
A235

A57



A236

A58



A237

A59



A238

A60



A239

A61



A240

A62



A241

A63



A242

A64



A243

A65



A244

A66



A245

A67



A246

A68



A247

A69



A248

A70



A249

A71



A250

A72



A251

A73



A252

A74



A253

A75



A254

A76



A255

A77



A256

A78



A257

A79



A258

A80



A259

A81



A260

A82



A261

A83



A262

A84



A263

A85



A264

A86



A265

A87



A266

A88



A267

A89



A268

A90



A269

A91



A270

A92



A271

A93



A272

A94



A273

A95



A274

A96



A275

A97



A276

A98



A277

A99



A278

A100



A279

A101



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15TH 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR PALM 
BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CASE NO. 

LORNA M. GUTHRIE and 
JEFFREY BRANDMAIER, 
 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

ERIC LAMAZE,  
TORREY PINES STABLE FLORIDA CORP.,  
a Florida corporation,  
TORREY PINES STABLE INC.,  
an Ontario corporation, and 
LITTLE CREEK INVESTMENTS INC., 
a Florida corporation, 
 

Defendants. 
______________________________________/ 

VERIFIED COMPLAINT 

Plaintiffs, LORNA M. GUTHRIE (“Ms. Guthrie”) and JEFFREY BRANDMAIER (“Mr. 

Brandmaier”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), by and through its undersigned counsel, sue 

Defendants, ERIC LAMAZE (“Mr. Lamaze”), TORREY PINES STABLE FLORIDA CORP., a 

Florida corporation, (“TPS Florida”), TORREY PINES STABLE INC., an Ontario corporation 

(“TPS Ontario”), and LITTLE CREEK INVESTMENTS INC., a Florida corporation (“Little 

Creek”) (collectively, “Defendants”), and allege as follows: 

I. PARTIES AND JURISDICTION 

1. Plaintiff, Ms. Guthrie, is an individual with a residential address in Palm Beach 

County, Florida, and who is otherwise sui juris. 

2. Plaintiff, Mr. Brandmaier, is an individual with a residential address in Palm 

Beach County, Florida, and who is otherwise sui juris. 

Filing # 164900124 E-Filed 01/17/2023 06:35:29 PM

FILED: PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL, JOSEPH ABRUZZO, CLERK, 01/17/2023 06:35:29 PM 
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3. Defendant, Mr. Lamaze, is an individual with a residential address in Palm 

Beach County, Florida, and who is otherwise sui juris. Mr. Lamaze also regularly travels around 

the world outside of the State of Florida. 

4. Defendant, TPS Florida, is a Florida corporation, with its principal place of 

business in, and transacting business in Wellington, Palm Beach County.  

5. Defendant, TPS Ontario, is an Ontario, Canada corporation. Upon information 

and belief, TPS Ontario has its principal place of business in Ontario, Canada, and transacts 

business in Wellington, Palm Beach County. 

6. Defendant, Little Creek, is a Florida corporation. Upon information and belief, 

Little Creek has its principal place of business in, and transacts business in Wellington, Palm 

Beach County. 

7. Jurisdiction and venue are proper in Palm Beach County, Florida. The causes of 

action complained of herein accrued, and property at issue in this litigation is located, in Palm 

Beach County. In addition, this Court has general and specific jurisdiction over the Defendants 

pursuant to Fla. Stat. § 48.193, by the Defendants, inter alia: (1) operating, conducting, engaging 

in, or carrying on a business or business venture in this state or having an office or agency in this 

state; and (2) engaging in substantial and not isolated activity within this state. 

8. This is an action for damages in excess of $30,000.001, exclusive of interest, 

costs and attorney’s fees and is within the jurisdiction of the Court. 

9. All conditions precedent to the bringing of this action have occurred or have 

been performed. 

                                                 
1 Unless otherwise indicated, the “$” sign indicates currency values in USD. 
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10. Plaintiffs have retained the undersigned attorneys to represent them in the 

prosecution of this action, and are obligated to pay such attorneys their reasonable fees and 

expenses. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

11. Mr. Lamaze is a famous horse show jumper (now retired) and horse trainer. 

Until his retirement in March 2022, Mr. Lamaze regularly competed with horses owned, or co-

owned, by Mr. Lamaze, together with other co-owners of the horses (such as Plaintiffs). 

12. Mr. Lamaze owns, inter alia, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek. 

13. Mr. Lamaze also has business relationships with other individuals and entities in 

the horse jumping arena. For example, Mr. Lamaze has a business relationship with Mr. Mark 

Rein, Mrs. Tara Down-Rein, and Rein Family LLC, a limited liability company registered in 

North Carolina (collectively, the “Rein Family”). As set forth below, Mr. Lamaze sold a horse to 

the Rein Family, which was 50% owned by Plaintiffs, failed to disclose the sale to the Plaintiffs, 

and wrongfully retained Plaintiffs’ profit from the sale (comprising a currently-outstanding 

balance due to Plaintiffs of over $1.3 million).  

14. Plaintiffs have a longstanding history with Mr. Lamaze, initially through Ms. 

Guthrie’s mother (who financially supported Mr. Lamaze’s early career).  

A. Overview of the Scheme 

15. This action is premised upon a scheme (the “Scheme”) planned and executed by 

Mr. Lamaze and his companies TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, to: (1) induce 

Plaintiffs to transfer large sums of money to Defendants, purportedly for the purchase of horses 

for investment purposes, (2) deceive  Plaintiffs regarding the purchase of the investment horses; 

(3) betray Plaintiffs regarding the sale of the investment horses; and (4) to withhold the proceeds 
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of sale of an investment horse from Plaintiffs; in order to capitalize on, and take advantage of, 

Mr. Lamaze’s relationship with Plaintiffs. 

16. At the heart of the dispute between Plaintiffs and Defendants, this matter 

concerns the following two (2) horses: 

(a) NEWBERRY BALIA NL, a 2013 bay Belgian Warmblood mare 

registered with the Fédération Equestre Internationale (“FEI”) under ID 106HI57 

(“Newberry”); and 

(b) NIKKA VD BISSCHOP, a 2013 bay Belgian Warmblood mare registered 

with FEI under ID 106JJ77 (“Nikka”). 

B. Plaintiffs Are Deceived In Connection With a Horse - Newberry 

17. During the summer of 2020, Mr. Lamaze informed Plaintiffs of a horse named 

Newberry and offered Plaintiffs to invest in it under the following terms, which Plaintiffs 

accepted: 

(a) Plaintiffs would pay $326,452.50 for 100% ownership interest in 

Newberry. Mr. Lamaze represented to Plaintiffs that this amount represented 100% of the 

total amount that Mr. Lamaze, through TPS Florida, would pay for Newberry; 

(b) Mr. Lamaze and his staff would train the horse, ride the horse, and 

compete with the horse, for a duration sufficient to elevate her profile and value, at which 

point she would be sold for a profit;  

(c) Plaintiffs would pay for 100% of the expenses associated with training, 

riding, and maintaining Newberry; and 

(d) 100% of the profit on Newberry’s sale would be provided to Plaintiffs. 

The offer above is hereinafter defined as the “Newberry Offer.” 
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18. Plaintiffs accepted Mr. Lamaze’s Newberry Offer. On August 6, 2020, Plaintiffs 

paid $326,452.50 to TPS Florida to purchase Newberry. A true and correct copy of the wire 

transfer receipt is are attached hereto as Exhibit “A.” 

19. Plaintiffs recently learned that they were deceived by Defendants as to the 

purchase price of Newberry. Although Mr. Lamaze represented to Plaintiffs that $326,452.50 

constituted 100% of the purchase price of Newberry, Plaintiffs later learned that TPS Florida was 

invoiced EUR 190,000.00 (approximately $223,109.44), on August 10, 2020, for its purchase of 

Newberry.  

20. Consistent with Mr. Lamaze’s actions on the Nikka transaction (described 

below), Mr. Lamaze falsely and deceptively inflated the price of Newberry – and therefore made 

a wrongful profit of $103,343.06 from Plaintiffs – that very same week. 

21. Plaintiffs also discovered that Defendants never properly registered Plaintiffs’ 

ownership interest in Newberry with the FEI. As of January 6, 2021, the FEI registration 

indicated the following two owners: “20002082 - Knightwood Stables”2 and Mr. Lamaze’s 

Canadian company: “20000638 – Torrey Pines Stable Inc” without any indication as to “% 

Ownership” despite the fact that Plaintiffs were to be the 100% owners of Newberry at all times. 

22. After Newberry won the “CSIYH1* 135-140” and “140-145” classes at the 

“Sparkassen-Youngsters-Cup” in Aachen in September 2020, Plaintiffs agreed with Mr. Lamaze 

that a buyer should be found. 

                                                 
2 As with Nikka, it is unclear whether this is the same entity as Knightwood Stables LLC, 

a Florida limited liability company, of which Mr. Brandmeier is a manger, or another 
“Knightwood Stables” company. In any event, the percentage ownership was not properly 
recorded, and it was inappropriate to record TPS Ontario as an owner of Newberry. 
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23. Over 20 months passed since it was agreed that a buyer should be found for 

Newberry – and Defendants failed to do so. This is no doubt linked to the fact that Newberry was 

retired from two classes due to crashes in the last three FEI classes under Mr. Lamaze’s care – 

and arrived back in the United States with an injury. 

24. Since Defendants were unable to timely find a buyer, in December 2021, Mr. 

Lamaze “returned” Newberry to Plaintiffs. However, the FEI registration continues to 

wrongfully indicate that TPS Ontario has an ownership interest in Newberry. 

25. When Plaintiffs initially asked Mr. Lamaze to sell Newberry, she was at her 

peak of performance and reputation, due to her success in Aachen. It was the prime time to sell 

her and Defendants failed to do so. 

C. Nikka – Plaintiffs Invest in 50% Ownership of a Horse (Nikka), Defendants Fail 
to Return to Plaintiffs Over $1.3 million of Plaintiffs’ Share of Profit 

(i) Purchase of Nikka 

26. After many years of friendship, in and around September 2020 Mr. Lamaze 

proposed an opportunity for Plaintiffs to invest together with Mr. Lamaze (individually or 

through companies that he owns, such as TPS Florida) on an equal (50/50) basis. In sum, the 

offer, which Mr. Lamaze proposed to Plaintiffs, was as follows: 

(a) Mr. Lamaze, individually or through companies that he owns, would 

purchase a horse – Nikka, and the cost of the purchase, and the ownership of Nikka, 

would be divided equally (50% as to Mr. Lamaze and 50% as to Plaintiffs); 

(b) Mr. Lamaze and his staff would then train Nikka, ride her, and compete 

with Nikka, in the hopes of increasing its value (e.g. hoping that its value would increase 

after winning several horse show jumping competitions); and 
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(c) Mr. Lamaze and Plaintiffs would re-sell Nikka to a third-party buyer, upon 

mutual agreement, and the parties would split the profits equally (50% as to Mr. Lamaze 

and 50% as to Plaintiffs), after reimbursement to each party of their expenses in 

connection with the purchase, training, care, and maintenance of Nikka. 

