers.  

439- Mr. Bluteau did not expect Mr. Ebokem to show him a bank transfer to confirm what 

he was saying. The house was bought on August 22, 2014.  Mr. Bluteau did not know 

at that time that Miranda Tabi existed. 

Document 43 – Read Abstracts 

440- Mr. Ebokem told Mr. Bluteau that he had attended a meeting with Miranda Tabi and 

the real estate lawyer with respect to the purchase of 631 Sunburst Street.  

441- Miranda Tabi signed, during the last meeting, the two following affidavits, particularly 

the Ontario Land Transfer Tax Refund Affidavit, as a single person in Mr. Ebokem’s 

presence: 

Document 76 Land Transfer Tax Affidavit – 2022 Form  

Document 77 Ontario Land Transfer Tax Refund Affidavit 

Mr. Ebokem’s marriage 
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442- The only personal information mentioned in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

is found at Paragraph 17:  

 

443- This information would have been related to Miranda Tabi too. 

444- Mr. Bluteau had found the information about the divorce by checking at the Family 

Law Counter, 30 minutes before the hearing of the first Motion to get him off the 

record: he was looking for the legal guardianship file. The clerk told him that there was 

also another file, the divorce file.  

445- Mr. Ebokem’s divorce, and therefore his marriage, was a matter of record in Ontario, 

on May 30, 2019, when his application for divorce was filed. 

446- Mr. Bluteau mentioned the divorce to Mr. Justice Hackland, on October 31, 2019, but 

to no avail.  

447- Mr. Ebokem’s marriage could also be known through Internet. Mr. Ebokem is a very 

rare name in Canada, judging from Google. 

448- References can be found, on Internet, to Mrs. Hannah Oolayou-Ebokem in 2009 and 

even in 2018, 8 years after her separation from Mr. Ebokem.  

449- Miranda Tabi believed that Mr. Ebokem was still seeing his first wife. See:  

Document 18 Hannah Oolayou-Ebokem 2009 

Document 100 Hannah Oolayou- Ebokem 2010 
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Document 19 Hannah Oolayou 2012 

Document 20 Hannah Oolayou-Ebokem 2018 

 

450- Mr. Bluteau did not know that Mr. Ebokem had been married before, in the Netherlands 

or elsewhere, and did not know whether steps had been formally taken in Canada, or 

elsewhere in the world, to annul that marriage or to divorce from his wife until March 

10, 2019, when Mr. Ebokem told Mr. Bluteau and Mrs. Chartrand about his Dutch 

marriage. 

451- Assuming that this information related only to Mr. Ebokem and was, on March 10, 

2019, after it had been conveyed to Mr. Bluteau, confidential, it was no longer 

confidential when Mr. Ebokem started the process of divorcing his wife, on March 15, 

2010, the day after Miranda Tabi’s death, by retaining Mrs. Lendor for that purpose.  

452- The fact that Mr. Ebokem informed Mrs. Chartrand that he was still married to someone 

else and talked about a possible divorce from his wife, so that he could be free to marry 

someone else, 4 days before Miranda died shows that he had not been able to reconcile 

with her, before March 10, 2019, or, to be more precise, before March 1, 2019, when 

Emergency transferred her to the Critical Care Unit.  

453- A few days before March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem had called one of Miranda’s closest 

friends and asked her if she could advance her trip from London, England to Ottawa so 

that she could help with arrangements for Miranda’s wedding at the Hospital.  

454- Miranda’s friend would not have known that Mr. Ebokem was married. Mr. Ebokem 

would not have told her. Two years before, she had sent Mrs. Chartrand the BBC story 

on Johanes Tabi’s biological father. It is reasonable to presume that she also informed 

Miranda Tabi. 
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455- She came to Ottawa and stayed at Miranda’s house. One night, she slept near Miranda’s 

bed, in an armchair, in the Critical Care Unit. In the morning, Mrs. Chartrand noticed 

that Miranda’s fingernails and toenails had been painted, obviously by Miranda’s 

friend.  

456- Miranda’s friend realized that Miranda was almost dead and could not marry anyone 

457- Mrs. Allen-Macartney would have been involved in this macabre plan.  

458- Mr. Ebokem wanted a photo of this legally impossible marriage, with Mrs. Allen-

Macartney as the officiating Minister, to prove that he was Miranda’s spouse, for 

financial purposes. 

459- On March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem impersonated Miranda Tabi on her Facebook account 

to announce the false, and frankly unbelievable news to people at the Critical Care Unit, 

that, on March 10, 2019, she had married Mr. Ebokem, at the Hospita 

460- On March 14, 2019, a few minutes after Miranda had died, Mr. Ebokem was asking the 

Social worker assigned to the Critical Care Unit how to prove that he was Miranda’s 

spouse. Her name is Donna Bottomley. 

461- Miranda’s friend remained in Ottawa until the funerals. On or around March 28, 2019, 

she gave Mrs. Chartrand the 2019 March documents.  

Document 74 – March 2019 documents 

462- Mr. Ebokem came to see Mrs. Chartrand to show her some documents. Mrs. Chartrand 

and Miranda’s friend made copies of some of them, on the photocopier in the basement, 

while Mr. Ebokem was patiently waiting in the living room, for the return of the 

documents. 

463- These documents were Miranda’s documents and are not confidential. Mr. Ebokem 

does not mention these documents, in his October 22, 2019 affidavit. 
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464- Mr. Ebokem’s marriage was known at the time by Mr. Ebokem’s family. His twin 

brother was one of the witnesses to the Dutch marriage. His mother was living with the 

twin brother at the time. 

Document 21- October 20, 2008 marriage 

 

465- Mrs. Allen-Macartney knew about the prior marriage.  

466- Mr. Ebokem’s divorce should have been mentioned in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit, because the divorce showed that Mr. Ebokem’s statement that Mr. Bluteau 

had been confidentially told by him that he was married and not divorced was totally 

inaccurate and false, not only on March 10, 2019, but also on October 31, 2019.  

467- On the day the divorce affidavit was sworn, Mr. Ebokem swore a false affidavit to get 

himself appointed as administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate. The date coincidence was 

mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit: 

1025- On July 24, 2019, Ebokem swore the divorce affidavit. On the same day, he swore the estate 

administrator affidavit. The divorce lawyer and the estate lawyer have neighboring offices.  

 

Document 15 – Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit 

Document 118 – Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 Affidavit - Jurat  

 

468- There was no reference to the July 24, 2019 estate affidavit in Mr. Ebokem’s October 

22, 2019 affidavit; there was only a mention in Paragraph 49 of his appointment as 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate.  

Document 23 - Mr. Ebokem – October 22, 2019 affidavit – Exhibit L 

 

469- Paragraphs 7 and following of Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit are false, 

particularly Paragraph 7.  
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470- Paragraph 7 is totally false; the mortgage was not coming up for renewal in August. 

Carefully, too carefully perhaps, the lawyer did not specify the exact date of the 

mortgage renewal. The mortgage had already been renewed, months before July 2019. 

471- As to Paragraph 8, it is more than very likely that Mr. Rouatt did not mention that Mr. 

Ebokem had committed a mortgage fraud when he enquired about a possible bond, if 

he did enquire for it, in this specific case.  

472- Among the documents provided by HOOPP’s counsel, on September 30, 2019, there 

was a clearly mendacious March 15, 2019 letter Mrs. Allen-Macartney had written, the 

day after Miranda Tabi’s death for Mr. Ebokem’s application for CPP survivor benefits. 

473- On that day, Mr. Ebokem was rather busy. First, he had to steal $2,000 more from 

Miranda Tabi’s account. Second, he had to pay with the money taken from Miranda 

Tabi’s account Mrs. Lendor’s retainer for his divorce from a wife he had been, 

according to what Mr. Ebokem says, separated for 8 years.  
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474- Third, he had to meet Mr. Reinhart, with or without Mrs. Allen-Macartney – it is 

possible that Mr. Reinhart came to see him or them – to swear his March 15, 2019 

statutory declaration of common law union.  

475- Fourth, he had to get Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s letter.  

476- Fifth, he had to look or sound sad when people, not everyone, just some people, were 

looking at him. 

477- Here is seriatim the basic information as to the confidentiality of every one of Mr. 

Ebokem’s alleged items of confidential information. There is, obviously, a certain level 

of duplication. 

Ebokem’s prior marriage 

478- This is the only item of alleged confidential information which belonged to Mr. 

Ebokem. 

479- Mr. Ebokem swore, on October 22, 2019, in Paragraph 17 of his affidavit, that he told 

Mr. Bluteau, on an unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis, 

with no one else present, that he had been married before and had not divorced. 

480- Mr. Ebokem knew, on October 22, 2019, that this item of information was not 

confidential either on October 22, 2019, on or around March 10, 2019, when the 

information was conveyed to Mr. Bluteau and Mrs. Chartrand, and on April 12, 2019. 

481- Mr. Ebokem had told Mr. Beryl Tabi, on or around March 10, 2019, that he had not 

divorced. Beryl Tabi already knew about Mr. Ebokem’s marriage. 

482- Mrs. Chartrand mentioned this information in reply to a comment made by Mr. Jacob 

Ekwa Duala-Ekoko during the April 7, 2019 meeting held at Mrs. Chartrand’s house, 

to the persons attending the meeting. 



173 
 

483- This means that everyone involved in the next meetings, on April 12, 2019 and July 

10, 2019, knew about Mr. Ebokem’s prior marriage. Mr. Ebokem filed for a divorce 

from his wife on May 30, 2019. In his divorce affidavit, he obviously disclosed the 

existence of his prior marriage. 

484- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem is complaining about information which 

was public since the July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, which had been copied to him 

and, therefore not confidential, months before the Statement of Claim.  

485- The OGPT letter did not lead Mr. Ebokem to become honest and to put an end to his 

mortgage fraud. Paragraphs 37 and following of his affidavit reads: 
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486- None of the documents sent to HOOPP by Mr. Ebokem was known to Mr. Bluteau 

before September 30, 2019. Mr. Bluteau had requested HOOPP’s lawyer for the 

documents relevant to some paragraphs of her Statement of Defence and the opposing 

counsel provided the relevant information. 

487- The only HOOPP document which was known – it did not come from Mr. Ebokem - 

had been circulated to the persons attending the April 12, 2019 meeting or, if one 

believes his May 5, 2022 and May 26, 2022 affidavits, given to Mr. Bluteau in a fake 

meeting held on March 23, 2019. 

488- The challenge mentioned in Paragraph 8 is the May 13, 2019 fax sent by Mrs. Chartrand 

to HOOPP, which fax reads: 



175 
 

 

 



176 
 

 

 

489- The following documents were attached to the fax: 

 

Document 11 Mrs. Chartrand’s May 13, 2019 fax to HOOPP 

490- The hand holding the passport pages is Mr. Bluteau’s left hand. The passport was laying 

on the conference table, in front of Mrs. Chartrand. The photo was taken during the 

meeting with the first funeral director, two days after Miranda’s death.  

491- According to Mr. Ebokem, Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT is an example 

of Mr. Bluteau’s smearing campaign. The letter was copied to Mr. Ebokem. He did not 

reply to it.  
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492- It should be noted that nothing was said in this letter about Mr. Ebokem’s prior 

marriage.  

493- The letter did not mention the request made by Mr. Ebokem to get the custody of 

Johanes Tabi and the legal guardianship of his property. IMr. Bluteau learned about 

this only on October 30, 2019. 

494- It should be noted also that nothing was said in this letter about Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage 

fraud. There was no evidence of anything having been done about the mortgage, which 

was due for renewal the next month.  

495- Nothing was said in the letter about HOOPP.  

496- As to Mrs. Chartrand’s role, Mr. Bluteau made it very clear in his letter, which was 

copied to Canada Life, that she was not involved with Miranda Tabi’s insurances or 

pensions with Canada Life.   

497- Here is seriatim the basic information as to the confidentiality of every one of Mr. 

Ebokem’s alleged items of confidential information. 

Ebokem’s prior marriage 

498- This is the only item of alleged confidential information which belonged to Mr. 

Ebokem. 

499- Mr. Ebokem swore, on October 22, 2019, in Paragraph 17 of his affidavit, that he told 

Mr. Bluteau, on an unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis, 

with no one else present, that he had been married before and had not divorced. 

500- He knew, on October 22, 2019, that this item of information was not confidential either 

on October 22, 2019, on or around March 10, 2019, when the information was 

conveyed to Mr. Bluteau and Mrs. Chartrand, and on April 12, 2019. 
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501- Mr. Ebokem had told Mr. Beryl Tabi, on or around March 10, 2019, that he had not 

divorced. Beryl Tabi already knew about Mr. Ebokem’s marriage. 

502- Mrs. Chartrand mentioned this information in reply to a comment made by Mr. Jacob 

Ekwa Duala-Ekoko during the April 7, 2019 meeting held at Mrs. Chartrand’s house. 

503- This means that everyone involved in the next meetings, on April 12, 2019 and July 

10, 2019, knew about Mr. Ebokem’s prior marriage. Mr. Ebokem filed for a divorce 

from his wife on May 30, 2019. In his divorce affidavit, he obviously disclosed the 

existence of his prior marriage. 

504- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem is complaining about information which 

was public since the July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, which had been copied to him 

and, therefore not confidential, months before the Statement of Claim.  

505- The OGPT letter did not lead Mr. Ebokem to become honest and to put an end to his 

mortgage fraud. Paragraphs 37 and following of his affidavit reads: 
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506- None of the documents sent to HOOPP by Mr. Ebokem was known to Mr. Bluteau 

before September 30, 2019. Mr. Bluteau had requested HOOPP’s lawyer for the 

documents relevant to some paragraphs of her Statement of Defence and the opposite 

counsel provided the relevant information. 

507- The only HOOPP document which was known – it did not come from Mr. Ebokem, 

but from HOOPP - was circulated to the persons attending the April 12, 2019 meeting.  

 

 

 

 



180 
 

508- According to Mr. Ebokem, Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT is an example 

of Mr. Bluteau’s smearing campaign. The letter was copied to Mr. Ebokem. He did not 

reply to it.  

509- It should be noted that nothing was said in this letter about Mr. Ebokem’s prior 

marriage. Mr. Bluteau knew about it at that time.  

510- The letter did not mention the request made by Mr. Ebokem to get the custody of 

Johanes Tabi and the legal guardianship of his property. It was relevant and a matter of 

public record. Mr. Bluteau learned about this on October 31, 2019. 

511- It should be noted also that nothing was said in this letter about Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage 

fraud. There was no evidence of anything having been done about the mortgage, which 

was due for renewal the next month. Mr. Bluteau mentioned that fact.  

512- On July 10, 2019, two days after the letter to the OGPT, Mr. Ebokem told the persons 

attending the meeting that he had made arrangements with respect to the mortgage. 

513- Nothing was said in the letter about HOOPP.  

514- As to Mrs. Chartrand’s role, Mr. Bluteau made it very clear in his letter, which was 

copied to Canada Life, that she was not involved with Miranda Tabi’s insurances or 

pensions with Canada Life.  

515- The report on Miranda Tabi’s Assets and Liabilities, which is Exhibit “C” to Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, was prepared by Mr. Jacob Ekwa Duala-Ekoko, 

who was assisting Mr. Ebokem during the April 12, 2019 meeting. The short report 

reads: 
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516- Every piece of information mentioned in the above-quoted paragraphs of Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 can be easily traced back to the April 12, 2019, except, of 

course, the accusations of unlawful acts.  

517- Mr. Ebokem accuses Mr. Bluteau of lying for having written in his letter to the OGPT 

that “The children are the only Miranda Tabi’s next-of-kin”. 

518- In the context of the letter, Mr. Bluteau should have written “heirs”, not “next-of- kin”. 

519- This is not a lie – there was no intent to deceive - but an opinion, to the same extent 

that the sentence found at the beginning of the OGPT letter, which is the reason why 

Mr. Ebokem is not a next-of-kin, in Mr. Bluteau’s opinion:  

She was single and left three minor children: Johannes Tabi (13) years old, whose biological father 

I don’t know the name; Marie (7 years old) whose father is Ben Ebokem and George (5 years old) 

whose father is Ben Ebokem. 

 

520- Mr. Bluteau made two accusations against Mr. Ebokem in his letter to OGPT. The first 

one is that “Ben Ebokem with the help of a person he knew, did online renew the 

vehicle licence plates in Miranda Tabi’s name after her death. Obviously, Mr. Ebokem 

did not notify the insurance. The renewal is clearly illegal.” 

521- This is one of the reasons why Mr. Ebokem should not be administrator of any estate. 

This information was given to Mrs. Chartrand and Mr. Bluteau, a few days before the 

April 12, 2019 meeting, by the man who wrote Miranda Tabi’s Assets and Liabilities 

report: Mr. Jacob Ekwa Duala-Ekoko.  

522- Mr. Ebokem admitted it was true, in the July 10, 2019 meeting held to discuss the July 

8, 2019 letter.  

523- The second accusation is that “Mr. Ebokem used the money in these accounts as if it 

belonged to him, which he knew not to be the case. For example, on the day of 
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Miranda’s death, he transferred $2,000 from her RCB account and he transferred the 

same amount on the next day, both times to one of his accounts.”  

524- This accusation was made by Mr. Bluteau, on April 12, 2019, on the basis of the 

examination of the RBC bank statement given to the persons attending the meeting. 

HOOPP information 

525- This information did not belong to Ebokem, but to Miranda Tabi and Mrs. Chartrand. 

526- What Mr. Ebokem gave during the April 12, 2019 meeting was a copy of a letter 

addressed to Mrs. Chartrand, which letter he had hidden from her. The day before the 

meeting, Mr. Ebokem had made an application to HOOPP for Miranda’s pension. The 

copy of the HOOPP letter given to Mr. Chartrand had a handwritten note stating the 

amount of the pension at a fraction of its real value and Page 2 was missing. 

527- All that is known about HOOPP comes from the information given by HOOPP, on 

September 30, 2019 to Mr. Bluteau and Mr. Ebokem’s lawyers. This information is 

found in Exhibit “G” of Mr. Ebokem’s affidavit. 

528- Mrs. Chartrand was entitled to be told by Mr. Ebokem about the HOOPP letter 

addressed to her. 

529- Mr. Ebokem swore in effect, on October 22, 2019, in his affidavit, that he told Mr. 

Bluteau, on an unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis about 

the so-called HOOPP information. 

530- Mr. Bluteau knew about the HOOPP pension at the end of March 2019 from the Perley 

Hospital.  

531- Mrs. Donna Bottomley, the social worker at the Critical Care Unit, gave Mr. Bluteau 

some information on HOOPP, two pages copied from HOOPP website, she wanted him 
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to give to Mrs. Chartrand, on April 8, 2019, while he was receiving his second 

chemotherapy infusion at the hospital.  

532- She was, obviously, one of the persons advising Mr. Ebokem on HOOPP at the time, 

and not Mr. Bluteau. 

533- Mr. Bluteau did not know that Mr. Reinhart was advising Mr. Ebokem on HOOPP in 

the spring of 2019. He would have learned, on September 30, 2019, that Mr. Reinhart 

was involved with HOOPP. 

534- Mr. Bluteau did not know, until 2022, that Mrs. Lendor was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer and 

knew about HOOPP. 

535- Mrs. Chartrand learned, before April 12, 2019, at the end of March 2019, that she had 

been named beneficiary by Miranda Tabi of her HOOPP pension. Miranda Tabi had 

kept Mrs. Chartrand as her beneficiary, year after year, until she died, on March 14, 

2019.  

536- This information was clearly not confidential, insofar as Mrs. Chartrand was 

concerned. 

537- It is rather difficult to understand how Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor can say that the 

so-called HOOPP information, a two-page letter addressed to Mrs. Chartrand with a 

note handwritten to con Mrs. Chartrand could be confidential information, which 

cannot be used against Mr. Ebokem by any lawyer, in a civil or criminal proceeding 

against Mr. Ebokem.  

Sun Life trust 

538- This information did not belong to Mr. Ebokem. 

539- Mrs. Chartrand was entitled to be told by Mr. Ebokem about the Sun Life information, 

since she was the trustee of the Sun Life insurance. 
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540- It is impossible to understand how Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor can see a conflict of 

interest with respect to a matter in which Mr. Ebokem never had any legal interest and 

for which Mrs. Chartrand is the named trustee. 

541- Mr. Ebokem swore in his October 22, 2019 affidavit, that he told Mr. Bluteau, on an 

unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis information on the 

Sun Life insurance.  

542- Mrs. Chartrand learned, before April 11, 2019, at the end of March 2019, that she had 

been named trustee by Miranda Tabi of her Sun Life insurance.  

543- Mr. Bluteau knew about the Sun Life insurance, on or around April 2, 2019. 

544- On April 12, 2019, Mr. Eboken told the persons attending a meeting, including Mrs. 

Chartrand, that Mrs. Chartrand had been named trustee by Miranda Tabi of her Sun 

Life insurance. 

545- Mrs. Chartrand received the cheques from Sun Life in May 2019 and she had to ask a 

Court to order Mr. Ebokem to give her copies of the children’s birth certificates and 

passports so that she could open trust accounts for the children. 

Document 24 – Mr. Bluteau’s December 14, 2019 letter to Mr. Ebokem 

546- This information cannot be confidential: it is the basis of Mr. Ebokem’s application. 

He does have to disclose it. Otherwise, he has no case at all. 

547- The information relating to the Sun Life insurance was mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s July 

8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, which was copied to Mr. Ebokem. The letter is an Exhibit 

annexed to Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit. The letter reads: 

July 8, 2019 

 

By Fax: 613-241-1567 

 
The Office of the Public Guardian and Trustee 
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351 Preston Street, Suite 200 

Ottawa, ON K1S 2E6 

 

Re: Miranda Tabi 

 
Dear Madam or Sir: 

 

The purpose of this letter is to give you the background to substantiate an application for the Office of 

the Public Guardian and Trustee to be involved in this case. 

 

Miranda Tabi, who was a Canadian citizen and an Ontario resident, died on March 14, 2019. She was 

born on March 22, 1974. She was single and left three minor children: Johannes Tabi (13) years old, 

whose biological father I don’t know the name; Marie (7 years old) whose father is Ben Ebokem and 

George (5 years old) whose father is Ben Ebokem. 

 

The children are the only Miranda Tabi’s next-of kin. 

 

Miranda died without a will and she had not made any powers of attorney. Copy of the

 physician’s death certificate is attached. 

 

She owned a house situated at 631 Sunburst Street, Ottawa, Ontario, K1T 3W6. I have not seen the title 

documents, but I understand from Miranda that she was the sole owner of the property. 

 

The house mortgage is due for renewal in mid-August 2019. Nothing seems to have been done with 

respect to this. 

 

She also owned, or leased, a new vehicle. Her brother Beryl Tabi, signed as a guarantor.it should be 

mentioned that Ben Ebokem with the help of a person he knew, did online renewed the vehicle licence 

plates in Miranda Tabi’s name after her death. Obviously, Mr. Ebokem did not notify the insurance. The 

renewal is clearly illegal. 

 

Miranda Tabi seemed to have two bank accounts – maybe more accounts: one with the RBC and the 

other with Scotia Bank. It is my understanding that the banks were not notified of Miranda’s death and 

that Mr. Ebokem used the money in these accounts as if it belonged to him, which he knew not to be the 

case. For example, on the day of Miranda’s death, he transferred $2,000 from her RCB account and he 

transferred the same amount on the next day, both times to one of his accounts.  

 

None of Miranda’s accounts was joint with anyone. 

 

Her credit cards and line of credits need to be closed. 

 

She subscribed a number of insurance policies. One of them was made to Joan Chartrand, her aunt and 

in fact her second mother, in trust for the three minor children. Mrs. Chartrand, who is in the process to 

deal with this matter asked several times Mr. Ebokem for a copy of the children’s birth certificates and 

passports so as to open a trust account for them, but to no avail. 

 

There was an insurance policy with RBC, which was cancelled some years ago. 

 

Miranda took a Critical Illness policy for the amount of $50,000 after she had been diagnosed with the 

cancer she died from. Mr. Ebokem tried to collect from the insurance policy when Miranda was still 

alive but was unable to do anything and told by the insurance that he needed a power of attorney. From 

the documents sent to the insurance company, it is very doubtful, to say the least, that the insurance is 

valid. No effort was made to follow up on this claim. 
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Miranda subscribed an insurance policy in favour of her first child Johannes 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. 

 

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 emails 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. 

 

Feel free to contact me for further information. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

André Bluteau 

 
Document 53- Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to OGPT 

Document 45 – Miranda Tabi’s death certificate 

Document 59- March 23, 2019 email 

Document 60- March 25, 2019 email 

548- It is abundantly clear that Mr. Bluteau was not Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer on March 23, 

2019, on March 25, 2019 and on July 8, 2019. The two March 2019 emails and the July 

8, 2019 letter are quite explicit on this.  

549- It is also abundantly clear that these documents were not viewed as confidential in the 

first Motion. It is not clear how one can argue, in a subsequent Motion, that they are, 

because they are sent to two persons, confidential. But this seems the argument made 

by Mrs. Lendor though her mouthpiece, Mr. Ebokem, in his May 5, 2022 affidavit.  

Canada Life insurances 

550- This information belonged to Miranda Tabi. 

551- The information concerning the Canada Life critical illness insurance was known to 

Mrs. Chartrand before the April 12, 2019 meeting. 
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552- The information concerning the Canada Life insurance whose Johanes Tabi was the 

beneficiary was known to Mrs. Chartrand at the end of March 2019 

553- Mr. Ebokem swore, on October 22, 2019, in his affidavit, that he told Mr. Bluteau, on 

an unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis about the Canada 

Life insurances.  

554- He knew, on October 22, 2019, that this item of information was not confidential either 

on October 22, 2019 or on April 12, 2019. 

555- On April 12, 2019, Ebokem told the persons attending the meeting, including Mrs. 

Chartrand, about the Canada Life insurances. 

556- It was mentioned in the July 8, 2019 letter to OGPT that Mrs. Chartrand stopped 

communicating with Canada Life when it had been ascertained that no trustee had been 

named. 

557- The information was clearly not confidential. 

House ownership and mortgage 

558- This information belonged to Miranda Tabi.  

559- Mrs. Chartrand knew that Miranda Tabi owned her own house and that the house was 

mortgaged.  

560- Mr. Ebokem swore, in his October 22, 2019 affidavit, that he told Mr. Bluteau, on an 

unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis about the house and 

the mortgage. 

561- He knew, on October 22, 2019, that this item of information was not confidential either 

on October 22, 2019, on or around March 10, 2019 and on April 12, 2019. 

562- On April 12, 2019, Ebokem told the persons attending the meeting, including Mrs. 

Chartrand, that the house was owned by Miranda Tabi and that it was mortgaged. 
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563- The ownership and mortgage information, including the renewal date of the mortgage, 

was mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, which was copied to 

Mr. Ebokem. On July 10, 2019, Ebokem mentioned to the persons attending the 

meeting, including Mrs. Chartrand, that Miranda Tabi’s house was mortgaged. 

564- The ownership and mortgage information is a matter of public record. The ownership 

and mortgage information is found in Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit. The 

565- Mr. Ebokem did not tell Mr. Bluteau about his mortgage fraud. 

566- The house and mortgage information is clearly not confidential. 

Toyota SUV 

567- This information belonged to Miranda Tabi. 

568- The information respecting the Toyota vehicle was known by Mrs. Chartrand and Mr. 

Beryl Tabi long before the April 12, 2019 meeting. Mr. Beryl Tabi co-signed for the 

leasing and Mrs. Chartrand gave Miranda Tabi $500 to help her with buying the car. 

Mr. Ebokem did not co-sign for the leasing and did not contribute to the purchase of 

the car. 

569- Mr. Ebokem swore, in his October 22, 2019 affidavit, that he told Mr. Bluteau, on an 

unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis information on the 

Toyota vehicle. 

570- He knew, on October 22, 2019, that this item of information was not confidential either 

on October 22, 2019 and on or before April 12, 2019. 

571- On April 12, 2019, Mr. Ebokem told the persons attending the meeting, including Mrs. 

Chartrand, that the ownership and financing details concerning the Toyota vehicle. 

572- The Toyota ownership and financing information was mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s July 

8, 2019 letter to OGPT, which was copied to Mr. Ebokem. 
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573- The Toyota ownership and financing information is found in Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 

2019 affidavit. 

574- The information is clearly not confidential. 

Miranda Tabi’s passport 

575- Miranda Tabi’s Passport does not belong to Mr. Ebokem. 

576- Mrs. Chartrand was named in the passport as the person to contact in cases of 

emergency, not Mr. Ebokem. 

577- Mr. Ebokem made it available to the persons attending the meeting at the first funeral 

home, a few days after Miranda’s death. 

578- Mrs. Chartrand took a picture of the relevant pages of Miranda’s passport. 

RBC bank account and other bank accounts 

579- This information belonged to Miranda Tabi. 

580- Mrs. Chartrand did not know of Miranda Tabi’s bank accounts until April 12, 2019. 

581- Mr. Ebokem swore, on October 22, 2019, in his affidavit, that he told Mr. Bluteau, on 

an unspecified date, at an unspecified location, on a confidential basis about Miranda 

Tabi’s bank accounts.  

582- He knew, on October 22, 2019, that this item of information was not confidential either 

on October 22, 2019 or on April 12, 2019. 

583- On April 12, 2019, Mr. Ebokem told the persons attending the meeting, including Mrs. 

Chartrand, about Miranda Tabi’s bank accounts. He gave a copy to the persons 

attending the meeting of the February 22, 2019-March 22, 2019 statement for the RBC 

account. 

584- The RBC bank account was mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the 

OGPT, which was copied to Mr. Ebokem. 
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585- The information on Miranda Tabi’s bank accounts is found in Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 

2019 affidavit. 

586- Mr. Bluteau knew, from the April 12, 2019 report on Miranda’s Assets and Liabilities 

that Miranda did not have any joint accounts with Mr. Ebokem. 

587- The information was clearly not confidential. 

588- Mr. Ebokem did not provide the other RBC statements and any statements with respect 

to Miranda Tabi’s bank accounts. 

589- From the information in his July 24, 2019 affidavit, it seems that he has used these 

accounts a lot. 

Two residential addresses 

590- Mr. Ebokem did not tell Mr. Bluteau about his second residential address. 

591- Mr. Bluteau does not know other addresses Mr. Ebokem might have used in the past. 

