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  RSA 2000 
Section 105  Chapter L-8 

 

LEGAL PROFESSION ACT 
 

84

Student-at-law as counsel 
105   A student-at-law whose registration is not under suspension 
may act as counsel in proceedings before the Court of Appeal, the 
Court of King’s Bench or the Court of Justice, or before a judge of 
any of those courts, in the circumstances provided for in the rules 
and subject to any conditions prescribed by the rules. 

RSA 2000 cL-8 s105;RSA 2000 c16(Supp) s51;AR 217/2022;AR 75/2023 

Practice of law 
106(1)  No person shall, unless the person is an active member of 
the Society, 

 (a) practise as a barrister or as a solicitor, 

 (b) act as a barrister or as a solicitor in any court of civil or 
criminal jurisdiction, 

 (c) commence, carry on or defend any action or proceeding 
before a court or judge on behalf of any other person, or 

 (d) settle or negotiate in any way for the settlement of any claim 
for loss or damage founded in tort. 

(2)  Subsection (1) does not apply to the following: 

 (a) a student-at-law in respect of anything permitted to be done 
by the student-at-law in the course of the student-at-law’s 
service under articles or under the rules made pursuant to 
section 105; 

 (b) a person who holds an authorization granted under section 
48 in respect of services provided within the scope of the 
authorization and in accordance with the rules under section 
48, or a person who is deemed by the rules to hold an 
authorization under section 48 in respect of services 
provided in accordance with the rules; 

 (c) a professional corporation in respect of services performed 
while it holds a permit under Part 8 that is not under 
suspension; 

 (d) a person employed by an active member or professional 
corporation pursuant to a resolution of the Benchers under 
section 108 in respect of services provided by that person 
within the scope of that person’s employment and in 
accordance with the resolution; 
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  RSA 2000 
Section 107  Chapter L-8 

  

LEGAL PROFESSION ACT 
 

85

 (e) a university law student in respect of services permitted to 
be provided by that student by the rules that are provided in 
accordance with the conditions prescribed by the rules; 

 (f) a notary public in respect of services provided by the notary 
public in the exercise of powers conferred on the notary 
public by law; 

 (g) a public officer in respect of any acts performed by the  
public officer within the scope of the public officer’s 
authority as a public officer; 

 (h) a person who acts on the person’s own behalf in an action, 
matter or proceeding to which the person is a party; 

 (i) a person in respect of the preparation by the person of a 
document for the person’s own use or to which the person is 
a party; 

 (j) an officer or employee of a corporation, partnership or 
unincorporated body in respect of the preparation of a 
document for the use of the corporation, partnership or 
unincorporated body or to which it is a party; 

 (k) a person licensed as an insurance adjuster under the Insurance 
Act in respect of services provided by the person as an 
insurance adjuster; 

 (l) a person permitted by statute to appear as the agent of 
another person before a justice of the peace, the Court of 
Justice or a provincial judge in respect of services provided 
by that person as an agent; 

 (m) a person holding professional legal qualifications obtained 
in a country outside Canada in respect of services permitted 
to be provided by that person in accordance with the rules in 
giving legal advice respecting the laws of that country. 

(3)  Subsection (2)(l) does not include a person who is disbarred. 
RSA 2000 cL-8 s106;AR 75/2023 

Misrepresentation as to professional status 
107(1)  No person shall, unless the person is an active member of 
the Society, hold out or represent that the person is an active 
member of the Society, or a person lawfully entitled to practise law 
or to carry on the practice or profession of a barrister or solicitor. 

(2)  No person shall, unless the person is a member of the Society, 
hold out or represent that the person is a member of the Society or 
a barrister and solicitor. 
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  RSA 2000 
Section 57  Chapter C-30.5 
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COURT OF JUSTICE ACT 
 

all other documents and exhibits in the possession of the Court of 
Justice pertaining to the matter. 

(3)  When a matter is transferred into the Court of King’s Bench, 
the Court of King’s Bench may, on any conditions it considers 
proper, 

 (a) continue the matter to completion, or 

 (b) order the matter to be recommenced. 

(4)  If a matter is transferred into the Court of King’s Bench and a 
party had abandoned a portion of the party’s claim or counterclaim 
under section 9.6(4), that party may, subject to any conditions that 
the Court of King’s Bench considers proper, withdraw the 
abandonment of that portion of the claim or counterclaim and 
proceed on the entire claim or counterclaim, as the case may be. 

RSA 2000 cP-31 s56;RSA 2000 c16(Supp) s22;AR 217/2022; 
AR 75/2023 

Transfer into Court of Justice 
57(1)  On application by a party to the clerk, with the consent of 
the other parties, before the hearing commences, an action in the 
Court of King’s Bench in which the claim is within the jurisdiction 
of the Court of Justice may be transferred into the Court of Justice 
by the clerk of the Court of King’s Bench at the judicial centre 
where the action was commenced. 

(2)  An action transferred into the Court under subsection (1) 
continues as if it had been commenced in that Court. 

RSA 2000 cP-31 s57;2009 c53 s146;AR 217/2022;AR 75/2023 

58, 59   Repealed RSA 2000 c16(Supp) s23. 

60   Repealed 2001 c24 s8. 

Refusal to file documents 
61(1)  The Court may, if it considers it proper to do so, order a 
clerk not to accept a particular document for filing. 

(2)  An order made under subsection (1) does not prejudice the 
right of a person to proceed in any other manner permitted by law. 

RSA 2000 cP-31 s61;2015 c12 s6 

Representation of party 
62(1)  A person is entitled to be represented by 

 (a) a barrister and solicitor, or 

 (b) an agent 
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  RSA 2000 
Section 63  Chapter C-30.5 
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COURT OF JUSTICE ACT 
 

in respect of any proceedings under this Part. 

(2)  Subsection (1)(b) does not apply to proceedings that take place 
in the Court of King’s Bench. 

RSA 2000 cP-31 s62;AR 217/2022 

Effect of informality 
63   No proceeding is invalid for informality if there has been 
substantial compliance with the requirements of this Part and the 
regulations. 

RSA 2000 cP-31 s63;2015 c12 s6 

Pre-trial conference 
64(1)  In any action under this Part, the Court may direct the 
parties or their lawyers or agents, as the case may be, to appear 
before the Court for a pre-trial conference to consider one or more 
of the following: 

 (a) the possibility of settling the claim, counterclaim or other 
matter, as the case may be, by agreement; 

 (b) the simplification of the issues; 

 (c) the necessity or desirability of amendments to pleadings; 

 (d) the possibility of obtaining any admission that will facilitate 
the trial; 

 (e) any other matters that may aid in the disposition of the 
action. 

(2)  During or at the conclusion of a pre-trial conference or 
otherwise in respect of a pre-trial conference, the Court may make 
an order doing one or more of the following: 

 (a) giving directions with respect to matters raised or otherwise 
considered during the pre-trial conference; 

 (b) setting out the results of the pre-trial conference; 

 (c) amending pleadings; 

 (d) striking out pleadings and entering judgment by reason of 
the failure of a party to attend a pre-trial conference; 

 (d.1) striking out or amending a claim, dispute note or 
counterclaim by reason that the claim, dispute note or 
counterclaim 

 (i) discloses no cause of action or defence, 
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Royal Bank of Canada 
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- and - 

 

 

Patrick Courtoreille also known as Patrick John Courtoreille 
 

Defendant 

  

 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Memorandum of Decision 

of Associate Chief Justice 

K.G. Nielsen 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

I. Introduction 

[1] On March 10, 2023, Royal Bank of Canada (RBC) filed a Statement of Claim alleging 

that Patrick Courtoreille (Mr. Courtoreille) had an unpaid credit card debt of $17,067.46 (the 

Debt Lawsuit). Mr. Courtoreille on March 28, 2023 filed a Statement of Defence that 

acknowledged he had obtained and used a credit card from RBC, but claimed that RBC had “... 

failed to verify ownership of the indebtedness behind the Contracts ...”. Further, Mr. Courtoreille 

“... [denies] defaulting on the Contract as alleged ...” by RBC, and so the lawsuit should be 

dismissed. 

[2] RBC applied for Summary Judgment, pursuant to rr 7.2-7.3 of the Alberta Rules of Court, 

Alta Reg 124/2010. That Application was heard by Applications Judge Park on August 29, 2023. 

Applications Judge Park granted judgment in favour of RBC for $19,452.98 and solicitor client 
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costs. The August 29, 2023 Decision and Order have not to date been appealed by Mr. 

Courtorielle. 

[3] This matter has been referred to me as the Administrative Justice of the Court of King’s 

Bench of Alberta who responds to abusive litigation and litigants. Here, specifically, the defence 

advanced by Mr. Courtoreille was based on well-known and rejected Organized Pseudolegal 

Commercial Argument (OPCA) concepts: Meads v Meads, 2012 ABQB 571. Even more serious 

is that these arguments were advanced by third parties to the litigation: “UnitedWeStandPeople”, 

and at the August 29, 2023 an individual named “Kevin Kumar” (Mr. Kumar). Mr. Kumar acted 

as Mr. Courtoreille’s representative in the August 29, 2023 hearing. 

[4] Mr. Kumar is well known to this Court. This Memorandum of Decision responds to Mr. 

Kumar’s illegal and inappropriate involvement in the Debt Lawsuit. 

II. OPCA Arguments 

[5] Part of the evidence submitted by RBC is an Affidavit of Marsha Christensen, sworn on 

August 24, 2023, that attached communications received by counsel for RBC in the period 

leading up to the August 29, 2023 hearing. These emails purport to originate from an entity 

called UnitedWeStandPeople, which is the “Chosen Agent” of Mr. Courtorielle. Here are some 

of the key elements of those communications: 

1) Mr. Courtorielle has designated a Chosen Agent in the Debt Lawsuit, and RBC 

and its counsel must interact with that Chosen Agent, UnitedWeStandPeople; 

2) UnitedWeStandPeople claims that a “Private Lender” will pay Mr. Courtorielle’s 

debts; 

3) Mr. Courtorielle rejects he has any debts, unless RBC provides: 

a) an “original wet ink signed loan document (NOT a photocopy)”, and 

b) an affidavit from a “... Chartered Accountant verifying the debt was not 

sold ...”; and 

4) neither Mr. Courtorielle or the Private Lender will provide any money unless 

RBC provides the “wet ink” contract and accountant’s affidavit. 

[6] The requirement for a wet ink signature contract is a well-documented and notorious 

pseudolaw debt elimination strategy. Claims that a debt may only be established by an original 

wet ink signature physical contract are a common and legally rejected OPCA motif deployed as a 

basis alleged to invalidate debt contracts, e.g., Gacias v Equifax Canada Co, 2019 ABQB 640 at 

para 14; Royal Bank of Canada v Skrapec, 2011 BCSC 1827 at para 24, leave to appeal to 

BCCA refused, 2012 BCCA 10; Xceed Mortgage Corporation/Corporation hypothécaire Xceed 

c Pépin-Bourgouin, 2011 QCCS 2116 at paras 15–18; Banque Royale du Canada c Tremblay, 

2013 QCCQ 12827 at para 14, aff’d 2013 QCCA 2035 at para 7; Canadian Imperial Bank of 

Commerce v Piedrahita, 2012 NBQB 101 at para 8, leave to appeal to NBCA refused (2012), 

387 NBR (2d) 399 (CA); The Bank of Nova Scotia v Lai-Ping Lee, 2013 ONSC 6698 at para 

10; First National Financial GP Corporation v Maritime Residential Housing Development 

Ltd, 2013 NSSC 219 at para 7; Toronto-Dominion Bank v Devries, 2013 CanLII 41978 (Ont 

Sup Ct (Sm Cl Ct)) at paras 2–3, 40–48; Banque Royale du Canada c Minicozzi, 2013 QCCQ 

6566 at para 21, aff’d 2013 QCCA 1722; Bank of Montreal v Rogozinsky, 2014 ABQB 771 at 
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paras 24, 41–43, 56, 603 AR 261; Toronto-Dominion Bank v Thompson, [2015] OJ No 5141 

(QL) at paras 7, 16 (Sup Ct (Sm Cl Ct)); Alberta v Greter, 2016 ABQB 293 at paras 2, 11, 16; 

Royal Bank of Canada v 101000039 Saskatchewan Ltd, 2017 SKQB 253 at paras 9, 19; 

Knutson (Re), 2018 ABQB 858, note 9 at Appendix E; Royal Bank of Canada v Anderson, 

2022 ABQB 354 at paras 23-24; Royal Bank of Canada v Anderson, 2022 ABQB 525 at para 

33; Osadchuk v The King, 2023 TCC 70 at para 5. If this rule were, in fact, true, then no 

contract formed via electronic means would ever be enforceable. 

[7] Second, the demand for an accountant to verify a debt has not been sold is commonly 

referred to as the “securitization” OPCA argument. RBC introduced extensive documentation on 

Mr. Courtorielle’s credit card and its use. However, both UnitedWeStandPeople, and Mr. Kumar 

at the August 29, 2023 hearing, made extensive and aggressive demands claiming the 

information before the Court was not enough. The securitization OPCA money-for-nothing 

argument has also been repeatedly rejected by Canadian courts: e.g., Royal Bank of Canada v 

Skrapec; Xceed Mortgage Corporation/Corporation hypothécaire Xceed c Pépin-Bourgouin; 

Banque Royale du Canada c Tremblay; The Bank of Nova Scotia v Lai-Ping Lee, Bank of 

Montreal v Rogozinsky; Alberta v Greter; Royal Bank of Canada v 101000039 Saskatchewan 

Ltd, Gacias v Equifax Canada Co, 2019 ABQB 640, action struck out as an abuse of court 

processes, 2019 ABQB 739; Toronto Dominion Bank v Giercke, 2021 ABQB 262, action struck 

out as an abuse of court processes, 2021 ABQB 320. 

[8] A third pseudolaw scheme is also apparent from the materials received by the Court. The 

emails in Ms. Christensen’s Affidavit include links to a website, 

“https://unitedwestandpeople.com”. The website obviously promotes legally false OPCA 

concepts. For example, a link at the top of the website reads “Click Here To Learn More About 

How To Access Your Birth Certificate Bond”. This same general language, “... reclaim your 

Birth Certificate Bonds / Birthright ...” is also located in a YouTube video website screen print in 

Ms. Christensen’s Affidavit, Exhibit “C”. Similarly, another printout in Exhibit “C” states: 

Via Your BIRTH CERTIFICATE BOND! Learn How To Access It For FREE! 

