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Kalmakoff J.A.

l. INTRODUCTION

[1] Payam Bahrani and Carissa Peters are involved in afamily law proceeding. In late 2024,
Mr. Bahrani applied to the Court of King’s Bench for various forms of relief, including areview
of the parties’ respective incomes and his support obligations, an order permitting him to travel
outside of Saskatchewan with the parties’ children, and relief from enforcement measures that
were being undertaken by the Director of Maintenance Enforcement [Director] pursuant to
The Enforcement of Maintenance Orders Act, 1997, SS 1997, ¢ E-9.21 [EMOA|.

[2] A judge, sitting in Chambers, dismissed Mr. Bahrani’s applications (Peters v Bahrani
(2 December 2024) Saskatoon, FL D-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB) [Decision]). In the Decision, the
Chambers judge aso granted an application by the Director to set aside an ex parte order
temporarily limiting the enforcement steps it was permitted to take, made rulings with respect to
objections to affidavit evidence, and awarded costs against Mr. Bahrani.

[3] Mr. Bahrani appeals from the Decision. He contends that the Chambers judge erred in a
multitude of ways. | am not persuaded that the Chambers judge erred in any of the ways that
Mr. Bahrani alleges and, accordingly, | would dismiss the appeal .

. BACKGROUND

[4] Mr. Bahrani and Ms. Peters began residing together in 2015. They have two children, who
are currently 5 and 8 years of age. In July of 2022, Ms. Peters and the children moved out of the
family home. In October of that year, Ms. Peters filed a petition to commence a family law
proceeding. In the petition, she sought sole decision-making responsibility for and primary care of

the children, child support, and spousal support.

A. The July 2023 Fiat

[9] By way of afiat dated July 7, 2023, Stahl J. made an interim order that, among other things,

granted Ms. Peters’ requests for sole decision-making and primary care with respect to the
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children, set out specified parenting time for Mr. Bahrani, directed the parties to attend high
conflict mediation, and prohibited either of them from removing the children from Saskatchewan
without the consent of the other (Peters v Bahrani (7 July 2023) Saskatoon, FLD-SA-00285-2022
(Sask KB) [July 2023 Fiat]).

[6] The July 2023 Fiat also made interim determinations about the parties’ incomes and child
support obligations. In that regard, Stahl J. found Ms. Peters’ annual income to be $18,000. She
also observed that the precise calculation of Mr. Bahrani’s income was extremely difficult, largely
because he had not filed the necessary financial information. She imputed an annual income of
$200,000 to Mr. Bahrani and calculated his support obligations based on that amount. Thisled to
an interim order that required Mr. Bahrani to pay $2,647 per month in s 3 child support, 92% of
S 7 expenses, and $3,000 per month in spousal support.

[7] The July 2023 Fiat ordered Mr. Bahrani to provide along list of itemsrequired to complete
financial disclosure. It also contained a review clause, which permitted either party to bring the
matter back before the Court for review of “the issues related to income determination” once

Mr. Bahrani had made the financial disclosure that was ordered.

B. Other proceedings and ordersof note

[8] Mr. Bahrani did not comply with the support order made in the July 2023 Fiat, which led
to the Director commencing maintenance enforcement proceedings under the EMOA. Among
other enforcement measures, the Director served a notice of seizure on Nordic Industries Ltd.
[Nordic], a company for which Mr. Bahrani worked, seizing income equal to his monthly child
support obligation ($2,647) directly at source. The Director also seized rental income generated

by several revenue properties that Mr. Bahrani owned.

[9] Mr. Bahrani brought applications in the Court of King’s Bench seeking various kinds of
relief, including the suspension of all maintenance enforcement proceedings and enforcement
measures, the suspension of collection of any arrears of support, and relief from his support
obligations until the review of his income permitted by the July 2023 Fiat had occurred. On
December 1, 2023, Bardai J. (as he then was) dismissed those applications, finding that the

financial information Mr. Bahrani had filed in support of his applications was “only a partial story
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that provides a very selective account” and, as such, it did not support granting the relief that he
sought (Bahrani v Peters (1 December 2023) Saskatoon, FLD-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB)
[December 2023 Fiat]).

[10] The adequacy of Mr. Bahrani’s financial disclosure continued to be an issue. There
remained questions concerning the extent of hisinterest in several corporations, the circumstances
under which he had divested himself of some or al of hisinterest in them, and whether or in what
amount they continued to provide income to him. In response to an application brought by
Ms. Peters, Turcotte J. issued afiat, requiring Mr. Bahrani to provide detailed disclosure relating
to those corporate interests, as set out in a Notice to Disclose (Peters v Bahrani (26 January 2024)
Saskatoon, FL D-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB)).

[11] Mr. Bahrani then brought another application seeking the suspension of maintenance
enforcement proceedings and exemption from enforcement measures. In support of that
application, he asserted that part of hisincome was derived from various rental properties that he
owned and, if that income were to be seized, he would be unable to service the debt on the
properties, which would subject them to foreclosure. Justice Stahl dismissed those applications
(Peters v Bahrani (1 March 2024) Saskatoon, FL D-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB)). She determined
that the suspension application wasresjudicata, in light of the December 2023 Fiat. She also held,
with respect to the exemption application, that “debt is not a defence to the financial obligations
that flow from the [July 2023 Fiat]” and that, in light of all the circumstances, it was “not grossly

unfair that [the Director] seize the rental income” (at para 8).

[12] The maintenance enforcement proceedings against Mr. Bahrani continued. He also faced
several outstanding costs awards resulting from applications that had not been decided in his
favour, including the costs award made in the July 2023 Fiat. On March 12, 2024, Stahl J. made
an order that prohibited Mr. Bahrani from bringing any further applications until he had paid the
$7,000 in costs outstanding against him, and prohibited him from “bringing any further
applications prior to trial without further leave of the Court” (Peters v Bahrani (12 March 2024),
Saskatoon, FLD-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB) at para 37 [March 2024 Fiat]). Mr. Bahrani appealed
to this Court from the March 2024 Fiat. His appeal was dismissed (Bahrani v Peters, 2025 SKCA
2 [Bahrani CA]).
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[13] Notwithstanding the order made in the March 2024 Fiat, Mr. Bahrani continued to bring
applicationsto vary the support orders and the parenting order made in the July 2023 Fiat. Severa
of those applications were dismissed on the basis of the March 2024 Fiat and the as-yet-unpaid
costsorders (Petersv Bahrani (19 April 2024) Saskatoon, FLD-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB); Peters
v Bahrani (1 October 2024) Saskatoon, FLD-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB); and Peters v Bahrani
(11 October 2024) Saskatoon, FLD-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB)).

