July 3, 2026

COVER LETTER TO THE SOCIAL BENEFITS TRIBUNAL

To: sbt.registrar@ontario.ca

From: ing_jos@yahoo.com

CC: lawsociety@lso.ca, info@ottawapolice.ca, info@pqgchc.com
Date: July 3, 2026

Subject: EMERGENCY EVIDENTIARY ADDENDUM & NOTICE OF
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE — SBT File Nos. 2601-00484 and 2512-09500

Dear Registrar and Tribunal Chair,

Please accept this formal cover letter and accompanying evidentiary
update regarding my active matters. While | acknowledge and thank Appeal
Resolution Officer Madeleine Mbuyi for the Notice of Postponement issued
today, July 3, 2026, for File No. 2512-09500, | am filing an immediate
emergency objection to the parallel handling and closure of my son
Toussaint's file (File No. 2601-00484) on narrow jurisdictional lines.

The purpose of this letter is to formally advise the Social Benefits Tribunal
that the City of Ottawa, former legal counsel Sarah Sproule, and IPC
Mediator Lani Freedman are actively maintaining an insurmountable
administrative blockade. They are withholding the critical financial ledgers
and case notes necessary to litigate the alleged $16,000 overpayment
before this Tribunal. | cannot legally or competently present my case
without a full record.

1. The Right to a Full Record Under Administrative Law

A self-represented litigant cannot be forced to defend against a massive,
punitive financial penalty without basic disclosure. In Canada v. Vavilov,
2019 SCC 65, the Supreme Court of Canada established that administrative
decisions must be justified, transparent, and based on an intelligible
evidentiary record. Furthermore, the Statement of Principles on
Self-Represented Litigants endorsed in Pintea v. Johns, 2017 SCC 23



mandates that tribunals ensure unrepresented individuals are not trapped
by technicalities or denied the structural tools necessary to present their
case.

By demanding | disprove a $16,000 overpayment while withholding the
itemized ledger, the City of Ottawa is violating the core principles of natural
justice and procedural fairness (Baker v. Canada).

2. How Sarah Sproule and Lani Freedman Are Constructively Obstructing Justice

The current administrative breakdown is a direct result of coordinated,
bad-faith structural interference:

e Sarah Sproule (CLSO): By abruptly abandoning my file over a phone
call on June 26, 2026, and deliberately withholding the mandatory
statutory Notice of Refusal, former counsel intentionally severed my
access to Legal Aid Ontario’s internal appeal mechanisms. This
maneuver was designed to leave an unhoused family exposed right
before dynamic July tribunal deadlines, creating a procedural trap.

e Lani Freedman (IPC Mediator): In active IPC Appeal MA26-00246,
Mediator Lani Freedman is explicitly refusing to execute her statutory
duty to order the production of my records. Instead, she is attempting
to pressure me into an informal municipal channel controlled by
Christiane Cardinal, which subjects me to arbitrary "user fees" to
look at my own history. Withholding my personal case files under the
false pretense of Section 15(a) (publicly available data) while my
family resides in an emergency shelter constitutes a constructive
obstruction of justice that actively paralyzes my ability to litigate my
active SBT appeals.

3. Why the Ottawa Police Service is Copied: Unjust Enrichment and Fraud

The Ottawa Police Service (Organized Fraud Section) is copied because
this file has transcended an administrative dispute and entered the realm of
criminal liability under Section 380(1) (Fraud) and Section 122 (Breach of
Trust by a Public Officer) of the Criminal Code of Canada.

Two separate tribunals have now confirmed a pattern of structural unjust
enrichment. My former landlord—a municipal employee and City
lawyer—directly utilized back-channel access to my private Ontario Works



file to execute an eviction, capture public shelter allowances, and intercept
my son Toussaint’s June 2026 ODSP benefits without a Power of Attorney
or legal status (constituting Forgery under Section 366). This identical
operational structure mirrors the municipal housing allowance kickback
schemes currently being prosecuted by the Ottawa Police Service.

4. How to Legally Compel the Records Through the IPC

Under the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act
(MFIPPA), an appellant has an absolute right to demand that mediation be
terminated if an institution acts in bad faith or refuses disclosure.

| have formally instructed Lani Freedman to terminate mediation
immediately and transfer the file to the formal Adjudication Stage of the
IPC. Once in Adjudication, an independent IPC Adjudicator has the
absolute legislative authority to review the City's groundless reliance on
Section 15(a) and issue a binding statutory Order compelling the City of
Ottawa to waive all fees and immediately produce my complete, unredacted
record.

Relief Demanded from the SBT:

1. Vacate the Dismissal of File No. 2601-00484 and align its status
symmetrically with the Notice of Postponement issued today for File
No. 2512-09500.

2. Maintain a Structural Stay of Proceedings on all overpayment
enforcement until the IPC Adjudicator compels the production of the
hidden financial ledger.

3. Issue an Interim Assistance Order under Section 71 to restore my
family's basic survival benefits while we await our formal legal intake
with the Pinecrest Legal Clinic on August 24, 2026.

Respectfully submitted,
Ingrid Windsor Joseph

Email: ing_jos@yahoo.com



The Current Status of My File

The Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT) did respond to my June 30, 2026 adjournment application
for my second file. | have received a formal Notice of Postponement from Appeal Resolution
Officer Madeleine Mbuyi dated July 3, 2026, for SBT File Number: 2512-09500.

The hearing originally scheduled for July 16, 2026, at 1:00 PM has been officially postponed
and taken off the schedule. The case is not closed; it is awaiting a new date once my legal
representation is stabilized. This is a critical procedural preservation of my rights, yet Toussaint
was not granted the same accommodation on July 2, 2026. The landlord has not returned his
June ODSP cheque which is Welfare Fraud.

What is Going On Legally: The Breakdown

1. The "Lack of Confidence" Deception and Banishment Rules

Sarah Sproule's claim that | am "banned" from the legal clinic because | "lacked confidence in
her services" is a complete misrepresentation of the Law Society rules to hide a professional
default.

e The Rule: Under LSO Rule 3.7-1, a lawyer can only withdraw if there is good cause and
appropriate notice. Under Rule 3.7-2, if there is a breakdown in the client-lawyer
relationship (loss of confidence), the lawyer must assist the client in finding alternate
counsel and orderly transition the file.

e The Trap: A client's questioning of bad service or demanding accountability (such as
Keegan Prempeh's formal demand for an Ontario Works refusal letter) is not a waiver of
my right to legal aid. Sproule is weaponizing the clinic's internal intake guidelines to carry
out a retributive ban, masking the fact that she has left an unhoused family exposed right
before dynamic hearing deadlines.