UnitedWeStandPeople.com ... If You Are Not Aware Of Your Birth Certificate 

Bond That Has Hundreds of ThousandsOf Dollars In It For You Watch This 

Series ! (sic) 

[9] The “Birth Bond” concept is part of “Strawman Theory”, the idea that a person has two 

halves, a “flesh and blood” entity, and an immaterial “Strawman”. The reproduced website 

printouts in Ms. Christensen’s Affidavit point to the rather notorious “Meet Your Straw Man” 

YouTube video. Supposedly, the Strawman is associated with a secret bank account, what the 

UnitedWeStandPeople Internet materials calls the “Birth Certificate Bond”, that contains vast 

sums of money that can be tapped with secret techniques and documents: Meads v Meads, paras 

417-446, 531-543. I have reviewed and rejected Strawman Theory and Birth Bond schemes in 

Burles v Lakhani, 2023 ABKB 409 at paras 9-21. 

[10] No Court in any jurisdiction has accepted the stereotypic conspiratorial not-law concepts 

that make up pseudolaw. Employing pseudolaw is always an abuse of Court processes, and 

warrants immediate Court response: Unrau v National Dental Examining Board, 2019 ABQB 

283 at paras 180, 670-671 (Unrau #2). Furthermore, any litigation that involves Strawman 

Theory is presumed to be in bad faith, and for abusive, ulterior purposes: Fiander v Mills, 2015 

NLCA 31 at paras 37-40; Rothweiler v Payette, 2018 ABQB 288 at paras 6-21; Unrau #2 at para 
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180. There is no question that UnitedWeStandPeople and Mr. Kumar are advancing rejected and 

abusive pseudolaw concepts.  

[11] Other problematic items disclosed in Ms. Christensen’s Affidavit include that counsel for 

RBC was threatened with Law Society of Alberta complaints, and allegedly had engaged in “... 

gross negligence and human rights violations ...”. UnitedWeStandPeople also appears to have 

created multiple YouTube videos attacking counsel for RBC, and bulk emailed these claims and 

videos to numerous Alberta law firms and lawyers.  

[12] More recently, UnitedWeStandPeople has appeared in two debt related  proceedings 

before the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta: 

(i) Kerslake v Capital One Bank, Action No. 2304 00761; and 

(ii) Kohut v Capital One Bank, Action No.2403 08261. 

In each case the Plaintiffs are debtors who claim to defeat their outstanding debts using the 

OPCA securitization scheme discussed above. The two Statements of Claim contain duplicate 

and parallel language, that on a balance of probabilities establishes a common source. 

[13] Thus, the UnitedWeStandPeople OPCA debt-elimination scheme is continuing before the 

Court of King’s Bench of Alberta. That is a reason for the Court to take further steps. 

III. Kevin Kumar 

[14] As previously indicated, Mr. Kumar, the person who appeared via videoconference and 

who acted as the representative for Mr. Courtorielle, is well-known to this Court. Along with 

Derek Ryan Johnson, Mr. Kumar was one of the two directing personalities of a “Dollar Dealer” 

mortgage fraud scam that operated in the Calgary area in 2010-2014. Associate Chief Justice 

Rooke provides a detailed review of the Kumar and Johnson operation in Unrau #2 at paras 205-

212.  Reproduction of that explanation in full is appropriate to illustrate Mr. Kumar’s 

background:  

... a “Dollar Dealer” swindle that operated between 2010-2014 in the Calgary 

area. That resulted in the Court in Calgary issuing many Judicature Act, ss 23-

23.1 court access restriction orders which attempted to manage a mortgage fraud 

scheme advanced by a number of conspirators who targeted distressed persons 

whose homes were being foreclosed. The fraudsters also acted as middlemen for 

investors, and scammed funds from both sides, all the while jousting in court with 

the original mortgage lenders and court decision makers. 

... The Calgary Dollar Dealer ring’s activities included counter-attack lawsuits 

against opposing parties, their lawyers, and Masters in Chambers of this Court. 

These scammers and their activities are partially documented in two reported 

decisions: Scotia Mortgage Corporation v Gutierrez, 2012 ABQB 683, 84 Alta 

LR (5th) 349 and 1158997 Alberta Inc v Maple Trust Co, 2013 ABQB 483, 568 

AR 286 [1158997]. The scam also had an OPCA aspect, since the scammers 

invoked OPCA theories in their lawsuits to challenge whether banks lend money, 

claiming instead lenders ‘just create money from thin air’ ... 
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The scammers even went so far as to set up their own fake vigilante court, the 

“Alberta Court of Kings Bench” [sic], which issued relatively authentic-looking 

Statements of Claim targeting those who attempted to recover their lost money. 

... The scammers operated under a number of guises, both personal and via a 

series of corporations. Though many cost awards were made, none appear to have 

been paid. New personas appeared, one after another, including what may have 

been an entirely fictional person, “Ty Griffiths”, who interposed himself as an 

agent for the scammers and their corporations, claiming he was defending their 

“human rights”: 1158997, at paras 58-60. Then, a new person appeared in court 

to, in turn, act as the agent for Ty Griffiths: para 60. 

The Judicature Act, ss 23-23.1 court access restriction orders issued by this Court 

as it attempted to control this fraud illustrate the Dollar Dealers’ evasion strategy: 

Dec. 15, 2010 - Wilson J, docket 1001-08610 - 1158997 Alberta Ltd is 

declared a “vexatious litigant” and prohibited from instituting further 

proceedings itself or on behalf of any other person. This order appears to 

operate in this Court only. 

Feb. 17, 2011 - Strekaf J, docket 1001-14143 - 1158997 Alberta Inc is 

declared a “vexatious litigant” and is prohibited from instituting further 

steps in this proceeding without leave, on behalf of itself or any other 

person. 

Nov. 1, 2012 - Master Laycock, docket 1201 09396 - Derek Ryan Johnson 

and his employees are prohibited from appearing to represent 1158997 

Alberta Inc, Partners in Success Mortgage Inc, and any related companies. 

Dec. 21, 2012 - Wilson J, docket 1001-08610 - 1158997 Alberta Ltd and 

1158897 Alberta Inc are declared “vexatious litigants” and prohibited 

from instituting further proceedings themselves or on behalf of any other 

person. This order appears to be limited to operate in this Court only. 

July 2, 2013 - Lovecchio J, dockets 1201-11892, 1201-12187, 1201-14301 

- 1158997 Alberta Inc, 1660112 Alberta Ltd, 1691482 Alberta Inc, 

Partners in Success Mortgage Inc, Ashley Critch, Carla Kells, Derek Ryan 

Johnson, Ty Griffiths, Ajay Aneja are globally prohibited from any 

litigation activity, except with leave, in all Alberta courts, on behalf of 

themselves or any other entity or estate. Sarbjit Sarin and Jason Mizzoni 

are declared vexatious litigants, but no court access restrictions are 

imposed. 

November 12, 2013 - Lovecchio J, dockets 1301-05965, 1301-04219 - 

1158997 Alberta Inc, 1603376 Alberta Inc, 1731272 Alberta Inc, Partners 

in Success Mortgage Inc, and Derek Ryan Johnson, are globally prohibited 

from any litigation activity, except with leave, in all Alberta courts, on 

behalf of themselves or any other entity or estate. 

... In the end, attempts to control this scam and its participants accounted for two 

thirds of all global court access restriction orders issued by the judicial officers of 

this Court in Calgary between 2000-2014. I cannot meaningfully assess the 
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amount of time and judicial, staff, and victim resources wasted by these 

individuals. 

... What is noteworthy, and, frankly, rather depressing, is viewed objectively, this 

scenario shows the limits of the current approach to court access restrictions. 

Though many court orders were issued to rein in these scammers, and cost 

sanctions were imposed to deter further misconduct, the scammers simply 

reappeared and counterattacked. New corporate guises and possibly false personas 

were introduced to draw out the process. In 1158997 Justice Lovecchio explains 

the kingpin of the scammer ring, Derek Ryan Johnson, was also frustrating 

parallel efforts by the Real Estate Counsel of Alberta to control his activities: para 

74. Johnson had been fined for operating as an unlicensed real estate agent. These 

scammers only stopped when Johnson and an accomplice, Kevin Kumar, were 

found in contempt of court by Martin J and each sentenced to two months in jail: 

Real Estate Counsel of Alberta v Johnson, Calgary 1401-11567, 1401-12622, 

1501-02988 (Alta QB). Johnson and Kumar had also between them accumulated 

$125,000.00 in fines, which presumably remain unpaid. 

... What the Johnson Dollar Dealer fraud ring illustrates is that even 

comprehensive court access restrictions can sometimes be circumvented or 

defeated by motivated and creative abusive court actors. Anyone can register a 

corporation and thereby obtain a new identity under which to engage in litigation 

misconduct. The same problem exists for false identities, as illustrated by “Ty 

Griffiths”. Where a court participant is simply abusing court processes for greed 

or profit - and succeeding - there is no reason why that individual would do 

otherwise in the future, provided the benefits obtained continue to outweigh costs. 

... 

[15] Another Memorandum of Decision by Hawco J illustrates Mr. Kumar operating as the 

central player in one instance of the Dollar Dealer scheme. In Glover v Kumar, 2012 ABQB 516, 

the Court was asked to clear the land titles record for a property that had gone through the Dollar 

Dealer scam, and in which Mr. Kumar was now on title. Justice Hawco describes at paras 7-20 

how Mr. Kumar played off the various involved individuals and institutions, and in the process 

registered a one third interest in the property. Justice Hawco concluded Mr. Kumar had no 

legitimate interest in the property, ordered the Alberta Land Titles office remove Mr. Kumar’s 

registration, and observed how Mr. Kumar had deceived multiple actors in the transaction: para 

47. 

[16] Legal academic investigation has also identified Mr. Kumar as the directing mind of 

UnitedWeStandPeople, and demonstrated that the current unitedwestandpeople.com website is 

Mr. Kumar reviving the 2010-2014 Dollar Dealer scam website, “privatesectoract.com”, that 

offered Strawman Theory and Birth Bond debt and mortgage elimination services: Donald J 

Netolitzky, “The Dead Sleep Quiet: History of the Organized Pseudolegal Commercial 

Argument Phenomenon in Canada - Part II” (2023) 60:3 Alta L Rev 795 at 828. 

[17] I conclude, based on Mr. Kumar’s history and his more recent activities, that steps should 

be taken to control Mr. Kumar’s activities before the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta. Mr. 

Kumar is not a lawyer, so he is prohibited from representing persons before the Court of King’s 

Bench of Alberta: Legal Profession Act, RSA 2000, c L-8 s 106. Mr. Kumar is clearly engaged 
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in the unauthorized practice of law. That is a first reason why Mr. Kumar should be subject to 

control. I note that at the August 29, 2023 hearing Mr. Kumar was uncooperative, argumentative, 

and aggressive. 

[18] This Court has a broad and flexible inherent jurisdiction to control its processes, so that 

the Court may operate effectively to achieve its functions: R v Cunningham, 2010 SCC 10 at 

para 10; I H Jacob, “The Inherent Jurisdiction of the Court” (1970) 23 Curr Legal Probs 23 at 27-

28. That inherent jurisdiction includes the authority to remove lawyers, where appropriate: 

MacDonald Estate v Martin, [1990] 3 SCR 1235 at 1245. That same authority applies to non-

lawyer representatives and agents. The law in Canada is clear that a Court does not merely have 

the authority to restrict and control who acts as a legal representative of any type, but, further, 

that the Court has a positive obligation to ensure persons appearing before the Court are “... 

properly represented ...”, and “... to maintain the rule of law and the integrity of the court 

generally ...”: R v Dick, 2002 BCCA 27, para 7. 

[19] Anyone who uses OPCA concepts abuses the Court: Unrau #2 at para 180. A person who 

endorses and/or applies OPCA schemes is not an appropriate litigation representative: R v Dick; 

Scotia Mortgage Corporation v Landry, 2018 ABQB 951; Mukagasigwa v Nkusi, 2023 ABKB 

423, leave to appeal refused 2023 ABCA 272. That is a further reason why Mr. Kumar should be 

prohibited from participating in litigation in which he is not a party. 

[20] Mr. Kumar’s past and current OPCA guru activities, his being incarcerated for contempt 

after ignoring Court Orders and professional regulation, his promoting money for nothing and 

debt elimination scams, and his record of abusing lenders and debtors by “playing from the 

middle” means Mr. Kumar has no legitimate place in the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta, 

except if he, personally, is a litigant. 

[21] Mr. Kumar is not an appropriate litigation representative or McKenzie friend. Mr. Kumar 

should have no role in the litigation of other people. I conclude Mr. Kumar should not be 

permitted to participate in the litigation of other people before the Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta. 

[22] Given these conclusions, I make the following Orders: 

1. Kevin Kumar shall only communicate with the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta 

using the name “Kevin Kumar”, and not using initials, an alternative name 

structure, or a pseudonym. 

2. Kevin Kumar is prohibited from: 

(i) providing legal advice, preparing documents intended to be filed in the 

Court of King’s Bench of Alberts for any person other than himself, and 

filing or otherwise communicating with the Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta, except on his own behalf; and 

(ii) acting as an agent, next friend, McKenzie friend (from McKenzie v 

McKenzie, [1970] 3 All ER 1034 (UK CA) and Alberta Rules of Court, 

Alta Reg 124/2010, ss 2.22-2.23), or any other form of representation in 

proceedings, before the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta. 

3. For clarity, Kevin Kumar is entirely prohibited from any further participation in 

any sense in these actions: 
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(i) Royal Bank of Canada v Patrick Courtoreille also known as Patrick John 

Courtoreille, Court of King’s Bench Action No. 2310 00279 proceeding; 

(ii) Terry Kerslake v Capital One Bank, Court of King’s Bench Action No. 

2304 00761; and 

(iii)Timothy Laurea Kohut v Capital One Services (Canada) Inc, Court of 

King’s Bench Action No. 2403 08261. 

4. The Clerks of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta shall refuse to accept or file 

any documents or other materials from Kevin Kumar, unless Kevin Kumar is a 

named party in the action in question. 

IV. Conclusion 

[23] Mr. Kumar is prohibited from participation in Court of King’s Bench of Alberta 

proceedings, except where he, personally, is a named party. 

[24] The Court shall prepare the Order giving effect to this Memorandum of Decision. Mr. 

Kumar and Mr. Courtoreille’s approval of that Order is dispensed with, pursuant to the Alberta 

Rules of Court. This Memorandum of Decision and the corresponding Order may be served upon 

Mr. Courtoreille and Mr. Kumar to the email addresses in the Statement of Defence 

(Patrick.Courtoreille@gmail.com) and the email communications reproduced in Ms. 

Christensen’s Affidavit (unitedwestandpeople@gmail.com). 

[25] A copy of the Memorandum of Decision and Order will also be directed to counsel for 

RBC and Capital One Bank. In light of Mr. Kumar’s resuming his fraudulent OPCA activities in 

Alberta, I also direct a copy of this Memorandum of Decision and corresponding Order be sent 

to the Real Estate Council of Alberta, and the Law Society of Alberta. 