592- There is no information available on the other ways Mr. Ebokem hid address 

information for illegitimate financial purposes. 

Income Tax Returns 

593- Mr. Ebokem did not provide any information to Mr. Bluteau with respect to his or 

Miranda Tabi’s income tax returns or his or her bank accounts. 

Bank Accounts 

594- Mr. Bluteau knew, from March 23, 2019 that Mr. Ebokem had one or more accounts 

at the TD Bank. That is where Mr. Ebokem went with Mrs. Chartrand to try to open a 

trust account for the minor children’s donations, on March 23, 2019.  

595- Some information on Mr. Ebokem’s bank accounts was also available from the 

documents provided, on September 30, 2019 to Mr. Bluteau and Mr. Ebokem’s counsel 

by HOOPP. 
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Mr. Ebokem’s car 

596- Mr. Bluteau knew, on October 31, 2019, that Mr. Ebokem had a car, which was totally 

destroyed in an accident, around 2016. From what he remembers, Mr. Ebokem had no 

driver’s license or insurance at that time. Mr. Bluteau did not check or use this 

information, which was not confidential. Mr. Ebokem did not consult Mr. Bluteau on 

this. 

Mr. Ebokem’s Life Insurance 

597- Mr. Ebokem told Mr. Bluteau, on March 10, 2019, that he had a life insurance, but that 

Miranda Tabi was not the beneficiary of his life insurance. 

598- Mr. Bluteau learned, on September 30, 2019, from the HOOPP documents provided to 

him, on that date, that Mr. Ebokem had a life insurance, potentially of $500,000, with 

Primerica. The actual value of the life insurance, in 2019, is not known. 
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599- Mr. Bluteau knew that Mr. Ebokem was not the primary wage-earner. In her March 15, 

2015 letter to CPP, Mrs. Allen-Macartney wrote: 
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600- Mr. Bluteau knew in January 2019 that Mr. Ebokem was working as a cleaner in a hotel 

very close to his law office.  

601- A person who visited Miranda at the Hospital was one of Mr. Ebokem’s co-workers at 

the hotel near Mr. Bluteau’s law office, by then, former law office. Mrs. Chartrand gave 

her a lift back either to her house or her work. She told Mrs. Chartrand that Mr. Ebokem 

had asked for time off because of Miranda’s illness and that his job would be available 

to him when he is able to come back.  

Mr. Ebokem’s email addresses 

602- Mr. Ebokem used more than one email account.  

603- The main email address was told to Mr. Bluteau by Mrs. Chartrand. Mr. Ebokem has 

been using the same main email address since 2008. 

Question about Apple Audio Players & Recorders 

Probelm with my Apple Ipot 

Please,I have a problem with my Mp3 Ipot.It can't play.When i put it on, it says contact 

www.apple.com/support/ipot. 

Beside that,I don't have the receipt of this Ipot with me now.Because it was bought by a friend from 

China.So is it possible to use the serial number to contact the Apple representative Here in The 

Netherlands. 

Pls you can contact me ebokembenny@yahoo.com. 

Thanks 

Posted by Benny man on Nov 04, 2007 

https://www.fixya.com/support/t244068-probelm_apple_ipot 

Mr. Ebokem’s illnesses 

https://www.fixya.com/support/t244068-probelm_apple_ipot
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604- Mr. Bluteau learned, in 2022, in his review of the evidence, that Mr. Ebokem spent 

some time at a Hospital for a hernia operation, some time after 2016. 

Mr. Ebokem’s religion 

605- For more than one year, on Sundays, Mr. Bluteau took care of Andrew at or around the 

Gloucester Presbyterian Church. He remembered seeing Miranda and the two younger 

children at the Church. He does not remember having ever seen Mr. Ebokem at the 

Church. 

606- Mr. Bluteau is not a member of the Gloucester Presbyterian Church or of any religious 

denomination.  

Ebokem’s adulteries 

607- Mr. Bluteau does not know anything about Mr. Ebokem’s private life. He knows that 

Miranda Tabi accused Mr. Ebokem of adulteries.  

Small envelope 

608- On March 28, 2019, Mr. Ebokem had in his hand this small brownish envelope when 

he met with Mrs. Chartrand. Mr. Ebokem said that the envelope had been given to him 

by Miranda Tabi. Miranda Tabi was unable to give anything to anyone between March 

1, 2019 and March 14, 2019. 

609- Mr. Ebokem had got the list of all Miranda Tabi’s accounts and passwords. She had 

written them on a small brownish envelope, the type of envelope one gets from the 

bank. 

610- The documents obtained on or around March 28, 2019, from Mr. Ebokem are described 

below. 

PART 3-3 

OTHER DOCUMENTS OBTAINED FROM EBOKEM 

1- Le paragraphe 745 de mon affidavit se lit comme suit : 
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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. Joan Chartrand made copies of some of them. This took place before the 

funerals. 

 

1- Les documents sont les suivants : 

a- Lettre du 4 mars 2019 de Coughlin à Miranda Tabi. 

b- Lettre du 19 février 2019 de Coughlin à Miranda Tabi. 

c- Lettre du 12 décembre 2019 de Coughlin à Miranda Tabi. 

d- Lettre du 6 décembre 2019 de Coughlin à Miranda Tabi. 

e- Attending Physician’s Statement – Canada Life – le 5 mai 2018. 

f- Consultation – Docteur McGee – le 11 mai 2018. 

g- Lettre du 25 avril 2018 (critical illness claim package). 

h- Lettre du 27 septembre 2018 de Canada Life. 

i- Lettre du 27 septembre 2018 de Canada Life du 27 septembre 2018 et copie de la police 

d’assurance révisée le 27 septembre 2017. 

j- Lettres de HOOPP envoyées au début de 2014 et 2015. 

La copie de ces documents se trouve à la Pièce- Exhibit « G ». 

2- De ces documents, que m’a remis Joan Chartrand, j’apprenais que Johanes Tabi était 

probablement le bénéficiaire d’une assurance-vie de 100 000 $ avec la Canada Life, 

que des renseignements sur la santé de Miranda Tabi avaient été envoyés à la Canada 

Life avant son décès, qu’elle avait révisé l’assurance-vie dont Johanes Tabi était le 

bénéficiaire moins de 2 ans avant son décès et que Joan Chartrand était la bénéficiaire 

désignée du plan de pension HOOPP de Miranda Tabi en 2014 et 2015.  

3- Un point qui peut être important. La police d’assurance-vie avec la Canada Life avait 

été révisée, le 27 septembre 2018 et la Canada Life avait été informée, dans le cadre 

d’une demande relative à une assurance maladies graves, que Miranda Tabi souffrait 

d’un cancer avancé en 2018. La Canada Life sait que Miranda Tabi est décédée, le 14 

mars 2019. 

4- Le 15 mai 2019, la Canada Life écrivait à Joan Chartrand pour lui envoyer le formulaire 

de réclamation pout l’assurance-vie dont Johanes Tabi était le bénéficiaire. 

5- Je lui ai conseillé de ne pas donner suite à la lettre du 15 mai 2019 de la Canada Life.  
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6- Dans son affidavit du 22 octobre 2019, Ebokem dit qu’il a remis, lors de la réunion du 

12 avril 2019, aux participants des documents additionnels à ceux qu’il a produits à 

l’appui de son affidavit.  

7- Il n’a remis en fait qu’un seul document. Il a fait circuler un second document qu’il a 

oublié de reprendre quand la réunion a pris brusquement fin. 

8- Il a remis le relevé du compte RBC de Miranda Tabi du 24 décembre 2019 au 22 mars 

2019. Une copie de ce document se trouve à la Pièce-Exhibit « E-1 ». 

9- J’ai soulevé lors de la réunion les transferts de 2 000 $ le jour de la mort de Miranda 

Tabi et le lendemain.  

10- Ebokem avait aussi fait circuler une lettre du 22 mars 2019 adressée à Joan Chartrand, 

qui avait été envoyée non à l’adresse de cette dernière, mais à celle de Miranda Tabi. 

La lettre se trouve à la Pièce-Exhibit « I ». 

11- Les notes manuscrites à la dernière page sont probablement de Jacob, la personne qui 

conseillait Ebokem pour et à la réunion. 

12- Ebokem n’avait pas fait de copies de la lettre du 22 mars 2019 pour les participants à 

la réunion. 

13- La dernière personne qui a reçu la lettre était Joan Chartrand, qui me l’a remise. 

14- La lettre du 22 mars 2019 de HOOPP ne mentionnait pas le montant de la pension. La 

note manuscrite mentionnait le montant estimé de la pension.  

15- Ebokem avait utilisé le montant des contributions de Miranda Tabi en 2014 pour donner 

le montant de la pension mentionné dans le document de présentation remis aux 

participants. 

16- Son but était de jeter de la poudre aux yeux des participants, notamment Joan 

Chartrand, et faciliter ainsi son plan de lui faire renoncer à la pension HOOPP, sachant 

très bien que le montant des contributions était très inférieur, en fait de 90% environ, à 

celui de la pension.  

17- Je connaissais depuis la fin de mars 2019 l’existence possible d’une pension HOOPP 

dont Joan Chartrand serait la bénéficiaire.  

18- Je suis intervenu, avec l’accord de Joan Chartrand, pour informer Ebokem et ses 

assistants ainsi que les autres participants que Joan Chartrand fera ce que les documents 

disaient. La réunion a pris fin et la copie de la lettre est restée chez Joan Chartrand. 
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19- Le 12 avril 2019, Ebokem avait déjà entamé sa demande auprès de HOOPP, comme on 

peut le constater de la défense du 24 septembre 2019 de HOOPP. 
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Part 6 – Mrs. Lendor was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer in 2019 - Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 

2019 affidavit, which was commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, is false. 

611- Mr. Justice Hackland’s October 31, 2019 decision is based solely on his opinion that 

Mr. Bluteau was, in the first months of 2019, giving legal advice to Mr. Ebokem on 

matters of concern to him at that time. 

Document 181 – Page 13 of the transcript of Mr. Justice Hackland’s reasons 

612- The following persons gave legal or financial advice to Mr. Ebokem during the first 

part of 2019 against Mrs. Chartrand: 

- Pastor Edwin Nkengla (from March 14, 2019) – Retour au pays natal insurance. 

- Pastor Paul Ekwa (from March 1, 2019) – Retour au pays natal insurance, renewal of 

license plates, mortgage fraud and estate fraud, CPP fraud and HOOPP fraud. 

- Pastor Allen-Macartney (from March 1, 2019 to 2023) – every one of Ebokem’s frauds 

and perjuries. 

- Mrs. Evelyn Musonge (from March 1, 2019) – Retour au pays natal insurance, 

mortgage fraud and estate fraud, CPP fraud and HOOPP fraud. 

- Mr. Reinhart (from March 14, 2019) – CPP fraud and HOOPP fraud. 

- Mrs. Donna Bottomley (from March 1, 2019) – Canada Pension Plan and HOOPP. 

- Mrs. Lendor (from March 15, 2019). 

- Mr. Rouatt (from June 2019) – mortgage fraud and estate fraud. 

613- Miranda Tabi died on March 14, 2019. She owned her own house, her own car and had 

some life insurance plans and a HOOPP pension plan. She left nothing to Mr. Ebokem, 

from which she had separated in early 2017 and had not reconciled with him before she 

became comatose, on March 1, 2019.  
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614- Mrs. Lendor was in fact Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer in the relevant period of 2019. She did 

his divorce from the Canadian woman who had sponsored him for immigration and had 

married him in the Netherlands. 

615- On March 23, 2019, 7 days after Miranda’s death, Mrs, Chartrand met with Mr. 

Ebokem at a TD bank to set up a trust account for the 3 minor children, in anticipation 

of the donations expected from the Cameroonian community, family members and 

friends. It was not possible to set up a trust account: Mr.. Ebokem wanted to have all 

the donations transferred to him. Mr. Bluteau sent Mrs. Chartrand an email which she 

read to Mr. Ebokem and the TD employe. The email specifically mentioned that the 

persons reading this email should seek advice from their own lawyers. 

616- On March 25, 2019, Mr. Bluteau sent to Mr. Ebokem, the Bank employee and Mrs, 

Chartrand a document from the Attorney General’s website. The information was 

correct and the document which was copied in the email explained how to administer 

an estate without a will and with minor children.  

617- Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 2019 email attached his March 23, 2019 email.  

618- Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 2019 email was probably given by Mr. Ebokem to other 

persons. Referring someone to an information document from the Attorney General is 

not giving legal advice.  

619- Judging from her documents in support of an express Motion with respect to Johanes 

Tabi’s interim custody and his appointment as legal guardian of his property, Mrs. 

Lendor had not read in full the information document from the Attorney General’s 

website or tried to pass a fast one to the express motions judge. 
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620- Mr. Justice Shelton refused to appoint a legal guardian of Johanes Tabi’s property 

without the input from the OCL, the Office of the Children’s Lawyer. This part of the 

application was suspended sine die by Mrs. Lendor in September 2019, a month before 

the Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the record. 

621- Mr. Bluteau mentioned to Mr. Justice Hacklamd the existence of two files involving 

Mr. Ebokem: his divorce application and his application for interim custody and legal 

guardianship of property. Mr. Justice Hackland showed no interest to this rather 

relevant information. Mrs. Lendor’s name was not mentioned to Mr. Justice Hackland. 

Mr. Bluteau did not know about the divorce, the interim custody /and the legal 

guardianship of property application before October 31, 2019, the day of the hearing 

when he got the information, at around 9:30 from the Family Law counter. He had no 

time to copy the file on that day.  

622- Mr. Bluteau was not the one advising Mr. Ebokem on these matters and he was not the 

one advising him on the frauds Mr. Ebokem committed against Mrs. Chartrand and 

Miranda’s estate.  

623- Mr. Ebokem was advised and seconded in this Retour au pays natal fraud, which was 

committed on or around March 15, 2019, by Pastor Nkengla, who had control over the 

insurance money, Pastor Ekwa, who advised and seconded Mr. Ebokem from March 

1, 2019 to the end of July 2019, Pastor Allen-Macartney who advised and seconded 

Mr. Ebokem with respect to his frauds and perjuries from March 1, 2019 to now and 

Mrs. Evelyn Musonge, who advised and seconded M. Ebokem from March 1, 2019 to 

the end of July 2019. 
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624- An almost complete list of Miranda Tabi’s assets was compiled by Mr. Ekwa, who met 

Mr. Ebokem a few times at the Hospital in March 2019. He gave the family members 

who attended the only substantive meeting on April 12, 2019 his computer-dated list 

of assets. 

625- None of these persons accepted to testify in support of Mr. Ebokem’s defamation and 

calumny against Mr. Bluteau. Every one of these persons had seen Mr. Bluteau in 

March 2019 at the Hospital, who did not attend any meeting at the Hospital. His job 

was to take care of Andrew.  

626- Mrs. Allen-Macartney had seen Mr. Bluteau many times at her church in the preceding 

year taking care of Andrew. Mr. Bluteau does not belong to the Presbyterian Church 

and did not attend the services.  

627- Pastor Ekwa admitted, in early April 2019, that he had shown Mr. Ebokem to get online 

the renewal of the license plate on Miranda Tabi’s car after her death. This was 

mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT, without giving the name 

of the person who had helped Mr. Ebokem.  

628- Mrs. Lendor and others received a copy of Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter. A copy of 

the letter, without its attachments, was annexed to Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit and a full copy of the letter was attached to Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 

21, 2019 affidavit.  

629- Mr. Ekwa, Mrs. Musonge, Mrs. Allen-Macartney and Mr. Reinhart advised Mr. 

Ebokem with respect to Mr. Ebokem’s CPP application and HOOPP application. Mrs. 

Lendor knew about the HOOPP application, as one can see from the May 24, 2019 

affidavit that she prepared and commissioned for Mr. Ebokem. 
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630- Mrs. Allen-Macartney and Mrs. Musonge clearly knew about Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage 

fraud, on July 10, 2019. Mrs. Lendor would have known about it on or around that date, 

if not earlier. 

631- In 2022, Mrs. Lendor was pretending through Mr. Ebokem’s three false affidavits that 

Mr. Bluteau was Mr. Ebokem’s legal adviser in 2019. She was lying. 

632- Between March 1, 2019 and March 14, 2019, Mrs. Allen-Macartney was trying to 

arrange a marriage between Miranda Tabi, who was comatose, in the General 

Hospital’s Critical Care Unit, and Mr. Ebokem.  

633- It is not known which other persons were involved in this fraud. 

634- During this period of time, Mr. Ebokem, who was not divorced, contacted a lawyer he 

knew or heard of, Mrs. Lendor, with respect to a possible divorce. Mr. Ebokem was 

informed that he needed to pay upfront a $3,000 retainer for his uncontested divorce.  

635- Paragraph 35 of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit reads: 

 

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

636- Mr. Ebokem was lying about having no funds: he was able to pay two $3,000 retainers 

for Mrs. Lendor’s services with respect, first, to his uncontested divorce and, second, 

for his motion to get the custody of Johanes Tabi as well as to pay a $ 6,000 retainer, 

in July 2019, for Mr. Rouatt’s legal services with respect to his false July 24, 2019 

affidavit to obtain the administration of Miranda Tabi’s estate. Mr. Ebokem gave the 
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information with respect to Mr. Rouatt’s fees to the persons attending a July 10, 2019 

meeting at the Gloucester Presbyterian Church. Mr. Bluteau did not attend that meeting. 

637- Mrs. Lendor gave her Christ-like mediation version of the meeting in the second part 

of her October 21, 2019 affidavit. The real purpose of the meeting was for her, Mr. 

Ebokem and Mrs. Musonge to attempt to get an agreement for the sending of a letter to 

the OGPT contradicting Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter and for the group to pay Mr. 

Rouatt’s fees. Nobody showed any interest in helping Mr. Ebokem with Mr. Rouatt’s 

fees.  

638- Mr. Ebokem, at his request, met with Mr. Bluteau and Mrs. Chartrand, on or around 

March 10, 2019, 4 days before Miranda died.   

639- Mr. Ebokem did not expressly ask, during that meeting, Mr. Bluteau for a free divorce. 

He mentioned that a lawyer, whom he did not identify, was asking $3,000 for his 

uncontested divorce.  

640- Mr. Bluteau told Mr. Ebokem that many people file their own uncontested divorces and 

mentioned where Mr. Ebokem could get free help for his divorce. 

641- On March 14, 2019, the day Miranda Tabi died, Mr. Ebokem transferred $2,000 from 

Miranda Tabi’s RBC account to one of his, and, the next day, transferred another 

$2,000 to an account of his.  

642- The use of the money taken without right by Mr. Ebokem, on March 14, 2019 and 

March 15, 2019 was mentioned in Mr. Bluteau’s May 19, 2022 affidavit in very clear 

terms, at Paragraph 143.  

On the day Miranda died and on the following day, Mr. Ebokem transferred in total $2,000 from 

her personal account to his. On April 12, 2019, at the family meeting, I asked him to explain why 

he had stolen that money and I got no answer from him. This was one of my two interventions 

during the meeting. Both unsolicited and unwelcome. Mr. Ebokem would have used this money to 

pay part of the $3,000 retainer asked by Mrs. Lendor for his divorce.  



210 
 

 

Document 22 – Mr. Bluteau’s May 19, 2022 affidavit 

 

643- In his May 26, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem did not discuss or deny this accusation.  If 

the accusation, which had been made by Mr. Bluteau as early as April 12, 2019, during 

the family meeting, held after the funerals, had been unfounded, Mrs. Lendor, who 

commissioned Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 affidavit, would have denied it.  

644- On March 15, 2019, Mr. Ebokem swore a false affidavit to get the CPP survivor’s 

benefits. The affidavit was commissioned by Mr. Reinhart. Mrs. Allen-Macartney 

wrote a reference letter supporting Mr. Ebokem’s CPP application.  

Document 42 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, Exhibit “G” 

645- The second retainer would have been given to Mrs. Lendor after March 17, 2019, 

sometime before the imaginary March 23, 2019 meeting, which is described in Mr. 

Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit in one way and in his May 26, 2022 affidavit in a 

different way.  

646- Mrs. Lendor, who knew what really happened, on or around March 23, 2019, 

commissioned both affidavits. She knew that there was no meeting on or around March 

23, 2019. She was lying: lying is telling something false with the intention to deceive 

others. 

647- The fake March 23, 2019 meeting was not mentioned in Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 

2022 affidavit or in his October 22, 2019 affidavit. Mr. Ebokem seems to live in 

different alternative universes, one for each affidavit he swears.  

Document 44 – Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit 

Document 9 – Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit 

Document 1 – Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 affidavit 
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648- At Paragraph 7 of his May 5, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem described the fictitious March 

23, 2019 meeting in these words: 

Shortly after Miranda’s passing, Ms. Chartrand told me that her common law spous, Mr. Bludeau 

would provide me with legal advice and help me navigate the legal challenges, should Miranda 

Tabi’s pass away. Then they invited me to their house, an invitation which I accepted to attend their 

home with five (5) community members. When I went to their home, on approximately March 23, 

2019, I provided Mr. Bluteau with my file of legal documents and insurance policies. Once he 

reviewed the file, Mr. Bluteau then told us that since his partner’s name (Ms. Chartrand) is on one 

of the documents, then he will work for her, not me. Then the community members who were there 

with me raised the issue that there was a conflict of interest. The community members and I believe 

that he cannot review my file, then use the information he got to work against me. 

 

649- The last two sentences of this tale, which read: 

Then the community members who were there with me raised the issue that there was a conflict of 

interest. The community members and I believe that he cannot review my file, then use the 

information he got to work against me. 

 

 are perhaps attempting to depict the departure of Mr. Ebokem and his companions 

leaving the meeting bras dessus, bras dessous singing a cappella a conflict-of-interest 

scene a la Gilbert and Sullivan. 

650- In Paragraph 11 of his May 26, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem described the same 

fictitious March 23, 2019 meeting in these rather sibylline terms:  

In paragraphs 49 to 51 of his October 22, 2019, affidavit Mr. Bluteau acknowledges that he 

provided me with legal advice during a family meeting after he review my documents in the 

presence of more than 5 community members. The Applicant, Ms. Chartrand, was the one who 

asked me to come to their home and Bluteau will help me navigate the legal issues I had to deal 

with upon the passing of Miranda Tabi. That is how Mr. Bluteau got information from me and used 

it against me in the HOOP legal proceedings. 

 

651- There were, on May 26, 2022, more than 5 community members along Mr. Ebokem. 

There were only 5 community members, five potential false witnesses, in Mr. 

Ebokem’s first version of his fairy tale, which is found in his May 5, 2022 affidavit.  

652- Mrs. Lendor invented items of legal advice which Mr. Bluteau would have given to 

Mr. Ebokem although it was clear that there was no such item according to Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Mr. Glass.  
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653- She was using the same facts and conclusion reached by Mr. Glass, in October 2019, 

replacing Mr. Glass’ unsupported argument by a novel argument which just made no 

sense.  

654- She was in fact reiterating the vile defamatory comments found in Mr. Ebokem’s 

October 22, 2019 affidavit, knowing that she, and not Mr. Bluteau, was Mr. Ebokem’s 

lawyer at that time and until at least October 2019.  

655- Paragraphs 9-11 of Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit read: 

8. Mr. Bluteau wrote to me as well as Ms. Joan Chartrand (the Applicant on March 25, 2019). He 

provided us both with advice and his opinion regarding the management of Miranda’s estate for the 

benefit of the children. Attached to my affidavit as Exhibit “A” is a true copy of the May 25, 2019, 

correspondence from Mr. Bluteau to me, the Applicant (with the email address “jshowtime3”), and 

another person. 

 

9. Mr. Bluteau continued to provide me with legal advice about the management of Miranda’s estate 

and life insurance policies throughout that period, and on July 8, 2019, he wrote to the Office of the 

Public Guardian and Trustee (hereinafter “OPGT”). I am attaching to my affidavit as Exhibit “B” 

a true copy of the July 8, 2019, letter that Mr. Bluteau wrote to the OPGT. 

 

10. Mr. Bluteau also provided me with a legal opinion on December 14, 2019, about the estate 

and life insurance matter which is attached to my affidavit as Exhibit “C”. The subject 

of the legal matter is the same matter that is the subject of these court proceedings, namely the 

disposition of the Sun Life insurance proceeds from Miranda Tabi. 

 

11. At the same time Mr. Bluteau also provided Ms. Chartrand with a legal opinion regarding the 

administration of Miranda Tabi’s estate as she died without a will. Attached to my affidavit as 

Exhibit “D” is a true copy of the opinion letter that Mr. Bluteau provided to Ms. Chartrand. 

 

656- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT was 

not portrayed as legal advice to Mr. Ebokem Neither in Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s 

October 21, 2019 affidavit. 

657- Mrs. Lendor is totally confused in the details of her ponderously novel argument 

because she is working with documents she got around the actual date they had been 

sent to Mr. Ebokem and which she had not looked at since Mr. Ebokem gave her copies 

of them, on or around the day he received them. 
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658- On March 25, 2019, Mr. Ebokem received an email from Mr. Bluteau. The email was 

copied to two other persons, The copy of the email, which was received and highlighted 

with a yellow marker, with some markings in pencil, by Mrs. Lendor is Exhibit “A” 

and “D” to Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit: Mrs. Lendor divided the letter in two 

separate documents, one was the main email, the second one, was attached March 23, 

2019 email. This is probably the result of her initial decision, in 2019, to separate the 

March 25, 2019 email in two emails. 

659- The March 23, 2019 email was not sent to Mr. Ebokem separately from the March 25, 

2019 email. It was annexed to Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 2019 email. It was made clear 

in the emails that Mr. Bluteau was not Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer.  

660- Exhibit “D”, which is Mr. Bluteau’s March 23, 2019 email, is part of Exhibit “B”, 

which is Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT. It is also part of Mr. Bluteau’s 

March 25, 2019 email, which is Mrs. Lendor’s Exhibit “A”.  

661- She would have received the July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT on or around July 10, 

2019. Mr. Rouatt would have received this letter on or around July 10, 2019 too. Mr. 

Glass received the letter, with its attachments, on or around September 30, 2019 and, 

on October 21, 2019, from Mrs. Allen-Macartney.  

662- Mr. Rouatt of Bulger and Young, whose office is adjacent to Lendor and Guest law 

office, was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer from June 17, 2019 (in File 39239-19, there is a copy 

of Miranda Tabi’s death certificate, which was notarized by Mr. Rouatt on June 17, 

2019) to, at least, September 5, 2019, the day he notarized the order appointing Mr. 

Ebokem as administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate. 
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663- Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT is found in full only in Exhibit “F” to 

Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. It is mentioned more than once in 

Mr. Ebokem’s October 21, 2019 affidavit. 

Document 198 – Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit Exhibit “F”  

664- Mr. Glass, who counterfeited Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit and Mrs. Allen-

Macartney’s October 21, 2019 affidavit had a serious problem with Mr. Bluteau’s July 

8, 2019 letter to the OGPT. He did not even notice that the document sent by Mrs. 

Allen-Macartney, in the evening of October 21, 2019, was already mentioned in Mr. 

Ebokem’s affidavit as it existed before being rewritten by Mr. Glass, on October 22, 

2019. 

665- The January 27, 2022 Exhibit “B”, that is, Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the 

OGPT, is a copy of the letter in Exhibit “J” annexed to Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit, as found in the Motion Record for the first Motion. The letter was copied 

from the digital version of the Motion Record, which was easily available, in 2022, 

from Mr. Griffiths, if she did not have it already.  

Document 53 Mr. Bluteau’s July 8 letter to the OGPT 

666- In March 2019, Mrs. Allen-Macartney started her Christ-like campaign to get Mrs. 

Chartrand to give up to Mr. Ebokem her rights to Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension so 

as to get part of it as the price for her betrayal.   

Document 145 – Statements of claim against Mrs. Allen-Macartney  

667- The full demonstration that the March 23, 2019 meeting, which is described in Mr. 

Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit and May 26, 2029 affidavit, never took place is found 

in Part 10- Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 and May 26, 2022 affidavits are null and 

void. Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor invented a fake March 23, 2019 meeting. 
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668- Mrs. Lendor knew that Mr. Ebokem used Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s March 15, 2019 

letter to support his April 11, 2019 HOOPP application for pension benefits, as 

mentioned in Exhibit “F” to Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2022 affidavit.  

669- Mrs. Lendor would have known, in May 2019, about HOOPP, May 21, 2019 decision 

to stay the payment with respect to Mr. Ebokem’s application for Miranda Tabi’s 

HOOPP pension. 

Document 66 – HOOPP’s May 21, 2019 letter to Mr. Ebokem  

670- Mrs. Lendor would have known about Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit, which 

was commissioned by Mr. Rouatt. On the same day, Mrs. Lendor commissioned Mr. 

Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 divorce affidavit.  

Document 2 – Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit 

671- Mrs. Lendor was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer when he was served, on September 17, 2019, 

with the August 14, 2019 Statement of Claim against Ebokem and HOOPP and with 

the September 17, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim against Ebokem and HOOPP.  

Document 16 – August 14,2019 Statement of Claim against Ebokem and HOOPP 

Document 4 – September 17, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim against Ebokem and HOOPP 

672- Mrs. Lendor would have known that Mr. Ebokem was accused of mortgage fraud in 

the September 17, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim. It was very easy for her to check 

whether the accusation was groundless or not, with her client.  

673- Mrs. Lendor would have known about the October 16, 2019 intervention by the Street 

Capital Bank of Canada with respect to Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud. 

674- Mrs. Lendor knew that Mr. Justice Hackland’s October 31, 2019 decision was obtained 

by fraud. 
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Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit is false 

675- Mrs. Allen-Macartney wrote, on March 15, 2019, a letter to the Canada Pension Plan 

on Mr. Ebokem’s behalf. This letter was also used to support Mr. Ebokem’s April 11, 

2019 affidavit with respect to Miranda Tabi’s pension plan. 

676- Mrs. Macartney wrote, on May 16, 2019, a letter with respect to Mr. Ebokem’s 

application to obtain the legal custody of Johanes Tabi.  

677- Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s March 15, 2019 letter is inaccurate and misleading in the 

following respects: 

a- There was no common-law relationship, on March 14, 2019. Mrs. Allen-Macartney 

knew that, in February 2017, Miranda Tabi has separated from Mr. Ebokem and went 

to Germany for three weeks to one month. 

b- Mrs. Allen-Macartney was lying to her Church members in pretending that Mr. 