C. TheNovember 2024 applications

[14] Eventually, Mr. Bahrani filed the applications that gave rise to the Decision. They were as

follows:

@ an application for an order granting him additional parenting time during the
Christmas and New Year’s weeks, and the ability to travel to Edmonton with the

parties’ children [Parenting Time Application];

(b) applications for relief under the EMOA [Enforcement Relief Application], in

particular:

(1) an order pursuant to s 28, setting aside the notice of continuing seizure that
had been served on Nordic;

(i)  an order pursuant to s30(2), exempting al but $500 of Mr. Bahrani’s

income from seizure; and

(i) anorder pursuant to s 53.1, suspending the enforcement of any maintenance

orders against him;

(© an application for an order reviewing the determinations made in the July 2023 Fiat

concerning the parties’ incomes and his support obligations [ Review Application].

[15] Along with these applications, Mr. Bahrani applied, without notice, for an order reducing
his support payments and suspending enforcement measures pending the hearing of the Review
Application. On October 25, 2024, Goebel J. granted Mr. Bahrani’s without notice application,
and directed that “pending the Nov 20/24 hearing, [Mr. Bahrani’s] support payment for
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enforcement purposes be set at $1000/mth total” (Petersv Bahrani (25 October 2024), Saskatoon,
FLD-SA-00285-2022 (Sask KB) [Without Notice Order]).

[16] Mr. Bahrani’s applications were scheduled for November 20, 2024. The Director filed an
application, to be heard at the same time, for an order setting aside the Without Notice Order. The
Director also filed notices of objection, seeking to strike portions of the affidavits Mr. Bahrani had
filed in support of his applications. Mr. Bahrani applied to strike portions of the affidavitsfiled by
the Director in support of its applications, and portions of affidavits Ms. Peters had filed in
response to the applications.

[17] The Chambers judge disposed of al of the foregoing applicationsin the Decision.

D. The Decision

1 The objectionsto affidavits

[18] Dealing first with the parties’ objections to the affidavit evidence, the Chambers judge
struck various portions of Mr. Bahrani’s October 31, 2024, November 1, 2024, and November 4,
2024, affidavits, because he determined that they were either scandalous, argument, speculation,
or opinion. He also struck several portions of Ms. Peters’ November 13, 2024, affidavit that he
found to be either opinion or argument (Decision at para 6). The Chambersjudge did not, however,
strike any of the portions of the affidavits of Jeff Boos (filed by the Director) or Ben Peters (filed
by Ms. Peters) that Mr. Bahrani had sought to have struck. No order for costs was madein relation
to these issues.

2. The Review Application

[19] In the Review Application, Mr. Bahrani took the position that his annual income for the
purposes of determining support obligations should be reduced from the $200,000 amount imputed
to him in the July 2023 Fiat, to $60,000 (the income he stated he was earning from Nordic).
Mr. Bahrani argued that Ms. Peters’ annual income should be adjusted upward, from $18,000, to
$90,000. He a so contended that his child support obligations and any cal culation of arrears should
be adjusted to reflect those revised incomes, and that his obligation to pay spousal support should

terminate.
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[20] Ms. Peters asserted that Mr. Bahrani’s annual income should be imputed at $651,623. She
argued that the evidence showed that he was earning income from several sources, including
various corporations, rental properties and other unidentified sources, and that the $200,000 figure
imputed to him in the July 2023 Fiat was a serious underestimation. She took the position that,
based on what she had reported in her tax returns, her annual income should be found to be
$42,645.

[21] TheChambersjudge began hisanalysisby reviewing the relevant background and the order
made in the July 2023 Fiat. He observed that any determination he would make in relation to the
Review Application would be “an interim determination only”, based on evidence which had “not
yet been tested through the crucible of cross-examination”, and that its purpose would be to get
the parties “through to the point where they can resolve their dispute through agreement, including

at a pre-trial conference, or through a trial” (at para 10).

[22] After setting the stagein that way, the Chambers judge proceeded to summarize the parties’
positions and reviewed the evidence pertaining to their respective incomes. He framed the
dispositive question in the Review Application as being whether there was “sufficiently reliable
evidence to determine that Mr. Bahrani’s income for interim support purposes should be different
than that determined [in the July 2023 Fiat]” (at para4l). The Chambers judge then analyzed the

evidence, and drew a number of conclusions from it, including the following:

@ The documentary evidence strongly suggested that, immediately after the parties
had separated, Mr. Bahrani transferred his shares in Bolt Mobile Holdco and Y TI
Consulting — companies from which he had derived employment income of
$210,000 in 2020, and $171,600 in 2021 — to a person named Toffic Hassan-Salah
(at para43(e)).

(b) There was “no reliable documentary evidence before the Court” supporting

Mr. Bahrani’s explanation for the transfer of the corporate shares (at para 43(f)).

(© Mr. Bahrani’s personal bank account began receiving significant transfers from
Mr. Salah after the transfer of the Bolt Mobile Holdco and Y T1 Consulting shares,
which Mr. Bahrani did not acknowledge as income (at para43(j)).
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(d) The income and expenses that Mr. Bahrani had reported to Canada Revenue
Agency [CRA] “arguably strain credulity” (at para43(k)).

(e The losses that Mr. Bahrani claimed with respect to his rental properties were
“likely overstated and possibly vastly overstated”, and his “revenue may be
underreported due to potential cash payments that may not be accounted for”

(at para43(1)).

()] Mr. Bahrani had not provided explanations for many of the deposits into his
personal bank account, and he may have other bank accounts of which statements
have not been disclosed to Ms. Peters (at para43(m)).

