Open Letter To Office Of Auditor General of Canada
December 22, 2017
To: Office of the Auditor General of Canada “OAG”
c/o Michael Ferguson, Auditor General of Canada,
Telephone1-888-761-5953 Fax 613-957-0474, 240 Sparks Street, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0G6 Canada
CC All Members of Parliament and Senators
From Ade Olumide, Tel 613 265 6360 Fax 613 832 2051 email ade6035@gmail.com
Request That OAG Stop Facilitating Crimes That Include Arrest By Racists And Racism
Sympathizer Public Sector Employees
Anyone who lies like a street criminal in order to help some racists in the Conservative Party to evade
accountability for racial discrimination is either a racist or a racism sympathizer. With reference to the
prosecution of racists and racism sympathizers at the Ontario Court of Justice who; extorted a judge’s
order that already authorized prosecution of the Canadian Judicial Council for refusal to investigate
racism sympathizer judges that include Justices Trudel, Hackland, Mactavish, Maclachlin AND asked
an Ottawa Police officer to arrest and assault Ade Olumide’s because his black skin colour is a security
risk, the enclosed transcript evidence shows that even the Ontario Crown Counsel who is an accomplice
to the crimes agreed that the judge lied that Olumide cannot prosecute the Ontario Court of Justice.
This did not stop the racism sympathizer judge from committing obstruction of justice by violating the
order of the judge that scheduled the prosecution and the constitutional question. Therefore, the OAG is
vicariously liable for government employee Supreme Court Registrar’s ongoing criminal wrongdoing of
pretending that he has either power or jurisdiction to violate;
1. Inalienable constitutional rule of law right to self-defence from racist arrest, assault, extortion
equality under the law which cannot be destroyed
2. Constitutional rule of law against arbitrary (contrary to objects) application of statutory power,
3. Constitutional rule of law against using statutory public power in bad faith.
4. 52(1) Constitution Acts, 1867 to 1982 “Any law inconsistent with the provisions of the Constitution
is, to the extent of the inconsistency, of no force or effect”,
5. s91Constitution Acts 1867 to 1982 Legislative Authority of Parliament of Canada ‘Criminal Law…
including the Procedure in Criminal Matters”
6. s101 Constitution Acts 1867 to 1982 right to Supreme Court Act 2, 3, 15, 20, 35, 51(2b), 56, 58(1b),
61, s97(1c)(2)(3), “judgment” “appeal” “final judgment” “court appealed from” “judgment”
“judicial proceeding” “Supreme Court” “Appellate Jurisdiction throughout Canada 35”

7. preamble objects s7 s9 s10 s12 s15 Charter of Rights,
8. s1(a,b,e), s2(a,b,c,e) Canada Bill of Rights against criminal revictimization of victim with mens rae
to retain proceeds of crime principle of fundamental justice,
9. preamble objects s2 s9 s10 s16 Canada Victims Bill of Right,
10. s12 s13 s21(1a,d) s34 Canada Interpretations Act,
11. s482 s784 Criminal Code,
Iacobucci J. in Law v. Canada, [1999]), Equality under the law .. law is equal and fair to everyone so
that everyone experiences the same result. Equal benefit of the law ensures that benefits imposed by law
will be proportionate. Equal protection of the law ensure that the protections imposed by law will be
proportionate so that the human dignity of every person is equally safeguarded by the law.
There is a criminal proceedings constitutional question before racism sympathizer Supreme Court
Registrar Roger Bilodeau. Had the Office of Public Sector Integrity Commissioner “OPSIC” refused to
make a Public Servants Disclosure Protection Act “OPSIC Act” disclosure to the OAG, the OAG would
not be involved, however, since the OPSIC fulfilled the OPSIC Act will of Parliament, in the end the
OAG will vicariously carry all criminal “wrongdoing” by public officers that include the Supreme Court
Registrar, Canadian Judicial Council.
Racism sympathizer OPSIC falsely stated re racism sympathizer Supreme Court registrars Stefane
Racette, Roger Bilodeau “there is no evidence to suggest that the named wrongdoers lied, defrauded,
treated you in a manner contrary to an Act of Parliament”.
OPSIC falsely stated re racism sympathizer Canadian Judicial Council Executive Director “Mr
Sabourin… employees are not included in the definitions of public sector and public sector and public
servant”.
The racism sympathizer OAG is required to read the documents before the OPSIC and determine
whether the obviously false statements intended to justify the refusal of good faith duty to investigate
was a contravention of the criminal wrongdoing objects of the OPSIC Act.
As shown below the OAG initially rightly refused jurisdiction over Olumide’s disclosure because he is
not a public sector employee, but they had no contingency plan for Olumide’s success in convincing the
OPSIC to disclose information about the OPSIC to the OAG.
There is beyond all reasonable doubt that evidence that in order to engage OAG s14 duties, the OPSIC
sent an s14 disclosure to OAG, but the OAG defrauded the s14 purpose of OPSIC.
There is beyond all reasonable doubt that evidence that OAG initial refusal was brought to the attention
of OPSIC, Olumide then demanded that since objects, s2, s8(a,e), s33 OPSIC Act gives him a right to
disclose s8 wrongdoing (criminal code violation) by OPSIC, they had an s14 legal duty to make an s14