Ebokem and Miranda Tabi were married. 

c- She also knew that her misguided efforts to get Miranda Tabi to arrange a marriage in 

the Critical Care Unit have been fruitless. 

d- One shudders at the thought that Mrs. Allen-Macartney and Mr. Ebokem considered 

the possibility of a “wedding photo” in the Critical Care Unit. 

e- Mrs. Allen-Macartney had not spoken to Miranda Tabi from at least January 1, 2019 

to February 28, 2019 and she could not have spoken to her, from March 1, 2019 to 

March 14, 2019. Mrs. Allen Macartney could, therefore, attest to nothing that would 

have happened from January 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019. 

f- Miranda Tabi purchased the house. Mrs. Allen-Macartney would have known, on 

March 15, 2019 that the house had been purchased by Miranda Tabi, and not by 

Miranda Tabi and Mr. Ebokem. 

g- Miranda Tabi and Mr. Ebokem did not live together happily and constantly since 2010. 

h- Mrs. Allen-Macartney lied for Mr. Ebokem in her May 16, 2019 letter, which is 

attached as Exhibit “E” to Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019. 
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i- After she separated from Mr. Ebokem, Miranda Tabi went to Germany, in March-April 

2017, for about a month. She went alone, and on her own money. She rekindled the 

relationship she had with her former boyfriend. They kept contact with each other.  

j- Miranda Tabi’s former boyfriend attended Miranda Tabi’s funerals. 

k- At the Church, before the funerals, Mr. Ebokem said that he had agreed with Miranda 

Tabi going to Germany and that he had even paid for her trip. He was talking to persons 

who had met Miranda Tabi in Germany. 

l- Miranda Tabi’s former boyfriend was one of them and said: What an evil man. He is 

lying in a church, in front of Miranda’s casket. 

m- Mrs. Allen-Macartney knew that Mr. Ebokem was cheating on Miranda and she also 

knew that they had separated, in February 2017 and that, on December 31, 2018, they 

had not reconciled, as shown by her alleged attempts to have them reconciled from 

March 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019 through arranging an impossible marriage, because 

Mr. Ebokem was married and had not made any efforts to divorce, on March 14, 2019. 

Mrs. Allen-Macartney for her efforts to arrange a marriage when Miranda was lying, 

comatose, in the ICU, was that a miracle could save her from death. Mrs. Allen-

Macartney’s hypocrisy seems to know no limits. According to her, it was more 

important to have some of Miranda’s HOOPP money finding its way into her Church’s 

coffers, let us say 10% of it.   

n- Mrs. Allen-Macartney was not being honest in omitting this essential fact that Mr. 

Ebokem was unwilling and incapable of marrying Miranda Tabi. As Miranda Tabi said, 

he would rather see my casket going up the aisle than me going up the aisle. 

o- Mrs. Allen-Macartney said: 

 

p- Mr. Ebokem made no effort during Miranda’s prolonged illness to divorce from the 

woman who had sponsored him for his immigration papers. Mrs. Allen-Macartney is 

lying. Mrs. Allen-Macartney did not meet with Miranda or with Miranda and Mr. 

Ebokem, from at least January 1, 2019 to March 14, 2019.  

q- Miranda Tabi did not express such a desire or intention after February 2017.  

r- Mrs. Allen-Macartney wrote: 
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s- Miranda Tabi’s family did not recognize Mr. Ebokem as Miranda Tabi’s husband. Her 

family and her closest friends knew about the separation.  

t- For Miranda Tabi’s family, Mr. Ebokem is a fraudster and a liar. For Miranda Tabi’s 

closest friends, he is a crook and a thief. 

678- It was not known until September 30, 2019 that Mrs. Allen-Macartney had been 

deceitful, double-dealing, dishonest and lying. 

Document 80 – September 30, 2019 HOOPP documents  

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

 

679- The first paragraph of Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit was more than sufficient 

to prove his relationship with Miranda Tabi for the purposes of the custody motion.  

680- The paragraph reads: 

 

681- Miranda Tabi separated from Mr. Ebokem, in the spring of 2017, and had not 

reconciled with him, on March 1, 2019 when she was transferred to the Critical Care 

Unit.  

682- The next paragraph, which was not necessary, is not true. It reads: 
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683- At this time, to use Mr. Ebokem’s cagey words, the exact whereabouts of Mr. Wilson 

Odume, Johanes Tabi’s biological father were known. It was an open secret. On May 

24, 2019, Mr. Odume was in a British jail. 

684- Mr. Ebokem knew that Wilson Odume was Johanes Tabi’s biological father and that 

he was in jail, in England. Mr. Ebokem was saying that he had been talking with him 

after Miranda’s death with respect to Johanes.  

685- In the October 7, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim against Mr. Ebokem – at that 

time, Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit had not been examined by Mr. Bluteau -  

one can read: 

 

 

 

Document 107 – October 7, 2019 Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim 

 

686- The BBC December 12, 2016 article, which is mentioned in Paragraph 21 of the 

October 7, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim, reads: 
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Sham marriage gang jailed for bringing 'fake' partners from 

Hungary 
 

12 December 2016 

 

Odume (left) was jailed for five years and Okoko (right) for four years for assisting unlawful 

immigration 

Two men who orchestrated a series of sham marriages have been sentenced to a total of nine years in jail. 

 

They were two of five people sentenced for an immigration scam organised through an internet café in Leicester. 

 

They paid strangers to fly to the UK for the fake weddings. 

 

Leicester Crown Court heard that Martins Okoko, 31, a Nigerian national, and Wilson Odume, 45, a Cameroonian 

national, set up the marriages to bypass immigration rules. 

 

The marriages took place in Gretna and Leicester between 2007 and 2012. 

 

Odume, of Aikman Ave, Leicester, had taken part in a fake marriage of his own in order to gain residency in the 

UK. 

 

£3,000 per marriage 

 

The pair were caught following an investigation by Immigration Enforcement Criminal Investigations officers 

following a tip-off that Okoko was arranging sham marriages from Ausimat, a shop he ran in Woodgate, Leicester. 

 

There were also separate reports from registrars in Gretna, Scotland, of suspicious marriages involving individuals 

from the Leicester area. 
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Investigators found that Okoko, of Loughborough Road, Leicester, and Odume had sourced fake Hungarian 

"brides" and "grooms" for fake weddings, including Odume's own. 

 

The weddings were later used as the basis for applications for leave to remain in the UK, and the pair produced 

and supplied fake paperwork such as payslips and employer letters to support these applications. 

 

They charged at least £3,000 for the sham marriages. 

 

Odume was jailed for five years and Okoko for four years for assisting unlawful immigration after a six-week 

trial at Leicester Crown Court. 

 

Two fake brides and a fake groom involved in the weddings were also sentenced for conspiracy to assist unlawful 

immigration. 

 

https://www.casemine.com/judgement/uk/5b2897ed2c94e06b9e19dd91 

687- Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit mentions a second time the relationship with 

Miranda Tabi. 

 

 

688- According to the real facts, Mr. Ebokem would have been planning to marry Miranda 

for about 9 years. Mr. Ebokem is spouting nonsense. There is no evidence of any 

marriage planning in 2018 and 2019.  

689- The attached Statutory Declaration of Common-Law Union is, in fact, Mr. Ebokem’s 

April 11, 2019 Application for Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension. The affidavit was 

commissioned by Mr. Reinhart, who had also commissioned Mr. Ebokem’s March 15, 

2019 affidavit and April 15, 2019 affidavit.  

690- Miranda Tabi confirmed, on February 15, 2019, to a very close friend of hers and to 

Mrs. Chartrand that she was not at all interested in getting Mr. Ebokem back.  

691- There is no evidence coming from Miranda Tabi which supports Mr. Ebokem’s alleged 

common-law relationship with Miranda Tabi, at the time of her death. 

692- The October 7, 2019 Statement of Claim reads in part: 

 

https://www.casemine.com/judgement/uk/5b2897ed2c94e06b9e19dd91
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Document 107- October 7, 2019 Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim. 
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693- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit in support of the first Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off 

the record as counsel, Mr. Ebokem stated a second version of his relationship story. 

694- According to Mr. Ebokem, to his word, Miranda never separated from him.  

 

Document 107 – October 7, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim 

695- His statement confirms that there was no reconciliation. If a reconciliation had taken 

place, Mr. Ebokem would not have lied the way he did, he would not have made the 

Facebook marriage announcement.  

696- There was a mention in the Statement of Claim against Mr. Ebokem that he had a 

second residential address.  

697- In an attempt to explain his second residential address, which could be viewed as 

evidence that he was not Miranda Tabi’s spouse, Mr. Ebokem, on his lawyer Mr. Glass’ 

advice, made an admission against his interest: 

 

698- It is not a good idea for someone accused of lying to admit that he lies once in a while, 

particularly to obtain money that one is not entitled to.   If Mr. Ebokem lied for money, 

a very small sum of money, he would have no problem lying to get $200,000. 

699- Paragraph 17 of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit reads: 
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700- Mr. Ebokem did not mention in his October 22, 2019 affidavit when and how Mr. 

Bluteau would have learned that Mr. Ebokem was not divorced.  Mr. Bluteau learned 

that information during the only significant conversation he ever had, and at Mr. 

Ebokem’s request, with Mr. Ebokem, on or around March 10, 2019. 

701- Mr. Ebokem would not have been talking about a divorce if Miranda Tabi had already 

reconciled with him. If she had reconciled with him, before March 10, 2019, Mr. 

Ebokem would have told Mrs. Chartrand and Mr. Bluteau, on that day. 

702- What he did instead, on March 10, 2019, was to impersonate Miranda Tabi announcing 

on her Facebook that she got married with Mr. Ebokem, on that day. Miranda Tabi had 

been comatose since March 1, 2019. 
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Document 55 – Facebook marriage 
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703- Impersonating Miranda Tabi to con people to make donations in trust for the minor 

children, which Mr. Ebokem would divert to himself, and did divert to himself, is a 

criminal offence. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



233 
 

Part 7- MacDonald estate vs. Martin does not apply, 

 

704- There is no information belonging to Mr. Ebokem which was conveyed to Mr. Bluteau 

by Mr. Ebokem. There is no need to discuss the application of the leading case 

MacDonald Estate v. Martin on which Mr. Justice Hackland said he relied or any other 

case dealing with the conflict of interest arising for a lawyer qua lawyer who was given 

information by a person.  

MacDonald Estate v. Martin, 1990 CanLII 32 (SCC), [1990] 3 SCR 1235, 

<https://canlii.ca/t/1fsph> 

 

705- In the MacDonald Estate v. Martin case, the person receiving the confidential 

information was a “real” lawyer, a lawyer who had the right to represent someone in 

court. The case is not an authority for a person who is not a lawyer.  

706- It is easy to verify in Ontario whether a person is a real lawyer or not. The information 

is on the Law Society of Ontario website. 

707- In a conflict-of-interest case, the information is not confidential per se. Any 

information, confidential or not, which is given to a lawyer by a client is given on the 

guarantee that it will be kept confidential by the lawyer. The information become 

confidential from the mere fact that he had been conveyed to a lawyer.  

708- There is no doubt that a non-practising lawyer is not a real lawyer, insofar as a court is 

concerned. Just try to be heard by a court after it has been informed that you are a non-

practising lawyer, that you are not in effect a barrister and solicitor.  

Canada (National Revenue) v. Newport Pacific Financial Group SA, 2010 ABQB 

568 (CanLII)  

[40]           There may be some debate as to what a “lawyer” is. It may well be that someone who 

has a law degree can legitimately claim to be a “lawyer”. In Alberta, a “lawyer” has no particular 

status. Legal services are provided by barristers and solicitors who are members of the Law Society. 

 

https://canlii.ca/t/1fsph
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[41]           There are many people with law degrees who are not “barristers and solicitors”. Non-

practising members of the Law Society are in that category, yet they are still lawyers. Disbarred 

members of the Law Society may still be “lawyers” even though they have no ability to practice law 

lawfully in Alberta. There are others: law school graduates who have chosen not to be admitted to 

the bar; lawyers from other jurisdictions who have not sought to be admitted to the bar here; and 

former members of the Law Society who have ceased to have any relationship with the Law Society. 

  

[42]           Solicitor client privilege is a significant protection given to clients of barristers and 

solicitors, so that they can be frank with their barrister and solicitor to obtain appropriate legal 

advice. Solicitor client privilege enjoys a higher status in law than any other form of confidential 

communications, including those between priest and penitent, doctor and patient, or journalist and 

source. 

  

[43]           In my view, the essence of solicitor client privilege is that it must involve a lawyer who 

is regulated as part of the legal profession. People can seek advice from anyone they choose. But if 

they want legal advice, and the protection of solicitor client privilege with respect to their 

communications for the purpose of obtaining legal advice, the person they communicate with must 

be part of the recognized legal profession in the jurisdiction where they seek the advice. 

  

[44]           There is no public interest served in protecting communications between someone and a 

disbarred lawyer, or someone who has never passed the bar exams, or someone who is not subject 

to regulatory oversight by the body charged with regulating the provision of legal services in the 

jurisdiction. 

 

[45]           In Alberta, that is the Law Society. If someone is not an active member of the Law 

Society of Alberta, he or she cannot practice law in Alberta. He or she cannot give legal advice. 

Thus there can be no communications with that person for the purposes of obtaining legal advice. 

 

Canada (National Revenue) v. Newport Pacific Financial Group SA, 2010, 2010 

ABQB 568 (CanLII), <https://canlii.ca/t/2cjx2> 

 

709- You cannot lawyer out a person who is not a lawyer. This is what Mr. Ebokem might 

have been told to do through his requested March 10, 2019 meeting. He told Mr, 

Bluteau new except that, and this was a matter of public record by reason of the filing 

in April 2019 by Mrs. Lendor an application for a divorce on Mr. Ebokem’s behalf, 

which divorce was obtained in September 2019. 

710-  Everything which was mentioned in Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit, true or 

false, is a matter of public record, everything which was in Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 

affidavits, namely his false estate affidavit and his divorce affidavit, true or false, is a 

matter of public record, everything contained in the judgments obtained pursuant to 

these affidavits is a matter of public record.   

https://canlii.ca/t/2cjx2
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711- Every piece of information which could be obtained from the documents given to Mr. 

Glass and to Mr. Bluteau, on September 30, 2019, by Mrs. Lawrence, who represented 

HOOPP, or from her Statement of Defence is not confidential.  

712- Every piece of information which could be obtained on Internet is, by definition, not 

confidential. Mr. Bluteau does know how to find information on Internet, 

713- Every piece of information obtained from other persons, for example, from Pastor 

Ekwa and Mrs. Allen-Macartney, was not confidential.  

714- Every piece of information available from the emails or texts sent by Miranda, Mr. 

Ebokem or others or from photos in the possession of Mrs, Chartrand is not 

confidential. 

715- Every piece of information obtained from the documents available at Miranda’s 

funerals of from websites celebrating Miranda is not confidential.  

716- This being said, it is clear beyond peradventure that the Supreme Court did not decide 

the same case as the case before Mr. Justice Hackland. 

717- The judgment of Dickson C.J. and La Forest, Sopinka and Gonthier JJ. in the MacDonald 

Estate v. Martin  was delivered by Mr. Justice Sopinka. 

The Appropriate Test 

  
What then should be the correct approach?  Is the "probability of mischief" standard sufficiently high to 

satisfy the public requirement that there be an appearance of justice?  In my opinion, it is not.  This is 

borne out by the judicial statements to which I have referred and to the desire of the legal profession for 

strict rules of professional conduct as its adoption of the Canadian Code of Professional Conduct 

demonstrates.  The probability of mischief test is very much the same as the standard of proof in a civil 

case.  We act on probabilities.  This is the basis of Rakusen.  I am, however, driven to the conclusion 

that the public, and indeed lawyers and judges, have found that standard wanting.  In dealing with the 

question of the use of confidential information we are dealing with a matter that is usually not 

susceptible of proof.  As pointed out by Fletcher Moulton L.J. in Rakusen, "that is a thing which you 

cannot prove" (p. 841).  I would add "or disprove".  If it were otherwise, then no doubt the public would 

be satisfied upon proof that no prejudice would be occasioned.  Since, however, it is not susceptible of 

proof, the test must be such that the public represented by the reasonably informed person would be 

satisfied that no use of confidential information would occur.  That, in my opinion, is the overriding 

policy that applies and must inform the court in answering the question:  Is there a disqualifying conflict 
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of interest?  In this regard, it must be stressed that this conclusion is predicated on the fact that the client 

does not consent to but is objecting to the retainer which gives rise to the alleged conflict.  

  

Typically, these cases require two questions to be answered:  (1) Did the lawyer receive confidential 

information attributable to a solicitor and client relationship relevant to the matter at hand?  (2)  Is there 

a risk that it will be used to the prejudice of the client? 

  

In answering the first question, the court is confronted with a dilemma.  In order to explore the matter 

in depth may require the very confidential information for which protection is sought to be 

revealed.  This would have the effect of defeating the whole purpose of the application.  American courts 

have solved this dilemma by means of the "substantial relationship" test.  Once a "substantial 

relationship" is shown, there is an irrebuttable presumption that confidential information was imparted 

to the lawyer.  In my opinion, this test is too rigid.  There may be cases in which it is established beyond 

any reasonable doubt that no confidential information relevant to the current matter was disclosed.  One 

example is where the applicant client admits on cross-examination that this is the case.  This would not 

avail in the face of an irrebuttable presumption.  In my opinion, once it is shown by the client that there 

existed a previous relationship which is sufficiently related to the retainer from which it is sought to 

remove the solicitor, the court should infer that confidential information was imparted unless the 

solicitor satisfies the court that no information was imparted which could be relevant.  This will be a 

difficult burden to discharge.  Not only must the court's degree of satisfaction be such that it would 

withstand the scrutiny of the reasonably informed member of the public that no such information passed, 

but the burden must be discharged without revealing the specifics of the privileged 

communication.  Nonetheless, I am of the opinion that the door should not be shut completely on a 

solicitor who wishes to discharge this heavy burden. 

  

The second question is whether the confidential information will be misused.  A lawyer who has 

relevant confidential information cannot act against his client or former client.  In such a case the 

disqualification is automatic.  No assurances or undertakings not to use the information will avail.  The 

lawyer cannot compartmentalize his or her mind so as to screen out what has been gleaned from the 

client and what was acquired elsewhere.  Furthermore, there would be a danger that the lawyer would 

avoid use of information acquired legitimately because it might be perceived to have come from the 

client.  This would prevent the lawyer from adequately representing the new client.  Moreover, the 

former client would feel at a disadvantage.  Questions put in cross-examination about personal matters, 

for example, would create the uneasy feeling that they had their genesis in the previous relationship. 

 

The answer is less clear with respect to the partners or associates in the firm.  Some courts have applied 

the concept of imputed knowledge.  This assumes that the knowledge of one member of the firm is the 

knowledge of all.  If one lawyer cannot act, no member of the firm can act.  This is a rule that has been 

applied by some law firms as their particular brand of ethics.  While this is commendable and is to be 

encouraged, it is, in my opinion, an assumption which is unrealistic in the era of the mega-

firm.  Furthermore, if the presumption that the knowledge of one is the knowledge of all is to be applied, 

it must be applied with respect to both the former firm and the firm which the moving lawyer joins.  Thus 

there is a conflict with respect to every matter handled by the old firm that has a substantial relationship 

with any matter handled by the new firm irrespective of whether the moving lawyer had any 

involvement with it.  This is the "overkill" which has drawn so much criticism in the United States to 

which I have referred above. 

  

Moreover, I am not convinced that a reasonable member of the public would necessarily conclude that 

confidences are likely to be disclosed in every case despite institutional efforts to prevent it.  There is, 

however, a strong inference that lawyers who work together share confidences.  In answering this 

question, the court should therefore draw the inference, unless satisfied on the basis of clear and 

convincing evidence, that all reasonable measures have been taken to ensure that no disclosure will 

occur by the "tainted" lawyer to the member or members of the firm who are engaged against the former 

client.  Such reasonable measures would include institutional mechanisms such as Chinese Walls and 

cones of silence.  These concepts are not familiar to Canadian courts and indeed do not seem to have 

been adopted by the governing bodies of the legal profession.  It can be expected that the Canadian Bar 
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Association, which took the lead in adopting a Code of Professional Conduct in 1974, will again take 

the lead to determine whether institutional devices are effective and develop standards for the use of 

institutional devices which will be uniform throughout Canada.  Although I am not prepared to say that 

a court should never accept these devices as sufficient evidence of effective screening until the 

governing bodies have approved of them and adopted rules with respect to their operation, I would not 

foresee a court doing so except in exceptional circumstances.  Thus, in the vast majority of cases, the 

courts are unlikely to accept the effectiveness of these devices until the profession, through its governing 

body, has studied the matter and determined whether there are institutional guarantees that will satisfy 

the need to maintain confidence in the integrity of the profession.  In this regard, it must be borne in 

mind that the legal profession is a self-governing profession.  The Legislature has entrusted to it and not 

to the court the responsibility of developing standards.  The court's role is merely supervisory, and its 

jurisdiction extends to this aspect of ethics only in connection with legal proceedings.  The governing 

bodies, however, are concerned with the application of conflict of interest standards not only in respect 

of litigation but in other fields which constitute the greater part of the practice of law.  It would be wrong, 

therefore, to shut out the governing body of a self-regulating profession from the whole of the practice 

by the imposition of an inflexible and immutable standard in the exercise of a supervisory jurisdiction 

over part of it. 

  

A fortiori undertakings and conclusory statements in affidavits without more are not acceptable.  These 

can be expected in every case of this kind that comes before the court.  It is no more than the lawyer 

saying "trust me".  This puts the court in the invidious position of deciding which lawyers are to be 

trusted and which are not.  Furthermore, even if the courts found this acceptable, the public is not likely 

to be satisfied without some additional guarantees that confidential information will under no 

circumstances be used.  In this regard I am in agreement with the statement of Posner J. 

in Analytica, supra, to which I have referred above, that affidavits of lawyers difficult to verify 

objectively will fail to assure the public. 

  

These standards will, in my opinion, strike the appropriate balance among the three interests to which I 

have referred.  In giving precedence to the preservation of the confidentiality of information imparted 

to a solicitor, the confidence of the public in the integrity of the profession and in the administration of 

justice will be maintained and strengthened.  On the other hand, reflecting the interest of a member of 

the public in retaining counsel of her choice and the interest of the profession in permitting lawyers to 

move from one firm to another, the standards are sufficiently flexible to permit a solicitor to act against 

a former client provided that a reasonable member of the public who is in possession of the facts would 

conclude that no unauthorized disclosure of confidential information had occurred or would occur. 

  

Application to this Case 

  

The answer to the first question in this case presents no problem.  It is acknowledged that Kristin 

Dangerfield actively worked on the very case in respect of which her new firm is acting against her 

former client.  She is therefore in possession of relevant confidential information. 

  

With respect to the second question, there is nothing beyond the sworn statements of Sweatman and 

Dangerfield that no discussions of the case have occurred and undertaking that none will occur.  In my 

opinion, while, as stated by the courts below, there is no reason not to accept the affidavits of apparently 

reputable counsel, this is not sufficient to demonstrate that all reasonable measures have been taken to 

rebut the strong inference of disclosure.  Indeed, there is nothing in the affidavits to indicate that any 

independently verifiable steps were taken by the firm to implement any kind of screening.  There is 

nothing to indicate that when Ms. Dangerfield joined the firm, instructions were issued that there were 

to be no communications directly or indirectly between Ms. Dangerfield and the four members of the 

firm working on the case.  While these measures would not necessarily have been sufficient, I refer to 

them in order to illustrate the kinds of independently verifiable steps which, along with other measures, 

are indispensable if the firm intends to continue to act. 

 

I would therefore allow the appeal with costs to the appellant both here and in the Court of Appeal, set 

aside the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Manitoba and restore the judgment of Hanssen J. 
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718- The reasons of Wilson, L'Heureux-Dubé and Cory JJ. were delivered by Mr. Justice Cory. 

  

I have read with interest the reasons of my colleague, Justice Sopinka.  Although I agree with his 

disposition of the appeal, I would impose a stricter duty upon lawyers than that which he proposes.  He 

puts his position in this way, at p. 000: 

  

In my opinion, once it is shown by the client that there existed a previous relationship which is 

sufficiently related to the retainer from which it is sought to remove the solicitor, the court should infer 

that confidential information was imparted unless the solicitor satisfies the court that no information 

was imparted which could be relevant. 

  

He observes that it will be difficult for a solicitor to meet that onus.  He states that the position, taken 

by some courts, that if one lawyer in the firm cannot act, then no member of the law firm can act, is 

unreasonable in this era of mega-firms and mergers.  Thus, he reasons that it should be open for a 

solicitor to show "that no information was imparted which could be relevant". 

  

With respect, I disagree.  Neither the merger of law firms nor the mobility of lawyers can be permitted 

to affect adversely the public's confidence in the judicial system.  At this time, when the work of the 

courts is having a very significant impact upon the lives and affairs of all Canadians, it is fundamentally 

important that justice not only be done, but appear to be done in the eyes of the public. 

  

My colleague stated that this appeal called for the balancing of three competing values, namely:  the 

maintenance and integrity of our system of justice; the right of litigants not to be lightly deprived of 

their chosen counsel; and the desirability of permitting reasonable mobility in the legal profession. 

  

Of these factors, the most important and compelling is the preservation of the integrity of our system of 

justice.  The necessity of selecting new counsel will certainly be inconvenient, unsettling and worrisome 

to clients.  Reasonable mobility may well be important to lawyers.  However, the integrity of the judicial 

system is of such fundamental importance to our country and, indeed, to all free and democratic societies 

that it must be the predominant consideration in any balancing of these three factors. 

  

Lawyers are an integral and vitally important part of our system of justice.  It is they   prepare 

and put their clients' cases before courts and tribunals.  In preparing for the hearing of a contentious 

matter, a client will often be required to reveal to the lawyer retained highly confidential 

information.  The client's most secret devices and desires, the client's most frightening fears will often, 

of necessity, be revealed.  The client must be secure in the knowledge that the lawyer will neither 

disclose nor take advantage of these revelations. 

 

Our judicial system could not operate if this were not the case.  It cannot function properly if doubt or 

suspicion exists in the mind of the public that the confidential information disclosed by a client to a 

lawyer might be revealed. 

  

There can be no question that such a doubt would certainly be instilled if the public were to gather the 

perception that lawyers, by their actions, such as changing firms, create situations where the possibility 

of a conflict of interest exists. 

  

Imagine a situation where a client involved in a contentious matter has divulged confidential information 

to a lawyer.  If that lawyer practised with one partner, it would be perceived by the public as unfair and 

completely unacceptable if the partner were to act for the client's adversary.  Similarly, if the lawyer 

moved to another firm which had been retained by those in opposition to the client, the most reasonable 

and fair-minded member of the public would find it intolerable for that firm to continue to act for those 

who opposed the client.  In both situations the perception of unfairness would arise from the ease with 

which confidential information received from clients could be privately communicated between lawyers 

who are working together in the same firm. 
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Fortunately, partners rarely attempt to act for clients on both sides of a lawsuit.  However, the problem 

more frequently arises when a lawyer, who has received confidential information, joins a firm that is 

acting for those opposing the interests of the former client.  In such a situation there should be an 

irrebuttable presumption that lawyers who work together share each other's confidences with the result 

that a knowledge of confidential matters is imputed to other members of the firm.  This presumption 

must apply to the members of the new firm the lawyer joins if public confidence in the administration 

of justice is to be maintained. 

  

Indeed, this seems to be the purport of the Canadian Bar Association Code of Professional Conduct 

quoted by my colleague.  The chapter entitled "Impartiality and Conflict of Interest" contains the 

following significant commentaries: 

  

A lawyer who has acted for a client in a matter should not thereafter act against him (or against persons 

who were involved in or associated with him in that matter) in the same or any related matter, or place 

himself in a position where he might be tempted or appear to be tempted to breach the Rule relating to 

Confidential Information.  It is not, however, improper for the lawyer to act against a former client in a 

fresh and independent matter wholly unrelated to any work he has previously done for that person. 

  

For the sake of clarity the foregoing paragraphs are expressed in terms of the individual lawyer and his 

client.  However it will be appreciated that the term "client" includes a client of the law firm of which 

the lawyer is a partner or associate whether or not he handles the client's work.  [Emphasis added.] 

  

It is contended that it is too demanding to hold that the knowledge of one member of a law firm 

constitutes knowledge of all members of the firm in situations where there has been a merger of large 

firms or a lawyer has joined a "mega-firm".  I cannot agree.  It is the appearance of fairness in the eyes 

of the public that is fundamentally important.  No matter how large the mega-firm, there will be 

innumerable occasions when a lawyer with a possible conflict of interest will be meeting with those 

lawyers in the firm who are in opposition to that lawyer's former client.  Whether at partners' meetings 

or committee meetings, at lunches or the office golf tournament, in the boardroom or the washroom, the 

lawyer of the former client will be meeting with and talking to those who are on the other side of the 

client's case.  To those who are not members of the legal profession, it must appear that the opportunities 

for private discussion are so numerous that the disclosure of confidential information, even if completely 

inadvertent, would be inevitable.  Nor is it likely that disclosures of confidential information will ever 

be discovered.  Further, if a lawyer even inadvertently discloses those weaknesses of the client that have 

been divulged to him or her, this may be sufficient to give the client's opponents an unfair 

advantage.  This, I think, would be the inevitable conclusion of reasonable people. 

  

That same conclusion would be drawn by the public no matter what form of restrictions were sought to 

be imposed on individual lawyers and law firms involved.  No matter how carefully the Chinese 

Wall might be constructed, it could be breached without anyone but the lawyers involved knowing of 

that breach.  Law has, after all, the historical precedent of Genghis Khan who, by subterfuge, breached 

the Great Wall of China, the greatest of Chinese walls.  Nor would any system of cones of silence change 

the public's perception of unfairness.  They do not change the reality that lawyers in the same firm meet 

frequently nor do they reduce the opportunities for the private exchange of confidential 

information.  The public would, quite properly, remain skeptical of the efficacy of the most sophisticated 

protective scheme. 