The offer above is hereinafter defined as the “Nikka Offer.” 

27. As set forth below, Plaintiffs accepted the Nikka Offer. Plaintiffs transferred 

what they believed to be their 50% of the purchase price of Nikka to Mr. Lamaze which 

constituted a total amount of $278,000 in two tranches. 

28. Plaintiffs were deceived into the purchase of Nikka, under false pretenses. 

Plaintiffs soon learned that Defendants had no intention of performing their end of the bargain.  

29. In around September 2020, Mr. Lamaze induced Plaintiffs to invest in Nikka. 

Consistent with Mr. Lamaze’s Nikka Offer which Plaintiffs accepted, Mr. Lamaze asked 

Plaintiffs to co-own Nikka with Mr. Lamaze on an equal (50/50) basis. Plaintiffs relied on Mr. 

Lamaze’s superior experience of buying and selling horses and trusted Mr. Lamaze’s advice that 

Nikka was a sound investment prospect. 

30. With respect to Nikka, Mr. Lamaze and Plaintiffs reached the following 

agreement: 

(a) Plaintiffs would pay $278,000.00 for 50% ownership interest in Nikka. 

Mr. Lamaze represented to Plaintiffs that this amount amounted to 50% of the total 

purchase price for Nikka (i.e., Plaintiffs were led to believe that the total purchase price 

of Nikka was $556,000.00); 
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(b) Mr. Lamaze would train Nikka, ride her, and compete with her, for a 

duration sufficient to elevate her profile and value, at which point Nikka would be sold 

for a profit; and 

(c) the profit on Nikka’s sale would be split between Mr. Lamaze and 

Plaintiffs on a 50/50 basis (e.g. the proceeds would be split evenly, after both parties 

would be reimbursed for their respective investments and expenses). 

31. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiffs transferred to Defendants $278,000.00 for a 

50% ownership interest in Nikka, by two wire transfers as follows: (a) $150,000.00 wire 

payment sent on September 23, 2020; (b) $128,000.00 wire payment sent on October 2, 2020. 

True and correct copies of the wire transfer receipts are attached hereto as Composite Exhibit 

“B.” 

32. During their ownership of 50% of Nikka, Plaintiffs paid approximately 

$30,000.00 in expenses, bringing their total investment in Nikka to approximately $308,000.00. 

True and correct copies of the invoices for expenses incurred and paid by Plaintiffs, are attached 

hereto as Composite Exhibit “C.” 

33. Just like with Newberry, Plaintiffs were deceived by Defendants regarding the 

purchase price of Nikka. Plaintiffs recently learned that Defendants in fact paid EUR 375,000.00 

(approximately $441,700.00) on or about October 1, 2020, for the purchase of 100% of Nikka. A 

true and correct copy of the invoice for the purchase of Nikka is attached hereto as Exhibit “D.” 

During the same two week period, Defendants charged Plaintiffs $278,000.00 for 50% of the 

purchase of Nikka, falsely inflating the value of the horse for Defendants’ personal gain. 

Defendants did not disclose this to Plaintiffs. 
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34. Plaintiffs believed that their $278,000.00 investment represented 50% of the 

purchase price Defendants had paid for the purchase of Nikka, based on Mr. Lamaze’s false 

representations. Plaintiffs relied to their detriment on Mr. Lamaze’s false representations, which 

induced Plaintiffs to invest in the horse on false pretenses. It is clear that Plaintiffs paid 

significantly more than 50% of Nikka’s purchase price. 

35. Not only did Defendants misrepresent the purchase price of Nikka and 

Newberry (thereby pocketing the difference in price and refusing to refund the excess investment 

to Plaintiffs), but, among other things, Defendants outright failed to disclose the sale of Nikka, 

and refused to pay Plaintiffs their 50% share of the sale proceeds as agreed. In addition, 

Defendants, inter alia, failed to sell Newberry during the opportune time where market 

conditions were ripe for sale, despite repeated requests from Plaintiffs, and Plaintiffs have been 

damaged as a result. 

 

(ii)  Sale to Rein Family LLC 

36. In around January 2021, Mr. Lamaze informed Plaintiffs that Mr. Lamaze had 

agreed to sell their half of Nikka to Rein Family LLC, for $525,000.00. A true and correct copy 

of the relevant portion of the invoice for the sale of 50% of Nikka to Rein Family LLC is 

attached hereto as Exhibit “E.” 

37. Mr. Lamaze convinced Plaintiffs to sell their interest in Nikka under those 

terms. Mr. Lamaze induced Plaintiffs to do so in reliance on the promise of a much bigger future 

payout from becoming a partner in Mr. Lamaze’s remaining 50% ownership interest in Nikka. 

38. Under the terms of the new proposal, proposed by Mr. Lamaze, Nikka would be 

owned as follows: 
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(i) 50% – Rein Family LLC; and 

(ii) 25% – Eric Lamaze (either personally or through Mr. Lamaze’s 

company); and 

(iii) 25% – Plaintiffs. 

Mr. Lamaze would split the proceeds from any future sale (of the remaining 50% of Nikka which 

they would own jointly) evenly with Plaintiffs. 

39. Mr. Lamaze likewise materially breached the new proposal. Mr. Lamaze took 

and retained the entirety of the payment from Rein Family LLC (in other words, Mr. Lamaze 

retained $525,000.00) - this $525,500.00, in its entirety, should have been remitted entirely to 

Plaintiff by Mr. Lamaze.  

40. When Plaintiffs learned that Mr. Lamaze had diverted the funds rightfully due 

to them ($525,000.00), Plaintiffs contacted Mr. Lamaze who informed he had “limited funds,” 

and additionally conceded he had already spent Plaintiffs’ funds. 

41. Although Plaintiffs had no obligation to continue to accept a penny less than the 

amount rightfully owed, in good faith, Plaintiffs offered to accept a partial payment of 

$100,000.00 plus a new horse valued at least at $400,000.00, provided that the transaction would 

be completed by March 2021. Despite this gracious settlement offer from Plaintiffs,  Lamaze did 

not accept the offer, and Mr. Lamaze did not locate a horse within the specified time frame. 

42. Instead of paying the debt due to Plaintiff, on February 12, 2021, Mr. Lamaze 

offered to pay $100,000.00 to Mr. Brandmaier (of which $30,000.00 Mr. Lamaze would keep 

toward future expenses in connection with horse training and maintenance) as a partial payment; 

Mr. Lamaze at no point refuted that he owed Plaintiffs. The only communications from Mr. 

Lamaze to Plaintiffs at this time were that Mr. Lamaze was purportedly waiting to sell the 
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second half (50%) ownership interest of Nikka, and then Mr. Lamaze planned to settle the 

outstanding amounts due to Plaintiffs. It is evident from the face of these communications that 

Mr. Lamaze accepted that Plaintiffs still owned 25% of Nikka at this time. 

43. Shortly thereafter, Plaintiffs discovered that after Defendants sold 50% interest in 

Nikka to the Rein Family LLC, a further 45% interest in Nikka was sold to Rein Family LLC on 

around December 1, 2021, for $2,270,000.00. A true and correct copy of the relevant portion of 

the invoice for the sale of 45% of Nikka to Rein Family LLC is attached hereto as Exhibit “F.” 

Indeed, Mr. Lamaze admitted that he received payments from the Rein Family LLC, and then 

added that Defendants used those funds for Defendants’ own purposes (instead of returning the 

funds to the Plaintiffs), claiming that the payment “went to a huge hospital bill and I bought 5 

dealing horses.” 

44. The invoice requesting the transfer of $2,270,000.00 from Rein Family LLC, 

indicated two of Mr. Lamaze’s companies: TPS Florida and Little Creek. As a result, it is not clear 

which one of these two companies of Mr. Lamaze received the funds, however, what is clear, is 

that Plaintiffs did not receive any payment from Rein Family LLC pursuant to this invoice. 

45. Just like with Newberry, Plaintiffs also discovered that Defendants never 

appropriately registered Plaintiffs’ ownership interest in Nikka with the FEI.  

(a) Indeed, as of January 14, 2021, Nikka’s FEI registration reflected two 

owners: “20002082 – Knightwood Stables3” and Mr. Lamaze’s Canadian 

                                                 
3 It is unclear whether this is the same entity as Knightwood Stables LLC, a Florida 

limited liability company, of which Mr. Brandmeier is a manger, or another “Knightwood 
Stables” company. In any event, the percentage ownership was not properly recorded, it was 
inappropriate to record TPS Ontario as an owner of Nikka, and “Knightwood Stables” was 
removed as an owner as of March 20, 2021, according to FEI records. 
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company: “20000638 – Torrey Pines Stable Inc” without any indication as 

to “% of Ownership” of each owner.  

 
(b) As of March 20, 2021, Nikka’s FEI registration reflected the following 

two owners: “20005962 – REIN FAMILY LLC.” and “20000638 – Torrey 

Pines Stable Inc” without any indication as to “% of Ownership” of each 

owner. 

46. Therefore, in sum, Defendants sold 95% of Nikka to the Rein Family LLC 

(without disclosing this to Plaintiffs) for a total of $2,800,000.00 and retained the remaining 5% for 

themselves. Accordingly, Nikka was valued at $2,947,368.42 at the time it was sold to Rein 

Family LLC. 

47. Under the terms of the Nikka Offer which was accepted by Plaintiffs (e.g. the 

agreement between the parties), Plaintiffs were entitled to a total of $1,495,834.21 in connection 

with the sale of Nikka to the Rein Family LLC.  

48. On May 24, 2022, in acknowledgement of Plaintiffs’ position, Defendants 

transferred another $100,000.00 as another partial payment, to Ms. Guthrie’s account. 

49. On June 19, 2022, Nikka was selected to represent the Canadian team at the FEI 

World Championships in August 2022 (with Canadian rider Beth Underhill), significantly 

increasing her value. 

