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Highlights

§ 23:3—History and Application of the Good Character Requirement
In a 2025 decision [Afolabi v. Law Society of Ontario, 2025 ONCA 257 (Ont.
C.A.)] the Court of Appeal for Ontario reversed a decision of the Divisional
Court [2023 ONSC 6727] holding that applicants for licences were denied
procedural fairness by the Law Society’s refusal to hold an oral hearing before
denying their applications on good character grounds. The applicants for licens-
ing had obtained answer sheets that duplicated examination questions and
provided answers.

The Law Society’s Director of Licensing wrote to the applicants to say that
the evidence supported the conclusion that they had engaged in prohibited ac-
tions, and that the appropriate administrative outcome was to deem void both
the exam results and the applicants’ registration in the licensing process. The
Director of Licensing also wrote that the applicants could re-register for licens-
ing but only after one-year; that if they chose to re-register in Ontario or any
other jurisdiction, they must disclose that they had been sanctioned by a regula-
tory body; that the Law Society might conduct a further investigation into their
good character; and that the Law Society would share the Director’s decision
with other Canadian and territorial law societies... The applicants sought
judicial review of the decision of the Licensing Director... The Court of Appeal
allowed the Law Society’s appeal, and held that the Licensing Director’s deci-
sion was administrative, rather than quasi-judicial.
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MacKenzie Barristers, where his practice focuses on civil appeals and profes-
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been selected by American Lawyer Media and Martindale-Hubbell as a Top
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on the reform of the Law Society’s Rules of Professional Conduct, a process that
culminated in the adoption of new Rules of Professional Conduct that came into
force on November 1, 2000. Mr. MacKenzie has also served as counsel to the
Canadian Bar Association’s Ethics and Professional Issues Committee, whose
recommendations resulted in significant reforms to the CBA’s Code of Profes-
sional Conduct that were adopted by the CBA’s Council in 2004.
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In addition to Lawyers & Ethics: Professional Responsibility and Discipline,
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the Law Society of Upper Canada Gazette, the Advocates’ Society Journal,
Reid’s Administrative Law, the Canadian Journal of Law & Jurisprudence, and
the Alberta Law Review. He wrote The Profession column for the Law Times for
many years and is a frequent speaker at continuing education programs. He
has taught civil litigation, administrative law and the Charter of Rights, and
professional responsibility in the Ontario bar admission course. He has served
as an Adjunct Professor of Legal Ethics at Osgoode Hall Law School.
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Foreword

Among the challenges facing the legal profession in the current age, none is
more urgent than the need to preserve and foster its ethical values at a time
when the business aspects of practice demand so much of our attention. Faced
with increased competition, the relentless pressure of cost, the disappearance of
many traditional sources of work and the growing complexity of the law, lawyers
in practice must struggle on a daily basis to balance their roles as professionals
and as proprietors.

The profession has attempted to meet this challenge in various ways. Profes-
sional responsibility is now taught in both law school curricula and in bar
admission courses. Leaders of the profession have spoken out against the rising
trend toward commercialism, and law societies everywhere are encouraging a
critical re-assessment of our approaches and standards. These measures have
succeeded only partially.

Until now, those engaged in efforts to maintain ethical standards have been
without a reliable reference work capable of relating rules of professional
conduct to the daily demands of practice. With his work on Lawyers and Ethics,
Gavin MacKenzie has met that need. By furnishing a text that combines a re-
statement of ethical norms with a realistic understanding of the modern law of-
fice, Mr. MacKenzie has made a lasting contribution to legal literature and to
the cause of professionalism.

The book’s value derives in great part from the rounded perspective that
Mr. MacKenzie brings to the task. For many years a busy litigation lawyer with
both civil and criminal retainers, he has extensive first-hand knowledge of the
demands of the practice environment. Mr. MacKenzie’s caseload included, as a
significant component, the defence of lawyers and other professionals facing al-
legations of misconduct. For a time, he served as counsel to the Discipline Com-
mittee of the College of Physicians and Surgeons. He also carried briefs for
individuals seeking admission and re-admission to professions in circumstances
in which their fitness was in issue. He therefore had occasion to test and exam-
ine, in a wide variety of contexts, the very essence of what it means to be a
professional.

In recent years, Mr. MacKenzie has served as Senior Counsel, Discipline,
for the Law Society of Upper Canada, a role in which he has earned a wide-
spread reputation not only for his skills as an advocate, but also for his fairness
in the process and the soundness of his judgment in issues relating to profes-
sional conduct.

Mr. MacKenzie’s varied and balanced experience ensures that this book is
not merely an academic or theoretical analysis: on every page, there is evidence
of his keen awareness of the highly complex task that the modern lawyer faces.
The rules of professional conduct are brought to life in examples often drawn
from the author’s own experience, and the principles underlying the rules are
illustrated dynamically. By these means, the rules are rendered more meaning-
ful than ever before to those of us who must, in practice, harmonize those
obligations that we owe at once to clients, colleagues, the court and our govern-
ing body, and which all too often seem to pull us in different directions.

The appealing blend of principle and practice is perhaps best exemplified in
Mr. MacKenzie’s insightful treatment of the subject of conflicts, a difficult,
elusive area requiring an especially rigorous effort in order to reconcile compet-
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ing considerations and values.

Nor is the work intended just for courtroom lawyers, despite the emphasis
on litigation in Mr. MacKenzie’s own professional experience. The book takes
on, in a straightforward manner, the way in which the rules of conduct find ap-
plication in a variety of other practice settings, whether in the boardroom, in
the service of government, among corporate counsel or in a general practice.

Canadian lawyers have waited a very long time for a text that treats these
subjects fully and with authority. In Mr. MacKenzie’s work, we now have a
thorough and scholarly resource, the enduring value of which is that it relates
every principle to a practical setting and every rule to the realities of practice.
The profession, and ultimately the public, are in Mr. MacKenzie’s debt.

Allan M. Rock Q.C.
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Introduction

If you want to take dough from a murderer for helping him beat the rap
you must be admitted to the bar.

Let it be said at the beginning that in the eyes of many members of the
public today the legal profession is a self-interested and non-accountable elite
that is undeserving of the privilege of self-government.

This professional image persists in spite of many innovations for which the
organized bar seldom claims or receives credit — innovations such as legal aid
programmes, funded and administered largely by lawyers; clinic funding
programmes, lawyer referral services, and other services designed to improve
the accessibility and quality of legal services, especially for those unable to af-
ford to retain lawyers privately; mandatory certification by public accountants
of lawyers’ financial statements as a condition of annual membership renewal;
full-time staffs of lawyers, accountants, and investigators who inquire into and
prosecute allegations of professional misconduct; public discipline hearings;
mandatory errors and omissions insurance coverage (with minimum coverage
levels that in Ontario were raised from $50,000 to $1,000,000 during the 1980s);
and lawyers’ funds for client compensation, which were first established in
Alberta in 1939 and in Ontario in 1954, which are fully funded by the profes-
sion, and which reimburse claimants who sustain financial losses as a result of
lawyers’ dishonesty.?

There are sound reasons, having to do largely with the independence of the
bar, that it is still fundamentally important that the legal profession retain the
right of self-government.® That right is jeopardized by the public’s increasingly
antagonistic attitude toward lawyers. Most people share Henry Adams’
disheartening conclusion that “no priesthood ever reforms itself.”

The reasons for lawyers’ unfavourable image are complex. To some extent it
is a problem shared by professions generally in an age characterized by a
sceptical public that has come to embrace George Bernard Shaw’s epigram that
“every profession is a conspiracy against the laity.”® It is undoubtedly true that
lawyers, who defend others ably, have done a poor job of defending themselves.®

A primary reason for this negative image has to do with the public’s percep-
tion of lawyers’ ethics. More than ever before, the qualities associated with

! This quotation from In the Best Families by Rex Stout (Boston: G. K. Hall & Co.,
1991, first published 1950) introduces William H. Simon’s “The Ideology of Advocacy:
Procedural Justice and Professional Ethics” [1978] Wisconsin L.R. 29.

2 See Kenneth E. Howie, “Lawyers Under Fire”, Law Society of Upper Canada Gazette,
vol. 25, no. 2 (June, 1991), pp. 164-171. The advances of the last quarter century
throughout Canada and the United States are vividly illustrated by reading Murray
Teigh Bloom’s book The Trouble With Lawyers (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1969),
which depicts a profession indifferent to victims of negligence and dishonesty, without
lawyers’ funds for client compensation or mandatory professional liability insurance, and
with a discipline process that was secretive, casual and ineffective.

3 These reasons are explored in chapter 27.
4 Quoted by Bloom, supra, note 2, p. 351.

5 Quoted by Jacques Barzun in “The Professions Under Siege”, Law Society of Upper
Canada Gazette, vol. 12, no. 4 (December, 1978), p. 344 at 346.

5 Howie, supra, note 2, p. 164.
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lawyers include (among more becoming traits) a preoccupation with money;
egocentricity; attitudes variously described as pompous, patronizing, conde-
scending and arrogant; and tendencies to turn everything into a debate to be
won, to complicate problems, to make more work and generate higher fees, and
to distort or conceal the truth by resorting to technicalities (or worse) in the
interest of winning.” In the estimation of many, lawyers are far more interested
in their clients’ interests (and their own) than in the welfare of society. In a de-
cision of the Supreme Court of Canada released in late 1990, Justice Cory
wrote of “lawyers soldiering on in the cause of justice.”® In the view of many
members of the public, the soldiers are mercenaries rather than patriots.

I use the term “lawyers’ ethics” because it is more comprehensive than ei-
ther “professional responsibility” or even “legal ethics.” For many lawyers,
“professional responsibility” has come to connote a rather narrow field of black
letter law, whereas “legal ethics” is concerned primarily with lawyers’ role
morality.® Canadian writing in both fields, though particularly the former, has
been dominated by a consideration of rules of professional conduct. But rules of
professional conduct have only a limited role to play in enhancing public
confidence in the profession. The influence that such rules have on lawyers’ at-
titudes and behaviour, moreover, is slight. Little real progress is likely to be
achieved by continually rewriting those rules.®

What is needed in addition to rules of professional conduct is a searching
and methodical re-examination by lawyers of their roles in a rapidly changing
society." Canadian rules of professional conduct are based for the most part on
the traditional model of the sole practitioner who has competent, individual,
adult clients in a general practice. To a considerable extent, this traditional
model has been overtaken as a result of the great diversity of clients, lawyers,
and contexts in which legal services are provided. Corporate clients, govern-
ment agencies, clients with disabilities, and the poor are unlike the traditional
paradigm and are unlike one another. There are few similarities in the prac-
tices of high technology law specialists in large Bay Street law firms, lawyers
who practise before regulatory and administrative tribunals, store-front general
practitioners, lawyers employed by clinics designed to serve low income
individuals, lawyers employed by government agencies, lawyers who defend
persons charged with serious crimes, lawyers who represent public or special

7 See George A. Reimer, Ethics: The DRs and Beyond (Marina Del Ray, California:
Joseph-son Institute of Ethics, 1992), p. 3.

8 MacDonald Estate v. Martin, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 1235 at 1270; see Words and Phrases for
the judicial definitions of “Chinese Wall”, “Cone of Silence”, “Conflict of Interest”,
“Mischief”, “Possibility of Real Mischief Test”, “Probability of Real Mischief Test”,
“Substantial Relationship Test” from this case.

9 See Susan Wolf, “Ethics, Legal Ethics, and the Ethics of Law” in David Luban (ed.),
The Good Lawyer: Lawyers’ Roles and Lawyers’ Ethics (Totowa, New Jersey: Rowan &
Allen-head, 1983), p. 38; Gerald J. Postema, “Self-Image, Integrity, & Professional
Responsibility” in the same volume, p. 286 at 310; David Luban, “Calming the Hearse
Horse: A Philosophical Research Program for Legal Ethics” (1981) 40 Maryland L.R. 451;
and W. Brent Cotter, Professional Responsibility Instruction in Canada: A Coordinated
Curriculum for Legal Education (Montreal: Conceptcom, 1992), pp. I-6 to I-7.

10 See Stephen Toulmin, ?Ethics and Equity: The Tyranny of Principles?, Law Society
of Upper Canada Gazette, vol. 15, no. 3 (September, 1981), p. 240, particularly at p. 244;
Postema, ibid., p. 310; Reed Elizabeth Loder, ?Tighter Rules of Professional Conduct:
Saltwater for Thirst? (1987-88) 1 Geo. J. Legal Ethics 311 at 333; and R.D. Gibbons,
%eview of Professional Conduct for Canadian Lawyers by B.G. Smith (1990) 69 Can. Bar

. 385 at 387.

" See Harlan Fiske Stone, “The Public Influence of the Bar” (1934-35) 48 Harvard L.R.
1 at 10; Gibbons, ibid., p. 387.
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INTRODUCTION

interest groups, lawyers who rub shoulders with influential politicians and sit
in on behalf of wealthy corporations at drafting sessions of legislative commit-
tees, and lawyers who draft wills, administer estates, and convey property in
county towns. The legal profession today is much more pluralistic and heterog-
enous than ever before.'

Indeed, we no longer have a single, unified, legal profession; we have many
different subprofessions.” For this reason, this text is organized in such a way
that the ethical problems of lawyers practising in particular fields, in non-
traditional ways, and for non-traditional clients, are dealt with separately. The
considerations relevant to whether lawyers have conflicts of interest that may
be waived by informed client consent are different if the lawyers are negotiat-
ing partnership agreements rather than litigating partnership disputes. They
are different again if the lawyers are leaving employment with government
agencies to resume private practice in related fields, or if they are acting in
class actions for clients whom they have never met. The conflict of interest
problems of criminal defence lawyers who may have to cross-examine former
clients are different from those of developers’ lawyers who have invested in
their clients’ projects.

The text is divided into four parts. The first part deals with ethical problems
primarily of interest to lawyers who practise before courts and tribunals (though
chapters 1, 3 and 8, which deal with the public image of lawyers, confidential-
ity, and civility respectively are relevant also to lawyers who have not donned
their gowns since the day they were called to the bar); the second part deals
with such access to justice issues as legal aid, advertising, solicitation,
contingency fees, and relations with the media; the third part deals with issues
primarily of interest to lawyers who practise in fields that do not usually take
them to court (though, again, chapters 14, 15, and 16, which deal with counsel-
ling, negotiating, and mediating respectively are relevant to all lawyers); and
the final part deals with the regulation of the profession. Separate chapters on
conflicts of interest are included in the first and third parts, and the particular
conflict of interest problems encountered by lawyers practising in the fields of
criminal defence, mediation, real estate, estates, corporate law, and in govern-
ment service are addressed in chapters 7, 16, 17, 18, 20, and 21 respectively.

It does not follow from the proposition that lawyers’ ethics should be
considered more broadly than has traditionally been the case in Canada that
rules of professional conduct should be neglected in a study of lawyers’ ethics.
The widespread adoption by law societies of rules of professional conduct is one
of the most important developments in the field in the last quarter century. Rel-
evant rules of professional conduct are reviewed and discussed.

All common law Canadian jurisdictions have adopted rules of professional
conduct that are based, with some variations, on the Federation of Law Societ-
ies’ Model Code of Professional Conduct. In this text, provisions of the Model
Code have been cited in footnotes where relevant (abbreviated as “FLSC Code”),
along with the rules of law societies that vary FLSC Code provisions (abbrevi-
ated as “B.C. Rule”, “Alta. Rule”, etc.).

This text makes much more extensive use of American materials than is
customary. In the United States the ethics of lawyers has become a subject of

12 See Charles Wolfram, Modern Legal Ethics (St. Paul, Minnesota: West, 1986), pp.
147-148; and Geoffrey C. Hazard, Jr., “Has the Practice the Common Identity to Create
a Program of Development?”, National Law Journal (November 9, 1992), pp. 15-16.

13 See H.W. Arthurs, “Law, Society and The Law Society”, a paper delivered to the Law
Society of Upper Canada’s Strategic Planning Conference, September 25, 1992, published
in Osgoode Hall Law School Continuum, vol. 19, no. 1, p. 26 at 26-27 (1993).
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intense interest during the last 50 years. In his 1975 book Lawyers’ Ethics in
an Adversary System'® and in his earlier articles on which it was based' Monroe
Freedman argued that the duties of loyalty and confidentiality owed to clients
in the adversary system may require criminal defence counsel to discredit wit-
nesses they know to be telling the truth, to give clients legal advice when they
have reason to believe that the knowledge imparted will tempt their clients to
commit perjury, and even in some circumstances to lead testimony they know is
false.

Not all of Freedman’s controversial conclusions have been widely accepted,
but his influence has nevertheless been considerable. He emphasized, perhaps
for the first time, the fundamental incompatibility of the various professional
duties that are enshrined in rules of professional conduct, and he drew some
stark conclusions.®

Freedman stimulated debate about the profession’s ethics primarily among
lawyers, law teachers and law students. At about the same time, Watergate
galvanized opinion about the ethics of lawyers among the American public
generally. Of the 20 or more central figures in the Watergate scandal all but
three'” were lawyers. Many served jail terms for burglary, obstruction of justice,
or perjury, and were disbarred. (Richard Nixon resigned from the California bar
under threat of disbarment). The resulting public disdain for the Watergate
lawyers’ contempt for the law and for ethical standards was tempered some-
what by admiration for the special prosecutors and judges who exposed their
corruption.’®

Americans’ heightened interest in the ethics of lawyers has found expres-
sion in a rich body of literature. Charles Wolfram’s Modern Legal Ethics is
probably the most comprehensive and useful treatise on the subject ever
published anywhere, and is only one of many published over the last 25 years.
The Georgetown Journal of Legal Ethics, which has been published quarterly
since 1987, is devoted exclusively to issues of the ethics of lawyers. Geoffrey C.
Hazard, Jr., a professor at Yale Law School and a prolific writer in the field, and
Lawrence A. Dubin, a professor at the University of Detroit School of Law,
alternate as bi-weekly columnists on ethical issues for the National Law
Journal. Philosophical works such as The Good Lawyer: Lawyers’ Roles and
Lawyers’ Ethics® and Lawyers and Justice: An Ethical Study?' have explored in
depth themes and issues that were rarely even identified until the 1980s.

14 (New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1975).

15 “Professional Responsibility of the Criminal Defense Lawyer: The Three Hardest
Questions” (1966) 64 Michigan L.R. 1469; and “Professional Responsibility of the Civil
Practitioner: Teaching Legal Ethics in the Contracts Course” (1969) 21 Journal of Legal

Education 569. See also Monroe H. Freedman, Understanding Lawyers’ Ethics (New
York: Matthew Bender & Co., 1990).

16 See Luban, supra, note 9, p. 10.
7 H.R. Haldeman, Jeb Stuart Magruder and Dwight Chapin were not lawyers.

8 See Martin Garbus and Joel Seligman, “Sanctions and Disbarment: They Sit in
Judgment” in Ralph Nader and Mark Green (eds.), Verdicts on Lawyers (New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1976), p. 47; David Riley, “The Mystique of Lawyers” in the same
volume, p. 81; Gerry Spence, With Justice for None (New York: Random House, 1989), p.
29; and Daniel Novak, “Watergate’s Legacy to the Legal Profession”, National Law
Journal, May 16, 1994, p. A-19.

19 Supra, note 12.
20 Sypra, note 9.

21 David Luban, Lawyers and Justice: An Ethical Study (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1988).
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INTRODUCTION

In Canada, our literature is embarrassingly sparse by comparison.?? At
least to the extent that it is fair to gauge such matters by reference to scholarly
and professional works, the Americans in this field are at least a decade ahead
of us. I have accordingly swallowed my anti-continentalism and cited American
sources liberally.

One of my purposes in writing this text is to try to contribute in some small
way to a critical examination by the profession of the reasons for the deteriora-
tion of public confidence in lawyers. I hope that it will be read as well as referred
to. It will be kept current with supplements annually. Comments, criticisms,
and information about developments in the field from across the country would
be greatly appreciated.

Gavin MacKenzie
Unionville, Ontario
May 12, 1993

22 The only full length treatises on the subject are Mark Orkin, Legal Ethics: A Study
of Professional Conduct (Toronto: Cartwright and Sons, 1957) and Beverley G. Smith,
Professional Conduct for Canadian Lawyers (Toronto: Butterworths, 1989). Articles in
the field have appeared in publications that include the Law Society of British Colu-
mbia’s The Advocate and the Law Society of Upper Canada’s Gazette.
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Introduction to the 25th Anniversary Edition

In 1990 I decided to write a book on legal ethics. It was a subject I had not
studied in law school — I remembered that a seminar on legal ethics had been
offered then, in the early- to mid-1970s, but I didn’t take it, and neither did
anyone I knew. But in my first dozen or so years at the bar, a significant part of
my practice included representing lawyers in discipline proceedings, and I had
developed an interest in the subject. No one in Canada had written a book on
legal ethics since Mark Orkin in 1957, and I thought lawyers and law students
might find a contemporary text useful.

It took me three years of evenings, weekends, and holidays — a year of
research, a year of writing, and a year of revising. I wrote it in the library of
our young family’s home in the country north of Unionville, where I enjoyed the
frequent interruptions of our children. The youngest, Brooke, was two the year
I started work on the project.

It quickly became apparent to me that the Americans were years ahead of
us in their thinking and writing about legal ethics. Monroe Freedman’s 1975
book Lawyers’ Ethics in an Adversary System opened up a whole new way of
thinking about the subject. David Luban, Geoffrey Hazard, and Deborah Rhode
were among the leading scholars who wrote thoughtfully about issues that had
rarely been discussed before the 1980s. Charles Wolfram’s comprehensive 1986
treatise Modern Legal Ethics became the model for the standard Canadian book
I wanted to write. I wrote in the Introduction to the original edition of Lawyers
and Ethics that in Canada “our literature is embarrassingly sparse by
comparison.”

That is no longer true. We now have our own rich academic scholarship on
legal ethics. The many Canadian legal scholars who have led the way in creat-
ing it include Adam Dodek, Alice Woolley, Brent Cotter, Allan Hutchinson,
Richard Devlin, Paul Paton, Randall Graham, Stephen Pitel, and Malcolm
Mercer. Wolfram, Freedman, Luban, and Hazard were all law professors and,
with the exception of Malcolm Mercer, so are all these Canadian scholars.

I was, and am, a practitioner, not a legal academic, and my book was
intended for lawyers working in the trenches and students who aspired to join
us. It consisted of more description than prescription, though I did call upon
lawyers to re-examine their role in society at a time when the business aspects
of practice demanded increasing attention. In some chapters I advocated for
reform. I envisioned the book as a hardcover volume I would place on a shelf
and refer to from time to time until it became obsolete. My publisher decided
that it should be published in two editions, a practitioners’ edition that would
be supplemented with reference to rule changes and new cases at least annu-
ally, as well as a softcover students’ edition, which could be updated in future
editions if there was sufficient interest in the work (the 6th student edition is
being published this year).

One evening a year or two after the original edition of the book was
published, I had it in my hands at home as I looked up a passage I hoped to use
in a case I was working on. Brooke, who must have been about six at the time,
was surprised. “You’re reading your own book,” she said, in a surprised tone of
voice. “Yes,” I replied, and I explained why. “But you wrote it,” she said. “You al-
ready know how it will turn out.”

But I didn’t. I had my doubts whether the rate of change in the field would
sustain a pace of a supplement every year, but my skepticism (at least in this
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instance) was unjustified. In the first supplement I made changes to the
Introduction and to 21 of the book’s 27 chapters. I added sections on Discrimina-
tion and the Representation of Clients Under a Disability. Over the years I
added sections on the Inadvertent Disclosure of Confidential Information, the
Innocence at Stake Exception to the duty of confidentiality, Communicating
with Represented Parties and Witnesses Prior to Trial, Dealing with Self-
Represented Parties, Duties Arising from Responding to Requests for Proposals
and Inquiries from Potential Clients, Conflict Management, Remedies for
Breaches of Conflict Rules, Interim Suspensions and Costs in Conduct Proceed-
ings, and Duties upon Leaving a Law Firm. Chapter 12 in the original edition
consisted mostly of an argument that contingent fees should be allowed in
Ontario, as they were in every other jurisdiction in North America; it became
irrelevant when the Government of Ontario agreed. The case law evolved in
many ways. The Federation of Law Societies’ Model Code of Professional
Conduct supplanted the Canadian Bar Association’s Code as the basis for most
provincial and territorial law societies’ rules of professional conduct. The
language changed: Chinese walls became ethical screens; the organization that
had quaintly been calling itself the Law Society of Upper Canada these last 221
years decided to burst into the 19th century and become the Law Society of
Ontario.

Brooke became a lawyer in 2013. She has authored many scholarly articles
and an LL.M. thesis, and is the 2017-2018 recipient of the OBA Foundation
Chief Justice of Ontario Fellowship in Legal Ethics and Professionalism Studies.
She is much more of a legal scholar than is her father. She and I co-author a
column titled “Conduct Becoming” in the CBA’s National magazine. She is a
practitioner, too. After a few years practising litigation at McCarthy Tetrault,
she and I started our own boutique litigation firm concentrating on civil ap-
peals and professional responsibility work. Next year she will become the co-
author of Lawyers and Ethics. So no, Brooke, you never know how it will turn
out.

Gavin MacKenzie

Toronto, Ontario
April 2018
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ADMISSION TO THE BAR § 23:3

be explained by factors other than character, and its significance can be
mitigated by remorse.”

A series of decisions of the Law Society Tribunal in 2020 illustrate
that the seriousness of prior misconduct is a less important consideration
than evidence of rehabilitation. In one case, an applicant was denied a
licence because of a continuing pattern of personal attacks, threats, and
attempts to blame others for his own actions, which included disruptive
and inappropriate conduct in law school and while articling." A second
applicant was denied licensing by a majority of the Hearing Division as
a result of her lack of candour in disclosing conduct that had resulted in
her being censured twice while she served as a judge in Pakistan.”? On
the other hand, an applicant who had been convicted of manslaughter at
age 19 while a member of a small-time gang was permitted to be licensed
15 years after his conviction and 10 years after his release on full pa-
role, where he had fully accepted responsibility for the choices he had
made.® Similarly, an applicant who as a young adult had provided ma-
terial support to a terrorist organization over a two-year period was
permitted to be licensed as he had grown and learned since his serious
misconduct.*

In a 2024 decision*' the Ontario Divisional Court upheld a decision of
the Law Society Tribunal Appeal Division, which upheld a decision of
the Law Society Tribunal Hearing Division, granting an application for
licensing by an applicant who had sexually abused young children,
including his own child, ten years earlier. The Tribunal accepted an
undertaking by the applicant that he would not meet with children
unsupervised and added this term as a condition of his licence to
practice. The Tribunal accepted evidence at a six-day hearing that
though the applicant had minimized his behaviour he had ultimately
been open and diligent in acknowledging his past misconduct. The hear-
ing panel found that the applicant was currently of good character. The
Appeal Division and the Divisional Court held that the hearing panel’s
decision was reasonable.

The Tribunal has repeatedly stated that it may be appropriate to have
a degree of humility about its ability to accurately ascertain the absence
of good character.”

®Polanski v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 115 at paragraph 172.
M Polanski v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 115.
*2Sohail v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 38.
43George v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 23.
44Sriskandarajah v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 122.
“1Law Society of Ontario v. A.A., 2024 ONSC 5971 (Ont. Div. Ct.).

Solomon v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2013 ONLSHP 112 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel) at paras. 17-18; Law Society of Upper Canada v. Libman, 2015 ONLSTH 42 (Ont.
L.S.T.H.) at para. 10.
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Time will tell whether an argument can successfully be marshalled
that the good character requirement is unconstitutionally vague.* In the
meantime, the mischief of the requirement’s unpredictability consists
less in its effect on applicants who are denied admission after a hearing
than in its effect on potential lawyers who may be deterred from pursing
a career in the law because of uncertainty over their prospects of
admission. Even in the United States only about 50 applicants a year—.2
per cent of all applicants—are denied admission.*” There are no data on
the deterrent effect of the good character requirement. It is clear, none-
theless, that subjectivity and inconsistency in the application of the
requirement make predictions almost impossible. It is fair to surmise
that risk-averse students and others are dissuaded from attending law
school for fear of exclusion, though the likelihood of rejection is in fact
slight. Others may well overestimate the likelihood of their persuading
an admissions committee of their rehabilitation.*®

Predictions are almost as impossible for law societies, who can be—
and are—of little assistance to inquiring potential applicants. Both of
the Ontario applicants whose cases are discussed in some detail above
wrote to the Law Society before or shortly after they began law school to
inquire about their prospects for admission in light of their criminal
records. Both were told that their records “may, prima facie, prevent you
being called to the Bar”*—whatever that means. Both chose to pursue
their legal education in the hope that if they were successful and
conducted themselves responsibly over the next few years, they could
persuade the Law Society of their rehabilitation. As we have seen, one
gained admission and one did not. The unsuccessful applicant could
have done nothing more than he did to prove his worthiness—no criti-
cism was made of his post-conviction conduct. One could predict the
results of the two cases as accurately by rolling dice.

The arbitrariness of the good character requirement is especially
troubling in a profession devoted to the preservation of principles and
the protection of the rights of the unpopular.®® Nor is it clear that the
unstated premise underlying the good character requirement—that law
societies are capable of predicting future professional misconduct based

%See Canada v. Pharmaceutical Society (Nova Scotia), [1992] 2 S.C.R. 606 (S.C.C.);
and R. v. Wyssen (1992), 10 O.R. (3d) 193 at 201-203 (Ont. C.A.), per Finlayson J.A.
(concurring in the result). For a discussion of the applicability of s. 7 of the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms in professional discipline proceedings see § 26:2. In the United
States, the requirement has survived constitutional challenges based on vagueness on
the dubious ground that long term usage has given “well-defined contours” to the term:
Law Students Civil Rights Research Council v. Wadmond, 401 U.S. 154 at 159 (1971).
See also Konigsberg v. State Bar of California, 353 U.S. 252 (1977).

“"Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential” (J anuary 1995)
94 Yale L.J. 491, p. 516.

*®Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential” (J anuary 1995)
94 Yale L.J. 491, at pp. 517-518.

*9See Re Rizzotto, reasons of Convocation, September 14, 1992, p. 5.