  

I am in complete agreement with the reasons of Posner J. expressed in Analytica, Inc. v. NPD Research, 

Inc., 708 F.2d 1263 (7th Cir. 1983), at p. 1269, as quoted by my colleague, which I repeat here for ease 

of reference: 

  

The "substantial relationship" test has its problems, but conducting a factual inquiry in every case into 

whether confidences had actually been revealed would not be a satisfactory alternative, particularly in 

a case such as this where the issue is not just whether they have been revealed but also whether they 

will be revealed during a pending litigation.  Apart from the difficulty of taking evidence on the question 
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without compromising the confidences themselves, the only witnesses would be the very lawyers whose 

firm was sought to be disqualified (unlike a case where the issue is what confidences a lawyer received 

while at a former law firm), and their interest not only in retaining a client but in denying a serious 

breach of professional ethics might outweigh any felt obligation to "come clean."  While "appearance 

or impropriety" as a principle of professional ethics invites and maybe has undergone uncritical 

expansion because of its vague and open-ended character, in this case it has meaning and weight.  For 

a law firm to represent one client today, and the client's adversary tomorrow in a closely related matter, 

creates an unsavory appearance of conflict of interest that is difficult to dispel in the eyes of the lay 

public -- or for that matter the bench and bar -- by the filing of affidavits, difficult to verify objectively, 

denying that improper communication has taken place or will take place between the lawyers in the firm 

handling the two sides.  [Emphasis added.] 

  

Let us consider again the two factors which are said to be the competing values to be weighed against 

the maintenance of the integrity of our system of justice.  One of these was the desirability of permitting 

reasonable mobility in the legal profession.  Yet, no matter how strong may be the current rage for 

mergers or how desirous the mega-firms may be to acquire additional lawyers, neither the large firms 

nor the lawyers who wish to join them or amalgamate with them should dictate the course of legal 

ethics.  The latest available statistics (as of May 1990) from the Law Society of Upper Canada for the 

province of Ontario, where the greatest concentration of large law firms might be expected, demonstrate 

that lawyers in large firms do not comprise the majority of lawyers in that province.  

 

(…) 

 

This indicates that, although the large firms may be the movers and shakers on Bay Street, they do not 

represent the majority of lawyers soldiering on in the cause of justice. 

  

The judicial system and the confidence of the public in its operation are too important to be put at risk 

by any appearance of unfairness.  Unfortunately, no matter how scrupulously ethical an individual 

lawyer or firm may be, the appearance of unfairness will always be present when, as in this case, one or 

more lawyers who had a substantial relationship with a client become members of a firm acting for an 

opposing party.  The opportunities for disclosure, even of an inadvertent nature, are too frequent and the 

possibility of discovering such disclosures too minimal to permit anything less than the irrebuttable 

presumption that the knowledge of one member of a law firm constitutes the knowledge of all of the 

lawyers in that firm.  Only such a test will ensure the public's confidence in the administration of justice. 

  

This conclusion should not be taken as an impediment to the mobility of lawyers, the merger of law 

firms or the growth of very large firms; rather, it is a recognition of a professional responsibility owed 

by lawyers to the litigation process so that the process may retain the respect of the public.  It is a small 

price to pay for mobility of lawyers, mergers of law firms and the increasing size of law firms.  It is no 

more than the fulfilment of a duty owed by members of the legal profession to the public to preserve 

the integrity of, and public confidence in, the judicial system. 

  

The other factor to be weighed against maintaining the integrity of the justice system was that litigants 

ought not to be lightly deprived of their chosen counsel.  It seems to me that to give undue weight to 

this factor would unduly benefit the large corporate clients who are said by my colleague to be the raison 

d'être of the larger firms.  It is they who would retain counsel of their choice and primarily benefit from 

a change in the irrebuttable presumption of shared knowledge.  I can see no reason for extending any 

special benefit or privilege to such clients of large firms.  They, like any client who must seek new 

counsel, will suffer from inconvenience, loss of time and the inevitable worry and concern over such a 

change.  However, the legal profession has many able counsel.  The requirement of change imposed on 

a client is, on balance, a small price to pay for maintaining the integrity of our system of justice. 

  

Conclusion 

  

Where a lawyer who has had a substantial involvement with a client in an ongoing contentious matter 

joins another law firm which is acting for an opposing party, there is an irrebuttable presumption that 
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the knowledge of such lawyer, including confidential information disclosed to him or her by the former 

client, has become the knowledge of the new firm.  Such an irrebuttable presumption is essential to 

preserve public confidence in the administration of justice. 

  

Potential conflict of interest is undoubtedly a factor which has to be taken into account when firms 

consider bringing in new lawyers or merging with other firms.  However, the conflict of interest 

situations can be easily ascertained (a task readily accomplished with the use of computers) and a price 

fixed for the value of the files that will have to be turned over to other firms in order to avoid any 

appearance of conflict of interest.  Such a procedure certainly does not impose an impossibly difficult 

burden on firms considering a merger; rather, it imposes a review that will lead to the cost assessment 

of the advantages and disadvantages of the merger. 

  

It must be left for another occasion, when argument has been directed to the issue, to determine whether 

a lawyer, who has not personally been involved in any way with the client on the matter in issue and 

who moves to a firm acting for the opponent to the client, should also be irrebuttably presumed to have 

received and imparted confidential information to his new firm. 

  

In the result, I reach the same conclusion as my colleague.  I would allow the appeal with costs to the 

appellant here and in the Court of Appeal, set aside the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Manitoba 

and restore the judgment of Hanssen J. 

 

719-  The Supreme Court of Canada’s decision in Mand Mr. Justice Hackland’s decision are 

clearly at odds with each other.  

720- There is no need to discuss the per incuriam argument in view of the confirmation that 

the affidavit filed with the Court by Equilibrium Law are counterfeits. See Part 2.  
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Part 8 – Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and estate fraud. – Mr, Rouatt violated 

Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code. 

 

722- Mr. Ebokem needed three facts, two false facts and to maximize the results from his 

donation fraud, to get, first, as much money as possible from the Cameroonian 

community in trust for Miranda’s three minor children.  

723- First, he needed to be legally married. To be a common law spouse would not work 

with a community which is very conservative Christian. Pastor Ekwa said, when he 

learned in early April 2019 that Miranda was not married to Mr. Ebokem, that he would 

not be able to get much money from Cameroonians.  

724- Mrs. Allen-Macartney knew that too. She made in 2018 a special Thanksgiving for 

Miranda’s alleged cancer remission pretending that Miranda was married. She got all 

the money given at this occasion for the Church. The ceremony is mentioned in Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit at Paragraph 14.  

 

725- There is no oncologist worth his or her salt that would have told Miranda that she had 

overcome her cancer, given the many cancers she had.  

726- Mrs. Allen-Macartney, or Mr. Glass – it is most likely Mrs. Allen-Macartney: she does 

not suffer from Mr. Glass’ stylistic mania to use an adverbial clause at the beginning 

of most of his paragraphs, for example Notably - wrote in her October 21, 2019 

affidavit: 
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727- Mrs. Allen-Macartney did not believe that the cancer had been overcome (after 

Miranda and her family believed that she was cancer-free).  

728- The idea for the ceremony was from Mr. Ebokem, not from Miranda. During the 

ceremony, she clearly said, at least for people who had gone to cancer treatment, that 

her cancer was terminal. She said in substance that a doctor had told her that her cancer 

was terminal, but, God should be thanked, that she never saw her again. Mr. Bluteau 

knew that her cancer was terminal, in 2017, from what Miranda had told him about her 

condition. 

729- It is somewhat surprising that Mr. Ekwa did not know that Miranda was not married. 

He knew her for years, and there are no wedding photos in Miranda’s house, among all 

the photos of her on the walls. Not everyone notices this kind of things though.  

730- All the documents relating to the funerals and to the donations say that Miranda and 

Mrs. Ebokem were married. The Facebook marriage announcement was intended to 

mislead people so as to get donations. 

731- The second fact is that Mr. Ebokem was allowed to remain in the house, so that people 

think that he got the house because he was married to Miranda or inherited it from her. 

People should not know that he had committed a mortgage fraud and that he was stating 

in his HOOPP application that he was not married to Miranda. 

732- The bank is not the only victim of Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud. A large number of 

honest Cameroonians are too.  
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733- The third fact is Mrs. Allen-Macartney’s complicity.  

734- Mr. Ebokem was accused of committing a mortgage fraud and an estate fraud in 

October 2019. He never provided the easy proof of his innocence. In 2022, he decided 

to lie about the mortgage fraud. 

735- At Paragraph 14 of his May 26, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem stated: 

At Paragraph 49 of his affidavit, Mr. Bluteau continues to mislead this Honourable  

Court with his unfounded accusation that I committed mortgage fraud and  

allegations of estate fraud without providing any evidence. I deny his allegations  

and accusations. 

 

Document 1 - Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 affidavit 

 

736- The reference to Paragraph 49 of Mr. Bluteau’s May 19, 2022 affidavit in the first 

sentence is erroneous. Paragraph 49 reads: 

49- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem was able to pinpoint only one occasion of legal-

advice-giving, during a family meeting on April 12, 2019, and the alleged legal advice was verbal, 

not written.   

 

737- Mr. Ebokem was probably intending to refer to Paragraph 294 of Mr. Bluteau’s March 

4, 2020 affidavit, which reads: 

167-  The purpose of both affidavits was to support a motion to have me removed from the record because 

I had discovered and disclosed Mr. Ebokem’s mortgage fraud, as one can see from the following 

paragraphs of the very detailed affidavit I swore, on March 4, 2020, in support of the motion to have 

Mr. Justice Hackland’s decision set aside because it had been obtained by fraud (the references to 

the Exhibits have been removed).  

294- On the same day, on September 19, 2019, I went to the courthouse and checked the estate file. 

Paragraph 7 of Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit was corroborating my preliminary conclusion of a 

mortgage fraud. Paragraph 7 reads: 

 

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. 

 

738- Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit described the evidence supporting the 

accusations of mortgage fraud and of estate fraud. The description of the evidence is 

also found in  Mr. Bluteau’s May 24, 2022 affidavit. 

Document 15 – Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit 

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

Document 69 – Mr. Bluteau’s May 24, 2022 affidavit 
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739- The fraudulent renewal of Miranda Tabi’s mortgage was made in March-April 

2019. At that time, Mrs. Lendor was one of the persons advising Mr. Ebokem. 

There is no evidence that she suggested to Mr. Ebokem the commission of this 

fraud though. She knew for sure about the fraud when she referred Mr. Ebokem to 

her neighbor Mr. Rouatt in July 2019. 

740- Mr. Bluteau advised the Street Capital Bank of Canada, on September 13, 2019, of 

his allegation of mortgage fraud against Mr. Ebokem, a few days before serving the 

Statement of Claim and the Amended Statement of Claim on Mr. Ebokem. The 

letter to the Street Capital Bank of Canada reads: 

 
September 13, 2019  

 

Street Capital Bank of Canada  

1 Yonge Street, Suite 2401 Toronto, ON M5E 1E5  

 

Dear Madam or Sir:  

 

Computershare Trust Company of Canada issued a mortgage on August 22, 2014 to 

Miranda Baliki Tabi on her house situated at 631 Sunburst Street, Ottawa, ON K17 0L1.A copy of 

the charge is attached to this letter.  

Street Capital Financial Corporation was the addressee for service. It is my understanding 

that Street Capital Bank of Canada has taken over the Street Capital Financial Corporation.  

 

The charge Miranda Tabi died on March 14, 2019. A copy of the relevant documents 

confirming her death are attached to this letter.  

 

It seems from what Mr. Ben Ebokem is saying that the mortgage has been renewed 

sometime in August or September 2019. If this is so, Mr. Ben Ebokem would have committed a 

mortgage fraud in forging the signature of Mranda Tabi, which died on March 14, 2019, on the 

renewal document which he sent back to you.  

 

I have informed Mr. Ebokem of my concern with respect to the mortgage renewal. Earlier, 

Mr. Ebokem renewed online Mrs. Tabi’s driving licence after her death. I informed him that this 

was illegal.  

 

Yours truly,  

 

André Bluteau 

Document 5 September 13, 2019 letter to the Street Capital BankES 

741- The Statement of Claim had been issued on August 14, 2019, a few days before the 

mortgage renewal date, to abide by the deadline fixed by HOOPP for the filing of the 

Statement of Claim against Ebokem with respect to Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension. 

X6 
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742- The allegation of mortgage fraud against Mr. Ebokem was made, the first time, on 

September 17, 2019, by Mr. Bluteau in Paragraph 17 of an Amended Statement of 

Claim Chartrand against HOOOP and Ebokem in File CV-19-81121. Paragraph 17 of 

the Amended Statement of Claim reads: 

 

Document 9 – September 17, 2019 Amended Statement of Claim 

743- The first email Mr. Griffiths, Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer, wrote, on September 19, 2019 to 

Mr. Bluteau, after reading the Amended Statement of Claim, which was mentioning 

the mortgage fraud was that Mr. Ebokem had been appointed administrator of Miranda 

Tabi’s estate. 

 

Document 6 – Mr. Griffiths September 19, 2019 email447 

744- Mr. Griffiths was in effect using the subterfuge designed by Mr. Rouatt, one of Mr. 

Ebokem’s lawyer, to hide the mortgage fraud. Mr. Rouatt and Mr. Griffiths have now, 

according to the information provided by the Law Society of Ontario, the same business 

address. 

745- Mr. Rouatt was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer from June 17, 2019 (in File 39239-19, there is a 

copy of Miranda Tabi’s 2019, death certificate, which was notarized by Mr. Rouatt on 

June 17, 2019) to, at least, September 5, 2019, he day he notarized the order appointing 

Mr. Ebokem as administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate.  
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746- He is most likely the lawyer who referred Mr. Ebokem to Equilibrium Law. The exact 

date of the referral is not ascertainable from the available documents.  

747- Mr. Rouatt, who is a lawyer with 50 years of practice in real estate and wills, succession 

and estates, used a false affidavit to mislead the court and contravened Section 139 (2) 

of the Criminal Code.  

748- Mr. Rouatt thought that most lawyers would believe that Mr. Ebokem could, as 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate, keep the unlawfully obtained mortgage.  

749- Mr. Griffiths should have done something about the mortgage fraud. It was easy for 

him to verify the accuracy of the allegation of mortgage fraud. He tried to put Mr. 

Bluteau off the scent with his September 19, 2019 statement that Mr. Ebokem had been 

named administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate.  

750- Judging from his emails, Mr. Griffiths does not seem to care very much about the 

soundness of his legal statements.  

751- It would have been easy, very easy, for Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass to verify that an 

estate administrator does not have any right over minor children’s property. 

752- The correct information on this matter is available from the Attorney General’s website 

and was copied in Mr. Bluteau’s March 25, 2019 email to Mr. Ebokem. This email 

which also confirmed that Mr. Bluteau had not been given legal advice to Mr. Ebokem 

was not provided, for exactly the reason that it was contradicting and destroying Mr. 

Ebokem’s affidavit insofar as it dealt with Mr. Bluteau to the Court by Mr. Griffiths 

and Mr. Glass.  

753- On September 19, 2019, Mr. Bluteau went to the Ottawa Courthouse and checked the 

Ebokem estate file. Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit confirmed the mortgage 

fraud. 

754- Since Mr. Ebokem’s lawyers had been notified of their client’s mortgage fraud and had 

done nothing about it, Mr. Bluteau wrote a second letter to the Street Capital Bank of 

Canada, on September 24, 2019, to inform the Bank about additional evidence of the 

mortgage fraud and, impliedly, of an estate fraud. The letter reads: 

 
By Fax: 647.259.7874  

 

September 24, 2019  

Street Capital Bank of Canada  
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1 Yonge Street, Suite 2401  

Toronto, ON M5E 1E5  

 

Dear Madam or Sir:  

  

I wrote to you on September 13, 2010 and faxed my letter and its accompanying documents to 

the above-mentioned address.  

 

On the following day, I noted a phone call from your company when I checked for phone calls5 

I might have missed on that day. No message was left.  

 

I would have had no problems in giving you any additional information I might have had at that 

time.  

 

Mr. Ebokem cannot plead ignorance of the law.  

 

Firstly, he did give false information to the Ontario government to obtain license plates a few 

weeks after Ms. Tabi’s death and I informed him by writing that his action was illegal.  

 

Secondly, on July 24, 2010, Mr. Ebokem swore in an affidavit:  

 

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

to date but other creditors are unwilling to deal with me as I am not Estate administrator. As the mortgage 

comes up for renewal in August, I an anxious to be appointed administrator so as to be able to work with 

the Children’s lawyer in relation to the Estate issues.  

 

For the record, Mr. Ebokem did not contact any creditors, namely banks, because he would 

have had to notify them of Ms. Tabi’s death and would have been then unable to continue to use illegally 

these accounts, which he did.  

 

I would appreciate receiving information from you as to your actions concerning this matter so 

that I could accurately inform the Court. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

André Bluteau, lawyer 

 
      Document 7- Letter to Street Capital September 24, 2019 

755- Almost one month later, on October 16, 2019, the Street Capital Bank of Canada 

intervened. Its General Counsel called Mr. Bluteau for more information. 

756- There was no doubt then that Mr. Ebokem had forged Miranda Tabi’s signature. 

757- The General Counsel of the Street Capital Bank was sent, at his request, on October 

16, 2019, in the morning, the Statement of Claim, the Amended Statement of Claim 

and the Statement of Defence filed by HOOPP as well as the contact information for 

Mr. Glass, one of Mr. Ebokem’s lawyers.  

Document 54- Exchange of emails with Street Capital Bank 

758- The General Counsel spoke to Mr. Glass, on October 16, 2019. This is confirmed by 

the filing by Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass of a Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the record, 
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on October 23, 2019. This is also confirmed by Mr. Ebokem’s ranting that he would 

end up in jail.  

759- The short answer to Mr. Ebokem’s question on the absence of evidence is called a 

subpoena duces tecum, which could be served on the RFA Bank. See Sections 698-699 

of the Criminal Code and Form 16.  

760- An employee of the Bank will have to bring the relevant documents and attend the 

court. It is difficult to see how a defence lawyer can contest the actus reus of the 

mortgage fraud though. The mens rea is clear beyond a reasonable doubt. 

761- On November 18, 2019, Mr. Bluteau filed and served an Amended Fresh as Amended 

Statement of Claim. Paragraphs 36 and following described the mortgage fraud and the 

estate fraud.  

762-  Mrs. Lawrence, who represented the Co-Defendant HOOPP, was served every 

Statement of Claim against Mr. Ebokem and HOOPP. It is rather difficult to imagine 

that she did not understand that Mr. Ebokem had committed a mortgage fraud and an 

estate fraud. Her duty was not to facilitate the dissimulation of the mortgage fraud. The 

same goes for Mrs. Gillis and Mrs. Lendor and, a fortiorari, for Mr. Rouatt, Mr. 

Griffiths and Mr. Glass. 

763- The underlining indicates the changes made to the preceding Statement of Claim. 

Paragraphs 36 and following read: 

36- Miranda Tabi possédait une maison dont l'hypothèque devait être renouvelée ou renégociée à 

la fin d’août 2019, tel que mentionné dans un document remis par Ebokem aux participants 

d’une réunion dite de famille, le 12 avril 2019 et dans son affidavit du 24 juillet 2019.  

 

37- En vertu de la loi, la société hypothécaire devait envoyer à Miranda Tabi un bordereau de 

renouvellement hypothécaire au moins 21 jours avant la fin de l'hypothèque. Tout ce que Ben 

Ebokem avait à faire pour obtenir le renouvellement de l'hypothèque était de signer le bordereau de 

renouvellement avec le nom de Miranda Tabi et de le renvoyer à la société hypothécaire. 

 

38- Ben Eboken a mentionné, le 10 juillet 2019, lors d’une réunion présidée par Allen-Macartney, qu’il 

entendait payer l’hypothèque durant deux ans et qu’il cesserait de la payer par la suite et qu’il avait 

négocié une entente avec Street Capital. 

 

39- L’utilisation, le cas échéant, du nom de Miranda Tabi, qui était décédée, sur le bordereau de 

renouvellement de l’hypothèque par Ben Ebokem constitue une fraude hypothécaire. 

 

40- Le ou vers le 17 juin 2019, Ebokem engagea un avocat pour préparer et déposer une requête pour 

qu’il soit nommé administrateur de la succession de Miranda Tabi. 

 

41- Tel que mentionné au paragraphe 38, Ben Eboken a mentionné, le 10 juillet 2019, lors d’une réunion 

présidée par Allen-Macartney, qu’il entendait payer l’hypothèque durant deux ans et qu’il cesserait 

de la payer par la suite et qu’il avait négocié une entente avec Street Capital. 
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42- Ebokem a mentionné le renouvellement de l’hypothèque dans son affidavit en ces mots : 

 

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. 

 
Document 81 November 18, 2019 Amended Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim 

764- Mr. Bluteau wrote, in his March 4, 2020 affidavit, at Paragraph 294: 

On the same day, on September 19, 2019, I went to the courthouse and checked the estate 

file. Paragraph 7 of Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit was corroborating my preliminary conclusion 

of a mortgage fraud. Paragraph 7 reads: 

 

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

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. 

 

765- The purpose of the application made by Mr. Ebokem to be appointed administrator of 

Miranda Tabi’s estate was to hide the mortgage fraud so as to be able to deceive the 

Street Capital Bank of Canada and others, particularly the Cameroonian community 

and to increase the number of the donations Cameroonians would make in trust for 

Miranda Tabi’s minor children, which donations Mr. Ebokem would divert to himself. 

766- Mr. Ebokem committed his estate fraud in swearing his false July 24, 2019 affidavit 

supporting his Application to be appointed administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate.  

767- In his July 24, 2019 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem lied on his relationship with Miranda Tabi 

and in stating that the mortgage had not been renewed when it had been unlawfully 

renewed on the basis of his forgery of Miranda Tabi’s name and initials on the renewal 

document received from the Street Capital Bank of Canada. 

768- He lied in not informing the Court of the frauds he had committed in 2019, for example 

the Retour au pays natal fraud, which he admitted in his false January 27, 2022 affidavit 

and of the frauds he had committed throughout the years with respect to Government 

funds, frauds that he had admitted in his October 22, 2019 affidavit. 
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Document 3 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

Document 44 – Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit 

 

769- He lied in not informing the Court that the reason he was asking for a waiver of the 

bond was that he was not bondable in view of his mortgage fraud. 

770- Mr. Ebokem also lied to the Court in not telling the Court that he had obtained child 

tax benefits and increased Miranda Tabi’s liabilities in lying to the CRA on his 

relationship with Miranda Tabi in 2018 and 2019. 

771- Mr. Ebokem’s false July 24, 2019 affidavit removed any doubt as to his guilty mind 

with respect to the mortgage fraud. 

772- Mr. Bluteau wrote in his March 4, 2020 affidavit 

305- On July 24, 2019, Mr. Rouatt knew how mortgages are renewed. He knew that, if 

nothing had been done by Ebokem by that date, the mortgage will be either not renewed or renewed 

automatically, on August 21, 2019. This is not at all what the July 24, 2019 affidavit he wrote and 

commissioned said.  

 

306- Mr. Rouatt would have had to know, on September 5, 2019, that the mortgage had 

been renewed and thar Ebokem had committed a fraud.  

307- If the fraudulent mortgage renewal was obvious to me and would have been to anyone 

knowing the date of Miranda Tabi’s death and the scheduled date for the mortgage renewal, it would 

have been more than obvious to Mr. Rouatt with his experience: he knew the two basic facts – the 

date of Miranda Tabi’s death and Ebokem’s inaction with respect to the mortgage.  

308- Mr. Rouatt did something that he ought to have known assisted in, encouraged or 

facilitated a dishonesty, fraud, crime, or illegal conduct by his client Ebokem, namely Ebokem’s 

mortgage fraud in early June 2029 and also Ebokem’s perjury in his July 24, 2019 affidavit.  

309- In other words, he breached Rule 3.2.7 of the Rules of Professional Conduct and was 

a party to two offences: Ebokem’s mortgage fraud and perjury. He was also liable for any damage 

caused to others.  
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773- Mr. Rouatt drafted and commissioned an affidavit he knew to be false and used it to 

obstruct justice, in violation of Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code. He is also a party 

to Mr. Ebokem’s perjury. 
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Part 9 – Mr. Ebokem and the three minor children are domiciled in Quebec since 2020. 

Where in the world is Carmen Sandiego? 

 

 

774- Mrs. Lendor and Mr. Ebokem kept insisting for more than 2 years that Mr. Ebokem 

does not live in the Province of Quebec, but in the Province of Ontario. They are 

probably still saying this. Mrs. Lendor and Mr. Ebokem are rather childish in this 

respect.  

775- It is kind of understandable that Mr. Ebokem is living in imaginary worlds. More 

difficult to understand that Mrs. Lendor, his lawyer, wants to live in some of his 

imaginary worlds. 
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776- Mr. Ebokem admitted in his October 22, 2019 affidavit that he had been using a 

secondary address for an unknown number of years to defraud the Government of 

Ontario and the Government of Canada for financial gains. 

 

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

777- He has sworn 9 false affidavits since March 14, 2019, the day Miranda Tabid died. 

778- He stole, for example, the money of the Retour au pays natal funeral insurance, which 

crime he admitted in his January 27, 2022 affidavit.  

779- He has forged after Miranda Tabi’s death her name to get the renewal of the mortgage 

on her house.    

780- Before he moved to the Plateau Area, in the Aylmer Sector of Gatineau, in July 2020, 

Mr. Ebokem was living in Ottawa at 631 Sunburst Street, Ottawa, Ontario, K1T 0L1. 

781- Mr. Ebokem has now the custody of three minor children.  The three minor children 

are: 

a- Johanes Tabi whose date of birth is September 16, 2005. He was born in Ottawa. 

His biological father is Wilson Oduma, who might be living in England. Mr. 

Ebokem has the interim custody of Johanes Tabi; 

b- Marie-Georgette Ajocha Ebokem whose date of birth is August 20, 2012. She was 

born in Ottawa; and 
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c- George Mbanda Fornjinju Ebokem whose date of birth is August 27, 2014. He was 

born in Ottawa. 

782- Johanes Tabi will receive, in a few months, the money to which he is entitled. Mr. 

Ebokem’s efforts to get Johanes’ property have been unsuccessful.  

783- Mr. Ebokem, whose last known job was night cleaner at the Delta Hotel, in Ottawa, did 

not return to his job after Miranda Tabi’s death, on May 14, 2019.  He probably 

invented a story to receive social assistance in Ontario. 

784- Since July 2020, Mr. Ebokem and his lawyer, Mrs. Lendor, have been misleading the 

court in asserting that Mr. Ebokem was still living in Ontario. Mrs. Lendor went so far 

as to swear 3 false affidavits which misled the Court on Mr. Ebokem’s domicile. She 

was formally reminded more than once that her affidavits were misleading the Court. 

Her refusal to modify the jurat of her affidavits prove her mens rea, her guilty mind. 

785- In Paragraphs 6 to 9 of his May 26, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem expresses his 

manipulative discontent with the discovery and mention of a number of facts which are 

either public or can easily be proved by witnesses whose names he knows. 

786- In so doing, Mr. Ebokem admitted three facts that prove that his domicile is on the 

Quebec side of the Ottawa River. The bridge he would be most likely using to come to 

see Mrs. Lendor, in Ottawa Hunt Club area, is the Champlain Bridge. 
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787- First fact: Johanes Tabi, the elder of the minor children, has a Linkedin account where 

he states that he lives in Aylmer, Quebec, Canada.  

788- One can get this information from Linkedin or Google (search words: Johanes Tabi and 

Linkedin or, more simply, Johanes Tabi): This is not confidential information. It does 

not involve any breach of privacy. 

Aylmer, Quebec, Canada · Student · Perley and Rideau Veterans' Health Centre / 

Foundation 

View Johanes Tabi's profile on LinkedIn, the world's largest professional 

community. Johanes has 1 job listed on their profile.  

 

789- There is no information on Linkedin as to the date Johanes Tabi opened his account. 

The account had to be opened after Johanes had moved to Aylmer, sometime in the 

summer of 2020. The profile is linked to a summer job in Ottawa, at Miranda Tabi’s  

former place of work. 

790- Mr. Ebokem admitted the accuracy of the Linkedin information: in Paragraph 7 of his 

affidavit, Mr. Ebokem stated that: “He (Mr. Bluteau) has viewed Johanes’ Linkedin 
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page.” As millions of people could have done. Courts expect lawyers to verify the 

information available on Internet on the other party.   

Document 28 -Johanes Tabi’s Linkedin page 

791- This admission that the Linkdedin page is the minor child Johanes Tabi’s page is 

sufficient by itself to prove that Mr. Ebokem lives also in Aylmer, Quebec: a minor’s 

domicile is the same as his parents. 

792- If Johanes lived in Aylmer, he was probably attending a school in that sector. This was 

confirmed by a search/on Johanes’ soccer. Johanes is a very good soccer player.  

793- Second fact: Johanes Tabi was a student in a public English-speaking high school in 

Aylmer, in 2021-2022.  

794- There are two public English-speaking high schools in Gatineau. If Johanes Tabi lives 

in Aylmer, he is not going to attend the Philemon Wright High School in the Mont Bleu 

area, which is in the Hull sector.  

 

795- Since he lives in Aylmer, according to his Linkedin page, Johanes Tabi would likely 

attend the Symmes Junior & D'Arcy McGee High Schools. 
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796- Johanes Tabi’s soccer team in Ottawa was the 2019 Junior Boys – Soccer City 

Champions, in Ottawa. Anyone could have attended the championship game. On the 

photo, Johanes Tabi, who scored one of the two goals, is front row, second from the 

left.  

https://sites.google.com/a/ocsb.ca/fxh/school-news-

announcements/juniorboyssoccer-citychampions 

 

Junior Boys Soccer - City Champions! 
posted Nov 1, 2019, 10:22 AM by Sarah Schildknecht   [ updated Nov 1, 2019, 10:22 AM ] 

 

Congratulations to our Junior Boys  Soccer Team as they clinched the title of City Champions by 

winning 2-0 in overtime against St Pius X. Kudos to our two goal scorers of the night; Alex Vivolo 

scoring on a penalty kick and Johanes Tabi with the beautiful assist from Jacob Toste. Special 

mention goes out Xavier Pimbu (a member of the senior boys squad) for his mentorship, to Brady 

Fairholm who was stellar between the pipes and with the help of our entire defensive line they were 

able to end our season with a shutout. The boys played with grit and determination and are a true 

class act. Ms. Greffe and Ms. McSwiggan are very proud of these young men and how they 

conducted themselves both on and off the field. Way to go, Coyotes! 