disclosure to OAG and refusal is a crime because Parliament did not intend that objects, s2, s8(a,e), s33
OPSIC Act an be treated like an orphan statutory right without a home in order to facilitate crimes.
There is beyond all reasonable doubt that evidence that if OPSIC did not agree with this fact, they would
not have acquiesced to disclosing s8 wrongdoing about themselves after using April and May to
research ways to avoid complying with objects, s2, s8(a,e), s33 OPSIC Act.
There is beyond all reasonable doubt that evidence that despite this s14 OPSIC Act letter from a “public
servant”, the OAG lied that they lack jurisdiction. It took them 3 months of research on how to facilitate
ongoing crimes, but when they realized that they could not defeat the obvious criminal code offences,
they decided that the only way out, is to lie that an s14 information is not s14 information.
Consequently it is plain and obvious that if there were a trial, there is a zero chance that OAG could beat
the s380(1a) test for “Other Fraudulent Means …it is unnecessary for a defrauding party to profit from
his or her fraud in order to be convicted; it is equally unnecessary that the victims of a fraud suffer
actual pecuniary loss in order that the offence be made out"
R. v. Zlatic, [1993] 2 SCR 29, 1993 CanLII 135 (SCC) (i) Fraud by "Other Fraudulent Means" …
Most frauds continue to involve either deceit or falsehood. As is pointed out in Théroux, proof of deceit or
falsehood is sufficient to establish the actus reus of fraud; no further proof of dishonest action is
needed. However, the third category of "other fraudulent means" has been used to support convictions in a
number of situations where deceit or falsehood cannot be shown. These situations include, to date, the use
of corporate funds for personal purposes, non-disclosure of important facts, exploiting the weakness of
another, …. Dishonesty is, of course, difficult to define with precision. It does, however, connote an
underhanded design which has the effect, or which engenders the risk, of depriving others of what is
theirs. J. D. Ewart, in his Criminal Fraud (1986), defines dishonest conduct as that "which ordinary, decent
people would feel was discreditable as being clearly at variance with straightforward or honourable
dealings" (p. 99). …. The dishonesty of "other fraudulent means" has, at its heart, the wrongful use of
something in which another person has an interest, in such a manner that this other's interest is extinguished
or put at risk. A use is "wrongful" in this context if it constitutes conduct which reasonable decent persons
would consider dishonest and unscrupulous.… The authorities make it clear that it is unnecessary for a
defrauding party to profit from his or her fraud in order to be convicted; it is equally unnecessary that
the victims of a fraud suffer actual pecuniary loss in order that the offence be made out: …
The OAG November 29 letter is mens rae evidence that they know they are committing a crime, because
rather than defend their prior false statement that the s14 disclosure from OPSIC is not an s14 disclosure
from a public servant they are silent on that falsehood.
The November 29 letter is not signed, this is further mens rae evidence that they know the letter is
deliberately misleading deceitful subterfuge subterfuge skullduggery unscrupulous.
Islip v. Coldmatic Refrigeration of Canada Ltd., 2002 BCCA 255 (CanLII), 2002 BCCA 255 …an
incomplete representation may amount to an actionable falsehood: ... An incomplete statement may be
as misleading as a false one, and such half-truths have frequently been treated as legally significant
misrepresentations. …it is open to the court to hold that the concealment of the material facts can, when