%0See Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential” (January
1995) 94 Yale L.J. 491, at pp. 512, 551-552 and 569-570.
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on applicant’s prior criminal records—is a valid one. Even highly trained
psychologists and psychiatrists have poor records in predicting future
deviance based on a small number of isolated prior acts, particularly if
the prior acts were committed in dissimilar settings. The difficulty in
formulating accurate predictions may be attributable largely to the crit-
ical importance of situational pressures in influencing conduct.
Character screening has not been shown to be an effective way of
identifying applicants likely to engage in professional misconduct in the
future.”

A comparison of the procedural and substantive requirements in
admission and disciplinary proceedings is instructive. In admission
hearings the Law Society has the initial burden of demonstrating there
is an issue whether the Applicant is of good character, but the burden
then shifts to the Applicant to demonstrate on a balance of probabilities
that he or she is of good character as of the date of the hearing.”® The
burden is on the Law Society to prove past misconduct that is not
admitted.*”® The meaning of “good character” has not been precisely
defined, though it is now clear that it is possible for applicants to prove
rehabilitation sufficient to be called to the bar regardless of the serious-
ness of their past offences.*

Although the misconduct of lawyers, who owe duties to clients, courts,
and their profession, among others, is quite obviously more probative of
the future risk that the same lawyers will re-offend than is the
misconduct of persons in different situations who owe no such duties,
both procedural and substantive requirements imposed by law societies
have been consistently more solicitous of lawyers than of applicants for
admission.* In discipline proceedings the burden of proof is on the law
society’s counsel, who must prove specific allegations of professional
misconduct based on cogent evidence of clear and convincing weight. Al-
though the scope of the term “professional misconduct” is not exhaus-
tively defined by legislation, the guidance provided by rules of profes-
sional conduct is virtually always sufficient to obviate debate about
whether the alleged misconduct is culpable. The term has a more precise
meaning than the amorphous “good character” requirement.

The legitimacy of monitoring post-admission conduct relevant to the

*"Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential” (J anuary 1995)
94 Yale L.J. 491, at pp. 509, 554-560.

2Nsamba v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 122 at paragraph 3.
Bpolanski v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 115 at paragraph 178.

%See, for example, Evlynne Gilvarry, “Society Enrols Rehabilitated Murderer as
Student”, Law Society of Upper Canada Gazette, no. 19 (May 22, 1991), p. 4; and Re Riz-
zotto, reasons of Convocation of the Law Society of Upper Canada, September 14, 1992,
p- 20. In Shore v. Law Society of Upper Canada (2009), 96 O.R. (3d) 450 (Ont. Div. Ct.),
an applicant for admission who had destroyed a document that was relevant to a crimi-
nal proceeding, and had misled the Crown about the existence of that document, was
admitted to the Law Society based on a finding that she had shown remorse and insight
into her behaviour and was, at the time of the hearing, of good character.

%5See Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential”, Yale L.J.
491, at pp. 546-547 (January, 1985).
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practice of law cannot be doubted. By way of contrast, it is generally dif-
ficult to justify denying to applicants who have been guilty of offences
committed at a time when they did not have the duties of lawyers, the
opportunity to prove their worthiness. Contraventions of the law by
persons duty-bound to uphold it assume an entirely different dimension.®

The primary focus of the admission and discipline functions of the
governing bodies of self-governing professions should be on conduct
directly relevant to the practice of law. Yet the reports are replete with
instances in which lawyers who have been guilty of serious misconduct
in their capacity as lawyers, and who pose a continuing danger to the
public, have been permitted to continue to practise law, while others
have been prevented from doing so by reason of conduct that may pose
no threat to the public at all. In 1983, in Indiana, a lawyer was
suspended from practising for 45 days for habitually neglectlng cases,
deceiving clients, and withholding clients’ funds.*” In the same year, in
the same _]UI‘ISdICtIOIl a lawyer was disbarred for growing his own
marijuana.®® The state bar at the same time presided over an admission
system that concerned itself among other things with “bounced cheques,
political commitments, and consensual sexual activity.”®

Law societies depend primarily on self-reporting to identify applicants
who may not meet the good character standard. Good character will be
presumed unless the applicant self-reports circumstances that may raise
concerns (or the Law Society learns of such circumstances
independently). In some jurisdictions applicants are asked whether they
have ever been found guilty of a criminal offence; in others they are
asked whether other events in their past may call their character into
question; in yet others they are asked more specific questions about
their family, civil claims brought by or against them, voluntary and in-
voluntary commitments to institutions, diagnoses of mental illness, and
whether they have ever been dismissed from their employment for un-
satisfactory work.®® At least some such questions are objectionably
intrusive, and are of doubtful value in determining an applicant’s fitness
to be called to the bar.

In Ontario, applicants must answer 13 questions about such matters
as their history of offences and allegations of academic misconduct.
Where the answer to any of the questions is affirmative, the applicant
must provide full particulars and supporting documents. An applicant
who makes a false or misleading representation or declaration on or in
connection with an application, by commission or omission, is deemed
thereafter not to meet, and not to have met, the requirements for the is-

%Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential”, Yale L.J. 491,
at p. 587 (January, 1985).

5"Re Holloway, 452 N.E. 2d 934 (1983).
%8Re Moore, 453 N.E. 2d 971 (1983).

*Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential”, Yale L.J. 491,
at p. 591.

%Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential”, Yale L.J. 491,
at pp. 573-576 and 581.
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suance of a licence.’’ The Law Society Tribunal has held that this provi-
sion should not be interpreted to disqualify an applicant for inadvertent
omissions or misstatements, but that a finding that an applicant has
deliberately made a misleading or false representation is determinative
of the application.®

In a 2025 decision®" the Court of Appeal for Ontario reversed a deci-
sion of the Divisional Court®*?holding that applicants for licences were
denied procedural fairness by the Law Society’s refusal to hold an oral
hearing before denying their applications on good character grounds.
The applicants for licensing had obtained answer sheets that duplicated
examination questions and provided answers.

The Law Society’s Director of Licensing wrote to the applicants to say
that the evidence supported the conclusion that they had engaged in
prohibited actions, and that the appropriate administrative outcome was
to deem void both the exam results and the applicants’ registration in
the licensing process. The Director of Licensing also wrote that the ap-
plicants could re-register for licensing but only after one-year; that if
they chose to re-register in Ontario or any other jurisdiction, they must
disclose that they had been sanctioned by a regulatory body; that the
Law Society might conduct a further investigation into their good
character; and that the Law Society would share the Director’s decision
with other Canadian and territorial law societies.

The applicants were told they could request a review of the Licensing
Director’s decision by the Law Society’s Executive Director of Profes-
sional Development and Competence, and they did so. The Executive
Director found the decision reasonable and pointed out that the ap-
plicants had been given opportunities to make written submissions.

The applicants sought judicial review of the decision of the Licensing
Director. The Divisional Court found the decision to void the applicants’
examination results to be reasonable but that the Law Society had
breached the applicants’ rights to procedural fairness by voiding their
registrations in the licensing process without holding a hearing. The
Court relied upon a provision in the Law Society Act that requires a
hearing to be held before an application is refused because the applicant
is not of good character and pointed out that the Licensing Director’s de-
cision imposed on the applicants a permanent stain on their reputations.
The Law Society had effectively refused to licence the applicants because
due to concerns about their good character without holding a hearing
and making a finding that the applicants had engaged in intentional
misconduct.

The Court of Appeal allowed the Law Society’s appeal, and held that the

61By-law 4 under Law Society Act, section 8(2).

2] evinson v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2009 ONLSHP 98 at pages 92-94;
Sohail v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 38; Polanski v. Law Society of Ontario,
2020 ONLSTH 115.

821 Afolabi v. Law Society of Ontario, 2025 ONCA 257 (Ont. C.A.).
8220 irza et al. v. Law Society of Ontario, 2023 ONSC 6727 (Ont. Div. Ct.).
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Licensing Director’s decision was administrative, rather than quasi-judicial.
Granting the applicants a right to make written representations was, in
the Court of Appeal’s view, sufficient to satisfy the applicants’ rights to
procedural fairness. The Court of Appeal relied on the statutory scheme of
the legislation and the application of a list of non-exhaustive factors set out
in the leading decision of the Supreme Court of Canada®®?® on when
procedural fairness requires an oral hearing.

In a 2022 decision,® the Ontario Law Society Tribunal (Appeal Divi-
sion), by a three to two majority, held that the Tribunal has jurisdiction
to hold a licensing hearing after a licence has been granted. In that case,
a paralegal who had had been practising for 11 years had failed to dis-
close on his licensing application that he had previously been disciplined
as a realtor. The majority of the Appeal Division held that his licensing
application should be dismissed retroactively. The paralegal was free,
the majority held, to bring a fresh licensing application, in which he
could rely on evidence of his unblemished 11 years of practice in support
of his position that he is currently of good character.

§ 23:4 Costs in Licensing Applications

Two competing views of whether an unsuccessful applicant for licens-
ing should be required to pay costs are reflected in the authorities. The
first is that the profession as a whole should not be required to bear the
costs of an unsuccessful application for licensing.' The second is that the
tribunal must take care not to penalize in costs the conduct that led to
the dismissal of the application, and that costs should not be awarded
against an applicant where there has been a possibility of success and
the applicant has made genuine attempts to co-operate with the Law
Society.?

In a 2020 decision,® the Law Society Tribunal rejected as a general
principle the proposition that the profession as a whole should not bear
the costs of an unsuccessful application. The Tribunal differentiated
such cases from conduct applications, in which it is generally accepted
that a lawyer found guilty of misconduct should bear the costs occasioned
by that misconduct.* The Tribunal also differentiated between “new” ap-

823Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817
(S.C.C).

8B Amendola v. Law Society of Ontario, 2022 ONLSTA 3 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.).
[Section 23:4]

1Bhopaul v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2011 ONLSHP 35; Zoraik v. Law Society
of Ontario, 2018 ONLSTH 166 at paragraph 8; Taylor v. Law Society of Ontario, 2019
ONLSTH 66 at paragraph 5; Chopra v. Law Society of Ontario, 2019 ONLSTH 124.

2See Lewin v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2009 ONLSTH 62; Pascar v. Law
Society of Upper Canada, 2014 ONLSTH 177; Santibanez v. Law Society of Upper Canada,
2016 ONLSTH 70; and Ikhuiwu v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2018 ONLSTH 49.

3polanski v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 140.
At paragraph 18.
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plicants and applicants seeking relicensing after their prior licence has
been revoked; costs will be more readily awarded in the latter situation.’

The Tribunal considered the following factors:

e that the applicant was not successful;

e whether the application had a reasonable prospect of succeeding;

e the complexity of the proceeding and the duration of the hearing;

e the conduct of any party that tended to shorten or to lengthen un-

necessarily the duration of the proceeding;

whether any step in the proceeding was improper, vexatious or

unnecessary, or taken through mistake or excessive caution;

e the importance of the application for, and the impact of the dis-
missal on, the unsuccessful applicant;

e the ability of the unsuccessful licensing applicant to pay a costs
award;

e reasonable expectations of the parties;

e the costs awarded in other comparable cases;

e the principle that a costs award should not used to penalize an
unsuccessful applicant for prior misconduct found in the conduct
application;

e the principle of proportionality; and

e the circumstances of the proceeding.®

§ 23:5 Alternatives to the Good Character Requirement

Should law societies simply abandon the requirement that applicants
for admission to the bar must be of good character? An affirmative
answer is tempting. It is unlikely that the composition of the bar would
be altered significantly if the good character requirement were
eliminated. Few applicants are excluded on character grounds now,
though it is impossible to tell how many are deterred from even
undertaking a legal education for fear of being excluded after years of
study at considerable expense. The considerable resources now allocated
to conjectural predictions of professional misconduct could be reallocated
to the detection, deterrence, and redressing of actual professional
misconduct.' The United States Supreme Court observed in a 1971 case®
that “wise policy”, if not constitutional prescription, might dictate greater

At paragraph 25.
At paragraph 28, following Law Society of Ontario v. Kamal, 2019 ONLSTA 20.
[Section 23:5]

"Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential”, Yale L.J. 491,
at p. 590. Alice Woolley, “Tending the Bar: The Good Character Requirement for Law
Society Admission” (2007), 30 Dal. L.J. 27; and Alice Woolley, “Can Good Character Be
Made Better? Assessing the Federation of Law Societies’ Proposed Reform of the Good
Character Requirement for Law Society Admission”, electronic copy available at ssm.co
m/abstract=2262863.

’Law Students Civil Rights Research Council v. Wadmond, 401 U.S. 154 (1971).
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reliance on post-admission sanctions rather than preliminary screening
as a means of policing the bar.®

Nevertheless, as we have seen, the purpose of the good character
requirement is commendable. In some cases, moreover, regulatory
authorities are able to identify with reasonable certainty applicants who
will likely pose a threat to the public if they are admitted to the bar.
Public confidence in the profession’s ability to govern itself may
legitimately be called into question if, for instance, a law society were to
admit an applicant who had recently been convicted of an offence involv-
ing dishonesty that was committed while the applicant was employed in
a position of trust comparable to that of a lawyer.

If the screening process were abandoned by law societies altogether,
clients would be required to do their own investigating.* The vast major-
ity of clients would have no idea how to go about investigating whether
a lawyer has a criminal record. Even if law societies made such informa-
tion accessible to potential clients, it is likely that few clients would
make use of the service. Only a small proportion of potential clients
inquire now about lawyers’ disciplinary records, though such records are
public information in most jurisdictions.

A preferable alternative would be to disqualify for a specified period—
say five years after the completion of service of whatever sentence is
imposed—all applicants who have been convicted of one or more crimi-
nal offences involving dishonesty or violence. If applicants were convicted
of no further offences during the specified period, they would be entitled
to be admitted.® By this means the unfairness and uncertainty of the
good character requirement would be eliminated, without public
confidence in the profession’s ability to govern itself being impaired.®

8Law Students Civil Rights Research Council v. Wadmond, 401 U.S. 154 (1971), p.
167; for an interesting discussion of the possibility of requiring applicants to pass an in-
tegrity test as a condition of admission, see Marvin J. Huberman, “Integrity Testing: Is it
Time?” (1997), 76 C.B.R. 47, in which the author concludes that improved teaching of
professional ethics and standards and improved enforcement of professional conduct
standards would be preferable alternatives.

“Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential”, Yale L.J. 491,
at p. 590.

See Deborah L. Rhode, “Moral Character as a Professional Credential”, Yale L.J.
491, at pp. 586-587.

®For a helpful review of the considerations that must be taken into account in
devising a better system see Brooke MacKenzie, “Is it Time to Abolish (or Reform) the
Good Character Requirement?”, Slaw.ca, May 21, 2025.
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clients and third parties. Little effort is expended in defining or explor-
ing the ethical dimensions of the practice of law."™

The dual purposes of codes of professional conduct—though explicitly
recognized for the first time in the Model Code—have been apparent
from the outset. The original “canons of ethics” were soon invoked to dis-
cipline lawyers, and have since been invoked to find lawyers liable for
professional negligence—peculiar uses for purely ethical prescriptions.™
In a 1990 decision,” the Supreme Court of Canada held that though
rules of professional conduct are not binding on courts, they should
nonetheless be considered important statements of public policy that
express the collective views of the profession as to the appropriate stan-
dards to which lawyers should adhere. In a 2013 decision,' an Ontario
Superior Court judge granted leave to appeal to the Divisional Court
from an order in which a Master purported to find that a lawyer engaged
in “sharp practice” contrary to rule 6.03 (3) of the Law Society of Upper
Canada’s Rules of Professional Conduct. The Court held that under the
Ontario Law Society Act and by-laws made under the authority of that
statute, it is a hearing panel constituted by the Law Society that has
jurisdiction to make a determination that a lawyer has breached a rule
of professional conduct. To make such a finding is beyond a Master’s
jurisdiction.

In a 2009 decision,"” the Supreme Court of Canada stated that “there
is an important distinction between the rules of professional conduct
and the law of negligence. Breach of one does not necessarily involve
breach of the other. Conduct may be negligent but not breach rules of
professional conduct, and breaching the rules of professional conduct is
not necessarily negligence.” Rules of professional conduct are of

83ee Charles Wolfram, Modern Legal Ethics (St. Paul, Minnesota: West, 1986), pp.
69-70; and David Luban, Lawyers and Justice: An Ethical Study (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1988), pp. xxvii-xxviii.

“See Charles Wolfram, Modern Legal Ethics (St. Paul, Minnesota: West, 1986), p.
69. See also Enns v. Panju, [1978] 5 W.W.R. 244 (B.C. S.C.); Enerchem Shipmanagement
Inc. v. “Coastal Canada” (The) (1988), 83 N.R. 256 (Fed. C.A.); Major v. Higgins (1932),
53 Que. K.B. 277 at 283; and John Honsberger, “Legal Rules, Ethical Choices and
Professional Conduct”, Law Society of Upper Canada Gazette, vol. 21, no. 2 (June, 1987),
p. 113.

®MacDonald Estate v. Martin, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 1235 (S.C.C.); see Words and Phrases
for the judicial definitions of “Chinese Wall”, “Cone of Silence”, “Conflict of Interest”,
“Mischief”, “Possibility of Real Mischief Test”, “Probability of Real Mischief Test”,
“Substantial Relationship Test” from this case. In Essa (Township) v. Guergis (1993), 15
O.R. (3d) 573, the Divisional Court held that courts should be reluctant to adopt provi-
sions of the C.B.A. Code in preference to rules of professional conduct duly adopted by
law societies in cases in which Code provisions conflict. In Stewart v. Canadian
Broadcasting Corp. (1997), 150 D.L.R. (4th) 24 (Ont. Gen. Div.), additional reasons
(1997), 152 D.L.R. (4th) 102 (Ont. Gen. Div.), the Court emphasized that rules of profes-
sional conduct are not exhaustive of either lawyers’ professional obligations or the full
scope of fiduciary duties as they are defined. See text accompanying notes 18 and 19 to
§§ 13:1 et seq.

"®*Haider Humza Inc. v. Rafig, 2013 ONSC 3161.
Perez v. Galambos, 2009 SCC 48 (S.C.C.).
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importance in determining the extent of duties flowing from a profes-
sional relationship, but are not binding on the courts and do not neces-
sarily describe the applicable duty or standard of care in negligence.™

In a 2022 decision,'' the Court of Appeal of Alberta overturned a de-
cision whereby a trial judge declined to consider provisions of the Codes
of Conduct of Alberta and Saskatchewan in determining whether a
lawyer had breached his fiduciary duty to his clients. While not
determinative, the Court of Appeal held, Codes of Conduct are relevant
statements of policy in determining the existence, scope, and potential
breach of the fiduciary duties owed by lawyers to their clients.'®? The
Court of Appeal also held that expert evidence is admissible to establish
that the lawyer was in breach of his obligations under the applicable
Codes of Conduct.'®?

Similarly, in a 2025 decision of the Ontario Superior Court of
Justice,'®* the Court rejected a submission that expert evidence about
professional standards of conduct as articulated in rules of professional
conduct is inadmissible as expert evidence of domestic law. The Court
held, rather, that the evidence concerns the standards of practice of
lawyers in Ontario, which is an area of expertise outside the regular
knowledge of the Court."®

Canadian rules of professional conduct are patchworks that reflect
both purposes referred to above. Some rules are framed in prohibitive
language: “A lawyer must not act or continue to act for a client where
there is a conflict of interest . . .”;'" “A lawyer must not charge or accept
a fee. . .unless it is fair and reasonable and has been disclosed in a
timely fashion.”® Others exhort lawyers to strive for exemplary ethical
standards of practice: “A lawyer must encourage public respect for and
try to improve the administration of justice”;?' “A lawyer has a duty to
uphold the standards and reputation of the legal profession and to assist
in the advancement of its goals, organizations and institutions.”®

The preface to the 1987 C.B.A. Code makes it clear that no attempt
has been made in the Code to define professional misconduct or conduct

8Perez v. Galambos, 2009 SCC 48 (S.C.C.), at paragraph 29.
"1 Hudye Inc v. Rosowsky, 2022 ABCA 279 (Alta. C.A.).
1827 paragraph 36.
18374 paragraphs 34, 37.
84parkin v. The Toronto-Dominion Bank, 2025 ONSC 1201 (Ont. S.C.J.).
1832 paragraphs 104, 106.
®FLSC Code, rule 3.4-1.
2FLSC Code, rule 3.4-1.

YFLSC Code, rule 5.6-1 and accompanying commentary. See also Stephen E.
Sherriff, H. Reginald Watson and Shaun M. Devlin, “ “You Can Run . . . But You Can’t
Hide’: A Guide To Understanding Lawyer Discipline In Ontario”, in Franklin Moskoff
(ed.), Administrative Tribunals: A Practice Handbook for Legal Counsel (Aurora, Ontario:
Canada Law Book, 1989), pp. 117-118; and John Honsberger, “Legal Rules, Ethical
Choices and Professional Conduct”, Law Society of Upper Canada Gazette, vol. 21, no. 2
(June, 1987), p. 118.

ZPLSC Code, rule 2.1-2 and accompanying commentary.
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unbecoming a barrister and solicitor. Although the Ontario Divisional
Court held in a 1985 case® that in promulgating rules of professional
conduct the Law Society is performing a regulatory function on behalf of
the Legislature and government and is therefore vulnerable to scrutiny
under the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, it would be a mistake to as-
similate rules of professional conduct to a statute such as the Criminal
Code. Not every breach of the rules of professional conduct necessarily
amounts to professional misconduct or conduct unbecoming a barrister
and solicitor.?* Conversely, not every act that amounts to professional
misconduct is explicitly proscribed by the rules. No rule specifically
prohibits the misappropriation of funds held in trust for clients, for
example. What constitutes professional misconduct and conduct
unbecoming a barrister and solicitor is determined by discipline commit-
tees case by case.”

Nevertheless, codes of conduct in the United States and Canada have
tended to evolve from simple statements of ideals to which members of
the profession aspire to mandatory rules designed to be enforced in
disciplinary proceedings. This evolutionary process is more complete in
the United States. There, as mentioned above, the American Bar As-
sociation attempted to serve both ideological and regulatory functions by
including in its 1969 Model Code both ethical aspirations and manda-
tory disciplinary rules. The American Bar Association abandoned this
hybrid approach in its 1983 Model Rules, which articulate expected
standards of practice in such number and detail that they are more com-
parable to a regulatory statute than to a traditional code of ethics. The
preface to the Model Rules describes what follows as “legal rules”, while
urging members of the profession to look elsewhere for ethical guidance:
“The Rules do not, however, exhaust the moral and ethical considerations
that should inform a lawyer, for no worthwhile human activity can be
completely defined by legal rules. The Rules simply provide a framework
for the ethical practice of law.” At least one commentator has even sug-
gested that the profession’s traditional name for the subject-matter of
codes of conduct is obsolete:

BKlein v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1985), 50 O.R. (2d) 118 (Ont. Div. Ct.).

#Fan v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1977), 77 D.L.R. (3d) 97 (B.C. C.A.). See
also FLSC Code, rule 3.4-1.

BGtevens v. Law Society of Upper Canada (1979), 55 O.R. (2d) 405 at 410 (Ont. Div.
Ct.). See also Stephen E. Sherriff, H. Reginald Watson and Shaun M. Devlin, “ “You Can
Run . . . But You Can’t Hide’: A Guide To Understanding Lawyer Discipline In Ontario”,
in Franklin Moskoff (ed.), Administrative Tribunals: A Practice Handbook for Legal
Counsel (Aurora, Ontario: Canada Law Book, 1989), pp. 117-118, and § 26:7. The former
Alberta rules contained the following guide to its interpretation: “Under the Legal
Profession Act, the Law Society has broad powers to declare conduct to be deserving of
sanction and is not limited to disciplining violations that are expressly or impliedly
referred to in this Code. However, the Law Society’s primary concern is with conduct
that reflects poorly on the profession or that calls into question the suitability of an indi-
vidual to practise law. Disciplinary assessment of conduct will therefore be based on all
facts and circumstances as they existed at the time of the conduct. A trivial or technical
breach of this Code without significant consequences is unlikely to be sanctioned. A
lawyer’s intentions and the wilfulness of conduct are also relevant.”

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 25-7
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If we are not talking about right and wrong, but simply what regulatory
rules apply, for policy reasons, in particular legal situations, is there any
reason to still refer to this branch of legal thought as “ethics”? Will anything
be lost if we call it something else, and simply regulate without the moral
overtones??

Should Canadian jurisdictions adopt a similar approach? An affirma-
tive answer is tempting, if only because the final step in an evolutionary
process seems progressive,” if not inevitable. There are, moreover, sev-
eral cogent reasons for elaborating upon the still quite general admoni-
tions of most current Canadian codes of conduct.

First, some issues of professional responsibility are sufficiently
complex that it is impractical to expect individual practitioners to resolve
them on the basis of general principles. Guidance from specific rules of
professional conduct are a practical necessity for lawyers struggling
with conflict of interest problems, for example.

Second, many issues of professional responsibility—conflicts of inter-
est again spring immediately to mind—are often addressed by the courts
today, on disqualification motions and in solicitors’ negligence actions in
the conflict of interest example. It would be dangerously misleading to
leave practitioners with the impression that such issues may be resolved
on the basis of general principles when the applicable jurisprudence has
developed relatively elaborate standards. The courts, moreover, will be
less likely to defer to law societies if law societies have not articulated
principles with sufficient clarity and detail to enable their members to
resolve professional conduct problems consistently and responsibly.?

Third, lawyers are accustomed to applying black-letter rules, which
are conducive to certainty in the law. The notion of determining a
permissible course of conduct on the basis of aspirational ethical
considerations seems foreign and equivocal.?® General ideological
principles are of limited use to lawyers in answering practical questions
of how they should conduct themselves in specific situations.

Finally, if the only standards articulated in a code of conduct are gen-
eral, they will have to be elaborated ex postfacto in contested disciplin-
ary proceedings. Standards are thus developed incrementally through
the adjudication process, case by case, like the common law. By inviting
contested proceedings, codes of conduct that contain only general
principles increase the strain on the limited resources of discipline com-
mittees, which already have ample work to do. More importantly, disci-
pline committees are singularly ill-equipped to develop professional

#)Mark H. Aultman, “Cracking Codes” (1994) 7 Geo. J. Legal Ethics 735, 737.

#See Nancy J. Moore, “Elaborating Standards of Professional Conduct”, a paper
delivered to the Law Society of Upper Canada’s Strategic Planning Conference,
September 25, 1992, p. 10.

28Nancy J. Moore, “Elaborating Standards of Professional Conduct”, a paper
delivered to the Law Society of Upper Canada’s Strategic Planning Conference,
September 25, 1992, pp. 10-13.

2See Reed Elizabeth Loder, “Tighter Rules of Professional Conduct: Saltwater for
Thirst” (1987-88) 1 Geo. J. Legal Ethics 311 at pp. 311-13.
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standards efficiently. Because the standards are not brought home to
the practitioner in advance in the profession’s code of conduct, discipline
committees are likely to bend over backwards to avoid the unfairness to
the practitioner of applying an exacting standard retrospectively.
Particularly where both parties lead expert evidence, the less rigorous of
two suggested standards is likely to be applied for disciplinary purposes,
as a result of the heavy standard of proof that must be discharged by
Law Society counsel in discipline proceedings.*

There are, nevertheless, several equally cogent reasons for codes of
conduct to articulate the profession’s ideals and ethical aspirations.

First, the profession over the last few years has undergone a sustained
period of disillusionment both among its members and in the eyes of the
public. A principal cause of disillusionment is an overemphasis by
lawyers on the business dimension of the practice of law, and a corre-
sponding belief shared by many members of the public that the profes-
sion as a whole is self-interested. Codes of ethics have traditionally

%1 am indebted to Mary Eberts of the Ontario Bar, who developed this theme most
effectively in an unpublished speech to a regional conference of the Council on Licensure,
Enforcement, and Regulation in Toronto on April 28, 1994.
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§ 26:23 Incapacity Proceedings

In Ontario, if the law society has reason to believe that one of its
members may be incapable of practising law because of physical or
mental illness, including addiction to alcohol or drugs, or any other
cause. The Law Society may apply to the Hearing Division of the Law
Society Tribunal for a determination of whether the lawyer is
incapacitated." Such hearings are not discipline proceedings, though on
some occasions Convocation has authorized a discipline hearing panel to
concurrently conduct a capacity hearing and hear a complaint of profes-
sional misconduct or conduct unbecoming a barrister and solicitor.

Whether or not a capacity hearing is held concurrently with a disci-
pline hearing, it must be conducted in accordance with the principles of
natural justice. A member is entitled to notice of the evidence to be
introduced, to be represented by counsel, to cross-examine witnesses,
and to be heard by an impartial panel.

The Hearing Division may order the lawyers to be examined by one or
more physicians or psychologists. The lawyer must answer the questions
of the examining physicians or psychologists that are relevant to the
examinations and the answers given are admissible at the hearing.?

If the committee finds that a lawyer is incapable of practising,
Convocation will usually suspend the lawyer’s rights and privileges for
as long as the incapacity exists. In some cases the lawyer’s rights may
be limited rather than suspended; for example, the lawyer may be
restricted to practising under the supervision of another lawyer.?

§ 26:24 Readmission

A former lawyer who has been disbarred or given permission to resign
may apply to be readmitted." As the Alberta Court of Appeal pointed out
in a 1988 case, “[t]he removal of a lawyer form the rolls of the Society is
not ‘a life sentence’.”* Applications for relicensing in Ontario are heard
by a three-adjudicator panel of the Hearing Division of the Law Society
Tribunal.

The considerations that adjudicators must weigh are as follows:

[Section 26:23]
'Law Society Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. L.8, ss. 37 and 38.
Law Society Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. L.8, s. 39.

0ther permissible orders are set out in subsection 40(1) of the Law Society Act,
R.S.0. 1990, c. L.8. See Daniel P. Iggers and John P. Twohig, “The Disciplinary Process
of the Law Society of Upper Canada” (1987) 8 Advocates’ Quarterly 1 at 8-9; and Stephen
E. Sherriff, H. Reginald Watson, and Shaun M. Devlin, “ “‘You Can Run . . . But You
Can’t Hide: A Guide to Understanding Lawyer Discipline in Ontario” in Franklin
Moskoff (ed.), Administrative Tribunals: A Practice Handbook for Legal Counsel (Aurora,
Ontario: Canada Law Book Inc., 1989), p. 115 at 139.