[23] The Chambers judge described why all of this left him with a foggy picture of
Mr. Bahrani’s true income and why, in light of the state of the evidence, a downward variation
was not warranted:

[44] Based onthe above, whileit is known that Mr. Bahrani’s former valuable income-
earning asset, Bolt Mobile Holdco, can no longer earn income for him, it is not known
whether he is receiving income from Mr. Salah: (1) as a result of Bolt Mobile Holdco
netting Mr. Salah $797,120.71 from the Bolt Mobile partnership; or (2) as a result of
Mr. Bahrani’stransferring Y TI Consulting to Mr. Salah, noting that Y TI Consulting made
regular large transfers to Mr. Bahrani’s persona bank account prior to its transfer to
Mr. Salah. In 2020 and 2021 Mr. Bahrani reported receiving $60,000 and $61,600 of
employment income from Y TI Consulting to CRA. It is curious that Mr. Bahrani reported
no income from YTI Consulting to CRA for 2022, even though he was receiving large
transfersfrom Y T1 Consulting into his personal bank account for the first half of that year.

[47]  The reasoning in [Thompson v Bear, 2014 SKCA 111, 378 DLR (4th) 649]
militates against me attempting to do what Ms. Peters asks me to do. Ms. Peters may be
correct that Bolt Mobile Holdco effectively had no expenses and was merely a conduit for
Mr. Bahrani to receive income from the Bolt Maobile Partnership. At this point, however,
this remains a live issue which cannot be resolved solely on the basis of the parties’
affidavits. All things considered, the existence of this live issue militates against varying
Mr. Bahrani’s income determination downward from that determined [in the July 2023
Fiat].

[48]  With respect to YTI Consulting, Ms. Peters requests that the $123,200 listed as
“direct wages” in its 2022 corporate income tax return be imputed as income to
Mr. Bahrani. The evidence before me is that YTI Consulting is a property management
company which has historically had employees, including Ms. Peters’ uncle. In these
circumstances, | am unable to accede to Ms. Peters’ suggestion that all “direct wages” in
2022 should be imputed asincome to Mr. Bahrani. It is unclear to whom these wages were
paid, though there is at least a strong possibility that Mr. Bahrani drew some income from
YTI Consulting in 2022. His personal bank account apparently received $94,850 in
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transfersfrom Y T1 Consulting in 2022. In my view, this militates against varying [the July
2023 Fiat]’s income determination downward.

[49] The other sources of income that Ms. Peters asks the Court to consider for the
purposes of Mr. Bahrani’s income are: (1) the $20,810 in consulting income he was able
to generate while also working for Bolt Mobile and Y TI Consulting in 2021; (2) $30,000
as abest guess of Mr. Bahrani’s annual net rental revenue: and (3) $130,000 of e-transfers
to Mr. Bahrani’s personal bank account in 2021 whaose purpose Ms. Peters is unable to
discern.

[50] The consulting income was considered ... and included in the income ...
determined for Mr. Bahrani [in the July 2023 Fiat]. The $30,000 as a best guess for
Mr. Bahrani’s annual net rental revenue is just that, and not necessarily any better of a
guess than that made [in the July 2023 Fiat]. In my view, it would be unreasonable to
impute $130,000 of income based on the e-transfers whose purpose Ms. Petersis unableto
discern. However, their existence provides a further reason to not vary [the July 2023
Fiat]’s income determination for Mr. Bahrani downward.

[24] Asabottom-line conclusion, the Chambers judge held that the quality of the evidence left
him unable to make a confident determination concerning the extent of Mr. Bahrani’s income, and
with no sound basisto adjust it, either upward or downward. Accordingly, he held that he was “not
prepared to determine Mr. Bahrani’s income to be other than $200,000 per year for the purposes
of interim support” (at para51).

[25] Next, the Chambers judge turned to Ms. Peters’ income. He observed that, although
Ms. Peters had deposed that she netted approximately $1,500 per month from her business, she
had reported an income of $42,848.91 in her 2022 persona income tax return, and $45,070.48 in
2023. The Chambers judge found that this change “establish[ed] that her income should be re-
determined for support purposes” (at para55), and adjusted her annual income to $43,960, to
reflect the average of the amounts reported in 2022 and 2023.

[26] Based on the income figures he had determined, the Chambers judge found that no change
to Mr. Bahrani’s monthly s 3 support obligations was warranted. However, he adjusted the parties’
proportionate shares of s 7 expense obligations to reflect the change in Ms. Peters’ income.

[27] Inlight of his conclusion concerning Ms. Peters’ income, the Chambers judge also re-
examined the spousal support determination made in the July 2023 Fiat. He held that, although
Ms. Peters continued to be entitled to interim spousal support based on the parties’ respective
needs and means, a monthly payment of $3,000 was no longer appropriate. He reduced Ms. Peters’
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monthly spousal support entitlement to $2,400, retroactive to January 1, 2023, and adjusted

Mr. Bahrani’s arrears accordingly (at paras 60-70).

[28] Given what he viewed as the parties’ mixed success on the Review Application, the
Chambers judge declined to award costs to either of them in relation to that application.

3. The Enforcement Relief Application

[29] As noted above, the Chambers judge dismissed Mr. Bahrani’s applications for the three
forms of relief he sought in relation to the EMOA proceedings.

[30] With respect to Mr. Bahrani’s application pursuant to s 28, the Chambers judge found no
basis to set aside the notice of continuing seizure that had been served on Nordic, given that
Mr. Bahrani did not dispute that he had not paid the amounts owing under the July 2023 Fiat, or
that he received income from Nordic every month (at paras 75-77).

[31] Asfor Mr. Bahrani’s applications under s 30(2) (for an order exempting all but $500 of the
income earned from Nordic from seizure) and s53.1(2) (for an order suspending enforcement
measures for five months), the Chambers judge held that Mr. Bahrani had not met the onus
required to obtain that relief. In large measure, this was because the Chambers judge found that
Mr. Bahrani’s evidence concerning the dire nature of his financial affairs was not credible or

reliable (at paras 82-91).

[32] The Chambers judge awarded costs of $2,000 to the Director in relation to these
applications.