taken with general statements, true in themselves but incomplete, turn those statements into
misrepresentations…
Lefrancois v Ottawa Chrysler Dodge, 2014 CanLII 54172 (ON SCSM Fraud and Negligent
Misrepresentation 53. What distinguishes a fraudulent misrepresentation from a negligent
misrepresentation is an absence of honest belief in its truth: Francis v. Dingman 1983 CanLII 1985
(ON CA), (1983), 43 O.R. (2d) 641 (C.A.), (1984), leave to appeal refused, 23 B.L.R. 234n (S.C.C)
……57. Silence and half-truths can amount to fraudulent misrepresentation. (Outaouais Synergest
Inc. v. Lang Michener LLP, 2013 ONCA 526 (CanLII)). ….58. …. The duty may be breached not only
by positive misstatements but also by omissions, for they may be just as misleading …
The following statements in the November 29 letter of the OAG is a violation of s380(1a) Criminal
Code; “… we do not resolve … issues that individuals … have with government departments ..” because
it is intended to defraud the OAG’s “wrongdoing” objects 8, 14, s22(b,c,d,g,h), 25(2), 26, 27(1), 33, 36,
37a, 38(2g)(3)(3.1)(3.3)(4) good faith duties to act on the s14 Disclosure from Office of Public Sector
Integrity Commissioner “OPSIC” s21b criminal code refusal to investigate criminal wrongdoing by
public servants that include the Supreme Court Registrar Roger Bilodeau, Canadian Judicial Council
Executive Director Norman Sabourin.
This November 29 statement is “deceit, other fraudulent means” within the meaning of the Criminal
Code because it seeks to mislead on 4 material facts that;
1) Ade Olumide is not the complainant. The complainant is OPSIC, Ade Olumide is a witness, the OAG
has an s22d OPSIC Act and s12 Charter duty to any witness.
2) OAG is not asked to investigate more than one government department. The OAG only has
jurisdiction to investigate the OPSIC for violation of 11, 12, 21, 34 Interpretation Act, 21b, 22.2,
s25.1(9)(11b), 362, 380(1a) criminal code, by acting contrary to the “wrongdoing” objects of the OPSIC
Act in order to defraud service [good faith compliance to OPSIC Act “wrongdoing” objects 8, 14,
s22(b,c,d,g,h), 25(2), 26, 27(1), 33, 36, 37a, 38(2g)(3)(3.1)(3.3)(4) re criminal offences by public
servants]. This means the scope of the OAG investigation is reading the disclosures in OPSIC
possession, reading the letters from the OPSIC and deciding whether OPSIC is committing criminal
wrongdoing.
3) The OAG has an s22(b,c,d,g,h) OPSIC Act duty to act on the s14 Disclosure from Office of Public
Sector Integrity Commissioner. If the OAG fulfills the “wrongdoing” objects 8, 14, s22(b,c,d,g,h), 25(2),
26, 27(1), 33, 36, 37a, 38(2g)(3)(3.1)(3.3)(4) duty, and OPSIC refused to provide a copy of the notice of
action / any other reports to Olumide, that would be an s380(1a) crime because objects, s2, s8(a,e), s33
OPSIC Act gives Olumide a right to disclose s8 wrongdoing (criminal code violation) by the OPSIC.
4) The OAG has a duty to either commence investigation or write a 38(2g)(3)(3.1)(3.3)(4) OPSIC Act
special report asking parliament to designate a person other than the OAG to fulfill objects, s2, s8(a,e),
s33 OPSIC Act right to disclose s8 wrongdoing (criminal code violation) by Public Sector Integrity
Commissioner. Clearly the OAG disagrees with s25(2) OPSIC Act which precludes the OAG from
delegating any of his powers over OPSIC s14, OAG has a good faith duty to either seek direction from
parliament or comply.