[26] I very strongly recommend Mr. Courtoreille read the case law cited in this Memorandum 

of Decision. Most of these judgments may be accessed from the CanLII website 

(www.canlii.org) at no cost. If Mr. Courtoreille employs pseudolaw tactics in future Court of 

King’s Bench of Alberta litigation then Mr. Courtoreille can anticipate negative outcomes, and 

potentially litigation and litigant management steps. 

[27] Mr. Kumar will likely disagree with this result. Mindful of the Pintea v Johns, 2017 SCC 

23 instruction that Canadian judges shall provide information on litigation alternatives to persons 

not represented by lawyers, if Mr. Kumar seeks to challenge steps imposed in this Memorandum 

of Decision, then the appropriate remedy is with the Court of Appeal of Alberta. 

 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, Alberta this 24th day of May, 2024. 

 

 

 

 
K.G. Nielsen 

A.C.J.C.K.B.A. 
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Corrected judgment: A corrigendum was issued on June 19, 2024; the corrections 

have been made to the text and the corrigendum is appended to this judgment. 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Memorandum of Decision 

of Acting Chief Justice 

K.G. Nielsen 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

I. Introduction 

[1] The past several years has seen the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta encounter a 

dramatic increase in the frequency of matters in which an unauthorized representative has 

attempted, sometimes successfully, to introduce themselves into litigation without a legitimate 

basis: e.g., ATB Financial v Dimsdale Auto Parts Ltd, 2024 ABKB 143 (Dimsdale); AVI v 

MHVB, 2020 ABQB 489, representation and litigation activity restrictions imposed 2020 ABQB 

790 (AVI); Docken v Anderson, 2023 ABKB 291 (Docken #1); Docken v Anderson, 2023 

ABKB 313 (Docken #2); Docken v Anderson, 2023 ABKB 515 (Docken #3); Lemay v Zen 

Residential Ltd., 2023 ABKB 682 (Lemay); Manulife Bank of Canada v Thomas, 2023 ABKB 

564 (Thomas); Mukagasigwa v Nkusi, 2023 ABKB 42, late appeal dismissed as hopeless, 2023 

ABCA 272 (Nkusi); Richardson v Schafer, 2022 ABKB 645; Tican v Alamgir, 2022 ABKB 

626, unauthorized representation prohibition made permanent 2022 ABKB 843, leave to appeal 

denied 2023 ABCA 115; Van Nostrand (Re), 2024 ABKB 293. These interfering third parties 

take on a lawyer-like role, and claim authority with various titles such as “amicus curiae” (e.g., 

Dimsdale), or “McKenzie friends” (e.g., Lemay; Van Nostrand (Re)), or claim representative 

status via a “power of attorney” (e.g., AVI). 

[2] Many of these interfering third parties are promoters of “Organized Pseudolegal 

Commercial Arguments” (OPCA) (Meads v Meads, 2012 ABQB 571 (Meads)), a category of 

not-law concepts that purport to be the actual law, and offer extraordinary authority, benefits, 

and immunities, e.g., AVI; Dimsdale; Docken #1; Docken #2; Docken #3; Nkusi; Thomas. 

What has been long recognized is that some individuals have made a business of promoting and 

selling OPCA strategies for their own benefit. In Meads at paras 85-158, Associate Chief Justice 

Rooke named and described certain of these individuals, who he called “gurus”. Rooke ACJ at 

paras 669-670 compared these gurus to the “evil counsellors” and “falsifiers” of Dante’s Inferno: 

Persons who purposefully promote and teach proven ineffective techniques that 

purport to defeat valid state and court authority, and circumvent social 

obligations, appear to fall into those two categories. That they do so, and for profit 

at the expense of naive and vulnerable customers, is worse. 

[3] For a period in the late 2010s pseudolaw activity and guru promoters were much less 

common in the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta. That pattern has now, unfortunately, reversed. 

Debt and mortgage elimination and “money for nothing” scams are, at present, the OPCA 

litigation type most commonly encountered in the Court. One such recent example is the re-

emergence of a Kevin Kumar, who operates a pseudolaw debt elimination scheme named 
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“UnitedWeStandPeople”. Kevin Kumar has a lengthy history of abusive and illegal litigation and 

real-estate related activities that dates back to the early 2010s, when he and other collaborators 

operated “PrivateSectorAct.com”, a Calgary-area “Dollar Dealer” mortgage fraud that is 

documented in Unrau v National Dental Examining Board, 2019 ABQB 28 at paras 205-212 

(Unrau #2) and Royal Bank of Canada v Courtoreille, 2024 ABKB 302 at paras 14-17 

(Courtoreille). Kevin Kumar has been incarcerated for contempt of court. Unfortunately, that has 

not deterred him from continuing to promote pseudolaw schemes. 

[4] Courtoreille describes and refutes the UnitedWeStandPeople debt elimination scheme, 

which has these parts: 

1) the debtor claims to have a “private lender” who will pay for any outstanding 

debt; 

2) the debtor demands the debt contract is proven by an “original wet ink signed loan 

document (NOT a photocopy)”; and 

3) the lender must provide an affidavit from a chartered accountant to verify the debt 

was not sold, otherwise no debt exists. 

[5] The “wet ink” contract and “securitization” are long debunked pseudolaw strategies that 

are reviewed in detail in Courtereille at paras 6 and 7, respectively. The lender in Courtoreille 

also introduced evidence from the UnitedWeStandPeople website and correspondence that 

demonstrated Kevin Kumar is teaching “Strawman Theory”, an OPCA concept so notoriously 

false that simply engaging this concept presumptively establishes bad faith and abusive ulterior 

motives: Courtoreille at paras 8-10. 

[6] On this basis, and given his history, Kevin Kumar was explicitly prohibited from acting 

as a litigation representative or engaging in lawyer-type activities: 

... Kevin Kumar is prohibited from: 

(i) providing legal advice, preparing documents intended to be filed in the 

Court of King’s Bench of Alberta for any person other than himself, and 

filing or otherwise communicating with the Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta, except on his own behalf; and 

(ii) acting as an agent, next friend, McKenzie friend (from McKenzie v 

McKenzie, [1970] 3 All ER 1034 (UK CA) and Alberta Rules of Court, 

Alta Reg 124/2010, ss 2.22-2.23), or any other form of representation in 

proceedings, before the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta. 

(Courtoreille at para 22). 

Kevin Kumar was also explicitly banned from any participation in three Court of King’s Bench 

of Alberta Actions in which UnitedWeStandPeople strategies had been advanced. 

II. Colton Kumar 

[7] On June 7, 2024, Counsel for President’s Choice Bank (PC Bank) wrote to me to draw to 

my attention two Court of King’s Bench of Alberta Actions that involve its client: 
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 Claire Bonville v President’s Choice Financial, Court of King’s Bench of Alberta Action 

No. 2403 01300, Statement of Claim filed January 19, 2024 (Bonville lawsuit); and 

 Sydney Socorro M Davis v President’s Choice Financial, Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta Action No. 2401 06187, Statement of Claim filed May 3, 2024 (Davis lawsuit). 

[8] The bodies of the Bonville lawsuit and the Davis lawsuit Statements of Claim are 

identical, except that the Bonville lawsuit has one additional paragraph, paragraph 8, below: 

Statement of Facts relied on: 

l. PC Financial was served a Registered Letter on [date] containing details of 

a payout arrangement to pay [name’s] debt with PC in Full 

2. [Name] qualified for private financing and had arranged the funds to pay 

PC in full 

3. Within the PC CardHolder Agreement it states "18.3 Assignment We may 

sell, assign or transfer any or all of our rights or obligations under this 

Cardholder Agreement" 

4. Due to the fact PC stated in the Agreement they could sell the right to the 

agreement at any time [name] requested PC provide Proof of Ownership 

of the debt to ensure she was forwarding funds to the correct entity in the 

case that her debt had been sold to a third party 

5. [Name] requested a sworn affidavit from Presidents Choice's chartered 

accountant that stated they had checked the ledgers and the debt was not 

sold, simply because the chartered accountant would be the only entity 

with access to the information in order to make that claim 

6. PC never provided the requested documentation that proves PC still 

maintains ownership of the rights to [name’s] debt 

7. PC made multiple "Missed Payment" reports even though they were well 

aware [name] was attempting to pay the debt in full 

8. Claire Served PC a "No Contact" Letter on November 9th 

9. PC continued to harass [name] while she awaited the requested 

documentation from PC 

Remedy sought 

10. All false Credit Reports from [date] forward be removed from [name’s] 

Credit history 

11. $100,000 In damages for Negligence in the workplace leading to damages, 

False or Misleading Credit Reporting, and Harassment 

[9] PC Bank has filed Statements of Defence in both the Bonville lawsuit (March 1, 2024) 

and Davis lawsuit (June 7, 2024) that plead that both Plaintiffs have defaulted on credit card 

debts of $7,801.687 and $6,050.08, respectively, and that in each case the Plaintiff demanded an 

original not photocopy “wet ink” contract to establish the credit card debt, along with other 
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documentation. The Plaintiffs each claimed that “Colton Kumar” is acting as their representative 

in the credit card debt dispute, and provided contact information: 

 website: UnitedWeStandPeople.com; 

 email address: UnitedWeStandPeople@gmail.com; and 

 telephone number: (250) 306 1534. 

[10] Counsel for PC Bank noted in their correspondence that there appear to be linkages 

between the Bonville lawsuit and the Davis lawsuit, and Kevin Kumar’s abusive pseudolaw 

activities as documented in Courtoreille. Counsel indicates that PC Bank has given instructions 

to apply to the Court for summary judgment in the Bonville lawsuit and the Davis lawsuit. 

III. Effective Response to For Profit Litigation Schemes that Exploit Court Processes 

[11] The usual approach to abusive litigation is two-fold: 

1) individual abusive and bad purpose lawsuits are terminated as they are identified, 

usually by rr 3.68 and 7.2-7.3 of the Alberta Rules of Court, Alta Reg 124/2010 

and Civil Practice Note No. 7; and 

2) when a sufficient volume of abusive litigation that involves a particular party has 

accumulated then that party may be subject to Judicature Act, RSA 2000, c J-2, ss 

23-23.1 court access restrictions. 

[12] These processes each have sharp limitations. Processes that terminate individual bad 

actions still involve significant Court resources and litigant expenses. Cost awards are often, 

bluntly, a polite fiction, that are never collected by the abused party. Similarly, court access 

restrictions only occur too late, after “persistent” and repeated bad litigation steps and lawsuits. 

Court access restrictions may only be imposed as a “last ditch” effort to control a litigant after all 

other steps, including case management, have failed: Jonsson v Lymer, 2020 ABCA 167. This 

approach all but inevitably means substantial waste of Court resources and harm inflicted on 

targeted litigants. 

[13] The current situation with the emerging UnitedWeStandPeople OPCA debt elimination / 

“money for nothing” scam is even worse. One or more individuals are advertising on the Internet 

that they have secret techniques that will eliminate debt. That has now led to a large array of 

different but centrally coordinated litigants entering into the Court apparatus, using parallel 

techniques and documents, but in separate litigation processes. This litigation debt elimination 

business is the proverbial hydra with many heads, sprouting from a body that is out of reach. 

[14] The Court of King’s Bench of Alberta has already experienced the effect of such a 

networked program because in 2010-2014 the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta in the Judicial 

Centre of Calgary was targeted by one such scheme, that involved Kevin Kumar, personally. As 

is reviewed in Unrau #2 at paras 205-212, court-mediated attempts to manage this mortgage 

“Dollar Dealer” scam were a near total failure. The participants, including Kevin Kumar himself, 

simply outmaneuvered litigation and litigant control by inventing new identities, via “pop up” 

shell corporations, and what appeared to be pseudonyms, and then “agents” purporting to act on 

behalf of these actors. Counter-attack litigation, such as the Bonville lawsuit and the Davis 

lawsuit, were launched at little cost against lenders. Judicial decision makers were also sued, 

personally. The “Dollar Dealers” went so far as to set up their own fake vigilante court, the 
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not be required to pay to the Clerk of the Court $10,000 in security for costs 

pursuant to r 4.22 of the Alberta Rules of Court. 

3) Sydney Socorro M. Davis has until July 5, 2024 to submit to my office and serve 

on counsel for PC Bank Written Submissions and/or Affidavit evidence as to why 

she should not be required to pay to the Clerk of the Court $10,000 in security for 

costs pursuant to r 4.22 of the Alberta Rules of Court. 

[23] To be explicit, so Ms. Bonville and Ms. Davis have no misunderstanding, if this Court 

imposes a security for costs requirement in the Bonville lawsuit and/or the Davis lawsuit, then 

failure to pay those amounts will: 

1) result in the Plaintiff’s action being terminated; 

2) result in a costs award against the Plaintiff paid to PC Bank as a consequence of 

PC Bank being the successful party (r 10.29 of the Alberta Rules of Court); and 

3) may result in the Plaintiff being required to pay an additional r 10.49(1) of the 

Alberta Rules of Court penalty to the Clerk of the Court for engaging in abusive 

litigation that misuses the Court’s resources. 

The Bonville lawsuit and/or the Davis lawsuit will proceed if the security for costs amounts are 

paid, and then may be subject to other litigation management steps, if those are sought by the 

Defendant. 

[24] The Order giving effect to this step will be prepared by the Court, and served on Ms. 

Bonville and Ms. Davis by mail to the addresses on the Bonville lawsuit and the Davis lawsuit 

Statements of Claim. I request that Counsel for PC Bank also serve Ms. Bonville and Ms. Davis 

by electronic means, if PC Bank has information to effect service in that manner. Ms. Bonville 

and Ms. Davis’s approval of that Order is dispensed with, pursuant to r 9.4(2)(c) of the Alberta 

Rules of Court. 

[25] I very strongly recommend that the Bonville lawsuit and the Davis lawsuit Plaintiffs 

immediately consult with an accredited lawyer qualified to practice law in Alberta. Ms. Bonville 

and Ms. Davis face significant potential financial and legal consequences. 

[26] The next issue is how to manage the person or persons directing UnitedWeStandPeople. I 

do not know if Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar are the same or different people. Kevin Kumar 

is known to participate in fraudulent schemes in which multiple aliases and alter egos have been 

deployed: Unrau #2. Representation restrictions were imposed on Kevin Kumar in Courtoreille. 

It is plausible that Kevin Kumar has simply adopted a new name to evade Court-imposed 

litigation management steps.  