50. After accounting for a $170,000.00 Defendants paid to Plaintiffs as partial 

payments, the total amount owed to Plaintiffs in connection with the sale to Rein Family LLC 

comprises the principal amount of $1,325,834.21 (not including interest, costs, attorney’s fees, 

and other damages incurred by Plaintiffs).  
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(iii)  Evidence of Defendants’ Admissions Post Sale of Nikka to Rein Family LLC 

51. On January 7, 2022, Ms. Guthrie sent Mr. Lamaze a WhatsApp message stating 

that she was owed half of the sale of the second half to Rein Family LLC. Mr. Lamaze admitted 

that he accepted the full first payment from Rein Family LLC and suggested that he owed 

Plaintiffs $400,000.00 and would try to pay this amount, stating: “so the 400 hundred I owe you 

it will take me a little time to get to you.” 

52. On January 9, 2022, Ms. Guthrie sent Mr. Lamaze a WhatsApp message stating, 

in relevant part: 

[...] I invested in two horses with an original investment of 650 us 
and now with expenses it is 800 us. They were both sale horses. I 
did this in hopes I would regain some of the epic losses . . .  

53. On January 25, 2022, Mr. Lamaze sent Ms. Guthrie a WhatsApp message 

stating “I will send you money very soon.” 

54. On February 16, 2022, Ms. Guthrie sent Mr. Lamaze a WhatsApp message 

stating, in relevant part: 

We had agreed that, following the sale of NIKKA, I would receive 
my share of the proceeds. I was therefore both shocked and 
disappointed to hear that you reinvested the funds from the sale to 
purchase new investment horses, without my knowledge or 
consent.  

* * * 

The balance due to me is $1.4M USD. 

I am happy to co-operate with you on a repayment plan that 
returns funds to me as and when the investment horses are sold, 
within reason. 

If you agree, I will draw up a document stating the specifics. 

55. On February 22, 2022, Mr. Lamaze replied as follows: 
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[...] I’m sorry I didn’t find a horse for Jeff at the moment I owe 
you half of what we receive from  Mark and we can put a value 
on more money, but it will not be 1.4 that will not happen I’m 
happy to give you half of a great horse for the second part I’m 
making it my priority of paying you back the original payment 
from Mark we can talk about this tomorrow let not approach this 
like enemy Muffie please we can see trough [sic] this together I’m 
willing to take new berry for free and sell it for you at the end I 
want you to be happy [...] 

(emphasis added). 

56. As clearly illustrated above, Mr. Lamaze admitted that Defendants owed 

Plaintiffs half of what Defendants received from Rein Family LLC, including both transactions 

(the sale of the initial 50% to Rein Family LLC and the sale of the 45% additional amount to 

Rein Family LLC). 

57. In good faith and without any legal obligation to do, on March 23, 2022, Ms. 

Guthrie sent Mr. Lamaze a WhatsApp message outlining a plan for how Defendants would repay 

their debt to Plaintiffs. Therein, Ms. Guthrie expressed her dissatisfaction with how Mr. Lamaze 

had handled the sale of Nikka. Mr. Guthrie proceeded to give Mr. Lamaze until March 25, 2022 

to agree in writing to the repayment plan to Plaintiffs. 

58. Unfortunately, Plaintiffs did not receive any response to this message. 

59. Having no other choice, on April 7, 2022 and July 15, 2022, respectively, 

Plaintiffs sent letters, through counsel, outlining Defendants’ breaches and defaults, and 

demanding payment. 

60. In Mr. Lamaze’s correspondence with Ms. Guthrie, Mr. Lamaze repeatedly 

recognized that Defendants are in breach of their contractual agreements with Plaintiffs and owe 

Plaintiffs significant sums of money. Mr. Lamaze committed to transfer Plaintiffs an additional 
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partial payment of $200,000.00 by the end of May 2022 (but failed to do so). In relevant part, the 

following representations were made: 

(a) On May 9, 2022, Mr. Lamaze stated: “now you travel and pick a horse at my 

stable that will be the end of this deal ... yes I’m guilty of not having found a horse 

comme [sic] to europe it will be fix it’s to [sic] bad 200 thousand was ready to go 

to you.” (emphasis added). 

(b) On May 10, 2022, Mr. Lamaze stated: “Yes Muffie [Ms. Guthrie] absolutely I 

love your parents and I love you 200 will be there thank you.” (emphasis added). 

(c) On May 25, 2022, Mr. Lamaze stated: “I sent 100 yesterday I will keep this up as 

quick as I can.” (emphasis added). 

(d) On  May 31, 2022, Mr. Lamaze responded to Ms. Guthrie’s request for a 

continued payment plan: “yes of course.” (emphasis added). 

61. Despite these voluminous and repeated admissions and promises of payment, 

$1,325,834.21 remains outstanding with respect to the principal owed as to the sale of Nikka. 

62. Plaintiffs have not received any communications from Defendants since June 7, 

2022. 

63. Indeed, Defendants have failed and refused to make any further payment, to 

agree on any repayment schedule, and to agree to the total amount Defendants owe Plaintiffs.  

COUNT I – PIERCING THE CORPORATE VEIL 
(against all Defendants) 

64. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 

65. This count is for a declaration that the following are alter egos of each other: 

Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, and therefore, the entities’ corporate 
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veil of each of the following entities should be pierced: TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little 

Creek. 

66. Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, and Little Creek share stables, staff, agents, and 

employees. Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, and Little Creek are located at the same address, and Mr. 

Lamaze owns TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek. Mr. Lamaze directed Plaintiffs to 

send funds to him at his TPS Florida bank account. However, Mr. Lamaze directed his Canadian 

company, TPS Ontario, to register its interest as an owner of Nikka and Newberry. Likewise, 

Little Creek was listed on the invoice of $2,270,000.00 to be received from Rein Family LLC for 

the sale of 45% interest in Nikka, despite the fact that Little Creek was not listed as an owner of 

Nikka with the FEI. Mr. Lamaze represented that he would purchase Nikka and Newberry, but in 

reality, he used TPS Florida to purchase both horses, and registered TPS Ontario as having an 

ownership interest in both horses. Similarly, Mr. Lamaze failed to properly document Plaintiffs’ 

ownership interest in Nikka and Newberry, as indicated above. Overall, Mr. Lamaze and TPS 

Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, objectively represent themselves to third parties in a 

manner which would lead any reasonable observer to believe that they are one and the same 

entity. 

67. Based in part on the allegations made above, Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, TPS 

Ontario, and Little Creek, were alter-egos of each other. 

68. Mr. Lamaze failed to preserve the proper distinction and legal form of TPS 

Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek. On information and belief, Mr. Lamaze used TPS 

Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek as shell companies for the purpose of furthering their 

overall scheme to misuse Plaintiffs’ assets for their own personal use and benefit. Mr. Lamaze 

used TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek to misappropriate funds from Plaintiffs, in a 
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thinly veiled attempt to eliminate himself from the transactions and to leave Plaintiffs with no 

redress.  

69. Mr. Lamaze dominates and controls TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek 

to such an extent that each of these entity’s independent existence, was in fact non-existent. 

70. There is no functional or de facto legal distinction between TPS Florida, TPS 

Ontario, Little Creek, and Mr. Lamaze; they are alter-egos of each other. Upon information and 

belief, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek are entities organized for improper or 

fraudulent purposes, as an instrumentality to cheat other companies, and individuals, such as 

Plaintiffs. 

71. It appears evident that TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek serve as a 

corporate sham organized to evade legal obligations, statutory authority, debts and/or corporate 

obligations, commit fraud, engage in other illegal acts, and/or evade the obligations owed to 

Plaintiffs and other creditors and/or investors.  

72. Plaintiffs have been damaged as a result of Mr. Lamaze’s fraudulent and/or 

improper use of the corporate form of TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, seek a declaration piercing 

the corporate veil and declaring that Defendants, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, are 

the alter egos of Mr. Lamaze and each other, and demanding judgment against Defendants, 

jointly and severally, for damages, interest, costs and attorney’s fees, and such other and further 

relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

COUNT II – CONVERSION  
(against Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, and Little Creek – Newberry and Nikka Funds) 

73. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 
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74. This is an action for conversion against Defendants, Mr. Lamaze and TPS 

Florida, and Little Creek. 

75. Defendants converted to their own use Plaintiffs’ funds, including but not 

limited to those which Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, and, upon information and belief, Little Creek 

received from the sale of Nikka, which funds are the property of Plaintiffs. 

76. Plaintiffs demanded that Defendants return the funds, including by numerous 

text messages, as well as by letters sent through Plaintiffs’ counsel on April 7, 2022 and July 15, 

2022. 

77. Plaintiffs have an immediate right to the possession of their funds. 

78. Despite Plaintiffs’ demands to return the funds, Mr. Lamaze and TPS Florida, 

and Little Creek have refused to return the funds to Plaintiffs, to the date of the filing of this 

Verified Complaint. 

79. Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, and Little Creek, have wrongfully and illegally 

retained the benefit of the funds, while refusing to return the funds to Plaintiffs. 

80. Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, and Little Creek wrongfully exercised dominion and 

control over the funds, despite not having legal right to the funds. 

81. As a direct and proximate result of the conversion by Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, 

and Little Creek, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, including, but not limited to, the value of the 

funds totaling $1,325,834.21 in connection with Nikka and $103,343.06 in connection with 

Newberry, Plaintiffs’ loss of use of the funds, attorney’s fees, costs, as well as other damages 

sustained. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendants, Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, and Little Creek, jointly and severally, for damages, plus 
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interest, together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other and further 

relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

COUNT III – UNJUST ENRICHMENT 
(against all Defendants – in the alternative) 

82. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-16, 19-25, 37-40, 42-46, 48-60 as 

if fully set forth herein. 

83. Defendants have been unjustly enriched as a direct result of, inter alia: (1) 

retaining Plaintiffs’ profits from the sale of Nikka totaling $1,325,834.21, (2) falsely inflating 

the price of Newberry and pocketing a wrongful profit of $103,343.06 in connection with 

Newberry, (3) any ownership interest in Nikka and Newberry. 

84. Plaintiffs have conferred a benefit upon Defendants – namely the value of over 

$1,429,177.27 in funds, as well as ownership in Nikka and Newberry.  

85. Defendants knowingly appreciated, accepted, and retained such benefit, and 

continued to appreciate, accept and retain the conferred benefit, by refusing to return the funds 

to Plaintiffs, refusing to compensate Plaintiffs for the appropriate ownership interest in Nikka 

and Newberry, and despite Defendants having no right to retain said funds, and ownership 

interest.  

86. Under the circumstances, it would be inequitable for Defendants to retain such 

benefits without paying the value thereof.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendants, Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, jointly and severally, for 

damages, plus interest, together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other 

and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
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COUNT IV – BREACH OF FLORIDA’S  
DECEPTIVE AND UNFAIR PRACTICES ACT 

(against all Defendants) 

87. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63, 83 and 84 as if fully set forth 

herein. 