[Section 26:24]
Law Society Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. L.8, as amended, s. 27; see also s. 49.42.
2Haunholter v. Law Society (Alberta) (1988), 88 A.R. 313 at 316 (Alta. C.A.).
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(1) The nature and duration of the misconduct.

(i1) Whether the applicant is remorseful.

(i1i))  What rehabilative efforts, if any, have been taken and the suc-
cess of those efforts.

(iv)  The applicants’ conduct since the proven misconduct.

(v) The passage of time since the misconduct.?

The weight to be attached to each of these factors will depend on the
circumstances of the particular case. The factors will not all be of equal
weight in every case.*

In a 2000 decision a Law Society of Ontario hearing panel wrote as
follows:

“The relevant test is not whether there is too great a risk of future
abuse by the applicant of the public trust, but whether the applicant has
established his good character at the time of the hearing on a balance of
probabilities. The test does not require perfection or certainty. The ap-
plicant need not provide a warranty or assurance that he will never
again breach the public trust. The issue is his character today, not the
risk of reoffending.”

In a 1997 case a hearing panel emphasized the importance of the legal

profession recognizing rehabilitation by allowing re-licensing, but only
in cases in which there is independent evidence that claimed rehabilita-
tion is genuine:
“In our view, the legal profession of all professions has a special
responsibility to recognize cases of true rehabilitation. At the same time,
however, we must bear in mind that rehabilitation will be claimed by
virtually all applicants for readmission, and we must look to indepen-
dent corroborating evidence before being satisfied that professed reha-
bilitation is genuine.” ®

In a 2020 decision, an Ontario Law Society Tribunal hearing panel
wrote that remorse requires “gaining significant insight”. “ In a 2015 de-
cision an Ontario hearing panel wrote that: “The real test of remorse is
a willingness to face one’s past behaviour, one’s demons, to be totally
honest with oneself and take appropriate remedial action.”®

The privilege of being a lawyer may be regained where the misconduct
for which the lawyer was disbarred was committed as a result of a medi-

aArmstrong v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2009 ONLSHP 29 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel) at paragraph 29.

*Blackburn v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2010 ONLSHP 112 at paragraphs 49
and 51 .

®Re Preya, report to Convocation dated January 27, 1997, at page 21.
®Re Weisman, report to Convocation dated January 27, 1997, at page 21.
"George v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 23 .

8T (S. A.) v. Law Society of Ontario, 2015 ONLSTH 22 at paragraph 97.
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cal or psychiatric disorder that is very unlikely to recur because the dis-
order has been successfully treated.®

An earlier version of these onerous stipulations were found to have

9Apostolopoulos v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2012 ONLSHP 133.

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 26-80.1






Carswell

Lawyers

&
Ethics

Professional Responsibility
and Discipline

Volume 2

Gavin MacKenzie
of the Ontario Bar

1993-2018

i : Thomson Reuters™

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025
Mat #43300345



© 2025 Thomson Reuters Canada Limited
Printed in the United States by Thomson Reuters

NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER: All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be
reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means,
electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, without the prior written
consent of the publisher (Thomson Reuters Canada, a division of Thomson Reuters Can-
ada Limited).

Thomson Reuters Canada and all persons involved in the preparation and sale of this
publication disclaim any warranty as to accuracy or currency of the publication. This
publication is provided on the understanding and basis that none of Thomson Reuters
Canada, the author/s or other persons involved in the creation of this publication shall
be responsible for the accuracy or currency of the contents, or for the results of any ac-
tion taken on the basis of the information contained in this publication, or for any errors
or omissions contained herein.

No one involved in this publication is attempting herein to render legal, accounting, or
other professional advice. If legal advice or other expert assistance is required, the ser-
vices of a competent professional should be sought. The analysis contained herein should
in no way be construed as being either official or unofficial policy of any governmental
body.

A cataloguing record for this publication is available from Library and Archives
Canada

ISBN 0-459-55181-7

: :: Thomson Reuters™

THOMSON REUTERS

19 Duncan Street Customer Support
Toronto, ON 1-416-609-3800 (Toronto & International)
M5H 3H1 1-800-387-5164 (Toll Free Canada & U.S.)

Canada E-mail CustomerSupport.LegalTaxCanada@TR.com



Table of Cases

115 Place Cooperative Housing Association v. Burke (1994), 116 D.L.R. (4th)
657 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 17:5

1623242 Ontario Inc. v. Great Lakes Copper Inc., 2014 ONSC 782—S§ 5:16

1985 Sawridge Trust v. Alberta (Public Trustee), 2017 ABQB 530 (Alta.
Q.B.)—§ 4:25

2747-3174 Québec Inc. c. Québec (Régie des permis d’alcool), [1994] R.J.Q.
2440, 65 Q.A.C. 245, 122 D.L.R. (4th) 553 (C.A.), leave to appeal allowed
(1995), (sub nom. 2747-3174 Québec Inc. v. Régie des permis d’alcool du
Québec) 189 N.R. 160n (S.C.C.), reversed [1996] 3 S.C.R. 919, (sub nom.
2747-3174 Québec Inc. v. Québec (Régie des permis d’alcool du Québec) 205
N.R. 1, 42 Admin. L.R. (2d) 1, 140 D.L.R. (4th) 577—S§ 26:19

3464920 Canada Inc. v. Strother, 2010 BCCA 328 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 5:4
3464920 Canada Inc. v. Strother, [2007] S.C.J. No. 24—S§ 4:2

640612 Ont. Inc. v. 253547 Ont. Ltd. (1987), 26 C.P.C.(2d) 93 (Ont.
Master)—S§ 4:25

7102763 Canada Inc. v. 2242869 Ontario Inc., 2014 ONSC 3819 (Ont. S.C.J.)—
§ 5:4

728654 Ontario Inc. (c.0.b.) Locomotion Tavern v. Ontario, Kelly J., April 3
2009, dismissing appeal from order of Master Birnbaum, [2009] O.J. No.
243 (Ont. Master)—§ 5:6

755568 Ontario Ltd. v. Linchris Homes Ltd. (1990), 1 O.R. (3d) 649 (Ont. Gen.
Div.)—§ 26:16

781332 Ontario Inc. v. Mortgage Insurance Co. of Canada (1991), 5 O.R. (3d)
248 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§§ 5:2, 5:10

8657181 Canada Inc. v. Mehdi Au LLP, 2021 ONSC 1295—S§ 4:21

Abraham v. Jutsun, [1963] 2 All E.R. 402 (C.A.)—S8§ 4:25, 27:5

Abse v. Smith, [1986] Q.B. 536 (C.A.)—§ 4:28

Adair v. Health Disciplines Board (Ontario) (1993), 15 O.R. (3d) 705 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—s§ 26:19

Adams v. Law Society of Alberta, [2000] A.J. 1031—§§ 26:8, 26:18

Adcock v. Algoma Steel Corp., [1970] 3 O.R. 560 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 4:10

Aecon Buildings v. Brampton (City), 2010 ONCA 898 (Ont. C.A.), leave to ap-

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-1



Lawyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

1§)eal refused 2011 CarswellOnt 5517, 2011 CarswellOnt 5518 (S.C.C.)—

4:23

Aecon Buildings v. Stephenson Engineering Ltd., (sub nom. Aecon Buildings v.
Brampton (City)) 2010 ONCA 398, leave to appeal refused (2011), 2011
CarswellOnt 5517 (S.C.C.)—S§ 4:23

Afolabi v. Law Society of Ontario, 2025 ONCA 257 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 23:3

Ahmadian v. Law Society of British Columbia, 2023 BCCA 470 (B.C. C.A.)—
§ 26:18

Ainsworth Electric Co. v. Alcatel Canada Wire Inc. (1998), 40 O.R. (3d) 123
(Ont. Master)—S§$ 5:6, 5:16

Airst v. Airst (1998), 37 O.R. (3d) 654 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 3:3

Alberta Treasury Branches v. Invictus Financial Corp. (1985), 63 A.R. 4 (Alta.
Q.B.)—§ 25:3

Alberta Union of Provincial Employees v. United Nurses of Alberta Local 168,
[2009] A.J. No. 48, application for leave to appeal to Supreme Court of Can-
ada dismissed [2009] SCCA No. 119 (S.C.C.)—§ 5:15

Alcan Inc. v. Farris, Vaughan, Wills & Murphy (2004), [2004] B.C.J. No. 1199,
2004 CarswellBC 1317 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 5:10

Aldrich v. Struk (1986), 26 D.L.R. (4th) 352 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 5:6

Alfred Crampton Amusement Machines Ltd. v. Commissioners of Custom and
Excise (No. 2), [1972] 2 All E.R. 353 (C.A.)—§§ 20:1, 20:4

Algonquin Mercantile Corporation v. Cockwell (1996), 2 C.P.C. (4th) 231, 3
O.T.C. 97 (Gen. Div.)—$§ 5:6

Allen v. Manitoba (Judicial Council), [1990] 5 W.W.R. 236 (Man. Q.B.), reversed
(1990), 78 D.L.R. (4th) 576 (Man. C.A.)—§ 26:11

Alliance v. Gardiner Roberts, 2020 ONSC 68—8§§ 5:6, 5:7

Allinson v. General Medical Council, [1844] 1 Q.B. 750—§ 4:28

Amacher v. Erickson, [1963] 42 W.W.R. 348 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 12:1

Amato v. Welsh, 2013 ONCA 258—§ 4:20

Amendola v. Law Society of Ontario, 2022 ONLSTA 3 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.)—
§ 23:3

An Advocate, Re, [1964] M.L.J. 1—§ 25:11

Analytica, Inc. v. NPD Research, Inc., 708 F. 2d 1263 (7th Cir., 1983)—$§ 5:6

Andrews v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1989] 1 S.C.R. 143 (S.C.C.)—
§23:1

Anis, Matter of, 126 N.J. 448 (1992)—§ 11:1

Anns v. Merton, London Borough Council, [1977] 2 All E.R. 492 (H.L.)—S§§ 22:4,
25:3

Anns v. Merton London Borough Council, [1978] A.C. 728 (H.L.)—S§ 24:6

Apostolopoulos v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2012 ONLSHP 133—§ 26:24

Application of Allan S. for Admission to the Bar of Maryland, Re, 387 A. 2d 271
(1978)—§ 23:3

Application of A.T., Re, 408 A. 2d 1023 (1979)—§ 23:3

Application of G.L.S. for Admission to the Bar of Maryland, Re, 439 A. 2d
1107(1982)—§ 23:3

Aptowitzer v. Ontario (1995), 23 O.R. (3d) 315 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§§ 5:6, 5:10

Arbesman v. Meighen Deniers (2004), 71 O.R. (3d) 633 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:10

Arlington Crane Service Ltd. v. Ontario (Minister of Labour) (1988), 67 O.R.
(2d) 225 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 26:2

Armstrong v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2009 ONLSHP 29 (L..S.U.C. Hear-
ing Panel)—§§ 23:3, 26:24

Thbl of Cases-2



TaBLE oF CASES

Arnold v. Teno, [1978] 2 S.C.R. 287—S§ 12:1

Arthur v. Meaford (Town) (1915), 34 O.L.R. 231 (Ont. H.C.)—§§ 4:7, 8:1

Arthur J.S. Hall & Co. v. Simons, [2000] H.L. J. 43—S§8§ 4:20, 27:5

Artinian v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1990), 73 O.R. (2d)
704—S§ 26:4

Ashburton (Lord) v. Pape, [1913] 2 Ch. 469, [1911-13] All E.R. Rep. 708
(C.A)—§3:3

Ashburton Oil Ltd. v. Sharp (1992), 67 B.C.L.R. (2d) 64 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 5:10

Ashby, Re, [1934] O.R. 421 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 26:11

Asian Video Movies Wholesaler Inc. v. Mathardoo (1991), 36 C.P.R. (3d) 29 (Fed.
T.D.)—§ 5:10

Assoc. des officiers de direction du service de police de Québec (Ville) v. Québec
(Commission de police) (1995), 119 D.L.R. (4th) 484, [1994] R.J.Q. 1505
(C.A)—§ 26:11

Atamanchuk v. DeBruin (1992), 14 C.P.C. (3d) 259, 106 Sask. R. 288 (Sask.
Q.B.)—§ 4:6

Atlantic Shipping Ltd. v. Payne (1992), 122 N.B.R. (2d) 211 (N.B. Q.B.)—S§ 5:10

Attis v. Ontario (Minister of Health), 2011 ONCA 675, 2011 CarswellOnt 13940
(Ont. C.A)—§ 4:25

Attorney Grievance Commission of Maryland v. Goldberg, 441 A. 2d 338 (Md.,
1982)—§ 26:18

Aviaco International Leasing Inc. v. Boeing Canada Inc. (2000), [2000] O.J. No.
2420, 2000 CarswellOnt 2194 (Ont. S.C.J.), additional reasons (2000), 2000
CarswellOnt 2629 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 3:3

Ayre v. Barristers’ Society (Nova Scotia) (June 8, 1998), Doc. C.A. 139683 (N.S.
C.A)—§ 26:21

Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817
(S.C.C.)—S§§ 23:3, 26:19, 26:21

Baker v. Law Society of Upper Canada (1997), (sub nom. Law Society of Upper
Canada v. Baker) 143 D.L.R. (4th) 551, 97 O.A.C. 244 (Ont. Div. Ct.), leave
to appeal refused (April 10, 1997), Doc. CA M19885 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 26:6

Baker v. R., N.S. C.A., 1988 (unreported)—§ 7:7

Bakht v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (New Brunswick) (1989), 95 N.B.R.
(2d) 81—§ 26:24

Baksh v. Sun Media (Toronto) Corp. (2003), 63 O.R. (3d) 51—§ 8:1

Balla v. Gambro Inc., 560 N.E. 2d 1043 (Ill. App. Ct., 1990)—S§ 20:1

Balsmeir v. Balsmeir, 2014 ONSC 5305—S§ 3:2

Bank of B.C. v. M. (1981), 120 D.L.R. (3d) 177 (B.C. C.A.))—§ 17:5

Bank of Montreal v. Arvee Cedar Mills Ltd. (No. 2), [1979] 1 WW.R. 219 (B.C.
S.C)—§ 4:9

Bank of Montreal v. Dresler, 2002 CarswellNB 337, [2002] N.B.J. No. 324 (N.B.
C.A)—§ 5:10

Bank of Montreal v. Wilson (1867), 2 Ch. 117—S§ 4:7

Bank of Nova Scotia v. Imperial Developments (Canada) Ltd. (1988), 49 Man.
R. (2d) 53 (Man. C.A.)—§ 25:3

Banks v. Goodfellow (1870), L.R.S. Q.B. 549—§ 18:1

Banks v. Hall, [1941] 2 W.W.R. 534 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 26:12

Baron v. F., [1945] 4 D.L.R. 525 (B.C. Law Society Visitorial Trib.)—§ 26:7

Barrese v. Barrese, 2019 ONSC 3137—§§ 5:6, 5:16

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-3



Lawvyers & Etaics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Barry v. Alberta (Securities Commission) (1986), 25 D.L.R. (4th) 730 (Alta.
C.A), affirmed [1989] 1 S.C.R. 301—§ 26:11

Barry v. Law Society (New Brunswick) (1989), 100 N.B.R. (2d) 245 (N.B.
Q.B.)—§5:6

Barsoum v. Pape, [1988] N.W.T.R. 368—§§ 26:3, 26:11

Bassett v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan) (1987), 63 Sask. R.
45 (Sask. Appeal Trib. under the Medical Professions Act), affirmed (1988),
70 Sask. R. 283 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 26:16

Batchelor v. Pattison and Mackersy (1876), 3 R. 914 (Scot. Ct. of Sess.)—
§§ 4:12, 27:4

Bater v. Bater, [1950] 2 All E.R. 458 (C.A.)—§ 26:17

Bates v. Arizona State Bar, 433 U.S. 350 (1977)—§ 10:1

Bates v. Arizona State Bar, 97 S. Ct. 2691 (1977)—§ 11:1

Batorski v. Moody (1983), 42 O.R. (2d) 647 (Div. Ct.)—§ 26:11

Baumann v. Bonderove (1986), 45 Alta. L.R. (2d) 168 (C.A.)—S§ 26:16

Baumgartner v. Baumgartner (1995), 2 B.C.L.R. (3d) 126 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Belhumeur c. Barreau du Québec (sub nom. Belhumeur v. Discipline Committee
of the Quebec Bar Association) (1983), 34 C.R. (3d) 279 (Que. S.C.), af-
firmed (1988), 54 D.L.R. (4th) 105 (Que. C.A.)—S§ 26:2

Béliveau c. Comité de discipline (Barreau du Québec) (1992), 101 D.L.R. (4th)
324 (C.A. Qué.)—S$§ 26:2

Bell v. Commercial Insurance Co., 280 F. 2d 514 (3rd Cir., 1990)—S§ 5:14

Bell v. Smith, [1968] S.C.R. 664—§ 3:2

Beltz v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1986), 31 D.L.R. (4th) 685 (B.C.
S.C.)—§ 27:2

Benedict v. Ontario (2000), 51 O.R. (3d) 147 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 26:11

Bennett v. British Columbia (Securities Commission) (1992), 94 D.L.R. (4th)
339 (C.A.), leave to appeal to Supreme Court of Canada dismissed [1992] 6
W.W.R. lvii (note)—§ 26:11

Berg v. Bruton, 2005 CarswellSask 860, [2005] S.J. No. 801 (Sask. Q.B.)—
§5:10

Bergel & Edson v. Wolf (2000), 50 O.R. (3d) 777 (Ont. Sup. Ct.)—§ 12:1

Berger v. United States, 55 S. Ct. 629 (1935)—S§ 6:1

Bernstein v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1977), 15 O.R. (2d)
447 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:19

Bernstein v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1977), 15 O.R. (2d)
447 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:11

Berry v. Pulley, 2011 ONSC 1378, 2011 CarswellOnt 1296 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 5:12

Best v. Ranking, 2016 ONCA 492—S§ 4:25

Betts v. Allstate Insurance Co., 154 Cal. App. 3d 688 (1984)—§ 5:14

BeVill, Bresler & Schulman Asset Management Corp., Re, 805 F. 2d 120
(1986)—S§ 20:5

Bhopaul v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2011 ONLSHP 35—§ 23:4

Biehl v. Strang, 2011 BCSC 213—S§ 3:2

Bilson v. University of Saskatchewan, [1984] 4 W.W.R. 238 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 4:21

Biron v. Aviva Insurance Company, 2014 ONCA 558—S§ 2:6

Bishop v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (British Columbia) (1985), 22 D.L.R.
(4th) 185 (B.C. S.C.), affirmed (1986), 26 D.L.R. (4th) 15 (B.C. C.A.)—
§ 26:4

Bishop v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2014 ONSC 5057 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§ 26:18

Thbl of Cases-4



TaBLE oF CASES

Bisyk (No. 2), Re (1980), 32 O.R. (2d) 281 (Ont. H.C.), affirmed (1981), 32 O.R.
(2d) 28 (Ont. C.A.)—§§ 4:19, 4:25

Black v. Law Society (Alberta), [1989] S.C.R. 591 (S.C.C.)—§ 23:1

Blackburn v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2010 ONLSHP 112 at paragraphs
49 and 51— 26:24

Blackledge v. Allison, 97 S. Ct. 1621 (1977)—8§ 6:5

Blackledge v. Perry, 417 U.S. 21 (1974)—S§ 6:5

Blencoe v. British Columbia (Human Rights Commission), 2000 SCC 44, 2000
CarswellBC 1860—§ 26:10

Blough v. Busy Music Inc., 2018 ABQB 560—§ 20:4

Blumenfeld v. Borenstein, 247 Ga. 406 (S. Ct. Ga., 1981)—§ 5:9

Bolkiah v. KPMG, [1999] 2 W.L.R. 215 (U.K.H.L.)—S§§ 5:4, 5:6, 5:10

Bolton v. Law Society, [1994] 1 W.L.R. 512 ( Eng. C.A.)—§§ 26:1, 26:18, 26:21

Booth v. Huxter (1994), 16 O.R. (3d) 528 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 5:5

Booth v. Mary Carter Paint Co., 202 So. 2d 8 (Fla. 1967)—§ 4:23

Bordenkircher v. Hayes, 98 S. Ct. 663 (1978)—S§ 6:5

Boucher v. R., [1955] S.C.R. 16—S§8§ 4:18, 6:1, 6:6

Boudreau v. Benaiah, [2000] O.J. 278 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 4:20

Bovbel v. Canada (Minister of Employment & Immigration) (1994), 18 Admin.
L.R. (2d) 169 (Fed. C.A.)—§ 26:19

Bow Valley Energy Inc. v. San Diego Gas and Electric Co. (1995), 36 Alta. L.R.
(3d) 269, 43 C.P.C. (3d) 384, [1996] 4 W.W.R. 115, 179 A.R. 75 (Alta. Q.B.),
affirmed (1996), 38 Alta. L.R. (3d) 116, 181 A.R. 261, 116 W.A.C. 261, 48
C.P.C. (3d) 99 (Alta. C.A.)—$§ 5:6

Bradwell v. Illinois, 83 U.S. (16. Wall) 130 (1872)—§ 23:3

Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1962)—S§ 6:4

Brampton Engineering Inc. v. Alros Products Ltd. (1986), 8 C.P.C. (2d) 48 (Ont.
Master)—S§ 4:6

Brand v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan), [1989] 5 W.W.R.
516 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 26:10

Brar v. Brar, [1990] 3 W.W.R. 495 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 5:6

Breslin v. Breslin, [2003] O.J. No. 5207 (Ont. Master)—§ 4:21

Brethour v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1951] 2 D.L.R. 138 (B.C. C.A.)—
§ 26:12

Brethour v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1950), 1 W.W.R. 34 (B.C. C.A.)—
§ 26:21

Brett v. Board of Directors of Physiotherapy (Ontario) (1991), 77 D.L.R. (4th)
144 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S 26:19

Brett v. Board of Directors of Physiotherapy (Ontario) (1992), 9 O.R. (3d) 613
(Div. Ct.)—$§ 26:11

Breukelman v. Miret, 2024 ONSC 2999 (Ont. S.C.J.)—$§ 5:10

Bridges v. California, 314 U.S. 252 (1941)—§ 4:28

Brinkley v. Hassig, 83 F. 2d 351 (1936)—§ 26:11

British Columbia v. Imperial Tobacco Canada, 2013 BCSC 1963 (B.C. S.C.)—
§ 5:10

British Columbia (Securities Commission) v. Branch (1992), 88 D.L.R. (4th) 381
(B.C. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. granted [1992] 6 W.W.R. lvii (note)
(S.C.C.)—S§ 26:16

Broda v. Law Society (Alberta) (1993), 7 Alta. L.R. (3d) 305 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 26:4

Brookman v. State Bar, 46 Cal. 3d 1004 (1988)—§ 26:24

Brookville Carriers Flatbed GP v. Blackjack Transport, 2008 NSCA 22 (N.S.
C.A)—§5:6

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-5



Lawyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Brookville Carriers Flat Bed GP Inc. v. Blackjack Transport Ltd. (2008), 263
N.S.R. (2d) 272 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 5:6

Brounsall, Ex parte (1778), 2 Cowp. 829—§ 26:1

Brown v. General Dental Council (1990), 123 N.R. 315 (P.C.)—S$§ 26:21

Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp. v. Daniel International Corp., 563 F. 2d 671
(1977)—§ 5:3

Browne v. Dunn (1893), 6 R. 67 (H.L.)—S 4:16

Brumer v. Gunn, [1983] 1 W.W.R. 424 (Q.B.)—§ 14:1

Buchanan v. Buchanan, 99 Cal. App. 3d 587 (1979)—§ 5:14

Budd v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2012 ONSC 412, 2012 CarswellOnt 1385
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§§ 26:18, 26:21

Burger v. Kemp, 107 S. Ct. 3114 (1987)—S§ 7:6

Burke v. Burke, 425 N.W. 2d 550 (Mich. App., 1988)—S§ 4:19

Burnham v. Metropolitan Toronto Chief of Police, [1987] 2 S.C.R. 572 (S.C.C.)—
§ 26:2

Burns v. Chiropractic Assn. (Alberta) (1981), 125 D.L.R. (3d) 475 (Alta. C.A.)—
§ 26:15

Burns v. Stewart, 290 Minn. 289 (1971)—§ 12:1

Butler v. United States, 414 A. 2d 844 (D.C. App., 1980)—§ 7:5

B.X. Developments Ltd. and R., Re (1976), 70 D.L.R. (3d) 366 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 3:2

Cairns v. Cairns, [1931] 3 W.W.R. 335 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 4:21

Calgas Investments Ltd. v. 784688 Ontario Ltd. (1991), 4 O.R. (3d) 459 (Ont.
Gen. Div.), leave to appeal to Div. Ct. refused (1991), 4 O.R. (3d) 459n (Ont.
Gen. Div.)—§ 5:10

California v. Meredith, 29 Cal. 3d 682 (1981)—S§ 7:3

Camera v. Fogg, 658 F. 2d 80 (2nd Cir., 1981)—S§ 7:6

Camgoz v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan) (1989), (sub nom
re Camgoz) 74 Sask. R. 73 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 26:17

Canada v. Pharmaceutical Society (Nova Scotia), [1992] 2 S.C.R. 606 (S.C.C.)—
§ 23:3

Canada (A.G.) v. Veinotte (1987), 81 N.S.R. (2d) 356 (N.S. T.D.), affirmed (June
7, 1989), Doc. No. S.C.A. 02014 (N.S. C.A.)—§ 4:9

Canada (Attorney General) v. Federation of Law Societies of Canada, 2015 SCC
7—8§ 3:2, 27:2

Canada (Attorney General) v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1982] 2 S.C.R.
307, 37 B.C.L.R. 145, [1982] 5 W.W.R. 289, 19 B.L.R. 234, 43 N.R. 451, 66
C.PR. (2d) 1, 137 D.L.R. (3d) 1 (S.C.C.)—S§§ 26:7, 27:2

Canada (Attorney General) v. PS.A.C., [1991] S.C.R. 614 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:21

Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) v. Vavilov, 2019 SCC 65,
2019 CarswellNat 7883 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:21

Canada (Privacy Commissioner) v. Blood Tribe Department of Health, 2008
SCC 44—§ 3:2

Canada (Solicitor General) v. Ontario (Royal Commission into Confidentiality of
Health Records (sub nom. Re Inquiry into Confidentiality of Health Re-
cords in Ontario) (1979), 24 O.R. (2d) 545 (Ont. C.A.), reversed on other
grounds [1981] 2 S.C.R. 494 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:9

Canada Southern Petroleum Ltd. v. Amoco Canada Petroleum Co., 1997
CarswellAlta 122, [1997] A.J. No. 193 (Alta. C.A.), leave to appeal refused
(1997), 212 A.R. 24 (note), [1997] S.C.C.A. No. 162 (S.C.C.)—§ 5:10

Thl of Cases-6



TaBLE oF CASES

Canad.':ciJ )Sogthern Railway v. Kingsmill, Jennings (1978), 8 C.P.C. 117 (Ont.