[27] Following the principle above that meaningful litigation management in these 

circumstances can only be effected by combining litigation management and financial 

consequences, I take these steps. Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar shall by July 5 2024 submit to 

my office and serve on counsel for PC Bank: 

1) an Affidavit that: 

a) deposes the personal mailing addresses, telephone numbers, and email 

addresses of Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar; 
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b) deposes the URLs of all Internet and social media websites operated by Kevin 

Kumar and Colton Kumar, directly, or indirectly as UnitedWeStandPeople or any 

other purported debt elimination service; and 

c) attaches as exhibits a Canada or provincial government-issued identification 

document that includes a photograph and date of birth of Kevin Kumar and 

Colton Kumar; 

2) Written Submissions and Affidavit evidence as to why Colton Kumar should not 

be subject to the same representative and lawyer activity restrictions imposed on 

Kevin Kumar in Courtoreille at para 22; and 

3) Written Submissions and Affidavit evidence as to why: 

a) Kevin Kumar and/or Colton Kumar should not be made joint and severally 

subject to pay any costs awards made against the Plaintiffs in the Bonville lawsuit 

and/or the Davis lawsuit; and 

b) Kevin Kumar and/or Colton Kumar have an adequate excuse so that they are 

not subject to r 10.49(1) of the Alberta Rules of Court penalties for their directing 

and engaging in OPCA litigation. 

[28] The Order giving effect to this step will be prepared by the Court. Kevin Kumar’s and 

Colton Kumar’s approval of that Order is dispensed with, pursuant to r 9.4(2)(c) of the Alberta 

Rules of Court. 

[29] If PC Bank wishes to make Written Submissions and/or provide Affidavit evidence in 

relation to these security for costs and litigation and litigant management steps in relation to the 

Bonville lawsuit and the Davis lawsuit, then these should be received by July 12, 2024 Given the 

unusual nature of the abusive litigation scheme and its distributed character, there plausibly is 

additional UnitedWeStandPeople litigation ongoing in Alberta Courts, in addition to the five 

matters that have been identified to date. Other affected parties may also submit Affidavit 

evidence concerning the UnitedWeStandPeople scheme and Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar, 

due also on July 12, 2024. 

[30] Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar should also consult with and retain lawyers. They now 

face direct Court-ordered penalties as well as contempt of Court sanctions. Service of this 

Memorandum of Decision and the corresponding Order on Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar will 

be via email to: UnitedWeStandPeople@gmail.com. 

[31] Copies of this Memorandum of Decision and corresponding Order will be directed to 

Counsel for: 

 Royal Bank of Canada in the Royal Bank of Canada v Patrick Courtoreille also known as 

Patrick John Courtoreille, Court of King’s Bench Action No. 2310 00279 proceeding; 

 Capital One Bank in the Terry Kerslake v Capital One Bank, Court of King’s Bench 

Action No. 2304 00761 proceeding; and 

 Capital One Services (Canada) Inc. in the Timothy Laurea Kohut v Capital One Services 

(Canada) Inc, Court of King’s Bench Action No. 2403 08261 proceeding. 

[32] Mindful of the Pintea v Johns, 2017 SCC 23 instruction that Canadian judges shall 

provide information on litigation alternatives to persons not represented by lawyers, if the 
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_______________________________________________________ 

Memorandum of Decision 

of Associate Chief Justice 

K.G. Nielsen 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

I. Introduction and Background 

[1] This Memorandum of Decision has both a general and specific focus. Specifically, this 

Memorandum of Decision has the Court engage processes to manage what appears to be abusive 

litigation conducted by three individuals to evade debt obligations by means of misapplication of 

Court processes. 

[2] More broadly, this Memorandum of Decision responds to the proliferation of “money-

for-nothing” / debt elimination schemes being marketed on the Internet by for-pay promoters 
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III. Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar 

[72] In Courtoreille at paras 14-17 I reviewed the abusive litigation record of Kevin Kumar. 

In brief, Kevin Kumar was one of two kingpins who between 2010 and 2014 operated a large 

scale OPCA money-for-nothing / debt elimination mortgage scam under the name 

“PrivateSectorAct.com”. That URL now redirects traffic to the UnitedWeStandPeople.com 

website. During this period Kevin Kumar conducted a “Dollar Dealer” scam which this Court 

was unable to manage using conventional litigation and litigant management steps, as reviewed 

in Unrau #2 at paras 205-212. The PrivateSectorAct.com scammers launched multiple lawsuits 

and appeals, including those that targeted Court decision makers, created new corporations to 

continue their scams, and deployed what appear to be false aliases and agents. 

PrivateSectorAct.com even went so far as to set up a fake vigilante court, the “Alberta Court of 

Kings Bench” (sic) that issued what to a layperson might appear to be valid Court filings and 

Orders. 

[73] Court countermeasures under the Judicature Act, Alberta Rules of Court, and common 

law processes utterly failed to constrain these strategies. What finally ended the 

PrivateSectorAct.com scam was that Kevin Kumar was found guilty of contempt of court and 

sentenced to two months incarceration: Real Estate Counsel of Alberta v Johnson, Calgary 

1401-11567, 1401-12622, 1501-02988 (Alta QB). 

[74] In 2023 Kevin Kumar resurfaced and appeared in the Courtoreille proceeding, acting as 

the debtor’s OPCA litigation representative. On that basis in Courtoreille at para 22 I imposed 

these restrictions on Kevin Kumar: 

1. Kevin Kumar shall only communicate with the Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta using the name “Kevin Kumar”, and not using initials, an 

alternative name structure, or a pseudonym. 

2. Kevin Kumar is prohibited from: 

(i) providing legal advice, preparing documents intended to be filed in 

the Court of King’s Bench of Alberts for any person other than 

himself, and filing or otherwise communicating with the Court of 

King’s Bench of Alberta, except on his own behalf; and 

(ii) acting as an agent, next friend, McKenzie friend (from McKenzie v 

McKenzie, [1970] 3 All ER 1034 (UK CA) and Alberta Rules of 

Court, Alta Reg 124/2010, ss 2.22-2.23), or any other form of 

representation in proceedings, before the Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta. 

3. For clarity, Kevin Kumar is entirely prohibited from any further 

participation in any sense in these Actions: 

(i) Royal Bank of Canada v Patrick Courtoreille also known as Patrick John 

Courtoreille, Court of King’s Bench Action No.: 2310 00279; 

(ii) Terry Kerslake v Capital One Bank, Court of King’s Bench Action No. 

2304 00761; and 

(iii) Timothy Lauren Kohut v Capital One Services (Canada) Inc, Court of 

King’s Bench Action No. 2403 08261. 
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4. The Clerks of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta shall refuse to accept 

or file any documents or other materials from Kevin Kumar, unless Kevin 

Kumar is a named party in the action in question. 

Kevin Kumar did not appeal this result. 

[75] In the Bonville, Davis, and Kohut UnitedWeStandPeople litigation a different person has 

been involved; a “Colton Kumar”. Since Kevin Kumar has a history of making up fictitious 

names and entities, this Court considered it possible this is just another pseudonym. On that basis 

the Court ordered in Bonville #1 at para 27 that Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar (if there is such 

a person) shall by July 5 2024 submit to my office and serve on counsel for PC Bank: 

1) an Affidavit that: 

a) deposes the personal mailing addresses, telephone numbers, and email 

addresses of Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar; 

b) deposes the URLs of all Internet and social media websites operated by Kevin 

Kumar and Colton Kumar, directly, or indirectly as UnitedWeStandPeople or any 

other purported debt elimination service; and 

c) attaches as exhibits a Canada or provincial government-issued identification 

document that includes a photograph and date of birth of Kevin Kumar and 

Colton Kumar; 

2) Written Submissions and Affidavit evidence as to why Colton Kumar should not 

be subject to the same representative and lawyer activity restrictions imposed on 

Kevin Kumar in Courtoreille at para 22; and 

3) Written Submissions and Affidavit evidence as to why: 

a) Kevin Kumar and/or Colton Kumar should not be made joint and severally 

subject to pay any costs awards made against the Plaintiffs in the Bonville lawsuit 

and/or the Davis lawsuit; and 

b) Kevin Kumar and/or Colton Kumar have an adequate excuse so that they are 

not subject to r 10.49(1) of the Alberta Rules of Court penalties for their directing 

and engaging in OPCA litigation. 

[76] PC Bank and other potentially relevant litigants were invited to provide submissions and 

Affidavit evidence concerning Kevin Kumar, Colton Kumar, and the UnitedWeStandPeople 

business: Courtoreille at para 29. 

[77] Nothing was received from either Kevin Kumar or Colton Kumar by July 5, 2024. That 

means that Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar are in prima facie contempt of Court in relation to 

production and submission of the Affidavit with their information, websites, and identification. 

[78] PC Bank filed a July 11, 2024 Affidavit sworn by Alma Corado that documents 

information concerning UnitedWeStandPeople, its operation, and Colton Kumar and Kevin 

Kumar. I accept this evidence as accurate. First, Colton Kumar is an actual person. A September 

18, 2021 obituary of a Joan Anne Kumar indicates Kevin Kumar is Colton Kumar’s father. The 

Corado Affidavit includes information linking these two individuals and their joint participation 

in the UnitedWeStandPeople scheme. Thus, UnitedWeStandPeople is a father/son operation. I 

conclude, on a balance of probabilities, that the UnitedWeStandPeople operation is a shared 
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collaborative venture between Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar. The Corado Affidavit also 

provides images of these two individuals. I reproduce these below as Appendices “A” and “B” 

for the purposes of public, government, and regulatory information and enforcement. This step is 

appropriate because Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar did not meet this Court’s Bonville #1 at 

para 27 Order. 

[79] Based on the Corado Affidavit, UnitedWeStandPeople appears to now operate under a 

number of names: 

 CreditorControl.ca (https://www.creditorcontrol.ca/), and affiliated social media TikTok 

page (@iongivafuxxwututhink) and Instagram account (@themoneymink), apparently 

operated by Colton Kumar; 

 UnitedWeStandPeople (https://unitedwestandpeople.com/) and affiliated YouTube 

account (https://www.youtube.com/@unitedwestandpeople9472), apparently operated by 

Kevin Kumar; 

 ReduceMyDebtByThousands (https://reducemydebtbythousands.com/) and affiliated 

YouTube account (https://www.youtube.com/@reducemydebtbythousands3734) and 

Facebook page (https://www.facebook.com/reducemydebtbythousands/); and 

 Debt Consolidation in Canada – Beat The Banks – Secrets Exposed 

(https://www.facebook.com/debtconsolididationincanada/) and YouTube channel 

(@reducemydebtbythousands4006). 

[80] The Corado Affidavit confirms my conclusion in Courtoreille at paras 5-10 that Kevin 

Kumar employs OPCA strategies, including endorsing presumptively abusive Strawman Theory 

concepts and the wet ink signature and securitization schemes. As reviewed above, Colton 

Kumar is doing the same. On the basis of this information, and the Court’s findings in 

Courtoreille, Bonville #1, and Kohut #1, I conclude that Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar are 

collaborators in the UnitedWeStandPeople scam and its broader manifestations. I will generally 

respond to these two individuals together for that reason. 

[81] After the deadlines for submissions set in Bonville #1 at para 27 expired, the Court on 

July 18, 2024 received an unsigned email from the email address 

“unitedwestandpeople@gmail.com”, which appears to have been directed to counsel for PC 

Bank, and copied to the Court. That attached an undated electronic document titled “Letter to 

K.G. NEILSEN Response to order” (sic), and signed by “Colton Kumar Affected Party”. In the 

email and “Letter”, Colton Kumar: 

1) denies he is involved in any OPCA schemes; 

2) discloses he is the private lender in the UnitedWeStandPeople scheme, who 

operates a business, 1304139BCLTD, in: 

... which he is under contract with the borrowers to pay, Colton 

Kumar’s actions to validate debts before paying them are entirely 

within his legal rights and align with consumer protection 

principles ... 

3) states PC Bank and the Court are engaged in fraud; 
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4) threatening a media and publicity campaign that PC Bank is misleading the Court, 

and that Loblaws cannot afford the scandal resulting from its lending misconduct 

with the UnitedWeStandPeople borrowers; 

5) that: 

... any attempt to restrict or shut down Colton Kumar’s business 

websites would violate his rights under the **Canadian Charter of 

Rights and Freedoms**, specifically Section 2(b), which 

guarantees freedom of thought, belief, opinion, and expression, 

including freedom of the press and other media of communication 

... 

and 

6) that the Corado Affidavit does not comply with the “**Canadian Rules of 

Court**”. 

[82]  I note in relation to these claims that there is no such thing as the “Canadian Rules of 

Court”. PC Bank is not subject to Charter prohibitions, since PC Bank is not a government actor: 

Dolphin Delivery Ltd v RWDSV, Local 580, 1986 CanLII 5 (SCC), [1986] 2 SCR 573; In 

Canada economic and business activity is not protected by the Charter: Irwin Toy Ltd v Quebec 

(Attorney General), 1989 CanLII 87 (SCC), [1989] 1 SCR 927, 58 DLR (4th) 577. Furthermore, 

there is no constitutional right to abuse Court processes: Trial Lawyers Association of British 

Columbia v British Columbia (Attorney General), 2014 SCC 59 at para 47. 

[83] Colton Kumar’s July 18, 2024 correspondence has no legal weight because, as he himself 

argued, in Alberta documentary evidence must take the form of an Affidavit. Though Colton 

Kumar was directed to provide evidence in that manner in Bonville #1, he has not done so. 

Despite that, I accept Colton Kumar’s correspondence for two points: 

1) Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar admitting they have received the Bonville #1 

and Kohut #1 Memoranda of Decision; and 

2) Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar do not dispute their participation in and direction 

of the UnitedWeStandPeople scheme. 

[84] The Court now moves to three issues. 

A. Representation and Litigation Restrictions on Colton Kumar 

[85] First, the Court in Bonville #1 requested submissions from Colton Kumar as to why he 

should not be subject to the same representation and litigation activities as were imposed on 

Kevin Kumar in Courtoreille at para 22. In his July 18, 2024 materials Colton Kumar provided 

no principled argument as to why he should not be subject to the Kevin Kumar Courtoreille 

management steps. What is particularly relevant is Colton Kumar instead openly admits he 

engages the same money-for-nothing / debt elimination schemes as his father, and Colton Kumar 

declares he is doing nothing wrong. 

[86] This Court has a broad and flexible inherent jurisdiction to control its processes, so that 

the Court may operate effectively to achieve its functions: R v Cunningham, 2010 SCC 10 at 

para 10; I H Jacob, “The Inherent Jurisdiction of the Court” (1970) 23 Curr Legal Probs 23 at 27-

28. That inherent jurisdiction includes the authority to remove lawyers (MacDonald Estate v 
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Martin, 1990 CanLII 32 (SCC), [1990] 3 SCR 1235 at 1245) and determine whether non-

lawyers are appropriate representatives, agents, and other kinds of participants in Canadian legal 

proceedings (R v Dick, 2002 BCCA 27; Van Nostrand (Re), 2024 ABKB 293; World Energy 

GH2 Inc v Ryan, 2023 NLSC 109 (Ryan); Lemay v Zen Residential Ltd, 2023 ABKB 682; AVI 

v MHVB, 2020 ABQB 489 (AVI)).  