4, The application to set aside the Without Notice Order

[33] The Chambers judge granted the Director’s application to set aside the Without Notice
Order on the basis that the order was spent once the review of Mr. Bahrani’s income had been
heard and determined (at paras 92-93). The Chambers judge made no order for costsin relation to
this application.
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5. The Parenting Time Application

[34] The Chambers judge dismissed Mr. Bahrani’s Parenting Time Application. In that regard,
he determined that the children’s bests interests would not be served by permitting Mr. Bahrani to
travel to Edmonton with them. The Chambers judge provided a number of reasons for having
reached that conclusion, including the fact that Mr. Bahrani had had relatively limited parenting
contact to that point, and the fact that he was unwilling to disclose the name of another person that
he was planning to bring on the trip (at paras 99-110). Mr. Bahrani was ordered to pay costs of
$1,250 to Ms. Peters within 30 days in relation to this application.

1. ISSUES

[35] Inhisnotice of appeal, Mr. Bahrani sets out 24 grounds of appeal, many of which overlap
or allege non-specific errors. His written submissions and oral arguments have helped to clarify
and narrow the points in issue. In my view, Mr. Bahrani’s appeal raises the following questions

for determination:
€) Did the Chambers judge err by striking portions of Mr. Bahrani’s affidavits?

(b) Did the Chambers judge misapprehend or fail to consider evidence bearing on the

determination of hisincome?

(© Did the Chambers judge err in his application of the relevant lega principles in
determining Mr. Bahrani’s application to review the parties’ respective incomes

and support obligations?

(d) Did the Chambers judge err in dismissing Mr. Bahrani’s Parenting Time

Application?

(e Did the Chambers judge fail to properly deal with the various applications under
the EMOA?

() Did the Chambersjudgefail to provide adequate assistance to Mr. Bahrani asaself-
represented litigant?
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(9 Did the Chambers judge err by failing to properly address systemic bias against
Mr. Bahrani?

(h) Did the Chambersjudge err in ordering costs against Mr. Bahrani?

V. ANALYSIS

[36] Before turning to Mr. Bahrani’s individual arguments, it is important to observe that the
aspects of the Decision that dealt with the Review Application and the Parenting Time Application
involved interim determinations about support and parenting. Under the standard of review that
applies to discretionary decisions of that nature, appellate intervention is only permitted if the
judge who rendered the decision made a palpable and overriding error in their assessment of the
facts, or if they made alegal error by failing to correctly identify the legal criteriawhich governed
the exercise of their discretion or by misapplying those criteria (Kot v Kot, 2021 SKCA 4 at para 20
[Kot]). This standard of review applies to interim parenting orders (see: Russell v Russell, 2018
SKCA 80 at paral2; RC.S vRD.L., 2022 SKCA 52 a paral19; and Mryglod v Tarling, 2023
SKCA 26 at para7) and also to interim support orders (see: Michel v Graydon, 2020 SCC 24 at
para30; Merrifieldv Merrifield, 2021 SKCA 85 at paras27-30 [Merrifield]; MacLennan v
MacLennan, 2021 SKCA 132 at para 11 [MacLennan]; and Wilk v Martin-Wilk, 2023 SKCA 64
at para 20).

[37] Appélate courts approach interim parenting orders from a deferential stance. In order to
interfere with a judge’s interim determination regarding parenting, the error identified must be of
such a nature that it compels reversal of the order (Graham v Tomlinson, 2010 SKCA 101 at
paral5; M.H. vH.S, 2019 SKCA 122 at para 8; Boyd v Dreher, 2025 SKCA 11 at para 25). One
of the underlying reasons for this deferential approach is that, in most cases, the issues arising in
appeals against interim parenting orders are more efficaciously addressed by the parents at a pre-
trial conference or in atrial (Seidel v Seidel, 2021 SKCA 92 at paral; E.Y. v B.A,, 2023 SKCA
124 &t para 26).

[38] Whileappellatereview of interim support ordersisdeferential in nature, that does not mean
interim decisions concerning support are entirely insulated from appellate review. Discretionary

decisions, likeall judicial decisions, require judgesto correctly identify and apply the legal criteria
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that govern the exercise of their discretion (Merrifield at para30; see aso: Kolodzigjski v
Maximiuk, 2023 SKCA 103 at paras 24-25). But an appellate court is not entitled to overturn a
discretionary decision such as a support order ssmply because it would have balanced the
applicable considerations differently (Walker v Walker, 2019 SKCA 96 at para 87).

[39] Appédlate review of interim support orders must also be sensitive to the reality that
Chambers judges are often faced with shortcomings in the evidence, and that interim support
ordersare modifiable at trial, on aretroactive basis, where they can be assessed with the benefit of
afull evidentiary record (Potzus v Potzus, 2017 SKCA 15 at para11l; MacLennan at paras 12-
13).

[40] With that overarching framework in mind, I now turn to address the questions raised by

Mr. Bahrani’s arguments.

A. The Chambersjudge did not err by striking portions of Mr. Bahrani’s
affidavits

[41] Mr. Bahrani’s notice of appeal makes a general assertion that the Chambersjudge erred by
striking out his affidavit material. It does not specify which portions he says ought not to have
been struck or explain the nature of the alleged error. Mr. Bahrani also did not address this
allegation in his factum, his supplementa written submissions, or hisora argument.

[42] | canseeno error in the way the Chambers judge dealt with the objectionsto Mr. Bahrani’s
affidavit evidence. The portions of his affidavits that were struck were all properly determined to

beinadmissible, for the reasons identified by the Chambers judge. This argument must fail.

B. The Chambersjudge did not misapprehend or fail to consider evidence
bearing on the deter mination of Mr. Bahrani’s income

[43] Mr. Bahrani contends that the Chambers judge erred in assessing the evidence relating to
his income. Among other things, he asserts that the Chambers judge failed to properly consider
the tax documentation he filed as evidence and improperly speculated about his ability to earn
income from selling automobiles. He submits that the Chambersjudge ignored or mischaracterized

evidence concerning his personal expenses, the income and expenses arising from his rental
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properties, and his corporate earnings, losses and expenses. He al so arguesthat the Chambersjudge
improperly relied on hearsay evidence, contained in the affidavit of Ben Peters, that related to his

ability to earn income.

[44] | am not persuaded that the Chambers judge erred in any of these ways. Reading the
Decision as awhole, | can see no basis to conclude that the Chambers judge ignored or failed to
consider any of the evidence before him. To the contrary, the Chambers judge’s reasons
demonstrate that he carefully reviewed and analysed the evidence that Mr. Bahrani had submitted
but smply did not find it to form acredible or reliable picture of Mr. Bahrani’s true income. Given
the convoluted nature of Mr. Bahrani’s financial documentation, the absence of such things as
audited financial statements or other verifiable information relating to the activities of his
corporations, and the lack of adequate — or, in some cases, any — explanation for severa
transactionsinvolving significant assets or sources of income or cash flow, it is easy to understand

how the judge reached the conclusion that he did.