H.C.—§ 5:6

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation v. New Brunswick Broadcasting Company
(2000), 230 N.B.R. (2d) 332 (N.B. C.A.)—§ 5:6

Canadian National Railway v. McKercher, 2013 SCC 39 (S.C.C.)—S§§ 5:4, 5:6,
5:24

Canadian National Railway Company v. SSAB Alabama Inc., 2019 SKCA
33—§ 5:24

Canadian Newspapers Co. v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1986), 10 O.A.C. 361
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:9

Canadian Pacific Railway v. Aikins, MacAulay & Thorvaldson, [1998] 6 W.W.R.
351 (Man. C.A.)—$§ 5:10

Canadian Southern Petroleum v. Amoco Canada Petroleum Ltd., [1997] 5
W.W.R. 395, 193 A.R. 273, 135 W.A.C. 273, 144 D.L.R. (4th) 30, 48 Alta.
L.R. (8d) 382, 7 C.P.C. (4th) 26 (Alta. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused
(1997), 216 N.R. 159 (note) (S.C.C.)—$§ 5:6, 5:10

Canbook Distribution Corp. v. Borins (1999), 7 C.B.R. (4th) 121 (Ont. Gen. Div.
[Commercial List])—§ 3:2

Cannon v. United States Acoustic Corp., 532 F. 2d 1118 (7th Cir., 1976), affirm-
ing in relevant part 398 F. Supp. 209 (N.D. Ill., 1975)—S§ 5:13

Carey v. Laiken, 2015 SCC 17 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:7

Carleton v. Beaverton Hotel (2009), 96 O.R. (3d) 391 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 4:25

Carlingwood Motors Ltd. v. Nissan Canada Inc. (2001), 52 O.R. (3d) 242 (Ont.
S.C.J.)—§ 5:10

Carmichael v. Stathshore Industrial Park, [1999] O.J. No. 2182 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 4:25

Carrington v. Law Society of Ontario, 2024 ONLSTH 4 (Ont. Law Society
Trib.)—§ 25:9

Carruthers v. College of Nurses of Ontario (1996), 31 O.R. (3d) 377, 96 O.A.C.
41, 141 D.L.R. (4th) 325 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:2

Carson v. Law Society (Saskatchewan) (1975), 61 D.L.R. (3d) 652 (Sask. C.A.)—
§ 5:6

Cartledge (Litigation Guardian of) v. Brown (1998), 41 O.R. (3d) 376 (Ont. Gen.
Div.)—§ 5:10

Carvell, Re (1977), 21 N.B.R. (2d) 642—§ 18:1

Casey v. Law Society (Newfoundland) (1986), 58 Nfild. & P.E.I.LR. 349 (Nfld.
T.D.)—§ 23:1

Cavallin v. King (1984), 51 B.C.L.R. 149 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 22:3

Cawdery Kaye Fireman & Taylor v. Minkin, [2012] EWCA Civ. 546—S$§ 4:11

Celanese Canada Inc. v. Murray Demolition Corp., 2006 SCC 36 (S.C.C.)—S§ 3:3

Cengarle v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2010 ONLSAP 11 (L.S.U.C. Appeal
Panel)—§ 26:11

Cengic v. Castro, 2020 ONSC 986—S§ 4:11

Central and Eastern Trust Co. v. Rafuse, (sub nom. Central Trust Co. v. Rafuse),
[1986] 2 S.C.R. 147, varied [1988] 1 S.C.R. 1206—S§ 24:6

Central & Eastern Trust Co. v. Rafuse (sub nom. Central Trust Co. v. Rafuse),
[1986] 2 S.C.R. 147, varied [1988] 1 S.C.R. 1206 (S.C.C.)—§ 25:3

Champlain Lending Corp. v. Orillia (City), July, 1992—§ 5:10

Chancey v. Dharmadi (2007), 86 O.R. (3d) 612—S§ 3:2

Channan v. Professional Examination Board in Law (1980), 12 Alta. L.R. (2d)
301 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 23:1

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-7



Lawyers & Etaics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Chapman v. 3M Canada Inc. (1995), 25 O.R. (3d) 658, 43 C.P.C. (3d) 142 (Ont.
Gen. Div.)—§ 5:5

Cha1§)ters v. Davies, Ward & Beck LLP (2001), 52 O.R. (3d) 566 (Ont. C.A.)—

5:6
Chagters Inc. v. Davies Ward & Beck LLP (2001), 52 O.R. 566 (Ont. C.A.)—
5:6

Charboneau v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1985), 52 O.R. (2d)
552 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 26:4

Chief Industries v. Equisource Corp., Ont. Gen. Div., July, 1992—§ 5:10

Chiefs of Ontario v. Ontario, [2003] O.J. No. 580, 2003 CarswellOnt 679 (Ont.
S.C.J.)—8§ 5:4, 22:2

Chiefs of Ontario v. Ontario (2003), 63 O.R. (3d) 335 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§§ 5:6, 5:15

Chin v. Wong (1991), 53 B.C.L.R. (2d) 288 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 5:10

Chippewas of Kettle & Stony Point v. Canada (Attorney General), [1994] 2
C.N.L.R. 33 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 5:10

Chippewas of Kettle & Stony Point v. Canada (Attorney General) (1993), 17
C.PC. (3d) 5 (Ont. Gen. Div.), affirmed (1993), [1994] 2 C.N.L.R. 33 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—§ 5:10

Chopra v. Law Society of Ontario, 2019 ONLSTH 124—S§ 23:4

Choukalos Woodburn McKenzie Maranda Ltd. v. Smith, Lyons, Torrance,
Stevenson & Mayer, [1995] 1 WW.R. 3 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 5:10

Christo v. Bevan (1982), 28 R.F.L. (2d) 197 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 5:6

Chrysler Credit Canada Ltd. v. 734925 Ontario Ltd. (1991), 5. O.R. (3d) 65
(Ont. Gen. Div.)—S$ 4:7

Cincinnati Bar Assn. v. Fettner, 8 Ohio St. 3d 17, (1983)—§ 25:13

Clarence Construction Ltd. v. Lavallee (1980), 111 D.L.R. (3d) 582 (B.C. S.C.)—
§17:4

Clarence Construction Ltd. v. Lavallee [1982] 2 W.W.R. 760 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 17:4

Clark Boyce v. Mouat, [1993] 4 All E.R. 268 (P.C.)—§§ 22:1, 22:2

Clarkson Co. v. Chilcott (1984), 48 O.R. (2d) 545 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 3:2

Colborne Capital Corp. v. 542775 Alberta Ltd., [1995] 30 Alta. L.R. (3d) 127
(Alta. Q.B.)—§ 5:10

College of Nurses (Ontario) v. Quiogue (1993), 13 O.R. (3d) 325 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 26:21

College of Physicians & Surgeons (Manitoba) v. Morgentaler (1986), 28 D.L.R.
(4th) 283 (Man. C.A.)—S§ 26:13

College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) v. Casullo, [1977] 2 S.C.R. 2
(S.C.C.)—§ 26:11

College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) v. K. (1985), 59 O.R. (2d) 1 (Ont.
C.A)—§ 26:12

College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) v. Petrie (1989), 68 O.R. (2d) 100
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:12

Collison v. Hurst, [1946] O.W.N. 668 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:11

Columbia Realty Associates Ltd., Re, 71 Bankr. 804 (Bankr. N.D. Ill., 1987)—
§ 5:6

Comden v. Superior Court, 20 Cal. 3d 906, cert. denied 99 S. Ct. 568 (1978)—
§ 4:21

Commission on Professional Ethics and Conduct of Iowa State Bar Assn. v.
Floy, 334 N.W. 2d 739 (Iowa, 1983)—§ 25:13

Committee for Justice & Liberty v. Canada (National Energy Board), [1978] 1
S.C.R. 369—S§ 26:11

Thl of Cases-8



TaBLE oF CASES

Commonwealth v. Alderman, 437 A. 2d 36 (1981)—§ 7:5

Commonwealth v. D’Amato, 514 Pa. 471 (1987)—S§ 6:6

Commonwealth v. Kozec, 505 N.E. 2d 519 (Mass. Sup. Jud. Ct., 1987)—S§ 6:6

Commonwealth v. Steinhach, 514 A. 2d 114 (Penn., 1986)—§ 7:3

Commonwealth Investors Syndicate Ltd. v. Laxton (1994), 117 D.L.R. (4th) 382
(B.C. C.A)—§12:1

Commonwealth Investors Syndicate Ltd. v. Laxton (1990), 50 B.C.L.R. (2d) 186
(B.C. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1991), 54 B.C.L.R. (2d) xxxiv
(note) (S.C.C.)—S§ 12:1

Condoluci v. Martins (2004), 72 O.R. (3d) 428 (Ont. Master)—S§ 5:6

Connor v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1980] 4 W.W.R. 638 (B.C. S.C.)—
§ 26:11

Consiglio (No. 2), Re, [1973] 3 O.R. 329 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 4:25

Consulate Ventures Inc. v. Amico Contracting & Engineering, 2010 ONCA 788
(Ont. C.A.)—8§ 5:6

Consulate Ventures Inc. v. Amico Contracting & Engineering (1992) Inc., 2010
ONCA 788—S§ 5:6

Consumers Glass Co. v. Foundation Co. of Canada/Cie foundation du Canada
(1985), 51 O.R. (3d) 385 (C.A.)—§ 25:3

Continental Currency Exchange Canada Inc. v. Sprott, 2023 ONCA 61 (Ont.
C.A.), leave to appeal refused 2023 CarswellOnt 13353, 2023 CarswellOnt
13354 (S.C.C.)—§ 3:3

Cooke, Re (1889), 5 T.L.R. 407—§ 26:7

Copperview Haven Ltd. v. Waverley Park Estates Ltd., [1981] 4 W.W.R. 673
(B.C. S.C.), varied [1984] 4 WW.R. 673 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 22:3

Cornacchia and Law Society of Upper Canada, Re, September 26, 1985
(unreported)—§ 26:5

Coulombe v. Horner, Ont. S.C., 1988—S§ 4:9

Coulombe (Litigation Guardian of) v. Beard (1993), 16 O.R. (3d) 627 (Ont. Gen.
Div.)—8§ 3:3

Courtright v. Canadian Pacific Ltd. (1983), 45 O.R. (2d) 52 (Ont. H.C.), affirmed
(1985), 50 O.R. (2d) 560 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 20:1

Cousineau v. Vancouver (City), [1926] 3 D.L.R. 265 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 4:18

Cowles v. Balac (2006), 83 O.R. (3d) 660—S§ 4:13

Crawford W. Long Memorial Hospital of Emory University v. Yerby, 373 S.E. 2d
749 (S. Ct. Ga., 1988)—S§ 5:6

Creative Career Systems Inc. v. Ontario, 2012 ONSC 649 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 3:2

Credit Suisse First Boston, Re, 2004 LNONOSC 774, 2 B.L.R. (4th) 109—S§ 5:6

Crompton v. Williams, [1938] O.R. 543 (Ont. S.C.)—§ 18:2

Currie & Co. v. Law Society, [1976] 3 All E.R. 832—§ 27:5

Cusack v. Law Society of Ontario, 2019 ONSC 5015 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:4

Cwinn v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1980), 28 O.R. (2d) 61 (Ont. Div. Ct.),
leave to appeal denied and appeal quashed (1980), 28 O.R. (2d) 61n
(S.C.C.)—8§ 23:2, 25:11, 26:8, 26:12

Dabbs v. SunLife Assurance Co. of Canada (1997), 35 O.R. (3d) 708 (Ont. Gen.
Div.), leave to appeal dismissed 36 O.R. (3d) 770 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 5:12

Dale v. Toronto Railway Co. (1915), 34 O.L.R. 104 (Ont. C.A.)—S§§ 4:18, 4:26

Dalfen’s Ltd. v. Bay Roberts Shopping Centre Ltd. (1989), 78 Nfld. & P.E.L.R.
128 (Nfid. T.D.)—§ 5:6

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-9



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Dalgleish v. Dalgleish, [2001] O.J. No. 2187 (Ont. S.C.)—S§ 5:16

Dalke, Re (1981), (sub nom. R. v. Dalke) 21 C.R. (3d) 380 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 4:26

Danson v. Ontario (Attorney General) (1987), 19 C.P.C. (2d) 249 (Ont. C.A.), af-
firmed [1990] 2 S.C.R. 1086 (S.C.C.)—§ 4:19

Davenport (Litigation Guardian of) v. Hotel-Dieu of St. Joseph, 2013 CarswellNB
23, [2013] N.B.J. No. 13 (N.B. Q.B.)—§ 5:10

Davey v. Woolley, Hames, Dale & Dingwall (1982), 35 O.R. (2d) 599 (Ont. C.A.),
leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1982), 37 O.R. (2d) 499n (S.C.C.)—
§§ 5:10, 22:2, 22:3

Davidoff v. Law Society of Alberta, 2014 ABQB 370 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 26:4

Davidova-Perez v. Lombard General Insurance Co. of Canada, 2006 CarswellOnt
4724, [2006] O.d. No. 2456 (Ont. Master)—§ 5:10

Davi§dovic v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2017 ONLSTH 47 (Ont. L.S.T.H.)—

23:3

Davies, Ward & Beck v. Baker & McKenzie, 1998 CarswellOnt 3242, [1998] O.d.
No. 3284 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Davies, Ward & Beck v. Baker and McKenzie (1998), 40 O.R. (3d) 257 (Ont.
C.A)—§5:10

Davy-Chiesman v. Davy-Chiesman, [1984] 1 All E.R. 321 (C.A.)—§ 27:5

Deans v. Armstrong (1983), 149 D.L.R. (3d) 295 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 12:1

De Beers Canada Inc. v. Shore Gold Inc., 2006 SKQB 101, 278 Sask. R. 171
(Sask. Q.B.)—§ 5:4

Deck v. Rody (1977), 2 C.P.C. 348 (Sask Q.B.)—§ 12:1

Deep v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1974), 5 O.R. (2d) 435 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:11

Del Core v. Ontario College of Pharmacists (1985), 51 O.R. (2d) 1 (Ont. C.A.),
leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1986), 57 O.R. (2d) 296n (S.C.C.)—
§§ 26:5, 26:15, 26:19

Delgado, Re, 306 S.E. 2d 591 (1983), cert. denied 464 U.S. 1057 (1984)—S§ 4:28

Demarco v. Ungaro (1979), 21 O.R. (2d) 673 (Ont. H.C.)—S§§ 4:2, 4:20, 27:5

Demerara Bauxite Co. v. Hubbard, [1923] A.C. 673 (P.C.)—§ 22:3

Demeter v. British Pacific Life Insurance Co. (1983), 43 O.R. (2d) 33 (Ont.
H.C.), affirmed (1985), 48 O.R. (2d) 266 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 26:5

Demide v. London Life Insurance Co., [2000] O.J. No. 3047—§ 4:13

Deptuck v. Law Society (Saskatchewan) (1984), [1985] 2 W.W.R 433 (Sask.
C.A)—§ 26:24

Descoteaux v. Mierzwinski, [1982] 1 S.C.R. 860 (S.C.C.)—S§ 3:2

Desmoulin v. Blair (1994), (sub nom. Desmoulin (Committee of) v. Blair) 21 O.R.
(3d) 217, 76 O.A.C. 1, 120 D.L.R. (4th) 700 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 12:1

Després v. Assn. des Arpenteurs—géometres du Nouveau Brunswick (1992), 8
Admin. L.R. (2d) 136 (N.B. C.A.)—S§ 26:19

DiCarlo v. United States, 6 F. 2d 364 (2nd Cir., 1925)—S§ 6:1

Diez-Arguelles, Re Petition of, 401 So. 2d 1347 (1981)—§ 23:3

Di Martino v. Delisio, [2008] O.J. No. 2847 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 4:20

Direct Coil v. Purohit, 2021 ONSC 4539 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:6

Disciplinary Board v. Amundson, 297 N.W. 2d 433 (N.D., 1980)—§ 26:18

Dobbin v. Acrohelipro Global Services Inc., [2005] N.J. No. 124, 2005
CarswellNfld 99 (N.L. C.A.)—§ 5:7

Dobud v. Herbertz (1985), 50 C.P.C. 283 (Ont. Dist. Ct.)—S§ 4:19

Donald v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1984] 2 W.W.R. 46 (B.C. C.A.), ad-
ditional reasons [1985] 2 W.W.R. 671 (B.C. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C.
refused (1984), 55 N.R. 237 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:16

Thl of Cases-10



TaBLE oF CASES

Donnelly v. De Christoforo, 416 U.S. 637 (1974)—S§ 6:1

Doré v. Barreau du Québec, 2012 SCC 12, 343 D.L.R. (4th) 193 (S.C.C.)—§ 8:1

Doré v. Barreau du Québec (2010), 326 D.L.R. (4th) 749 (Que. C.A.)—S§ 8:1

Doré c. Québec (Tribunal des professions), 2012 SCC 12 (S.C.C.)—S§ 8:1

Dorion v. Roberge (sub nom. Roberge v. Bolduc) (1991), 78 D.L.R. (4th) 666
(S.C.C.)—§ 24:6

Down, Re, [1999] B.C.J. No. 1809 (B.C. S.C.)—S§ 5:10

Drabinsky v. KPMG (1998), 41 O.R. (83d) 565 (Ont. Gen. Div.), leave to appeal
allowed (November 4, 1998), Doc. Toronto 664/98 (Ont. Div. Ct.), affirmed
(1999), 10 C.B.R. (4th) 130 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§§ 5:6, 5:10

Drabinsky v. KPMG (1999), 10 C.B.R. (4th) 130 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§§ 5:4, 5:6

Drake Holdings v. Chubb Insurance Corporation of Canada, 2018 ONSC
4494—§ 3:3

Dreco Energy Services Ltd. v. Wenzel Downhole Tools Ltd., 2006 ABCA 39—
§ 5:7

D. Robert Findlay Law Office Professional Corp. v. Werner, 2015 ONSC 2955
(Ont. S.C.J.)—§§ 4:11, 25:16

Duarte v. Perreault (1991), 83 Alta. L.R. (2d) 92 (Alta. Master)—§ 26:16

Dudzic v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1989), 36 O.A.C. 314 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§ 26:21

Duguid v. Duguid, [2004] O. J. No. 1565 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 4:21

Dulmage v. Ontario (Police Complaints Commissioner) (1994), 21 O.R. (3d) 356,
75 O.A.C. 305, 120 D.L.R. (4th) 590, 30 Admin. L.R. (2d) 203 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 26:11

Dumais v. Zarnett (1996), 30 O.R. (3d) 431, 6 O.T.C. 264 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—
§§ 4:6, 25:10

Dumanian v. Law Society of Ontario, 2023 ONLSTH 84 (Ont. Law Society
Trib.), affirmed 2024 ONLSTA 7 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.)—§ 23:1

Duncan v. Law Society of Alberta Investigating Committee (1991), 80 D.L.R.
(4th) 702 (Alta. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1991), 82 Alta. L.R.
(2d) 1xv (note) (S.C.C.)—§§ 26:10, 26:11

Duncan, Re (1957), 11 D.L.R. (2d) 616 (S.C.C.)—$§ 4:26

Dunsmuir v. New Brunswick, [2008] S.C.J. No. 9—§ 26:21

Dupont-Rachiele v. Société de transport de Montréal, 2019 QCCS 1941—§ 5:12

Dupuis v. R. (1967), 3 C.R.N.S. 75 (Que. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

Duriancik v. Ontario (Attorney General) (1994), 114 D.L.R. (4th) 504 (Ont. Div
Ct.)—s§ 26:10

Dwyer v. Mann, 2011 CarswellOnt 2236, [2011] O.J. No. 1551 (Ont. S.C.J.)—
§ 5:10

Dwyer v. Spry (1981), 27 B.C.L.R. 253 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 22:2

E.A. Manning Ltd. v. Ontario (Securities Commission) (1994), 18 O.R. (3d) 97
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:11

Eastholme Realty Ltd. v. Grundy, [1954] O.W.N. 583 (Ont. C.A.)—8§8§ 4:21, 5:6

Eaton, Re, [1924] 3 WW.R. 562 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 26:24

Ebert Howe & Associates v. Optometric Assn. (British Columbia), [1985] 6
W.WR. 394 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 10:1

Eckstein v. Law Society (Manitoba), [1981] 1 WW.R. 566 (Man. Q.B.), reversed
on other grounds [1981] 3 W.W.R. 171 (Man. C.A.)—§ 14:1

Edmondson v. State Bar, 625 P. 2d 812 (Cal., 1981)—S§ 26:17

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-11



Lawyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Edwards v. Edwards, [1958] P. 235—§ 27:5

Edwards v. Law Society of Upper Canada (1998), 37 O.R. (3d) 279, 156 D.L.R.
(4th) 348 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—S§ 26:4

E.F. Hutton & Co. v. Brown, 305 F. Supp. 371 (S.D. Tex., 1969)—§ 5:6

Elyria Iron & Steel Co. v. Mohegan Tube Co., 7 F.2d 827 (2d. Cir. 1925)—§ 2:14

Emerson v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1984), 5 D.L.R. (4th) 294 (Ont.
H.C.)—8§ 26:7

Emerson v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1984), 44 O.R. (2d) 729 (Ont. H.C.)—
§§ 26:15, 26:19

Enerchem Shipmanagement Inc. v. “Coastal Canada” (The) (1988), 83 N.R. 256
(Fed. C.A.)—$§ 25:2

English and American Insurance Co. v. Herbert Smith & Co., Lloyd’s Maritime
Law Newsletter, January 29, 1987—§ 3:3

Enns v. Panju, [1978] 5 W.W.R. 244 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 25:2

Essa (Township) v. Guergis (1993), 15 O.R. (3d) 573 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§$ 4:21,
5:6, 5:10, 25:2

Estates Theatres, Inc. v. Columbia Pictures Industries, Inc., 345 F. Supp. 93
(S.D.N.Y,, 1972)—§ 5:8

Etco Financial Corp. v. Royal Bank, 1999 CarswellOnt 3071, [1999] O.J. No.
3658 (Ont. S.C.J.)—8§ 3:3

Etobicoke Noodles Inc. v. Rajah, [2002] O.J. No. 5157—S§ 8:1

Evans v. Savarin Ltd. (1980), 27 O.R. (2d) 705 (Ont. H.C.)—S8§§ 4:19, 4:25

Everingham v. Ontario (1992), 8 O.R. (3d) 121—S§§ 4:14, 21:3

F., Re (sub nom. Re Legal Professions Act & Benchers Society of British Colum-
bia), [1945] 4 D.L.R. 702 (B.C. Law Visitorial Trib.)—§ 26:12

Faber-Castell Canada Ltd. v. Woods, Ont. Gen Div., Matlow J., March 14, 1994
(unreported)—$§ 4:25

Fabian v. Bud Mervyn Construction Ltd. (1981), 35 O.R. (2d) 132 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 4.9

Falcon Lumber Limited v. 2480375 Ontario Inc. (GN Mouldings and Doors),
2020 ONCA 310—S§ 4:25

Fan v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1977), 77 D.L.R. (3d) 97 (B.C. C.A.)—
§§ 25:2, 26:7, 26:19

Fantl v. Transamerica Life Canada, [2008] O.J. No. 1536 (Ont. S.C.J.), affirmed
[2008] O.J. No. 4928 (Ont. Div. Ct.), affirmed [2009] O.J. No. 1826 (Ont.
C.A.), affirmed 2009 CarswellOnt 2383, [2009] O.J. No. 1826, 2009 ONCA
377, 72 C.P.C. (6th) 1, 249 0.A.C. 58, 95 O.R. (3d) 767 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 5:12

Farm-Rite Equipment Ltd. (Receiver of) v. Robinson Alamo Sales Ltd. (1989),
78 Sask. R. 161 (Sask. C.A.)—$§ 5:6

Farrelly v. Corrigan, [1899] A.C. 563 (P.C.)—§ 18:2

Fasken Campbell Godfrey v. Seven-up Canada Inc. (1997), 142 D.L.R. (4th) 456
(Ont. Gen. Div.)—S§ 24:6

Fawell v. Atkins (1981), 28 B.C.L.R. 32 (B.C. S.C.)—$§ 4:14

Federation of Law Societies of Canada v. Canada (Attorney General), [2002]
S.J. No. 200—S§§ 3:2, 27:2

Federation of Law Societies of Canada v. Canada (Attorney General), [2002]
N.S.J. No. 199—§8§ 3:2, 27:2

Federation of Law Societies of Canada v. Canada (Attorney General), [2002]
0.J. No. 178§ 3:2, 27:2

Thl of Cases-12



TaBLE oF CASES

Federation of Law Societies of Canada v. Canada (Attorney General), [2001]
A.J. No. 1697—§§ 3:2, 27:2

Feherguard Products Limited v. Rooky’s of B.C. Leisure Ltd., [1993] 3 F.C. 619
(C.A)—§ 5:10

Feherguard Products Ltd. v. Rocky’s of B.C. Leisure Ltd., [1993] 3 F.C. 619
(Fed. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Feldman v. Law Society of Upper Canada (December 3, 1987), Doc. 639/85 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:2

Feldman v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (November 1, 1988), Doc. No. 639/85
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:11

Fenton v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1974), 6 O.R. (2d) 193
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:19

Ferguson v. Georgia, 365 U.S. 570 (1961)—S§ 7:5

Ferris v. Rusnak (1983), 50 A.R. 297 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 22:2

F.H. v. McDougall, [2008] 3 S.C.R. 41—§ 26:17

F.H. v. McDougall, [2008] S.C.J. No. 54—§ 26:5

Fickett v. Superior Court, 558 P. 2d 988 (Ariz. Ct. of Appeals, 1976)—§ 22:4

Filmlab Systems International Ltd. v. Pennington, [1994] 4 All E.R. 673—
§ 4:25

First Property Holdings Inc. v. Beatty, [2003] O.J. No. 2943, 2003 CarswellOnt
2792 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:21

Fisher v. Fisher (1986), 76 N.S.R. (2d) 326 (N.S. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Fitzpatrick, Re, [1924] 1 D.L.R. 981 (Ont. S.C.)—§ 26:7

Fleischer, Re, 508 A. 2d 1115 (1986)—S$§ 26:18

Fletcher & Son v. Jubb, [1920] 1 K.B. 275 (C.A.)—S§ 4:16

Florida Bar v. Levin, 570 So. 2d 917 (Fla., 1990)—S§ 26:8

Florida Bar v. Newhouse, 498 So. 2d 935 (1986)—S§ 4:18

Flynn Developments Ltd. v. Central Trust Co. (1985), 51 O.R. (2d) 57 (Ont.
H.C.)—§5:6

Fogel, Re, 422 A. 2d 966 (D.C., 1980)—S§ 26:18

Folland v. Reardon (2005), 74 O.R. (3d) 688—S§ 4:20

Ford Motor Company of Canada, Limited v. Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt (1996),
27 O.R. (3d) 181, 24 B.L.R. (2d) 217, 43 C.P.C. (3d) 156, 131 D.L.R. (4th)
419 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List])—§8§ 5:6, 5:10

Ford Motor Co. of Canada v. Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt (1996), 131 D.L.R. (4th)
419 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List])—S§ 5:10

Forget v. Law Society of Upper Canada (2002), 58 O.R. (3d) 142—§ 26:11

Fox v. General Medical Council, [1960] 1 W.L.R. 1017 (P.C.)—§ 4:16

FP Genetics Inc. v. Lizee, 2012 CarswellSask 778, [2012] S.J. No. 708 (Sask.
Q.B.)—§ 5:10

French v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1975), 9 O.R. (2d) 473 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 26:4

French v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (No. 2) (1975), 8 O.R. (2d) 193 (C.A.), ap-
plication for leave to appeal to S.C.C. dismissed without written reasons
(1975), 8 O.R. (2d) 193n (S.C.)—§§ 26:3, 26:11

French, Re (1982), 39 O.R. (2d) 666 (Div. Ct.)—S§§ 26:3, 26:7, 26:11

Friedman, Re, 392 N.E. 2d 1333 (Ill. S.C., 1979)—§ 26:18

Friends of the Oldman River Society v. Assn. of Professional Engineers, Geolo-
gists & Geophysicists (Alberta), 2001 ABCA 107 (Alta. C.A.), leave to ap-
peal refused 2001 CarswellAlta 1519, 2001 CarswellAlta 1520 (S.C.C.)—
§ 26:4

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-13



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Fuller v. Oregon, 94 S. Ct. 2116 as 2124 (1974)—§ 9:1

Gage v. Reid (1917), 38 O.L.R. 514 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:18

Gainers Inc. v. Pocklington, [1995] 7 W.W.R. 413 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Gain;gs Inc. v. Pocklington (1995), 29 Alta. L.R. (3d) 323 (Alta. C.A.)—S§§ 5:6,

Galg§anov v. Russell (Township), 2012 ONCA 410, 2012 CarswellOnt 7400—

4:25

Gardner v. Gardner, 2007 CarswellAlta 1912, [2007] A.J. No. 1534 (Alta.
Q.B.)—§ 5:10

Garlow v. State Bar of California, 640 P. 2d 1106 (1982)—S§ 26:1

Garofoli v. Kohm (1989), 77 C.B.R. (N.S.) 84 (Man. Q.B.)—§ 22:2

Garrant v. Moskal (1985), 40 Sask. R. 155 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 4:20

Gault, Re, 87 S. Ct. 1428 (1967)—S§ 4:3

GCT Canada Limited Partnership v. Vancouver Fraser Port Authority, 2019 FC
1147—§ 5:7

G. (D.L.) v. Wood (1995), 125 D.L.R. (4th) 712 (N.S. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Geller v. Brisseau, [1979] 6 W.W.R. 416 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 27:5

General Medical Council v. Spackman, [1943] A.C. 627 (H.L.)—$§ 26:5

Gentile v. State Bar of Nevada, 111 S. Ct. 2720 (1991)—§ 13:1

George v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 23 .—§ 26:24

George v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 23—§ 23:3

German v. Law Society (Alberta), 45 D.L.R. (3d) 535, [1974] 5 W.W.R. 217 (Alta.
C.A.)—§ 26:7

Giacomelli v. O'Reilly (1979), 9 C.P.C. 65 (Ont. Master)—§ 4:18

Giannarelli v. Wraith (1988), 62 A.L.J.R. 611—S§ 4:20

Giddens v. State Bar, 621 P. 2d 851 (Cal., 1981)—S$§ 26:12

Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335 (1963)—S§ 7:1

Gillen v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1989), 68 O.R. (2d) 278
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:2

Gillen v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1989), 68 O.R. (2d) 278
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—8§ 26:5

Girardet v. Crease & Co. (1987), 11 B.C.L.R. (2d) 361 (B.C. S.C.)—S§ 24:6

Gladstone, Re, [1972] 2 O.R. 127 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:11

Glasser v. United States, 62 S. Ct. 457 (1942)—S§ 7:6

Glassman v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario), [1966] 2 O.R. 81
(C.A)—S§ 26:17

Glebe Sugar Refining Co. Ltd. v. Greenock Port & Harbour Trustees, [1921] 2
A.C. 66 (H.L.)—§ 4:18

Glegg v. Glass, 2019 ONSC 6623 (Ont. S.C.J.), affirmed 2020 CarswellOnt
18883 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 3:2

Glivar v. Noble (1985), 8 O.A.C. 60—S§ 24:6

GM&A Advertising Ltd. v. Chubb Insurance Company of Canada (1994)
Lawyers Weekly Reports, vol. 2, no. 5, p. 17 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 5:10

GMP Securities Ltd. v. Stikeman Elliott LLP (2004), [2004] O.J. No. 3277, 2004
CarswellOnt 6536 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:7

GMP Securities Ltd. v. Stikeman Elliott LLP (2004), 71 O.R. (3d) 461 (Ont.
S.C.J.), additional reasons (2004), 2004 CarswellOnt 6536 (Ont. S.C.J.)—
§5:7

Goldberg v. Goldberg (1982), 141 D.L.R. (3d) 133 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 5:6

Thl of Cases-14



TaBLE oF CASES

Goldstein v. Friedmann (1997), 32 O.R. (3d) 212 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§§ 5:6, 5:9

Golomb v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1976), 12 O.R. (2d) 73
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—§§ 26:11, 26:12, 26:17, 26:19

Goodell, Re, 39 Wis. 232 (1875)—$§ 23:3

Goodman v. R., [1939] S.C.R. 446—§ 12:1

Goodman & Carr v. Minister of National Revenue, [1968] 2 O.R. 814 (Ont.
H.C.)—§ 3:2

G. Raymond Chang Ltd. v. Shopcast Television, [2008] O.J. No. 4823 (Ont.
S.C.J.)—§ 5:6

Greater Vancouver (Regional District) v. Melville, 2007 BCCA 410—S§ 5:6

Green v. Law Society of Manitoba, 2017 SCC 20 (S.C.C.)—§§ 24:3, 26:12

Greenberg v. United States, 280 F. 2d 472 (1st Cir. 1960)—S 6:6

Green, Carter v. Law Society (Northwest Territories) (1980), 114 D.L.R. (3d)
762—S§ 25:10

Gregg v. Georgia, 428 U.S. 153 (1976)—§ 6:3

Gridley v. United States, 44 F. 2d 716 (6th Cir., 1930), cert. denied 283 U.S. 827
(U.S. S. Ct., 1931)—§ 6:6

Grier v. Alberta Optometric Assn., [1987] 5 W.W.R. 539 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 10:1

Griffin v. College of Dental Surgeons (British Columbia) (1989), 40 B.C.L.R. (2d)
188 (B.C. C.A)—§ 10:1