[87] The law in Canada is clear that a Court does not merely have the authority to restrict and 

control who acts as a legal representative of any type, but, further, that the Court has a positive 

obligation to ensure persons appearing before the Court are “... properly represented ...”, and “... 

to maintain the rule of law and the integrity of the Court generally ...”: R v Dick at para 7. 

[88] Anyone who uses OPCA concepts abuses the Court: Unrau #2 at para 180. A person who 

endorses and/or applies OPCA schemes is not an appropriate litigation representative or 

participant in other persons’ litigation: R v Dick; Ryan; Dimsdale; Landry; Thomas; AVI; 

Mukagasigwa v Nkusi, 2023 ABKB 423, leave to appeal refused 2023 ABCA 272; Gauthier v 

Starr, 2016 ABQB 213, leave denied 2018 ABCA 14; Shannon v The Queen, 2016 TCC 255. 

[89] Colton Kumar’s participation in the UnitedWeStandPeople money-for-nothing / debt 

elimination scheme, both directly and as a directing mind, means Colton Kumar has no 

legitimate place in the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta, except if he, personally, is a litigant. 

He is not an appropriate litigation representative or McKenzie friend. Colton Kumar should have 

no role in the litigation of other people. I conclude Colton Kumar should not be permitted to 

participate in the litigation of other people before the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta. 

[90] Given these conclusions, I direct that Colton Kumar should be subject to the same 

litigation representation and activity restrictions imposed on Kevin Kumar in Courtoreille: 

1. Colton Kumar shall only communicate with the Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta using the name “Colton Kumar”, and not using initials, an 

alternative name structure, or a pseudonym. 

2. Colton Kumar is prohibited from: 

(i) providing legal advice, preparing documents intended to be filed in 

the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta for any person other than 

himself, and filing or otherwise communicating with the Court of 

King’s Bench of Alberta, except on his own behalf; and 

(ii) acting as an agent, next friend, McKenzie friend (from McKenzie v 

McKenzie, [1970] 3 All ER 1034 (UK CA) and Alberta Rules of 

Court, Alta Reg 124/2010, ss 2.22-2.23), or any other form of 

representation in proceedings, before the Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta. 

3. For clarity, Colton Kumar is entirely prohibited from any further 

participation in any sense in these actions: 

(i) Bonville v President’s Choice Financial, Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta Action No.: 2403 01300 

(ii) Davis v President’s Choice Financial, Court of King’s Bench of 

Alberta Action No.: 2401 06187 
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Appendix “A” – Instagram Page and Photograph of Colton Kumar 

 

 

 

Appendix “B” – Still From Video Recording of Kevin Kumar 

 

 

20
24

 A
B

K
B

 4
83

 (
C

an
LI

I)



 

 

Court of King’s Bench of Alberta 

 

Citation: Bonville v President's Choice Financial, 2024 ABKB 546 
 

 

Date:  
Docket: 2403 01300; 2401 06187; 2403 05588; 2403 09627 

Registry: Edmonton 

 

 

Between: 

Action No. 2403 01300 

Registry: Edmonton 

 

 

Claire Bonville 
 

Plaintiff 

- and - 

 

 

President's Choice Financial 
 

Defendant 

  

 

And between: 

Action No. 2401 06187 

Registry: Calgary 

 

 

Sydney Socorro M. Davis 
 

Plaintiff 

- and - 

 

 

President's Choice Financial 
 

Defendant 
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And between: 

Action No. 2403 05588 

Registry: Edmonton 

 

 

Timothy Lauren Kohut 
 

Plaintiff 

- and - 

 

 

Royal Bank of Canada 
 

Defendant 

  

And between: 

Action No. 2403 09627 

Registry: Edmonton 

 

 

Royal Bank of Canada 
 

Plaintiff 

- and - 

 

 

Timothy Kohut, also known as Timothy Lauren Kohut 
 

Defendant 

 

 

 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Memorandum of Decision 

of Associate Chief Justice 

K.G. Nielsen 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

I. Introduction 

[1] This Memorandum of Decision concludes a litigation management process conducted in 

Memoranda of Decision reported as Bonville v President's Choice Financial, 2024 ABKB 356 
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4) the debtors engaged in baseless retaliatory steps that sought excessive and 

ungrounded remedies not supported by any relevant particulars; and 

5) the debtors were given the opportunity to “put their money where their mouth is”, 

to establish they engaged this litigation in good faith, as fair-dealing litigants, but 

instead did not take that opportunity, leading to the inference their 

attack/counterattack steps did not have a legitimate purpose, but were conducted 

to inflict expense, cause delay, and defeat legitimate legal rights. 

[11] Globally, these steps breach the debtors’ r 1.2 of the Alberta Rues of Court obligations to 

not abuse and misuse Court of King’s Bench of Alberta processes. None of the debtors made any 

submissions on why their actions had an adequate excuse. 

[12] My response to the debtors might be different if they had provided at least some 

indication they understood their errors and misconduct, and would not engage in parallel activity 

in the future. But they did not. While that non-response does not aggravate their misconduct, the 

debtors’ not acknowledging the detailed reasons and law presented to them in Bonville #2 re-

emphasizes why a meaningful and tangible step is appropriate so that the debtors are subject to 

negative consequences for misusing Court processes to attempt to evade and frustrate collection 

of legitimate debts. 

[13] I, therefore, direct that Ms. Bonville, Ms. Davis, and Mr. Kohut are each ordered to pay a 

$5,000 r 10.49(1) of the Alberta Rules of Court penalty to the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta 

Clerk of the Court. This, I stress, is not a debt owed to the Court, but a penalty due to the 

Province of Alberta for the debtors wasting state and taxpayer resources in their improper 

attempts to apply a money-for-nothing / debt elimination scheme. The debtors should be aware 

that if these amounts are not paid, that the Alberta government may engage its debt collection 

and recovery processes to enforce this Court’s Order by garnishees and other enforcement steps. 

[14] Counsel for President’s Choice Financial and Royal Bank of Canada shall prepare and 

serve the Orders giving effect to Part II of this Memorandum of Decision. The approval of Ms. 

Bonville, Ms. Davis, Mr. Kohut, Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar’s of these Orders is dispensed 

with pursuant to the Alberta Rules of Court. 

III. Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar 

[15] Bonville #1, Bonville #2, and Courtoreille review and summarize the 

UnitedWeStandPeople promoters Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar father and son team litigation 

and their OPCA activities. In Bonville #1, I instructed Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar provide: 

1) Affidavit evidence documenting their identification information and Internet 

activity; 

2) written argument and Affidavit evidence on why Colton Kumar should not be 

made subject to prohibitions on representative/agent activities before this Court 

that parallel those previously imposed on his father in Courtoreille; 

3) written submissions and Affidavit evidence on whether Colton Kumar and Kevin 

Kumar should not be made jointly and severally liable for costs imposed against 

Ms. Bonville and Ms. Davis; and 
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4) written submissions and affidavit evidence on whether Colton Kumar and Kevin 

Kumar should not be subject to a r 10.49(1) of the Alberta Rules of Court penalty 

for directing and engaging in OPCA litigation. 

[16] Neither Colton Kumar nor Kevin Kumar responded to these instructions. In Bonville #2 I 

imposed representative/agent prohibitions on Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar (paras 85-91), and 

made Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar jointly and severally liable for any costs awards imposed 

on their clients Ms. Bonville and Ms. Davis (paras 92-105). 

[17] Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar did not provide the Affidavit as required in Bonville #1 

at para 27, and remain in prima facie contempt of the Court on that requirement. 

[18] Kevin Kumar has not responded to the instructions and submissions requirements in 

Bonville #1 and Bonville #2, though he has posted multiple videos on the UnitedWeStandPeople 

websites that reject and denounce the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta’s decisions and 

authority. Kevin Kumar is obviously aware of the Bonville #1 and Bonville #2 decisions. Colton 

Kumar and Kevin Kumar on July 18, 2024 copied the Court on an email that comments on and 

rejects the Court’s conclusions in this litigation, and states everything Colton Kumar and Kevin 

Kumar have done is legal and appropriate. It is the bank lenders who engage in fraud: Bonville 

#2 at paras 81-83. Both Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar were therefore clearly aware of and had 

notice of this Court’s actions, instructions, and decisions. 

[19] Thus, Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar intentionally made no response to the Bonville #1 

instruction that they make submissions on whether they should be subject to a r 10.49(1) of the 

Alberta Rules of Court penalty for their UnitedWeStandPeople activities. Rather than 

immediately proceed to determine whether a penalty of that kind should be imposed, I instead in 

Bonville #2 at paras 110-112 gave Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar one final chance to make 

submissions to explain their conduct, due September 6, 2024: 

... Rather than immediately impose r 10.49(1) of the Alberta Rules of Court 

penalties at this point, I provide Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar one more 

opportunity to establish they should not be subject to r 10.49(1) penalties. First, 

they are in prima facie contempt of court for not providing the Affidavit evidence 

required in Bonville #1 at para 27. Whether they purge that contempt is a factor I 

will consider in whether to impose a r 10.49(1) of the Alberta Rules of Court 

penalty, and, if so, the quantum of that penalty. 

... Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar says he is the private lender who will meet the 

Bonville, Davis, and Kohut debts. If Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar is truly a 

good-faith actor, as he claims, then he can demonstrate that by paying into Court 

funds to pay those debts. If he does not, that has obvious implications as to 

whether his intentions as the private lender are, or are not, genuine. 

... Further, a major objective of any r 10.49(1) of the Alberta Rules of Court 

penalty is not just to penalize abuse of the Court’s processes, but to deter further 

abuse. To date Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar have said what they do is legal. I 

have extensively documented why that is not correct, and, instead, their 

UnitedWeStandPeople scheme is just another example of a commonplace 

international pseudolaw money-for-nothing / debt elimination strategy. Now 

Colton Kumar and Kevin Kumar have no excuse to believe that what they do is 
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INTRODUCTION 

[1] The defendants in this action, John McDonald, Heidi Semkowich, and 

McDonald Paralegal Services Ltd. apply for an order pursuant to the Court 

Jurisdiction and Proceedings Transfer Act, S.B.C. 2003, c. 28 [CJPTA] staying the 

action against them on the basis that this Court does not have territorial competence 

over the action against them. 

[2] In the alternative, the defendants apply to strike the plaintiffs’ claim pursuant 

to Rule 9-5(1) of the Supreme Court Civil Rules, B.C. Reg. 168/2009 [Rules] on the 

basis that it is scandalous, frivolous, vexatious and an abuse of process.  

[3] The defendants also seek an order declaring the plaintiffs Colton Kumar and 

Kevin Kumar to be vexatious litigants, as well as an order prohibiting the plaintiffs 

from bringing an action against the defendants without first obtaining leave of the 

Court. 

[4] Although the Notice of Application also included an application for dismissal 

of the action pursuant to the Protection of Public Participation Act, S.B.C. 2019, c.3, 

the defendants abandoned that part of the application in oral submissions. 

PLEADINGS AND EVIDENCE 

[5] The plaintiffs, Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar, are father and son 

respectively, who reside at least partially in British Columbia. The plaintiff 1304139 

B.C. Ltd. is the plaintiffs’ company incorporated in British Columbia (the “Company”). 

[6] The defendant John McDonald is a resident of Alberta. He is the sole director 

and shareholder of the defendant McDonald Paralegal Services, Ltd., a business 

that operates in Alberta. 

[7] The defendant Heidi Semkowich is a resident of Alberta. She is the sole 

director and shareholder of HMS Paralegal Services, Inc., a business that operates 

in Alberta. 
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[8] On November 26, 2024, the plaintiffs filed a Notice of Civil Claim (the 

“NOCC”) alleging that: 

 In August 2024, the plaintiffs retained the defendants to provide 
paralegal services to Timothy Kohut and Terry Kerslake regarding 
their respective matters before the courts in Alberta;  
 

 Messrs. Kohut and Kerslake were clients of the plaintiffs. 
Specifically, they were borrowers of specified monetary amounts 
with active promissory notes with the Company; 

 

 In September 2024, the defendants filed a claim against the 
plaintiffs on behalf of Messrs. Kohut and Kerslake alleging unjust 
enrichment, fraudulent misrepresentation, and operating an 
Organized Pseudolegal Commercial Argument “OPCA” scam;  
 

 The allegations contained in the claim are defamatory; 
 

 Statements published on the defendants’ website calling the 
plaintiffs Kevin and Colton Kumar “well known fraudsters” and 
“OPCA gurus” are slanderous;   

 

 The defendants interfered with the contractual relationship 
between the plaintiffs and Messrs. Kohut and Kerslake; 

 

 The defendants’ actions constitute a conflict of interest and a 
breach of the Legal Profession Act and Alberta’s Code of Conduct; 

 

  The defendant’s actions caused harm to the plaintiffs’ reputation 
and business, and resulted in financial loss. 

 
[9] On December 19, 2024, the defendants filed a response to the NOCC (the 

“Response”). In it, the defendants submit that this Court does not have territorial 

competence over the dispute as the plaintiffs’ claim lacks a real and substantial 

connection to British Columbia. In any event, the defendants submit that Alberta is 

clearly the more appropriate forum as it is where the defendants reside and conduct 

their business. It is also where the witnesses are located. Further, there is a real risk 

of conflicting judgments as the related matters, which are the subject of the plaintiffs’ 

complaints, are before the Alberta Court of Justice. 
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[10] In addition, the Response submits that the plaintiffs Kevin Kumar and Colton 

Kumar are subject to access restrictions in the Alberta Court of King’s Bench and 

that by bringing this action in B.C., the plaintiffs are seeking to circumvent those 

court orders. The defendants assert that the action should be stayed for want of 

jurisdiction or struck as an abuse of process.  

[11] Along with the Response, the defendants also filed a Notice of Application 

with respect to the present proceedings, advancing the same jurisdictional 

arguments as those contained in the Response. 

[12] The defendants do not dispute that they assisted Messrs. Kohut and Kerslake 

in filing their respective claims against the plaintiffs in the following actions in the 

Alberta Court of Justice: Court File P2490103259 (the “Kohut Action”) and Court File 

P2490103260 (the “Kerslake Action”). However, the defendants deny having been 

retained by the plaintiffs at any time. 

[13] In his affidavit, the defendant John McDonald deposed that the Alberta Court 

of King’s Bench has previously described the plaintiffs, Kevin Kumar and Colton 

Kumar, as being involved in financial scams in the following decisions: Royal Bank 

of Canada v. Courtoreille, 2024 ABKB 302 and Bonville v. President's Choice 

Financial, 2024 ABKB 546 [Bonville 3]. 

[14] Mr. McDonald also deposed that in November 2024, McDonald Paralegal 

Services Inc. and HMS Paralegal Services Inc. issued a joint press release, which 

was published on the website of McDonald Paralegal Services Inc., that included a 

“recap” of Bonville 3 “in the context of the Kohut Action and the Kerslake Action” (the 

“Press Release”).  