88. Defendants actions are violative and constitute a breach of Florida’s Deceptive 

and Unfair Practices Act, inter alia: (i) inducing Plaintiffs to transfer funds to Defendants for 

the purported purchase of horses (which prices Defendants falsely inflated for their own 

personal benefit); (ii) failing to account for the purchase and sale of investment horses, (such 

that Defendants continue to hold $1,429,177.27 in Plaintiffs’ funds); (iii) failing to respond to 

Plaintiffs’ requests regarding Newberry including Plaintiffs’ repeated requests to sell Newberry 

during opportune market conditions; (iv) improperly recording ownership information with the 

FEI; as well as (v) Defendants’ deceptive use of corporate entities without regard to corporate 

form – in an effort to deceive Plaintiffs, as creditors – were improper and unlawful actions, 

which constitute deceptive acts and/or unfair practices under Fla. Stat. §§ 501.201, et seq. 

89. Defendants’ deceptive acts or unfair practices as described above were the 

actual and proximate cause of the actual damages sustained by Plaintiff, including, among 

others, the loss of $1,325,834.21 in connection with the failure to remit Plaintiffs’ profit from 

the sale of Nikka, $103,343.06 in connection with Defendants’ falsely inflating the purchase 

price of Newberry, and damages (to be determined at trial) in connection with the failure to 

timely sell Newberry, as well as attorney’s fees, costs, prejudgment interest, and other 

damages.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendants, Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, jointly and severally, for 
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damages, plus interest, together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other 

and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

COUNT V – PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL 
(against all Defendants) 

90. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 

91. Mr. Lamaze, individually, and on behalf of TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little 

Creek, represented and promised that in exchange for receiving a payment from Plaintiffs for 

50% of the (actual) purchase price of Nikka, (i) Mr. Lamaze and his staff would train the horse, 

ride the horse, and compete with the horse, for a duration sufficient to elevate her profile and 

value, at which point she would be sold for a profit; and (ii) the profit on Nikka’s sale would be 

split between Mr. Lamaze and Plaintiffs on a 50/50 basis (e.g. the proceeds would be split 

evenly, after both parties would be reimbursed for their respective investments and expenses).  

92. Mr. Lamaze, individually, and on behalf of TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little 

Creek, also represented and promised that in exchange for 100% of the (actual) purchase price of 

Newberry, (i) Mr. Lamaze would train the horse, ride the horse, and compete with the horse, for 

a duration sufficient to elevate her profile and value, at which point she would be sold for a 

profit, (ii) Plaintiffs would pay for 100% of the expenses associated with training, riding, and 

maintaining Newberry, and (iii) 100% of the profit of the sale of Newberry would be provided to 

Plaintiffs. 

93. Defendants preyed on their long standing relationship and history with Plaintiffs 

to garner Plaintiffs’ consent and funds. In justifiable reliance on Defendants’ promises, Plaintiffs 

to their detriment, inter alia: (i) paid inflated amounts for the purchase of Nikka and Newberry to 

TPS Florida, (ii) trusted that Mr. Lamaze accurately represented the purchase price of Newberry 
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and Nikka; and (iii) were deceived into investing into Nikka and Newberry on false terms, which 

Defendants have failed to materially perform. 

94. Defendants failed to, among other things: (i) pay Plaintiffs $1,325,834.21 in 

connection with Plaintiffs’ profit from the sale of Nikka, and (ii) failed to refund Plaintiffs 

$103,343.06 in connection with Defendants’ falsely inflating the purchase price of Newberry.  

95. Injustice can only be avoided by enforcing Defendants’ promises. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendants, Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, jointly and severally, for 

damages, plus interest, together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other 

and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

COUNT VI – FRAUD 
(against all Defendants) 

96. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 

97. Mr. Lamaze, individually, and on behalf of TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little 

Creek, made among other false statements, the following false statements concerning material 

facts (collectively, the “False Statements”): 

(a) In exchange for receiving a payment from Plaintiffs for 50% of the 

(actual) purchase price of Nikka, (i) Mr. Lamaze and his staff would train, 

ride, and compete with Nikka, for a duration sufficient to elevate her 

profile and value, at which point she would be sold for a profit; 

(b) the profit on Nikka’s sale would be split between Mr. Lamaze and 

Plaintiffs on a 50/50 basis (e.g. the proceeds would be split evenly, after 

both parties would be reimbursed for their respective investments and 

expenses); 
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(c) 50% of the purchase price of Nikka was $278,000.00; 

(d) Plaintiffs would have 50% ownership interest in Nikka; 

(e) 100% of the purchase price of Newberry $326,452.50; 

(f) Defendants would sell Newberry once its value increased; 

(g) Defendants would purchase Newberry on behalf of Plaintiffs, and 100% of 

the horse would be owned by Plaintiffs. 

98. Defendants knew that the False Statements were false at the time they were 

made.  

99. Defendants intended that Plaintiffs rely upon the False Statements in order to 

induce Plaintiffs to transfer significant sums of funds to Defendants, which Plaintiffs did, as fully 

described above.  

100. Plaintiffs were damaged as a result of Plaintiffs’ reliance on Defendants’ False 

Statements. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendants, Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, jointly and severally, for 

damages, plus interest, together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other 

and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

COUNT VII – BREACH OF CONTRACT (NIKKA) 
(against Mr. Lamaze and TPS Florida) 

101. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 

102. Plaintiffs entered into a contract in connection with the purchase of Nikka. 

103. Mr. Lamaze, individually and on behalf of TPS Florida, offered in consideration 

for receiving a payment from Plaintiffs for 50% of the (actual) purchase price of Nikka, (i) Mr. 

Lamaze and his staff would train the horse, ride the horse, and compete with the horse, for a 
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duration sufficient to elevate her profile and value, at which point she would be sold for a profit; 

and (ii) the profit on Nikka’s sale would be split between Mr. Lamaze and Plaintiffs on a 50/50 

basis (e.g. the proceeds would be split evenly, after both parties would be reimbursed for their 

respective investments and expenses). 

104. Mr. Lamaze, individually and on behalf of TPS Florida, accepted the terms of 

the offer, accepted wire transfers, through his company TPS Florida, of funds from Plaintiffs, in 

exchange for 50% ownership interest in Nikka. In addition, Mr. Lamaze through TPS Florida 

accepted payments from Plaintiffs totaling approximately $30,000.00 in connection with the care 

and maintenance of Nikka.  

105. Mr. Lamaze, individually and on behalf of TPS Florida, agreed to perform in 

accordance with the agreement. 

106. Demand was made by Plaintiffs upon Mr. Lamaze for payment of amounts 

owed under the agreement.   

107. Mr. Lamaze and TPS Florida have materially breached the agreement by, 

among other things, failing to return the outstanding amount of $1,325,834.21 due to Plaintiffs in 

connection with the sale of Nikka. 

108. Plaintiffs have been damaged by Mr. Lamaze’s and TPS Florida’s defaults and 

breaches under the agreement. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment 

against Defendants, Mr. Lamaze and TPS Florida, jointly and severally, for damages, plus 

interest, together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other and further 

relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
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COUNT VIII – BREACH OF CONTRACT (NEWBERRY) 

109. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 

110. Plaintiffs entered into a contract in connection with the purchase of Newberry. 

111. Mr. Lamaze, individually and on behalf of TPS Florida, offered in consideration 

for 100% of the (actual) purchase price of Newberry, (i) Mr. Lamaze would train the horse, ride 

the horse, and compete with the horse, for a duration sufficient to elevate her profile and value, at 

which point she would be sold for a profit, (ii) Plaintiffs would pay for 100% of the expenses 

associated with training, riding, and maintaining Newberry, and (iii) 100% of the profit of the 

sale of Newberry would be provided to Plaintiffs. 

112. Mr. Lamaze and TPS Florida accepted the terms of the offer, accepted a wire 

transfer of funds from Plaintiffs which was sent to TPS Florida, in exchange for 100% ownership 

interest in Newberry.  

113. Mr. Lamaze, individually and on behalf of TPS Florida, agreed to perform in 

accordance with the agreement. 

114. Mr. Lamaze and TPS Florida have materially breached the agreement by, 

among other things, failing to: (i) refund Plaintiffs $103,343.06 in connection with Defendants’ 

falsely inflating the purchase price of Newberry; (ii) failed to appropriately ride and train 

Newberry and instead have caused Newbery to be retired prematurely, significantly devaluing 

the horse; (iii) failed to sell Newberry despite agreement with Plaintiffs to do so – at a point 

when Newberry’s value had increased from the purchase price; (iv) failed to continue looking for 
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suitable buyers for Newberry and instead “returned” Newberry to Plaintiffs4; and (v) 

inappropriately registered TPS Ontario as owner in the FEI. 

115. Plaintiffs have been damaged by Mr. Lamaze’s and TPS Florida’s defaults and 

breaches under the agreement. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendants, Mr. Lamaze and TPS Florida, jointly and severally, for damages, plus interest, 

together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other and further relief as 

this Court deems just and proper. 

COUNT IX – NEGLIGENCE (AS TO NEWBERRY) 
(against Mr. Lamaze) 

116. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 

117. Mr. Lamaze had a duty to properly train, care and safeguard, maintain, and 

compete with Newberry.  

118. Mr. Lamaze breached that duty by causing Newberry to suffer a debilitating 

injury while under the control of Mr. Lamaze. This injury has materially decreased Newberry’s 

value, thus making Newberry unmarketable to potential buyers. 

119. Mr. Lamaze’s actions, and/or inactions, proximately caused Newberry’s 

injuries. 

120. As a result, Plaintiffs have suffered damages. 

                                                 
4 Plaintiffs demanded that Newberry be returned immediately to their care, after, among 

other things, Plaintiffs were billed excessively in connection with Newberry, Defendants 
breached their agreement and duties as to Newberry, and after Defendants permitted amateur 
riding which caused Newberry to crash through jumps and causing Newberry’s health to 
materially deteriorate. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendant, Mr. Lamaze, for damages, plus interest, together with late fees, court costs, and 

attorney’s fees, and for such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

COUNT X – BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY 
(against all Defendants) 

121. Plaintiffs reaffirm and reallege paragraphs 1-63 as if fully set forth herein. 

122. At all material times, Mr. Lamaze (individually and on behalf of his companies, 

TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek) – who had represented they would purchase Nikka 

and Newberry on behalf of Plaintiffs, and would care, maintain, train, and ultimately sell the 

horses (on Plaintiffs’ behalf) – owed a duty to act in good faith and in the best interests of 

Plaintiffs.  At a minimum, Defendants were required not to place their own personal interests 

ahead of Plaintiffs’ interests, or engage in acts of self-dealing or misuse of Plaintiffs’ funds. 