Griffiths, Re, 413 U.S. 717 (1973)—§ 7:1

Grillo v. D’Angela, 2009 CarswellOnt 11 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 25:16

Grochowski v. Assn. of Architects (Alberta) (1996), 184 A.R. 233, 38 Admin. L.R.
(2d) 132, 122 W.A.C. 233 (Alta. C.A.)—S§ 26:20

Groia v.lLaw Society of Upper Canada, 2018 SCC 27—§§ 2:6, 8:1, 26:5, 26:7,
26:18

Grossman v. Toronto General Hospital (1983), 41 O.R. (2d) 457 (Ont. H.C.)—
§§ 2:4, 4:6

groupement des Marchands Actionnaires Inc. c. Métro Inc., Re (2004), [2004]
J.Q. No. 11004, 2004 CarswellQue 11912 (Que. C.A.), leave to appeal
refused, 2005 CarswellQue 1171 (S.C.C.)—§ 5:7

Guay v. Société Franco-Manitobaine (1985), 37 Man. R. (2d) 16 (Man. Q.B.)—
§ 3:2

Guiness Peat Properties Ltd. v. Fitzroy Robinson Partnership, [1987] 2 All E.R.
716 (C.A)—S§ 3:3

Gunn v. Washek, 405 Pa. 521 (1961)—S§ 11:1

Hagblom v. Henderson, [2003] 7 W.W.R. 590 (Sask. C.A.)—S§ 4:20

Haider Humza Inc. v. Rafiq, 2013 ONSC 3161—§§ 25:2, 27:5

Hall v. Ball (1923), 54 O.L.R. 147 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 26:21

Hamulka v. Golfman, [1985] 5§ W.W.R. 597 (Man. C.A.)—S§ 26:16

Hands v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1888), 16 O.R. 625 (Q.B.)—§ 27:1

Harding, Re, 2014 LSBC 45—§ 8:1

Harris v. Law Society (Alberta), [1936] S.C.R. 88 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:21

Harris, Re (1914), 6 W.W.R. 628 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 26:24

Harvard Investments Ltd. v. Winnipeg (City), [1994] 6 W.W.R. 127 (Man.
Q.B.)—§ 4:21

Harvey v. Law Society (Newfoundland) (1992), 88 D.L.R. (4th) 487 (Nfld.
T.D.)—§§ 26:2, 26:10

Hauck v. Dixon (1975), 10 O.R. (2d) 605 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 24:6

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-15



Lawvyers & Etnics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Haugg}ozl}ler v. Law Society (Alberta) (1988), 88 A.R. 313 (Alta. C.A.)—§§ 26:21,

Hawitt v. Campbell, [1983] 5 W.W.R. 760 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 4:9

Hearing on Immunity for Ethics Complainants, Re, 477 A. 2d 339 (1984)—
§ 26:4

Hedley Byrne & Co. v. Heller & Partners, [1963] 2 All E.R. 575 (H.L.)—§ 22:4

Hedley Byrne & Co. v. Heller & Partners, [1964] A.C. 465 (H.L.)—§ 24:6

Hedley Byrne & Co. v. Heller & Partners, [1963] 2 All E.R. 575 (H.L.)—S§ 25:3

Hein, Re, 516 A. 2d 1105 (1986)—$§ 26:18

Henderson v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (2003), 65 O.R. (3d)
146 (Ont. C.A.)—S$§ 26:1

Herbster v. North American Co., 501 N.E. 2d 343, appeal dismissed 508 N.E.
728, cert. denied 108 S. Ct. 150 (1987)—§ 20:1

Herman v. Klig, [1938] O.W.N. 270 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 4:22

Hermanns v. Ingle (1996), 80 O.T.C. 23 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 5:10

Hesje v. Law Society of Saskatchewan, 2015 SKCA 2—§ 26:7

Hess v. Mandzuk (1984), 44 C.P.C. 179 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 4:22

Hildinger v. Carroll, 2004 CarswellOnt 444 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal refused
2004 CarswellOnt 4951, 2004 CarswellOnt 4952 (S.C.C.)—S§ 5:10

Hill v. Berkshire Farm Center and Service for Youth, 521 N.Y.S. 2d 358 (N.Y.S.
Ct., 1987)—§ 5:5

Hill v. Church of Scientology of Toronto, [1995] 2 S.C.R. 1130, (sub nom. Hill v.
Church of Scientology) 30 C.R.R. (2d) 189, 25 C.C.L.T. (2d) 89, 184 N.R. 1,
126 D.L.R. (4th) 129, 24 O.R. (3d) 865n, 84 O.A.C. 1—§ 13:1

Hilton v. Barker Booth and Eastwood, [2005] UKHL 8—§ 22:2

Hippard, Re, 782 P. 2d 440 (Cal., 1989)—S§ 26:24

Hirt v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (British Columbia) (1986), 63 B.C.L.R.
185 (B.C. S.C.), affirmed (1986), 10 B.C.L.R. (2d) 314 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 26:11

Hiss, Re, 368 Mass. 447 (1975)—§ 26:24

Histed v. Law Society of Manitoba, 2007 MBCA 150—S§ 8:1

Hoem v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1985), 63 B.C.L.R. 36 (B.C. C.A.)—
§ 26:22

Holden & Co. v. Crown Prosecution Service, [1990] 1 All E.R. 368 (C.A.)—
§ 27:5

Holizki v. Reeves (1997), 10 C.P.C. (4th) 63 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 5:6

Holloway v. Arkansas, 98 S. Ct. 1173 (U.S. S. Ct, 1978)—S§ 7:6

Holloway, Re, 452 N.E. 2d 934 (1983)—§ 23:3

Holmes v. National Benzole Co. (1965), 109 S.J. 971 (Q.B.)—§ 27:5

Holowaty v. Holowaty, [1949] 1 W.W.R. 1064 (Sask. K.B.)—§ 4:15

Holt v. Jesse (1876), 3 Ch. D. 177—S§ 4:9

Hosein v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1974), 5 O.R. (2d) 204
(Ont. H.C.)—S§ 26:15

Howard v. The Queen (1989), 48 C.C.C. (3d) 38—§ 4:16

Howe v. Institute of Chartered Accountants of Ontario (1994), 19 O.R. (3d) 483
(Ont. C.A)—S§§ 26:2, 26:6

Howe v. Institute of Chartered Accountants (Ontario) (1994), 21 O.R. (3d) 315,
31 Admin. L.R. (2d) 119, 121 D.L.R. (4th) 149, 77 O.A.C. 145 (Ont. Div. Ct.),
affirmed (1995), 25 O.R. (3d) 96, 31 Admin. L.R. (2d) 133 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 26:5

Hryciuk v. Ontario (Lieutenant Governor) (1994), 18 O.R. (3d) 695 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 26:17

Thl of Cases-16



TaBLE oF CASES

Hudson’s Bay Company v. Norton Rose Fulbright Canada LLP, [2017] CV-17-
585904-00CL—S§ 5:4

Hudye Inc v. Rosowsky, 2022 ABCA 279 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 25:2

Huerto v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan), [1994] 9 W.W.R.
457, 117 D.L.R. (4th) 129, 26 Admin. L.R. (2d) 169, 124 Sask. R. 33
(Q.B.)—§ 26:11

Humby v. Newfoundland and Labrador Housing Corp., 2013 NLCA 4—§ 8:1

Hutton v. Law Society (Newfoundland) (1992), 96 D.L.R. (4th) 670 (Nfld.
T.D.)—§ 23:3

Ikhuiwu v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2018 ONLSTH 49—§ 23:4

Imrie v. Institute of Chartered Accountants (Ontario), [1972] 3 O.R. 275 (Ont.
H.C.)—§§ 26:7, 27:5

Imrie v. Institute of Chartered Accountants (Ontario), 28 D.L.R. (3d) 53, [1972]
3 O.R. 275 (H.C.)—S§ 26:4

Industrial Alliance Securities Inc. v. Kunicyn, 2020 ONSC 3393 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 3:2

Infineon Technologies AG v. Option consommateurs, 2013 SCC 59—§ 5:12

International Capital Corp. v. Schafer (sub nom. Schafer v. International Capital
Corp.), [1997] 8 W.W.R. 412 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 5:6

Irwin Toy Ltd. v. Quebec (Attorney General), [1989] 1 S.C.R. 927 (S.C.C.)—
§10:1

Ishmael v. Millington, 50 Cal. Rptr. 592 (1966)—S§ 5:3

Jacks v. Bell (1828), 3 C. & P. 316—§ 15:1

Jackson v. United States, 297 F. 2d 195 (D.C. Cir., 1961)—§ 7:1

James v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1982] 2 W.W.R. 647 (B.C. S.C.)—
§ 26:13

James v. Vogue Developments (Phase II) Inc. (2000), [2000] O.J. No. 4107, 2000
CarswellOnt 3950 (Ont. Master)—§ 5:10

J. & M. Chartrand Realty Ltd. v. Martin (1981), 22 C.P.C. 186 (Ont. H.C.)—
§ 4:23

J. & P. Goldfluss Ltd. v. 306569 Ontario Ltd. (1977), 4 C.P.C. 296 (Ont. H.C.)—
§ 4:22

J.C. and S.C., Re (1980), 31 O.R. (2d) 53 (Ont. Prov. Ct.)—§ 4:3

Jhanji v. The Law Society of Manitoba, 2022 MBCA 78 (Man. C.A.), reconsidera-
tion / rehearing refused 2023 MBCA 15, 2023 CarswellMan 40 (Man.
C.A.)—§ 24:2

John v. Rees, [1970] Ch. 345—8§ 4:1

Johnson v. Emerson and Sparrow (1871), L.R. 6 Ex. 329—§ 7:1

Johnson v. Law Society (Alberta) (1985), 66 A.R. 345 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 26:10

Johnston v. Law Society (Prince Edward Island) (1991), 91 Nfld. & P.E.I.R. 126
(P.E.I. C.A)), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1991), 93 Nfid. & P.E.L.R.
270 (note) (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:11

Johnston v. Law Society (Prince Edward Island) (1982), 37 Nfld. and P.E.L.R.
142 (P.E.L. S.C.), reversed (1985), 53 Nfild. & P.E.I.R. 181 (P.E.I. C.A.)—
§ 26:4

Johnston, Re, [1946] 3 W.W.R. 424 (Alta. Dist. Ct.)—§ 18:1

Johnstone v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1987] 5 W.W.R. 637 (B.C. C.A.)—
§ 26:16

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-17



Lawyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745 (1983)—S§ 4:12

Jones, Re, 506 F. 2d 527 (8th Cir., 1974)—S§ 26:12

J-Star Industries Inc. v. Berg Equipment Co. (Canada), [1992] 3 F.C. 639 (Fed.
T.D.)—§ 5:10

Justices of Antigua, Re (1830), 1 Knapp 267—§ 27:5

Kalir§1 v. Ontario College of Teachers (2005), 75 O.R. (3d) 523 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—

26:14

Kalina v. Directors of Chiropractic (Ontario) (1981), 35 O.R. (2d) 626 (Ont. Div.
Ct.), leave to appeal to Ont. C.A. refused (1982), 35 O.R. (2d) 626 (Ont.
C.A)—§ 26:11

Kapoor v. The Law Society of Saskatchewan, 2019 SKCA 85—S§ 4:18

Kara v. Sutherland, [1996] Civ. L. D. 547—§ 25:17

Karaés v. Ontario, 2011 ONSC 5181, 2011 CarswellOnt 8946 (Ont. Master)—

4:21

Karpenko v. Paroian, Courey, Cohen & Houston (1980), 117 D.L.R. (3d) 383
(Ont. H.C.)—§§ 4:9, 4:20

Karpenko v. Paroian, Courey, Cohen & Houston (1980), 30 O.R. (2d) 776 (Ont.
H.C.)—§ 4:21

Kelley, Re, 801 P. 2d 1126 (Cal., 1990)—§ 26:8

Kempner v. Oppenheimer & Co., 662 F. Supp. 1271 (S.D.N.Y., 1987)—§ 5:6

Kent v. Waldock, [2000] 7 W.W.R. 10 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 4:25

Kenyeres (Litigation Guardian of) v. Cullimore (1992), 13 C.P.C. (3d) 385 (Ont.
Gen. Div.)—§ 12:1

Kerr v. Danier Leather Inc., [2001] O.J. No. 4000 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:12

Khalig-Kareemi, Re (sub nom. Khalig-Kareemi v. Nova Scotia (Health Services
& Insurance Comm.) (1989), 57 D.L.R. (4th) 505 (N.S. C.A.), leave to appeal
to S.C.C. refused (1989), 93 N.S.R. (2d) 269 (note) (S.C.C.)—8§ 26:2

Khan v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1992), 9 O.R. (3d) 641—
§ 26:19

Khan v. Law Society of Ontario, 2022 ONSC 1951, 2022 CarswellOnt 3992
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:21

Kimmerly v. Law Society of Yukon (1987), 3 Y.R. 54 (Y.T. S.C.)—S§ 26:22

Kirsch v. Duryea, 578 P. 2d 935 (1978) (Clark J.)—§ 4:20

Klein v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1985), 50 O.R. (2d) 118 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§§ 10:1, 25:2, 26:7

Klein v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1985), 16 D.L.R. (4th) 489 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 27:2

K. (M.S.) v. T. (T.L.), 2011 ONSC 5478 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:10

Knight v. Indian Head School Division No. 19, [1990] 1 S.C.R. 653—§ 26:11

Knippel v. Institute of Chartered Accountants of Saskatchewan (Discipline
Committee) (April 10, 1991), (Sask. Q.B.) (unreported)—§ 26:15

Knutson v. Registered Nurses’ Assn. (Saskatchewan) (1990), 75 D.L.R. (4th) 723
(Sask. C.A.)—S§ 26:16

Konigsberg v. State Bar of California, 366 U.S. 36 (1961)—§ 23:3

Konigsberg v. State Bar of California, 353 U.S. 252 (1957)—§ 23:3

Kopyto v. Law Society of Upper Canada (1993), 18 Admin. L.R. (2d) 54 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:2

Korponey v. Canada (Attorney General), [1982] 1 S.C.R. 41—§ 7:6

Korz v. St. Pierre (1987), 61 O.R. (2d) 609 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C.
refused (1988), 62 O.R. (2d) ix (note) (S.C.C.)—§ 22:3

Thl of Cases-18



TaBLE oF CASES

Kramer v. Scientific Control Corp., 534 F. 2d 1085 (3rd Cir., 1976), cert. denied
97 S. Ct. 90 (1976)—§ 5:12

Krieger v. Law Society of Alberta, [2002] S.C.J. No. 45—§ 26:22

Kuntz v. Assn. of Optometrists (Saskatchewan), [1993] 3 W.W.R. 651—§ 26:4

Kupferstein v. Gottlieb, Hoffman & Kumer (1989), 40 C.P.C. (2d) 111 (Ont.
Master)—S§ 3:2

Kyuquot Logging Ltd. v. B.C. Forest Products Ltd. (1986), 5 B.C.L.R. (2d) 1
(B.C. C.A.)—§ 26:16

Laba v. Dental Assn. (Manitoba) (1989), 61 Man. R. (2d) 24 (Q.B.), reversed in
part (1990), 70 D.L.R. (4th) 154 (Man. C.A.)—§ 26:24

Laba v. Dental Assn. (Manitoba) (1988), 54 Man. R. (2d) 17 (Man. Q.B.)—§ 26:7

LaForme v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 112—S§ 25:9

Laidlaw Environmental Services (Sarnia) Ltd. v. Ontario (Minister of Environ-
ment and Energy) (1997), 32 O.R. (3d) 795 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§§ 5:2, 7:6

Laidlaw Environmental Services (Sarnia) Ltd. v. Ontario (Ministry of Environ-
ment and Energy) (1997), 32 O.R. (3d) 795 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 5:5

Laiken v. Carey, 2013 ONCA 530 (Ont. C.A.), affirmed Carey v. Laiken, 2015
CarswellOnt 5237 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:7

Lamontagne v. Law Society (Saskatchewan), [1991] 4 W.W.R. 481 (Sask. C.A.),
1§e§ge2{;o appeal to S.C.C. refused (1991), 137 N.R. 384 (note) (S.C.C.)—

Landmark Communications Inc. v. Virgina, 435 U.S. 829 (1978)—§ 4:28

Landru v. Landru, [1989] 3 W.W.R. 705 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 5:6

Lane v. Chowning, 610 F. 2d 1385 (1979)—§ 20:5

Lang v. Ramsay (1992), 11 O.R. (3d) 190—S§ 26:10

LaPierre v. Young (1980), 30 O.R. (2d) 319 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 22:2

Larson v. Land Surveyors Assn. (Saskatchewan) (1988), 65 Sask. R. 292 (Sask.
Q.B.)—§ 26:7

Lasch v. Annapolis (County) (1992), 118 N.S.R. (2d) 418 (N.S. Co. Ct.)—§ 5:10

Laudon v. Roberts (2009), 308 D.L.R. (4th) 422 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal
refused (2009), 402 N.R. 398 (note) (S.C.C.)—S§ 4:23

Launch! Research & Development Inc. v. Essex Distributing Co. (1977), 4 C.P.C.
261 (Ont. H.C.)—§§ 4:22, 4:28

Lautec Properties Inc. v. Barzel Windsor (1984) Inc., [2002] O.J. No. 4068 (Ont.
S.C.J. [Commercial List])—S§ 5:6

Law Society (Alberta) v. Randhawa, 39 Alta. L.R. (3d) 226, [1996] 7 W.W.R. 664,
185 A.R. 220, 48 C.P.C. (3d) 21 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 26:6

Law Society (British Columbia) v. Canada (Attorney General), [1982] 2 S.C.R.
307 (sub nom. British Columbia (Attorney General) v. Labour) (S.C.C.)—
§ 10:1

Law Society (British Columbia) v. MacKrow (1968), 68 D.L.R. (2d) 179 (B.C.
C.A)—S§ 26:8

Law Society (British Columbia) v. Mangat, 2001 SCC 67—§ 25:10

Law Society (Manitoba) v. Crump (1982), 14 Man. R. (2d) 405 (Man. C.A.)—
§ 26:12

Law Society (Manitoba) v. Giesbrecht (1983), 24 Man. R. (2d) 228 (Man.
C.A)—§5:10

Law Society (Manitoba) v. Savino, [1983] 6 W.W.R. 538 (Man. C.A.)—§ 10:1

Law Society (Manitoba) v. Savino (1983), 1 D.L.R. (4th) 285 (Man. C.A.)—
§ 26:7

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-19



Lawyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Law Society of Alberta v. Madu, 2024 ABLS 20—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Alberta v. Madu, 2024 ABLS 20.—§ 26:7

Law Society of Alberta v. Rauf, 2021 ALBS 3—S§§ 26:7, 26:21

Law Society of Alberta v. Rauf, 2018 ABLS 3—§ 26:9

Law Society of Alberta v. Rauf, 2021 ABLS 3—S§ 8:1

Law Society of British Columbia v. Barron, [1997] LSDD No. 141—§ 25:17

Law Society of British Columbia v. Canada (Attorney General), [2002] B.C.J.
No. 130—§ 27:2

Law Society of British Columbia v. Canada (Attorney General), [2001] B.C.J.
No. 2420—8§8§ 3:2, 27:2

Law Society of British Columbia v. Harding, 2022 BCCA 229, 2022 CarswellBC
1729—§ 26:7

Law Society of British Columbia v. Harding, 2022 BCCA 229—S§ 8:1

Law Society of British Columbia v. Martin, 2005 LSBC 16—§ 26:7

Law Society of British Columbia v. McLeod, 2019 LSBC 33, affirmed 2021
BCCA 299—§ 25:17

Law Society of British Columbia v. Taschuk, 1999 LSBC 31, additional reasons
at 2000 LSBC 22—§ 25:17

Law Society of Manitoba v. Aquila, 2024 MBLS 8—§ 26:18

Law Society of New Brunswick v. Ryan, 2003 SCC 20 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:21

Law Society of Newfoundland and Labrador v. Regular, 2011 NLCA 54, 2011
CarswellNfld 265 (N.L. C.A.)—S§ 26:7

Law Society of Ontario v. A.A., 2024 ONSC 5971 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 23:3

Law Society of Ontario v. Barry, 2024 ONLSTH 32—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Bezaire, 2022 ONLSTH 130—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Bush, 2022 ONLSTH 133 (L.S.U.C. Hearing Panel)—
§ 26:5

Law Society of Ontario v. Chijindu, 2020 ONLSTA 19 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.)—
§ 26:21

Law Society of Ontario v. Corcoran, 2023 ONLSTH 97 (L.S. Tribunal)—§ 26:5

Law Society of Ontario v. Culliton, 2021 ONLSTH 113—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. De Rose, 2021 ONLSTA 9 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.)—
§ 26:21

Law Society of Ontario v. Desrochers, 2022 ONLSTH 108 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—§ 26:9

Law Society of Ontario v. Diamond, 2022 ONLSTH 107 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Diamond, 2022 ONLSTH 28 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Diamond, 2021 ONCA 255, 2021 CarswellOnt 5626—
§ 26:21

Law Society of Ontario v. Ejidike, 2018 ONLSTH 112 (Ont. L.S.T.H.)—§ 10:1

Law Society of Ontario v. Fuhgeh, 2021 ONLSTH 61—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Goldfinger, 2020 ONLSTA 3—S§ 10:1

Law Society of Ontario v. Goldfinger, 2018 ONLSTH 103—§ 10:1

Law Society of Ontario v. Guiste, 2024 ONLSTH 78—§ 26:20

Law Society of Ontario v. Kamal, 2019 ONLSTA 20—§ 23:4

Law Society of Ontario v. King, 2022 ONLSTH 30 (L.S.U.C. Hearing Panel)—
§§ 26:9, 26:13

Law Society of Ontario v. Manilla, 2021 ONLSTA 25—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Marusic, 2018 ONLSTH 118 (L.S. Tribunal)—§ 26:5

Thl of Cases-20



TaBLE oF CASES

Law Society of Ontario v. Mazinani, 2024 ONLSTH 83 (L.S. Tribunal)—§ 26:5

Law Society of Ontario v. Mazinani, 2020 ONLSTH 24 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—§ 26:5

Law Society of Ontario v. McCullough, 2022 ONLSTH 63—§ 26:18

Law 1S)oci§ety of Ontario v. Morton, 2022 ONLSTH 29 (L.S.U.C. Hearing Pan-
e)—s§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Murphy, 2025 ONLSTH 36—§ 8:1

Law Society of Ontario v. Murphy, 2024 ONLSTH 111—S§ 8:1

Law Society of Ontario v. Piersanti, 2018 ONLSTA 10 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.), af-
firmed 2019 ONSC 1826 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:5

Law Society of Ontario v. Rahimi, 2024 ONLSTH 113—§ 26:20

Law Society of Ontario v. Rappoport, 2023 ONLSTH 56 (L.S. Tribunal)—§ 26:5

Law Society of Ontario v. Regan, 2021 ONLSTA 6 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.)—
§ 26:21

LaW§Society of Ontario v. Regan, 2020 ONLSTH 27 (L..S.U.C. Hearing Panel)—

26:5

Law Society of Ontario v. Rothman, 2021 ONLSTA 13—§§ 10:1, 26:20

Law Society of Ontario v. Rothman, 2020 ONLSTH 60—§ 26:20

Law Society of Ontario v. Rothman, 2019 ONLSTH 75—§§ 10:1, 26:7

Law Society of Ontario v. Samfiru, 2024 ONLSTH 95—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Suzor, 2022 ONLSTH 18—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Wilkins, 2021 ONLSTA 15—S§§ 26:2, 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Zakir, 2024 ONLSTH 68—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario v. Zaldin, 2019 ONLSTH 2—§ 26:18

Law Society of Ontario Bush, 2022 ONLSTH 133 (L.S. Tribunal)—§ 26:5

Law Society of Saskatchewan v. Abrametz, 2022 SCC 29, 2022 CarswellSask
316—§§ 26:1, 26:2, 26:10, 26:18, 26:21

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Abbott, 2017 ONCA 525, 2017 CarswellOnt
9765 at paragraphs 61-3 (leave to appeal refused [2018] 1 S.C.R. v
(note))—S§ 26:10

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Abbott, 2017 ONCA 525 (Ont. C.A.)—S§§ 26:10,
26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Abedi, 2016 ONLSTH 111—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Aguirre, 2007 ONLSHP 46—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Archer, 2014 ONLSTH 143—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Baksh, 2010 ONLSAP 18 (L.S.U.C. Appeal
Panel)—§ 26:13

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Batstone, 2017 ONLSTH 34—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Bharadwaj, 2007 ONLSHP 86—§ 26:7

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Borden, 2012 ONLSHP 171 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—§ 26:5

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Bradley, 2014 ONLSHP 23—§ 26:7

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Brousalis, 2009 ONLSTH 106—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Carey, 2017 ONLSTH 25 (Ont. L.S.T.H.)—
§ 26:7

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Carlesso, 2014 ONLSTH 129—S§ 26:7

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Cengarle, 2010 ONLSAP 11—§ 26:11

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Chima, 2017 ONLSTH 16 (L..S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—§§ 25:17, 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Christie, 2017 ONLSTH 4 (Ont. L.S.T.H.)—
§ 2:6

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-21



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Coady, 2009 ONLSHP 51 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel), affirmed 2012 ONLSAP 12 (L.S.U.C. Appeal Panel), affirmed 2014
ONSC 5711 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:5

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Cooper, 2009 ONLSAP 7—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Dadepo, 2009 ONLSHP 43—S§ 26:7

Law Society of Upper Canada v. De Francesco, 2015 ONLSTH 26—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. DeMerchant, 2017 ONLSTA 5 (L.S. Trib. App.
Div.)—§§ 6:1, 26:20

Law Society of Upper Canada v. DeMerchant, [2015] L.S.D.D. Nol. 32—§ 22:2

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Dillon, 2016 ONLSTH 167—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Dmello, 2013 ONLSAP 5—§ 26:7

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Ejidike, 2016 ONLSTH 69 (L.S. Tribunal), af-
firmed 2016 ONLSTA 18 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.)—§ 26:13

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Evans (2008), 2008 CarswellOnt 4043 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—§ 26:21

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Feldman, 2012 ONLSHP 0168 (CanLII)—
§ 26:4

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Groia, 2013 ONLSAP 0041—S§ 26:5

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Groia, 2010 ONLSHP 0078—S§ 26:4

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Guiste, 2011 ONLSHP 129—§§ 8:1, 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Guiste, 2011 ONLSHP 24—§§ 8:1, 16:1

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Hawa, 2014 ONLSTH 69—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Igbinosun, 2011 ONLSHP 0015—S§ 26:10

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Igbinosun (2009), 96 O.R. (3d) 138 (Ont.
C.A.)—§§ 26:14, 26:21

Law Society of Upper Canada v. James, 2017 ONLSTA 16 (L.S. Trib. App.
Div.)—S§§ 26:6, 26:18

Law S(éciety of Upper Canada v. Jodi Lynne Feldman, 2014 ONLSHP
6—§ 25:17

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Kazman, 2008 ONLSAP 7, affirming 2005
ONLSHP 32—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Libman, 2015 ONLSTH 42—§§ 23:2, 23:3

Law Society of upper Canada v. Mangat, 2017 ONLSTH 103—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Martyn, 2011 ONLSHP 163 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—$§ 26:5

Law Society of Upper Canada v. McQuaid, 2017 ONLSTH 125—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. McSween, 2012 ONLSAP 3—§§ 26:11, 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Mucha, 2008 ONLSAP 5 (L.S.U.C. Appeal
Panel)—§8§ 26:1, 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Mundulai, 2013 ONLSAP 8—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Neinstein, 2015 ONLSTA 5—§ 26:7

LaW280§iety of Upper Canada v. Neinstein, 2010 ONCA 193 (C.A.)—S§§ 26:17,

6:19

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Neinstein, 2008 CanLII 48142—§§ 26:18,
26:21

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Nicholson, 2015 ONLSTH 110 (Ont.
L.S.T.H.)—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Pascuzzi, 2016 ONLSTH 54—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Robinson, 2013 ONLSAP 18, 2013 CarswellOnt
18431 (L.S.U.C. Appeal Panel)—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Ronen, 2017 ONLSTH 89 (L..S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—S§ 26:18

Thl of Cases-22



TaBLE oF CASES

Law§Society of Upper Canada v. Savone, 2016 ONSC 3378 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—

26:6

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Shewchuk, 2016 ONLSTH 178—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Shifman, 2014 ONLSTA 21—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Sriskanda, 2017 ONLSTA 2 (L.S. Trib. App.
Div.)—§§ 26:11, 26:21

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Strong, 2013 ONLSHP 0058—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Telecollect Inc. (2001), 56 O.R. (3d) 296—
§ 26:4

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Tucciarone, [2005] L.S.D.D. No. 7—§ 26:4

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Venn, 2016 ONLSTH 72 (Ont. L.S.T.H.)—
§§ 25:13, 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Walton, 2013 ONLSHP 110, 2013 CarswellOnt
19100 (L.S.U.C. Hearing Panel) [reversed in part 2015 ONLSTA 8, 2015
CarswellOnt 21010 (L.S. Trib. App. Div.)]—§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Xynnis, 2014 ONLSAP 9 (L.S.U.C. Appeal
Panel)—S§ 26:9

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Zaldin, 2019 ONLSTH 2—S§ 26:18

Law Society of Upper Canada v. Zappia, 2015 ONLSTH 34—§ 10:1

Law Society (Ontario) v. D’Alimonte, 2018 ONLSTH 86—§ 10:1

Law Society (Ontario) v. Kapoor, 2018 ONLSTH 146—§ 10:1

Law Society (Saskatchewan) v. Robertson Stromberg (sub nom. Robertson
Stromberg, Re) (1994), [1995] 1 W.W.R. 112, 119 D.L.R. (4th) 551, 124 Sask.
R. 259 (Sask. Q.B.), affirmed [1995] 3 W.W.R. 601, (sub nom. Robertson
Stromberg, Re) 122 D.L.R. (4th) 433, 128 Sask. R. 107, 85 W.A.C. 107
(Sask. C.A.)—S§ 26:4

Law Students Civil Rights Research Council v. Wadmond, 401 U.S. 154
(1971)—§§ 23:3, 23:5