 

https://sites.google.com/a/ocsb.ca/fxh/school-news-announcements/juniorboyssoccer-citychampions
https://sites.google.com/a/ocsb.ca/fxh/school-news-announcements/juniorboyssoccer-citychampions
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Document 30 – Johanes Tabi – City Championship 

 

797- The search words “Johanes Tabi” and “soccer” gave Johanes’s high school. 

 

Johanes Tabi ‘23 Recruiting Profile 

 
D'arcy McGee HighSchool 

Gatineau, QC 

Men's Soccer 

 

Document 29- 2023 NCSA Recruiting Profile 

 

798- Mr. Bluteau went to the D’Arcy McGee High School. Maybe a soccer game would be 

on. He went there only once.  

799-  At Paragraph 7 of his May 26, 2022, Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor seem to insinuate 

that Mr. Bluteau is a sex pervert: 
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“In fact, it is troubling that Mr. Bluteau would attend Johanes’ school and admit to attending 

Johanes’ school on April 22, 2022 and watching Johanes playing football.” 

 

800- Johanes Tabi’s photo is easily available on Internet because Mr. Ebokem put his photo 

in many places on Internet. 

801- What is really troubling Mr. Ebokem is that he did not know about Johanes’ Linkedin 

account and his 2023 Internet NCSA Recruiting Profile before he read Mr. Bluteau’s 

May 19, 2022 affidavit.  

802- As a matter of fact, Johanes was not playing football, but practicing. There was a fair 

number of persons watching the outdoor practice. It was not on April 22, 2022, a 

Friday, but on April 12, 2022, a Tuesday, as it was stated in Mr. Bluteau’s May 19, 

2022 affidavit. 

803- Mr. Bluteau did not take any photo. He left as soon as he could ascertain that Johanes 

Tabi was in the football practice. He was not totally sure. Johanes did not seem to have 

noticed Mr. Bluteau’s presence. 

804- This year, Johanes is probably attending the Heritage CEGEP in Gatineau. 
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325, boul. de la Cité-des-jeunes 

Gatineau, QC, Canada  J8Y 6T3 

805- Third fact: that the two other minor children, Marie and George, have been filmed 

playing in a small Gatineau children’s park, last summer, with a man talking to them. 

806- The video was sent by the person who had filmed the children to someone in Cameroon 

which sent it to Mrs. Chartrand.  

807- It might trouble Mr. Ebokem that it is not him who was playing with his children. 

808- The man whose voice is heard in the video had told Mr. Bluteau that he helped Mr. 

Ebokem paint the Sunburst Street house before it was put on sale by the bank, in June 

2020.  

809- This man works as a teacher in Nunavut. His wife fixes Marie’s hair.  

810- His name is Adolf Diange Eboa. His Aylmer, Gatineau address and phone number are 

available on Internet. A possible email address is available from a Twitter account. In 

2011, he was a Presbyterian Pastor.  

Document 103 – Adolf Diange Eboa – contact information and Pastor 

 

811- On the next photo, Mr. Eboa is the one before last on the first row, on the right side of 

the photo. 



262 
 

 

 

Enrolled in a course called Proactive Instructional Leadership in Nunavut Communities, are, front row, 

from left, Catherine Eleehetook, Katharine Bartlett, Kylie Curry, Jason Hatt, Kelli McLarty, Diange 

Eboa and Brenda Mercer. Back row, from left, Angeline Koomuk, Bern O’Brien, Melinda Kaviok, Kelly 

Karpik, Anne Marie Lewis, April Ollie, Bridgette Aulatjut, Jolene Anderson and Jim Priebe. photo 

courtesy of the Department of Education 

Document 104- Adolf Diange Eboa – Nunavut 

812- No more evidence than Mr. Ebokem’s sworn admissions is required to prove that Mr. 

Ebokem and the minor children live in the Province of Quebec. The evidence described 

in the preceding paragraphs is beyond a reasonable doubt.  

813- On June 26, 2022, Mrs. Chartrand was at the Gloucester Presbyterian Church, on Pike 

Street, Ottawa, with Andrew and a friend with her young daughter. Marie and George   

were there and rushed to hug Mrs. Chartrand and Andrew. Mr. Ebokem took them 

away. Andrew started to cry. Johanes Tabi was at the Church too.  
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814- Mr. Ebokem had parked Miranda’s car in the parking area near the Church. The car 

had a Quebec license plate.  

815- The first June 26, 2022 photo shows Miranda Tabi’s car, with a Quebec license plate, 

in the parking lot of the Gloucester Presbyterian Church.   

 

 

 

Document 91 – Mr. Ebokem’s car with a Quebec license plate June 26, 2022 

 

816- The second photo shows Mr. Ebokem entering the car, on the left. One can see Johanes 

Tabi entering the car on the right.  The name of the young boy near Mr. Ebokem is not 

known. 
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Document 92- Mr. Ebokem entering the car with a Quebec license plate  

 

817- The third photo shows Mr. Ebokem entering the car with a Quebec license plate, on the 

left. One can see Johanes entering the car on the right. The woman in the picture is one 

of Mrs. Chartrand’s friends who had asked Mrs. Chartrand to bring her and her young 

daughter to the Church. 
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Document 93 – Mr. Ebokem entering car with a Quebec license plate 

 

818- The fourth photo shows Marie and George near the car. 
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Document 96- Marie and George near Mr. Ebokem’s car June 26, 2022 

 

819- These photos confirm that Mr. Ebokem lives in, is ordinarily resident of, is domiciled 

in the Province of Quebec. 

820- Mr. Ebokem invented a story to complain to Mrs. Allen-Macartney about Mrs. 

Chartrand. The Church initiated the process to throw Mrs. Chartrand out of the Church. 

This is not the way to hide that the Pastor had been Mr. Ebokem’s accomplice since 

2019. 

821- Mrs. Lendor, on June 29, 2022, still gives, in her summary of position, Mr. Ebokem’s 

address as being in the Province of Ontario. The photos in the parking lot were not 

available to her at the time.   

Document 106- Mrs. Lendor’s June 29, 2022 summary 
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822- Just to be sure that Mrs. Lendor is fully informed that Gatineau is not in Ontario, here 

are some basic geographical information. Here is a map of Canada. 

 

 

Quebec is not Ontario – Ontario is not Quebec. 

 

Ottawa is in Ontario. 

 

Gatineau is in Quebec. 

 

The Ottawa River separates the Canadian provinces of Ontario and Quebec. 

To stay with Carmen Sandiego, one should mention that Ontario, Quebec and Canada have 

different flags. See the map of Canada. 



268 
 

 

(Oct. 14, 2020) --- The International Space Station was orbiting above the Ottawa River which separates the 

Canadian provinces of Ontario and Quebec. On the Ontario side of the river, which is also connected to the 

Rideau and Gatineau Rivers, is Canada's capital city of Ottawa. 
 

https://www.nasa.gov/image-feature/the-ottawa-river-separates-the-canadian-provinces-of-

ontario-and-quebec 

 

 

https://www.nasa.gov/image-feature/the-ottawa-river-separates-the-canadian-provinces-of-ontario-and-quebec
https://www.nasa.gov/image-feature/the-ottawa-river-separates-the-canadian-provinces-of-ontario-and-quebec
https://www.nasa.gov/sites/default/files/thumbnails/image/iss063e107781.jpg
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823- The description of the parties in Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022’s affidavit reads: 

 

824- Mr. Ebokem’s address is said to be at the care of Mrs. Lendor. As well say that his 

address is at a post office.  

825- Mr. Ebokem is not living at Mrs. Lendor’s office, in her mailbox or in the adjacent 

parking lot. 
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What Does C/O Mean in An Address? 

C/o stands for “in care of” and is written along with the mailing address on an item. 

 

But, what does care of mean? 

 

It means that a mail item is “in care of” another person. “Care of” addresses are used in situations where 

the intended recipient is different from the actual recipient who collects the mailpiece. 

 

They help ensure that the mailpiece is not returned to the sender if the postal service does not identify the 

recipient and refuses delivery. 

Suppose you have a roommate who is home all day and usually receives the mail, and you always come home 

late from work. In this case, anyone mailing something to you can write your roommate’s name on the c/o 

address line. While writing the mailing address, your name would come on the first line followed by this line. 

 

So, your roommate collects and signs (if required) for the mail and then pass it on to you. This way, the mail 

reaches the right hands even though you weren’t originally able to collect the mail yourself. 

 

Mailers can also use c/o addresses when they are unsure of the intended recipient’s home address. Thus, they 

add a c/o line and send mail to that person’s business address. 

When to Use “Care of” in Addresses? 

Apart from the above reasons, there are several other occasions when you may use “care of mailing 

addresses”. 

 

Using such addresses benefits the sender and recipient both- the senders assure that their mail does not return 

to them and the recipients can get their mail safely. 

 

Plus, it prevents other issues like misplaced or stolen mail, failed deliveries, data breaches, etc. 

https://www.postgrid.ca/how-to-address-letters-mails-and-envelops-in-canada-with-mailing-address-format/
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Find below some situations where it is advisable to use a c/o line: 

Sending Mail to a Hotel 

If you want to mail to someone currently residing in a hotel, you should write the room number in your 

mailing address. But, sometimes, you may not know the room number. 

In such cases, you can add a c/o line and mention the hotel name where you need to mail. When the mailpiece 

reaches the hotel, any staff member can collect it and drop it in the recipient’s room. 

 

Sending Mail to the Recipient’s Friend 

Suppose you don’t have the mailing address of your intended recipient but have the address of one of their 

friends. You may add c/o to the address and send your mailpiece to the friend instead. 

 

The c/o line lets the person know that the mail is sent for someone else and not themselves. 

Sending Mail Elsewhere to Secure It 

For example, you want to mail someone living in a bad neighbourhood. It is better to send the mail someplace 

else with a c/o line to assure its security. 

Sending Mail to Someone’s Attorney 

Sometimes, some clients request to get their account statements, invoices, or cheques mailed to their 

attorney’s offices. Hence, you send the document to the attorney’s office using a care-of address. 

 

You may direct the mailpiece to some other trusted place as well. Make sure to contact the recipient 

beforehand regarding where to send their documents. It will help both parties keep the documents safe and 

confidential. 

https://www.postgrid.ca/how-to-use-c-o-in-mailing-address/ 

826- The use of C/O means that Mr. Ebokem lives somewhere else than in Mrs. Lendor’s 

office. 

827- Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor were notified by Mr. Blutaau’s November 19, 2022 

affidavit, that their January 27,  2022 and May 5, 2022 were null and void. 

Document 44- Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit 

Document 1 – Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 affidavit 

Document 9- Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit 

Document 253 – Mr. Bluteau’s May 19, 2022 affidavit 

828- The jurat of the remotely commissioned May 26, 2022 affidavit, which was remotely 

commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, nevertheless reads: 

https://www.postgrid.ca/how-to-use-c-o-in-mailing-address/
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829- The jurat of the remotely commissioned May 5, 2022 affidavit did not indicate the 

deponent’s and lawyer’s location.   

830- There was no correction of the jurat vitiating defect in Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 

affidavit, which was remotely commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, on May 26, 2022, at 

13:27 Eastern Daily Time, one minute after Mr. Ebokem had signed it. 

831- The apparently minor mistake was not corrected by Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer even after 

she had been advised of it in Mr. Bluteau’s May 19, 2022 affidavit.  

832- Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 is silent about the mistake and his false Deponent’s 

Statement.  
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833- The jurat of a remotely commissioned affidavit must include the deponent’s location 

and the commissioner’s location. See Ontario Regulation 431/20 Administering Oath 

and Declaration Remotely.  

COMMISSIONERS FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS ACT 

Made: July 30, 2020 

Filed: July 30, 2020 

Published on e-Laws: July 30, 2020 

Printed in The Ontario Gazette: August 15, 2020 

 

ADMINISTERING OATH OR DECLARATION REMOTELY 

 

Remote administering of oath, declaration permitted 

 

1. An oath or declaration may be taken by a deponent or declarant without being in the physical presence 

of the person administering the oath or declaration, if the following conditions are met: 

 

1.  The oath or declaration is being administered by an electronic method of communication in which the 

person administering the oath or declaration and the deponent or declarant are able to see, hear and 

communicate with each other in real time throughout the entire transaction. 

 

2.  The person administering the oath or declaration confirms the identity of the deponent or declarant. 

 

2. A modified version of the jurat or declaration is used that indicates, 

 

i. that the oath or declaration was administered in accordance with this Regulation, and 

ii. the location of the person administering the oath or declaration and of the deponent or declarant at the 

time of the administering. 

 

834- See also: Document 94- Form 16 B – Rules of Civil Procedure 

835- It is Mrs. Lendor’s duty as commissioner for oaths to verify and document Mr. 

Ebokem’s identity and location at the time of the commissioning of the affidavits.  

836- The way Mrs. Lendor would have cured the jurat defect, if she had done it, would 

demonstrate either that, if she indicates Mr. Ebokem’s location as Ottawa in the jurat, 

she is continuing to be knowingly misleading the Court on Mr. Ebokem’s domicile, 

which is Gatineau, Quebec and not Ottawa, Ontario or that, if she indicates his location 

as Gatineau in the jurat, she was knowingly misleading the Court on Mr. Ebokem’s 
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domicile in his May 5, 2022 affidavit, his January 27, 2022 affidavit and his May 26, 

2022 affidavit.  

837- There is no possible explanation: her client admitted in his May 26, 2022 affidavit, 

which she had commissioned, that he lives in the Province of Quebec.  

838- Mrs. Lendor submitted to the Court affidavits that she knew to be false and contravened 

Section 139 of the Criminal Code and, for reasons to be explained in more detail in the 

next Parts, committed independent intentional torts of defamation and deceit which 

caused damages to Mr. Bluteau. 
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Part 10 - Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 and May 26, 2022 affidavits are null and 

void. Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor invented a fake March 23, 2019 meeting. 

839- One does not wonder about Mr. Ebokem’s or Mrs. Lendor’s honesty in reading Mr. 

Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit and May 26, 2022 affidavit. They are both dishonest. 

One wonders about their living in imaginary worlds.  

840- In 2022. Lendor commissioned three false as well as null and void affidavits for Mr. 

Ebokem, the first one on January 27, 2022, the second one on May 5, 2022 and the 

third one on May 26, 2022. 

Document 9 – Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit 

Document 1 – Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 affidavit  

Document 44 – Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit 

841- They are false for more than one reason. The first reason is that they state that Mr. 

Ebokem is living in Ontario while he is living in Quebec. See Part 9 – Mr. Ebokem 

and the three minor children are domiciled in Quebec since 2020. 

842- The second reason is that they state that Miranda Tabi was Mr. Ebokem’s spouse, on 

March 14, 2019, the day she died in the Critical Care Unit of the General Hospital. The 

repetition of one version of these false statements does not make either version true. 

843- Mr. Ebokem fabricated evidence of a reconciliation and marriage, on March 10, 2019, 

four days before Miranda Tabi. Impersonating Miranda Tabi, he informed the world, 

in fact the people who look at Miranda Tabi’s Facebook page, about Miranda’s 

marriage at the General Hospital – he did not state that the imaginary marriage would 

have taken place in the Critical Care Unit, where Miranda was lying comatose. 
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Document 55 – March 10, 2019 Facebook Marriage 
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844- The May 5, 2022 affidavit and the May 26, 2022 affidavit are also false because they 

reiterate the defamatory and calumnious story of a personal and professional 

relationship between Mr. Bluteau and Mr. Ebokem 

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

845- Mrs. Lendor shamelessly used the false story that Mr. Bluteau was Mr. Ebokem’s 

lawyer in early 2019 when she knew the story was false because she was Mr. Ebokem’s 

lawyer at the time.  

846- Three years after the relevant facts and after his false and counterfeited October 22, 

2019 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem is inventing, in his May 5, 2022 affidavit, a fake meeting 

on or around March 23, 2019. 

847- In the invented fake March 23, 2019 meeting, Mr. Bluteau seems to be alone – there is 

no mention of Mrs. Chartrand and Andrew - and Mr. Ebokem is accompanied, in the 

May 5, 2022 version of the fake meeting, by 5 Cameroonian community members, and, 

in the May 26, 2022 version, by more than 5 Cameroonian community members.  

848- Mr. Ebokem I said, on October 22, 2019, that there was one meeting on April 12, 2019, 

in his affidavit to support his first Motion to get Mr. Bluteau off the record. The 

existence of the April 12, 2019 meeting is an uncontroverted fact. 

849- Mr. Ebokem II did not made any reference, in his January 27, 2022 affidavit, to the 

meeting Mrs. Chartrand had, on March 23, 2019, with Mr. Ebokem with respect to 

moneys which should be put into a trust account for the children, according to Mrs. 

Chartrand. The March 23, 2019 meeting with Mrs. Chartrand is also an uncontroverted 

fact.  

850- Mr. Ebokem III said, on May 5, 2022 and Mr. Ebokem IV said, on May 26, 2022, that 

there was one meeting on or around March 23, 2019. 

851- Mr. Bluteau says that the family meeting took place on April 12, 2019. 
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852- Mr. Bluteau is said to have been the witness of both March 23, 2019 meetings, 

according to Mr. Ebokem III and IV, and the April 12, 2019 meeting, according to Mr. 

Ebokem I.   

853- Mr. Ebokem I corroborates Mr. Bluteau that there was only one meeting, namely on 

April 12, 2019 meeting.  

854- The family meeting took place, therefore, on April 12, 2019, and not, on or around 

March 23, 2019.  

855- At Paragraph 7 of his May 5, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem III described the March 23, 

2019 meeting in these words: 

Shortly after Miranda’s passing, Ms. Chartrand told me that her common law spous, Mr. Bludeau 

would provide me with legal advice and help me navigate the legal challenges, should Miranda 

Tabi’s pass away. Then they invited me to their house, an invitation which I accepted to attend their 

home with five (5) community members. When I went to their home, on approximately March 23, 

2019, I provided Mr. Bluteau with my file of legal documents and insurance policies. Once he 

reviewed the file, Mr. Bluteau then told us that since his partner’s name (Ms. Chartrand) is on one 

of the documents, then he will work for her, not me. Then the community members who were there 

with me raised the issue that there was a conflict of interest. The community members and I believe 

that he cannot review my file, then use the information he got to work against me. 

 
Document 9- Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit 

 

856- According to Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 story, Mr. Bluteau could not have been 

working for Ebokem before March 23, 2019. On that day, he refused to work for Mr. 

Ebokem. March 23, 2019 marked the end of their short-lived professional relationship 

and their personal relationship. It follows that Mr. Bluteau did not provide any legal 

advice to Mr. Ebokem before and after March 23, 2019 meeting.  

857- A meeting was held on April 12, 2019 and a conflict of interest was raised in the 

meeting and Mr. Bluteau did not meet Mr. Ebokem again. If a conflict of interest had 

been raised in the March 23, 2019 meeting, as said by Mr. Ebokem III and IV, Mr. 

Bluteau would not have met Mr. Ebokem again, on April 12, 2019.  
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858- Mr. Ebokem is referring to Miranda Tabi’s documents and insurance policies, not to 

his own legal documents and insurance policies. In fact, he can only be referring to 

legal documents and insurance policies described in Exhibit “C” attached to his 

October 22, 2019 affidavit. 

859- Mr. Ebokem III and Mr. Ebokem IV did not mention that Mrs. Chartrand’s name was 

on what he calls, in his May 26, 2022 affidavit, the HOOPP pension plan or the Sun 

Life trust or both. 

860- Both Mr. Bluteau and Mr. Ebokem attended a real meeting, on Sunday March 24, 2019 

and there was no discussion or mention, of the fake March 23, 2019 meeting, by anyone 

of the more than 5 Cameroonian community members who attended the March 24, 

2019 meeting. Mrs. Chartrand also attended that meeting.  

861- If a meeting had been held on March 23, 2019, Mr. Bluteau would not have been 

accepted in the March 24, 2019 meeting, to discuss funeral arrangements. 

862- On Saturday March 23, 2019, Mr. Ebokem was very busy attending 2 meetings: a real 

one at the TD Bank in the afternoon, without Mr. Bluteau, and a fake one, in the evening 

presumably, with Mr. Bluteau. 

863- Mr. Ebokem took time off his busy schedule, on Saturday April 23, 2019 – he had to 

find another funeral home - to send an email to Mrs. Chartrand inviting her to the 

funeral director meeting on the next day: 

Hi aunty Joan.  

 

The funeral home we signed  up the contract has been banned. Therefore our contract with them is 

voit and I  informed today. The good news is, we got another funeral home today  that accommodate 

us with all our needs. So the appointment to sign the contract is tomorrow at 1:30pm. It will be nice 

for you to be part of the contract signing.  

 

Thanks 
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864- There is no mention of the fake meeting. Mr. Ebokem would not have invited Mrs. 

Chartrand, if the fake meeting had taken place on March 23, 2019. 

865- A real meeting took place between Mr. Ebokem and not with Mr. Bluteau, but with 

Mrs. Chartrand, not at Mrs. Chartrand’s house, but at a TD Bank.  

866- The meeting was not about HOOPP, but about the donations expected to be received 

from the community in trust for the minor children. At that time, the HOOPP pension 

plan was not known to Mrs. Chartrand. 

867- Mr. Ebokem’s invented meeting took place, on March 23, 2019, two days before the 

HOOPP March 22, 2019 letter informing Mrs. Chartrand that she was the named 

beneficiary of Miranda Tabi’s pension was put into Miranda’s mail box. March 22, 

2019 was a Friday and the letter was mailed from Toronto. 

Document 208- Incomplete copy of HOOPP’s March 22, 2019 letter to Mrs. Chartrand 

868- Mr. Ebokem was rather prescient, during this Saturday March 23, 2019 meeting: he 

knew that there was something in the mail, the HOOPP March 22, 2019 letter. 

869- Paragraph 5 of Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 affidavit reads in part: 

He (Mr. Bluteau) confirmed that he reviewed my documents on April 12, 2019, at the residence he 

shares with the Applicant. Mr. Bluteau took a copy of my documents without my knowledge or 

consent, and which he is now trying to use against me. For example, he took copy of the HOOP 

pension plan for my deceased spouse Miranda Tabi, and he is now suing me for that policy. 

 

870- This is not what happened on April 12, 2019, during the family meeting according to 

Mr. Ebokem I and Mr. Bluteau. 

871- It is impossible to steal, on March 23, 2019, a document, the so-called HOOPP pension 

plan, which has not been received yet. 

872- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit shows that two meetings were held after 

Miranda Tabi’s funerals, after April 6, 2019. The first meeting took place on April 7, 

2019, a Sunday. 
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873- Mr. Bluteau did not attend this procedural meeting, contrary to what Mr. Ebokem is 

saying. In his March 4, 2020 affidavit, Mr. Bluteau wrote: 

Paragraphs 23-25 

 

1- These paragraphs are false. 

 

2- 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 

. 

3- I just thought this was a very simple task and a short deadline should be OK. So I told Jacob. 
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4- According to Joan Chartrand, who attended the meeting, Ebokem is ascribing to me words said in the 

meeting by Brother Louis. 

 

5- I believed then, and still believe, that Ebokem wanted time for destroying documents and emails. 

 
Document 15 – Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2019 affidavit 

 

Document 118 – Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2019 affidavit - jurat 

 

874- There are witnesses to the subsequent meeting, to the meeting held on April 12, 2019, 

other than Mr. Bluteau, Mr. Beryl Tabi or Mrs. Chartrand. There are emails about this 

meeting. This was an important meeting. 

875- There are copies of a computer-dated report on Miranda Tabi’s assets and liabilities 

which were given to the persons attending the April 12, 2019 meeting. See at the bottom 

of the page on the left. 

 

Document 18 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit – Exhibit G 
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876- For Mr. Ebokem, there were 2 meetings, one on April 7, 2019, a Sunday, before Mass, 

a procedural meeting, and a second one, on April 12, 2019, a Friday, around 7.00 pm., 

a substantive meeting.  

877- The meetings which have taken place between March 10, 2019 and April 12, 2019 are 

the following. 

878- A conversation between Mr. Ebokem, Mrs. Chartrand and Mr. Bluteau, on March 10, 

2019. The date and place were not mentioned by Mr. Ebokem, in his October 22, 2019 

affidavit.  

879- A group meeting with the first funeral director, the Sunday after March 14, 2019. Mr. 

Bluteau attended that meeting.  

880- A meeting, on March 23, 2019, between Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Chartrand at a TD Bank 

branch, in the morning. Johanes Tabi attended part of this meeting. 

881- A group meeting with the second funeral director, on March 24, 2019., in early 

afternoon. This meeting was not mentioned in Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 

affidavit. Mr. Bluteau attended this meeting.  

882- In case the reader is wondering about a second funeral director, the first funeral home 

got its licence suspended until a refrigerator problem was fixed.  

883- A small meeting at the end of March 2019, probably on March 28, 2019, between Mr. 

Ebokem, a friend of Miranda Tabi and Mrs. Chartrand, at her house. A number of 

documents, including HOOPP documents, were copied by Miranda’s friend and Mrs. 

Chartrand, with no objection from Mr. Ebokem. This meeting is not mentioned in Mr. 

Ebokem’s affidavit. Mr. Bluteau saw Mr. Ebokem during that meeting.  
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884- A family meeting at Mrs. Chartrand’s house on April 7, 2019. Mr. Bluteau did not 

attend this meeting.  

885- A small meeting with Mr. Jacob Ekwa and Mrs. Chartrand, at her house, a few days 

before the April 11, 2019 meeting. Mr. Bluteau learned from Mr. Jacob Ekwa the way 

Mr. Ebokem had got the Toyota license plates renewed illegally online. Mr. Ekwa’s 

wife told the same thing to Mrs. Chartrand, a few days later. 

886- An enlarged family meeting at Mrs. Chartrand’s house on April 12, 2019. Mr. Bluteau 

intervened twice – against Mr. Ebokem - during this meeting.  

887- In none of these meetings confidential information could have been conveyed by 

Ebokem for the simple reasons that there were other recipients of the information at 

every one of these events and that Ebokem wanted to convey the information to the 

persons attending the meeting. In any event, the information on Miranda’s estate did 

not belong to Mr. Ebokem and was clearly not intended to be confidential, but shared 

with the persons attending the meeting, in Ottawa, and the persons attending through 

phone the meeting, in Cameroon.  

888- Mr. Bluteau wrote three emails between March 23, 2019 and April 15, 2019. There is 

one mention of a meeting between him and Mr. Ebokem a few days before April 15, 

2019. This meeting was the April 12, 2019 family meeting. 

889- There was no mention of the March 23, 2019 fake meeting in Mr. Ebokem’s October 

22, 2019 affidavit. 

890- Mr. Bluteau agrees that a meeting was held on April 12, 2019, which is the exact date 

of the meeting. He agrees also that a copy of an April 12, 2019 computer-dated report 

on Miranda’s Assets and Liabilities was given to the persons attending the meeting.  
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891- The express purpose of the April 12, 2019 family meeting was to inform the family 

members of the documents related to Miranda Tabi’s estate through a report prepared 

by Mr. Jacob Ekwa Duala-Ekoko on the basis of the documents Mr. Ebokem had been 

hoarding and hiding until then. 

892- Mr. Ebokem had secretly applied for the HOOPP pension, the day before the April 12, 

2019 meeting. 

893- Mr. Ebokem disclosed to her, on April 12, 2019, an incomplete copy of HOOPP March 

22, 2019 letter, which was addressed to Mrs. Chartrand. 

894- This letter is what Mr. Ebokem calls the HOOPP pension plan in Paragraph 5 of his 

May 26, 2022 affidavit. Mr. Ebokem would have destroyed the proof of his con job if 

had not forgotten to pick it up at the time of the meeting.  

895- The copy of the HOOPP March 22, 2019 letter circulated to the persons attending the 

April 12, 2019 meeting was different from the letter sent by HOOPP in two respects. 

A handwritten note on the back of the last page of the letter circulated at the meeting 

was grossly misstating the value of the pension and Page 2 of the letter was missing. 
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Document 18- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit – Exhibit G 

 

896- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem described the family meeting which 

took place on April 12, 2019, not on April 11, 2019. 
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897- Mr. Bluteau’s March 4, 2020 affidavit described what really happened during the April 

12, 2019 meeting. Both Mr. Ebokem and Mr. Bluteau agree that a meeting took place. 

  

Paragraph 27 
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374-    This paragraph is false. This meeting was not convened by me, but agreed by him, on April 7, 2019, and 

Joan Chartrand. I was clearly not Ebokem’s lawyer at that meeting, which took place before my April 

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

 

375- 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. 

 

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

 

Paragraph 28 

377- This is in substance what I said, for the first time, because I was not giving him any legal advice before.  

 

378- 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. 

 

379- 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 

 

380- This paragraph is false.  

 

381- This paragraph has to be read with Paragraph 32. Both paragraphs are referring to my April 15, 2019 

email. 

 

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

 

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

Ebokem, 

 

384- The Statement of Claim only deals with two matters: the HOOPP pension and the Sun Life insurance.  

 

385- 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. 

 

386- They wanted three interrelated things: a- 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- to side with them against Joan Chartrand with respect to 

the HOOPP pension and the Sun Life insurance.  

 

387- A chimera.  

 

388- 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. 

 

389- They misrepresented the HOOPP amount involved.   

 

390- Joan Chartrand was ambivalent on both requests. She still trusted Ebokem then. I didn’t. 

 

391- When I realized what was happening, I told Joan Chartrand what I thought and that I would like to 

intervene. She agreed. 
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392- 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.  

 

393- Ebokem accused me then of being in a conflict of interests because of Joan Chartrand. This was not a 

conflict, but a convergence, of interests.  

 

394- 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. God riddance! 

 

395- 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 

396- This paragraph is false and not relevant. 

 

397- HOOPP knew of Miranda Tabi’s death by March 22, 2019.  

 

398- 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. 

 

399- Ebokem had filed the day before the April 12, 2019 meeting a claim for the HOOPP pension.  

 

400- 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. 

 

Paragraph 31  

 

401- 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  

 

402- 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. 

  

403- 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 an April 22, 2019 text message 

from Joan Chartrand. 

 



292 
 

404- 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”. 

 

405- There was no correspondence between Ebokem and me. 

 

406- 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.  

 

407- 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.  

 

408- 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.  

 

409- 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. 

 

410- 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 

 

411- 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.  

 

412- This paragraph is false.  

 

413- One woman had accused Joan Chartrand during the 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. 