123. Although discovery herein is certain to reveal more information, as of the date 

of this filing, Plaintiff has learned that Defendants breached their fiduciary duties by grossly 

misusing Plaintiffs’ funds for their own purposes, inflating the purchase prices of Nikka and 

Newberry (and pocketing the difference), failing to properly record ownership information or 

outright falsifying the recordation with FEI, failing to account for the purchase and sale of Nikka 

and Newberry, all of which were actions to the detriment of Plaintiffs.  

124. Defendants converted and misappropriated Plaintiffs’ funds, and engaged in an 

overall scheme to misuse Plaintiffs’ property interests in Nikka and Newberry and deprive 

Plaintiffs of the use of their funds.  

125. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, and continue to 

suffer damages. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Ms. Guthrie and Mr. Brandmaier, demand judgment against 

Defendants, Mr. Lamaze, TPS Florida, TPS Ontario, and Little Creek, jointly and severally, for 

damages, plus interest, together with late fees, court costs, and attorney’s fees, and for such other 

and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

 Wherefore, Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

Dated: January 17, 2023.   Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/_Aliette D. Rodz_________ 
Aliette D. Rodz 
Florida Bar No. 173592 
arodz@shutts.com  
Aleksey Shtivelman 
Florida Bar No. 99159 
ashtivelman@shutts.com  
Leticia Mora 
Florida Bar No. 1002358 
lmora@shutts.com 
Shutts & Bowen LLP 
200 S. Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 4100 
Miami, Florida, 33131 
(305) 347-7342 
 
and 

Paula C. Arias, Esq. 
Florida Bar No. 68142 
paula@paulacariaslaw.com 
Paula C. Arias, P.A. 
11950 SW 72nd Pl 
Miami, FL 33156-4643 
Phone: (305) 905-6442 
 
Counsel for Plaintiffs    
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VERIFICATION 

I verify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing statements are true and correct. 

 

___________________________ _______________________________ 
LORNA M. GUTHRIE    JEFFREY BRANDMAIER 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CIVIL DIVISION 
 

STONE RIDGE FARMS, LLC,  
 
    Plaintiff, 
 
v.       Case No.:  23-CA-_____________ 
 
 
TORREY PINES STABLE FLORIDA 
CORP. and ERIC LAMAZE, 
   Defendants. 
______________________________________/ 
 

COMPLAINT 

 Plaintiff, STONE RIDGE FARMS, LLC, by and through its undersigned counsel, 

sues Defendants, TORREY PINES STABLE FLORIDA CORP. and ERIC LAMAZE, and 

alleges the following. 

1. This is an action for damages in excess of $50,000.00, exclusive of costs 

and attorneys’ fees. 

2. Plaintiff, STONE RIDGE FARMS, LLC (“STONE RIDGE”), is a foreign 

limited liability company with its principal place of business in Alberta, Canada. 

3. Defendant, TORREY PINES STABLE FLORIDA CORP. (“TORREY 

PINES”), is a for-profit Florida corporation with a principal place of business in Palm 

Beach County, Florida, that was administratively dissolved by the Florida Department of 

State, Division of Corporations, on September 23, 2022. 

4. Defendant, ERIC LAMAZE (“LAMAZE”), is an individual who resides in 

Palm Beach County, Florida. 

Filing # 170213574 E-Filed 04/03/2023 02:41:55 PM

FILED: PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL, JOSEPH ABRUZZO, CLERK, 04/03/2023 02:41:55 PM 

**** CASE NUMBER: 502023CA009022XXXXMB Div: AD **** 
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5. LAMAZE is a well-known horse show jumper and horse trainer who was 

named to the Canadian Equestrian Team in 1992 and represented Canada in multiple 

World Championships from 1994 through 2018.  LAMAZE won a gold medal at the 2008 

Olympic Games and helped the Canadian Equestrian Team win the silver medal that 

year.  LAMAZE won the individual  bronze medal at the 2016 Olympic Games. 

6. LAMAZE formed TORREY PINES in 2014.  TORREY PINES purports to be 

“a leading international show jumping training and sales business.”  Upon information and 

belief, LAMAZE is the sole owner of TORREY PINES. 

7. In 2015, Kara Chad and Bretton Chad, the principals of STONE RIDGE, 

and their father, Robert Chad, joined with TORREY PINES and LAMAZE in various 

business transactions related to the show jumping industry.  Robert Chad, his daughters  

and LAMAZE shared a close relationship during this period of time wherein LAMAZE 

trained Robert Chad’s daughters to compete at the highest levels of equestrian 

competition. 

8. Within the scope of this relationship, STONE RIDGE engaged LAMAZE to 

locate an acceptable horse for Bretton Chad to use in show jumping competitions.  

LAMAZE accepted this engagement from STONE RIDGE and coordinated the search for 

a suitable horse for STONE RIDGE.  LAMAZE led STONE RIDGE to believe that he was 

acting solely as agent for STONE RIDGE in conjunction with the assignment to locate a 

horse for STONE RIDGE. 

9. Eventually, LAMAZE located a horse, a 2006 Bay Gelding named “Bright”, 

at Ashford Farm in Belgium.  LAMAZE advised STONE RIDGE that Bright was a good 

showjumping horse and suitable for STONE RIDGE’s purposes.  Accordingly, LAMAZE 

NOT A
 CERTIFIE

D COPY

A327

A149



 

Page 3 of 8 

 

recommended that STONE RIDGE purchase Bright and pay to Ashford Farms the EUR 

625,000 asking price for the horse.   

10. Based on the close relationship of trust and confidence that STONE RIDGE 

then reposed in LAMAZE, as well as his experience as a world class horseman, STONE 

RIDGE relied on his representations that EUR 625,000 was a fair and reasonable price 

for the horse. 

11. Therefore, based solely upon LAMAZE’s recommendation, STONE RIDGE 

purchased Bright from Ashford Farms for EUR 625,000.  A true and correct copy of the 

Bill of Sale for STONE RIDGE’s purchase of Bright is attached hereto as Exhibit A.   

12. As a part of its purchase of Bright, STONE RIDGE paid a commission in the 

amount of EUR 62,500.00 to TORREY PINES for LAMAZE’s work in procuring the horse.  

A true and correct copy of the invoice for TORREY PINES’ commission is attached hereto 

as Exhibit B. 

13. LAMAZE never informed STONE RIDGE that either he or TORREY PINES 

would also receive a commission or other compensation from Ashford Farms for the sale 

of Bright to STONE RIDGE prior to (or after) STONE RIDGE’s purchase of the horse.   In 

fact, STONE RIDGE assumed that LAMAZE represented only STONE RIDGE in 

conjunction with its purchase of Bright and acted solely in the best interests of STONE 

RIDGE in connection with the transaction. 

14. STONE RIDGE’s assumption that LAMAZE worked solely for STONE 

RIDGE in conjunction with its purchase of Bright was entirely reasonable based on 

STONE RIDGE’s relationship with LAMAZE and consistent with standard industry 

practices at the time of the purchase, as well as today.   
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15. Furthermore, STONE RIDGE’s assumption was supported by Florida law 

relating to the purchase and sale of horses.  Pursuant to Chapter 5H-26 of the Florida 

Agriculture Code, a person acting as a dual agent in a transaction involving the sale or 

purchase of an interest in a horse is required to obtain the written consent of both the 

Purchaser and the Owner of the subject horse prior to receiving a commission for the 

transaction.  Rule 5H-26.003, Florida Agriculture Code. 

16. Unfortunately, Bright was not the horse that LAMAZE represented him to 

be.  STONE RIDGE entered Bright into multiple competitions from 2016 through 2019, 

but Bright’s performance was dismal at best.   

17. After four years of attempting to work with Bright to become a successful 

competition horse, STONE RIDGE eventually sold Bright to a third party for GBP 8,000.00 

on or about June 2020, significantly less than the EUR 625,000 it had paid four years 

prior.  

18. In September of 2021, STONE RIDGE discovered, for the first time, that 

LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES had also received a commission from Ashford Farms 

for STONE RIDGE’s purchase of Bright in 2015, in addition to the EUR 62,500.00 

commission STONE RIDGE had paid LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES.   

19. Upon information and belief, the commission that LAMAZE and/or TORREY 

PINES received from Ashford Farms was substantial, amounting to as much as half of 

the amount that STONE RIDGE paid for Bright. 

20. Upon information and belief, but for the undisclosed commission that 

Ashford Farms paid LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES, the sales price for Bright would 
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have been significantly less than the EUR 625,000 that STONE RIDGE ultimately paid, 

at the urging of LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES. 

21. All conditions precedent to the filing of this action have occurred, have been 

performed by STONE RIDGE, or have been waived. 

COUNT I – FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION 

22. STONE RIDGE realleges the allegations in paragraphs 1 through 21 above 

as if fully incorporated herein. 

23. This is an action for fraudulent misrepresentation. 

24. LAMAZE, individually and on behalf of TORREY PINES, made false 

statements to STONE RIDGE relating to the value of Bright.  Specifically, LAMAZE 

communicated to STONE RIDGE that it should purchase Bright for EUR 625,000.00 

because Bright would be an effective showjumping horse for STONE RIDGE. 

25. LAMAZE knew that his statements were false when he made them to 

STONE RIDGE.  LAMAZE made the statements to STONE RIDGE in order to induce 

STONE RIDGE to purchase Bright so that LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES could 

recover a sales commission from STONE RIDGE in addition to the substantial 

commission that LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES received from Ashford Farms. 

26. STONE RIDGE reasonably relied upon the statements made by LAMAZE 

and TORREY PINES when it decided to purchase Bright for the purchase prices of EUR 

625,000.00. 

27. As a result of STONE RIDGE’s reliance upon the false statements made by 

LAMAZE and TORREY PINES, STONE RIDGE sustained damages. 
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28. As the manager, member, agent and/or representative of TORREY PINES, 

LAMAZE is individually liable for any fraudulent misrepresentation by TORREY PINES, 

because he individually and personally participated directly in this tortious conduct. 

29. STONE RIDGE reserves its rights to seek an award of punitive damages 

against LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES upon the requisite showing pursuant to Section 

768.72, Florida Statutes.   

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, STONE RIDGE FARMS, LLC, demands judgment against 

Defendants, TORREY PINES STABLE FLORIDA CORP. and ERIC LAMAZE, 

individually, jointly and severally, for damages, costs, and such further relief as this Court 

deems just and proper. 

COUNT II – FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT 

30. STONE RIDGE realleges the allegations in paragraphs 1 through 21 above 

as if fully incorporated herein. 