2. The Legal Aid Act Violations (Merveille Metagne’s Call)

The warning from lawyer Merveille Metagne on March 2, 2025, establishes a long-running,
recorded pattern of systemic misconduct by Sarah Sproule. Under the Legal Aid Services Act,
2020, a community legal clinic cannot simply refuse or stop service without issuing a formal,
written Notice of Refusal. Sarah Sproule made threats to the Security of my person on June
26th, 2026. Sarah Sproule has not yet provided a letter of refusal on the date of July 3, 2026,
when in fact the SBT closed the case on July 2, 2026 without acknowledging my request for
adjournment on June 30th, 2026.

e The Legal Purpose of the Letter: A written refusal is a mandatory statutory instrument
that triggers my right to an Internal Review/Appeal of the Denial of Legal Aid. By
withholding the letter three separate times since 2025, Sproule is actively bypassing
administrative oversight, ensuring that Legal Aid Ontario cannot audit her file drops, and
suppressing our ability to get an emergency certificate for alternative counsel.

3. Municipal Racketeering, Asset Freezing, and Shelter Diverted Funds



The City of Ottawa, Ontario Works, and my former landlord are engaging in a clear conflict of
interest and an abuse of administrative mechanisms:

e Constructive Suppression of Appeal Rights: By cutting our survival benefits by 50%
while failing to issue a comprehensive accounting ledger or a written decision letter,
Ontario Works is breaking Section 24(1) of the Ontario Works Act. They are attempting
to insulate their decisions from SBT jurisdiction by intentionally creating no paper trail.

e Shelter Diversion Exploitation: Cutting our community assistance while simultaneously
paying municipal funding directly to the emergency shelter system to house us
constitutes an enrichment loop. The municipality forces an administrative deficit on an
unhoused family, withholds relocation and start-up allowance vectors, and uses our
institutional placement to absorb shelter administrative funds. This operates as a
structural systemic barrier, directly impacting our Section 7 Charter rights to security of
the person (Gosselin v. Quebec).

Updated Emergency Response to the Law Society, Police, and the SBT

To: lawsociety@lso.ca, sbt.registrar@ontario.ca
From: ing_jos@yahoo.com
CC: info@pqgchc.com (Pinecrest-Queensway CHC System Navigation)

Subject: EVIDENTIARY UPDATE & POSTPONEMENT RECOGNITION — SBT File Nos.
2512-09500 and 2601-00484

Dear Law Society Investigators, Police Oversight Bodies, and the SBT Registrar,

Please accept this update into the active regulatory and criminal investigations concerning
coordinated administrative overreach and licensee misconduct in Ottawa.

1. Acknowledgement of SBT Postponement (File 2512-09500)

I acknowledge receipt of the Social Benefits Tribunal's Notice of Postponement dated July 3,
2026, which officially strikes the July 16, 2026 hearing from the schedule to preserve procedural
fairness while | secure representation. This proves the profound necessity of the adjournment |
requested on June 30, 2026, and establishes that my file is active and unclosed.

2. Pattern of Systemic Misconduct and Constructive Interference by Sarah Sproule
The Law Society must immediately investigate the bad-faith, retributive actions taken by Sarah
Sproule (CLSO) on June 26, 2026. Ms. Sproule threatened the security of my person by
claiming | am permanently banned from accessing legal clinic services because | "lacked
confidence" in her handling of my file. This is an explicit breach of LSO Rules 3.7-1 and 3.7-2.

This is not an isolated incident; it is a structural pattern of suppressing a client's statutory rights
under the Legal Aid Services Act, 2020. As documented on March 2, 2025, independent
counsel Merveille Metagne intervened and contacted Sarah Sproule directly, warning her that



her repeated refusal to issue a formal, written Notice of Refusal violated the governance acts
of Legal Aid Ontario. This is the third time since 2025 that Ms. Sproule has dropped my file
without providing the mandatory refusal documentation, intentionally blocking me from seeking
an internal appeal of her clinic's denial of service.

3. Administrative Collusion and Municipal Abuse

The active police, IPC, and LSO investigations must target how Sarah Sproule's abandonment
directly intersected with municipal actions to render my family unhoused. My former landlord, a
municipal employee, was permitted to directly interface with Ontario Works to close my file and
initiate an alleged $16,000 ghost overpayment without a ledger or pay stub being provided.

While Ontario Works cut my basic survival benefits by 50% without a written decision,
preventing an immediate appeal for relocation costs, they are actively diverting public funds to
pay the emergency shelter housing fees. This is a severe conflict of interest, an enrichment
loop, and a violation of Section 7 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The system is
weaponizing artificial administrative roadblocks to keep my family trapped in the shelter system.

| am scheduled for an intake appointment with the Pinecrest Legal Clinic on August 24, 2026,
which was facilitated by my system navigator, Keegan Prempeh. | require my files to remain
structurally protected from any adverse corporate movement by the City of Ottawa or its
licensees until untainted counsel can assume the record.

Respectfully submitted,

Ingrid Windsor Joseph

ADDENDUM TO LAW SOCIETY COMPLAINT: EVIDENCE OF DISMISSAL
AND SYSTEMIC FAILURE

To: lawsociety@lso.ca

Subject: URGENT EVIDENCE UPDATE: SBT File No. 2601-00484 — Systemic Eviction and
Denial of Support Due to Licensee Misconduct

Dear Law Society of Ontario Investigators,



I am providing an urgent, immediate evidentiary update to my amended complaint sent earlier
today. Attached to this email is the formal decision from the Ontario Social Benefits Tribunal
(SBT File No. 2601-00484), issued today, July 2, 2026, by Presiding Member Elizabeth Kirby.

This decision serves as irrefutable proof of the severe, compounding, and irreparable harm my
family has suffered because Sarah Sproule constructively denied me legal rights, Access to
Justice abandoned my LTB hearing, and LTB Divisional Court counsel (Nicole Mulima and Linda
Naidoo) permitted an illegal eviction to proceed.

As a direct result of being stripped of legal representation, my son Toussaint Joseph was forced
to appear self-represented before an administrative tribunal while our family was actively
residing in an emergency crisis shelter.

Key Elements of the Attached SBT Decision Upholding My Complaint:

1. Corroboration of Double-Rent Payment & Landlord Enrichment (Paragraph 22):
The tribunal officially recorded into the legal transcript that | paid $1,587.00 out of pocket
to my son’s landlord under court order, while ODSP simultaneously paid the landlord
directly for the exact same months. The landlord was paid twice, kept the double
payment, and evicted us anyway.

2. Exploitation of Administrative Loopholes (Paragraph 23-24): The SBT confirmed
that because of strict statutory limitations under subsection 21(2)3 of the Act, the tribunal
lacks the legislative jurisdiction to reverse or penalize ODSP's decision to pay a landlord
directly or force the return of the stolen funds—even though they explicitly noted their
sympathy regarding our subsequent eviction.