 

414- 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 

 

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

 

Paragraph 33 

 

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

. 

417- Paragraph 33 reads: 
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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. 

 

418- Evelyn 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. 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. 

 

419- The main problem with this argument, made on April 12, 2019, is precisely the fact that it was made on 

April 12, 2019. 

 

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

 

421- 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 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 `. 

 

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

 

423- 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. 

 

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

 

425- 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 

 

426- This paragraph is false. 

 

427- 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.  

 

428- 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.  

 

429- 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. 

 

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

 

898- According to Mr. Ebokem II, on May 5, 2022, there was a meeting with Mr. Bluteau 

on or around March 23, 2019, before Miranda Tabi’s funerals, during which Mr. 

Bluteau would have obtained the same documents which would have been received by 

him during the April 12, 2019 meeting, according to Mr. Ebokem I, on October 22, 

2019. 
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899- There was no meeting between Mr. Bluteau and Mr. Ebokem with his 5 or more 

imaginary acolytes during which Mr. Bluteau stole a document which had not been 

received yet by Mr. Ebokem.  

900- The only purpose of the fake meeting seems to give Mr. Ebokem a forum to complain 

about Mr. Bluteau stealing his so-called HOOPP file. Another defamatory statement. 

901- Mrs. Lendor, who represented Mr. Ebokem from mid-March 2019 to October 2019 

knew that there was no meeting on or around March 23, 2019 and she, nevertheless, 

commissioned Mr. Ebokem’s false May 5, 2022 affidavit and his false May 26, 2022 

affidavit. 

902- It is rather annoying to have to go into so many details to debunk a falsehood invented 

by Mrs. Lendor and Mr. Ebokem for the purpose to destroy Mr. Bluteau’s personal and 

professional reputation.  
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Part 11- Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit, which is null and void, is false 

 

903- In the introduction to his January 27, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem swears that he lives 

in Ontario. Like Pinocchio, Mr. Ebokem’s lies have short legs. They cannot run very 

far. 

904- Mr. Ebokem admitted, in Paragraphs 7 to 9 of his May 26, 2022 affidavit that he lives 

in Quebec, as it is confirmed by the photos of Mr. Ebokem entering Miranda’s car, in 

June 2022, in Ottawa. 
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905- Paragraph 1 of the affidavit is boilerplate. Logically, if the affidavit is false, Paragraph 

1 is false too.  

906- As to Paragraph 2, Mr. Ebokem’s real objective – and it goes back to the April 12, 2019 

family meeting - is to get his hands on the Sun Life trust monies. 

907- The first sentence of Paragraph 3 is false. Mr. Ebokem was not Miranda Tabi’s spouse 

on March 14, 2019, the day Miranda died. 

908- Miranda separated from Mr. Ebokem in 2017 and had not reconciled with him, on 

March 10, 2019, the day Mr. Ebokem, impersonated Miranda, on her Facebook page, 

announcing that she had, on that day, married Mr. Ebokem. Miranda had been in a 

coma since March 1, 2019.  

909- On or around that day, Mr. Ebokem met with Mrs. Chartrand and Mr. Bluteau and there 

was no mention of a reconciliation or marriage.  
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910- The Facebook marriage announcement was confirming that no reconciliation happened 

in the Critical Care Unit, 4 days before Miranda, who had been comatose since March 

1, 2019, died. 

911- The affidavit does not include a copy of the trust agreement, which was signed on June 

28, 2018. Here is the agreement:  
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Document 13- Sun Life trust 

912- Paragraph 4 is false except as to the fact that Mr. Ebokem is not Johanes Tabi’s 

biological father.  

913- Paragraphs 5 and 6 do not appear to be false. 

914- Paragraph 7, which restates that Mr. Ebokem was Miranda Tabi’s spouse, is false. 

915- As to Paragraph 8, it is rather unlikely that Mr. Ebokem would have been honestly 

administering Miranda Tabi’s estate, considering that he got appointed as administrator 

of her estate on the basis of a false affidavit, commissioned by Mr. Rouatt. In any event, 

he is not administering the children’s estate, the OGPT was. It should have been the 

Curateur public du Québec since the three minor children are domiciled in the Province 

of Quebec, since the end of the 2019-2020 school year. 

Document 2 – Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavit 

 

Document 53 – Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT 

 

916- Paragraphs 10 and 11 are false.  

917- Mrs. Chartrand’s relationship with Miranda has always been, since she was born, one 

of motherly love for her and reciprocally. 

918- She helped Miranda when she immigrated to Canada. She was for all practical purposes 

her daughter.  Here is a photo of Miranda and Mrs. Chartrand in her apartment at that 

time. 
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919-  Mrs. Chartrand financially supported Miranda for 2 years until she got a job in her 

field of study and got her own place. Miranda was then independent and was travelling 

abroad to see her friends.   

920- Miranda got pregnant in England, in early 2005. Mrs. Chartrand continued to support 

her emotionally and financially as she had done from the day of her birth to the day of 

her death.  

921- For example, Mrs. Chartrand gave her the car she had when she got a new one and 

helped her financing the purchase of the car which is currently being used by Mr. 

Ebokem. 

922- Here is a photo of Miranda with Baby Johanes that Miranda gave Mrs. Chartrand in 

2005. 
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923- On December 21, 2012, Miranda sent Mrs. Chartrand on her behalf and on the behalf 

of Mr. Ebokem, her brother Beryl, who was living with her at that time and helping her 

with Johanes and Marie, and of Johanes and Marie, this Christmas card.  
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924- Johanes, who was 7 years old, wrote Mrs. Chartrand, on December 21, 2012, a very 

touching letter. 
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925- Here is a photo of Miranda, Johannes, Marie, George and Mrs. Chartrand, on November 

8, 2014.  
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926- In December 2014, Marie, George and Mrs. Chartrand: 
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927- In December 2017, Miranda sent Mrs. Chartrand, on her behalf and on the behalf of 

Johanes, Marie and George and Mr. Ebokem this Christmas card.  
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928-  From 2015 to 2018, Mrs. Chartrand invited Miranda and her family members to a 

Christmas dinner at a Chinese restaurant. She gave each person attending the dinner as 

a Christmas gift an envelope containing a fair amount of money and her Christmas 

wishes. In December 2015: 
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929- Sometime after August 2, 2016, Miranda named Mrs. Chartrand as the person to contact 

in case of emergency in her passport. 
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930- Photos of Miranda and Mrs. Chartrand, at the Hospital, on June 25, 2017. 
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943-  Photo taken by Mrs. Chartrand of Johanes’s January 6, 2019 confirmation. 

 

 

931- Photo of Miranda taken by Mrs. Chartrand, at the Hospital, in the first week of February 

2019, after her brain tumor operation. 
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932- Mrs. Chartrand saw Miranda at her departure, on March 14, 2019, from the 

Intensive Care Unit. Beryl and Mr Ebokem were there, when Mrs. Chartrand took 

the photo: 
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933- Photo of Miranda Tabi and Mrs. Chartrand, on April 3, 2019, at the funeral home. 

Miranda’s mother was in Ottawa at that time, but it is Miranda Tabi’s Canadian mother 

who was with Miranda. 
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934- On May 5, 2019, almost two months after Miranda’s death, Mrs. Chartrand took this 

selfie of Marie, Johanes, Andrew and herself.  
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935- In his false January 27, 2022 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem swore that the following facts were 

true: 

 

 

936- These two paragraphs totally contradict the story Mr. Ebokem narrated in his October 

22, 2019 affidavit.  

937- On March 1, 2019, at midnight, a few minutes after Miranda had been transferred, on 

February 28, 2019, to the Critical Care Unit in coma, Mr. Ebokem sent Mrs. Chartrand 

these urgent messages: 
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938- Early, on March 1, 2019, Mrs. Chartrand went to the Hospital and, since she stayed 

longer than expected, she got a parking ticket, which was cancelled, the day after 

Miranda died, on March 15, 2019.  

939- On March 8, 2019, Mrs. Bottomley, the social worker assigned to the Critical Care 

Unit, gave Mrs. Chartrand a letter explaining what happened. Beryl, Miranda’s brother, 

had the same ticket problem. They went, on March 15, 2019, to the City of Ottawa to 

fix that ticket problem.  

940- Mrs. Bottomley’s March 8, 2019 letter. 
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941- Mrs. Chartrand’s parking ticket was cancelled on March 15, 2019.  

942- Mr. Ebokem’s story comes from his narcissistic imaginary world in which he never 

makes a mistake, never lies, is perfect in all respects and others commit the crimes he 

commits and say the lies he says. That is the way he is. 
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943- Mr. Ebokem’s March 12, 2019 messages.  
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944- Paragraph 14 is false and vexatious. 

945- Paragraph 15 is false. Mrs. Chartrand was not able to open a trust account for the 

children since Mr. Ebokem was giving her the run around with the identity documents. 

Mr. Bluteau’s December 14, 2019 letter to Mr. Ebokem, which confirmed the several 

requests made to Mr. Ebokem for these documents, is found, without its attachments, 

in Exhibit ”C” of Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2019 affidavit.  
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946- Paragraph 16 is false. Mr. Ebokem has told a different and also false story about the 

Canada Life’s letter in his October 22, 2019 affidavit. Mrs. Chartrand did not have any 

contact with Canada Life after April 2019, as one can see from Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 

2019 letter to the OGPT, which is, without its attachment, Exhibit “B” in Mr. Ebokem’s 

May 5, 2022 affidavit. The letter was copied to Mrs. Chartrand, Mr. Ebokem and 

Canada Life.  

Miranda subscribed an insurance policy in favour of her first child Johannes 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. 

 

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. 

 

Document 53 – Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT 

 

947- It was impossible for Mrs. Chartrand to have anything to do with the July 2019 letters, 

since Canada life, which had Mrs. Chartrand’s actual address, did not communicate 

with her after May 2019.   

The Canada Life letter(s) 

 

948- Surprisingly, Mr. Ebokem revisited his story about the two July 2019 Canada Life 

letters in July 2019. The argument did not make much sense, in 2019. It made even less 

sense in its 2022 version. 

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

Document 44 – Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit 

 

949- Mr. Ebokem’s 2022 stories seem to suffer from terminal anachronism. The story of the 

Canada Life July 2019 letters is one of them. The other one is the story of the March 
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23, 2019 meeting between Mr. Ebokem and his 5 or more community members – Mr. 

Ebokem has two versions of the imaginary meeting - and Mr. Bluteau.  

950- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Mr. Ebokem told the first version of the Canada Life 

story, which he tells again, in its second version, in his January 27, 2022 affidavit.  

The first version of the story of the Canada Life’s July 2019 letters 

 

951- Paragraphs 45-48 of Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit read: 
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952- Paragraphs 554 and following of Mr. Bluteau’s January 14, 2020 affidavit discussed 

that version of Mr. Ebokem’s story. Here is the slightly edited text: 

554-  This sub-part deals with the strange accusations made by Ebokem in Paragraphs 45-48 of his 

October 22, 2019 affidavit. 

  

555-  His accusations are based on his sworn testimony that Joan Chartrand, and not him, received two 

letters in July 2019 from Canada Life addressed to Miranda Tabi’s house. 

 

556- In his October 22, 2019 affidavit, Ebokem mentioned and annexed two letters from Canada Life, 

the first dated July 3, 2019, the second one dated July 18, 2019. 

 

557- Joan Chartrand received a letter dated May 15, 2019 from Canada Life. See Exhibit “Y”. The letter 

was sent by the Canada Life employee which was copied with the July 8, 2019 letter to OGPT 
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558-    She did not reply to this letter, which was addressed to her correct residential address. 

 

559- Joan Chartrand had contacted Canada Life about the non-receipt of the letter. It had been sent to 

Miranda Tabi’s address. Canada Life corrected the mistake and sent the above-mentioned letter. 

 

560- Ebokem had not sent the wrongly addressed letter to Joan Chartrand. 

 

561-     Ebokem received a letter dated July 3, 2019 from HOOPP. The letter was addressed to Joan Chartrand, 

but at Miranda Tabi’s residential address. 

 

562- Ebokem did not send this letter to Joan Chartrand. This time, he was right. The letter was directed 

to him, to Johanes Tabi in fact. 

 

563- On July 8, 2019, I copied Ebokem by email and Canada Life by fax with my July 8, 2019 letter to 

the OGPT.  

 

564- My letter to the OGPT 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. 

 

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 are being sent to Mr. Ebokem and to Canada Life, at the attention of Lisa P., 

Senior Disability Claims Assistant. 

 

565- Canada Life, and Lisa P., clearly knew, from this letter, that Joan Chartrand had not received any 

other letter from Canada Life. 

 

566- The July 18, 2019 letter from Canada Life, sent to Miranda Tabi’s residential address mentioned a 

claim recently received, clearly in connection with its July 3, 2019 letter.  

 

567- On July 10, 2019, Ebokem and Joan Chartrand attended a meeting presided by Allen-Macartney to 

discuss my July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT.  

 

568- No mention was made of the July 3, 2019 letter from Canada Life which had been received by 

Ebokem. 

 

569- Ebokem swears in his affidavit that the July 3, 2019 and July 18, 2019 Canada Life letters were 

replies by Canada Life to letters sent by Joan Chartrand to Canada Life. This is demonstrably false. 

 

Paragraph 45 

 

570- Joan Chartrand had no contact with Canada Life after the May 15, 2019 letter addressed by Canada 

Life to her at her residential address. 
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571- The letter was sent first by mistake to Miranda Tabi’s house. Since Joan Chartrand was not getting 

the information kit promised by Canada Life, she contacted them again.  

 

572- No reply was made to the May 15, 2019 letter from Canada Life by or on behalf of Joan Chartrand, 

as one can see from the unfilled attached form with the file number handwritten by Canada Life and 

my July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT. 

 

Paragraph 46 

 

573- Joan Chartrand was not sent the July 3, 2019 letter from Canada Life by Ebokem for the simple 

reason that the letter was replying to a letter sent earlier by or on behalf of Ebokem to Canada Life.  

 

574- The July 3, 2019 was not asking Ebokem for Miranda Tabi’s death certificate.  With his earlier 

letter, Ebokem had sent Miranda Tabi’s death certificate, which had been asked from Joan Chartrand 

in the similar May 15, 2019 letter sent by Canada Life.  

 

575- The July 3, 2019 letter annexed to Ebokem’s affidavit is not complete, because the attachment would 

have been completed and sent to Canada Life by Ebokem. See the first page of the attachments to 

the May 15, 2019 letter. 

 

576- The incomplete July 3, 2019 letter is attached as Exhibit “B-1”. 

 

577- Ebokem should have no objection to signing a consent to allow Canada Life to disclose the letter 

received by Canada Life on or before July 3, 2019 and the letter received by Canada Life between 

July 3, 2019 and July 18, 2019. 

 

578- Ebokem should have no objection either with producing the complete July 3, 2019 with its 

attachments 

 

Paragraph 47  

 

579- The July 18, 2019 letter from Canada Life referred to the receipt of the claim recently submitted for 

Life benefits. 

 

580- Joan Chartrand did not ever submit a claim to Canada Life. 

 

581- The letter is not complete. The incomplete July 18, 2019 letter is attached as Exhibit “C-1”. 

 

Paragraph 48 

 

582- The July 3, 2019 Canada Life letter sent to Mirands Tabi’s residential address deals with Johanes 

Tabi’s life insurance, as did the May 15, 2019 Canada Life letter to Joan Chartrand sent to her own 

residential address.  

 

583- I do not know whether the July 18, 2019 letter referred to the same matter. 

  

584- Ebokem had tried to collect Miranda Tabi’s Critical Illness insurance benefits before she died, but 

without success. Canada Life asked him for his Power of Attorney, and he had none. My gut feeling 

is that Ebokem pestered Canada Life with an inexistent $500,000 life insurance, which Miranda had 

told him that she had subscribed and for which she had named a male friend of hers as beneficiary 

so as to see how fast and how long Ebokem would run for the money.  

 

585- Ebokem seems to have given Canada Life information to the effect that Miranda Tabi had got her 

life insurance after she had been diagnosed with an advanced cancer. 
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586- The July 18, 2019 letter did say that Canada Life had reviewed the file and cannot make a decision 

at this time. 

 

587- This letter was not intended for Joan Chartrand but for Ebokem who had got the claim form attached 

to the July 3, 2019 Canada Life letter, which was annexed to Ebokem’s affidavit, but without the 

attached claim form, filled and sent back to Canada Life, using the envelope he had received from 

Canada Life. 

 

588- Miranda Tabi died on March 14, 2019 and, on July 18, 2019, Canada Life requested a claimant 

statement from her. The letter might have been dealing with the Critical illness insurance. 

 

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

Document 44– Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit 

  Document 68- Mrs. Chartrand’s February 10, 2022 affidavit 

 Document 61– Exhibit “Y” 

 Document 62  Exhibit “B-1” 

 Document 63 – Exhibit “C-1” 

 

953- The main problem with Mr. Ebokem’s story is that Mrs. Chartrand received nothing 

from Canada Life after May 2019 and that Mr. Ebokem received the subsequent letters 

from Canada Life, which he did not forward to Mrs. Chartrand, because they were 

intended for him, or Johanes Tabi, and not for Mrs. Chartrand.  

954- Canada Life had been given Mrs. Chartrand’s residential address in the spring of 2019: 

see the May 15, 2019 Canada Life letter which is reproduced above. 

955- Probably, what happened is that Mr. Ebokem wanted to be sure that the letters he was 

receiving from Canada Life in July 2019 were not sent also to Mrs. Chartrand. So, he 

called Canada Life.   

956- First-hand statements made by Mr. Ebokem are unreliable. Hearsay statements made 

by him are even more unreliable.  

The second version of the story of the Canada Life’s July 2019 letters 

957- Mrs. Lendor and Mr. Ebokem used, on January 27, 2022, for the second version of the 

story, only one of the two July 2019 letters, the July 3, 2019 letter, which had been used 
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by Mr. Glass and Mr. Ebokem, more than 2 years earlier, for the first version of the 

story. 

958- The January 27, 2027 Exhibit “B” is a copy of the letter in Exhibit “J” annexed to Mr. 

Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, as found in the Motion Record for the first 

Motion. The letter was not copied from the printed and bound Motion Record, but from 

the digital version of the Motion Record. 

959- Paragraph 16 of Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit reads: 

The Applicant has also engaged in fraudulent activity in an attempt to claim Johanes insurance 

proceeds from Canada Life. She changed the address on file from my address to her address so that 

she could go to our old address in an attempted to pick up the cheque When she denied by the 

insurance company, she inserted her name on our address. Attached to my affidavit as Exhibit “B” 

is a true copy of the mail with the Applicant’s name on my address. Thankfully her efforts failed 

and, as the estate administrator, I was able to get the cheque for Johanes, which is being held in 

trust. I intends on paying the money into court for Johanes’ benefit, once the estate is settled. 

 

960- It is clear, from Mr. Bluteau’s July 8, 2019 letter to the OGPT that Mrs. Chartrand 

never claimed the proceeds of this insurance. See also the May 15, 2019 letter from 

Canada Life to Mrs. Chartrand. 

961- Mrs. Lendor removed the second Canada Life letter, the July 18, 2019 letter to Mr. 

Ebokem, in the second version of the story so that the 2022 version of the Canada Life 

July letters would accuse Mrs. Chartrand of fraud. 

962- The second sentence of Paragraph 16 which refers to Mr. Ebokem’s old address says 

in effect that Mr. Ebokem was no longer living at 631 Sunburst Street, Gloucester.  

963- The second sentence says this because it would have been impossible for Mrs. 

Chartrand to receive the Canada Life cheque if Mr. Ebokem had been still living at his 

old address.  

964- Mr. Ebokem’s 2022 version of his story is, like its first version, taking place in July 

2019: the Canada Life letter used by Mr. Ebokem for that story is dated July 3, 2019.  
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965- Mr. Ebokem’s 2022 story assumes that Mr. Ebokem has not notified Canada Life of 

his unknown Gatineau address, after his move to Gatineau. If he was expecting a 

cheque from Canada Life, Mr. Ebokem would have notified Canada Life as to where 

the cheque should be sent. 

966- As he said, on October 22, 2019, Mr. Ebokem had discovered Mrs. Chartrand’s address 

scheme in July 2019. 

 

 

967- And Mr. Ebokem had put an end to Mrs. Chartrand’s address scheme, in July 2019. 

   

 

968- In the next version of Mrs. Ebokem’s story of the Canada Life July 2019 letters, Mrs. 

Lendor or whoever replaces her, should make sure that Mrs. Chartrand gets a copy of 

the key for the community mail boxes from the current owners of the 631 Sunburst 

Street house. 
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969- The second version, which does not include the Canada Life letter sent, on July 18, 

2019, to Mr. Ebokem, is totally incompatible with the first version, which does include 

the July 18, 2019 letter to Mr. Ebokem. 

970- As it is the case with the fake March 23, 2019 meeting in his May 5, 2022 and May 26, 

2022 affidavits, Mr. Ebokem’s 2022 version of the story of the Canada Life July 2019 

letters is false.  

971- Paragraphs 17 and 20 are false. An offer to settle a case in giving 10% of the amount 

in issue is not an act of desperation for the funds.  

972- Paragraph 18 is false and vexatious. The money donated at the funerals was given to 

Mr. Ebokem by Mrs. Allen-Macartney, but not in trust, contrary to what Mrs. Chartrand 

requested Mrs. Allen-Macartney to do. 

973- A rather odd accusation from a man who e-transferred $4,000 from Miranda’s bank 

account: $2,000 to his own personal account on the day of her death, $2,000 and, on 

the next day, $2,000 to pay Mrs. Lendor’s divorce retainer. 

974- Mrs. Chartrand received a donation from one of Miranda’s best friends who did not 

want to give her donation to Mr. Ebokem, because she did not trust him. Mrs. Chartrand 

put this donation in a bank account in trust for the three minor children. 

975- Mr. Ebokem diverted money intended by the community donators to be in trust for the 

children, from the day of Miranda’s death until now, to himself, particularly with the 

Trust Funds for Mimi kids.  

976- The amount which had been diverted by Mr. Ebokem from this trust funds and other 

sources is not known.   
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977- Mr. Ebokem has at least one more account at the TD Bank. On March 23, 2019, Mr. 

Ebokem refused, on March 23, 2019, to give the bank the children’s identity papers so 

as to open a trust account for all the donations expected to be made in trust for 

Miranda’s children, He kept the account for his own purpose. 

The Retour au pays natal insurance 
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https://www.notrerpn.org/en/ 

 

978- Paragraph 19 is false. Mr. Ebokem did receive the money from the Retour au pays 

natal.  

979- Members of the Njangui group pay a small amount every month to Le Retour au Pays 

Natal, which will cover either the costs to repatriate the body to Cameroon for burial 

or pay for the funerals in Canada.  

980- Mr. Bluteau thought that there was no problem with the funeral expenses insurance 

until he re-read Paragraphs 18-19 of Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit. 

https://www.notrerpn.org/en/
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981- Mr. Ebokem wrote: “with no financial assistance from the Applicant, who had received 

Miranda’s life insurance money as she was the beneficiary. The funeral costs…” 

982- In this Paragraph, Mr. Ebokem is admitting that Mrs. Chartrand was the beneficiary of 

Miranda Tabi’s Retour au Pays Natal life insurance. 

983- Mr. Ebokem hid that life insurance in March 2019, from Mrs. Chartrand and unlawfully 

got the money.  

984- The fact that Mrs. Chartrand had been named the beneficiary of the RPN life insurance 

by Miranda Tabi confirms that Mr. Ebokem was not her spouse. 

985- The RPN insurance is not mentioned in the April 12, 2019 report on Miranda Tabi’s 

Assets and Liabilities. Other insurance policies were mentioned.  

986- Mr. Ekwa, who prepared the April 12, 2019 report on Miranda Tabi’s assets and 

liabilities, had to know about this insurance. He is a member of the Njangui group. He 

did not mention this insurance in his report. 

987- On March 24, 2019, during a meeting with the second funeral director, Mr. Ebokem 

said that he had received the Retour au pays natal insurance money and that he would 

pay the funeral director, later.   

988- Unless you attended the March 24, 2019 meeting, you would not have caught Mr. 

Ebokem’s admission of guilt in his January 27, 2022 affidavit. 
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989- Paragraph 21 is false. Mrs. Chartrand did not start any proceedings against Mr. Ebokem 

and Mrs. Allen-Macartney. Mr. Bluteau did, on his own.  

990- Paragraph 22 is false. Mrs. Chartrand had no contact with Mr. Ebokem. The paragraph 

reeks of hypocrisy. 

991- Paragraph 23. The OCL is not a party to this proceeding, Full stop. 

992-  OCL was informed in February-March 2020 about Mr. Ebokem’s known frauds at that 

time. There is no reason why the OCL lawyer should have written to Sun Life or invited 

herself to the case conference so as to put additional pressure on Mrs. Chartrand or 

continue to be involved in this trust case.  

993- Paragraphs 24 and 25 are false. What happened with the Sun Life Trust is the following. 

Mr. Ebokem’s Sun Life Trust fraud 

994- On December 14, 2019, Mr.  Bluteau wrote to Mr. Ebokem formally requesting from 

him his minor children’s identity papers so that Mrs. Chartrand could get from Sun Life 

the monies, the corpus, of the trust settled by Miranda Tabi, on June 28, 2018. Mr. 

Bluteau’s letter reads: 

December 14, 2019 

Ben Ebokem 

Sunburst Street 

Ottawa, ON KIT 0Ll 

 

Re: Johannes Tabi, Marie Ebokem and George Ebokem 

Dear Sir: 

I sincerely hope that you will understand as a father that this request is made in the best   of your children. 

 

On July 8, 2019, I sent you a copy of my letter to the Office of the Public Guardian and Trustee. In my 

attached letter, I wrote: 

 

She (Miranda Tabi) subscribed a number of insurance policies. One of them was made to Mrs. Chartrand, 

her aunt and in fact her second mother, in trust for the three minor children. Mrs. Chartrand, who is in 

the process of dealing with this matter asked several times Mr. Ebokem for a copy of the children’s birth 

certificates and passports so as to open a trust account for them, but to no avail.  
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I re-iterated Mrs. Chartrand’s request for the children’s birth certificates and passports to you on the 

following dates: August 14, 2019, September 19, 2019 and October 7, 2019 in the Superior Court file 

No: 19-81211.  

 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that, unless you give Mrs. Chartrand good legible copies 

of the three above-mentioned children’s birth certificates, SIN numbers and passports no later than 5 pm 

on December 18, 2019, I will file a motion against you asking in the Family Court to order you to give 

Mrs. Chartrand good legible copies of these documents forthwith and to pay costs forthwith. 

 

Yours truly. 

 

André Bluteau 

 
Document 24 – Mr. Bluteau’s December 14, 2019 letter 

 

995- Mr. Bluteau’s December 14, 2019 letter, which evidences that Mr. Ebokem had been 

requested several times for the minor children’s identity papers and had refused to give 

a copy of them to Mrs. Chartrand, was the essential factual basis for the application 

filed by Mrs. Chartrand’s lawyer, Mrs. Paolucci, to get an order obliging Mr. Ebokem 

to provide Mrs. Chartrand with a copy of the minor children’s identity papers so that 

she could open trust accounts for them.  

996- Paragraph 6 of Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit reads:  

I believe that Mr. Bluteau is in a conflict of interest in that he provided legal advice to me and the 

Applicant.  

997- Mr.  Ebokem and Mrs, Chartrand have been in opposing interests since March 2019. 

Opposing interests indicate a conflict, a dispute, not a conflict of interests. Mrs. Lendor 

should not have countenanced such nonsense.  

998- Paragraph 10 of Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 affidavit states, in effect, his opinion, and 

presumably Mrs. Lendor’s opinion, that the notice of action, or demand letter sent by 

Mr. Bluteau to him was Mr. Bluteau’s legal advice or opinion and was, therefore, 

confidential legal advice to him: 

Mr. Bluteau also provided me with a legal opinion on December 14, 2019, about the estate and life 

insurance matter which is attached to my affidavit as Exhibit “C”. The subject of the legal matter 
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is the same matter that is the subject of these court proceedings, namely the disposition of the Sun 

Life insurance proceeds from Miranda Tabi. 

 

Document 44 – Mr. Ebokem’s January 27, 2022 affidavit 

 

999- It is difficult to see how the use of a notice of action sent by a lawyer to an opposing 

party would be seen as an affront to the judicial system when it is filed, as it is done in 

almost every case, for centuries, by the lawyer as his or her first document at trial. 

1000- The Sun Life trust was settled, on June 28, 2018, by Miranda Tabi, after her separation 

from Mr. Ebokem in March 2017 and after she had been diagnosed with a terminal 

cancer, in the summer of 2017.  

1001- Miranda Tabi stated clearly in this document, on June 28, 2018, that she was single. 

1002- The June 28, 2018 trust settled by Miranda Tabi is the main reason which led HOOPP 

to suspend the payment of Miranda’s pension to Mr. Ebokem, when informed by Mrs. 

Chartrand of the existence of this trust, as one can see also from Paragraphs 29-30 of 

HOOPP’s September 24, 2019 Statement of Defence. 

Document 11– Mrs. Chartrand’s fax to HOOPP – May 19, 2018 

Document 12 – HOOPP’s September 24, 2019 Statement of Defence 

1003- On or around May 11, 2018, Miranda Tabi was told by Dr. McGee that her advanced 

urothelial  cancer was terminal.  
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Document 74- March 2019 documents 

 

1004- Miranda Tabi’s chemotherapy was palliative, not curative. 

1005- Miranda Tabi put her affairs in order, as one can see from Document 74- March 2019 

documents and the April 12, 2019 report on Miranda Tabi’s Assets and Liabilities, 

which is found in Document 73- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit Exhibit C. 



348 
 

1006- The April 12, 2019 Report on Miranda Tabi’s Assets and Liabilities does not refer to 

some relevant documents Miranda Tabi had in her possession. Some of them are found 

among the March 2019 documents. 

1007- The April 12, 2019 Report had as real objective to (con)vince Mrs. Chartrand to give 

up Miranda Tabi’s pension and the Sun Life trust.  Here is what the Report said, on 

April 12, 2019, at 7 pm, on the HOOPP pension plan: 

 

Document 73- Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit Exhibit C 

 

1008- The April 12, 2019 Report did not mention what had happened with the CPP survivor 

pension. 

1009- It did not mention that Miranda Tabi’s car was no longer part of the estate. 