[45] Mr. Bahrani’s allegation concerning the Chambers judge’s reliance on the affidavit of Ben
Peters appears to take issue with the following portion of the Decision, where the Chambers judge
said:
[15]  Third, there is uncontroverted evidence from Ben Peters (Ms. Peter’s uncle) that
Mr. Bahrani claimed to be remitting payroll deductionsfor Mr. Petersto CRA in 2020 and
2021, when Mr. Peters understood he was employed by Mr. Bahrani’s business, YTI
Consulting, but that Mr. Bahrani did not in fact do so. The difference between Mr. Peters’
2020 gross earnings and net earnings, after the apparent payroll deductions was
$15,499.47. The difference between his 2021 gross earnings and net earnings, after the
apparent payroll deductions, was $18,464.09. Mr. Peters’ evidence isthat CRA has advised

him that he must pay it for the payroll deductions that were supposed to be remitted by
Mr. Bahrani, but were not.

[46] | seenothing in the foregoing passage that reveals an error. In his affidavit, Mr. Peters
gave afirst-hand description of his experiences as an employee with Mr. Bahrani’s business,
and of what the CRA required him to do as aresult of his payroll deductions not having been
properly remitted. None of that was hearsay. Mr. Peters’ account of things that Mr. Bahrani
said to him was properly admissible under the party admissions exception to the hearsay rule
(see: Rv Schneider, 2022 SCC 34 at paras 52-57; and J.L. v T.T., 2024 SKCA 38 at para 107
[J.L.]). The Chambers judge did not err by admitting that evidence.
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[47] Inthe end, | am unable to conclude that the Chambers judge misapprehended, failed to
consider, or otherwise erred in his treatment of the evidence. The conclusions that he drew from
the evidence were available to him and supported by it. Appellate intervention is not permitted
simply because it might have been possible for the Chambers judge to have drawn different

conclusions from the evidence.

C. No error in applying the legal principles relevant to the review of the
parties’ respective incomes and Mr. Bahrani’s support obligations

[48] Mr. Bahrani contendsthat the Chambersjudge erred in anumber of wayswhen considering
whether the calculation of hisincome and his corresponding support obligations should be varied.
He asserts that the Chambers judge did not give adequate consideration to the tax documentation
that hefiled, as he says that evidence clearly established that hisincome had dropped, and that the
enforcement actions taken by the Director had further decreased his ability to earn income. He
says the Chambers judge also failed to consider other relevant factors that bore on his earning
potential (including his age, qualifications and work experience) when determining whether the
imputation of income made in the July 2023 Fiat should be upheld. Mr. Bahrani also asserts that
the Chambers judge failed to properly assess Ms. Peters’ earning capacity when determining her

income.

[49] The result of these errors, says Mr. Bahrani, is that the Chambers judge did not impute a
fair and realistic income to him or to Ms. Peters, and that the support orders are unsustainable and
do not provide stability pending the trial. Mr. Bahrani requests that this Court: (i) determine that
his annual income is $30,000 for 2023, and $50,000 for 2024; (ii) impute Ms. Peters’ annual
income at $80,000; and (iii) reduce his total monthly interim support obligations to $500.

[50] Cuitting directly to the bottom line, | would not give effect to Mr. Bahrani’s arguments
under this heading or grant the relief that he seeks. There is no basis to interfere with the factual
determinations that the Chambers judge made in deciding the Review Application, and | see no

error in the way he applied the relevant lega principles to those facts.
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[51] While not entirely on point, review orders are occasionally included in conjunction with
final judgments for support. The jurisprudence in that context indicates that review orders have a
“useful but very limited role”, in that they permit parties to apply to alter support orders without
having to demonstrate a material change in circumstances (Leskun v Leskun, 2006 SCC 25 at
paras 36-37). They are generally appropriate only where, at the time the original support order is
made, “there IS genuine and material uncertainty ... which will be resolved in the not too distant
future” (Kassian v Kassian, 2019 SKCA 101 at para 122). Where a fina judgment includes a
review provision, the issues to be reviewed should be “tightly delimited” to avoid relitigation and

to promote finality (Kassian at para 122, citing Leskun at para 39).

[52] A review order in afina judgment “should include specifics regarding the issue about
which there is uncertainty, and when and how the [judge making the order] anticipates that
uncertainty will be resolved” (Kosolofski v Kosolofski, 2016 SKCA 106 at para 75, quoting from
Fisher v Fisher, 2008 ONCA 11 at para 70). Thisis because areview order is not an invitation for
parties to fully reargue the case with respect to support; it is meant to resolve a specified and
[imited material uncertainty (P.M. v SM., 2019 SKCA 111 at para 122).

[53] Adapting the foregoing principles to the review of the interim order at issue in this case,
when the July 2023 Fiat was rendered, uncertainty remained as to Mr. Bahrani’s income. The
review provision permitted a review of “issuesrelated to income determination” once Mr. Bahrani
had filed the financial disclosure ordered in that decision. In other words, the review provision
contained in the July 2023 Fiat alowed the Chambers judge to arrive a a new income
determination for either or both of the partiesif the evidence submitted on the Review Application

resolved the previoudly existing uncertainty and demonstrated a need to adjust the numbers.

[54] Reading the Decision as awhole, it is apparent that the Chambers judge well understood
his task, and the basis upon which changes to the parties’ incomes could properly be made. The
review provision in the July 2023 Fiat, like review provisions in general, did not call for a “start
from square one” assessment of Mr. Bahrani’s income; it opened the door to change only if new
information which was not before the court in July of 2023 demonstrated that the July 2023 Fiat’s

income cal culations were no longer accurate.
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[55] The Chambers judge found that the evidence established such an inaccuracy with respect
to Ms. Peters’ income, as her more recent tax returns clearly showed that she was earning
substantially more income than Stahl J. had imputed to her in the July 2023 Fiat. However, the
Chambers judge was not satisfied that a similar inaccuracy had been demonstrated with respect to
Mr. Bahrani’s income. As mentioned above, this was because the Chambers judge found the new

evidence that Mr. Bahrani had provided to be incomplete, unreliable, and lacking in credibility.