3. Medical Documentation Rendered Ineffective Without Counsel (Paragraph 17-19):
The decision notes that | submitted a clear physician’s letter dated June 15, 2026,
stating that Toussaint requires an assistive device and that |, as his caregiver, require
respite support. However, because we had no lawyer to navigate the dividing lines
between the Ministry of Health (ADP) and the Ministry of Children, Community and
Social Services (ODSP), these critical medical needs were dismissed entirely on
jurisdictional boundaries.

Connection to Licensee Misconduct

This decision is the legal blueprint of how a vulnerable, low-income family is systematically
crushed when lawyers look the other way. If Access to Justice had fulfilled their professional
retainer and attended my LTB hearing, the double-payment fraud would have been properly
adjudicated. If Nicole Mulima and Linda Naidoo had acted with professional candor in Divisional
Court regarding my payment ledger and affidavit, the eviction would have been voided under
Rule 74 of the RTA. Instead, their coordinated silence used administrative boundaries to
intentionally render us homeless, exactly as Dominique Conway warned me.

Please immediately append this July 2, 2026 Order to my master investigative file. | am
standing by via email to answer any follow-up questions.



Respectfully submitted,
Ingrid Windsor Joseph (Oni Joseph)

Contact: ing_jos@yahoo.com

2. FORMAL RECONSIDERATION & OBJECTION TO THE SOCIAL BENEFITS
TRIBUNAL (SBT)

To: sbt.registrar@ontario.ca

Subject: IMMEDIATE OBJECTION TO CLOSURE & REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION —
SBT File Nos. 2601-00484 and 2512-09500

Dear Registrar and Tribunal Chair,

| am writing to register an immediate, formal objection to the administrative closure or dismissal
of my files. On June 30, 2026, at 7:50 a.m., | submitted an Urgent Emergency Request for an
Adjournment and Interim Assistance under Section 71 of O. Reg. 134/98.

To close or dismiss a case when an unhoused, self-represented litigant has an outstanding,
detailed request for an adjournment to secure legal counsel constitutes a severe breach of
Procedural Fairness and a direct violation of Section 7 of the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms (Security of the Person).

l. Severe Breach of Procedural Fairness and Natural Justice

The Supreme Court of Canada in Pintea v. Johns, 2017 SCC 23 explicitly endorsed the
Statement of Principles on Self-Represented Litigants, mandate-driven rules requiring courts
and tribunals to ensure self-represented individuals are not trapped by technicalities or denied a
meaningful opportunity to present their case. To close a file while | am in an emergency shelter
with an autistic son experiencing documented respiratory failure (as confirmed by Dr. Ambika
Dewan’s medical certificates, IMG_20260615_103718321.jpg) fundamentally denies me my
right to be heard.

Il. Section 7 Charter Engagement

As established in Gosselin v. Quebec, 2002 SCC 84, a state-administered system that actively
deprives an individual of the basic means of survival engages Section 7 of the Charter. By
closing this case, the Tribunal is permitting Ontario Works and ODSP to enforce a 50% benefit
reduction and a total withholding of my financial ledger without giving me the legal facility to
know the case against me (Webb v. Ontario). This amounts to "constructive denial" and an
abuse of process (Conway v. Ontario).

lll. Disregard for the Tribunal’s Own Accommodation Policy



The Social Benefits Tribunal’s official guidelines state that alternate procedural arrangements
must be put in place if an individual faces an unfair hearing due to circumstances related to the
Human Rights Code (including housing status, family status, and disability). | explicitly notified
this Tribunal that my counsel, Sarah Sproule, abandoned me on June 26, 2026, and that | am
sleeping in a shelter while my son's health is regressing.

Relief Sought:

1. Reopen the files immediately. Do not process a final closure while an emergency
adjournment application is active.

2. Grant the Adjournment for all scheduled July dates to allow me to obtain
representation through my active applications with alternative legal clinics, including the
Centre juridique pour femmes de I'Ontario (IMG_20260615_103706763.jpg).

3. Issue an immediate Order for Interim Assistance under Section 71 to return my son's
missing June 2026 funds, which were improperly routed directly to an adverse landlord's
bank account.

I am unhoused and relying on temporary shelter infrastructure. | demand that all future
correspondence and decisions regarding this administrative overreach be communicated

directly to me via email at ing_jos@yahoo.com.
Sincerely,
Ingrid Windsor Joseph

The actions taken by the administration and the Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT) reveal severe
errors of law, structural contradictions, and a direct assault on my family’s rights under the
Ontario Human Rights Code (OHRC) and the Charter.

1. The Core Error of Law: "Selective Selection” and Inconsistent
Adjournment Decisions

I submitted a single, comprehensive emergency communication on June 30, 2026, requesting
that both of my ongoing matters (SBT File Nos. 2601-00484 and 2512-09500) be adjourned
on the exact same grounds: severe housing crisis, medical regression of an autistic child, and
constructive abandonment by counsel Sarah Sproule.

The Tribunal’'s response is a textbook error of law through inconsistent adjudication:

e The Inconsistency: For File No. 2512-09500, the SBT correctly recognized our crisis
and issued a formal Notice of Postponement on July 3, 2026, removing the July 16
hearing from the schedule. Yet, for File No. 2601-00484, they processed a final
dismissal/closure based on narrow "jurisdictional grounds" regarding Toussaint's
benefits.

e The Legal Defect: A tribunal cannot selectively choose which files to protect and which
to close when an unhoused, self-represented litigant brings forward identical,



compounding emergency conditions affecting both files simultaneously. By closing the
first file while acknowledging our extreme duress, the Tribunal violated the principal rules
of Procedural Fairness and the Supreme Court mandate in Pintea v. Johns, 2017
SCC 23. | cannot be deemed too structurally compromised to face a hearing on July 16,
but simultaneously expected to withstand a critical case closure on July 2.

2. The Statutory Contradiction: Doctor Note Compliance vs. The
Jurisdictional Bait-and-Switch

The Director of ODSP instructed me that to obtain the vital accommodations and planning
devices for Toussaint, | had to submit medical verification from his physician. | complied
entirely, delivering Dr. Ambika Dewan’s definitive letter dated June 15, 2026. The Tribunal
explicitly admitted into the legal record that they received, read, and reviewed this exact note
(Paragraphs 17 and 19 of the July 2 order).