[15] Some of the statements alleged by the plaintiffs to be defamatory were 

contained in the Press Release. 
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK ON THE JURISDICTIONAL ISSUE 

[16] The legal framework for determining whether a court should take jurisdiction 

over a dispute involves a two-stage analysis as outlined in PKS v ANR, 2024 BCSC 

2110: 

[17]      Thus, as noted in DL v. MY, 2019 BCSC 881, at paras 27 to 28, on an 
application such as the present, the court must ask, first, whether it may take 
jurisdiction and, second, whether it should take jurisdiction: 

[27]      When a court determines whether to take jurisdiction over a 
dispute, it engages in a two-step analysis. First, the court determines 
whether it has territorial competence (sometimes called jurisdiction 
simpliciter) over the dispute. The burden of establishing territorial 
competence rests with the party asserting its existence: Aleong v. 
Aleong, 2013 BCSC 1428 at para. 80. 

[28]      Second, the court determines whether it ought to exercise that 
jurisdiction, or whether, instead, there is another forum that is “clearly 
more appropriate”: Club Resorts Ltd. v. Van Breda, 2012 SCC 17 at 
para. 103 [Van Breda]. This second step is sometimes referred to as a 
forum non conveniens analysis. The burden in this analysis rests with 
the party asserting that another forum is clearly more appropriate: 
JTG Management Services Ltd. v. Bank of Nanjing Co. Ltd., 2015 
BCCA 200at para. 45. 

[17] The usual starting point for determining jurisdiction is the CJPTA. Section 3 of 

the CJPTA sets out the circumstances in which a court has territorial competence in 

a proceeding brought against a person: 

3.  A court has territorial competence in a proceeding that is brought 
against a person only if 

 
(a) that person is the plaintiff in another proceeding in the court to 

which the proceeding in question is a counterclaim, 
 

(b) during the course of the proceeding that person submits to the 
court's jurisdiction, 
 

(c) there is an agreement between the plaintiff and that person to the 
effect that the court has jurisdiction in the proceeding, 
 

(d) that person is ordinarily resident in British Columbia at the time of 
the commencement of the proceeding, or 
 

(e) there is a real and substantial connection between British 
Columbia and the facts on which the proceeding against that 
person is based. 
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[18] With respect to section 3(e), section 10 of the CJPTA provides a non-

exhaustive list of facts that establish a rebuttable presumption of a “real and 

substantial connection”: 

10.  Without limiting the right of the plaintiff to prove other circumstances that 
constitute a real and substantial connection between British Columbia and the facts 
on which a proceeding is based, a real and substantial connection between British 
Columbia and those facts is presumed to exist if the proceeding 
 

(a) is brought to enforce, assert, declare or determine proprietary or possessory 
rights or a security interest in property in British Columbia that is immovable 
or movable property, 

 
(b) concerns the administration of the estate of a deceased person in relation to 

 
(i) immovable property in British Columbia of the deceased person, or 

 
(ii) movable property anywhere of the deceased person if at the time of death 
the person was ordinarily resident in British Columbia, 

 
(c) is brought to interpret, rectify, set aside or enforce any deed, will, contract or 

other instrument in relation to 
 

(i) property in British Columbia that is immovable or movable property, or 
 

(ii) movable property anywhere of a deceased person who at the time of 
death was ordinarily resident in British Columbia, 

 
(d) is brought against a trustee in relation to the carrying out of a trust in any of 

the following circumstances: 
 

(i) the trust assets include property in British Columbia that is immovable or 
movable property and the relief claimed is only as to that property; 

 
(ii) that trustee is ordinarily resident in British Columbia; 

 
(iii) the administration of the trust is principally carried on in British Columbia; 

 
(iv) by the express terms of a trust document, the trust is governed by the law 
of British Columbia, 

 
(e) concerns contractual obligations, and 

 
(i) the contractual obligations, to a substantial extent, were to be performed in 
British Columbia, 

 
(ii) by its express terms, the contract is governed by the law of British 
Columbia, or 
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(iii) the contract 
 

(A) is for the purchase of property, services or both, for use other than in 
the course of the purchaser's trade or profession, and 

 
(B) resulted from a solicitation of business in British Columbia by or on 

behalf of the seller, 
 

(f) concerns restitutionary obligations that, to a substantial extent, arose in 
British Columbia, 

 
(g) concerns a tort committed in British Columbia, 

 
(h) concerns a business carried on in British Columbia, 

 
(i) is a claim for an injunction ordering a party to do or refrain from doing 

anything 
 

(i) in British Columbia, or 
 

(ii) in relation to property in British Columbia that is immovable or movable 
property, 

 
(j) is for a determination of the personal status or capacity of a person who is 

ordinarily resident in British Columbia, 
 

(k) is for enforcement of a judgment of a court made in or outside British 
Columbia or an arbitral award made in or outside British Columbia, or 

 
(l) is for the recovery of taxes or other indebtedness and is brought by the 

government of British Columbia or by a local authority in British Columbia. 

[19] Even where the Court has territorial competence over a proceeding under 

section 3 of the CJPTA, it may decline to exercise that jurisdiction on the basis that a 

court of another jurisdiction is a more appropriate forum after considering the 

interests of the parties, the ends of justice, and the factors enumerated in section 

11(2): 

11. (1) After considering the interests of the parties to a proceeding and the ends of 
justice, a court may decline to exercise its territorial competence in the proceeding 
on the ground that a court of another state is a more appropriate forum in which to 
hear the proceeding. 
 

(2) A court, in deciding the question of whether it or a court outside British 
Columbia is the more appropriate forum in which to hear a proceeding, must 
consider the circumstances relevant to the proceeding, including 
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(a) the comparative convenience and expense for the parties to the 
proceeding and for their witnesses, in litigating in the court or in any 
alternative forum, 

 
(b) the law to be applied to issues in the proceeding, 

 
(c) the desirability of avoiding multiplicity of legal proceedings, 

 
(d) the desirability of avoiding conflicting decisions in different courts, 

 
(e) the enforcement of an eventual judgment, and 

 
(f) the fair and efficient working of the Canadian legal system as a whole. 

[20] The Court’s role on a jurisdictional application is not to determine whether the 

facts supporting a claim of territorial competence are true. Rather, the plaintiff is only 

required to show that there is an arguable case that those facts can be established: 

Krahn Engineering Ltd. v. Bit, 2024 BCSC 1069 at para. 23; Canadian Olympic 

Committee v. VF Outdoor Canada Co., 2016 BCSC 238 at para. 24.  

DISCUSSION 

Territorial Competence 

[21] In the case at bar, the issue of territorial competence depends on whether 

there is a real and substantial connection between British Columbia and the facts on 

which the action against the defendants is based, pursuant to section 3(e) and 

section 10 of the CJPTA. 

[22] The plaintiffs argue that they have established territorial competence because 

their Company was incorporated, and operates, in British Columbia, and the harm 

caused by the defendants’ conduct occurred in this jurisdiction. They submit that the 

defamatory content in the Press Release was accessed by the plaintiffs’ clients or 

potential clients in B.C. and that consequently, the plaintiffs suffered financial harm 

in B.C.  

[23] I conclude that the plaintiffs have not established that the Court has territorial 

competence over the dispute. None of the section 10 CJPTA presumptive factors 

have been established. Further, neither the location of the plaintiffs’ business nor the 
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jurisdiction in which damage was allegedly sustained create a presumption of 

territorial competence. 

[24] The location of the Company or residency of the plaintiffs alone is not a 

sufficient connecting factor to establish territorial competence: Club Resorts Ltd. v. 

Van Breda, 2012 SCC 17 [Van Breda] at para. 86; MicroCoal Inc. v Livneh, 2014 

BCSC 787 at para. 87; HSS Helitech Support Services Ltd. v. Verrall Aviation 

Services Corp., 2016 BCSC 512 at para. 22.  

[25] In Thumbnail Creative Group Inc. v. Blu Concept Inc., 2009 BCSC 1833 

[Thumbnail] at para. 18, the Court rejected a similar submission by the plaintiffs that 

territorial competence was established because the plaintiffs carried on business in 

B.C. In Thumbnail, the submission was based on the application of section 10(h) of 

the CJPTA. The Court held that the focus of the inquiry must be on whether the 

plaintiff’s business in B.C. was, in fact, the subject matter of the action. 

[26] In the case at bar, the subject matter of the plaintiffs’ action relates to the 

defendants’ alleged conduct in Alberta, i.e. in filing the Kohut and Kerslake Actions 

and in publishing the impugned statements in the Press Release. It has little to do 

with the business carried on by the plaintiffs in B.C. In my view, the connection to 

B.C. based on this factor is tenuous at best.  

[27] Similarly, the connection to B.C. based on the alleged damage sustained in 

this jurisdiction is also weak and tenuous. The Supreme Court of Canada in Van 

Breda has made it clear that courts should be wary of assuming jurisdiction based 

on tenuous damages connections: 

[89] The use of damage sustained as a connecting factor may raise difficult 
issues. For torts like defamation, sustaining damage completes the 
commission of the tort and often tends to locate the tort in the jurisdiction 
where the damage is sustained. In other cases, the situation is less clear. 
The problem with accepting unreservedly that if damage is sustained at a 
particular place, the claim presumptively falls within the jurisdiction of the 
courts of the place, is that this risks sweeping into that jurisdiction claims that 
have only a limited relationship with the forum. An injury may happen in one 
place, but the pain and inconvenience resulting from it might be felt in another 

20
25

 B
C

S
C

 1
94

 (
C

an
LI

I)



Kumar v. McDonald  Page 11 

 

country and later in a third one. As a result, presumptive effect cannot be 
accorded to this connecting factor.  

(Emphasis added) 

See also:  Danielson v. Janze, 2017 BCSC 413 at para. 55. 

[28] In my view, the fact that the defendants’ statements published on a website 

were accessed in B.C. does not establish a sufficient connection with this forum.  

[29] Based on the pleadings and evidence before me, I conclude that that the 

plaintiffs have not established that this Court has territorial competence over the 

action against the defendants.  

Discretion to exercise territorial competence (Forum non conveniens) 

[30] Even if this Court had territorial competence over the dispute, I would decline 

to exercise that jurisdiction on the basis that Alberta is clearly the more appropriate 

forum in which to hear the proceeding. 

[31] In considering the relevant factors in section 11(2) of the CJPTA, given that 

there are related matters outstanding before the Alberta Court of Justice, i.e. the 

Kohut and Kerslake Actions, in my view, the desirability of avoiding multiplicity of 

legal proceedings and conflicting decisions in different courts strongly militate in 

favour of having this matter heard in Alberta. 

[32] Since the facts upon which the action is based took place in Alberta, the 

witnesses who may be expected to testify are more likely to be located in that 

jurisdiction, including Mr. Kohut and Mr. Kerslake. 

[33] Further, while I do not comment on the merits of the plaintiffs’ claim, I note 

that the NOCC alleges that the defendants breached the Legal Profession Act, 

R.S.A. 2000, c. L-8 and the Law Society of Alberta’s Code of Professional Conduct, 

which is an additional factor that points to Alberta as the more appropriate venue. 

[34] Overall, after considering the relevant circumstances in section 11(2), the 

interests of the parties to the proceeding and the ends of justice, I am of the view 
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that even if this Court had territorial competence over the proceeding against the 

defendants, it would be appropriate to decline to exercise that territorial competence. 

Conclusion on the Jurisdictional Issue 

[35] In light of the foregoing reasons, the action must be stayed for want of 

jurisdiction. Given this conclusion, I do not consider it necessary to decide the 

defendant’s alternative application to strike the NOCC under Rule 9-5. 

Application for Declaration of Vexatious Litigant 

[36] The defendants apply for an order declaring the plaintiffs Kevin Kumar and 

Colton Kumar to be vexatious litigants. The defendants submit that the individual 

plaintiffs are subject to court access restrictions in the province of Alberta and have 

brought this action in British Columbia in an attempt to circumvent those orders. As 

such, the action constitutes an abuse of process. 

[37] The defendants rely on Unrau v. National Dental Examining Board, 2019 

ABQB 283 in support of their position that where another court has already 

concluded that a person is an abusive litigant and has taken litigation management 

steps on that basis, that evidence can be considered by this Court in determining 

whether to impose similar court access restrictions on that individual. 

[38] The defendants directed the Court’s attention to the following Alberta court 

decisions to show that the plaintiffs Kevin Kumar and Colton Kumar are subject to 

court access restrictions: 

 In 1158997 Alberta Inc. v. Maple Trust Company, 2013 ABQB 483 at 
para. 106, the Court declared Ty Griffiths as a vexatious litigant 
pursuant to section 23.1(4) of the Judicature Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. J-2. 
The defendants allege that Ty Griffiths is a fictitious name previously 
used by Kevin Kumar. 
 

 In Royal Bank of Canada v. Patrick Courtoreille, 2024 ABKB 302 at 
paras. 14-22, the Court described Kevin Kumar’s history with the 
courts in Alberta and his involvement in OPCA activities, among other 
things. The Court ordered that: 
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1. Kevin Kumar shall only communicate with the Court of 
King’s Bench of Alberta using the name “Kevin Kumar”; 
 

2. He is prohibited from providing legal advice and 
preparing documents intending to be filed in the Court of 
King’s Bench of Alberta for any person other than 
himself, and filing or otherwise communicating with the 
Court of King’s Bench of Alberta, except on his own 
behalf; 

 
3. He is prohibited from acting as an agent, next friend, 

“McKenzie friend”, or any other form of representation in 
proceedings, before the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta; 

 
4. He is entirely prohibited from any further participation in 

certain Alberta Court of King’s Bench cases including 
Terry Kerslake v. Capital One Bank, Action No. 
230400761 and Timothy Kohut v. Capital One Services 
(Canada) Inc., Action No. 240308261; 

 
5. The Clerks of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta shall 

refuse to accept or file any documents or other materials 
from Kevin Kumar, unless Kevin Kumar is a named party 
in the action in question. 

 

 In Bonville v. President’s Choice Financial, 2024 ABKB 483 at para. 
90, the Court made similar orders as those stated in 1, 2, 3 and 5 
above, in respect of Colton Kumar. In addition, the Court prohibited 
Colton Kumar from any further participation in certain Alberta Court of 
King’s Bench cases including Kohut v. Royal Bank of Canada, Action 
No. 240305588 and Royal Bank of Canada v. Kohut, Action No. 
240309627, with some exceptions. 

 
Legal Principles 

[39]  The Court may prohibit a person from instituting legal proceedings without 

prior leave of the Court pursuant to section 18 of the Supreme Court Act, R.S.B.C. 