31. This is an action for fraudulent concealment and/or fraud by omission. 

32. LAMAZE, individually and on behalf of TORREY PINES, concealed material 

information from STONE RIDGE to induce STONE RIDGE to purchase Bright and pay a 

commission to TORREY PINES in connection with that purchase.   

33. Specifically, LAMAZE failed to communicate material information to STONE 

RIDGE regarding the condition and/or capabilities of Bright, as well as the fact that 

LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES would receive a second commission from the seller of 

the horse if STONE RIDGE completed its purchase. 

34. Furthermore, upon information and belief, the commission that LAMAZE 

and/or TORREY PINES ultimately received from the seller of the horse was substantial, 
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amounting to as much as half of the amount that STONE RIGE ultimately paid for the 

horse. 

35. LAMAZE never communicated that he and/or TORREY PINES would 

receive a second commission from the seller of the horse, before or after STONE RIDGE 

completed the purchase of the horse. 

36. At the time that the concealments occurred, LAMAZE knew or should have 

known that STONE RIDGE was relying upon his representations in connection with its 

purchase of Bright. 

37. STONE RIDGE reasonably and justifiably relied on the information that 

LAMAZE provided, as well as the information he intentionally failed to provide, in 

connection with its purchase of the horse.  Such information was material and should 

have been disclosed to STONE RIDGE by LAMAZE. 

38. Had LAMAZE informed STONE RIDGE about all the facts that he concealed 

from STONE RIDGE it would not have completed its purchase of Bright for EUR 625,000.   

39. The intentional concealment and/or nondisclosure of material facts by 

LAMAZE induced STONE RIDGE to purchase the horse. 

40. STONE RIDGE has sustained damages as a result of the intentional 

omission and concealment of material facts by LAMAZE on behalf of TORREY PINES. 

41. As the manager, member, agent and/or representative of TORREY PINES, 

LAMAZE is individually liable for any fraudulent concealment and/or fraud by omission by 

TORREY PINES, because he individually and personally participated directly in this 

tortious conduct. 
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42. STONE RIDGE reserves its rights to seek an award of punitive damages 

against LAMAZE and/or TORREY PINES upon the requisite showing pursuant to Section 

768.72, Florida Statutes.   

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, STONE RIDGE FARMS, LLC, demands judgment against 

Defendants, TORREY PINES STABLE FLORIDA CORP. and ERIC LAMAZE, 

individually, jointly and severally, for damages, costs, and such further relief as this Court 

deems just and proper. 

Dated this 3rd day of April 2023. 

 
 
 

 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
DENTONS COHEN & GRIGSBY P.C. 

 

/s/ Marshall P. Bender    

JOSHUA A. HAJEK 
Florida Bar No. 0935441 
MARSHALL P. BENDER 
Florida Bar No.  0071474 
Mercato – Suite 6200 
9110 Strada Place 
Naples, Florida 34108 
Telephone:  (239) 390-1900 
Facsimile:  (239) 390-1901 
E-mail:  joshua.hajek@dentons.com 
E-mail:  marshall.bender@dentons.com  
Secondary E-Mail:  renee.ricci@dentons.com  
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Invoice

Date

6/27/2015

Invoice #

15-0702

Bill To

Stone Ridge Farms LLC
4227 britannia dr SW
T2S1J4, calgary
Canada

T o rre y  P in e s  S tab le  F lo r id a  C o rp

2675 Sheltingham Dr.
Wellington, FL, 33414

P.O. No. Terms Project

Phone # 5616018245

Total

Description AmountItemQuantity

BRIGHT  62,500.00Commission 0.1

EUR 62,500.00

EXHIBIT B
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COURT FILE No.: CV-10-2078-0000 and CV-21-2489-0000 
DATE: 2023 08 14 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 

RE: Iron Horse Farm Inc., Plaintiff/Defendant to Counterclaim 

AND: 

Ainsley Erin Vince, also known as Ainsley VINCE carrying on business as 
Linden Ridge, Linden Ridge Limited, Marcie Vince and Trinity Farms, 
Defendants 

-AND BETWEEN- 

Ainsley Erin Vince and Linden Ridge Limited, Plaintiffs by Counterclaim 

AND: 

Iron Horse Farm Inc., Gregory Aziz and Irene Aziz, Defendants to 
Counterclaim 

-AND BETWEEN- 

Iron Horse Farm Inc., Plaintiff 

AND: 

Torrey Pines Stable Inc. and Eric Lamaze, Defendants 

BEFORE: Kurz J. 

COUNSEL: Jerome Morse and David Trafford, for the Plaintiff/ Defendant to 
Counterclaim  

 Timothy Danson, for the Defendants/ Plaintiffs by Counterclaim 

HEARD: August 11, 2023 

ENDORSEMENT 
 

Introduction 

[1] On July 31, 2023, Eric Lamaze and Torrey Pines Stable Inc. brought a motion 

before me to deal with answers/refusals at a discovery, leave to cross-examine a third 

party and to adjourn the trial in these combined actions. I did not proceed with the 
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motion because I required a factum for the first two subjects of the motion and because 

of questions regarding the true state of Mr. Lamaze’s health; the ostensible reason for 

the adjournment request.  

[2] In this endorsement, I set out the reasons that I dismiss the request for a trial 

adjournment. I also set out next steps in regard to this motion. 

Background 

[3] Iron Horse Farm Inc. (“Iron Horse”), is a corporation that runs a horse stable. It 

brings two separate breach of contract actions related to the world of equestrian riding. 

The two actions are now joined, to be tried together or one after the other as directed by 

the trial judge. 

[4]  In the action against Eric Lamaze and his stable, Torrey Pines Stable Inc., 

(“Torrey Pines”) Iron Horse alleges breach of contract, conversion and unjust 

enrichment regarding the sale of three horses. Iron Horse claims that the three horses 

are not of the quality represented to it by Mr. Lamaze.  Mr. Lamaze and Torrey Pines 

deny the allegations. 

Rationale for the Motion to Adjourn  

[5] Mr. Lamaze’s notice of motion dated July 12, 2023 offered the following 

rationale for his adjournment request: 

The defendant, Eric Lamaze, (Torrey Pines) has been battling brain cancer for 

a number of years, which has now spread to his throat. Provided that his vitals 

are stable, Mr. Lamaze is scheduled to undergo a further surgery on or about 

July 11, 2023. Obtaining instructions is currently unattainable, but assuming 

that all goes reasonably well, taking into account his cognitive impairment, 

further time will be required to prepare for trial.  

[6] In support of the request for adjournment Mr. Lamaze’s counsel filed the 

affidavit of Marjan Delavar, a lawyer with his counsel’s firm, dated July 12, 2023. Ms. 

Delavar offered a brief biography of Mr. Lamaze, an acclaimed champion equestrian. 

She stated that he was diagnosed with brain cancer in November 2017, but continued 
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to compete until September 12, 2021. She asserted that he has not ridden since then, 

but formally retired on March 30, 2022.   

[7] Ms. Delavar stated that on or about June 12, 2023 “we” were informed by Mr. 

Lamaze that his cancer has spread to his throat. Surgery scheduled for June 30, 2023 

was postponed until July 11, 2023. She opined, that “[a]s a result of our attempted 

communications with Mr. Lamaze, it is clear to us that Mr. Lamaze is despondent and 

cognitively impaired”. She then attached a chronology of Mr. Lamaze’s battle with 

cancer that “we” prepared in April 2022.  

[8] Ms. Delavar’s affidavit included no medical reports or records. But it did include 

three photos which had been supplied to Mr. Lamaze’s counsel on his behalf. They 

purport to graphically show Mr. Lamaze’s disfigured face after surgery.  

[9] Mr. Morse, counsel for Iron Horse, did not accept the representations in Ms. 

Delavar’s affidavit regarding Mr. Lamaze’s ill health. He was more than sceptical in light 

of the fact that Mr. Lamaze made similar claims in early 2019, in the hopes of 

adjourning his discovery. But he was later found to have been successfully involved in 

three separate equestrian events in Florida, on March 13, 14 and 16, 2019.  

[10] On March 11, 2019, Iron Horse moved to compel Mr. Lamaze’s attendance at a 

discovery. In the face of claims regarding Mr. Lamaze’s ill-health, Master Graham 

expressed the need for Mr. Lamaze to prove that his medical condition was as dire as 

his counsel claimed on his behalf. Master Graham wrote the following in his March 11, 

2019 endorsement:  

It is not disputed that Mr. Lamaze has undergone treatment for a life-

threatening medical condition, which could possibly affect his ability to attend to 

be cross-examined. However, if that is the case, his counsel acknowledges that 

he must provide medical evidence to that effect. 

[11] In the face of Iron Horse’s motion, Mr. Lamaze did attend for his examination 

on April 5, 2019 without being ordered to do so. On May 3, 2019 Master Graham 

ordered Mr. Lamaze to pay costs of the motion to Iron Horse, but not at the scale 
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requested. Neither of Master Graham’s endorsements makes reference to the filing of 

any medical reports that confirm the state of Mr. Lamaze’s health.  

[12] After receipt of Ms. Delavar’s July 12, 2023 affidavit, Mr. Morse requested an 

electronic copy of the photo of Mr. Lamaze, so that he could check the metadata. Mr. 

Danson never did so. He originally objected to the request as being unseemly. In fact, 

he asked me to remove the photos from the record. I refused that request. Mr. Danson 

later stated that he was unable to provide an electronic copy of the photos as he had 

received them by Instagram. He asserted that the Instagram transmission effectively 

scrubbed the photos of their metadata.   

[13] In the evening of July 25, 2023, Mr. Lamaze’s counsel sent to Mr. Morse an 

unaddressed “To whom it concerns” medical report dated April 5, 2023. It was 

purportedly written in Dutch by Dr. Oulad Taib a neurosurgeon at the Chirec Cancer 

Institute in Brussels, Belgium. This report was forwarded to Mr. Danson by a 

representative on behalf of Mr. Lamaze, who is also apparently in Brussels.   

[14] Suspicion was aroused because the website of the Chirec Cancer Institute 

describes the doctor as “Dr. Nordenyn Oulad Ben Taib”. Further, the Chirac website 

lists Dr. Ben Taib’s spoken languages as French, English and Arabic, not Dutch. There 

was also concern that the address on the report was incorrect. 

[15] The contents of the purported Taib report raised even more suspicions. It 

stated that Mr. Lamaze had been diagnosed with a severe, inoperable brain tumor 

which required a form of chemotherapy to shrink it. It spoke of a “great risk of failure” 

and that eight doctors are looking after Mr. Lamaze. It concluded by stating: 

I have been in contact with Mr. Lamaze since January 31. He’s never been the 
same. We feel his reputation is ruined and suffering from mental distress. We 
can only go almost 3 months without proper nutrition and stress could be too 
late, he is confused and in pain that his condition has no consideration we will 
do what we can but he needs access to funds. Thank you so much, we can 
estimate that his chance today is 50/50.   