The legal error and violation of the ODSP Act and Ontario Human Rights Code are clear:

e Fettering of Discretion Under O. Reg. 222/98: The Director and the SBT claimed they
lack jurisdiction to fund the device because it falls under the Ministry of Health's Assistive
Devices Program (ADP). This is a severe error of law. Under Section 44(1)1v of O.
Reg. 222/98, the Director possesses explicit statutory discretion to pay benefits for a
consumer contribution for an assistive device. Denying the benefit on the basis of rigid
ministerial dividing lines is an unlawful "fettering of discretion" under Canada v. Vavilov,
2019 SCC 65.

e Adverse Effect Discrimination (Ontario Human Rights Code): Under Section 1 of the
OHRC, the state has a strict Duty to Accommodate to the point of undue hardship.
Forcing an autistic youth to comply with a highly technical, multi-stage administrative
appeal process, while simultaneously withholding the cognitive assistive planning tools
his doctor states he needs to function, is a constructive exclusion. It uses his
disability-related deficits as a mechanism to toss his case out of court, violating Eldridge
V. British Columbia, [1997] 3 SCR 624.

3. Interference with System Navigation (Keegan Prempeh)

My system navigator, Keegan Prempeh, issued clear, institutional demands trying to compel
Ontario Works and ODSP to produce my formal payment ledgers and written decision notices.
By ignoring these community health center interventions and rushing to close or cut files without
proper disclosure, the local delivery agent is engaging in Constructive Denial (Conway v.
Ontario). They are intentionally short-circuiting our community support network to execute
administrative updates before alternative counsel can step in.

IMMEDIATE RECONSIDERATION DEMAND AND EVIDENCE UPDATE

To: sbt.registrar@ontario.ca

From: ing_jos@yahoo.com
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CC: lawsociety@lso.ca, inffo@pgchc.com

Subject: EMERGENCY OBJECTION TO SELECTIVE ADJUDICATION & JURISDICTIONAL
ERROR — SBT File Nos. 2601-00484 and 2512-09500

Dear Registrar and Tribunal Chair,

I am writing to formally challenge the severe legal error and contradictory treatment of my
emergency adjournment applications. On June 30, 2026, | submitted a unified request to
adjourn all July hearings for both of my active files due to systemic displacement, my family
residing in a crisis shelter, and abrupt abandonment by former counsel Sarah Sproule.

I. Reversible Error of Selective and Inconsistent Adjudication

On July 3, 2026, the Tribunal issued a formal Notice of Postponement for File No.
2512-09500, recognizing my absolute inability to participate fairly under current crisis conditions.
However, on July 2, 2026, the Tribunal issued a final order closing File No. 2601-00484 on
narrow jurisdictional lines.

This is a profound error of law. The Tribunal cannot rule that | am too vulnerable and structurally
compromised to proceed with a hearing on July 16, yet simultaneously rule that my son’s file
can be closed on July 2 while we remain self-represented in an emergency shelter. This
arbitrary split violates Procedural Fairness and the supreme mandate in Pintea v. Johns
protecting self-represented individuals from being crushed by inconsistent administrative
movements.

Il. Violation of the ODSP Act and Adverse Effect Discrimination

The record proves that ODSP demanded a doctor's note for Toussaint’s assistive device. |
complied, delivering Dr. Ambika Dewan's June 15, 2026 medical directive, which the Tribunal
explicitly acknowledged receiving in Paragraphs 17 and 19 of its July 2 order.

To close his file on the pretext that the Tribunal "lacks jurisdiction" over the Assistive Devices
Program is a reversible error under Section 44(1)1v of O. Reg. 222/98, which grants the
Director explicit discretionary authority to fund consumer contributions for these devices.
Dismissing his claim after full compliance is a violation of Canada v. Vavilov.

Furthermore, forcing an unhoused, autistic young man to navigate a rigid administrative appeal
while actively denying him the cognitive assistive aids his physician deemed mandatory is a
direct breach of the Duty to Accommodate under Section 1 of the Ontario Human Rights Code
and constitutes adverse effect discrimination under Eldridge v. British Columbia.

lll. Constructive Denial and Intermediary Interference

The local delivery agent has systematically ignored the formal interventions of my
Pinecrest-Queensway CHC System Navigator, Keegan Prempeh, by refusing to issue written
decision letters or a full financial ledger detailing the alleged overpayment. This deliberate lack
of documentation constitutes a "constructive denial" designed to insulate their actions from
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oversight (Conway v. Ontario) and block my upcoming intake with the Pinecrest Legal Clinic on
August 24, 2026.

Relief Demanded:
1. Vacate the July 2, 2026 Order in File No. 2601-00484 immediately based on selective
adjudication and clear jurisdictional error.
2. Apply the Postponement Status to both files symmetrically, aligning with the Notice of
Postponement issued today, July 3, 2026, for File No. 2512-09500.
3. Order immediate Interim Assistance under Section 71 to restore my son's missing
funds and stop the municipal shelter diversion.

All future legal communications must be delivered electronically to ing_jos@yahoo.com.
Respectfully submitted,

Ingrid Windsor Joseph

On behalf of Toussaint Joseph

INSERT SECTION: PUBLIC RECORD INQUIRY REGARDING TRIBUNAL
PERSONNEL INTEGRITY

IV. Public Record Inquiry Regarding Tribunal Personnel Integrity

I am formally bringing to the immediate attention of the Law Society of Ontario, the Ottawa
Police Service, and the Tribunal Chair a matter of severe institutional conflict and public scrutiny.

The Appeal Resolution Officer actively managing the scheduling, selective postponements, and
administrative processing of my active files—including the processing of the July 3, 2026 Notice
of Postponement for File No. 2512-09500—is Madeleine Mbuyi.

I am introducing into the record the public broadcast and document titled verbatim: "Tribunal
Tribulations: Madeleine Mbuyi of the Social Benefits Tribunal on Trial at 2:30 EST - The
Kingdom of Heaven Found a Sean."

The fact that the specific administrative officer holding gatekeeping authority over my family's
social assistance appeals is herself the subject of external public scrutiny, independent legal
challenges, or documented "tribunal tribulations" raises immediate concerns regarding the
objectivity, safety, and operational handling of my files. Given the ongoing multi-jurisdictional
investigation into the City of Ottawa, the Landlord and Tenant Board, and the local Ontario
Works delivery branch, | demand that the LSO and the police review whether my files have
been subject to external influence or targeted administrative malpractice by the personnel
assigned to them. My son Toussaint and | cannot have our basic rights to procedural fairness
and access to justice mediated by individuals facing active, public conflicts of interest.
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2505-03340 - ATTENTION MADELEINE MBUYI - NOTICE OF CRIMINAL LIABILITY

4 messages

King Sean, House von Dehn <gnosticwisdom37 @gmail com> Tue, Jun 10, 2025 at 10:24 AM
To: "@MAG-G-COR-SBT-Redgistrar (MAG)" <sbtregistrar@ontario.ca>, "Forget, Caroline” <caroline forget@ottawa.ca>,

“Baker, Geaffrey (MCCSS)" <Geoffrey.Baker@ontario.ca>, "Ryan, Padraic (MAG)" <padraic.ryan@ontario.ca>,
brian killick@aentario.ca, "Mbuyl, Madeleine (MAG)" <Madeleine Mbuyi@ontario.ca>

Dear Madeleine and Brian,

| advised You last year that the Trustee Act of Ontario applies to all Trusts whenever
Created and all Trustees whenever appointed, and that the powers, rights, and
immunities provided by the Trust Instrument are in addition to those afforded by the
Trustee Act of Ontario which is subject to the instrument constituting the Trust. No One
disputed this fact, though You allowed the Administrator to dodge the question
throughout the entire hearing, pretending as though You have no idea what a Trust is, or
that it is covered by legislation provided for by the Trustee Act of Ontario, and or that
their intentional trespasses are perfectly acceptable conduct. That is setting
precedence for criminal conduct, allowing the Administrator to believe they are above
the Law. Do You not have a duty and obligation to report the criminal conduct of the
public Trustee? Their contempt is most certainly plain and obvious to any One but this
Tribunal, apparently.