Leaf Homes Limited v. Khan, 2022 ONCA 504, 2022 CarswellOnt 9073—§ 4:25

Leask v. Cronin, [1985] 3 W.W.R. 152 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 4:11

Lee v. College of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario (2003), 66 O.R. (3d) 592
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—8§ 26:19

Leggatt v. Jennings, 2015 ONSC 237 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 3:2

Lennan, Re, 509 A. 2d 179 (1986)—S§ 26:18

Leshner v. Ontario (Deputy Attorney General) (1992), 10 O.R. (3d) 732 (Div.
Ct.)—§ 26:11

Le Soleil Hospitality Inc. v. Louie, 2010 BCSC 1954 (B.C. S.C.), leave to appeal
refused 2011 BCCA 120 (B.C. C.A. [In Chambers]), affirmed (2011), 2011
BCCA 196 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 5:6

Lessing, Re, 2022 LSBC 6—S§§ 3:2, 26:7

Levenson v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2009 ONLSHP 98 (L.S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—§ 23:3

Levesque v. New Brunswick, 2017 NBQB 180 (N.B. Q.B.)—$§ 5:6

Levinson v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2009 ONLSHP 98—§ 23:3

Lewin v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2009 ONLSTH 62—§ 23:4

Lewin c. Barreau (Quebec), [1988] R.J.Q. 619 (Que. C.A.)—§ 23:3

Lewis v. Ogden (1984), 563 A.L.R. 53 and 60 (H.C.)—§ 4:26

Li v. College of Pharmacists (1994), 116 D.L.R. (4th) 606, 95 B.C.L.R. (2d) 153,
49 B.C.A.C. 115, 80 W.A.C. 115 (B.C. C.A)—§ 8:1

Liani v. The Queen (1980), 13 M.P.L.R. 161 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§§ 6:1, 6:6

Liebowitz, Re, 101 N.J. 632 (1985)—§ 25:13

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-23



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Lipson v. Cassells Brock & Blackwell LLP, 2019 ONSC 5483—S§ 3:2

Lischka v. Ontario (Criminal Injuries Compensation Board) (1982), 37 O.R. (2d)
134 (Div. Ct.)—§ 26:12

Lister v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario), (February 12, 1987), Doc.
No. 1188/85 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:10

Little v. Ottawa (City) (2003), 68 O.R. (3d) 330 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 4:21

Lloyd, Re, [1954] 3 D.L.R. 834 (Man. C.A.)—§ 18:3

Lockhart v. MacDonald (1980), 118 D.L.R. (3d) 397 (N.S. C.A.), varied on other
grounds (1980), 44 N.S.R. (2d) 261 (C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. denied
(1980), 118 D.L.R. (3d) 397n—§ 14:1

Loftus v. Harris (1914), 30 O.L.R. 479 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 18:2

London Loan & Savings Co. v. Brickenden, [1933] S.C.R. 257 (affirmed [1934] 3
D.L.R. 465 (P.C.))—§ 22:2

London ;I‘rlgst & Savings Corp. v. Corbett (1994), 24 C.P.C. (3d) 226 (Ont. Gen.
Div.)—§ 3:2

Loreto v. Little, 2010 ONSC 755 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 25:16

Louisana State Bar Assn. v. Chatelain, 513 So. 2d 1178 (1987)—S§ 26:4

Lowery v. Cardwell, 575 F. 2d 727 (9th Cir., 1978)—S§ 7:5

Luchka v. Zens (1989), 37 B.C.L..R. (2d) 127 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 4:11

Lukas v. Lawson (1993), 13 O.R. (3d) 447 (Ont. Master)—S§ 3:2

Lundy v. VIA Rail Canada Inc., 2012 ONSC 4152, 111 O.R. (3d) 628 (Ont.
S.C.J.)—§ 4:13

Lynch v. Checker Cabs Ltd., [1999] A.J. No. 782 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 4:19

Lynch v. Checker Cabs Ltd., [1999] A.J. No. 782 (Alta. Q.B.)—S§ 4:25

MacDonald Estate v. Martin, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 1235 (S.C.C.)—S§8§ 5:2, 5:6, 5:7,
5:10, 5:24, 25:2

MacDonald Estate v. Martin, [1989] 3 W.W.R. 653 (Man. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Macfarlane v. MacLaughlin, [1975] 1 W.W.R. 764 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 12:1

MacMillan Bloedel Ltd. v. Freeman & Co. (1992), 78 B.C.L.R. (2d) 325 (B.C.
S.C)—§ 4:13

MacPhee v. Barristers’ Society (New Brunswick) (1983), 50 N.B.R. (2d) 61 (N.B.
Q.B.)—§ 26:10

Maddox v. State, 613 S.W. 2d 275 (1981)—S§ 7:5

Mady v. Royal College of Dental Surgeons (Ontario) (1974), 5 O.R. (2d) 414 (Div.
Ct.)—S§ 26:11

Maillet v. Haliburton (1983), 55 N.S.R. (2d) 311 (N.S. T.D.)—§ 4:9

Maine v. Horton, 561 A. 2d 488 (Me., 1989)—S§ 26:4

Major v. Higgins (1932), 53 Que. K.B. 277—§ 25:2

Malartic Hygrade Gold Mines (Canada) Ltd. v. Ontario (Securities Commission)
(1986), 54 O.R. (2d) 544 (Ont. Div. Ct.), leave to appeal to Ont. C.A. refused
(1986), 19 Admin. L.R. xliv (note) (Ont. C.A.)—§ 26:11

Manitoba (Attorney General) v. Groupe Quebecor Inc., [1987] 5 W.W.R. 270
(Man. C.A.)—§ 13:1

Mans v. State Farm Mutual Insurance Company (1996), 32 O.R. (3d) 786 (Ont.
Gen. Div.)—88§ 4:11, 4:25

Manville Canada Inc. v. Ladner Downs, [1993] 5 WW.R. 36 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Manville Canada Inc. v. Ladner Downs, [1992] 2 W.W.R. 323 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 5:10

Manville Canada Inc. v. Ladner Downs, 88 D.L.R. (4th) 208, 63 B.C.L.R. (2d)
102, [1992] 2 W.W.R. 323 (B.C. S.C.), affirmed 76 B.C.L.R. 121, 43 W.A.C.
121 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 5:6

Thl of Cases-24



TaBLE oF CASES

Mara (Guardian ad litem of) v. Blake, 134 D.L.R. (4th) 716, [1996] 10 W.W.R.
277, (sub nom. Mara v. Blake) 74 B.C.A.C. 296, 121 W.A.C. 296, 23 B.C.L.R.
(3d) 225 (B.C. C.A.)—§§ 5:5, 5:14

Marchand v. Public General Hospital Society of Chatham, [1998] O.J. No. 527
(Ont. Gen. Div.)—S 4:25

Marchand (Litigation Guardian of) v. Public General Hospital Society of
Chatham (2000), 51 O.R. (3d) 97 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal refused 2001
CarswellOnt 3412, 2001 CarswellOnt 3413 (S.C.C.)—§ 8:1

Markandey v. Board of Ophthalmic Dispensers (Ontario) (March 14, 1994), Doc.
Toronto RE 2661/93 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§§ 26:2, 26:6

Markovina, Re (1991), 57 B.C.L.R. (2d) 73 (S.C.)—§ 5:10

Marks, Re, 424 N.Y.S. 2d 229 (1980)—§ 26:18

Markus v. Barristers’ Society (Nova Scotia) (1989), 90 N.S.R. (2d) 156, 230
A PR. 156 (N.S. C.A.)—S§ 26:21

Maroist v. Barreau du Québec, [1987] R.J.Q. 2322 (Que. C.A.)—§ 10:1

Martin v. Goldfarb (1997), 31 B.L.R. (2d) 265 (Ont. Gen. Div.), reversed in part
(August 26, 1998), Doc. CA C27477 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 24:6

Martin v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1950] 3 D.L.R. 173 (B.C. C.A.), af-
firming [1949] 1 D.L.R. 105 (sub nom. Re Martin)—§ 23:3

Martin v. Martin (1987), 19 C.P.C. (2d) 97 (Sask Q.B.)—§ 4:19

Martin v. Rose, 717 F. 2d 295 (1983)—S§ 7:7

Mastercraft Construction Corp. v. Baker (1978), 19 O.R. (2d) 652 (Ont. H.C.),
affirmed (1979), 26 O.R. (2d) 389 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 22:2

Matthews v. Board of Directors of Physiotherapy (1986), 54 O.R. (2d) 375 (Ont.
Div. Ct.), affirmed (1987), 61 O.R. (2d) 475 (Ont. C.A.)—§§ 26:2, 26:4

Matthews v. Board of Directors of Physiotherapy (1987), 43 D.L.R. (4th) 478
(Ont. C.A)—S§ 26:7

Matthews v. Board of Directors of Physiotherapy (Ontario) (1990), 44 Admin.
L.R. 147 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:19

Maurice v. Priel, [1989] 1 S.C.R. 1023 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:22

Maxwell v. Law Society (New Brunswick) (1990), 65 D.L.R. (4th) 754 (N.B.
Q.B.)—§ 26:4

May Department Stores v. Williamson, 549 F. 2d 1147—§ 21:3

McCafferty v. Law Society (Alberta), [1941] S.C.R. 430 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:21

McCain v. Melanson, 2016 ONSC 6350 [leave to appeal refused 2017 ONSC 375
(Ont. Div. Ct.)]—S 5:7

McCauley v. McVey, [1980] 1 S.C.R. 165—S§§ 22:1, 22:2

McCoan v. General Medical Council, [1964] 3 All E.R. 143 (P.C.)—§ 26:21

McDonald v. Law Society (Alberta), [1994] 3 W.W.R. 697 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 26:16

McGavin Toastmaster Ltd. v. Powlowski (1973), 37 D.L.R. (3d) 100(sub nom.
B.C.T.W. v. Manitoba (Man. Human Rights Comm.)) (Man. C.A.)—§ 26:11

McGough, Re, 793 P. 2d 430 (1990)—S§ 26:1

McGrath v. Goldman (1975), 64 D.L.R. (3d) 305 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 22:2

McIntyre Estate v. Ontario (Attorney General) (2002), 61 O.R. (3d) 257—§ 12:1

McKee v. College of Psychologists (British Columbia), 116 D.L.R. (4th) 555, 95
B.C.L.R. (2d) 66, [1994] 9 W.W.R. 374, (sub nom.McKee v. College of
Psychologists (British Columbia) (No. 2)) 47 B.C.A.C. 189, 76 W.A.C. 189
(B.C. C.A.)—§ 26:18

McKee v. College of Psychologists (British Columbia) (1994), 95 B.C.L.R. (2d)
66, [1994] 9 W.W.R. 374, 116 D.L.R. (4th) 555, (sub nom.McKee v. College of
Psychologists (British Columbia) (No. 2)) 47 B.C.A.C. 189, 76 W.A.C. 189
(B.C. C.A.)—§ 26:18

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-25



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

McKenna v. Gammon Gold Inc. (2009), 94 O.R. (3d) 735, [2009] O.J. No. 39
(Ont. S.C.J.)—8§ 5:7

McLellan v. Milne, [1937] O.R. 742 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 22:3

McLennan, Re, 443 N.E. 2d 553 (1982)—§ 26:18

McLeod v. Law Society of British Columbia, 2022 BCCA 280 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 26:7

McMaster v. Byrne, [1952] 3 D.L.R. 337 (P.C.), reversing [1951] O.W.N. 1, af-
firmed [1950] 3 D.L.R. 815—§ 22:3

McMyn v. The Manufacturers Life Insurance Company, 2015 BCSC 2205—S§ 5:6

McQuarrie v. Foote, [1983] 2 W.W.R. 283 (B.C. C.A.), reversing [1982] 1 W.W.R.
359 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 12:1

McRory v. Anderson, [1995] 6 W.W.R. 600 (Alta Q.B.)—§ 5:10

Meadwell Enterprises Ltd. v. Clay & Co. (1983), 44 B.C.L.R. 188 (B.C. S.C.)—
§ 8:1

Mediatube Corp. v. Bell Canada, 2018 FCA 127—§ 5:24

Mediatube Corp. v. Bell Canada, 2014 FC 237—S§ 5:4

Meek v. Fleming, [1961] 3 All E.R. 148—§ 4:14

Meek v. Fleming, [1961] 2 Q.B. 366 (C.A.)—§ 4:15

Mehr v. Law Society (Upper Canada), [1955] S.C.R. 344 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:12

Mehr v. Law Society (Upper Canada), [1954] O.R. 337 (Ont. H.C.), affirmed
[1954] O.R. 692 (Ont. C.A.), reversed on other grounds [1955] S.C.R. 344
(S.C.C.)—§ 26:12

Mehr v. Law Society (Upper Canada), [1954] O.R. 692 (Ont. C.A.) reversed
[1955] S.C.R. 344 (S.C.C.)—§ 27:5

Mer(éator Enterprises Ltd. v. Harris (1978), 29 N.S.R. (2d) 703 (N.S. T.D.)—

5:6

Merchant v. Law Society of Saskatchewan, 2022 SKCA 2, 2022 CarswellSask 2
(Sask. C.A.)—S§ 26:7

Merchant v. Law Society of Saskatchewan, [2002] S.J. No. 288—S§ 26:21

Merchant v. Law Society (Saskatchewan), 2009 SKCA 33 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 26:7

Mercchznt \é Law Society (Saskatchewan) (1972), 32 D.L.R. (3d) 178 (Sask.

A)—§10:1

Merck & Co. v. Interpharm Inc. (1992), 44 C.P.R. (3d) 440 (Fed. T.D.)—§ 5:10

Merker v. Leader Terrazzo Tile Mosaic Ltd. (1983), 43 O.R. (2d) 632 (Ont.
H.C.)—§ 4:22

Merrill Lynch, Royal Securities Ltd./Ltée. v. Granove, [1985] 5 W.W.R. 589
(Man. C.A.)—S§ 26:16

Messinger v. Bramalea Ltd. (1989), 35 C.P.C. (2d) 260 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 5:6

Meyerhofer v. Empire Fire and Marine Insurance Company, 497 F. 2d 1190
(1974)—S§ 20:6

Michel v. Lafrentz (1992), 85 Alta. L.R. 1 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Mide-Wilson v. Hungerford Tomyn Lawrenson and Nichols, 2013 BCCA 559
[leave to appeal refused 2014 CarswellBC 1332 (S.C.C.)]—§ 12:1

Milgaard v. Kujawa, [1995] 2 W.W.R. Ixiv (note) (Sask. C.A.)—§ 6:4

Millennium (Diagnostic) Corp. v. Canadian Blood Bank Corp. (1998), 168 Nfid.
& PE.IR. 168 (Nfid. T.D.)—§ 5:10

Miller v. Saskatchewan Psychiatric Nurses’ Association (1992), 103 Sask. R. 61
(Q.B.)—§ 26:17

Millican v. Tiffin Holdings Ltd. (1964), 50 W.W.R. 673 (Alta. T.D.) reversed
(1965), 53 W.W.R. 505 (Alta. C.A.), reversed [1967] S.C.R. 183—§ 24:6

Milligan v. Gemini Mercury Sales Ltd. (1977), 1 B.L.R. 63 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 22:3

Milne v. Joint Chiropractic Professional Review Committee (Saskatchewan),
[1992] 3 W.W.R. 354 (Sask. C.A)—S§ 26:11

Thl of Cases-26



TaBLE oF CASES

Milstein v. College of Pharmacy (Ontario) (No. 2) (1978), 20 O.R. (2d) 283 (Ont.
C.A.)—§§ 26:11, 26:19

Minz v. F.PL. Investments (2023) 167 O.R. (3d) 53. Leave to appeal to Divisional
Court dismissed.—§ 5:4

Mireau v. Saskatchewan (Minister of Justice), [1995] 4 W.W.R. 389 (Sask.
C.A)—§ 4:25

Mirza et al. v. Law Society of Ontario, 2023 ONSC 6727 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 23:3

Misra v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan), [1988] 5 W.W.R. 333
(Sask. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. granted (1989), 79 Sask. R. 80 (note)
(S.C.C.), appeal to S.C.C. discontinued January 27, 1992—§§ 26:5, 26:11

Misra v. Council of the College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan),
[1988] 5 W.W.R. 333, leave to appeal to S.C.C. granted (1989), 79 Sask. R.
80 (note) (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:10

Mitchell v. Institute of Chartered Accountants (Manitoba), [1994] 10 W.W.R.
768, 97 Man. R. (2d) 66, 79 W.A.C. 66—S§ 26:19

Mitten v. College of Psychologists (Alberta), 2010 ABCA 159 (Alta. C.A.)—
§ 26:4

Moffat v. Wetstein (1996), 135 D.L.R. (4th) 298, 5 C.P.C. (4th) 128, 4 O.T.C. 364,
29 O.R. (3d) 371 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§8§ 5:3, 5:4, 5:5

Moffat v. Wetstein (1996), 29 O.R. (3d) 371, 135 D.L.R. (4th) 298, 5 C.P.C. (4th)
128, 4 O.T.C. 364 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 5:6

Monaghan, Re, 167 A. 2d 81 (1961)—§ 23:3

Montemarano v. Montemarano, 2020 ONSC 1393—S§ 3:2

Montreal Trust Co. of Canada v. Basinview Village Ltd. (1995), 126 D.L.R. (4th)
61, 39 C.P.C. (3d) 200, 142 N.S.R. (2d) 337, 407 A.P.R. 337 (N.S. C.A.)—
§5:10

Moore v. Getahun, 2015 ONCA 55—§ 2:14

Moore, Re, 453 N.E. 2d 971 (1983)—§ 23:3

Morrell v. State, 575 P. 2d 1200 (Alaska, 1978)—S§ 7:3

Morris v. Jackson (1984), 34 R.P.R. 269 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 22:2

Morton v. Asper, [1988] 1 W.W.R. 47 (Man. Q.B.), affirmed [1988] 2 WW.R. 317
(Man. C.A.)—8§ 5:10

Morton v. Registered Nurses Assn. (N.S.) (1989), 92 N.S.R. (2d) 154 (N.S.
T.D.)—§ 26:7

Moseley, Re (1924), 57 N.S.R. 209 (T.D.)—§ 26:24

Moskalyk-Walker v. College of Pharmacy (Ontario) (1975), 8 O.R. (2d) 609 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:11

Moss v. Chin (1994), 120 D.L.R. (4th) 406 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 2:5

Mourad v. Automobile Club Insurance Association, 465 N.W. 2d 395 (1991)—
§ 20:1

Moynihan, Re, 778 P. 2d 521 (Wash., 1989)—§ 26:24

MTM Commercial Trust v. Statesman Riverside Quays Ltd., 2014 ABQB 16
(Alta. Q.B.)—§ 5:4

MTS International Services Inc. v. Warnat Corp. (1980), 31 O.R. (2d) 221 (Ont.
H.C.)—§5:6

Murphy v. Lamphier (1914), 31 O.L.R. 287 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 18:1

Mussani v. College of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario (2004), 74 O.R. (3d)
1—§ 26:2

Myers v. Elman, [1940] A.C. 282 (U.K. H.L.)—S§§ 2:4, 4:6, 4:15, 4:19, 24:2, 26:7,
27:5

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-27



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

National Bank Financial Ltd. v. Potter, [2005] N.S.J. No. 186—§ 3:3

National Corn Growers Assn. v. Canada (Canadian Import Tribunal), [1990] 2
S.C.R. 1324 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:21

Nazmdeh v. Ursel, 2010 BCCA 131 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 4:25

Neale v. Lennox, [1902] A.C. 465 (H.L.)—§ 4:9

Nelson v. State, 346 F. 2d 73 (9th Cir., 1965)—§ 4:12

Neushul v. Mellish & Harkavy (1967), 111 Sol. Jo. 399 (C.A.)—§ 14:1

New Brunswick (Minister of Health) v. G.(J.), [1999] 3 S.C.R. 46—§ 26:2

Newfoundland Telephone Co. v. Newfoundland (Board of Commissioners of Pub-
lic Utilities), [1992] 1 S.C.R. 623, 134 N.R. 241, 89 D.L.R. (4th) 289, 4
Admin. L.R. (2d) 121, 95 Nfld. & P.E.L.R. 271, 301 A.P.R. 271—S§ 26:11

Newfoundland (Treasury Board) v. Newfoundland Association of Public Employ-
ees, [1999] N.J. 356 (Nfld. T.D.)—§ 5:10

Nicholson v. Haldimand-Norfolk (Regional Municipality) Commissioners of Po-
lice, [1979] 1 S.C.R. 311—§ 16:1

Nicolardi v. Daley, [2003] O.J. No. 1303, 2003 CarswellOnt 1780 (Ont. S.C.J.)—
§4:11

Nine West Division, Re, 78 Bankr. 189 (Bankr. N.D. Ill., 1987)—S8§ 5:6

Nisbett v. Manitoba (Human Rights Commission), [1992] 3 W.W.R. 582 (Man.
Q.B.)—§ 26:2

Nix v. Whiteside, 475 U.S. 157 (1986)—S§ 7:5

Nix v. Whiteside, 470 U.S. 275 (1986)—S§ 7:5

Nocton v. Ashburton, [1914] A.C. 932 (H.L.)—§ 22:3

Non-Punitive Segregative Inmates v. Kelly, 589 F. Supp. 1339 (U.S.D. Ct., E.D.
Pa., 1984)—§ 5:9

Noonan, Re, 506 A. 2d 722 (1986)—S§ 26:18

North Carolina v. Alford, 91 S. Ct. 160 (1970)—S§ 7:7

Northway Chevrolet Oldsmobile Ltd. v. E.A.M. Management Ltd., [1994] 3
W.W.R. 314 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 4:21

Northwest Waste Solutions Inc. v. Super Save Disposal Inc., 2017 BCCA 312
(B.C. C.A.)—§ 4:23

Nova Growth Corp. v. Kepinski (2001), [2001] O.J. No. 5993, 2001 CarswellOnt
5814 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), affirmed (2002), 2002 CarswellOnt
4912 (Ont. Div. Ct.), additional reasons (2002), 2002 CarswellOnt 4913
(Ont. Div. Ct.), leave to appeal refused (2003), 2003 CarswellOnt 1047,
2003 CarswellOnt 1048 (S.C.C.)—§ 3:3

Nova Scotia Barristers Society v. Steele, [1995] L.S.D.D. No. 261—§ 26:18

Nsamba v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 122—§ 23:3

Ocelot Energy Inc. v. Jans (1998), 165 Sask. R. 252 (Sask. Q.B.)—S§ 5:10

Ocelot Energy Inc. v. Jans, [1998] 8 W.W.R. 708 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 5:10

O’Connor v. Rentier, [1925] 1 W.W.R. 38—§ 18:2

O’Connor v. Waldron, [1935] A.C. 76 (P.C.)—S§ 26:12

O’Dea v. O’Dea (1987), 68 Nfld. & P.E.I.R. 67 (Nfld. U.F.C.)—§ 5:6

Ohralik v. Ohio State Bar Assn., 436 U.S. 447 (1978)—S§ 11:1

Okerman, Re, 310 N.W. 2d 569 (Minn., 1981)—S§ 26:18

Oklahoma Bar Association v. Porter, 766 P. 2d 958 (1988)—¢§ 4:28

Oklahoma ex rel. Oklahoma Bar Assn. v. Raskin, 642 P. 2d 262 (1982)—8§ 26:18
Old St. Boniface Residents Assn. v. Winnipeg (City), [1990] 3 S.C.R. 1170, 46

Thl of Cases-28



TaBLE oF CASES

Admin. L.R. 161, 2 M.P.L.R. (2d) 217, [1991] 2 W.W.R. 145, 116 N.R. 46, 69
Man. R. (2d) 134, 75 D.L.R. (4th) 385—§ 26:11

Oliver v. Doga, 368 So. 2d 467, reversed on other grounds 384 So. 2d 330 (La.
App., 1979)—§ 12:1

Oliver, Derksen, Arkin v. Fulmyk, [1995] 7 W.W.R. 609 (Man. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Omenica Enterprises Ltd. v. British Columbia Minister of Forests (1992), 7
Admin. L.R. (2d) 95 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 26:19

Ontario v. Chartis, 2017 ONCA 59—S§ 5:6

Ontario v. Chartis Insurance Co. of Canada, 2017 ONCA 59 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Ontzzri2080rime Commission, Re (1962), 37 D.L.R. (2d) 382 (Ont. C.A.)—S§§ 4:15,

Ontario (Human Rights Commission) v. House (1993), 67 O.A.C. 72, leave to ap-
peal to Court of Appeal denied January 31, 1994—§ 26:6

Ontario Hydro v. Ontario (Energy Board) (1994), 114 D.L.R. (4th) 341 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 5:6

Ontario (Ministry of Transportation & Communications) v. Eat ‘N Putt Ltd.
(1985), 50 O.R. (2d) 503 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:12

Ontario New Home Warranty Program v. Bertrand & Frere Construction Co.,
[2001] O.J. No. 2014 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 8:1

Ontario New Home Warranty Program v. Campbell, [1999] O.J. No. 366 (Ont.
Gen. Div.), motion for leave to appeal to Divisional Court dismissed [1999]
0.J. No. 2107 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 5:6

Ontario Provincial Police Commissioner v. MacDonald, 2009 ONCA 805 (Ont.
C.A)—§ 26:21

Ontario Realty Corp. v. P. Gabriele & Sons Ltd., [2006] O.J. No. 4497 (Ont.
S.C.J. [Commercial List])—S§ 4:21

Ontario (Securities Commission) v. Greymac Credit Corp. (1983), 41 O.R. (2d)
328 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S 3:2

Ontario (Securities Commission) v. Greymac Credit Corp. (1983), 41 O.R. (2d)
328 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 3:2

O.P.C.M.I.A., Local 222 v. Alberta, 2008 ABQB 225 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 5:7

Orchard v. South Eastern Electricity Board, [1987] 1 All E.R. 95 (C.A.)—§ 27:5

Ormingdale Holdings Ltd. v. Ray, Wolfe, Connell, Lightbody & Reynolds (1980),
116 D.L.R. (3d) 346 (B.C. S.C.), affirmed (1982), 135 D.L.R. (3d) 577 (B.C.
C.A)—§ 24:6

Osler v. Ford, 1936 CarswellOnt 137, [1936] O.W.N. 159 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 24:6

Ott v. Fleishman (1983), 46 B.C.L.R. 321 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 3:2

Pacific Coast Super 8 Motels Inc. v. Nanaimo Shipyard (1985) Ltd. (1991), 53
B.C.L.R. (2d) 281 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 5:10

Pacific Mobile Corp. v. Hunter Douglas Canada Ltd., [1979] 1 S.C.R. 842
(8.C.C.)—§ 27:5

Panko v. Simmonds, [1983] 3 W.W.R. 158 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 17:4

Papadopoulos v. Anklewicz (1987), 60 O.R. (2d) 198 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 24:6

Pari Air Ltd. v. Blue Sky Air Ltd., [1986] 3 WW.R. 719 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 4:21

Parker v. Anderson, 667 F. 2d 1204 (5th Cir., 1982), cert. denied 103 S. Ct.
63—§ 5:12

Parker v. M & T Chemicals Inc., 566 A. 2d 215 (N.J. Superior Ct. App. Div.,,
1989)—§ 20:1

Parkin v. The Toronto-Dominion Bank, 2025 ONSC 1201 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 25:2

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-29



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Parry v. Parry, [1926] 2 W.W.R. 185 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 4:21

Parry-Jones v. Law Society, [1968] 1 All E.R. 177 (C.A.)—§ 26:4

Pascar v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2014 ONLSTH 177—S§ 23:4

Patry c. Barreau (Québec), [1991] R.J.Q. 2366 (C.S.)—§ 23:1

Patterson v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (British Columbia) (1974), 49
D.L.R. (3d) 219 (B.C. S.C.)—S§ 26:17

Paulus v. Fleury, 2018 ONCA 1072—S§ 2:6

Paylove v. Paylove, [2001] O.J. No. 5009—S§ 5:7

Pearlman v. Law Society (Manitoba), [1991] 2 S.C.R. 869—§§ 26:2, 26:7

Pearlman v. Law Society (Manitoba) (1991), 84 D.L.R. (4th) 105 (S.C.C.)—
§§ 26:10, 26:11, 27:2

Pearlman v. Manitoba Law Society Judicial Committee, [1991] 2 S.C.R. 869
(S.C.C.)—S§ 26:7

Pearson v. Inco Ltd., [2001] O.J. No. 4877, 57 O.R. (3d) 278 (Ont. S.C.J.), leave
to appeal refused [2002] O.J. No. 2134 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:12

Pearson, Re, 70 Bankr. 202 (Bankr. S.D. Fla., 1986)—§ 24:7

Pelky v. Hudson Bay Insurance Co. (1981), 35 O.R. (2d) 97 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 4:20

Pelletier v. Cormier (1981), 35 N.B.R. (2d) 52 (N.B. Q.B.)—§ 12:1

Pender v. Hamilton Street Railway (1917), 12 O.W.N. 262 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§ 4:18

Penner v. Niagara Regional Police Services Board, 2013 SCC 19—S§ 26:5

People v. Fife, 392 N.E. 2d 1345 (S.C. of Ill., 1979)—§ 4:2

People v. Jackson, 167 Cal. App. 3d 829 (1985)—§ 5:9

People v. Johnson, 26 Cal. 3d 557 (1980)—S§ 5:8

People v. McGonigle, 600 P. 2d 61 (1979)—§ 26:8

People v. Nash, 418 Mich. 196 (1983)—§ 7:3

People v. Rhodes, 524 P. 2d 363 (1974)—S§ 4:2

People v. Salquerro, 433 N.Y.S. 2d 711 (1980)—S§ 7:5

People v. Shum, 117 Tll. 2d 317 (1987)—§ 6:1

People v. Winkler, 515 N.Y.S. 2d 488 (1987)—§ 12:1

People ex rel. Karlin v. Culkin, 248 N.Y. 465 (1928)—S§ 26:5

People of the State of Colorado v. Haase, 781 P. 2d 80 (1989)—S§§ 2:4, 4:6

Percheson v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Ontario) (1985), 51 O.R. (2d) 91
(Ont. Div. Ct.)—S§ 26:12