1996, c. 443 SCA): 

18.      If, on application by any person, the court is satisfied that a person has 
habitually, persistently and without reasonable grounds, instituted vexatious 
legal proceedings in the Supreme Court or in the Provincial Court against the 
same or different persons, the court may, after hearing that person or giving 
him or her an opportunity to be heard, order that a legal proceeding must not, 
without leave of the court, be instituted by that person in any court. 

20
25

 B
C

S
C

 1
94

 (
C

an
LI

I)



Kumar v. McDonald  Page 14 

 

[40]  Section 18 confers a broad jurisdiction on the court to control its own 

processes. This is a power that must not be used lightly. The court must balance the 

important values underlying open court access against the need to prevent the 

abuse of that right: Wu v. Canada (Attorney General), 2022 BCSC 2084 [Wu] at 

para. 34, citing Semenoff Estate v. Semenoff, 2018 BCCA 17 at para. 31. 

[41] In Rafique v. AWM-Alliance Real Estate Group Ltd., 2019 BCSC 247 at para. 

51, the Court discussed the key indicators of a vexatious proceeding: 

a. bringing one or more actions to determine an issue which has already 

been determined by a court of competent jurisdiction; 

b. it is obvious that the action cannot succeed, would lead to no possible 

good, or no reasonable person can reasonably expect to obtain relief; 

c. the action is brought for an improper purpose, including the 

harassment and oppression of other parties by multifarious 

proceedings brought for purposes other than the assertion of 

legitimate rights; 

d. the grounds and issues in the first proceeding have been rolled 

forward into subsequent actions and repeated and supplemented, 

often with actions brought against the lawyers who have acted for or 

against the litigant in earlier proceedings; 

e. the person who instituted the proceedings has failed to pay the costs 

of the unsuccessful proceedings; and 

f. the person has persistently taken unsuccessful appeals. 

See also: Wu at para. 36; Carten v. Carten, 2015 BCCA 201 at para. 32 citing 
Lindsay v. Canada (Attorney-General), 2005 BCCA 594. 
 

Discussion 

[42] After considering the Application Record, the submissions of the parties, and 

the applicable legal principles and case authority, I am not satisfied that an order 

pursuant to Section 18 of the SCA is warranted at this time. I say this mainly for the 

following reasons:  

 The focus of the parties’ submissions before me was on the issue of 
jurisdiction and there was not sufficient court time at the hearing date to 
fully canvass this secondary issue;  
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 While I do not ignore the plaintiffs’ history in the Alberta courts, in my view, 
the nature of the allegations in this action, which is primarily grounded on 
defamation and conflict of interest, is different from the Alberta matters 
that I had been referred to, in which the plaintiffs had been involved. I 
appreciate that it is not entirely unrelated, however I am unable to 
conclude that the main issues in this action had been previously 
determined by the courts; 
 

 Although it appears that the plaintiffs purposely avoided bringing this 
action in Alberta, I am unable to conclude that their conduct in instituting 
the proceedings in B.C. breached an order made by the Court of King’s 
Bench of Alberta. The court orders that I had been referred to do not 
prohibit or restrict the individual plaintiffs from filing an action on their own 
behalf in their own names. 

 
[43] In balancing the importance of open court access against the need to prevent 

the abuse of that right, based on the evidence before me, I find that the balance 

does not favour granting an order under section 18 of the SCA at this time. 

Conclusion on Declaration of Vexatious Litigant 

[44]  In light of the foregoing reasons, I dismiss the defendants’ application for an 

order under section 18 of the SCA. 

Increased / Special Costs 

[45] The defendants submit that increased costs and special costs are warranted 

in these circumstances because the plaintiffs who are subject to court access 

restrictions in Alberta have intentionally brought the action outside of that jurisdiction 

to frustrate the objectives of those access restrictions. Further, they submit that the 

plaintiffs have engaged in litigation misconduct deserving of sanction. 

[46]  As I had mentioned above, the court access restrictions that I had been 

referred to do not prohibit the individual plaintiffs from filing an action in which they 

are a named party. Therefore, in my view, it is not clear on the evidence that the 

plaintiffs’ motivation for bringing the action in B.C. was to frustrate the objectives of 

the access restrictions imposed on them. With respect to the allegation of litigation 

misconduct, while I don’t disagree that there has been reprehensible conduct, I am 
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not satisfied based on the evidence that it is sufficiently connected to the conduct of 

this litigation particularly in light of the brief procedural history of this matter. 

[47] In the circumstances, I decline to order the requested increased costs and 

special costs.  

DISPOSITION 

[48] The action against the defendants is stayed for want of jurisdiction. The 

application for an order declaring the individual plaintiffs to be vexatious litigants and 

for court access restrictions is dismissed. The defendants are entitled to costs for 

this application at Scale B. 

 
 

“Laurie J.”  
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Board, Attn: Alberta Dental Association, re: death threat by Brian Ruddy etc., AB Health 

c/o Foothills Hosp., Rockyview Hosp. Ethics and Complaints Officer, CND Human Rights 

Commission, Office of Ethics Commissioner of Canada, NSDT c/o Gov’t of Canada, NAIT, 

City of Calgary - Legal and Corporate Security et al, US Dep’t of Justice/FBI re Amblin, 

Amazon et al, copyright infringements, lawyers misbehaviour, political prejudice judge, 

theft of IP 

 

Defendants 

 

 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Reasons for Decision 

of the 

Associate Chief Justice J.D. Rooke 

_______________________________________________________ 

Summary: 

Unrau filed a Statement of Claim that made bald allegations which did not reference any 

of the eleven named Defendants specifically, but, nevertheless, sought $5 million and 

impossible remedies. The Court, on its own motion, initiated a Rule 3.68 “show cause” 

procedure that required Unrau to identify a valid basis for his action. Unrau made no 

reply. His lawsuit was struck out as an abusive and vexatious proceeding. 

The remaining issue is whether Unrau should immediately be subject to ongoing court 

access restrictions by a vexatious litigant order. This requires that the Court evaluate 

Unrau’s litigation conduct, and determine whether Lymer v Jonsson, 2016 ABCA 32 is a 
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binding authority that requires an additional court process prior to imposing indefinite 

court access restrictions. 

Held: Unrau is, and should be, immediately subject to court access restrictions by a 

vexatious litigant order, that declares him to be a vexatious litigant. 

Abusive litigation and litigants require a new approach that is prospective rather than 

punitive, and which applies the Court’s inherent jurisdiction to achieve the post-“culture 

shift” objective of fair and proportionate steps that manage abusive litigation, preserve 

limited and stressed court resources, but maintain access to the Courts. These Reasons 

illustrate the improved current understanding of the increasingly common vexatious 

litigation phenomenon. Vexatious litigants are a diverse group. Many are affected by 

mental health issues which lead to litigation misconduct. Others abuse courts for 

ideological reasons or personal benefit. The broad range of bad conduct encountered is 

surveyed. Abusive litigation must be countered at the earliest opportunity for the benefit 

of all involved, including the abusive litigants themselves. 

Court access restrictions are divided into two types: intra-dispute Grepe v Loam Orders, 

and vexatious litigant orders which potentially impose gatekeeping steps on more than 

one dispute, including hypothetical litigation. Commonwealth authorities disagree on the 

basis on which courts may impose the latter type. The “Traditional Authority” holds 

vexatious litigant orders are only authorized by statute, while the “Modern Approach” 

concludes both legislation and inherent court jurisdiction provide independent but 

complementary bases to impose court access restrictions. This Court has adopted the 

Modern Approach. Early intervention is triggered when future abusive litigation is 

anticipated. The Modern Approach provides a broad and open-ended suite of court 

access restrictions which permit measured, fair, and proportionate responses to the 

diverse and sometimes extreme misconduct, and physical threats, now increasingly 

encountered by trial courts. 

Court intervention is possible either on application, or on the Court’s own motion, when 

an abusive litigant exhibits one or more characteristics, or “indicia”, of abusive 

litigation. A very broad range of evidence is potentially relevant, since this is a deep 

inquiry into the litigant, his or her personal characteristics and activities, and as to 

whether abusive litigation indicia are present. A renewed indicia scheme is proposed. 

The critical question is whether future abusive litigation is anticipated. If so, and if that 

anticipated abuse meets the “threshold criterion” of extending outside a single dispute, 

then a vexatious litigant order is usually appropriate. A requirement for the vexatious 

litigant to seek permission to initiate or continue litigation - leave - is usually a fair and 

proportionate response to anticipated abusive litigation misconduct. A leave requirement 

is a minimal impediment to court access. Further and more strict gatekeeping steps may 

also be imposed, where warranted, such as if anticipated misconduct is more likely, 

disruptive, and/or harmful. 

Court Orders which impose court access restrictions must be explicit and enforceable. 

Court Clerks enforce vexatious litigant orders, so orders must be written to be clearly 

understood and followed by all, especially the Court Clerks. This Court has developed a 
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set of ancillary restrictions that should always be imposed: 1) to stop future abusive 

litigation, 2) to minimize “busybody” and “proxy” litigation, 3) to prohibit unauthorized 

practice of law, 4) to control abuse of fee waivers, and 5) to be conducive to the revision 

of vexatious litigant court orders by affected Courts, as necessary. 

In the post-“culture shift” context, and per the Modern Approach, no further steps are 

necessary before imposing indefinite court access restrictions on Unrau. Lymer v 

Jonsson, 2016 ABCA 32 is not a binding authority where a litigant had the opportunity 

to explain why he or she is a fair dealer, and how their conduct was in good faith. Unrau 

had that chance. While Unrau’s Statement of Claim, on its own, was vexatious, that did 

not warrant ongoing court access restrictions. However, the broader litigation record 

shows Unrau is obsessed with a desire to be an unregistered, unregulated dentist. With 

that broader context, future litigation misconduct by Unrau is plausible, and so a 

vexatious litigant order is imposed. That makes Unrau a vexatious litigant. 

Table of Contents 
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Derek Ryan Johnson, are globally prohibited from any litigation activity, except with 

leave, in all Alberta courts, on behalf of themselves or any other entity or estate. 

[210] In the end, attempts to control this scam and its participants accounted for two thirds of 

all global court access restriction orders issued by the judicial officers of this Court in Calgary 

between 2000-2014. I cannot meaningfully assess the amount of time and judicial, staff, and 

victim resources wasted by these individuals. 

[211] What is noteworthy, and, frankly, rather depressing, is viewed objectively, this scenario 

shows the limits of the current approach to court access restrictions. Though many court orders 

were issued to rein in these scammers, and cost sanctions were imposed to deter further 

misconduct, the scammers simply reappeared and counterattacked. New corporate guises and 

possibly false personas were introduced to draw out the process. In 1158997 Justice Lovecchio 

explains the kingpin of the scammer ring, Derek Ryan Johnson, was also frustrating parallel 

efforts by the Real Estate Counsel of Alberta to control his activities: para 74. Johnson had been 

fined for operating as an unlicensed real estate agent. These scammers only stopped when 

Johnson and an accomplice, Kevin Kumar, were found in contempt of court by Martin J and each 

sentenced to two months in jail: Real Estate Counsel of Alberta v Johnson, Calgary 1401-

11567, 1401-12622, 1501-02988 (Alta QB). Johnson and Kumar had also between them 

accumulated $125,000.00 in fines, which presumably remain unpaid.  

[212] What the Johnson Dollar Dealer fraud ring illustrates is that even comprehensive court 

access restrictions can sometimes be circumvented or defeated by motivated and creative abusive 

court actors. Anyone can register a corporation and thereby obtain a new identity under which to 

engage in litigation misconduct. The same problem exists for false identities, as illustrated by 

“Ty Griffiths”. Where a court participant is simply abusing court processes for greed or profit - 

and succeeding - there is no reason why that individual would do otherwise in the future, 

provided the benefits obtained continue to outweigh costs. The traditional leave requirement 

court access restriction is fair and proportionate because that prerequisite has only a minimal 

associated cost. Where the abusive litigant’s motive is profit, this kind of hurdle may prove 

ineffectual, or even counterproductive. The protection it promises is a mirage. 

b. Spurious Habeas Corpus Applications 

[213] The second Alberta example of abusive litigation for profit and advantage started around 

the time when Johnson’s Dollar Dealers disappeared. In 2014, the Supreme Court of Canada in 

Mission Institution v Khela, 2014 SCC 24, [2014] 1 SCR 502 [Khela] expanded the scope of 

habeas corpus to include court review of Correctional Service Canada decisions that result in 

prisoners experiencing a deprivation of residual liberty. Following Khela, this Court received an 

unprecedented number of habeas corpus applications from SRL Correctional Service Canada 

inmates. 

[214] While the manner in which this Court tracks proceedings in its docket record does not 

permit exact statistics on this phenomenon, I believe it is safe to say that the Court went from 

receiving perhaps one or two habeas corpus applications annually, to thirty to forty applications, 

at a minimum, per year. These applications sometimes appeared singly, but other times large 

bundles of ‘carbon copy’ applications were received. Given the limited means of most 

Correctional Service Canada inmates, and the rule that court filing fees may not be imposed 

where that causes an undue hardship (Trial Lawyers, at paras 45-46), that meant for prisoners “... 

a habeas corpus application costs nothing more than the postage required to deliver that 
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paperwork to the Court ...”: Getschel v Canada (Attorney General), 2018 ABQB 409 at para 86, 

70 Alta LR (6th) 111 [Getschel]. Costs awards to sanction bad litigation obviously had little 

effect for the same reason. 

[215] The overwhelming majority of these habeas corpus applications were unsuccessful (four 

successful applications, post-Khela: Hamm v Attorney General of Canada (Edmonton 

Institution), 2019 ABQB 247 at paras 243-244 [Hamm]. However, not only were many of these 

applications weak, most had no merit whatsoever. 

[216] Some complained about events that had happened many years in the past: e.g. Cundell v 

Bowden Institution, 2016 ABQB 348 at paras 37-50. Instead of release, some inmates sought 

declarations: e.g. Larente v Bonnefogel, 2018 ABQB 140 at paras 12-13. Many applications 

demanded court supervision of institutional programs and living conditions, complained that 

guards were rude, and that food was bad - for example that prison menus did not suit the inmate, 

there were too many pasta dishes, and the “goo-lash” was hard to “decipher”: Ewanchuk, at 

paras 47-51.  

[217] Another common demand was money. Some so-called habeas corpus applications were 

actually statements of claim in disguise: e.g. Ewanchuk, at para 68. Many inmates believed 

habeas corpus was a way to directly or indirectly get quick cash, with no real expense: Getschel, 

at paras 62-89; Hamm, at para 242. 

[218] The complaints on which some of these habeas corpus applications demanded (often 

impossible) relief bordering on the absurd, such as: 

1. smelling bacon, but not being able to eat it (Ewanchuk, at para 58); 

2. when an inmate emerged from his cell with an erection sticking out of his open 

jeans fly, and a female guard stared at that, that staring was sexual harassment of 

the inmate (Getschel, at paras 23-31); and 

3. a transfer from minimum to medium security was procedurally unfair because the 

inmate was not handcuffed (Loughlin v Her Majesty the Queen, 2017 ABQB 

677 at para 19). 