Please be sure to include the following links as My 'points of authority’ for the pre-
hearing conference so that the Administrator knows what the Trustee Act of Ontario and
Canada's Criminal Code has to say about their willful trespass and inability to respond
to these emails.

Service Canada says that all emails by service providers should expect a reply within
24-48 hours - that is the service standard. You don't seem fo be able to respond to

emails AT ALL! Are You rude bv nature. or is this contempt onlv the result of a complicit M

vondehnvisuals.com
https://www.vondehnvisuals.com » tribunal-tribulations...

2505-03340 - ATTENTION MADELEINE MBUY| - NOTICE OF CRIMINAL LIABILITY

Madeleine Mbuyi a No Show for SBT Pre-Trial Conference
Jun 17,2025 - But don't worry, We have Adrienne the Colluding Curran to carry the gaslighting torch on
behalf of the Ministry of the Attorney General, Department of Justice, the Social Benefits Tribunal, and ...

1. The Criminal Code Violations: Fraud and Abuse of Public Office

When a public or legal representative uses their position to divert public funds or cover up
financial double-dipping, it engages specific sections of the Criminal Code:

Section 380(1) (Fraud): Welfare fraud under the Criminal Code does not just apply to
individuals receiving benefits; it applies to any entity that uses deceit, falsehood, or
fraudulent means to defraud the public or any person of property, money, or a security.
By authorizing public funds from ODSP to pay rent directly to a landlord while
simultaneously forcing me to pay the exact same rent out of pocket under a court order,
a double-payment loop was created. If a landlord or municipal official knowingly retains

13



public social assistance funds they are not entitled to while executing an eviction
anyway, this constitutes criminal fraud.

e Section 122 (Breach of Trust by Public Officer): A municipal official or public
caseworker who uses their administrative power to shut down an Ontario Works file,
withhold legally mandated pay ledgers, or shield a colleague from financial scrutiny is
committing a criminal breach of trust.

2. Section 7 Charter Breach: State-Induced Deprivation

Under Section 7 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, everyone has the right to life, liberty,
and security of the person.

e As established in Gosselin v. Quebec, 2002 SCC 84, state actions that intentionally
interfere with an individual's physical or psychological integrity by stripping them of basic
survival income engage Section 7.

e By slashing our survival benefits by 50% without providing a written decision notice or
accounting ledger, the local administration has prevented me from executing a legal
appeal to secure relocation costs. Doing this while knowing my family is residing in an
emergency shelter where my autistic son is experiencing documented medical
regression constitutes an intentional, severe threat to the security of our person.

3. Law Society Violations: Conflict of Interest and Obstructing Justice

Sarah Sproule’s actions violate the core ethical foundations of the Law Society of Ontario’s
Rules of Professional Conduct:

e Rule 3.4-1 (Conflict of Interest): A lawyer has an absolute duty to avoid conflicts of
interest. If a legal clinic lawyer actively undermines her own client's file to insulate or
protect an adverse party (the landlord or municipal staff), she has fundamentally
breached her fiduciary duty.

e Rule 5.1-1 (Advocacy / Misleading the Tribunal): By dropping our case right before
major deadlines, blocking our access to alternative representation by withholding the
mandatory statutory Notice of Refusal, and tracking our files to prevent an investigation
into the rent double-payments, former counsel is actively interfering with the
administration of justice.

UPDATED RESPONSE LAYOUT TO THE LAW SOCIETY, SOCIAL BENEFITS
TRIBUNAL, AND OUTLINING CRIMINAL COMPLAINT

To: sbt.registrar@ontario.ca, lawsociety@lso.ca
From: ing_jos@yahoo.com

CC: info@ottawapolice.ca (Ottawa Police Service - Corporate Communications/Intake);
info@pqgchc.com (Pinecrest-Queensway CHC)
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Subject: NOTICE OF CRIMINAL CODE VIOLATIONS, CHARTER BREACH, AND
MISCONDUCT — SBT File Nos. 2601-00484 and 2512-09500

Dear Registrar, Law Society Investigators, and Ottawa Police Service,

| am writing to provide a formal update to my active filings. This communication outlines how the
administrative closure of my son Toussaint's file, the withholding of financial ledgers by Ontario
Works, and the targeted abandonment of our cases by former counsel Sarah Sproule cross the
threshold into criminal non-compliance and constitutional deprivation.

I. Criminal Code Violations: Fraud (s. 380) and Breach of Trust (s. 122)

The Ottawa Police Service is copied on this filing because the financial manipulation of my
social assistance files requires a formal criminal review. Public funds from ODSP were directly
routed to a landlord who simultaneously collected matching out-of-pocket rent payments from
me under a separate court order. Retaining duplicate public assistance funds while proceeding
to execute an eviction constitutes Fraud under Section 380(1) of the Criminal Code.

Furthermore, Ontario Works administrators have consistently refused to issue standard pay
stubs or an itemized accounting ledger regarding an alleged $16,000 overpayment. Using
municipal administrative authority to cut survival benefits by 50% and withholding
documentation to cover up a double-payment loop involves a colorable Breach of Trust by a
Public Officer under Section 122.

Il. Severe Misconduct and Shielding of Fraud under LSO Rules

Sarah Sproule of Community Legal Services Ottawa (CLSO) abruptly dropped my legal
representation on June 26, 2026, without issuing a statutory Notice of Refusal. This is a
deliberate, repeated mechanism used to block me from accessing internal Legal Aid Ontario
review mechanisms, as previously flagged by independent counsel Merveille Metagne on March
2, 2025.

