
 

 

COURT FILE NO.: 21-86803 

DATE: 21-07-19 

ONTARIO SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

BETWEEN: Sean von Dehn, plaintiff 

- and - 

City of Ottawa, Sana Abou-Arraj, Christine Amaro, and Celia North, defendants 

BEFORE: Justice S. Gomery 

COUNSEL: Sean von Dehn, self-represented 

 Geneviève Langlais, for the City of Ottawa 

HEARD: In writing, in response to a requisition 

RULING IN RESPONSE TO A REQUISITION UNDER RULE 2.1.01 

 

1. On June 22, 2021, the defendants requested the dismissal of this action under Rule 

2.1.01(6) of the Rules of Civil Procedure.  They contend that the action, commenced by the 

issuance of a statement of claim on June 21, 2021, appears on its face to be frivolous, vexatious or 

otherwise an abuse of the Court’s process.   

2. Mr. von Dehn’s lawsuit follows his recent interactions with the individual defendants, who 

are City of Ottawa  employees working in the housing services department.   

3. On April 27, 2021, Mr. von Dehn received a renewal package sent by Sana Abou-Arraf. It 

was addressed to “VONDEHN, Sean”.  Mr. von Dehn e-mailed Ms. Abou-Arraf to tell her that he 

would not accept the renewal package because his legal name is “Sean von Dehn”. Furthermore, 

as City employees know, he prefers to be addressed as “King Sean, House of von Dehn, Hand of 

Stephen, Kingdom of God”.  

4. Ms. Abou-Arraf’s supervisor, Christine Amaro, send an e-mail back to Mr. von Dehn, 

advising him that, if he did not accept the package, his housing subsidy would be revoked.  Mr. 

von Dehn responded by telling Ms. Abou-Arraf and Ms. Amara that he was accepting the renewal 
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package under duress and with prejudice. He also advised them that he was entitled to a fine of 

$100,000 each time the City addressed him as “VONDEHN, Sean”.  There was no response from 

the City, which Mr. von Dehn took to signal acceptance of his claim of entitlement to a penalty.   

5. On June 8, 2021, Mr. von Dehn received a “Final Notice” by mail sent by the defendant 

Celia North. She advised him that, if he failed to complete and return the renewal package sent to 

him earlier by June 18, he would lose his housing subsidy effective July 1, 2021.  This notice was 

again addressed to “VONDEHN, Sean”.  In response, Mr. von Dehn sent an e-mail to the 

defendants placing them on “Notice of Criminal and Civil liability by Way of email for uttering 

threats, Willful defamation of his Character with deliberate intent to offend and reduce his legal 

standing”, for which he claimed $200,000.1   

6. In his action, the plaintiff Mr .von Dehn claims $210,800, plus costs and interest, and “An 

apology in writing for [the defendants’] trespasses upon the plaintiff, or to be removed from their 

position in office within Canada’s government permanently, in dis-Honour, and without pension”.  

The additional $10,800 in damages is based on allegations with respect to a “bill of exchange” that 

Mr. von Dehn sent to the City in the context of the renewal of his housing subsidy last year.  He 

alleges that the City refused to accept this payment and “defaced the commercial instrument he 

had presented to them”.  As a result, he asserts that he is entitled to $10,800 for damages to his 

“intellectual, private property”. 

Applicable legal principles under r. 2.1.01 

1. Rule 2.1.01’s purpose is “nipping in the bud actions which are frivolous and vexatious in 

order to protect the parties opposite from inappropriate costs and to protect the court from 

misallocation of scarce resources”: Markowa v. Adamson Cosmetic Facial Surgery Inc., 2014 

ONSC 6664 (CanLII), at para. 3.  As the Court of Appeal has repeatedly held, dismissal under r. 

2.1.01 is a blunt instrument, reserved for the clearest of cases: Scaduto v. The Law Society of Upper 

 

 
1 All text reproduced in the endorsement is as it appears in the statement of claim. 

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onsc/doc/2014/2014canlii67569/2014canlii67569.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onsc/doc/2014/2014canlii67569/2014canlii67569.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onsc/doc/2014/2014canlii67569/2014canlii67569.html#par3
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Canada, 2015 ONCA 733; Khan v. Krylov & Company LLP, 2017 ONCA 625; and Khan v. Law 

Society of Ontario, 2020 ONCA 320.   