Interpretation Act R.S.C., 1985, c. I-21
Enactments Remedial 12 Every enactment is deemed remedial, and shall be given such fair, large and liberal
construction and interpretation as best ensures the attainment of its objects.
Preamble 13 The preamble of an enactment shall be read as a part of the enactment intended to assist in
explaining its purport and object.
Powers vested in corporations 21 (1) Words establishing a corporation shall be construed (a) as vesting in the
corporation power to sue and be sued,…..(d) as exempting from personal liability for its debts, obligations or
acts individual members of the corporation who do not contravene the provisions of the enactment
establishing the corporation.
Financial Administration Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. F-11) Schedule 1
Registrar of the Supreme Court of Canada and that portion of the federal public
administration appointed under subsection 12(2) of the Supreme Court Act

Minister of Justice

Office of the Commissioner for Federal Judicial Affairs
Bureau du commissaire à la magistrature fédérale

Minister of Justice

Office of the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner
Commissariat à l’intégrité du secteur public

Public Sector Integrity
Commissioner

Registrar of the Supreme Court of Canada
Registraire de la Cour suprême du Canada

Registrar

OPSIC Act (S.C. 2005, c. 46)
Preamble; Recognizing that
the federal public administration is an important national institution and is part of the essential framework of
Canadian parliamentary democracy;
it is in the public interest to maintain and enhance public confidence in the integrity of public servants;
confidence in public institutions can be enhanced by establishing effective procedures for the disclosure of
wrongdoings and for protecting public servants who disclose wrongdoings, and by establishing a code of conduct
for the public sector;
public servants owe a duty of loyalty to their employer and enjoy the right to freedom of expression as guaranteed
by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and that this Act strives to achieve an appropriate balance
between those two important principles;
the Government of Canada commits to establishing a Charter of Values of Public Service setting out the values
that should guide public servants in their work and professional conduct;
2 public sector means (a) the departments named in Schedule I to the Financial Administration Act and the other
portions of the federal public administration named in Schedules I.1 to V to that Act; and
(b) the Crown corporations and the other public bodies set out in Schedule 1.
However, subject to sections 52 and 53, public sector does not include the Canadian Forces, the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service or the Communications Security Establishment. (secteur public)
public servant means every person employed in the public sector, every member of the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police and every chief executive. (fonctionnaire)
Wrongdoings 8 This Act applies in respect of the following wrongdoings in or relating to the public sector: (a) a
contravention of any Act of Parliament or of the legislature of a province, or of any regulations made under any