1010- It did not mention the Retour au pays natal life insurance (funerals). The reason for this 

omission is probably that the man who prepared the April 12, 2019 report knew that 

the money, which should have gone to Mrs. Chartrand, had been diverted to Mr. 

Ebokem.   

1011- It did not mention that Mr. Ebokem had e-transferred $4,000 from Miranda Tabi’s 

account, $2,000 on the day of Miranda’s death, $2,000 on the next day, to pay Mrs. 

Lendor’s divorce retainer. The RBC monthly statement, which was circulated during 

the April 12, 2019 family meeting. 
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Document 153 – February-March 2019 RBC statement 

 

1012- It forgot to mention the rather relevant facts that Mr. Ebokem had made, on April 11, 

2019, an application to HOOPP for Miranda Tabi’s pension. It also forgot to mention 

that HOOPP had emailed Mr. Ebokem the application form which had to be completed 

by him.  

1013- This was not known until September 30, 2019. 

1014- The HOOPP’s March 22, 2019 letter, which was hidden from Mrs. Chartrand until 

April 12, 2019 in the evening, was different from the copy circulated at the meeting.  

1015- The contact page was missing, and handwritten notes on the back of the last page were 

misrepresenting the value of the pension.  

1016- The man who had prepared the April 12, 2019 Report has a PhD in computer science 

from McGill University, invests in real estate and is a Pastor.  

1017- Pastor Ekwa explained to Mr. Ebokem how to get the license plates for Miranda Tabi 

renewed online after her death: Miranda Tabi died 10 days before her 45th anniversary. 

1018- Miranda Tabi’s main assets were her house, her life insurances, one with Sun Life and 

another one with Canada Life, and her HOOPP pension.  

1019- As to the house, Miranda Tabi checked, in 2018 (the exact date is not known – the 

mortgage renewal date was August 22, 2019) about getting mortgage insurance. 



350 
 

 

Document 73 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit – Exhibit C 

 

1020- On June 28, 2018, Miranda Tabi confirmed her 2008 decision, both with respect to the 

beneficiaries and trustee of her Sun Life insurance, replacing a 2008 Desjardins life 

insurance. In both life insurances, her children were the beneficiaries and Mrs. 

Chartrand, the trustee.  

1021- The beneficiaries of the 2018 Sun Life trust are Miranda Tabi’s three minor children. 

 

1022- Miranda Tabi appointed her aunt, her Canadian mother in fact, as trustee of her 2018 

Sun Life insurance. 
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1023- The trust instrument is found in the June 28, 2018 re-enrollment form signed by 

Miranda Tabi on June 28, 2018. 
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Document 13 – Sun Life trust – June 28, 2018 
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1024- The trust with respect to the life insurance was originally settled on April 30, 2008. 

Johanes Tabi was Miranda Tabi’s only child at that time. She appointed Mrs. Chartrand 

as trustee of the life insurance. 

 

 

Document 110 – Desjardins Life insurance April 30, 2008 
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1025- Mrs. Chartrand has not been able to put the insurance monies into trust accounts for the 

three children because Mr. Ebokem had repeatedly refused, as outlined in Mr. Bluteau’s 

December 14, 2019 letter to Mr. Ebokem, to give her a copy of the minor children’s 

identity papers.  

1026- Mr. Bluteau’s December 14, 2019 letter was not referred to or attached to Mr. 

Ebokem’s supporting January 27, 2022 affidavit. 

1027- Mr. Ebokem and the minor children have been living for more than 2 years now and 

the OGPT, the OCL and the Accountant of the Superior Court of Justice have not been 

notified by Mr. Ebokem or by Mrs. Lendor, his counsel, of the change in domicile. 
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Part 12– Mr. Reinhart of Valu-Notary is not a commissioner for oaths or a notary public 

1028- Mr. Reinhart has been operating Valu-Notary, which is a notarial services business, for 

years. Over the years, he commissioned at least 5 affidavits for Mr. Ebokem.  

 

• HOME 

• SERVICES 

• FEES 

• CONTACT 

Just WALK-IN – no appointments. 

Valu-Notary® is Ottawa's choice for notary public and commissioner of oaths services. 

We notarize and commission affidavits, oaths, affirmations and declarations and certify true 

copies of a wide range of documents. 

Many of the documents notarized by Valu-Notary® are intended for use abroad and can be 

subsequently authenticated at Global Affairs Canada and/or legalized at an Ottawa embassy or high 

commission. 

Serving the Ottawa area, including Barrhaven, Carlington, Centretown, Downtown Ottawa, Gloucester, 

Kanata, Nepean, Orleans, Rockcliffe, Sandy Hill, South Keys, Vanier and Westboro. 

LOCATION 

The Valu-Notary retail store is located at: 

 

   415 ST LAURENT BLVD 

   Ottawa, ON K1K 2Z8 

   Tel: (613) 878-2871 

   info@valu-notary.com 

https://www.valu-notary.com/index.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/services.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/fees.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/contact.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/commissioner-of-oaths-and-notary-public.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/certified-true-copies-of-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/certified-true-copies-of-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/authentication-and-legalization.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/authentication-and-legalization.htm
mailto:info@valu-notary.com
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Our convenient location is close to downtown Ottawa, Global Affairs Canada and many embassies and 

high commissions. 

Free parking is available. The nearest Queensway / Highway 417 exits are St Laurent Boulevard and 

Aviation Parkway. 

OC Transpo bus Route 7 (St Laurent / Carleton) stops in front of our store (stop no. 4390, St Laurent 

/ Karen). Route 20 (Vanier / St Laurent) also stops nearby at St Laurent / Brittany (stop no. 8627). 

The nearest LRT station is St Laurent. 

HOURS 

Open for walk-ins six days a week. HOURS FOR SEPTEMPER 5 - SEPTEMBER 10, 2022: 

Monday CLOSED 

Tuesday 9:00 AM - 3:00 PM 

Wednesday 9:00 AM - 3:00 PM 

Thursday 9:00 AM - 3:00 PM 

Friday 10:00 AM - 2:00 PM 

Saturday 9:30 AM - 1:00 PM 

 

 

Affidavits Apostille Authentication Certified True Copies Commissioner of Oaths Consent to 

Travel Letters Custodianship Declarations Embassies Legalization Letters of Invitation Mobile 

Notary Service Notary Public Passport Applications Statutory Declarations Urgent & After-

Hours Service 
 

 

1029- This is not the case of a non-practising lawyer who and swears an affidavit as a favor 

to a friend, relative or acquaintance, without knowing that he or she should not. It is the 

case of a non-practising lawyer who runs a business swearing affidavits which are not 

acceptable in court and says that he notarizes documents without the right to do so.  In 

fact, he does not notarize documents.  

1030- According to the LSO website, Mr. Reinhart is not authorized to practice law or to 

provide legal services in Ontario under the Law Society Act. He was not authorized to 

https://www.octranspo.com/images/files/routes_pdf/map_carte_007.pdf
https://www.octranspo.com/images/files/routes_pdf/map_carte_020.pdf
https://www.octranspo.com/en/our-services/stations1/st-laurent1
https://www.valu-notary.com/commissioner-of-oaths-and-notary-public.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/authentication-and-legalization.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/authentication-and-legalization.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/certified-true-copies-of-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/commissioner-of-oaths-and-notary-public.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/travel-and-immigration-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/travel-and-immigration-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/travel-and-immigration-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/embassies.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/authentication-and-legalization.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/travel-and-immigration-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/mobile-notary-service.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/mobile-notary-service.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/commissioner-of-oaths-and-notary-public.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/travel-and-immigration-documents.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/commissioner-of-oaths-and-notary-public.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/urgent-and-after-hours-service.htm
https://www.valu-notary.com/urgent-and-after-hours-service.htm
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practice law or to provide legal services, in 2020. He is not currently authorized to 

practice law or to provide legal services in Ontario. 

Document 184 – LSO Reinhart January 10, 2020 

Document 185 – LSO Reinhart April 20, 2020 

Document 85 – LSO Reinhart June 25, 2022 

 

1031- Here are the jurats of Ebokem’s April 11, 2019 affidavit and of his April 15, 2019 

notarized declaration. 

 

- Document 42 – Mr.Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit, Exhibit G, Page 52 

 

 

- Document 42 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 , Exhibit G, Page 

1032- Mr. Reinhart sthat he is a full practicing lawyer and a notary public.  

1033- Here is a photo of a corner of his Valu-Notary office, which is available on Internet. 
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1034- One can ascertain, with some difficulty, except if one has been called to the Law 

Society of Ontario, years ago, that the lower right document is a Notary public 

certificate, the upper right document is now called a Court Certificate of Qualification, 

the lower left document seems is probably an older trademark agent license, or a 

document issued by the Federal Government – a gold seal is on the document -  the 

upper left document is  now called a Degree of Barrister-at-Law. 

https://lso.ca/becoming-licensed/lawyer-licensing-process/call-to-the-bar/ceremonial-

call-information 

 
Document 183 – Valu-Notary office 

1035- Mr. Reinhart is no longer registered as a trademark agent. 

https://cpata-cabamc.ca/en/for-the-public/register-of-patent-and-trademark-agents/ 

https://lso.ca/becoming-licensed/lawyer-licensing-process/call-to-the-bar/ceremonial-call-information
https://lso.ca/becoming-licensed/lawyer-licensing-process/call-to-the-bar/ceremonial-call-information
https://cpata-cabamc.ca/en/for-the-public/register-of-patent-and-trademark-agents/
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Document 195 – Reinhart -Alumni Toronto University 

Document 196- Reinhart at Smart & Biggar  

1036- The three other documents on Valu-Notary’s wall do not prove that Mr. Reinhart has 

the right, on a given day, to practice law or provide legal services or commission 

affidavits or notarize documents in Ontario.  

1037- They show that Mr. Reinhart can, not that he may, practice law, can, not that he may, 

provide legal services, can, not that he may, commission affidavits and can, not that he 

may, notarize documents. He may when he is authorized, on a given day, to practice 

law and to provide legal services under the Law Society Act,  

1038- The only members of the Law Society of Ontario who may, on a given day, practice 

law and provide legal services in Ontario are the members who are paying full fees and 

are in good standing.  

1039- They are the only members of the Law Society who may commission affidavits and, if 

they have the required certificate, notarize documents and may appear in court on 

someone else’s behalf. 

1040- Mr. Reinhart is a member of the Law Society of Ontario who is not authorized, by his 

own choice, to practice law or provide legal services in Ontario. 

1041- The Law Society of Ontario does not seem to verify very closely the information related 

to the employer of a member of the Law Society of Ontario.  

1042- There was a loophole and Mr. Reinhart exploited it to con eventual clients on his right 

to provide legal advice, including his right to commission affidavits.  

1043- Obviously, the LSO staff would not have accepted to list Mr. Reinhart as employed by 

Reinhart Law, for example. There could be an employer called Valu-Notary, or even a 

law firm, which would have employed Mr. Reinhart for a job unrelated to law practice. 
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Most non-practising lawyers who worked for notarization business are not as bold as 

Mr. Reinhart. They give LSO an address which is not related to the notarization 

business for which they work. 

1044- On the LSO directory, one even gets Valu-Notary’s Google Map location.  

1045- Prospective clients who check the LSO website are led to believe that Mr. Reinhart is, 

to speak like real clients, a real lawyer and could, as such, legally commission affidavits 

or notarize documents.   

1046- Mr. Reinhart is, in fact running a one-man unincorporated business which offers to 

commission affidavits and to notarize documents pretending to be a barrister, solicitor 

or notary public. 

1047- One can see, from Valu-Notary website, that Mr. Reinhart does not notarize documents 

which have to go through Foreign Affairs. Foreign Affairs checks the current status of 

a notary public, but not as thoroughly as some embassies.   One needs to show the 

certificate appointing one as a notary public and, sometimes, to prove that the signature 

corresponds with the signature filed with the Ontario government.  

1048- Mr. Reinhart cannot appear before the Superior Court of Justice or the Court of Appeal 

on behalf of someone else because he is not authorized to practice law in Ontario. If he 

was a lawyer as defined in the Rules of Civil Procedure, he could. 

1049- A “lawyer” is a person authorized under the Law Society Act to practise law in Ontario; 

(“avocat”). Rule 1.03 of the Rules of Civil Procedure. Mr. Reinhart is not authorized 

to practise law. 

1050- No Ontario court would allow a non-practising member of the Law Society to practice 

law in appearing before it.  
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1051- Mr. Reinhart cannot call himself a barrister or solicitor or a Notary public. He cannot 

commission affidavits while he is not authorized to practice law or to provide legal 

services. Every possible argument he could raise to justify his providing legal services 

was rejected in the numerous Leahy cases, including:  

- Document 188 Law Society of Ontario v. Leahy 2018 Superior Court 

- Document 189 Leahy Appeal Court 

- Document 190 Leahy Federal Court 

1052- In Canada (National Revenue) v. Newport Pacific Financial Group SA, 2010 ABQB 

568 (CanLII), one can read:   

[40]           There may be some debate as to what a “lawyer” is. It may well be that someone who has a law 

degree can legitimately claim to be a “lawyer”. In Alberta, a “lawyer” has no particular status. Legal 

services are provided by barristers and solicitors who are members of the Law Society. 

  

[41]           There are many people with law degrees who are not “barristers and solicitors”. Non-practising 

members of the Law Society are in that category, yet they are still lawyers. Disbarred members of 

the Law Society may still be “lawyers” even though they have no ability to practice law lawfully in 

Alberta. There are others: law school graduates who have chosen not to be admitted to the bar; 

lawyers from other jurisdictions who have not sought to be admitted to the bar here; and former 

members of the Law Society who have ceased to have any relationship with the Law Society. 

  

[42]           Solicitor client privilege is a significant protection given to clients of barristers and solicitors, so 

that they can be frank with their barrister and solicitor to obtain appropriate legal advice. Solicitor 

client privilege enjoys a higher status in law than any other form of confidential communications, 

including those between priest and penitent, doctor and patient, or journalist and source. 

  

[43]           In my view, the essence of solicitor client privilege is that it must involve a lawyer who is regulated 

as part of the legal profession. People can seek advice from anyone they choose. But if they want 

legal advice, and the protection of solicitor client privilege with respect to their communications for 

the purpose of obtaining legal advice, the person they communicate with must be part of the 

recognized legal profession in the jurisdiction where they seek the advice. 

  

[44]           There is no public interest served in protecting communications between someone and a disbarred 

lawyer, or someone who has never passed the bar exams, or someone who is not subject to regulatory 

oversight by the body charged with regulating the provision of legal services in the jurisdiction. 

  

[45]           In Alberta, that is the Law Society. If someone is not an active member of the Law Society of 

Alberta, he or she cannot practice law in Alberta. He or she cannot give legal advice. Thus there can 

be no communications with that person for the purposes of obtaining legal advice. 

 

 Document 192 Canada (National Revenue v. Newport 

1053- In his November 12, 2020 affidavit filed in the Divisional Court, Mr. Bluteau wrote: 
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Document 191 – Mr. Bluteau’s November 12, 2020 affidavit 

Document 161 – Mr. Reinhart – Valu-Notary 

1054- In this litigation, there are five examples of affidavits which have been commissioned 

by Mr. Reinhart, two as Exhibits to Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 2019 affidavit, which was 

commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, one with respect to a CPP application and two with 

respect to a HOOPP pension application. 
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Part 13- Mr. Ebokem’s March 15, 2019, April 11, 2019 and April 15, 2019 

affidavits are false and null and void 

 

 

Background 

1055- Miranda Tabi worked, as a Registered Practical Nurse, at the Perley Hospital, since 

2001.  On March 18, 2019, HOOPP was notified by Human Resources at Perley 

Hospital of Miranda Tabi’s death. 
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Document 203  Soucie’s March 18, 2019 email to HOOPP 

 

HOOPP’s March 22, 2019 letter to Mrs. Chartrand 

1056- On March 22, 2019, HOOPP sent a letter addressed to Mrs. Chartrand at Miranda 

Tabi’s house informing her that she was the named beneficiary of Miranda Tabi’s 

pension according to HOOPP records. 

1057- Mrs. Chartrand did not know that her niece Miranda had named her beneficiary of her 

HOOPP Pension Plan in 2002 and that she had renewed the insurance yearly, including 

in 2007, and, in so doing, confirmed that Mrs, Chartrand was the beneficiary of the 

HOOPP pension plan  

1058- Mr. Ebokem did not inform Mrs. Chartrand of the existence of the HOOPP letter so as 

to deceive her as to her rights to Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension. He was seconded in 

this fraud by Mrs. Alle-Macartney, Mr. Jacob Ekwa and Mrs. Evelyn Musonge. 

1059- The actual letter sent by HOOPP, on March 22, 2019 is found in the following 

documents: 

Document 80 HOOPP documents provided to Mr. Bluteau, on September 30, 2019 

Document 42  Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit Exhibit G Record Page 43 

 

Mr. Ebokem swore a false affidavit on April 11, 2019 
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1060- One can infer from the affidavit sworn on April 11, 2019, that Mr. Reinhart, who is a 

member of the Law Society of Ontario which is not authorized to practise law, did not 

know about the existence of a specific and mandatory HOOPP Declaration of Spousal 

Relationship for Surviving Spouses.  

 

1061- This form can only be obtained by calling HOOPP. 

https://hoopp.com/members/beneficiary-form-and-other-pension-forms 

1062- Mr. Ebokem’s April 11, 2019 affidavit used the same form as the March 15, 2019 CPP 

affidavit, except for changes made to strengthen the March 15, 2019 application and to 

lie, in fact, to HOOPP. 

1063- Here is part of the CPP Form used by Mr. Ebokem, on April 11, 2019, in lieu of the 

form prescribed by HOOPP. 

 

https://hoopp.com/members/beneficiary-form-and-other-pension-forms
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1064- The answer to clause 2c was Yes and was correct. Mr. Ebokem and Miranda Tabi did 

not have any joint accounts.  

1065- Since there was a negative answer, Mr, Reinhart asked Mr. Ebokem to get a reference 

letter from Mrs. Allen-Macartney, read the letter and found it adequate for the Canada 

Pension Plan. This is legal advice. 

1066- What is clear from the documents sent, on September 30, 2019, by HOOPP is that Mr. 

Ebokem’s April 11, 2019 affidavit and its attachments were sent to HOOPP before 

April 12, 2019, the day of the only family meeting with respect to Miranda Tabi’s 

estate.  

1067- Here is the email sent by Mrs. Rashid, that is, HOOPP, to Mr. Ebokem, early in the 

morning, on April 12, 2019. The email clearly stated the documents required by 

HOOPP for its decision: a proof of address was essential. Mrs. Chartrand learned about 

this email, on September 30, 2019.  
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Document 42 Mr. Ebokem October 22, 2019 affidavit  

 

1068- Mrs. Rashid knew about the documents which have been prepared by Mr. Reinhart 

when she sent her email to Mr. Ebokem.  They were not the documents HOOPP wanted. 

1069- Mr. Reinhart made a mistake in advising Mr. Ebokem to use the CPP form.  
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1070- Most lawyers who would have made that mistake would have withdrawn subito presto 

the April 11, 2019 affidavit and its attachments and used the right HOOPP form. 

There was no joint bank, trust credit union or credit charge account on the day 

Miranda Tabi died. 

1071- Item 2(c) in the April 11, 2019 affidavit was false because Mr. Ebokem did not have 

any joint bank, trust, credit union or charge card accounts.   

1072- Mr. Reinhart added a number of documents to the April 11, 2019 affidavit, but only 

one was relevant to prove that there was a joint bank, trust, credit union or charge card 

account, if the document had existed.  

1073- To prove that Mr. Ebokem and Miranda Tabi had a joint account, Mr. Ebokem added 

to his April 11, 2019 affidavit an incomplete undated letter to an unknown person from 

the TD bank. 
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1074- There was no address on the letter and the VISA cards had not been activated before 

the letter was copied, attached to the April 11, 2019 affidavit and sent to HOOPP before 

April 12, 2019. 

1075- In the detailed April 12, 2019 Report on Miranda Tabi’s Assets and Liabilities, there 

was no mention of any joint accounts with Mr. Ebokem. 

Document 73 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit – exhibit C 

1076- In the July 24, 2019, affidavit in support of Mr. Ebokem’s application to be named 

administrator of Miranda Tabi’s estate, there was no mention that, on March 14, 2019, 

Miranda Tabi had any joint account with Mr. Ebokem. 

Document 2 Mr. Ebokem’s July 24, 2019 affidavi 
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1077- The cards were ordered after Miranda Tabi’s death, most likely a few days before April 

11, 2019, on the advice of Mr. Reinhart. 

A specific proof of address has to be submitted to HOOPP and none was submitted 

to HOOPP by Mr. Ebokem, on Mr. Reinhart’s advice. 

1078- HOOPP’s March 22, 2019 letter was clear as to the requirement of a specific proof of 

address. The proof of address is the only verification of the validity of the notarized 

declaration. It is an essential element of the decisional process. 
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1079- Mr. Ebokem did not have, on April 15, 2019, a Driver’s license with Miranda Tabi’s 

address.  

1080- Mr. Ebokem had admitted, in his October 22, 2019 affidavit, that he had been using, 

for years, a second residential address and, consequently, a driver’s license with an 

address different from Miranda Tabi’s, to defraud the Government of Canada and the 

Government of Ontario, to get financial or tax benefits. 

 

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

1081- Mr. Reinhart knew that the address on Mr. Ebokem’s driver’s licence was not the same 

as the address on Miranda Tabi’s driver’s license and as the information HOOPP had 

on file. He, therefore, did not submit to HOOPP a proof of address for Mr. Ebokem. It 

was a fraud. 
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The HOOPP March 22, 2019 letter shown to Mrs. Chartrand and other attendees 

of the April 12, 2019 family meeting was not the HOOPP letter addressed to Mrs. 

Chartrand. 

1082- Here is the copy of the letter which was actually shown to Mrs. Chartrand, during the 

April 12, 2019 meeting. 
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Document 208 – Modified copy of HOOPP’s March 22 letter to Mrs. Chartrand 

1083- The copy of the letter circulated at the meeting did not include Page 2, the contact page, 

and includes a handwritten note on the back of the third page mentioning the amount 

of the pension at about 10% of its actual value. The envelope was included because 

Mrs. Chartrand’s name was not written on it. 
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1084- Mrs. Chartrand saw the actual March 22, 2019 letter, which was concealed from Mrs. 

Chartrand by Mr. Ebokem and his acolytes, particularly Pastor Ekwa, Pastor Allen-

Macartney and Mrs. Evelyn Musonge, only on September 30, 2019.  

1085- Mrs. Chartrand learned of the real value of Miranda Tabi’s pension, on September 30, 

2019, from the HOOPP documents provided to Mrs. Chartrand by the lawyer 

representing HOOPP in the claim instituted by Mrs. Chartrand. 

According to Mr. Ebokem’s false and invalid May 26, 2022 affidavit, the copy of 

the March 22, 2019 circulated at the meeting was stolen by Mr. Bluteau. 

1086- Mr. Bluteau was the last person to have in his hands the modified HOOPP March 22, 

2019 letter. Mr. Bluteau replied to Mr Ebokem on his far-fetched argument that he was 

in a conflict of interest because he was representing Mrs. Chartrand and left the 

meeting.  

1087- Mr. Bluteau had informed Mr. Ebokem that Mrs. Chartrand would go along only with 

the documents whatever they say. That was Miranda wanted and her decision should 

be respected. 

1088- The meeting ended. Mr. Ebokem forgot to ask for the false document he had been 

circulating to the persons attending the April 12, 2019 meeting. 

1089- On May 26, 2022, Mr. Ebokem swore one of his many false affidavits.  

1090- In that affidavit, Mr. Ebokem was accusing Mr. Bluteau to have stolen, three years 

earlier, the modified copy of HOOPP’s March 22, 2019 letter, which he calls the 

HOOPP pension plan. 

1091- Paragraph 5 of Mr. Ebokem’s May 26, 2022 affidavit reads in part: 

He (Mr. Bluteau) confirmed that he reviewed my documents on April 12, 2019, at the residence he 

shares with the Applicant. Mr. Bluteau took a copy of my documents without my knowledge or 

consent, and which he is now trying to use against me. For example, he took copy of the HOOP 

pension plan for my deceased spouse Miranda Tabi, and he is now suing me for that policy. 
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1092- This alleged theft is supposed to have happened in a March 23, 2019 meeting, which 

never happened. See Part 10 – Mr. Ebokem’s May 5, 2022 and May 26, 2022 

affidavits are null and void. Mr. Ebokem and Mrs. Lendor invented a fake March 

23, 2019 meeting. 

1093- The letter shows that he was attempting, with two other persons who attended the 

meeting, to defraud Mrs. Chartrand, during the April 12, 2019 family meeting, which 

did happen. The two other persons are Mr. Ekwa and Mrs. Evelyn Musonge.   

1094- The April 12, 2019 family meeting was held in the evening. No one at the meeting, 

except Mr. Ebokem, Mrs. Ekwa and Mrs. Musonge knew that Mr. Ebokem had already 

applied for Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension plan. 

HOOPP’s April 26, 2019 and May 21, 2019 Decisions 

1095- The Healthcare of Ontario Pension Plan (HOOPP) made two decisions with respect to 

Mr. Ebokem’s HOOPP application for Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension. The April 26, 

2019 decision accepted his application, the May 21, 2019 decision did not.  

Document 109 – HOOPP’s April 26, 2019 decision 

 

Document 65 – HOOPP’s May 21, 2019 decision 

 

1096- Miranda Tabi, who had been comatose since March 1, 2019 died on March 14, 2019. 

See Part 3 - Miranda Tabi was in the ICU from March 1, 2019 to March 15, 2019. 

1097- HOOPP is a public sector pension plan as defined by Section 1 of Pension Benefits 

Act. 

Pension Benefits Act - https://canlii.ca/t/2nr 

1098- The determination made by HOOPP, on April 26, 2019 was made on the basis of Mr. 

Ebokem false April 15, 2019 affidavit. 

https://canlii.ca/t/2nr
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Document 42 Mr. Ebokem October 22, 2019 affidavit Ebokem April 15, 2019 affidavit Exhibit G 

Record Page 62 

Document 42 Mr. Ebokem October 22, 2019 affidavit  HOOPP April 12, 2019 email to Mr. Ebokem 

Exhibit G Record Page 50 

1099- No reasons were given for HOOPP”s first decision.  

1100- On May 13, 2019, Mrs. Chartrand faxed the following letter to Mr. McCay at HOOPP. 

Document 11 – Mrs. Chartrand May 13, 2019 fax to HOOPP 
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1101- The updated information, dated June 28, 2018 totally destroyed Mr. Ebokem April 

15, 2019 affidavit.. 
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Document 13 – Sun Life Trust – June 28, 2018  

1102- The June 28, 2018 re-enrollment form, which contains also a trust, confirmed that the 

information HOOPP had in its records, since 2003, with respect to Miranda Tabi’s 

status was accurate, on June 28, 2018, that is, the information she would have given to 

HOOPP, if she had received the 2018 annual statement in 2019. 

1103- Mrs. Lawrence singled out the Re-enrollrent form in her Statement of Defence. 

 

Document 12 September 24, 2019 Statement of Defence 

1104- The June 28, 2018 trust settled by Miranda Tabi is the main reason which led HOOPP 

to suspend the payment of Miranda’s pension to Mr. Ebokem, when informed by Mrs. 

Chartrand of the existence of this trust. 

1105- The April 15, 2019 affidavit was in fact and correctly rejected by HOOPP, on May 21, 

2019 affidavit.   

1106- On May 21, 2019, HOOPP wrote to Chartrand to inform her that the April 26, 2019 

decision to give Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension was stayed. 
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Document 65- May 21, 2019 letter to Mrs. Chartrand 
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1107- Paragraph 16 of HOOPP’s Statement of Defence is not accurate, if it was intended to 

apply to this case, in light, inter alia, of Mrs. Rashid’s April 12, 2019 email, which was 

in the usual course of events. Paragraph 16 reads: 

 

Document 12 – HOOPP September 24, 2019 Statement of Defence 

1108- Mrs. Lawrence is, in fact, arguing that the determination was made on the basis of the 

April 11, 2019 application, which is a total contradiction with what had happened at 

HOOPP. 
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1109- HOOPP relied on its form, not on the CPP form. That’s the way administrations work, 

that is why they have forms.  

Mr. Ebokem’s false affidavits and statements prior to April 15, 2019 

1110- Mr. Ebokem concealed from HOOPP the false affidavits and statements he made before 

April 15, 2019. 

1111- Mr. Ebokem’s April 11, 2019 affidavit is a modified version of his March 15, 2019 

affidavit, which had been sent to the Canada Pension Plan. 

1112- Mr. Ebokem’s April 11, 2019 affidavit was used, on Mr. Ebokem’s behalf, as Exhibit 

“F” to his May 24, 2019 false affidavit, which was sworn by Mrs. Lendor, his lawyer 

in 2019, in support for his application to obtain Johanes Tabi’s legal custody and the 

legal guardianship of his property.  

1113- No mention was made in the May 24, 2019 affidavit that the April 11, 2019 affidavit 

was used in support of an application for Miranda Tabi’s HOOPP pension plan. See 

Part 6 – Mrs. Lendor was Mr. Ebokem’s lawyer in 2019 - Mr. Ebokem’s May 24, 

2019 affidavit, which was commissioned by Mrs. Lendor, is false. 

Document 52  Mr. Ebokem May 24, 2019 affidavit 

 

1114- Mr. Ebokem swore a number of false affidavits between 2010 and March 14, 2019, as 

he admitted in his false and invalid October 22, 2019 affidavit.  
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Document 3 – Mr. Ebokem’s October 22, 2019 affidavit 

1115- In the October 6, 2019 Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim against HOOPP and Mr. 

Ebokem, one can read:  
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1116- Miranda Tabi, who was a member, since 2003 of the HOOPP pension plan, died on 

March 14, 2019, a little before 5 pm, at the Critical Care Unit of the General Hospital, 

which is part of The Ottawa Hospital (TOH).  She had been transferred to the Critical 

Care Unit, on March 1, 2019, in the last hour of February 28, 2019.    

1117- A few minutes after Miranda Tabi died, Mr. Ebokem asked Mrs. Donna Bottomley – 

she was seated on his right – in the Family Room how he could prove that he was 

Miranda Tabi’s common- law spouse.  