2. The procedure under r. 2.1.01 is not a substitute for a pleadings motion or a summary 

judgment motion. An action should be dismissed under r. 2.1 only if there is “a basis in the 

pleadings to support the resort to the attenuated process”: Raji v. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP, 

2015 ONSC 801, at para. 9.  The rule is not for close calls. 

Analysis 

7. Reading the statement of claim as generously as possible and assuming all facts alleged are 

true, Mr. von Dehn asserts no justiciable claim.  An individual has no right to receive 

communications from their local government using the particular form of their name that they 

prefer.  Mail may be legally and appropriately addressed to a person using that person’s surname, 

followed by a comma, then their given name.  There is no legal or equitable basis on which Mr. 

von Dehn could require the City to address him as “Sean von Dehn” or “King Sean, House of von 

Dehn”.  He cannot claim damages as a result of the way the housing subsidy renewal package was 

addressed to him, nor can he obtain an order requiring the City to fire municipal employees because 

they have not apologized to him for the way the communications were addressed.  

8. In the statement of claim, Mr. von Dehn suggests that it is unreasonable for the City to 

require that he complete a renewal form at all, since he has told housing services that his income 

and living situation have not changed over the past year.  It is perhaps understandable that Mr. von 

Dehn is irritated by being required to comply with what he perceives to be an unnecessary 

bureaucratic process. This does not mean, however, that he has a legal right to compensation. 

9. Mr. von Dehn’s claim regarding the “bill of exchange” is unintelligible. It is impossible to 

understand what he intended to accomplish by sending the City this document, or what happened 

to it after it was received. It does not appear, in any event, that Mr. von Dehn has suffered any 

compromise to his legal rights or status or any form of injury as a result of whatever happened.   

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onsc/doc/2015/2015canlii1931/2015canlii1931.html#par9
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10. Mr. von Dehn also asserts that the defendants have violated his fundamental rights under 

the United Nations Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, because he considers himself a 

“People”.  These allegations are plainly devoid of merit. 

11. The statement of claim has many of the typical hallmarks of frivolous and vexatious 

litigation. These include: 

• references to unparticularized violations to the plaintiff’s rights under international law 

and the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms; 

• use of obscure legal concepts such as “capitus diminution maxima or media” and “the 

public trust”; 

• repetitive and rambling allegations and the use of many unnecessarily capitalized 

words; and 

• allegations that the plaintiff has unilaterally declared himself to have a status that 

releases him from any obligation to comply with Canadian law and that, as a result,  

any request made to him by a government official is a trespass on him and a violation 

of his sovereignty. 

12. Typically, when a defendant files a r. 2.1.01 requisition and the reviewing judge concludes 

that it has merit, a direction will be given to the registrar under subrules 2.1.01(3) and (6). This 

results in the registrar giving notice to the plaintiff that the claim may be dismissed and allows 

them to make submissions as to why the action is not frivolous, vexatious or otherwise an abuse 

of the court’s procedure.  The judge considering a requisition has the discretion, however, to 

dismiss the action without strictly complying with the procedure set out in the rule.  Although this 

is exceptional, it is appropriate in this case, because Mr. von Dehn has already responded to the 

City’s requisition.   

13. In a June 24, 2021 e-mail to the Court, Mr. von Dehn advised that he had spoken to the 

City’s lawyer about it and made the following submission: 
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I would humbly like to request that this motion be denied as I am without 

recourse and subject to continuous attacks upon My inherent rights legally 

binding upon Canada in accordance with the United Nations Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights.  I am appealing to this Honourable court for relief 

and remedy for the trespasses upon My inherent rights in accordance with 

provision 24(1) which provides the Superior Courts on Ontario with the 

inherent jurisdiction to provide remedy for trespasses upon Canada's legally 

binding international obligations. 

 

I would like to humbly request that defense be compelled to prove any of the 

statements made in My Statement of Claim to be false or unwarranted. 

14. On June 25, 2021, Mr. von Dehn sent a further e-mail to the Court. He said that he has 

undertaken to remove the individual defendants from the action. He also stated that he would be 

willing to remove their names from “the Notices Published on the International Public Record at 

www.vondehnvisuals.com”, in exchange for a letter of apology. Mr. von Dehn expressed the hope 

that these undertakings would reflect favourably on his character and show that he is not a 

vexatious person.   

15. Unfortunately, these submissions do not remedy the fundamental problems with this 

action.  Mr. von Dehn has still not articulated any legal basis on which the Court could grant the 

remedies he seeks. His lawsuit cannot succeed and no purpose would be served by requiring the 

defendants to respond to it.  This would simply consume their resources and the Court’s resources 

unnecessarily. 

16. I therefore order the dismissal of the action commenced by way of a statement of claim 

issued on June 21, 2021 in Court File No. CV-21-86803, without costs. 

 

 
Justice Sally Gomery 

Date: July 19, 2021 