[16] It seems incongruous that a neurosurgeon would opine regarding the state of 

Mr. Lamaze’s reputation, mental distress, stress, nutrition and his financial status. 
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Equally questionable is the vague and unexplained “50/50” prognosis offered for what is 

apparently Mr. Lamaze’s chances of survival.  

[17] Mr. Danson also produced another report under the letterhead of the Chirac 

Cancer Institute. It was undated and contained an illegible signature with no typed 

signing line (the “unidentified report”). The unidentified report only raised more 

suspicions. It stated that Mr. Lamaze “is a patient under my direct care as well as my 

colleagues at the Delta Chirec Cancer Institute, located in Brussels.” It stated that Mr. 

Lamaze had been diagnosed with a brain tumor called glioblastoma in 2017 and had 

been under “our care” ever since.  

[18] The unidentified report continued, stating that Mr. Lamaze had been scheduled 

for a “high risk” craniotomy on August 11, 2023. The unknown author offered this 

pessimistic prognosis: 

It is expected that Mr Lamaze will not be able to speak, quite possibly on a 
permanent basis and will also require a lengthy rehabilitation process that could 
exceed a year or more due to the severity of the tumor.  

[19] The report concluded that Mr. Lamaze had been instructed to reduce all stress 

in order to retain the capacities necessary for surgery and recovery.  

[20] Mr. Danson also produced a February 23, 2023 letter from a plastic surgeon 

named Axel de Vooght. Dr. de Vooght’s letterhead describes him as being with the 

Chirec Hospital but at a different address than the one in the unidentified report.  It 

states that Dr. De Vooght has Mr. Lamaze in treatment. It adds that “[f]urther   surgery 

(multidisciplinary team) is needed very soon to address his medical issue which is an 

evolutional condition.”  

July 31, 2023 Attendance 

[21] After hearing from the parties on July 31, 2023, I adjourned the motion to 

August 9, 2023. I did so to allow for Mr. Danson to file a factum and counsel to arrive at 

a new litigation schedule for the portion of the motion dealings with undertakings and 

refusals as well as third-party cross-examination. I also adjourned the issue of a trial 

adjournment to the same date. In regard to that issue, I wrote: 
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Without making any finding about Mr. Lamaze’s credibility, I can say that Mr. 
Morse’s concerns are at least reasonable. Mr. Danson points out that he too 
wishes to obtain a report similar in format to the one sought by Mr. Morse as it 
will demonstrate the veracity of Mr. Lamaze’s claims as to the urgent and grave 
state of his health. 

[22] I further directed Mr. Danson to produce an up to date and signed medical 

report from one of Mr. Lamaze’s surgical oncologists or other treatment doctors setting 

out Mr. Lamaze’s 1) present conditions, 2) symptoms, 3) diagnosis, 4) prognosis and 5) 

future course of treatment (including any surgery). I required that the report be sent to 

both Mr. Danson and Mr. Morse.  

August 9, 2023 Attendance 

[23] On the return of this matter on August 9, 2023, Mr. Danson produced another 

report, ostensibly from a doctor at the Chirec Cancer Institute, which had been provided 

to him by a representative of Mr. Lamaze. That report was dated August 2, 2023. Its 

author was identified as Dr. Benoit Pirotte, a neurosurgeon at Chirac. It purported to be 

signed by Dr. Pirotte.  

[24] The Dr. Pirotte report was in parts virtually identical to the unidentified report. 

However, the author offered the additional information that Mr. Lamaze was also 

diagnosed with “Laryngeal throat cancer which has attached itself to the larynx”. The 

report stated that surgery on July 11, 2023 successfully removed parts of the tumor, but 

additional surgery will be required to remove the remaining tumor and try to repair the 

damage to Mr. Lamaze’s vocal chords, which now leave him unable to speak. While 

surgery had been scheduled for August 4, 2023, Mr. Lamaze was found not to be 

sufficiently stable for the procedure.  

[25] The final paragraph of the “Dr. Pirotte” report is almost identical to the of the 

unidentified Chirac doctor cited above. But it adds that: 

Mr. Lamaze is at risk of never having the ability to communicate verbally again. 

Currently Mr. Lamaze is very ill. He is weak, despondent and cognitively 

impaired.   
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[26]  The final sentence of the report is identical to that of the unnamed doctor, in 

the unidentified report. It cites Mr. Lamaze’s need to reduce stress.  

[27] I note that the signature in the “Dr. Pirotte” report does not match that of the 

unnamed Chirac doctor in the unidentified report. Further, while the signatory’s return 

address in the two reports is virtually identical, the unknown doctor lists it as “Avenue 

louise 284/1050 Brussels”. “Dr. Pirotte” also lists his address as “Avenue louise 

284/1050” but describes his city as “Bruxelas”.  

[28] Because of Mr. Morse’s continued concerns about the veracity of medical 

evidence offered on behalf of Mr. Lamaze and whether that evidence represented a 

fraud on the court, I encouraged counsel to attempt to contact Dr. Pirotte themselves by 

telephone, at the phone number set out at the Chirec Hospital website. They were 

unable to do so that day. They were told that he is on holidays despite the ostensibly 

scheduled surgery that week. In the circumstances, I adjourned the motion for two days, 

to today.  

August 11, 2023 Attendance 

[29] Today I was presented with two affidavits of David Trafford, a lawyer with Mr. 

Morse’s firm, dated August 10 and 11, 2023. Mr. Trafford stated that Iron Horse had 

retained a Belgian investigator to determine the validity of the reports ostensibly 

authored by Dr. Taib and Dr. Pirotte.  

[30] In his August 10, 2023 affidavit, Mr. Trafford exhibits an email and the signed 

report of a Belgian licenced private detective, Johan Coppens. It states that on August 

10, 2023, Mr. Coppens, met with Dr. Oulad Ben Taib at the Chirec “Delta Hospital” in 

Brussels.  Dr. Ben Taib confirmed to the investigator that the signature on his purported 

report is not his and that he does not speak the Dutch language.  

[31] According to his report, the investigator then attended at the legal department 

at the Chirec Delta Hospital later that day. The investigator spoke to an employee at the 

legal department, who “confirmed” that the “documents of Dr. Oulad Taib and Dr. 

Benoit Pirotte are forged” [emphasis in original]. 
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[32] The August 11, 2023 Trafford affidavit exhibited a letter from Aline De Walsche, 

in house legal counsel of the Chirec Hospital Group. The letter was addressed to the 

private detective, Mr. Coppens. The letter dated August 10, 2023, states that Dr. Ben 

Taib told Mr. De Walsche that his purported report “was a fraudulent document”.  

[33]    Ms. De Walsche added that she contacted Dr. Pirotte as well. Regarding his 

purported report, Dr. Pirotte stated, in French, with Ms. De Walsche’s translation, “It’s a 

fake. I never wrote this letter and moreover I have no memory of this patient. The 

signature is different from mine. I have never written on behalf of the Chirec Cancer 

Institute. Finally, when I write in English, I sign ‘Benoît JM PIROTTE MD PhD’”. The 

purported August 2, 2023 report is signed by “Dr. Benoit Pirotte”.  

[34] Ms. De Walsche referred to the two alleged reports as “fraudulent acts”.  

Analysis 

[35] In light of the information set out above, I find that there are no grounds to 

adjourn the trial in these actions. I cannot find any of the evidence that Mr. Lamaze 

relies upon in requesting a trial adjournment to be either credible or reliable.  

[36] I dismiss the portion of Mr. Lamaze’s motion in which he seeks an adjournment 

of the trial.  

[37] Mr. Danson stated that in light of the revelations contained in the two recent 

Trafford affidavits, he would be moving to remove himself from the record. Any such 

motion shall be made to my attention. It may be made in writing. The motion shall 

comply with Rule 15.04(1) - (1.3), with the affidavit under seal and only the notice of 

motion served on Mr. Morse.   

[38] Ricchetti J. has now appointed me case manager of these two actions. I will 

retain that role until and unless this matter goes to trial.  

[39] I was going to conduct a settlement conference in the Iron Horse v. Vince et al.  

action in September, but I am not sure whether Mr. Danson will be removing himself 
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from the record in that matter. If he confirms that he will be willing to do so, I will 

schedule an attendance.  

[40] Mr. Morse sought further relief, including a costs award of $25,112.41, payable 

within 15 days, failing which Mr. Lamaze’s pleadings will be struck. He also sought other 

deadlines for Mr. Lamaze to appoint new counsel if Mr. Danson is removed from the 

record. I agree with Mr. Danson that he has no instructions regarding that other relief 

and thus I will not deal with it.  

[41] But because Mr. Morse and his client are entitled to know whether this matter 

will return to trial, and because both Mr. Morse and Mr. Danson have a busy trial 

schedule in September 2023, I adjourn the balance of this motion (including the 

scheduling of the undertakings/refusals motion) before me to August 31, 2023 at 10:00 

a.m.   

[42] However in order to ensure procedural fairness for Mr. Lamaze, I require Iron 

Horse to serve and file another notice of motion, returnable August 31, 2023, setting out 

the exact relief requested against Mr. Lamaze. In light of the further relief that is being 

sought, which is based on an argument that Mr. Lamaze has perpetrated a fraud on the 

court, I require that motion be accompanied by affidavit evidence that complies with 

Rule 39.04.  

[43] Provided that the motion materials are served while Mr. Danson is on the 

record, they may be served on him. 

[44] I have scheduled the motion on a date that I am scheduled to be on holiday in 

order to accommodate counsel. For that reason and to ensure that it will proceed on the 

date scheduled, Mr. Morse or Mr. Trafford will file a confirmation form at least two days 

prior to the scheduled date for the motion. 
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[45] Costs are reserved to that return date.  

 

“Marvin Kurz J.”  
Electronic signature of Justice Marvin Kurz  

 
 
Date: August 14, 2023 
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 COURT FILE NOs.: CV-10-2078-0000 / CV-21-2489-0000 
DATE: 20230731 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 

RE: Iron Horse Farm Inc., Plaintiff/Defendant to Counterclaim 

AND: 

Vince, Torrey Pines Stable Inc., Defendants/Plaintiffs by Counterclaim 

BEFORE: Kurz J. 