By withdrawing days before strict July 2026 tribunal deadlines, Ms. Sproule engaged in
constructive interference to ensure | remained self-represented and unable to articulate the
double-payment fraud before the Tribunal. This is a severe conflict of interest violating LSO
Rule 3.4-1 and an attempt to frustrate the administration of justice.

lll. Section 7 Charter Engagement: Deprivation of Security

The Social Benefits Tribunal correctly issued a formal Notice of Postponement for File No.
2512-09500 on July 3, 2026, recognizing that an unhoused family in crisis cannot be forced into
a hearing without counsel. However, the concurrent closure of File No. 2601-00484 on narrow
jurisdictional grounds creates a severe legal contradiction.

Forcing a severely disabled, autistic youth to navigate a highly technical appeal process while
cutting his family's shelter survival benefits by 50%—and simultaneously withholding the
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physical assistive device his physician deemed mandatory for his basic cognitive
organization—constitutes a severe breach of Section 7 of the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms (Gosselin v. Quebec). The state cannot construct an intricate legal framework and
then systematically strip a disabled person of the exact tools required to participate in it
(Eldridge v. British Columbia).

Relief Sought:

1. Immediate Reopening and Synchronization: Vacate the dismissal of File No.
2601-00484 and apply the same postponement status issued today for File No.
2512-09500 until my upcoming formal legal intake on August 24, 2026, with the
Pinecrest Legal Clinic.

2. Full Financial Disclosure: Order Ontario Works to release the full itemized accounting
ledger immediately to my system navigator, Keegan Prempeh.

3. Interim Assistance: Issue an emergency order under Section 71 of O. Reg. 134/98 to
return the misrouted June 2026 benefits.

Respectfully submitted,
Ingrid Windsor Joseph

On behalf of Toussaint Joseph

1. The Legal Standard: What the Adjournment Process Should Have Been

When | submitted my emergency adjournment requests on June 30, 2026, for both File Nos.
2601-00484 and 2512-09500, the Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT) was legally bound to handle
them symmetrically and transparently.

e The Proper Step for Adjournment Requests: Legally, the SBT cannot process an
electronic, administrative final closure on one matter while an identical emergency
adjournment application remains active and unaddressed across both related files.
Procedural fairness dictates that the Tribunal must explicitly rule on the adjournment
application itself before making a final determination on the status of either file.

e The Symmetrical Error: For File No. 2512-09500, Appeal Resolution Officer Madeleine
Mbuyi issued a formal postponement on July 3, 2026, directly removing our July 16
hearing from the schedule to preserve our rights until | can be properly represented. To
grant protection to one file on July 3 while allowing the concurrent file (File No.
2601-00484) to be closed on July 2 based on narrow "jurisdictional grounds" is a severe
administrative error of law.

e The Bait-and-Switch on Toussaint: My son Toussaint complied fully with the statutory
requirements under the ODSP Act by providing Dr. Ambika Dewan’s medical directive
from June 15, 2026. The Tribunal explicitly acknowledged receiving and reviewing this
exact medical note. To demand a doctor's note, receive it, and then close his file by
claiming "lack of jurisdiction" because the Assistive Devices Program sits across a
ministerial boundary is a violation of Section 44(1)1v of O. Reg. 222/98. Under this
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regulation, the Director possesses explicit statutory discretion to fund consumer
contributions for assistive devices. Denying it is an unlawful fettering of discretion
(Canada v. Vavilov).

2. The Pattern of the Dramatis Personae in Ottawa

The public evidentiary records | have provided establish an overlapping network of municipal
employees, legal clinic directors, and tribunal officers who consistently handle social assistance
files by bypassing formal statutory oversight:

Caroline Forget and the City Link: The file image_3aa3ef.png explicitly documents
that Caroline Forget (caroline.forget@ottawa.ca) has been a direct, copied party on
contested SBT files involving allegations of structural bad faith, hidden contracts, and the
suppression of financial disclosure.

The Legal Aid Trap (Sarah Sproule & The Integrity Office): Sarah Sproule’s repeated
practice of dropping our files without providing a mandatory written Notice of Refusal
(as warned by independent counsel Merveille Metagne on March 2, 2025) matches a
systemic gatekeeping strategy. By avoiding a paper trail, Sproule prevents Legal Aid
Ontario from auditing her file drops and keeps us from accessing external appeal
mechanisms. This directly blocks the advocacy efforts of our system navigator, Keegan
Prempeh.

The Kickback Scheme Context: The Ottawa Police Service's organized fraud section
laid criminal charges against city caseworker Kim A. Simon and landlord Sandeep A.
Aggerwal for executing a kickback scheme where city workers pocketed bonuses in
exchange for approving inflated, above-market rental rates funded by public
homelessness programs. When our landlord—a City employee—is permitted to close my
Ontario Works file without generating a ledger, while Ontario Works funnels my basic
survival funds directly into the shelter system to cover our rent, it mirrors this exact type
of municipal enrichment loop.

Madeleine Mbuyi’s Tribunal Pattern: The file image_3aa3ef.png and public broadcast
records titled "Tribunal Tribulations: Madeleine Mbuyi a No Show for SBT Pre-Trial
Conference" establish that Appeal Resolution Officer Madeleine Mbuyi has a history of
facing formal public notices of liability for gaslighting self-represented litigants, failing to
compel disclosure from City administrators, and skipping mandatory pre-trial
conferences.

FORMAL EVDIENTIARY ADDENDUM TO THE OTTAWA POLICE AND LAW
SOCIETY

To: lawsociety@lso.ca, sbt.registrar@ontario.ca

From: ing_jos@yahoo.com

CC: info@ottawapolice.ca, info@pgchc.com
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Subject: COMPREHENSIVE RACKETEERING ADDENDUM & NOTICE OF JURISDICTIONAL
FRAUD — SBT File Nos. 2601-00484 and 2512-09500

Dear Law Society Investigators, Organized Fraud Section (Ottawa Police Service), and Tribunal
Chair,

Please accept this formal addendum mapping out the systematic intersection of municipal fraud,
conflict of interest, and tribunal gatekeeping designed to prevent an unhoused mother and her
disabled son from accessing their financial records.

I. The Procedural Error of Selective and Asymmetrical Adjudication

On June 30, 2026, | submitted an explicit, unified application to adjourn all upcoming July dates
for both of my active matters due to severe housing crisis and complete abandonment by former
counsel Sarah Sproule.

On July 3, 2026, Appeal Resolution Officer Madeleine Mbuyi issued a formal Notice of
Postponement for File No. 2512-09500, recognizing that forcing my family into a hearing
under these conditions is a breach of natural justice. However, on July 2, 2026, the Tribunal
simultaneously processed a final closure of File No. 2601-00484 regarding my autistic son
Toussaint’s assistive devices.

This selective selection is a severe error of law. Toussaint complied fully with ODSP directives
by submitting a medical letter from Dr. Ambika Dewan dated June 15, 2026, which the Tribunal
explicitly admitted to receiving. To close his case on the pretext that the Tribunal "lacks
jurisdiction" over the Assistive Devices Program is a reversible error under Section 44(1)1v of
0. Reg. 222/98, which empowers the Director to fund consumer contributions for these aids.
The state cannot demand a medical note, receive it, and then close the file on a technical
cross-ministerial boundary while we are unhoused and self-represented (Canada v. Vavilov).