Perez v. Galambos, 2009 SCC 48 (S.C.C.)—S§§ 5:4, 25:2

Performance Diversified Fund v. Flatiron GP Inc., 2014 ONSC 4364—S§ 5:7

Perini Ltd. v. Toronto Parking Authority (1975), 6 O.R. (2d) 363 (Ont. C.A.)—
§2:11

Peters v. Perras (1909), 42 S.C.R. 244 (S.C.C.)—§ 4:16

Pettey v. Avis Car Inc. (1993), 13 O.R. (3d) 725 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 4:23

Philip Services Corp. v. Ontario Securities Commission (2005), 77 O.R. (3d)
209—S§ 3:2

Phillips v. Goldson (2003), 68 O.R. (3d) 737 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:4

Phoenix v. Metcalfe, [1974] 5 W.W.R. 661 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 4:21

Pierce v. Baynham, 2015 BCCA 188—§ 4:25

Pierce v. Law Society of British Columbia, [2002] B.C.J. No. 840—§ 26:21

Piercy v. Piercy (1990), 48 B.C.L.R. (2d) 145 (B.C. C.A.), reversing (1990), 45
B.C.L.R. (2d) 267 (B.C. S.C.)—S§ 3:7

Pilzmaker and Law Society of Upper Canada, Re (1989), 70 O.R. (2d) 126—
§ 26:9

Thl of Cases-30



TaBLE oF CASES

Planned Insurance Portfolios Co. v. Crown Life Insurance Co. (1989), 68 O.R.
(2d) 271 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 4:21

Plant v. Urquhart, [1922] 1 WW.R. 632 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 4:18

Poehler v. Langer, [1999] B.C.J. No. 217, 1999 CarswellBC 208 (B.C. S.C.)—
§ 5:10

Polanski v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 115—S§ 23:3

Polanski v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 140—§ 23:4

Polanski v. Scharfe, 2016 ONSC 3861—§ 25:12

Polischuk v. Hagarty (1983), 42 O.R. (2d) 417 (Ont. H.C.), reversed (1984), 49
O.R. (2d) 71 (Ont. C.A.))—§ 17:5

Polish Alliance of Canada v. Polish Assn. of Toronto, 2011 ONSC 1851, 2011
CarswellOnt 6257 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 4:17

Polk County v. Dodson, 454 U.S. 312 (1981)—§ 7:1

Pontarelli, Re, 393 I1l. 310 (1946)—§ 23:3

Pool v. Superior Court, 677 P. 2d 261 (1984)—S 6:6

Popowich v. Saskatchewan (1995), [1996] 1 W.W.R. 215 (Sask. C.A.), reversing
[1995] 6 WW.R. 314 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 5:6

Popowich v. Saskatchewan, [1995] 6 W.W.R. 314 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 5:10

Power v. Zuro, [2009] O.J. No. 2575 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:7

Prandini v. National Tea Co., 557 F. 2d 1015 (1977)—§ 5:12

Prescott v. Law Society (British Columbia), [1971] 4 W.W.R. 433 (B.C. C.A.)—
§§ 26:7, 26:15, 26:18, 27:5

Prescott v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1971), 19 D.L.R. (3d) 446 (B.C.
C.A)—§ 26:11

Primus, Re, 436 U.S. 412 (1978)—§ 11:1

Princess Auto & Machinery Ltd. v. Winnipeg (City) (1991), 73 Man. R. (2d) 311
(Man. C.A.)—8§§ 5:6, 5:10

Propp v. Fleming (1968), 67 D.L.R. (2d) 630 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 4:9

Prousky v. Law Society of Upper Canada and Attorney General of Ontario
(1987), 61 O.R. (2d) 37 (Ont. H.C.), affirmed (1987), 62 O.R. (2d) 224 (Ont.
C.A.)—§ 26:16

Pursey v. R. (1956), 116 C.C.C. 82 (Que. C.A.)—S$§ 6:6

Quebec (Attorney General) v. Ford, [1988] 2 S.C.R. 712 (S.C.C.)—§ 10:1
Québec (Directeur des poursuites criminelles et pénales) c. Jodoin, 2017 SCC 26
(S.C.C.)—§ 4:25

R. v. Anders (1982), 67 C.C.C. (2d) 138 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 4:26

R. v. Anthony-Cook, 2016 SCC 43 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:18

R. v. Askov, [1990] 2 S.C.R. 1199 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:10

R. v. Baharloo, 2017 ONCA 362—S§ 5:24

R. v. Banks, [1916] 2 K.B. 621—S§ 6:6

R. v. Barker (1980), 53 C.C.C. (2d) 322 (Alta. C.A.)—S§ 4:26

R. v. Basha (1979), 23 Nfld. & P.E.I.R. 286 (Nfld. C.A.)—§ 13:1
R. v. B. (B.P.) (1992), 71 C.C.C. (3d) 392 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 7:6

R. v. Bencardino (1973), 15 C.C.C. (2d) 342 (Ont. C.A.)—§§ 3:2, 4:16
R. v. Berens, 4 F. & F. 842—§ 6:1

R. v. Bickerton (1985), 46 C.R. (3d) 286 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 4:26

R. v. Bogiatzis (2002), 162 C.C.C. (3d) 374 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 7:6

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-31



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

. v. Bouhas (2002), 169 C.C.C. (3d) 444 (Ont. C.A.)—S$§ 6:6

. v. Boyko (1975), 28 C.C.C. (2d) 193 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 6:6

. v. Broker-Dealers’ Assn. of Ontario, [1971] 1 O.R. 355 (H.C.)—S§ 26:11

. v. Brown, 2011 ONCJ 189—S§ 7:6

. v. Brown, [2002] S.C.J. No. 35 (S.C.C.)—S§ 3:6

. v. Burkinshaw (1967), 60 D.L.R. (2d) 748 (Alta. T.D.)—§ 5:6

v. Carocchia (1972), 14 C.C.C. (2d) 354 (Que. Q.B.), affirmed (1973), 15
C.C.C. (2d) 175 (Que. C.A)—§ 13:1

. v. Chamandy, [1934] O.R. 208 (C.A.)—S§ 6:1

. v. Charest (1990), 57 C.C.C. (3d) 312 (Que. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Chartis Insurance Co. of Canada, 2014 ONSC 4221 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 5:10

. v. Chen (2001), 53 O.R. (3d) 264 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 7:6

. v. Clarkson, [1986] 1 S.C.R. 383—S§ 7:6

v. Cohn (1984), 15 C.C.C. (3d) 150 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C.
refused (1985), 9 O.A.C. 160 (S.C.C.)—S§ 4:26

v. Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis, Ex parte Blackburn, [1967]
W.L.R. 902 (C.A.)—§ 6:5

. v. Courvoisier (1840), [1841] 173 Eng. Rep. 869—§ 7:5

. v. Crneck (1980), 30 O.R. (2d) 1 (Ont. H.C.)—8§8§ 6:5, 7:7

. v. Cunningham, 2010 SCC 10 (S.C.C.)—S§§ 3:2, 4:11

. v. Daigle (1982), 32 C.R. (3d) 388 (Que. S.C.)—S§ 26:5

. v. Dersch (1990), 77 D.L.R. (4th) 473 (S.C.C.)—S§ 6:4

. v. Dubois, [1985] 2 S.C.R. 350—S§ 26:16

. v. Dunbar (1982), 138 D.L.R. (3d) 221 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 22:2

. v. Dunn (1981), 64 C.C.C. (2d) 253 (Que. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Durette (1993), 88 C.C.C. (3d) 1 (S.C.C.)—§ 6:4

. v. Dye (1992), Crim. L. Rev. 449—§ 4:14

. v. Egger (1993), 103 D.L.R. (4th) 678 (S.C.C.)—§ 6:4

. v. Ensor, [1989] 1 W.L.R. 497 (C.A.)—§ 4:12

.v. F.(A) (1996), 30 O.R. (3d) 470 (Ont. C.A.)—S 6:6

.v. F. (D.P.), [2000] N.J. No. 170 (Nfld. S.C.)—§ 5:10

. v. Felderhof, [2003] O.J. No. 393 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 8:1

. v. Felderhof, [2002] O.d. No. 4103—S§§ 6:1, 8:1

. v. Felderhof (2003) 68 O.R. (3d) 481 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 8:1

. v. Fontaine (1930), 53 C.C.C. 164 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 6:1

. v. Fosty, [1991] 3 S.C.R. 263 (S.C.C.) (sub nom. R. v. Gruenke)—§ 3:2

. V. Glasner (1994), 19 O.R. (3d) 739 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 4:26

. v. Gough, [1993] A.C. 646, [1993] 2 W.L.R. 883 (H.L.)—S§ 26:11

. v. Graff, 1993 ABCA 57—S§ 5:24

. v. Gratton (1985), 18 C.C.C. (3d) 462 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C.

refused (1985), 18 C.C.C. (3d) 462n (S.C.C.)—§ 6:6

. v. Grover (1991), 67 C.C.C. (3d) 576 (S.C.C.)—S$§ 6:6

. v. Hawke (1974), 3 O.R. (2d) 210 (Ont. H.C.), reversed (1975), 7 O.R. (2d) 145

(Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:16

. v. Hay (1982), 70 C.C.C. (2d) 286 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 6:6

. v. Hayward (1981), 59 C.C.C. (2d) 134 (Nfid. C.A.)—§ 4:21

. v. Henderson (1999), 134 C.C.C. (3d) 131 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Henry, Man. C.A., 1986 (unreported)—§ 13:1

. v. Horsham DC, ex.p. Wenman, [1994] 4 All E.R. 681—S§ 4:25

. v. Ipeelee, 2012 SCC 13 (S.C.C.)—S§§ 26:2, 26:18

IO "H AW IAX A AT I A AAIAI A I A A I AAIAI IS B AT AIAD I IIHIATDISD

Thl of Cases-32



TaBLE oF CASES

R. v. Irwin, [1987] 1 W.L.R. 902 (C.A.)—§ 4:12
R. v. Joanisse (1995), 44 C.R. (4th) 365, 85 0.A.C. 186, 102 C.C.C. (3d) 35 (Ont.
C.A)), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1997), 99 O.A.C. 79 (note), 208
N.R. 79 (note) (S.C.C.)—§ 4:12

R. v. Jones (1978), 42 C.C.C. (2d) 192 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 4:26

R. v. Jordan, 2016 SCC 27, 2016 CarswellBC 1864—S$§ 26:10

R. v. Joubert (1992), 69 C.C.C. (3d) 553 (B.C. C.A.), application for reconsidera-
tion refused (May 7, 1992), Doc. No. CA012513 (B.C. C.A.), leave to appeal
to S.C.C. refused (December 10, 1992), Doc. No. 22885 (S.C.C.)—S§ 3:2

. v. Khanzada (February 10, 1992), 15 W.C.B. (2d) 381 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—$§ 7:6

. v. Kienapple (1974), [1975] 1 S.C.R. 729, 26 C.R.N.S. 1, 15 C.C.C. (2d) 524,

44 D.L.R. (3d) 351, 1 N.R. 322 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:2

. v. Kopyto (1987), 62 O.R. (2d) 449 (C.A.)—§ 27:6

. v. Kotapski (1981), 66 C.C.C. (2d) 78 (Que. S.C.), leave to appeal refused 13

C.C.C. (3d) 185—§ 3:2

. v. Kuldip, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 618—S§ 26:16

. v. Kusk (1999), 132 C.C.C. (3d) 559 (Alta. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Labarre (1978), 45 C.C.C. (2d) 171 (Que. C.A.)—S$§ 6:6

. v. Lall, 2013 ONSC 864—S§ 5:6

. v. Lawrie & Pointts Ltd. (1987), 59 O.R. (2d) 161 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 25:10

. v. Leduc (2003), 66 O.R. (3d) 1 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:21

. v. Litchfield, [1993] 4 S.C.R. 333 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:12

. v. L. (L) (2009), 96 O.R. (3d) 412 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Logiacco (1984), 11 C.C.C. (3d) 374 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 6:1

. v. Logiacco (1984), 2 O.A.C. 177, 111 C.C.C. (3d) 374 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 26:18

. v. Lomage (1991), 2 O.R. (3d) 621 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 7:1

.v. L. (T.P), [1987] 2 S.C.R. 309—S§ 26:11

. v. Mandamin, 2017 ONSC 418—§ 5:10

. V. McCaw (1971), 5 C.C.C. (2d) 416 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 7:6

. v. McClure, [2001] 1 S.C.R. 445 (S.C.C.)—S§ 3:6

. v. McClure, 2001 SCC 14 (S.C.C.)—§ 3:2

. v. McDonald (1958), 120 C.C.C. 209 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. V. McKinlay Transport Ltd., [1990] 1 S.C.R. 627—§§ 26:2, 26:4

. v. McLoughlin, [1985] 1 N.Z.L.R. 106 (C.A.)—§ 4:12

. v. Mete, [1973] 3 WW.R. 709 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 4:16

. v. Moscuzza (2001), 54 O.R. (3d) 459 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 6:1

.v. M. (R.E.), [2008] 3 S.C.R. 3—§ 26:19

. v. Murphy (1981), 58 C.C.C. (2d) 338 (N.S. C.A.)—§ 6:6

. v. Murray, [1917] 1 WW.R. 404 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 6:1

. v. Murray (2000), 144 C.C.C. (3d) 289 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 7:3

. V. Murray (2000), 48 O.R. (3d) 437 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 3:7

. v. Naglik (1991), 3 O.R. (3d) 385 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. granted

(December 4, 1991), Doc. Nos. 22490, 22636 (S.C.C.)—§ 7:6
v. Naraindeen (1990), 75 O.R. (2d) 120 (C.A.), varied on reconsideration
(1990), 75 O.R. (2d) 120 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 6:5

. v. Nealy (1986), 30 C.C.C. (3d) 460 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 4:16

. v. Neil, [2002] S.C.J. No. 72 (S.C.C.)—S§§ 5:4, 5:8, 5:15, 5:19, 5:20

. v. Neil, 2002 SCC 70, [2002] 3 S.C.R. 631—§ 5:24

. v. Nugent (1995), 24 O.R. (3d) 295 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 6:6

. v. Oakes, [1986] 1 S.C.R. 103—§ 26:17

I ® W A AIAI A A I A A AT A A I A NI I A AT I A AR I HIH

©

«

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-33



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

. v. Oberkirsch (1999), 176 Sask. R. 230 (Sask. Q.B.)—S§ 3:2

. v. O'Connell (1844-5), 7 Ir. L.R. 261—§ 4:2

. v. Ontario (Racing Commission), [1970] 1 O.R. 458 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 26:12

. v. Paine (1792), 22 St. Tr. 357—§ 4:2

. v. Palaramchuk, Ont. Co. Ct., 1984 (unreported)—§ 7:1

. v. Parsons (1992), 72 C.C.C. (3d) 137 (Nfld. C.A.)—§ 7:6

. v. Pinehouse Plaza Pharmacy Ltd., [1988] 3 W.W.R. 705 (Sask Q.B.), affirmed

[1991] 2 WW.R. 544 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 10:1

. v. Pinx (1980), 50 C.C.C. (2d) 65 (Man. C.A.)—§ 4:26

.v. P. (M.B.) (1994), 89 C.C.C. (3d) 289 (S.C.C.)—§ 7:3

. v. Profit (1992), 11 O.R. (3d) 98 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 26:18

. v. Public Accountants Council (Ontario), [1960] O.R. 631(sub nom. Public Ac-

countancy Act v. Stoller) (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 26:11

. v. Quesnel (1985), 53 O.R. (2d) 338, leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1986),

55 O.R. (2d) 543 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:2

.v. R. (A.J.) 1994), 20 O.R. (3d) 405 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Rapai (1992), 11 O.R. (2d) 47 (Ont. Prov. Div.)—§ 7:6

. v. Regan, 2002 SCC 12, 2002 CarswellNS 62—§ 26:10

. v. Roberts (1973), 14 C.C.C. (2d) 368 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Robillard (1986), 28 C.C.C. (3d) 22 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 7:6

. v. Robillard (1986), 14 O.A.C. 314 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 7:6

. v. Robinson (2001), 53 O.R. (3d) 448 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. v. Robinson, Ont. H.C., October 24, 1983—§ 4:17

. v. Rosik (1970), 2 C.C.C. (2d) 351 (Ont. C.A.), affirmed [1971] 2 O.R. 89n

(S.C.C.)—§ 6:6

. v. Ruddick (1865), 4 F. & F. 497 (Crompton J.)—§ 6:1

.v. S. (A.) (1996), 28 O.R. (3d) 663 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 7:6

. v. Saunders (1987), 14 B.C.L.R. (2d) 313 (B.C. C.A.), affirmed [1990] 1 S.C.R.

1020 (S.C.C.)—§ 4:18

. v. Savoy (1977), 18 N.B.R. (2d) 489 (N.B. C.A.)—§ 6:6

. v. S. (F.) (2000), 47 O.R. (3d) 349 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:1

. v. Sheppard, [2002] 1 S.C.R. 869—§ 26:19

. v. Short, 2018 ONCA 1—§ 4:11

. v. Silvini (1991), 5 O.R. (38d) 545 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 7:6

v. Smith (1990), 61 C.C.C. (3d) 232 (Ont. C.A.), affirmed [1992] 2 S.C.R.
915—§ 6:6

. v. Speid (1983), 43 O.R. (2d) 596 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 5:6, 7:6

. v. Speid (1983), 8 C.C.C. (3d) 18 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 5:6

. v. Spied (1983), 43 O.R. (2d) 596 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 5:6

.v. S. (R.D.), [1997] 3 S.C.R. 484, 1997 CarswelINS 301—S§ 26:11

v. Staranchuk (1983), 3 D.L.R. (4th) 574 (Sask. C.A.), affirmed [1985] 1
S.C.R. 439—§ 26:16

. v. Stewart, 2011 ONCJ 114—§ 7:6

. v. Stinchcombe, [1991] 3 S.C.R. 326—S§S$ 6:4, 26:22

. V. Stinchcombe (1991), 8 C.R. (4th) 277—§ 2:11

. v. Stork (1975), 24 C.C.C. (2d) 210 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 7:6

. v. Sussex Justices ex Parte McCarthy, [1924] 1 K.B. 256 (D.C.)—S§ 5:2

. v. Swartz (1977), 34 C.C.C. (2d) 477 (Man. C.A.)—S§ 4:26

. V. Sweezey (1987), 66 Nfld & P.E.L.R. 29 (Nfld. C.A.)—§ 4:14

. v. Thomas (No. 2), [1974] 1 N.Z.L.R. 658 (N.Z. C.A.)—S§ 6:1

I I IR HAIAXHIHDN IHAIAIAIHDH IHIHA AT AIAIIAT T XA ADA HAIIIATITD

Thl of Cases-34



TaBLE oF CASES

. v. Tobin (1992), 9 O.R. (3d) 129 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

. V. Turner, [1970] 2 All E.R. 281 (C.A.)—§§ 6:5, 7:7

. v. Vallieres, [1970] 4 C.C.C. 69 (Que. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

v. Videoflicks, [1986] 2 S.C.R. 713 (sub nom. R. v. Edwards Books & Art

Ltd.)—§ 26:2

. v. Walker, [2008] 2 S.C.R. 245 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:19

. v. Werkman, [1997] 4 WW.R. 762 (Alta. Q.B.)—§ 7:6

. v. White (1997), 32 O.R. (3d) 722 (Ont. C.A.)—§§ 4:12, 5:9

. v. Wigglesworth, [1987] 2 S.C.R. 541 (S.C.C.)—S§§ 26:2, 26:4, 26:10, 26:16

. v. Wilson (1983), 5 C.C.C. (3d) 61 (B.C. C.A.)—§§ 4:16, 6:6

. v. Wojcik (2002), 166 C.C.C. (3d) 418 (Man. C.A.)—S§ 6:6

.v. W. (W) (1995), 25 O.R. (3d) 161—§§ 5:24, 7:6

. v. Wyssen (1992), 10 O.R. (3d) 193 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 23:3

Racz v. Mission (District) (1988), 22 B.C.L.R. (2d) 70 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 4:9

Rademaker, MacDougall & Co. v. Number Ten Holdings Ltd. (1983), 47 B.C.L.R.
376 (B.C. S.C.), reversed (1985), 60 B.C.L.R. 301 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 3:2

Rajnauth v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1993), 13 O.R. (3d) 381 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 23:2

Rak v. British Columbia (Superintendent of Brokers) (1990), 51 B.C.L.R. (2d) 27
(B.C. C.A.)—§ 26:17

Rakusen v. Ellis, [1912] 1 Ch. 831 (Eng. C.A.)—S§ 5:6

Rakusen v. Ellis, Munday & Clarke, [1911-13] All E.R. 813 (H.L.)—§ 5:6

Ramsbottom v. Morning (1991), 48 C.P.C. (2d) 177 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—S§ 5:6

Rand Estate v. Lenton, 2009 ONCA 251, 2009 CarswellOnt 1505—§ 4:25

Raphael Partners v. Lam (2002), 61 O.R. (3d) 417 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 12:1

Rappaport, Re, 558 F. 2d 87 (2nd Cir., 1977)—§ 25:5

Rayner v. Enright (1993), 20 C.P.C. (3d) 269, 115 Sask. R. 159 (Sask. Q.B.)—
§ 5:6

Re Applebaum, report adopted by Convocation on July 15, 1982—§ 26:18

Re a Solicitor, Reasons of Convocation, July 14, 1998 (Ontario)—§ 26:4

Re Bagambiire, June 1 1997—S§ 26:20

Re Balaban, report adopted by Convocation, May 24, 1984—§§ 4:6, 4:27, 26:18

Re Balaban (No. 2), report adopted by Convocation, September 25, 1986—
§ 4:27

Re Baum, Reasons of Convocation dated September 28 1995—§ 26:18

Re Benaiah, order of Convocation dated September 22, 1993—§ 26:18

Re Biderman, report adopted by Convocation on March 28, 1991—§ 26:18

Re Black, report of discipline committee dated August 16, 1993, report adopted
by Convocation November 25, 1993—§ 26:18

Re Boughner, report adopted by Convocation on April 21, 1994—§ 26:18

Re Box, order of Convocation dated November 24 1994—§ 26:18

Re Bradbury, report adopted by Convocation on May 27, 1983—§ 26:18

Re Breault, report adopted by Convocation on September 21, 1984—§ 26:18

Re Brooks, Reasons of Convocation dated November 14, 1996—§ 26:18

Re Brown, report adopted by Convocation March 27, 1997—S§ 26:18

Re Burk, report adopted by Convocation on May 24, 1984—§ 26:18

Re C., report of admission committee, December 19, 1991—§ 23:3

Re Cannon, no. 92-1, March 26, 1992 (Saskatchewan)—§ 26:18

Re Cappe, report of admission committee adopted by Convocation on June 20,

1991 (Ontario)—S§ 26:24

T I I IID HIHIHIHD

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-35



Lawyers & Etaics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Re CZaESSIfSG’ report adopted by Convocation on June 24, 1983 (Ontario)—§§ 26:8,

Re Chodos, report of discipline hearing panel adopted by Convocation December
8 1995—§§ 26:8, 26:18

Re Cglgdgz (11\§0. 1), report adopted by Convocation, November 22, 1986—S§§ 3:2,

Re Chodos (No. 2), report adopted by Convocation on April 16, 1989—§ 26:18

Re Ciglen, report adopted by Convocation on October 16, 1970 (Ontario)—
§§ 26:8, 26:18

Re Cirillo, report of admissions committee of Law Society of Upper Canada,
adopted by Convocation, October 22, 1992—§ 26:24

Re Coccimiglio, report adopted by Convocation on September 26, 1991—§ 26:18

Re Coffee adopted by Convocation on September 23, 1982—§ 26:18

Re Cooper, discipline hearing panel report adopted by Convocation, May 23,
1991—§ 26:18

Re Cross, report adopted by Convocation on April 23, 1982—§ 26:18

Re Cwinn, report adopted by Convocation on September 12, 1979—S§ 26:18

Re Davies, order of Convocation dated June 23, 1994—S§ 26:18

Reddall v. College of Nurses (Ontario) (1983), 42 O.R. (2d) 412 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 26:15

Re Dingle, report adopted by Convocation on September 21, 1984—§ 26:18

Re Donaldson, report adopted by Convocation on June 26, 1992—§ 26:18

Re Dubinsky, report adopted by Convocation, September 21, 1984—§§ 4:27,
26:18

Re Dudzik, report adopted by Convocation, October 27, 1989—§ 18:1

Rees v. Sinclair, [1974] 1 N.Z.L.R. 180 (C.A.)—§ 27:5

Re Faraci, report adopted by Convocation on May 24, 1984—§ 26:18

Re Farkas, report adopted by Convocation on March 24, 1983—§ 26:18

Re Fejes adopted by Convocation June 23, 1994—§ 26:18

Re Flak, order of Convocation dated September 28 1995—§ 26:18

Re Fraser, order of Convocation dated November 26 1992—S§ 26:18

Re Freedman, report adopted by Convocation on September 22, 1983—§ 26:18

Re Girones, report adopted by Convocation on January 19, 1973—§ 26:18

Re Gnat, report of discipline hearing panel, January 9, 1990 (Ontario)—§ 27:1

Re Goldman, report of discipline hearing panel adopted by Convocation on May
14, 1981 (Ontario)—S§§ 26:8, 26:18, 26:24

Re Gower, reported adopted by Convocation on April 23, 1992—§ 26:18

Re Gray, order of Convocation dated October 22 1992—§ 26:18

Re Greening, report adopted by Convocation on May 17, 1974—S§ 26:18

Re Handelman, report adopted by Convocation, January 23, 1992—§ 26:8

Re Hargrave, report adopted by Convocation on March 21, 1980—§ 26:18

Re Hawkins, 532 So. 2d 669 (Fla. 1988)—§ 26:24

Re Hendin (No. 1), report adopted by Convocation on July 15, 1982—§ 26:18

Re Heslin, order of Convocation dated September 26 1996—§ 26:18

Re Horman, report adopted by Convocation on February 24, 1994—§ 26:18

Re Howard, 512 N.W. 2d 300 (Iowa 1994)—$§ 26:24

Re Iannetta, Reasons of Convocation dated September 28, 1995—§ 26:18

Reichmann v. Toronto Life Publishing Co. (1988), 28 C.P.C. (2d) 11 (Ont. H.C.),
leave to appeal to Ont. Div. Ct. refused (1988), 29 C.P.C. (2d) 66 (Ont.
H.C.)—§ 26:16

Re Jarson, order of Convocation dated September 23 1993—§ 26:18

Thl of Cases-36



TaBLE oF CASES

Re Jones, report of admissions committee of Law Society of Upper Canada,
August 31, 1993—S§ 26:24

Re Iéarﬁlisreport adopted by Convocation, September 24, 1987 (Ontario)—

18:4

Re Khalig-Kareemi (sub nom. Khaliq-Kareemi v. Nova Scotia (Health Services
& Insurance Commission) (1988), 84 N.S.R. (2d) 425 (T.D.), reversed on
other grounds (1989), 89 N.S.R. (2d) 388 (C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C.
refused (1989), 93 N.S.R. (2d) 269 (note) (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:17

Re King, report adopted by Convocation, November 26, 1990—§§ 18:2, 22:3

Re Kinnaird, Reasons of Convocation dated April 9 1997—§ 26:18

Re Kopyto, report adopted by Convocation on November 8, 1989 (Ontario)—
§ 26:18

Re Korman, report adopted by Convocation on April 21, 1994—§ 26:18

Re Kramer, order of Convocation dated September 25, 1997—§ 26:18

Re Laan, Reasons of Convocation dated March 24, 1994—S§ 26:18

Re Lapedus, order of Convocation dated February 26 1987—§ 26:18

Re MacDonald (No. 1), report adopted by Convocation, February 20, 1981
(Ontario)—S§ 24:2

Re MacGregor, report adopted by Convocation on April 22, 1993—§ 26:18

Re Mallal, order of Convocation dated March 25 1993—§ 26:18

Re Maloney, report adopted by Convocation on March 28, 1991—§ 26:18

Re May, report adopted by Convocation, January 24, 1985—§§ 4:27, 26:8, 26:18

Re McDonald, report adopted by Convocation, November 26, 1985 (Ontario)—
§§ 18:2, 18:3, 22:3, 26:18

Re McKay, order of Convocation dated September 28, 1995—§ 26:18

Re McKeown, report adopted by Convocation on March 25, 1983—§ 26:18

Re Milloy, report adopted by Convocation on February 19, 1989—§ 26:18

Re Milne, report of discipline hearing panel adopted by Convocation on
September 23, 1990 (Ontario)—§ 26:8

Re Milrod, report of discipline hearing panel adopted by Convocation, January
30, 1986 (Ontario)—§ 26:18

Remus v. Remus (2002), 61 O.R. (3d) 680—3§ 5:2

Remus v. United States, 291 F. 501 (6th Cir., 1923)—$§ 6:1, 6:6

Re O’Donnell, Reasons of Convocation dated September 28, 1995—§ 26:18

Re P, report dated September 8, 1989—§ 23:3

Re Parker, order of Convocation dated September 29, 1995—§ 26:18

Re Parsons, order of Convocation dated September 26 1996—§ 26:18

Re Perreault, report adopted by Convocation on May 28, 1989—§ 26:18

Re Pilzmaker, report adopted by Convocation, January 25, 1990—§ 27:1

Re Posen, report adopted by Convocation on January 21, 1972—§ 26:18

Republic Steel Corp. v. United States, 572 F. Supp. 275—8§ 20:1

Re Radigan, report adopted by Convocation on April 23, 1982—§ 26:18

Re Ramati, report adopted by Convocation on July 15, 1982—§ 26:18

Re Ramsay, report adopted by Convocation, November 26, 1992—§ 25:13

Re Reilly, order of Convocation dated June 22, 1995—§ 26:18

Re Rizzotto, reasons of Convocation, September 14, 1992—§ 23:3

Re Rizzotto (No. 1), report of admissions committee, June 14, 1991—§ 23:3

Re Rizzotto (No. 2), report of admissions committee, February 3, 1992—§ 23:3

Re Robb, report adopted by Convocation, September 23, 1982—§ 26:18

Re Rovet, report adopted by Convocation, January 23, 1992—8§§ 4:27, 26:18

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-37



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Re Sankey, report adopted by Convocation on January 26, 1984—§ 26:18

Re Shane, report adopted by Convocation on October 29, 1982—§ 26:18

Re Shea, report of discipline hearing panel adopted by Convocation on January
16, 1976 (Ontario)—S§ 26:8