COUNSEL: Jerome Morose and David Trafford, for Plaintiff/Defendant to Counterclaim 

Timothy Danson, for the Defendants/Plaintiffs by Counterclaim 

HEARD: July 31, 2023 

ENDORSEMENT 

[1] This is a long motion for answers/refusals, leave to cross examine a third party, Karina 

Aziz, and to adjourn the trial in these combined actions. This endorsement applies to 

both CV-10-2078 and CV-21-2487.     

[2] With regard to the refusals/undertakings and the third party examination, I will require 

a factum from Mr. Danson’s clients. 

[3] Regarding the trial adjournment, Mr. Lamaze represents through Mr. Danson that he 

is deathly ill with cancer and is being treated in a cancer clinic in Brussels. He says 

that he has already had surgery in July 2023 (and perhaps others in 2013; Mr. Danson 

is unsure) and is scheduled for further surgery next week. Mr. Morse is skeptical about 

Mr. Lamaze’s claims. He points out that in 2019 he received similar representations 

about the state of Mr. Lamaze’s heath in anticipation of a discovery, only to find a 

video of him winning a show jumping competition around the same time.  

[4] Without making any finding about Mr. Lamaze’s credibility, I can say that Mr. Morse’s 

concerns are at least reasonable. Mr. Danson points out that he too wishes to obtain 
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a report similar in  format to the one sought by Mr. Morse as it will demonstrate the 

veracity of Mr. Lamze’s claims as to the urgent and grave state of his health.  

[5] I adjourn this motion to August 9, 2023 at 9:30 to be spoken to only with regard to the 

trial adjournment request. At that time, I will deal with scheduling for the balance of 

the motion. This attendance can be by Zoom.  

[6] In the meantime, Mr. Danson will produce an up  to date  and signed medical report 

from one of Mr. Lamaze’s surgical oncologists or other treatment doctors setting out 

Mr. Lamaze’s 1) present conditions, 2) symptoms, 3) diagnosis, 4) prognosis and 5) 

future course of treatment (including any surgery). Any such report will be sent directly 

to Mr. Morse at the same time as to Mr. Danson. His email address is 

jmorse@morseshannon.com If the report is not sent directly to Mr. Morse, Mr. Danson 

will provide him all metadata of the transmission of the report.  

[7] When this matter returns we will discuss whether there are any venues to resolve the 

action regarding Ms. Vince et al.  

[8] Costs reserved. 

“Marvin Kurz J.”  
Electronic signature of Justice Marvin Kurz 

 
 
Date: July 31, 2023 
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COURT FILE NOs.: CV-10-20780000/ CV-21-2489-0000 
DATE:20230809 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 

RE: Iron Horse Farm Inc., Plaintiff/Defendant to Counterclaim 

AND: 

Vince, Torrey Pines Stable Inc., Defendants/Plaintiffs by Counterclaim 

BEFORE: Kurz J. 

COUNSEL: Jerome Morse and David Trafford, for the Plaintiff/ Defendant to 
Counterclaim  

Timothy Danson, for the Defendant/ Plaintiffs by Counterclaim 

 

HEARD: August 9, 2023 

AMENDED ENDORSEMENT 
 

[1] This matter returned before me today to deal with the issue of a trial 

adjournment because of Mr. Lamaze’s medical condition. Mr. Danson has provided 

some medical reports since this matter was last before me on July 31, 2023. However, 

Mr. Morse continues to express doubts based on both Mr. Lamaze’s past request for an 

adjournment of a discovery on medical grounds (after which he won a show jumping 

competition) and concerns that the addresses on medical reports that have been 

provided are not the real addresses of the medical centres from which they purportedly 

emanate.  

[2] I have before me a medical report of Dr. Benoit Pirotte, a neurosurgeon, dated 

August 2, 2023. Dr. Pirotte offers information which is sufficient to grant the 

adjournment requested on consent. However because of the issues briefly cited above, 

Mr. Morse seeks further confirmation. He does not doubt that Dr. Pirotte is a 

neurosurgeon at the Chirec Cancer Institute in Brussels.  He just questions whether the 

August 2, 2023 report is really that of Dr. Pirotte.  
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[3] Mr. Morse concurred with my suggestion that both counsel telephone Dr., 

Pirotte at the number set out online for the Chirec Cancer Institute, to confirm that the 

August 2, 2023 report is his. Mr. Danson is hesitant because he has no specific 

instructions from Mr. Lamaze and has been unable to obtain such instructions for some 

time.  

[4] As I see it, a joint call to Dr. Chirec by counsel, in which I direct them only to 

confirm the genuineness of the August 2, 2023 report would not violate any 

confidentiality of Mr. Lamaze because the information is already before the court. The 

only issue is whether it was Dr Pirotte who wrote the report. 

[5] Thus I direct counsel to telephone Dr. Pirotte, today if possible. They shall not 

request any information which is absent from the August 2, 2023 report. Rather they will 

only seek to confirm whether he wrote the report and whether it is accurate. They will 

then report to me. I will hold this matter down to allow the call to take place.  

Addendum 

[6] Counsel did attempt to contact Dr. Pirotte this morning. He is on vacation but 

they spoke to one of his assistants. They agreed to send him an email along with a copy 

of the purported August 2, 2023 report. They asked Dr. Pirotte to authenticate the 

report. It may take a few days to do that as he will not return from holidays until August 

13, 2023. I will not be at court for the next four weeks after Friday, myself. 

[7] This matter is adjourned to Friday August 11, 2023 at 9 by Zoom. At that time I 

will also deal with: 

a. Scheduling a pretrial of the Iron Horse v Vincent proceedings (action and 

counterclaim) before me. 

b. Scheduling the return of Mr. Danson’s undertakings motion.  
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[8] Costs continue to be reserved.  

 

“Marvin Kurz J.”  
Electronic signature of Justice Marvin Kurz  

 
 
Date: August 9, 2023 
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  COURT FILE NO.: CV-21-00002489-0000 
DATE: 2023/09/05 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 

RE: Iron Horse Farm Inc., Plaintiff(s) 

AND: 

Torrey Pines Stable Inc. and Eric Lamaze, Defendant(s) 

BEFORE: Kurz J. 

COUNSEL: Jerome Morse and David Trafford, for the Plaintiff(s) 

Timothy Danson, for the Defendant(s) 

HEARD: Tuesday September 5, 2023, via zoom 

ENDORSEMENT 
 

[1] I have previously dismissed the portion of the Defendants’ motion in which they  

sought an adjournment of the trial in this action. The Plaintiffs now seek their costs of 

that portion of the adjournment motion on a full indemnity basis. They argue that Mr 

Lamaze attempted to perpetrate a fraud on the court by filing three forged letters, which 

falsely purport to be medical reports regarding Mr. Lamaze’s dire medical condition. Mr. 

Morse argues that if that fraud were not sufficiently egregious, Mr. Lamaze feigned end-

stage cancer, which is an insult to all who have suffered from that dreaded malady. He 

did so only to avoid a “day of reckoning” in an action that was commenced more than 

ten years ago but has yet to reach trial.  

[2] Mr. Danson had previously moved to be removed from the record. I expected to 

deal with that motion today. But he has chosen to remain on the record for the argument 

of this portion of the motion and to offer assistance to both Mr. Lamaze and the court in 

that regard. Mr. Lamaze is a long-standing client and friend of Mr. Danson and so he 

wishes to assist to ensure that Mr. Lamaze is at least aware of the proceedings and so 

that the court’s processes are provided to Mr. Lamaze without delay. I add that he 

offered submissions in the hope of ameliorating the severity of my costs sanction. 
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[3] I agree with Mr. Morse’s submission that this is an appropriate case for full 

indemnity costs. Mr. Lamaze attempted to obtain a result from the court based upon 

forged medical documents. That type of behaviour requires the most severe costs 

sanction. 

[4] I accept the reasonableness and proportionality of Mr. Morse’s full indemnity bill 

of costs, seeking $32,400, and I so order. 

[5] Mr. Morse asks that costs be paid within 15 days, failing which the Defendants’  

pleadings be struck. I agree that such a remedy is appropriate in the circumstances. I 

say that in light of Mr. Lamaze’s egregious behaviour, and in order to protect the 

integrity of the court in the face of such conduct.  But I find that  15 days is too short a 

period of time for payment, particularly in light of the fact that Mr. Lamaze is in Belgium 

and I cannot be certain of his finances at this time (each counsel makes 

representations, while admitting that they do not amount to evidence).  

[6] Thus the Defendants shall pay the costs of $32,400 by September 29, 2023, 

failing which their pleadings will be struck. This matter will not be called to trial before 

October 9, 2023. 

[7] The balance of this motion is adjourned sine die. Mr. Danson’s motion is 

adjourned to be returned before me when the Vince matter proceeds to a settlement 

conference/exit pretrial on October 4, 2023 at 5. I am satisfied that Mr. Lamaze was 

aware of this date and has chosen not to attend. Mr. Danson will provide a copy of this 

endorsement to Mr. Lamaze in any event and provide the court (and Caselines) with an 

affidavit of service to that effect.  

 

“Marvin Kurz J.”  
 

 
Date: Tuesday September 5, 2023   
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Court File No. CV-21-2489 

 
 
 

B E T W E E N: 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

 
THE HONOURABLE       MONDAY, THE 6TH DAY  
 
MR. JUSTICE KURZ       OF NOVEMBER, 2023 
 

IRON HORSE FARM INC. 
 

- and - 
 

TORREY PINES STABLE INC. and ERIC LAMAZE 

 
Plaintiff 

 
 

Defendants 

 

 

ORDER 

THIS MOTION, made by the Defendants for an Order for adjourning the trial of this 

matter was heard on July 31, August 9, August 11, August 31, and September 5, 2023 at 

the Milton Court House, 491 Steeles Avenue East, Milton, Ontario, L9T 1Y7. 

 
On reading the Motion Record of the Defendants, the Responding Motion Record 

of the Plaintiff, the Affidavit of Johan Coppens, on hearing submissions of counsel for the 

Plaintiff and the Defendants, and, following the disposition of the motion, reading the 

Affidavit of David Trafford, sworn November 3, 2023, confirming that the Defendants have 

not paid the costs ordered to be paid pursuant to paragraph 2 of this order: 

 
1. THIS COURT ORDERS that the Defendants motion to adjourn the trial of this 

matter be and is hereby dismissed. 
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- 2 - 

 
2. THIS COURT FURTHER ORDERS that the Defendants shall pay to the Plaintiff 

its full indemnity costs fixed in the sum of $32,400.00 by September 29, 2023, failing 

which the Statement of Defence of the Defendants shall be struck without further notice; 

 
3. THIS COURT FURTHER ORDERS that owing to the non-payment of the costs by 

the Defendants as required by paragraph 2 of this order, the Statement of Defence of the 

Defendants be and is hereby struck. 

 7-Nov-2023
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