[219] It ultimately came to light that the surge of boilerplate, often incoherent, habeas corpus 

applications received by the Court were, at least in part, because Alberta institutions housed at 

least four competing “habeas corpus entrepreneurs” inmates (Lee v Canada #1, at paras 205-

239, Lee v Canada #2, at paras 49-74; McCargar v Canada, 2017 ABQB 729 at paras 51-55, 68 

Alta LR (6th) 305 [McCargar #2]), who were paid to prepare these materials, and often 

interacted directly with the Court Clerks as a kind of litigation representative (e.g. McCargar v 

Canada, 2017 ABQB 416 at para 8, 63 Alta LR (6th) 88 [McCargar #1]). This phenomenon is 

not apparently limited to Alberta, see: Jones v Mountain Institution (Warden), 2017 BCSC 

1304; Law Society of British Columbia v Parchment, 2018 BCSC 2257. While one cannot 

know what exactly was promised to the customers of these habeas corpus entrepreneurs, the 

evidence available makes it clear that at least some of these applications were based on the 

promise of quick fast cash. The effective absence of any negative consequences to the habeas 

corpus applicants no doubt was also a major reason why this form of litigation abuse surged so 

dramatically, post-2014: Hamm, at paras 249-256. 

[220] Another serious problem with this particular type of abusive litigation was spurious 

habeas corpus applications are unusually disruptive for the Court. By law, these applications 
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must take priority over all other Alberta Court of Queen’s Bench proceedings (Storgoff (Re), 

[1945] SCR 526 at 590-591, [1945] 3 DLR 673; Khela, at para 3; DG v Bowden Institution, 

2016 ABCA 52 at paras 41, 124, 612 AR 231), pushing legitimate litigation ‘back down the 

queue’ (Ewanchuk, at paras 170-187). 

[221] Another issue was these applications, in certain instances, expanded dramatically after 

being filed, growing multiple new collateral issues and demands. For example, the MacKinnon v 

Bowden Institution, 2018 ABQB 144, 71 Alta LR (6th) 267 [MacKinnon #2] habeas corpus 

application was made on completely false auspices. This inmate’s true intention was to use 

habeas corpus as the thin edge of the wedge to open up his decades old murder conviction: para 

29. He demanded documents be provided, evidence from the original trial, and government-paid 

lawyers. Stephen Harper (allegedly) led a conspiracy to keep this inmate behind bars: at para 29. 

This was only the latest in much litigation abuse with the same objective: paras 36-39. 

[222] While the number of unmeritorious and abusive habeas corpus applications filed by SRL 

inmates declined in 2018 after the Court instituted a document-based “show cause” procedure 

(Latham #1), there are continuing challenges to avoid court proceedings and hearings in 

response to apparently hopeless habeas corpus applications. For example, all three of the 

examples of frivolous complaints identified above at para [218] led to full court hearings, 

commandeering and wasting critically stressed court resources. Unfortunately, now lawyers are 

also filing habeas corpus applications which have no possible merit (e.g. RP v Alberta (Director 

of Child, Youth and Family Enhancement), 2018 ABQB 391, action struck out 2018 ABQB 

508, 12 RFL (8th) 345; Wilcox v Alberta, 2019 ABQB 60, action struck out Wilcox v Alberta, 

2019 ABQB 201 [Wilcox #3]), or are seeking to transform habeas corpus into a quick cash 

remedy (Hamm). 

c. Strange Abusive Litigant Phenomena 

[223] Sometimes the selfish or goal-oriented motivation of an abusive litigant is unexpected, or 

not initially obvious. An example of that was a matter I heard, reported as Stout. Here, the 

submissive half in a sadomasochist relationship sued his former partner after their tumultuous 

relationship collapsed due to his infidelities with prostitutes. The Plaintiff alleged malicious 

prosecution, despite him being convicted on multiple counts: R v Stout, 2013 ABPC 108 [R v 

Stout]. I dismissed Stout’s malicious prosecution lawsuit on multiple grounds, including that it 

was an abuse of process, and conducted for an improper purpose.  

[224] One possible explanation for that improper purpose was the Plaintiff had a “post-break up 

protocol”, where he would obsessively pursue his now ex-partner, and in that way restore their 

unusual relationship: Stout, at paras 31, 80. In other words, here it was plausible the Plaintiff was 

suing his current ex-partner to express his affection and obsession with her, and, in that way, 

they would get together again, just the latest instance of a pattern that had apparently repeated as 

many as 25 times in the previous five years (R v Stout, at paras 12-13, 25) (though this was the 

first time the “protocol” led to court proceedings). The lesson, in brief, is sometimes what 

appears to be inexplicable litigation conduct may have a not so obvious reason. 

[225] The uncomfortable truth is that when the Court faces truly determined abusive litigants 

who have found a way to exploit court processes for money or other benefits, the current 

mechanisms Canadian courts possess to manage abusive litigation will be challenged, or, at best, 

provide bandages for already inflicted wounds. Abusive litigants can don new corporate masks, 

or employ proxy actors. Some court processes, like habeas corpus, must remain ‘largely 
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unlocked’ because of their constitutional function, so that an abusive litigant will face, at most, 

reduced potential scrutiny: Hamm, at paras 195-214. Realistically, Canadian courts may have to 

rely on more creative judicial decisions, or on other government actors, law enforcement, and 

Parliament and the legislatures to create meaningful mechanisms that discourage this category of 

abusive litigation.  

[226] After all, ultimately, this form of abusive litigation is a question of profit and loss. When 

the latter outweighs the former, these abusive litigants will stop. Until then, they have no reason 

to change their ways, and they don’t. We have to be more vigilant and effective. 

4. Litigation Terrorists 

[227] The last abusive litigant category are persons who use court processes to inflict harm on 

targets, intimidate, and empower themselves to dominate others. While the “litigation terrorist” 

label has been used in a number of contexts, including by myself, I now adopt the definition set 

by Shelley J in Lee v Canada #2, at para 155: 

I define a “litigation terrorist” as a person who engages in meritless litigation 

where the principal intended purpose is to intimidate and/or cause harm to the 

other party or parties. ... These litigants ‘weaponize’ the courts and the law. 

[228] Shelley J continues to observe that some abusive litigants, such as OPCA litigants, have a 

“litigation terrorist” aspect, in that they like the idea of inflicting harm or “disciplining” their 

ideological enemies: para 156.  

[229] Fortunately, pure litigation terrorists appear to be quite uncommon. Most abusive 

litigants have at least some kind of identifiable personal goal, and do not simply litigate purely 

for the simple enjoyment of harming others. 

Lee 

[230] There are, however, exceptions. Bowden Institution inmate John Mark Lee Jr. is an 

archetype of the true litigation terrorist. His court misconduct is reviewed in Lee v Canada #1 

and Lee v Canada #2. This prolific litigant’s lawsuits and court applications appear to have no 

foundation other than his desire to harm and dominate others. Shelley J concluded that 

Correctional Service Canada’s evaluations of Lee were correct; he “gets off” by dominating and 

harming others via the courts: Lee v Canada #2, at para 157. 

[231] Lee v Blondin, 2017 ABQB 800, 22 CPC (8th) 291 is a disturbing illustration of Lee’s 

malice. Lee is incarcerated for murder. In 1989 Lee stabbed a young boy to death. The child was 

attempting to escape sexual assault by Lee after Lee had produced a fake police badge. Lee, in 

2017, sued the family of his victim, claiming Lee had suffered mental distress when the family of 

his victim attended Parole Board of Canada proceedings and made victim impact statements that 

included unfavorable things about Lee. Lee claimed that these statements “... were intended to 

expressly harm him ... the tort of misfeasance.”: para 7. On this basis Lee sued for $200,000.00, 

or that the family cease attending his parole hearings and remove a memorial website to their 

dead child. Shelley J, on her own motion, struck out this action per Rule 3.68, as “... contrary to 

the interests of justice, a further abuse of process, and contrary to public policy ...”. 

[232] Lee subsequently claimed that since his lawsuit in Alberta was frustrated in this manner, 

he now has his relatives conducting litigation with the same objective in Ontario: Lee v Canada 

#2, at para 85. 
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[233] Lee’s other litigation targets practically anyone who offends him. Some of his litigation is 

ridiculous, such as a lawsuit against Canada that demanded $100,000.00 since he was not 

permitted to sunbath nude, which aggravated “... the Acne problem on his bare backside (rump) 

...” (Lee v Canada #2, at para 101), or his lawsuit that demanded a bank use him as “their 

corporate cover boy” for the purposes of advertising and credit card promotions (Lee v Canada 

#2, at para 106).  

[234] However, most of Lee’s abusive litigation targets Correctional Service Canada workers 

who have in some way offended him. For example, after he was suspended from working at the 

Bowden Institution kitchen, Lee filed four lawsuits against the Warden and others, demanding 

between $500,000.00 and $800,000.00 each: Lee v Canada #2, at paras 116-117. Lee v Hache, 

2018 ABQB 88 [Lee v Hache #1] reports Master Smart striking out a lawsuit by Lee against an 

institutional nurse from whom he demanded $20,000.00. The nurse had refused to personally 

deliver Lee’s medication to his cell, but instead required Lee attend a nursing station to pick up 

his medication. Lee’s Lee v Hache #1 statement of claim says this caused Lee stress, which led 

to him having more sex with fellow inmates, who Lee calls “peer counsellors”. That stress and 

sexual activity (allegedly) warranted the damage award. This action was struck out by the Court 

as abusive. 

[235] Being made subject to court access restrictions did not stop Lee. He applied for leave to 

continue ten civil lawsuits and appeals (including an appeal of Lee v Hache #1), but provided no 

substantive basis for why any of his litigation was valid. All the actions were therefore struck 

out: Lee v Hache, 2018 ABQB 384 [Lee v Hache #2]. After that, Lee simply shifted his 

litigation activities to the Federal Court: Lee v Canada #2, at paras 175-176. The Attorney 

General of Canada has now applied to have Lee subject to court access restrictions in that 

jurisdiction, too: Attorney General of Canada v Lee, Edmonton T-2084-18 (FC). 

[236] But that is still not the full extent of Lee’s abusive terrorist litigation activity. He was one 

of the prison inmate habeas corpus entrepreneurs. Lee not merely acknowledged that, but 

proudly detailed how he had prepared materials for at least 20 actions conducted by other 

inmates, including 16 habeas corpus applications: Lee v Canada #2, at paras 49-74. Lee openly 

admitted that as far as he was concerned, he did not care if those lawsuits and applications had 

no merit. What mattered to him was that this litigation harmed and intimidated Correctional 

Service Canada and its employees. That harassment and injury was his litigation terrorism 

objective, a method to discipline those Lee identified as enemies and wrongdoers. 

[237] Fortunately, it seems these true litigation terrorists are uncommon. Recent Alberta 

jurisprudence provides few other examples.  

 IntelliView Technologies Inc v Badawy, 2018 ABQB 961 at paras 151-152, leave 

refused 2019 ABCA 66 [IntelliView v Badawy #1] - a divorced spouse obtained 

corporate and intellectual property registrations for the name of his ex-wife’s law firm 

and lawyer, then sued for breach of those. Campbell J concluded there was no legitimate 

explanation for that, the ex-husband “... [used] legal processes with the intention to 

harass, harm, and intimidate. ...”.  

 Lymer (Re) #3, at paras 102-113 - the Court concluded that the abusive litigant is either 

or both a litigation terrorist who “gets off” on harming others via the courts, or used his 

court activities to conceal millions of dollars in investor funds that the abusive litigant 

had obtained under false auspices. 
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[238] The critical point is that abuse by litigation terrorists should not be tolerated. When one 

of these malignant personalities is identified, public confidence in the judicial system will be 

severely taxed unless their “weaponized litigation” is brought under immediate and effective 

control. 

5. Sometimes Things Are Complicated 

[239] The four general types of abusive litigant I have identified previously (mental health 

abusive litigants, ideological abusive litigants, abusive litigants for profit and advantage, 

litigation terrorists) are not mutually exclusive. Sometimes an abusive litigant straddles a number 

of these categories. 

McKechnie 

[240] A recent and extreme example is Amos Edwin McKechnie, who was first made the 

subject of interim court access restrictions (McKechnie #1), then comprehensive and very strict 

ongoing restrictions (McKechnie #2). In the first decision, McKechnie was given the opportunity 

to make submissions as to whether he should be subject to ongoing court access restrictions. 

McKechnie did not provide a written response, but instead left a phone message that he would 

kill the judge for interfering with McKechnie’s court and litigation activities: McKechnie #2, at 

para 7. He later repeated that threat in court and on the record. 

[241] As indicated, McKechnie combined a number of abusive litigant types. He appears to be 

a litigation terrorist. He filed with the Court various family law applications where he claimed 

parentage to a child, describing sex acts with the mother in pornographic detail, and that 

McKechnie had a contractual right to kill the child’s mother: McKechnie #1, at paras 14-16. 

Simpson J concluded this was an attempt to stalk, harass, and intimidate the mother of 

McKechnie’s purported child.  

[242] McKechnie’s numerous declarations in documents and in court that he would kill, or 

order killed, persons who interfere with his court activities also extended to additional judges, 

lawyers, including his former criminal defence counsel and her law firm, court staff, the Law 

Society of Alberta, employees of Alberta Correction Services, and police: McKechnie #2, at 

paras 2, 13, 34. McKechnie was explicit in court and in his materials: those killings would be 

legal and are justified. As one might anticipate, McKechnie was an OPCA litigant, and a self-

declared Freeman-on-the-Land: McKechnie #1, at paras 22-25; McKechnie #2, at paras 33-34. 

McKechnie’s interpretation of the Criminal Code (purportedly) permits him to execute those he 

identifies as wrongdoers, and who do not follow his law. McKechnie’s abusive litigation 

therefore also had an ideological component, targeting the usual objects of the pseudolaw 

community’s hatred and paranoid, conspiratorial belief. 

[243] If that were not enough, McKechnie also had serious psychiatric issues, meeting the 

criteria for delusional disorder, primarily persecutory and grandiose delusions, or very severe 

personality disorder with paranoid, antisocial, and narcissistic traits: McKechnie #2, at para 15. 

Moreover, the risk associated with McKechnie’s threats, beliefs and mental illness were real. 

Professional threat assessment classified McKechnie as a high risk of violence to those in the 

justice system: McKechnie #2, at para 16. 

[244] Managing persons like McKechnie is a challenge. He is facing a range of serious criminal 

charges, and so he must be permitted his right to make a full answer and defence. Despite his 

very troubling conduct, McKechnie still also has a prima facie right to engage the courts in civil 
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