[56] I can see no basis to interfere with the Chambers judge’s conclusion on this point. The
financial information that Mr. Bahrani filed in support of his application consisted almost entirely
of raw data, none of which was put together in any digestible form. The financial records from his
corporations were not accompanied by audited financial statements and contained no other
coherent or verifiable explanations for the expenses Mr. Bahrani was claiming. There was aso
evidence that Mr. Bahrani had severa possible sources of income — including the income from
Nordic, other consulting income, income from his rental properties, and income from a snow-
clearing business. There was evidence that showed large sums of money were flowing through his
personal bank accounts, with no credible explanation for the source of that money. There was also
evidence that, shortly after the parties had separated, Mr. Bahrani had disposed of a substantial
interest in what appeared to be a profitable corporation that generated significant income for him
and had done so under questionable circumstances. A coherent explanation for that disposition,

and of itsimplications, was lacking.

[57] Inother words, the state of the evidence left the Chambersjudge in a position where it was
very difficult, if not impossible, for him to sort out with precision what Mr. Bahrani’s income and
expenses were. The fact that he did not view Mr. Bahrani’s evidence more charitably is not
indicative of error. Taken as a whole, Mr. Bahrani’s evidence raised many questions, left many
loose ends unexplained, invited inferences that did not favour Mr. Bahrani, and provided a clear
basis for imputing income to him. Considering al of that, the Chambers judge cannot be faulted
for ultimately determining that he should not depart from the cal culation of income that had been
imputed to Mr. Bahrani in the July 2023 Fiat.

2026 SKCA 2 (CanLll)



Page 17

[58] I also see no error in the Chambers judge’s approach to the determination of Ms. Peters’
income. He based his conclusion that her income had increased, and that it should be re-determined
for support purposes, on the amounts set out in her 2022 and 2023 personal income tax returns. |
see nothing that would suggest the Chambers judge ignored anything relevant to the determination
of her income. The Chambers judge was not required, as Mr. Bahrani argues, to focus on
Ms. Peters’ earning potential as opposed to her actual income. There was no basis in the evidence
to conclude that she was intentionally underemployed, such that an assessment of her unrealized
earning potential should have driven the Chambers judge to impute a higher income to her.

[59] | would reiterate that, asthis was a review of the parties’ incomes and support obligations,
the Chambers judge was tasked with deciding whether there was a basis to interfere with a prior
interim determination about the parties’ respective incomes, on the basis of incomplete evidence
that had not been tested by cross-examination. The concerns that Mr. Bahrani raises about the
determination of income — for both parties — are ones that may well lead to an adjustment when
the evidence is fully laid out and scrutinized at trial, but they do not provide a basis to interfere

with the Chambers judge’s interim assessment, given the applicable standard of review.

D. The appeal from the Parenting Time Application is moot

[60] Mr. Bahrani’s notice of appeal states that the Chambers judge erred by not granting his
application to travel to Edmonton with the parties’ children in December of 2024. This ground of
appeal must be rgjected. Mr. Bahrani has not demonstrated an error on the part of the Chambers
judgein thisaspect of the Decision and, moreover, the appeal from the Parenting Time Application
is moot, as the time period during which Mr. Bahrani sought to be permitted to travel with the
children has passed.

[61] Additiondly, the relief that Mr. Bahrani seeks — namely, an open-ended order permitting
him to travel outside the province with the children without Ms. Peters’ consent — is not relief that
he sought before the Chambers judge. As such, there is no proper basis upon which this Court

could grant it.
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E. No error in dealing with the applications under the EMOA

[62] Mr. Bahrani contends that the Chambers judge erred in the way he dealt with the various
applications brought under the EMOA. Heinvitesthis Court to set aside that aspect of the Decision
and order that all enforcement proceedings against him under the EMOA cease.

[63] | would not give effect to this ground of appeal. The rulings at issue in the EMOA-related
applications al involve discretionary decisions, which means that appellate intervention is only
permitted if we are persuaded that the Chambers judge made a pal pable and overriding error in his
assessment of the facts, or if he made alega error by failing to correctly identify the legal criteria
which governed the exercise of his discretion or by misapplying those criteria (Kot at para 20). |

see no such error here.

[64] Dedling first with the aspect of the Decision that set aside the Without Notice Order, the
appeal is moot, as that order ceased to have effect as soon as the Decision was rendered. Thereis
no longer alive controversy between the parties that needs to be resolved in relation to that order,

and no other reason to decide that aspect of the appeal.

[65] Turning to the rulings made in relation to Mr. Bahrani’s Enforcement Relief Application,
his arguments centre around the allegation that the Chambers judge erred in determining his
income. He contends that, because his true income is much lower than $200,000, there is no way
he can meet support obligations that are based on that income. He asserts that the erroneous
determination of his income led the Chambers judge to wrongly conclude that it would not be
“grossly unfair and inequitable not to make an order” exempting his Nordic income from seizure,
pursuant to s 30(2) of the EMOA. He also says that, if there had been a proper calculation of his
income, a finding that there was a valid reason for his having not made the payments required
under the support orders would necessarily have followed, which would properly ground a

suspension of the enforcement proceedings against him, under s 53.1(2).

[66] | am unableto accept Mr. Bahrani’s arguments. As set out above, I have found no error in
the Decision with respect to the determination of hisincome. Nor, in my view, did the Chambers
judge misidentify or misapply the legal principles that governed the decisions he was required to
make in relation to Mr. Bahrani’s application for relief under ss 28(1), 30(2), or 53.1.
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[67] Asfor Mr. Bahrani’s application to set aside the notice of seizure that had been served on
Nordic pursuant to s 28(1) of the EMOA, that section provides two bases upon which a notice of
seizure may be set aside: (a) the money owed pursuant to a maintenance order has been paid; or
(b) there is no account owing by the account debtor to the payor. The evidence before the
Chambers judge was clear that neither of those conditions existed in Mr. Bahrani’s case. In other
words, there was no statutory basisto set aside the notice of seizure, so the Chambers judge cannot

be said to have erred by declining to do so.