1118- Mrs. Bottomley, who was the Social Worker assigned to the Critical Care Unit, told 

him that he should get a Minister’s letter.   

1119- Mr. Bluteau was on his way out of the Family Room with his 2-year-old son Andrew, 

when he overheard Mrs. Bottomley’s answer.  

1120- Mrs. Allen-Macartney, who is a Minister, asked, at the door of the Family Room, in 

the hall, Mr. Bluteau if he could give a hand to Mr. Ebokem with his papers. Mr. 

Bluteau said nothing. 
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1121- On March 14, 2019, Mr. Ebokem had no proof whatsoever that he was Miranda’s 

common-law spouse, which is rather surprising for a man who claims to have been 

Miranda Tabi’s common-law partner, without any interruption, for 8 years. 

1122- After Miranda’s death, Mr. Ebokem removed every message, except a few messages, 

from her Facebook. Miranda had more than 100 Facebook friends. He added himself 

as her Facebook friend. 

1123- On or around March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem told Mrs. Chartrand and Mr. Bluteau that 

he was still married to someone else. He tried to explain why he had not divorced after 

his 2017 separation from Miranda. He said nothing about a reconciliation with Miranda 

Tabi. Miranda had been comatose since March 1, 2019. 

1124- A few days before March 10, 2019, Mr. Ebokem called one of Miranda’s friends in 

London, England, and asked her if she could advance her trip from London to Ottawa 

so that she could help him with Miranda’s wedding at the Hospital.  

1125- Miranda’s friend came to Ottawa and stayed at her house. One night, she slept in an 

armchair, near Miranda’s bed, in the Critical Care Unit. In the morning, Mrs. Chartrand 

noticed that Miranda’s fingernails and toenails had been painted, obviously by her 

friend.  

1126- The planned Hospital wedding did not take place. Miranda’s friend, who is a nurse, had 

realized that Miranda was irremediably dead and told so to Mrs. Chartrand. 

1127- Mrs. Allen-Macartney would have known about this macabre plan.  

1128- Most likely, all that Mr. Ebokem wanted was a photo of this legally impossible 

marriage, with Mrs. Allen-Macartney as a Minister, to show that he was Miranda Tabi’s 

husband. 
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1129- There is no photo of Miranda at the Critical Care Unit, there is no note, no text written 

by Miranda Tabi at the Critical Care Unit.  

1130- Mr. Ebokem’s plan was to put photos of Miranda’s marriage simulacrum at the 

Hospital on her Facebook page so as to get more donations from the Cameroonian 

community.  

1131- Here is the March 10, 2019 Facebook marriage announcement of marriage. The 

announcement seems to have been still on Miranda’s Facebook page, on March 13, 

2019.  

1132- The announcement was removed from Miranda’s Facebook page, at a date which is not 

known. It might have been on Facebook on the day Miranda died. Some of Miranda’s 

Facebook friends, who had not seen her at the Critical Care Unit, fell for this deceit. 
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Document 55- Facebook Marriage 

1133- Mr. Ebokem’s April 11, 2019 affidavit and Mr. Ebokem’s April 15, 2019 affidavit are 

invalid and false. 

1134- HOOPP’s April 26, 2019 decision was obtained by Mr. Ebokem’s fraud and is null and 

void.  
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Part 14 – Independent Intentional Torts 

1135- Fraud and defamation are intentional torts.  

1136- There is an exception to the so-called general rule of immunity for lawyers. The 

immunity does not apply to intentional torts and, a fortiori, to crimes committed by a 

lawyer to help his or her client’s case. To take an extreme example, a lawyer ordering 

the murder of an opposite lawyer or a witness to improve his or her client case is 

committing, inter alia, a willful attempt to obstruct the course of justice in violation of 

Section 139 (2) of the Criminal Code and an independent intentional tort.  

1137- This was discussed to some length in Mr. Bluteau’s December 29, 2019 Reply to the 

first requisition made by Mr. Griffiths and Mr. Glass to have the Statement of Claim 

against them dismissed. The requisition was not heard. A short reference is made to 

this discussion in Mr. Bluteau’s March 20, 2020 Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery.  

1138- Sub-part A is the December 29, 2019 Reply to Mrs. Justice Gomery.  

1139- Sub-part B is a review of some of the relevant case-law - Document 267 – Liability of an 

attorney for damages to the opposing party. 
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Sub-part A 
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Document 270- Mr. Bluteau’s December 29, 2019 Reply to Mrs. Justice  Gomery 
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Sub-part B 

 

Liability of an Attorney for Damages to the Opposing Party 
 

By Stuart Busse, Q.C., Linda Jensen and Bottom Line Research 

 

Introduction 

As a general rule, lawyers do not owe either a duty of care or a fiduciary duty to the party 

opposite in interest to their client. This rule has received widespread recognition in case law and 

commentary, and there are a significant number of decisions striking claims or allegations 

asserting a cause of action of this nature. 

 

In addition, case law also asserts quite clearly that ethical duties owed by lawyers or duties 

arising from their role as an officer of the court are public duties, owed to the court or the law 

society, and not to private interests, including opposing parties. This rule has also been 

consistently applied by the courts. 

 

However, some limited exceptions to the above rules are recognized. There may be an exception 

for cases where the lawyer has committed an intentional tort such as abuse of process, 

interference with economic relations, conspiracy or fraud. A number of cases have explicitly 

recognized the existence of a valid cause of action brought against a lawyer by the opposing 

party where the elements of one or more of these intentional torts are demonstrated. 

 

The General Principle 

 

It is a well-established principle of Canadian law that a lawyer does not owe a general duty of 

care or a fiduciary duty to an opposing party. The authorities are clear in this regard. Halsbury’s 

Laws of Canada – Legal Profession, V.5.(3)(a), puts the matter this way: 

 

“Generally, a lawyer owes no duty to anyone other than his or her client. 

A lawyer specifically owes no duty to an opposing party or to a non-client 

who neither spoke to nor relied on the lawyer in any way, even remotely, as an 

intended beneficiary […].”i (Emphasis added) 

 

In the leading English case of Al-Kandari v. J.R. Brown & Co., [1988] 1 Q.B. 665, [1998] 1 All 

E.R. 833 (CA), Lord Donaldson provided the following rationale for this general rule: 

“I would go rather further and say that, in context of “hostile” litigation, public 

policy will usually require that a solicitor be protected from a claim in 

negligence by his client’s opponent, since such claims could be used as a basis 

for endless relitigation of disputes: Rondel v. Worsley [1969] 1 A.C. 191” ii 
 

Canadian case law is to the same effect. In the seminal Alberta Court of Appeal case of German 

v. Major (1982), 62 A.R. 2, allegations of malicious prosecution and negligence by a prosecutor 

were struck, with the court saying: 

“… The trial–as–a–contest of which I speak requires, in our tradition, a 

champion. The loyalty of counsel to client traditionally has no bounds save to 
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be honest and respectful. It would be a remarkable alteration in the adversary 

system for counsel for one party in litigation to be accountable to the other 

party for the conduct in good faith of the litigation. The duty of counsel is to 

represent his client’s interests; the law should not impose a conflicting duty 

upon him.”iii 

 

Haines J provided a similar explanation in Hillier v. Hutchens, 2012 ONSC 5988, [2012] O.J. 

No. 6367 (SC): 

“The imposition of a duty of care to the opposite party would give rise to an 

untenable conflict between a lawyer's duty to the client and the need to protect 

themselves from potential lawsuits initiated by their client's opponent. As has 

been observed in other cases the recognition of such a duty could lead to an 

endless re-litigation of disputes.”iv 

 

The general rule has been consistently reiterated and applied by Canadian courts. For example: 

• Shuman v. Ontario New Home Warranty Program, [2001] O.J. No. 4102, 2001 

CarswellOnt 3666; affirmed [2002] O.J. No. 5972; leave to appeal refused, [2002] 

S.C.C.A. No. 366: 

“25 Moreover, as to claims against them in negligence, or breach of fiduciary 

duty, there is no legal authority to support the proposition that a solicitor for a 

party owes a duty of care to an opposing party. Therefore, there is no basis for 

a claim in negligence or fiduciary duty against these defendants […]. 

 

Moreover, it has been held that complaints relating to an opposing solicitor's 

allegedly unethical conduct during proceedings do not provide a basis for a 

cause of action […]. Therefore, the claims against these defendants cannot 

succeed in law, and should be dismissed.” 

 

• Geo. Cluthe Manufacturing Co. v. ZTW Properties Inc., [1995] O.J. No. 4897, 23 O.R. 

(3d) 370: 

“28 The plea of negligence is not valid in law and should be struck out. There 

is no authority to support the proposition that a litigant, or his solicitor, owes a 

duty of care to an opposing party. Ordinarily, to state the obvious, the interests 

of opposing litigants are in conflict. I adopt the following statements in English 

authorities cited by Mr. Rolls: 

 

The proposition that a duty of care is owed by one litigant to 

another and can be superimposed on the checks and safeguards that 

the legal system itself provides is, to my mind, conceptually odd. 

(Per Scott J. in Business Computers International Ltd. v. Registrar of 

Companies, [1987] 3 All E.R. 465 at p. 472, [1987] B.C.L.C. 621 (Ch. D.)) 

In broad terms, a solicitor’s duty to his client is to do for him all 

that he properly can, with, of course, proper care and attention. 

Subject to giving due weight to the adverb “properly”, that duty is a 

paramount duty. The solicitor owes no such duty to those who are 

not his client. He is no guardian of their interests. What he does for 

his client may be hostile and injurious to their interests; and 
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sometimes the greater the injuries the better he has served his 

client. 

(Per Sir Robert Megarry V.-C. in Ross v. Caunters, [1979] 3 All E.R. 580 at p. 

599, [1979] 3 W.L.R. 605 (Ch. D.)) 

 

A solicitor acting for a party who is engaged in “hostile” litigation 

owes a duty to his client and to the court, but he does not normally 

owe any duty to his client’s opponent (see Business Computers 

International Ltd. v. Registrar of Companies, [1987] 3 All E.R. 

465). This is not to say that, if the solicitor is guilty of professional 

misconduct and someone other than his client is damnified thereby 

that person is without a remedy, for the court exercises a 

supervisory jurisdiction over solicitors as officers of the court and, 

in an appropriate case, will order the solicitor to pay compensation. 

(Per Lord Donaldson of Lymington M.R. in Al-Kandari v. J.R. Brown & Co., 

[1988] 1 All E.R. 833 at p. 835 (C.A.).)” 

 

• Thompson v. Merchant, 2010 SKQB 64, [2010] S.J. No. 102: 

“17 Mr. Thompson argues that Mr. Merchant failed to carry out his client's 

instruction to send the offer to settle, thereby failing to confer that benefit on 

Mr. Thompson. He states that he was a person within Mr. Merchant’s direct 

contemplation as someone who was likely to be closely and directly affected 

by his acts or omissions that he could reasonably foresee Mr. Thompson would 

be injured by those acts or omissions. (see Ross v. Caunters, supra) Mr. 

Thompson argues that he should have been within the direct contemplation of 

Mr. Merchant as someone who would be likely injured by his failure to act on 

the instructions of his client, Ms. Thompson. 

[…] 

19 Mr. Thompson’s argument, however, cannot be reconciled with the 

longstanding authority against finding a duty to an opposing party. The 

cases relied upon by Mr. Thompson are examples of a lawyer held responsible 

to non-clients, whose interests are not in opposition to the lawyer’s client. In 

Tracy v. Atkins, supra, the Court found that the lawyer had undertaken to 

perform work for the non-client, thus creating a duty to the non-client. The 

Alberta Court of Appeal, in Hanson v. Hanson, supra, addressed the distinction 

between this situation and a lawyer's responsibility to an opposing party. 

[…] 

21 In contrast, the cases referred to by counsel for the applicant are clear. 

There can be no duty to an opposing party other than as an officer of the 

court. (see Garrant v. Cawood, supra) Mr. Thompson\s claim for damages in 

paragraph 21 of the statement of claim should be struck as disclosing no 

reasonable cause of action.” (Emphasis added) 

 

The case law is equally clear that the breach of a professional/ethical duty, in and of itself, does 

not impose upon a lawyer a duty of care or a fiduciary duty vis-à-vis a third party. The lawyer as 

an officer of the court owes his/her duty to the court and to the administration of justice; those 
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duties, however, do not extend to the opposing party. In MacDonald v. MCAP Service Corp., 

2013 ONSC 4473, [2013] O.J. No. 3053 (SC), Mr. Justice Lofchik put the matter this way: 

“15. There is no duty upon a lawyer to, or in favour of an opposing party to act 

ethically. That is a duty which is owed to the court. As the duty is not owed to 

a plaintiff he cannot bring an action based upon it. 

 

Brignolio v. Desmarais, Keenan, 1995 CarswellOnt 4761 (Ont. Gen. Div.) 

at paras. 15-18 

16. A lawyer, acting for one party in a proceeding does not owe a duty of care 

or a fiduciary duty to the opposite party. Therefore complaints relating to an 

opposing solicitor’s unethical conduct or negligence do not provide a basis for 

a cause of action. 

 

In Martel v. Spitz, [2005] A.J. No. 176, 2005 ABCA 63 (CA), leave to appeal refused, [2005] 

S.C.C.A. No. 177 (SCC), this position was applied specifically to allegations that the lawyer had 

filed affidavits which were false and misleading: 

“12. […] Doubtless a lawyer owes a duty to the court not to offer into evidence 

an affidavit that he knows to be false or misleading. However, that does not 

mean that a lawyer must believe what his client swears to; still less does it 

mean that a lawyer has a duty to investigate to determine whether or not what 

his client states to be true is, in fact, true or false. Further, the duty to the 

court is a public duty and owed as an officer of the court to the court and 

not a private duty owed to the opposite side in the lawsuit. There is ample 

authority that the duties that a lawyer owes to the opposing party are 

viewed very restrictively: German v. Major (1985), 62 A.R. 2 (C.A.). There 

are good policy reasons for this in the adversarial system. If it were 

otherwise, the conflicting duties owed by a lawyer would make the 

adversarial system impossible.” (Emphasis added) 

 

Thus, as these authorities indicate, the general rule, clearly established in Canadian law, is that a 

lawyer does not owe a duty of care or a fiduciary duty to the opposing party; nor does the duty 

owed as an officer of the court extend to private parties, including the opposing party. An action 

launched on these bases, without more, faces a high probability of been struck for failing to 

disclose a cause of action. 

 

The Exceptions 

The general rule discussed above, however, has exceptions. Halsbury’s Laws of Canada - Legal 

Profession, V.5.(3)(a), describes them as follows: 

“[…] A lawyer may [however] be liable to third parties in certain 

circumstances and may also be vicariously liable for the acts of his or her 

agents. For example, a solicitor may be liable for an intentional tort, 

notwithstanding he or she was acting within the scope of a retainer.”v 

(Emphasis added) 

 

Case law confirms these exceptions. For example, in Laiken v. Carey, 2011 ONSC 5892, [2011] 

O.J. No. 5376; affirmed 2013 ONCA 530, 116 O.R. (3d) 641; leave to appeal granted, [2013] 
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S.C.C.A. No. 431, Roberts J stated: 

“55 There are a few well established exceptions to the general rule that a 

lawyer owes no duty to opposing or third parties, including: 

i. Where a lawyer gives an undertaking to the Court or the opposing or 

third parties and fails to perform it, the lawyer may be ordered to do that 

act or make good the loss flowing from the failure to perform the 

undertaking. 

ii. Where a lawyer is implicated in intentional torts, including fraud, 

slander of title, false imprisonment, malicious prosecution, abuse of 

process and civil conspiracy, those intentional torts are not defeated 

by the rule that a lawyer owes no duty of care to the opposing party 

in litigation.” (Emphasis added) 

 

In Jensen v. MacGregor, [1992] B.C.J. No. 467, 89 D.L.R. (4th) 68 (S.C.), Prowse J 

acknowledged the existence of an exception where the lawyer undertakes responsibility for 

certain acts which he knows will be relied on by the opposing party: 

“In certain circumstances, however, the Courts have recognized that a lawyer 

may step outside his or her role as solicitor for their client and accept 

responsibilities towards their client and other parties (Al-Kandari v. J.R. Brown 

& Co. (supra)). 

For example, such a situation existed in the Al Kandari case, in 

which the lawyer for the husband undertook to the wife that he 

would hold the husband's passport in trust and that therefore she 

need have no concerns that when the husband exercised access to 

their children that he would take them out of the country. The 

lawyer was tricked by the husband (his client) into returning his 

passport to him. The husband then absconded with the children. 

The wife successfully sued the husband’s lawyer as it was 

established that by undertaking directly to the wife to hold the 

passport, the husband's lawyer had stepped outside the role of 

solely providing legal advice to the husband and had formed an 

actionable relationship with the wife. 

 

In other circumstances, a lawyer may owe a duty of care to a non-client 

claimant when it is clear to both the lawyer and the claimant that the claimant 

was relying on the special legal skill and knowledge of the lawyer, and that the 

lawyer knew or ought to have known that the claimant was relying on this skill 

or knowledge (Tracy v. Atkins (1979), 105 D.L.R. (3d) 632 (B.C.C.A.), 

Kamahap v. Chu (1989), 40 B.C.L.R. (2d) 288, and Hedley Byrne & Co. Ltd v. 

Heller and Partners Ltd, [1964] A.C. 465 (H.L.)). 

 

In these instances, a fundamental element is the lawyer’s knowledge that the 

party (other than the client) is reasonably relying on the lawyer’s skill and 

knowledge, and is likely to suffer serious loss if the lawyer acts negligently 

(Klingspon v. Ramsay et al. unreported, January 9, 1985, No. C821075, 

Vancouver Registry (B.C.S.C.)).” 
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In Lawrence v. Peel (Regional Municipality) Police Force, [2005] O.J. No. 604, 250 D.L.R. 

(4th) 287, Sharpe JA affirmed the existence of an exception for conduct constituting an 

intentional tort: 

“6 The appellant pleads intentional and malicious conduct precisely directed 

at him by the respondent. In my view, those facts are at least arguably capable 

of implicating the respondent in several intentional torts, including false 

imprisonment, malicious prosecution, abuse of process, and civil conspiracy. 

 

These intentional torts, unlike negligence, are not defeated by the rule that 

a lawyer owes no duty to the opposing party in litigation.” (Emphasis 

added) 

In Lawrence v. Peel (Regional Municipality) Police Force, the plaintiff sued the defendant 

lawyer and police force for damages arising from his arrest, detention and trial, on charges from 

which he was ultimately acquitted. He alleged that the defendant lawyer, who represented his 

wife in the couple’s divorce proceedings, had advised his wife to make false allegations of 

criminal conduct, give false evidence, and to file false complaints with the police. The Court of 

Appeal reversed the lower court decision on a preliminary objection to strike the action, finding 

that the allegations, if proven, would constitute a valid cause of action. Ultimately, on the merits, 

the action was dismissed as there was no evidence to support the allegations against the lawyer 

([2009] O.J. No. 1684; affirmed [2010] O.J. No. 5102, 2010 ONSC 6317 (Div. Ct.)), and a 

substantial costs award resulted against the plaintiff ([2009] O.J. No. 2247). However, the 

preliminary judgment confirms the existence of a valid cause of action, where supported by the 

facts, which overcomes the normal rule that a lawyer owes no duty to the opposing party: 

 

“1 R.J. SHARPE J.A.: - In his statement of claim, the appellant alleges that 

his spouse Carol Lawrence falsely and maliciously accused him of criminal 

misconduct while the couple was going through a bitter divorce. He claims 

damages arising from his arrest, detention, and trial on those charges, of which 

he was acquitted. This appeal arises from the claim the appellant asserts against 

the respondent, who was the solicitor for Carol Lawrence in the divorce 

proceeding. The motion judge struck out the statement of claim pursuant to 

Rule 21 on the ground that it failed to disclose a reasonable cause of action. For 

the following reasons, I would allow the appeal and permit the matter to 

proceed to trial. 

2 The statement of claim makes the following allegations against the 

respondent: 

* Seeking an advantage in the divorce proceedings, the respondent 

advised Carol Lawrence to fabricate allegations of criminal 

conduct against the appellant, which the respondent knew to be 

false or which she ought to have known to be false and was 

oblivious as to whether or not they were false (para. 9). 

* The respondent counselled, directed, advised, and instructed 

Carol Lawrence to make complaints to the police that caused the 

police to lay seven criminal charges against the appellant on May 

15, 2001 (para. 9). 
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* The respondent directed Carol Lawrence to lay three additional 

charges against the appellant on separate occasions between May 

15 and September 2002. On each occasion, police attended at the 

appellant's residence and then left without taking further action or 

laying charges (para. 12). 

* On October 5, 2001, police charged the appellant with two 

additional offences because of charges laid by Carol Lawrence 

upon the advice and direction of the respondent (para. 13). 

* The respondent advised and coached Carol Lawrence to give 

false evidence against the appellant in the criminal proceedings in 

order to gain an advantage in the matrimonial litigation (para. 19). 

* The respondent acted with purposeful and malicious intent (para. 

20). 

 

* By advising Carol Lawrence to make false allegations and to 

give false evidence “with reckless disregard for the truth and 

consequences of such conduct”, the respondent is responsible in 

law for the harm suffered by the appellant (para. 23). 

4 In my view, the motion judge erred in finding that the facts pleaded in 

the statement of claim disclose no reasonable cause of action. I am far 

from persuaded that it is “plain and obvious” that if those facts were 

proved at trial, the appellant's claim would be dismissed as unfounded in 

law. 

 

6 The appellant pleads intentional and malicious conduct precisely directed at 

him by the respondent. In my view, those facts are at least arguably capable 

of implicating the respondent in several intentional torts, including false 

imprisonment, malicious prosecution, abuse of process, and civil 

conspiracy. These intentional torts, unlike negligence, are not defeated by the 

rule that a lawyer owes no duty to the opposing party in litigation. 

[…] 

8 I recognize that in this case it is not pleaded that the respondent had any 

direct contact with the police, who imprisoned and prosecuted the appellant. 

However, no established legal principle prevents a third party from being 

considered liable as an instigator of an intentional tort. The torts of abuse of 

process and civil conspiracy are still developing, and their outer limits have not 

been defined. The legal issues this case raises would be best considered on a 

full record after trial.” (Emphasis added) 

 

Lawrence v. Peel Regional Police Force was distinguished in Alberta in ESA Holdings Ltd. v. 

Shea Nerland Calnan LLP, 2007 ABQB 78, 406 A.R. 142, an action to strike the statement of 

claim as an abuse of process. The claim alleged that the lawyers misled the trial judge by failing 

to correct certain statements made by their client’s principal, thereby breaching their duty of care 

and resulting in abuse of process. The action to strike was successful. Lawrence v. Peel Regional 

Police Force was distinguished, with Gill J stating: 

… Although this claim [Lawrence v. Peel Regional Police Force] involved 
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allegations of maliciously committing intentional torts, including false 

imprisonment, malicious prosecution, and civil conspiracy, it must be noted 

that the Court of Appeal found that the tort of abuse of process is still 

developing, without its outer limits having been defined. This contributed to 

the decision to allow the claim to proceed to trial. 

 

However, I disagree with this approach as it is contrary to the principles 

expressed in the Alberta cases.…vi 

 

A different approach was taken in the more recent Alberta case of F.N. v. McGechie, 2009 

ABQB 625, 79 C.P.C. (6th) 383, a decision of Master R.P. Wacowich (In Chambers). This was 

an application to strike the statement of claim on the basis of failure to disclose a cause of action, 

and abuse of process. The plaintiff alleged that the lawyer counselled his client not to deposit 

child-support checks provided by the plaintiff so she could misrepresent her financial 

circumstances to Legal Aid and obtain legal aid funding. Further, it was alleged that counsel 

assisted his client in misrepresentations against the plaintiff regarding sexual abuse of their 

daughter. Martel v. Spitz was distinguished on the basis that McGechie was alleged to be 

participating in putting forward perjured evidence which amounted to the intentional tort of 

conspiracy. Master Wacowich stated that he would reluctantly allow the claim for conspiracy to 

go forward. 

 

Similarly, in Big Bear Hills Inc. v. Bennett Jones Alberta Ltd. Liability Partnership, 2010 

ABQB 764, 507 A.R. 21, Marceau J acknowledged that a valid action for conspiracy to commit 

the tort of intentional interference with economic relations and the tort of abuse of process 

(including by making false statements to the court) could be asserted against the lawyers 

representing the opposing party. The court ultimately struck the action after concluding that the 

necessary elements of the torts were not made out; before doing that, however, Marceau J clearly 

held that the facts alleged, if proven, would constitute a valid cause of action. 

 

“12 While the acts of BJ and their lawyers complained of cannot easily be 

characterized as distinct causes of action based on the somewhat confusing 

pleadings, I believe the causes of action alleged are: 

1. The tort of defamation, both slander and libel. 

2. The tort of conspiracy to commit the tort of unlawful interference 

with the contractual and commercial interests of BBH and 

Chomistek. 

Included as sub-heads under this general heading are: 

(a) the tort of unlawful interference with the contractual and 

commercial interests of BBH and Chomistek; 

(b) the tort of abuse of process by pursuing the action not for the 

purposes indicated in the Statement of Claim in that action but for the 

ulterior motive of interfering with the rights of BBH and Chomistek, and 

(c) the tort of abuse of process by making false statements to the 

Court in the Griffin action and at further Court proceedings as well as at 

hearings of the AEAB and the DAB. 

[...] 

32 The allegation in the Statement of Claim that the lawyers of the BJ law 
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firm conspired, with the predominant intent and purpose to damage the 

reputation of the Plaintiffs, to shut down the activities of the BBH peat site 

and to harm the personal and business interests of the Plaintiffs in the peat 

farming community is an allegation which, if proved, would result in a 

successful outcome at trial for the Plaintiffs. ...” (Emphasis added) 

 

In Geo. Cluthe Manufacturing Co. v. ZTW Properties Inc., [1995] O.J. No. 4897, 23 O.R. (3d) 

370, the Court refused to strike an action alleging that the defendant lawyer had committed the 

torts of intentional interference with contractual relations and abuse of process. In addition, the 

decision confirms that it is not necessary for the action in which the abuse allegedly occurred to 

have been determined in the plaintiff’s favour in order for a valid cause of action to exist: 

 

“25 It is not clear to me that the pleading of the torts of intentional interference 

with contractual relations and abuse of process should be struck. If the 

commission of one or both of those torts is proved, Feldman could be liable 

as a tortfeasor, even if he acted only as solicitor for ZTW.” (Emphasis 

added) 

 

The decision in New Solutions Extrusion Corp. v. Gauthier, 2010 ONSC 1037, [2010] O.J. No. 

661, affirmed 2010 ONCA 348, [2010] O.J. No. 1988, is to the same effect. In that case, 

Karakatsanis J recognized that a valid claim for conspiracy could be brought against counsel for 

the opposing party. (Ultimately the claims of conspiracy and interference with economic 

relations were not supported by the evidence, and were struck). 

 

“22 The Statement of Claim asserts that this was a conspiracy to effect an 

illegal trespass and illegal disablement, for the purpose of causing the plaintiff 

economic harm in order to force the plaintiff to pay all the client’s claims and 

settle the outstanding lawsuit. The Statement of Claim asserts that the 

defendant lawyers conspired with each other and with their client for their own 

pecuniary interests (in order to satisfy their client and for professional fees.) It 

also pleads that the defendants planned, arranged and co-ordinated with the 

bailiff and the technician the entry onto the premises and the disablement of the 

machine. It pleads that the lawyers took steps to actively mislead the bailiff to 

believe that the action was lawful under s. 62 of the PPSA. In addition, the 

Statement of Claim rests upon the assertion that the defendants knew the acts 

were illegal and “constituted both civil wrongs and criminal offences.” The 

lawyers’ “plan was akin to extortion;” “to withhold the plaintiff’s means of 

operating until they paid whatever was demanded.” 

[…] 

 

27 To the extent that the Statement of Claim pleads that the lawyers 

intentionally conspired with their client to knowingly effect an illegal 

trespass and disablement of the machine so that the plaintiff would have to 

abandon its legitimate defence, and they did so for their own enrichment, 

it is at least arguable that the lawyers could be found to be joint 

tortfeasors with their client assuming all the facts pleaded were true. I am 
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not prepared to find that a claim of conspiracy cannot be brought against 

lawyers in the circumstances as pleaded.” (Emphasis added) 

 

The decision in Hillier v. Hutchens, 2012 ONSC 5988, [2012] O.J. No. 6367, applied the same 

reasoning in refusing to strike allegations of fraud committed by opposing counsel. In that case, 

Haines J held that the plaintiffs had failed to provide sufficiently detailed allegations to 

substantiate their claims, but granted them leave to amend their statement of claim in order to 

correct the deficiency. The reasons of Haines J allude to allegations of improper conduct by the 

lawyer in relation to an ex parte injunction application: 

 

“29 I am satisfied that the statement of claim does disclose a reasonable 

cause of action in fraud or deceit against Meisels but fails to do so with 

sufficient particularity to meet the requirement of Rule 25.06(8)…. 

[…] 

31 I am satisfied on a generous reading of the pleadings that malice and bad 

faith are implicit in the allegations in paragraphs 76 and 77 which include the 

assertion that Meisels knew Hutchens was a “fraud artist” and that Meisels was 

 

a participant in the fraud. Immunity cannot extend to counsel acting in a legal 

proceeding that was brought to suppress information about a fraud to which 

that counsel was a party as is alleged in this case. I would, accordingly, not 

strike these allegations.” (Emphasis added) 

 

Based on the above decisions, it appears that there is good authority supporting the existence of a 

valid cause of action against counsel for an opposing party, where facts and evidence can be 

adduced to substantiate the commission of an intentional tort. 

 

 
i QL at para. HLP-238 

ii LEXIS, at p. 5 of 9 

iii At para. 57 

iv QL at para. 18 

v QL at para. HLP-238 

vi At para. 20 
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Conclusions 

1140- Les Parties défenderesses sont conjointement et solidairement responsables des 

dommages causés au demandeur pour les délits décrits en détail dans la présente 

déclaration, qui est bien fondée en faits et en droit. 

1141- Le procès doit être instruit à Ottawa, Ontario. 

Le  

                                                                                               

                                                                                                   André Bluteau 

200-440, avenue Laurier ouest 

Ottawa. ON K1R 7X6 

Email: andrebluteau558@gmail.com 
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