Il. The Overlapping Network (Dramatis Personae) and Systemic Fraud

The individuals managing my active files match a documented pattern of administrative
obstruction that is currently the subject of public record and police exposure:

1. Madeleine Mbuyi (SBT): The officer who processed my July 3 postponement is
explicitly named in the public legal record "Tribunal Tribulations: Madeleine Mbuyi a
No Show for SBT Pre-Trial Conference - The Kingdom of Heaven Found a Sean."
Mbuyi has a history of facing notices of liability for failing to compel city administrators to
disclose the underlying contracts and financial ledgers needed to prove a recipient's
case.

2. Caroline Forget (City of Ottawa): Ms. Forget is a directly copied party on these highly
contested files, where financial transparency is systematically denied to insulate the City
from oversight.

3. Sarah Sproule (CLSO): Former counsel's sudden phone abandonment on June 26,
2026, without issuing a statutory Notice of Refusal, directly mimics a protection pattern.
By withholding this mandatory document, she prevents an audit of her file drop and
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prevents my system navigator, Keegan Prempeh, from advancing my case to the
Pinecrest Legal Clinic until our scheduled intake on August 24, 2026.

lll. Connection to Municipal Kickback Schemes and Rent Diversion

The Ottawa Police Service Organized Fraud Section recently laid criminal charges (Fraud and
Breach of Trust under Sections 380 and 122) against city housing caseworker Kim A. Simon
and landlord Sandeep A. Aggerwal for running an illegal municipal kickback scheme involving
inflated, above-market rent supplements.

A parallel financial diversion is happening in my case. My former landlord—a municipal
employee—was permitted to directly interface with Ontario Works to close my file and fabricate
a massive overpayment without ever producing an itemized accounting ledger. While Ontario
Works slashed my family's survival benefits by 50% and withheld written relocation decision
letters to prevent an SBT appeal, they are actively diverting municipal funds to pay shelter fees.
This forces an artificial deficit on an unhoused family while enriching municipal shelter
infrastructure, engaging a severe violation of Section 7 of the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms (Gosselin v. Quebec).

I am introducing the formal records of Lani Freedman (IPC Appeal MA26-00246) confirming
that | have explicitly refused to divert my statutory access-to-information requests into "informal
internal municipal channels" controlled by Christiane Cardinal, as the City is actively attempting
to use arbitrary "user fees" to conceal the private financial logs required to prove this
double-rent fraud.

Relief Demanded:

1. Vacate the July 2, 2026 Order in File No. 2601-00484 and structurally synchronize its
postponement status with File No. 2512-09500.

2. Order an Independent Forensic Audit of all access logs and internal case notes
across the City of Ottawa's Employment and Social Services files relating to Ingrid
Windsor Joseph and Toussaint Joseph.

3. Compel Immediate Production of the complete itemized financial ledger to my system
navigator, Keegan Prempeh.

Respectfully submitted,

Ingrid Windsor Joseph

On behalf of Toussaint Joseph
To: lani.freedman@ipc.on.ca
From: ing_jos@yahoo.com

CC: sbt.registrar@ontario.ca, lawsociety@lso.ca, info@ottawapolice.ca, info@pgchc.com
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Subject: URGENT OBJECTION TO MEDIATOR BIAS, SYSTEMIC RACKETEERING &
NOTICE OF CIVIL/CRIMINAL LIABILITY — IPC Appeal MA26-00246

Dear Lani Freedman,

| am writing to register a formal, uncompromising objection to your continued insistence that |
divert this properly submitted statutory appeal under the Municipal Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act (MFIPPA) into an informal, unmonitored internal municipal stream with
Christiane Cardinal.

Your insistence that | submit to the City's internal procedures—which require "Council-approved
User Fees" just to view my own personal file—constitutes an administrative trap. | am currently
unhoused and residing in an emergency shelter with my dependent child due to the direct
actions of a City of Ottawa employee. Forcing a financially destitute appellant to pay a fee to
access the exact evidence required to defend her family’s basic survival benefits is a flagrant
violation of natural justice and procedural fairness. Under IPC Orders MO-3178 and MO-2182,
routine disclosure policies cannot override an individual's right to an independent, fee-waived
access request when an institution's informal channels create financial hurdles or structural
delays.

I. The Severe Contradiction and Hypocrisy of File Access

The hypocrisy of your position is legally untenable. While the City of Ottawa denies me access
to my own files under the guise of Section 15(a) of MFIPPA, the City has actively transferred my
private Ontario Works file to Taffy Nahas, a lawyer for the City of Ottawa.

The City claims | owe an alleged overpayment of over $16,000, yet they have consistently
refused to provide a line-item financial ledger or standard pay stubs to substantiate this claim.
Instead, | was forced to maintain and produce my own out-of-pocket accounting ledger to
expose this systemic fraud. Had | not kept precise records of my personal transactions, this
entire administrative operation would remain concealed. The City cannot claim my private file is
"publicly available" under Section 15(a) to block my access, while simultaneously operating a
closed back-channel that allows City lawyers to review it without providing basic administrative
disclosure.

Il. Overlapping Civil, Statutory, and Criminal Code Violations

The files you are withholding from me are critical evidence required for my upcoming Social
Benefits Tribunal (SBT) appeals, Law Society investigations, and criminal complaints. The
withholding of these documents facilitates a systemic enrichment scheme involving public funds:

1. Unlawful Enrichment and Theft of Support Funds: The City of Ottawa litigated child
support proceedings on behalf of my three children but has withheld the funds owed
since the year 2000. Retaining collected support payments while simultaneously
slashing my current Ontario Works survival benefits by 50% constitutes Unlawful
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Enrichment and a direct violation of the Director's statutory duties under the Ontario
Works Act.

2. Forgery and Criminal Breach of Trust (s. 336 & s. 366): My former landlord—who is a
lawyer and an employee for the City of Ottawa—is not a Power of Attorney (POA) or a
Substitute Decision Maker for my son Toussaint. Despite having no legal authority,
municipal mechanisms were used to access my son's ODSP benefits and divert his June
2026 funds directly to this adverse landlord. Accessing a disabled dependent's provincial
benefits without legal status constitutes Forgery under Section 366 and a Criminal
Breach of Trust under Section 336 of the Criminal Code of Canada.

3. Fraud and Municipal Corruption (s. 380 & s. 122): The landlord has extracted over
$100,000 in public municipal funds and shelter allowances while failing to maintain the
rental unit, culminating in our eviction. This mirrors the exact operational structure of the
municipal housing allowance kickback schemes recently investigated by the Ottawa
Police Organized Fraud Section under Sections 380(1) (Fraud) and 122 (Breach of
Trust by a Public Officer).