[68] Mr. Bahrani applied for an order limiting the amount of money that the Director could seize
from Nordic, and an order temporarily suspending enforcement proceedings. Section 30(2) of the
EMOA permits a judge, on application by a payor, to exempt some or al of an account that is
subject to a notice of seizure “if the judge is satisfied that it would be grossly unfair and inequitable
not to make an order”. Section 53.1(2) permits a judge to make an order suspending enforcement
measures for a period not exceeding six months only if the judge “is satisfied that the payor is
unablefor valid reasonsto make the payments required” under a maintenance order. The Chambers
judge correctly recognized that Mr. Bahrani bore the onus of establishing that such relief was
warranted and went on to find that Mr. Bahrani had not met the onus under either section.

[69] Inarriving at that conclusion, the Chambers judge reiterated that he had determined that
Mr. Bahrani’s annual income, for the purpose of cal culating his support obligations, was $200,000.
The Chambers judge also found that some of Mr. Bahrani’s claimed expenses were questionable,
found his assertion that he was at risk of being evicted from Mr. Salah’s home to be incredible,
and found that the evidence concerning the number of vehicles he owned and purported travel
plans al belied his claims of financial distress. Those factual findings are supported by the
evidentiary record before the Chambers judge and, in light of them, it cannot be said that he erred
in either the identification or the application of the legal criteria that bore on whether the relief
Mr. Bahrani had sought should be granted. This ground of appeal must fail.

2026 SKCA 2 (CanLll)



Page 20

F. The Chambers judge did not fail to provide adequate assistance to
Mr. Bahrani as a self-represented litigant

[70]  Mr. Bahrani’s notice of appeal alleges that the Chambers judge failed to provide adequate
assistance to him as a self-represented litigant.

[71] A judge who presides over a court proceeding has a duty to ensure that it is fair for all
participants. That duty may include providing somelevel of assistance or accommodation to a self-
represented litigant to ensure that they have a fair opportunity to present the case to the best of
their ability (Stephens v Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce, 2021 SKCA 155 at para59;
Fraser v Ksenych, 2022 SKCA 93 at paras 21-22). This does not mean, however, that judges are
required to tilt the playing field to compensate for a self-represented litigant’s lack of legal
knowledge. Judges are only required to do what is necessary to provide afair and impartial hearing
for both sides and to ensure that a self-represented litigant is not unfairly disadvantaged (Fraser at
paras 24-25; see also J.L. at paras 58-59).

[72] Apart from the genera assertion of error contained in his notice of appeal, Mr. Bahrani did
not describe the way in which he alleges that the Chambers judge fell short in the fulfillment of
his duty to assist, and he did not mention this ground of appeal in his written submissions or his
oral argument. This ground of appeal must fail, as thereisnothing in the record that even remotely

hints at a failure by the Chambers judge to ensure that Mr. Bahrani had afair hearing.

G. Nobasisfor an apprehension of systemic bias

[73] Mr. Bahrani takes the view that he has not been treated fairly by the Court of King’s Bench
inthisfamily law proceeding. In hiswritten submissions, he states that “systemic bias exists within
the Court of King’s Bench, based on gender and self-representation”, and that “represented
litigants, particularly female litigants, receive preferential treatment”. He argues that this
preference for represented and female litigants has led the judges who have heard his applications
to assess his evidence more critically than that of Ms. Peters, and to improperly exercise their
discretion when awarding costs.
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[74] 1 would not give effect to this aspect of Mr. Bahrani’s argument.

[75] Every litigant is entitled to an impartia adjudication of their case. This is a fundamental
principle of our system of justice. As the Supreme Court of Canada stated in Wewaykum Indian
Band v Canada, 2003 SCC 45, “public confidence in our legal system isrooted in the fundamental
belief that those who adjudicate in law must always do so without bias or prejudice and must be
perceived to do so” (at para’57). As aresult, the validity of ajudicial decision may be impugned

where there is a reasonable apprehension that a judge who rendered the decision was biased.

[76] Establishing areasonable apprehension of bias requires the party making the allegation to
demonstrate that a reasonable and informed person, with knowledge of al the relevant
circumstances and viewing the matter realistically, would conclude that it is more likely than not
that the judge did not decide the case fairly (Committee for Justice and Liberty v National Energy
Board, 1976 CanLIl 2 [1978] 1 SCR 369 at 394 (SCC); see aso Jans Estate v Jans, 2020 SKCA
61 at para 128). This, however, is no small task. The party who alleges a reasonable apprehension
of bias on the part of a judge must meet a “high burden” in order to prove their claim (Yukon
Francophone School Board, Education Area #23 v Yukon (Attorney General), 2015 SCC 25 at
para 26 [Yukon]).

[77] The “high burden” described in Yukon recognizes that judges benefit from presumptions
of integrity and impartiality that are not easily displaced (Rv S(R.D.), 1997 CanLl1l 324 [1997] 3
SCR 484 at parall7 (SCC); R v Teskey, 2007 SCC 25 at paral1l9; Yukon at para25). A mere
suspicion of bias is not enough to upset these presumptions; there must be cogent evidence that
demonstrates the judge has done something which gives riseto areal likelihood or probability of
bias (S(RD.) a paras112 and 117; Teskey at para2l; Yukon at para24; Cojocaru v British
Columbia Women's Hospital and Health Centre, 2013 SCC 30 at para 22; Yashcheshen v Canada
(Attorney General), 2021 SKCA 116 at para 31). In order to give rise to areasonable apprehension
of bias, the evidence must be such that it would cause a reasonable person to conclude that the
judge approached the case with a state of mind that was predisposed to a particular result, or closed
with regard to particular issues (Williams Lake Conservation v Chebucto Community Council,
2004 NSCA 79 at para 17, citing S(R.D.) at paras 105 and 117; see also: Lawrence v Lawrence,
2019 ONCA 721 at para 10).
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[78] Meredissatisfaction with the outcome of litigation is not abasis for afinding of reasonable
apprehension of bias (SW.B.M. v C.SM., 2021 SKCA 64 at para47). Nor, without more, do
adverse rulings, or even severa adverse rulings, made against a litigant give rise to a reasonable
apprehension of bias (Bahrani CA at para27). Making decisions is “the essence of the judicial
function” and a reasonable, properly informed person would not conclude that a judge is biased
against a party just because that party has been unsuccessful in a particular matter or matters
(Alberta Health Services v Wong, 2018 ABCA 104 at para 9; see aso: Piikani Nation v McMullen,
2020 ABCA 366 at para55; Kostic v Scott Venturo Rudakoff LLP, 2022 ABCA 392 at para 28;
Amiri v Nazer, 2025 ONCA 726 at paras 22-23; Klippenstein v Manitoba Ombudsman, 2015
MBCA 15 at para 28; and Collins v Canada, 2011 FCA 171 at para 11).