such Act, other than a contravention of section 19 of this Act;.(f) knowingly directing or counselling a person to
commit a wrongdoing set out in any of paragraphs (a) to (e).
Disclosure concerning the Office of the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner
14 A disclosure that a public servant is entitled to make under section 13 that concerns the Office of the Public
Sector Integrity Commissioner may be made to the Auditor General of Canada who has, in relation to that
disclosure, the powers, duties and protections of the Commissioner under this Act.
Duties 22 The duties of the Commissioner under this Act are to
(b) receive, record and review disclosures of wrongdoings in order to establish whether there are sufficient
grounds for further action;
(c) conduct investigations of disclosures made in accordance with section 13, and investigations referred to in
section 33, including to appoint persons to conduct the investigations on his or her behalf;
(d) ensure that the right to procedural fairness and natural justice of all persons involved in investigations is
respected, including persons making disclosures, witnesses and persons alleged to be responsible for
wrongdoings;
(g) review the results of investigations into disclosures and those commenced under section 33 and report his or
her findings to the persons who made the disclosures and to the appropriate chief executives; (h) make
recommendations to chief executives concerning the measures to be taken to correct wrongdoings and review
reports on measures taken by chief executives in response to those recommendations; and
Delegation 25 Restriction concerning certain investigations (2) The Commissioner may not delegate the conduct
of an investigation that involves or may involve information relating to international relations, national defence,
national security or the detection, prevention or suppression of criminal, subversive or hostile activities, except
to one of a maximum of four officers or employees of the Office of the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner
specifically designated by the Commissioner for the purpose of conducting those investigations.
Purpose of investigations 26 (1) Investigations into disclosures and investigations commenced under section 33
are for the purpose of bringing the existence of wrongdoings to the attention of chief executives and making
recommendations concerning corrective measures to be taken by them. Informality (2) The investigations are to
be conducted as informally and expeditiously as possible.
Power to investigate other wrongdoings 33 (1) If, during the course of an investigation or as a result of any
information provided to the Commissioner by a person who is not a public servant, the Commissioner has reason
to believe that another wrongdoing, or a wrongdoing, as the case may be, has been committed, he or she may,
subject to sections 23 and 24, commence an investigation into the wrongdoing if he or she believes on reasonable
grounds that the public interest requires an investigation. The provisions of this Act applicable to investigations
commenced as the result of a disclosure apply to investigations commenced under this section.
Notice to chief executive 27 (1) When commencing an investigation, the Commissioner must notify the chief
executive concerned and inform that chief executive of the substance of the disclosure to which the investigation
relates.
Request for notice of action 36 In making a report to a chief executive in respect of an investigation, the
Commissioner may, if he or she considers it appropriate to do so, request that the chief executive provide the
Commissioner, within a time specified in the report, with notice of any action taken or proposed to be taken to
implement the recommendations contained in the report or reasons why no such action has been or is proposed to
be taken.
Report to appropriate Minister or governing council 37 If the Commissioner considers it necessary, he or she may
report any matter that arises out of an investigation to the Minister responsible for the portion of the public sector

concerned or, if the matter relates to a Crown corporation, to its board or governing council, including, but not
limited to, when the Commissioner is of the opinion that (a) action has not been taken within a reasonable time in
respect of one of his or her recommendations; and
Annual report 38 Content (2) The annual report must set out ..
(g) any other matter that the Commissioner considers necessary.
Special report (3) The Commissioner may, at any time, prepare a special report referring to and commenting on
any matter within the scope of his or her powers and duties under this Act if, in his or her opinion, the matter is of
such urgency or importance that a report on it should not be deferred until the time provided for the submission of
the annual report.
Case report (3.1) If the Commissioner makes a report to a chief executive in respect of an investigation into a
disclosure or an investigation commenced under section 33 and there is a finding of wrongdoing in the report, the
Commissioner must, within 60 days after making the report, prepare a case report setting out (a) the finding of
wrongdoing;
(b) the recommendations, if any, set out in the report made to the chief executive;
(c) the time, if any, that was specified in the report to the chief executive for the chief executive to provide the
notice referred to in section 36;
(d) the Commissioner’s opinion as to whether the chief executive’s response to the report to the chief executive,
up to that point in time, is satisfactory; and
(e) the chief executive’s written comments, if any.
Tabling of report (3.3) Within the period referred to in subsection (1) for the annual report and the period referred
to in subsection (3.1) for a case report, and at any time for a special report, the Commissioner shall submit the
report to the Speaker of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Commons, who shall each table the report in
the House over which he or she presides forthwith after receiving it or, if that House is not then sitting, on any of
the first fifteen days on which that House is sitting after the Speaker receives it.
Referral to Committee (4) After it is tabled, every report the Commissioner stands referred to the committee of the
Senate, the House of Commons or both Houses of Parliament that may be designated or established for the
purpose of reviewing the Commissioner’s reports.
Written by Ade Olumide, December 22, 2017