4. Law Society Rules of Professional Conduct: A lawyer employed by the City cannot
utilize their institutional position or proximity to municipal social assistance files to shield
an adverse party, enrich themselves, or frustrate a recipient's right to full disclosure. This
is a severe conflict of interest that violates LSO Rule 3.4-1 and constitutes professional
misconduct under Rule 5.1-1 (Abuse of Process).

lll. Section 7 Charter Engagement and Constructive Denial

By refusing to compel the immediate release of my file, you are preventing me from accessing
the evidence required to stop the ongoing extraction of my family's social benefits. Forcing an
autistic youth and his mother to remain in an emergency shelter while withholding the financial
ledgers necessary to appeal a 50% benefit reduction is a constructive denial of access to
justice (Pintea v. Johns, 2017 SCC 23). This active administrative deprivation directly
endangers our physical and psychological safety, engaging a severe breach of Section 7 of the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Gosselin v. Quebec, 2002 SCC 84).

Final Directive

Your role as an IPC mediator is to enforce the statutory right of access, not to protect a
municipal corporation or its employees from the legal consequences of withholding disclosure.

If the City of Ottawa does not agree to waive all user fees and release my complete, unredacted
Ontario Works case file, child support enforcement logs, and internal electronic case notes
immediately, | instruct you to terminate mediation today and move this appeal directly to
the formal Adjudication stage for a binding statutory order.

Sincerely,
Ingrid Windsor Joseph

Appellant
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Email: ing_jos@yahoo.com
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	July 3, 2026 
	COVER LETTER TO THE SOCIAL BENEFITS TRIBUNAL 
	To: sbt.registrar@ontario.ca 
	From: ing_jos@yahoo.com 
	CC: lawsociety@lso.ca, info@ottawapolice.ca, info@pqchc.com 
	Date: July 3, 2026 
	Subject: EMERGENCY EVIDENTIARY ADDENDUM & NOTICE OF OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE — SBT File Nos. 2601-00484 and 2512-09500 
	Dear Registrar and Tribunal Chair, 
	Please accept this formal cover letter and accompanying evidentiary update regarding my active matters. While I acknowledge and thank Appeal Resolution Officer Madeleine Mbuyi for the Notice of Postponement issued today, July 3, 2026, for File No. 2512-09500, I am filing an immediate emergency objection to the parallel handling and closure of my son Toussaint's file (File No. 2601-00484) on narrow jurisdictional lines. 
	The purpose of this letter is to formally advise the Social Benefits Tribunal that the City of Ottawa, former legal counsel Sarah Sproule, and IPC Mediator Lani Freedman are actively maintaining an insurmountable administrative blockade. They are withholding the critical financial ledgers and case notes necessary to litigate the alleged $16,000 overpayment before this Tribunal. I cannot legally or competently present my case without a full record. 
	1. The Right to a Full Record Under Administrative Law 

	A self-represented litigant cannot be forced to defend against a massive, punitive financial penalty without basic disclosure. In Canada v. Vavilov, 2019 SCC 65, the Supreme Court of Canada established that administrative decisions must be justified, transparent, and based on an intelligible evidentiary record. Furthermore, the Statement of Principles on Self-Represented Litigants endorsed in Pintea v. Johns, 2017 SCC 23 mandates that tribunals ensure unrepresented individuals are not trapped by technicalities or denied the structural tools necessary to present their case. 
	By demanding I disprove a $16,000 overpayment while withholding the itemized ledger, the City of Ottawa is violating the core principles of natural justice and procedural fairness (Baker v. Canada). 
	2. How Sarah Sproule and Lani Freedman Are Constructively Obstructing Justice 

	The current administrative breakdown is a direct result of coordinated, bad-faith structural interference: 
	●​Sarah Sproule (CLSO): By abruptly abandoning my file over a phone call on June 26, 2026, and deliberately withholding the mandatory statutory Notice of Refusal, former counsel intentionally severed my access to Legal Aid Ontario’s internal appeal mechanisms. This maneuver was designed to leave an unhoused family exposed right before dynamic July tribunal deadlines, creating a procedural trap. 
	●​Lani Freedman (IPC Mediator): In active IPC Appeal MA26-00246, Mediator Lani Freedman is explicitly refusing to execute her statutory duty to order the production of my records. Instead, she is attempting to pressure me into an informal municipal channel controlled by Christiane Cardinal, which subjects me to arbitrary "user fees" to look at my own history. Withholding my personal case files under the false pretense of Section 15(a) (publicly available data) while my family resides in an emergency shelter constitutes a constructive obstruction of justice that actively paralyzes my ability to litigate my active SBT appeals. 
	3. Why the Ottawa Police Service is Copied: Unjust Enrichment and Fraud 

	The Ottawa Police Service (Organized Fraud Section) is copied because this file has transcended an administrative dispute and entered the realm of criminal liability under Section 380(1) (Fraud) and Section 122 (Breach of Trust by a Public Officer) of the Criminal Code of Canada. 
	Two separate tribunals have now confirmed a pattern of structural unjust enrichment. My former landlord—a municipal employee and City lawyer—directly utilized back-channel access to my private Ontario Works file to execute an eviction, capture public shelter allowances, and intercept my son Toussaint’s June 2026 ODSP benefits without a Power of Attorney or legal status (constituting Forgery under Section 366). This identical operational structure mirrors the municipal housing allowance kickback schemes currently being prosecuted by the Ottawa Police Service. 
	4. How to Legally Compel the Records Through the IPC 

	Under the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (MFIPPA), an appellant has an absolute right to demand that mediation be terminated if an institution acts in bad faith or refuses disclosure. 
	I have formally instructed Lani Freedman to terminate mediation immediately and transfer the file to the formal Adjudication Stage of the IPC. Once in Adjudication, an independent IPC Adjudicator has the absolute legislative authority to review the City's groundless reliance on Section 15(a) and issue a binding statutory Order compelling the City of Ottawa to waive all fees and immediately produce my complete, unredacted record. 
	Relief Demanded from the SBT: 

	1.​Vacate the Dismissal of File No. 2601-00484 and align its status symmetrically with the Notice of Postponement issued today for File No. 2512-09500. 
	2.​Maintain a Structural Stay of Proceedings on all overpayment enforcement until the IPC Adjudicator compels the production of the hidden financial ledger. 
	3.​Issue an Interim Assistance Order under Section 71 to restore my family's basic survival benefits while we await our formal legal intake with the Pinecrest Legal Clinic on August 24, 2026. 
	Respectfully submitted, 
	Ingrid Windsor Joseph 
	Email: ing_jos@yahoo.com 
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