[79] | see nothing in the record that could even remotely be described as cogent evidence
demonstrating that the Chambers judge did something in Mr. Bahrani’s case that gave rise to a
reasonabl e apprehension of bias. It isfair to observethat the Chambersjudge viewed Mr. Bahrani’s
evidence with a skeptical eye, and that he accepted much of Ms. Peters’ evidence. None of that
establishes bias. Merely rejecting a party’s evidence and ruling against them does not in any way
demonstrate a lack of impartiality or lack of integrity on the part of a decision-maker. As the
jurisprudence quoted in the foregoing paragraph indicates, ng the evidence, making findings
of fact in relation to it, and applying the law to those findings, lie at the heart of the judicia
function. Additionally, it isworth noting that not every aspect of the Decision brokein Ms. Peters’
favour. The Chambers judge rejected her argument that Mr. Bahrani’s income should be imputed
at more than $651,000, and her argument for a proportionate increase in his support obligations.
At bottom, Mr. Bahrani has not pointed to anything in the record that suggests the Chambersjudge
approached the matter with a closed mind on any particular issue, that he had pre-determined the
outcome, that he did not give Mr. Bahrani a chance to be heard, or that he failed to give the
evidence fair consideration. Mr. Bahrani’s argument under this heading reduces to nothing more

than a complaint about the result.

[80] | aso see no merit in Mr. Bahrani’s allegation of Systemic bias — either actual or
apprehended — on the part of the Court of King’s Bench towards him. Mr. Bahrani’s argument that
the Chambers judge was simply continuing a Court-wide pattern of blindly accepting Ms. Peters’

evidence over his and making unfair costs rulings against him must be rejected. The only ruling
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under appeal is the Decision. We are not permitted to review al of the previous rulings made in
this matter to determine if, in some previous decision, ajudge did something that may have given
rise to a reasonable apprehension of bias. Even if we were able to consider past rulings, as part of
a “pattern”, as Mr. Bahrani invitesusto do, he has not identified anything that hints at biasin those
previous decisions. There is aso nothing in the record that would suggest the Chambers judge
viewed any of the prior rulings as pre-determining the outcome in the applications before him. Nor
is there anything that would cause a reasonable observer to think that the previous rulings
precluded the Chambers judge from giving Mr. Bahrani’s matter full consideration, or that he

approached the matter with a closed mind because of them.

[81] Finally, Mr. Bahrani’s assertion that the Chambers judge upheld the income determination
made in the July 2023 Fiat “to protect Justice Stahl and the Court from liability” is utterly
groundless.

[82] Thisground of appea cannot succeed.

H. No error in awarding costs against Mr. Bahrani

[83] Mr. Bahrani alleges that the Chambers judge erred in awarding costs against him. While
Mr. Bahrani raised arguments about what he viewed as the impropriety of costs awards made in
past rulings, he did not identify any particular way in which the Chambers judge is purported to

have erred in ordering costsin this case. | would not give effect to this ground of appeal.

[84] Costsawards are discretionary. An appellate court may only interfere with acosts award if
it is demonstrated that the judge who made the award “misapplied some governing principle or
rule or disregarded some critical fact or other consideration” or if “the costs award itself is so
obviously unjust as to invite intervention” (6517633 Canada Ltd. v Gibson Creek Farms Ltd.,
2023 SKCA 19 at para43; see dso: A.P. vJ.P., 2020 SKCA 134 at para 52).

[85] Bearingin mind that standard of review, | see no basisto interfere with how the Chambers
judge dealt with costsin this case. The general ruleisthat costsfollow the event, and the successful
party in amatter should be entitled to costsin the absence of strong reasonsto the contrary (Martin
v Martin, 2022 SKCA 79 at para 63; Zoerb v Saskatoon Regional Health Authority, 2022 SKCA
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111 at para72; Dawgs Canada Distribution Ltd. v Smith, 2025 SKCA 81 at para85). In his
application-by-application approach to costs, the Chambers judge followed that general rule. He
awarded costs against Mr. Bahrani in relation to the applications where Mr. Bahrani was
unsuccessful (the Enforcement Relief Application and the Parenting Time Application); he
awarded no costs where he considered the parties to have had mixed success (the Review
Application); and he also awarded no costs to the successful party where there was a valid reason
not to award costs (the application to set aside the Without Notice Order, and the objections to
affidavit evidence, where the Director’s global position on costs was taken into account). Thereis

no error here.

V. CONCLUSION

A. Disposition of the appeal

[86] For the foregoing reasons, | would dismiss Mr. Bahrani’s appeal.

B. Costs

[87] As the successful parties in the appeal, Ms. Peters and the Director are entitled to costs
against Mr. Bahrani.

[88] | would fix the costs payable by Mr. Bahrani to the Director at the requested amount of
$1,000.

[89] | would fix the costs payable to Ms. Peters at a greater amount. The reason for the
difference is this. Mr. Bahrani’s written submissions contained reference to, and citations for, 14
reported decisions. Thirteen of those decisions either did not exist or referenced a neutral citation
that did not match the case name. Those 13 cases did not even remotely support the lega
propositions for which Mr. Bahrani cited them. Mr. Bahrani says the written submissions
containing the false citations were prepared for him by counsel, whose name he did not disclose,
and that he was unaware of those inaccuracies prior to filing them. Nevertheless, heis responsible

for the content of submissions that he chose to sign and file with the Court. Ms. Peters was put to
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time and inconvenience as a result of trying to find non-existent cases, as were the members of
this panel. Accordingly, | would fix the costs payable by Mr. Bahrani to Ms. Peters at $3,000.

| concur.

| concur.

“Kalmakoff J.A.”

Kamakoff JA.

“Schwann J.A.”

Schwann J.A.

“Tholl J.LA.”

Tholl JA.
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