Re Shub, report adopted by Convocation on February 25, 1983—§ 26:18

Re Shuckett, No. 2, January 7, 1992 (Manitoba)—S§ 26:18

Re Spicer, report adopted by Convocation, October 3, 1991—§ 23:3

Re Squires, report adopted by Convocation on March 21, 1985—§ 26:18

Re Stanbrook, report adopted by Convocation on January 21, 1977—S§ 26:18

Re Steponaitus, order of Convocation dated November 25 1993—§ 26:18

Re Stewart, report of discipline hearing panel adopted by Convocation on June
25, 1988 (Ontario)—S 26:18

Re Sugg and Law Society of Upper Canada, action no. 156/86, March 30, 1988
(unreported)—§ 26:2

Re Telfer, report of discipline hearing panel adopted by Convocation on January
16, 1981 (Ontario)—S$§ 26:8, 26:18

Re Tencer (No. 1), report adopted by Convocation September 18, 1981—§ 26:18

Re Trapp, order of Convocation dated May 23 1996—§ 26:18

Re Vanular, report adopted by Convocation on January 28, 1993—S§ 26:18

Re W. (1979), 27 O.R. (2d) 314 (Ont. Prov. Ct.)—§ 4:3

R.G. Tours & Promotions Ltd. v. Greater Moncton Home Builders Assn. (1992),
126 N.B.R. (2d) 200 (N.B. Q.B.)—§ 5:10

Ribeiro v. Vancouver (City), 2002 CarswellBC 3011, 2002 BCCA 678, 8 B.C.L.R.
(4th) 207, 178 B.C.A.C. 57, 292 W.A.C. 57 (B.C. C.A.), leave to appeal
refused (2003), 2003 CarswellBC 2227, 2003 CarswellBC 2228 (S.C.C.)—
§ 5:4

Rich§v. Canada, 2001 CarswellNfld 372, [2001] N.J. No. 365 (Nfld. C.A.)—

5:10

Richard v. Time Inc., 2012 SCC 8—S§ 10:1

Richard Buxton (Solicitors) v. Mills-Owens, [2010] EWCA Civ. 122—S§ 4:12

Ring§rose v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Alberta), [1977] 1 S.C.R. 814—

26:11

Ringrose v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Alberta) (No. 2), [1978] 2 W.W.R.
2241,(7Alta. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused May 16, 1978—§§ 26:15,

River West, Inc. v. Nickel, 234 Cal. Rptr. 33 (1987)—S§ 5:6

R.M.J., Re, 455 U.S. 191 (1982)—§ 10:1

Roadrunner Apparel Inc. v. Gendis Inc., 2006 MBCA 137 (Man. C.A.)—S§ 5:7

Robb Estate v. St. Joseph’s Health Care Centre (March 10, 1999), Doc. 92-CU-
54356, 92-CU-59486, 98-CV-139060 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 4:13

Roberts v. College of Nurses of Ontario, [1999] O.J. 2281 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§ 26:11

Roberts v. Pega Capital Corp. (2000), 47 O.R. (3d) 317 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:9

Robertson v. Slater Vecchio, 2008 B.C.C.A. 306 (B.C. C.A.)—S§ 5:10

Robertson v. Slater Vecchio, [2007] B.C.J. No. 2359, 2007 CarswellBC 2622
(B.C. C.A. [In Chambers])—$§ 5:10

Robinson v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (British Columbia) (1986), 32
D.L.R. (4th) 589 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 26:10

Robinson v. Gallagher Holdings Limited, 2019 NSCA 97—§ 4:25

Rochester (City) v. Chiarella, 449 N.Y.S. 2d 112 (1982)—S§ 5:12

Rocket v. Royal College of Dental Surgeons (Ontario), [1990] 2 S.C.R. 232
(S.C.C.—§ 10:1

Thl of Cases-38



TaBLE oF CASES

Rodrigues, Re (1987), (sub nom. Rodrigues v. Newfoundland Dental Board) 44
D.L.R. (4th) 689 (Nfid. T.D.)—§ 26:11

Romano, Re, 516 A. 2d 1109 (1986)—§ 26:18

Romeo v. R. (1991), 62 C.C.C. (3d) 1 (S.C.C.)—§ 6:6

Roncieég. gogsley, [1969] 1 A.C. 191 (U.K. H.L.)—S§§ 2:4, 4:2, 4:6, 4:16, 4:20,

Rondel v. Worsley, [1967] 1 Q.B. 443 (C.A.)—§ 4:18

R. (on the application of Prudential plc) v. Special Commissioner of Income Tax,
[2013] UKSCI—S§ 3:2

Rooks Rider v. Steel, [1993] 4 All E.R. 716 (Ch.D.)—§ 17:5

Rosenbaum v. Law Society (Manitoba), 150 D.L.R. (3d) 352, [1983] 5 W.W.R.
752—8§§ 26:4, 26:5

Rosenstock v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Alberta), [1989] 2 W.W.R. 611
(Alta. Q.B.)—S§ 26:3

Rosin v. MacPhail (1997), 32 B.C.L.R. (3d) 279 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 5:6

Ross v. Caunters (1979), [1980] 1 Ch. 297 (Ch. D.)—§ 18:3

Ross v. Ewachniuk (1986), 9 B.C.L..R. (2d) 216 (B.C. S.C.—§ 12:1

Roth v. Continental Casualty Co., 676 F. Supp 816 (N.D. Ill., 1987)—§ 5:6

Royal Bank v. Lee (1992), 9 C.P.C. (3d) 199, 3 Alta. L.R. (3d) 187, 127 A.R. 236,
20 W.A.C. 236 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 3:3

R. Sherwin Enterprises Ltd. v. Municipal Contracting Services Ltd. (1994), 20
O.R. (3d) 692 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—$§ 5:10, 5:14

Ruffalo, Re, 88 S. Ct. 1222 (1968)—§ 26:12

Rusonik v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1988), 28 O.A.C. 57 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§ 26:21

Ruso§nik v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1988), 28 O.A.C. 57 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—

26:11
Russell v. Law Society (New Brunswick) (1991), 117 N.B.R. (2d) 32—S§ 26:11
Ryder, Re, 263 F. Supp. 360 (E.D. Va., 1967)—S§ 7:3

Sacher v. United States, 343 U.S. 1 (1952)—S§ 4:28

Saif Ali v. Sydney Mitchell & Co., [1980] A.C. 198 (H.L.)—S§§ 4:15, 4:16, 4:20

Saif Ali v. Sydney Mitchell & Co., [1978] Q.B. 95 (C.A.), affirmed [1980] A.C.
198 (H.L.)—S§§ 4:4, 4:28

Saint John Shipbuilding Ltd. v. Bow Valley Husky (Bermuda) Ltd. (2002), 18
C.P.C. (5th) 216 (N.B. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Salomon v. Matte-Thompson, 2019 SCC 14—§ 22:3

Salter v. St. Jean, 170 So. 2d 94 (Fla. App., 1964)—§ 12:1

Sandberg v. F., [1945] 4 D.L.R. 446 (Law Society of B.C. (Visitorial Trib.))—
§ 26:21

Sandhu v. Mangat, 2018 BCCA 454—§ 5:6

Sandu v. Mangat, 2018 BCCA 454—S§ 5:6

Santibanez v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2016 ONLSTH 70—S§ 23:4

Santobello v. New York, 92 S. Ct. 495 (1971)—S8§ 6:5

Satellite Financial Planning v. First National Bank of Washington, 652 F. Supp.
1281 (D. Del., 1987)—§ 5:6

Sawyer v. Ontario (Racing Commission) (1979), 24 O.R. (2d) 673 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 26:19

Sazant v. College of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario, 2012 ONCA 727, 2012
CarswellOnt 13478 (leave to appeal refused [2013] 2 S.C.R. xii (note))—
§ 26:10

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-39



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Schabas v. University of Toronto (1974), 6 O.R. (2d) 271 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:11

Scherer v. Paletta [1966] 2 O.R. 524 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:9

Schmidt v. Magnetic Head Corp., 468 N.Y.S. 2d 649 (1983)—S§ 5:13

Schware v. Board of Bar Examiners, 353 U.S. 232 (1957)—$§ 23:3

Schwisberg v. Perry Krieger & Associates (1997), 33 O.R. (3d) 256—§ 4:25

Securities and Exchange Commission v. National Student Marketing Corp., 457
F. Supp. 682 (U.S. District Ct., D.C., 1978)—S§ 20:5

Segal v. Law Society of Saskatchewan, 1999 CanLII 12348 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 26:7

Seifi v. Law Society of Ontario, 2019 ONLSTH 56 (Ont. Law Society Trib.)—
§ 23:1

Selick v. New York Life Insurance Co. (1920), 17 O.W.N. 463—S§ 4:18

Sellers v. Superior Court, 742 P. 2d 292 (Ariz. S. Ct., 1987)—§ 5:5

Sen v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan) (1969), 6 D.L.R. (3d)
520 (sub nom. R. v. Sask. College of Physicians & Surgeons; Ex parte Sen)
(Sask. C.A.)—S§ 26:17

Shapero v. Kentucky Bar Association, 108 S. Ct. 1916 (1988)—§ 10:1

Shaughnessy Brothers Investments Ltd. v. Lakehead Trailer Park (1985) Ltd.
(1987), 63 O.R. (2d) 225 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 5:2

Shepherd v. Robinson, [1919] 1 K.B. 474 (C.A.)—S§ 4:9

Sherman v. Manley (1978), 85 D.L.R. (3d) 575 (Ont. C.A.)—§§ 4:11, 27:4

Sherman Estate v. Donovan, 2021 SCC 25 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:9

Shively v. Stewart, 421 P. 2d 65 (1967)—$§ 26:6

Shore v. Law Society of Upper Canada (2009), 96 O.R. (3d) 450 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§§ 23:3, 26:20

Shumiatcher, Re (1967), 64 D.L.R. (2d) 24 (Sask. Q.B.), fine reduced an appeal
from $1000 to $500 [1969] 1 C.C.C. 272 (Sask. C.A.)—$§ 4:26

Simmonds v. Dalmyn, [1993] 8 W.W.R. 207 (Man. C.A.)—§ 4:21

Simson v. Deer Island Credit Union, 2012 NBCA 92—§ 4:25

Sinclair v. Ridout, [1955] O.R. 167 (Ont. H.C.)—§§ 5:6, 17:4

Skii km Ha v. Malii, 2021 BCCA 140—S§ 5:6

Skii km Lax Ha v. Malii, 2021 BCCA 140—S§ 5:6

Skimming v. Goldberg, [1993] 8 W.W.R. 59 (Man. Q.B.)—§ 22:2

Skjerpen v. Johnson, 2007 BCSC 1290 (B.C. S.C.)—S§ 5:6

Skye Properties Ltd. v. Wu, [2003] O.J. No. 3481 (Ont. Div. Ct)—§§ 5:10, 5:17

Smith v. Jones, [1999] 1 S.C.R. 455 (S.C.C.)—§ 3:5

Smith v. Robinson (1992), 7 O.R. (3d) 550 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 4:9

Snyder, Re, 472 U.S. 634 (U.S. S. Ct., 1985)—§ 4:28

Sohail v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 38—§ 23:3

Solicitor v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1995), 128 D.L.R. (4th) 562, 8
B.C.L.R. (3d) 377, 40 C.P.C. (3d) 67, 33 Admin. L.R. (2d) 314 (B.C. S.C.)—
§ 26:6

Solicitor, Re, [1907] 14 O.L.R. 464 (H.C.)—§ 12:1

Solicitor, Re, [1956] 3 All E.R. 516 (Q.B.)—$§ 26:21

Solicitor, Re, [1935] 3 W.W.R. 428 (Sask. C.A.)—S§ 26:7

Solicitor, Re, [1912] 1 K.B. 302—§§ 12:1, 24:2, 26:7

Solicitor, Re (1916), 37 O.L.R. 310 (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 26:7

Solicitor, Re (1915), 9 W.W.R. 480 (Alta. C.A.)—S§ 26:24

Solicitor, Re (1914), 7 W.W.R. 87 (Sask. S.C.)—§ 26:24

Solicitor “X” v. Nova Scotia Barristers’ Society (1998), 171 D.L.R. (4th) 310 (N.S.
C.A.)—§ 26:11

Thl of Cases-40



TaBLE oF CASES

Solomon v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2013 ONLSHP 112 (L..S.U.C. Hearing
Panel)—S§ 23:3

Solosky v. Canada, [1980] 1 S.C.R. 821 (S.C.C.)—S$§ 3:2

Sonntag v. Sonntag (1979), 24 O.R. (2d) 473 (Ont. H.C.)—§§ 4:19, 4:25

Soriano v. United States, 352 U.S. 270, on December 5, 1956—S§ 1:1

Soskel v. Texaco, Inc., 94 F.R.D. 201 (S.D.N.Y,, 1982)—§ 5:12

Souch, Re, [1938] O.R. 48 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 18:2

Southam Inc. v. Lafrance (1990), 71 D.L.R. (4th) 282 (C.A.)—S$§ 26:9

South Calgary Properties Ltd. v. J.T. Miller Construction Ltd., [1995] 8 WW.R.
146 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 5:10

South Calgary Properties Ltd. v. J.T. Miller Construction Ltd. (1995), 29 Alta.
L.R. (3d) 393—§ 5:6

S. (P)v. C. (AJ.)(1993), 101 D.L.R. (4th) 345 (Que. C.A.)—§ 26:11

Spaulding v. Zimmerman, 116 N.W. 2d 704 (1962)—S§ 2:5

Spector v. Ageda, [1971] 2 All E.R. 417 (Ch. D.)—§ 17:4

Speers v. Hagemeister (1974), 52 D.L.R. (3d) 109 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 12:1

Spence v. Bell, [1982] 6 W.W.R. 385 (Alta. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused
(1982), 46 N.R. 179 (S.C.C.)—S§ 24:6

Spevack v. Klein, 385 U.S. 511 (1967)—§ 26:4

Spicer v. Assn. of Professional Engineers, Geologists & Geophysicists (Alberta)
(1989), 95 A.R. 132—§ 26:2

Spicer v. Spicer, 2015 ONSC 4175—S§ 3:2

Spring v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1988), 64 O.R. (2d) 719 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 26:19

Spring v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1988), 64 O.R. (2d) 719 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—S§ 26:16

Sriskandarajah v. Law Society of Ontario, 2020 ONLSTH 122—§ 23:3

Standard Life Assurance Company v. Elliott, [2007] O.J. No. 2031—§ 4:25

Stanley v. Douglas, [1951] 4 D.L.R. 689 (S.C.C.)—§ 4:21

Stanton, Re, 708 P. 2d 325 (1985)—§ 25:13

State v. Boyd, 160 W. Va. 234 (1977)—S§ 6:6

State v. Henderson, 205 Kan. 231 (1970)—8§ 7:5

State v. Macumber, 112 Ariz. 569 (1976)—S 3:1

State v. Macumber, 112 Ariz. 569 (1976)—S§ 3:2

State v. Olwell, 64 Wash. 2d 828 (1964)—S§ 7:3

State ex rel. Oklahoma Bar Assn. v. Raskin, 642 P. 2d 262 (Oklahoma, 1982)—
§ 26:1

State of New Mexico v. Valdez, 618 P. 2d 1234 (S. Ct. New Mexico, 1980)—§ 3:1

Statesman Master Builders v. Bennett Jones (sub nom. MTM Commercial Trust
v. Statesman Riverside Quays Ltd.), 2015 ABCA 142—§§ 5:4, 5:24

St. Denis v. Thibodeau, [1929] S.C.R. 346—§ 18:2

Stephen v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan) (1990), 89 Sask R.
25 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 26:2

Sterling Rubber Ltd. v. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (June 17, 1991),
Doc. No. 9233/86 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—$§ 2:9

Stern v. Bondi, 2014 ONSC 2542 (Ont. S.C.J.)—8§ 5:6

Stevens v. Canada (Prime Minister) (1998), (sub nom. Stevens v. Canada (Privy
Council)) 161 D.L.R. (4th) 85 (Fed. C.A.)—§ 3:2

Stevens v. Law Society of Upper Canada (1979), 55 O.R. (2d) 405 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—8§ 25:2, 26:2, 26:7, 26:12

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-41



Lawvyers & Etaics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Stevgns) v.§ Law Society of Upper Canada (1979), 55 O.R. (2d) 405 (Ont. Div.

t.)—§ 26:18

Stevens v. Salt (1995), 22 O.R. (3d) 675 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 4:21

Stewart v. Canadian Broadcasting Corp. (1997), 150 D.L.R. (4th) 24 (Ont. Gen.
Div.), additional reasons (1997), 152 D.L.R. (4th) 102 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—
§§ 5:6, 13:1, 25:2

Stewart v. C.B.C. (June 6, 1997), J. Macdonald J. (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 4:12

Stewart v. Hosack, 2014 ONSC 5693 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 5:4

Stevséart v. Humber River Regional Hospital, 2009 ONCA 350 (Ont. C.A.)—

5:10

Stewart v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2012 ONLSAP 30 (L.S.U.C. Appeal
Panel)—§ 23:1

Stewart v. Speer, [1953] 3 D.L.R. 722 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:18

Stewart v. Stewart, 2016 BCSC 2256—S§ 5:6

Stickney v. Trusz (1974), 3 O.R. (2d) 538 (Ont. C.A.), affirmed (1974), 3 O.R.
(2d) 538, 539 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused (1974), 28
C.R.N.S. 127 (note) (Ont. C.A.)—S§ 26:5

Stivers, Re, 516 N.E. 2d 1066 (Indiana, 1987)—§ 12:1

St. John v. Fraser, [1935] S.C.R. 441 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:12

Stoangi v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (No. 2) (1979), 25 O.R. (2d) 257 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—§ 26:18

Stoangi v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (No. 2) (1979), 100 D.L.R. (3d) 639 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—§ 26:21

Stone v. Law Society of Upper Canada (1979), 26 O.R. (2d) 166, 102 D.L.R. (3d)
176 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—§ 26:2

Stone v. Public Accountants Council (Ontario), [1972] 3 O.R. 801 (Ont. H.C.)—
§ 26:11

Stout v. College of Pharmacy (Ontario) (1977), 15 O.R. (2d) 650 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 26:15

Strang v. Beal (1922), 23 O.W.N. 287 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 4.7

Stribbell v. Bhalla (1990), 73 O.R. (2d) 748, 42 C.P.C. (2d) 161 (Ont. H.C.)—
§12:1

Stricklan v. Koella, 546 S.W. 2d 810 (Tenn. Ct. App., 1976)—S§ 4:12

Strickland v. Washington, 104 S. Ct. 2052 (1984)—$§ 7:6

Strobridge v. Strobridge (1992), 10 O.R. (3d) 540 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 4:3

Stromberg v. Law Society (Saskatchewan), [1996] 3 W.W.R. 389—S§ 26:5

Stromberg v. Law Society (Saskatchewan), 132 D.L.R. (4th) 470, [1996] 3 W.W.R.
389—§ 26:4

Stronghold Investments Ltd. v. Renkema, [1984] 3 W.W.R. 51 (B.C. S.C.)—
§ 24:6

Strother v. Law Society of British Columbia, 2018 BCCA 481—S§ 26:7

Strother v. 3464920 Canada Inc., [2007] 2 S.C.R. 177 (S.C.C.)—S§ 5:4

Suchy v. Zurich Insurance Co., [1998] 6 W.W.R. 130 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 5:10

Sue Carpenter, Re, 808 P. 2d 1341 (Kan., 1991)—§§ 6:1, 6:6

Sullivan, Re, 494 S.W. 2d 329 (Missouri, 1973)—§ 25:5

Summers, Re, 325 U.S. 561 (1945)—§ 23:3

Sun Life Trust Co. v. Bond City Financing Ltd. (1997), 35 O.R. (3d) 83 (Ont.
Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), additional reasons (1997), 26 O.T.C. 207 (Ont.
Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), affirmed (1997), 36 O.R. (3d) 758 (Div. Ct.),
leave to appeal refused (March 10, 1998), Doc. CA M21773 (Ont. C.A.)—
8§ 5:6, 5:10

Thl of Cases-42



TaBLE oF CASES

Suth§er1and v. Pembroke Hospital (1973), 1 O.R. (2d) 438 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—

26:11

Swinfen v. Chelmsford (Lord) (1860), 2 L.J. (N.S.) 406—S§ 4:2

Sychuk and Law Society of Alberta, Re, [1999] L.S.D.D. No. 15 (Quicklaw)—
§ 26:24

Syndicat des employés de production du Québec & de I’Acadie v. Canada (Cana-
dian Human Rights Commission), [1989] 2 S.C.R. 879—§ 26:11

Szarfer v. Chodos (1986), 54 O.R. (2d) 663 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 3:2

Szarfer v. Chodos (1986), 27 D.L.R. (4th) 388 (Ont. H.C.), affirmed (1988), 54
D.L.R. (4th) 383 (Ont. C.A.)—$§ 5:9

Szebelledy v. Constitution Insurance Co. of Canada (1985), 11 C.C.L.I. 140 (Ont.
Dist. Ct.)—§ 5:2

Szmuilowicz v. Ontario (Minister of Health) (1995), 24 O.R. (3d) 204, 125 D.L.R.
(4th) 688, 82 0.A.C. 183 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—$§ 26:7

Tan v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan) (1985), 39 Sask. L.R.
152 (Sask. Q.B.)—§ 26:21

Taylor v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1980), 116 D.L.R. (3d) 41 (B.C.
S.C.)—§ 26:13

Taylor v. Law Society of Ontario, 2019 ONLSTH 66—§ 23:4

Taylor v. Mackintosh, [1924] 3 WW.R. 97 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 12:1

Taylor v. Mackintosh, [1924] 1 W.W.R. 859 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 12:1

Taylor v. Murphy (1980), 24 B.C.L.R. 198 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 22:3

Taylor v. Taylor (1984), 61 N.B.R. (2d) 116 (N.B. Q.B.)—§ 4:9

Taylor Estate v. Baribeau; Baribeau v. Jakob (1985), 51 O.R. (2d) 541 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 26:5

T.C. Theatre Corp. v. Warner Bros. Pictures, Inc., 113 F. Supp. 265 (S.D.N.Y,,
1953)—§ 5:6

Teleglobe Communications Corp., In re, 493 F. 3d 345—§ 20:5

Temoin v. Stanley (1986), 12 C.P.C. (2d) 69 (Ont. Dist. Ct.), reversed in part on
other grounds (1987), 7 W.D.C.P. 71 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 4:6

Tencer v. Law Society (Upper Canada), Ont. Div. Ct., July 29, 1985
(unreported)—§ 26:21

Terracap Investments Inc. v. 2811 Development Corp., 2010 ONSC 1183 (Ont.
Master)—§ 5:7

Terrace Developments Limited v. Terry, Ont. Ct., Doc. No. 23782/87, May 27,
1992 (unreported)—§ 26:5

Thompson v. Lambton (Board of Education), [1972] 3 O.R. 889 (Ont. H.C.)—
§ 26:9

Thomson v. Gough (1977), 17 O.R. (2d) 420 (Ont. H.C.)—S§ 4:9

Thomson v. Wishart (1910), 19 Man. R. 340 (Man. C.A.)—§ 12:1

Thomson Newspapers Ltd. v. Canada (Director of Investigation & Research),
[1990] 1 S.C.R. 425—§§ 26:2, 26:4, 26:16

Thorson v. Jones (1973), 38 D.L.R. (3d) 312 (B.C. S.C.)—S§ 3:2

Threader v. Canada (Treasury Board), [1987] 1 F.C. 41 (C.A.)—$§ 26:12

Tiago v. Meisels, 2011 ONSC 5914, 2011 CarswellOnt 11628 (Ont. S.C.J.)—
§ 3:2

Tiboni v. Merck Frost Canada (2008), 89 O.R. (3d) 439 (Ont. S.C.J.)—S§ 21:5

Tilley v. Hails (1993), 12 O.R. (3d) 306 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 3:3

Timothy Edward Bradley v. Ontario College of Teachers, 2021 ONSC 2303 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—$§ 26:18

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-43



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Toddglen Construction Ltd. v. Concord Adex Developments Corp. (2004), [2004]
0.J. No. 1788, 2004 CarswellOnt 1689 (Ont. Master)—§ 5:4

Toft v. Ketchum, 113 A. 2d 671, cert. denied 350 U.S. 887 (1955)—§ 26:4

Tombill Gold Mines Ltd. v. Hamilton (City), [1954] O.R. 871 (Ont. H.C.), af-
firmed [1955] O.R. 903 (Ont. C.A.), affirmed [1956] S.C.R. 858 (S.C.C.)—
§ 5:6

Tombling v. Universal Bulb Co., [1951] 2 T.L.R. 289 (C.A.)—§ 4:15

Toronto (City) v. C.U.P.E., Local 79, 2003 SCC 63—S§ 26:5

Toronto-Dominion Bank v. Leigh Instruments Ltd. (Trustee of) (1997), 32 O.R.
(3d) 575 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List])—S§§ 3:2, 20:1, 20:4

Towne v. Miller (2001), 56 O.R. (3d) 177 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 4:6

Township of Essa v. Guerguis (1993), 15 O.R. (3d) 573—S§ 5:6

Trace v. Institute of Chartered Accountants (Alberta), [1989] 2 W.W.R. 86 (Alta.
C.A.)—§ 26:8

Trace v. Institute of Chartered Accountants (Alberta) (1988), (sub nom. Trace v.
Council of the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Alta.) 54 D.L.R. (4th)
82, (sub nom. Trace v. Institute of Chartered Accountants Council) 63 Alta.
L.R. (2d) 53, (sub nom. Trace v. Institute of Chartered Accountants (Alta.))
[1989] 2 WW.R. 86, 91 A.R. 241 (Alta. C.A.)—S§ 26:7

Tracy v. Atkins (1977), 83 D.L.R. (3d) 46 (B.C. S.C.), affirmed (1979), 105 D.L.R.
(3d) 632 (B.C. C.A.)—§17:4

Tracy v. Atkins (1979), 16 B.C.L.R. 223 (B.C. C.A.)—§§ 22:4, 24:6, 25:3

Transamerica Life Insurance Co. of Canada v. Seward (1997), 33 O.R. (3d) 604
(Ont. Gen. Div.)—S§ 4:13

Trimm v. Durham Regional Police Force, [1987] 2 S.C.R. 582 (S.C.C.)—§ 26:2

Trizec Properties Limited v. Husky Oil Limited (1997), 200 A.R. 48, 146 W.A.C.
48, (sub nom. Trizec Properties Ltd. v. Husky Oil Operations, Ltd.) 148
D.L.R. (4th) 300 (Alta. C.A.), additional reasons (August 19, 1997), Doc.
Calgary Appeal 97-176951 (Alta. C.A.)—S§ 5:6

Trizec Properties Ltd. v. Husky Oil Ltd. (1997), 200 A.R. 48, 146 W.A.C. 48, (sub
nom. Trizec Properties Ltd. v. Husky Oil Operations, Ltd.) 148 D.L.R. (4th)
300 (Alta. C.A.), additional reasons (August 19, 1997), Doc. Calgary Appeal
97-176951 (Alta. C.A.)—S§ 5:6

Trumbley v. Metropolitan Toronto Police Force, [1987] 2 S.C.R. 577 (S.C.C.)—
§ 26:2

Trusts & Guarantee Co. v. Hart (1902), 32 S.C.R. 553 (S.C.C.)—§ 22:3

T (S. A.) v. Law Society of Ontario, 2015 ONLSTH 22 at paragraph 97.—
§ 26:24

Tukiar v. R. (1934), 52 Commonwealth L.R. 335—§ 7:1

Tunney v. Ohio, 47 S. Ct. 437 (1927)—§ 26:11

Turner v. Mailhot (1985), 50 O.R. (2d) 561 (Ont. H.C.)—§ 5:13

Tweten v. Nichols (1985), 61 B.C.L.R. 225 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 12:1

Tyler v. Minister of National Revenue, [1991] 2 F.C. 68 (F.C.A.)—S§ 26:4

Uniform Custom Countertops Inc. v. Royal Designer Tops Inc., [2004] O.J. No.
3090, 2004 CarswellOnt 2976 (Ont. S.C.J.), additional reasons (2004), 2004
CarswellOnt 3137 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:7

United States v. Amaral, 488 F. 2d 1148 (9th Cir., 1973)—§ 4:14

United States v. Augurs, 427 U.S. 97 (1976)—S$ 6:4

United States v. Bagley, 105 S. Ct. 3375 (1985)—S$§ 6:4

Thl of Cases-44



TaBLE oF CASES

United States v. Blitstein, 626 F. 2d 774 (10th Cir., 1980), cert. denied 101 S.
Ct. 898 (1981)—S§ 25:5

United States v. Goodwin, 457 U.S. 368 (1982)—S§ 6:5

United States v. Henkel, 799 F. 2d 369 (7th Cir., 1986)—S§ 7:5

United States v. Kelly, 543 F. Supp 1303 (Mass., 1982)—S§ 6:6

United States v. Klubock, 639 F. Supp. 117 (Mass., 1986), affirmed 832 F. 2d
649 (1st Cir., 1987)—S$§ 6:6

United States v. Schuler, 813 F. 2d 978 (9th Cir., 1987)—§ 6:6

United States v. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., 310 U.S. 150 (U.S. S. Ct., 1940)—S§ 6:6

United States v. Thoreen, 653 F. 2d 1332 (9th Cir., 1981), cert. denied 455 U.S.
938 (U.S. S. Ct., 1982)—§ 4:16

United States v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218 (1967)—S§ 7:1

United States v. Young, 470 U.S. 1 (1985)—S§ 6:6

United States, ex rel. Wilcox v. Johnson, 555 F. 2d 115 (3rd Cir., 1977)—S§ 7:5

United States Steel Corp. v. United States, 730 F. 2d 1465 (1984)—§ 20:1

United States Steel Corp. v. United States, 569 F. Supp. 870 (vacated on other
grounds 578 F. Supp. 415)—S§ 20:1

United States Surgical Corp. v. Downs Surgical Canada Ltd. (1982), 141 D.L.R.
(3d) 157 (Fed. T.D.)—§ 5:10

Universal Market Integrity Rules; Re Credit Suisse First Boston Canada Inc.,
Re, June 24, 2004—S88§ 5:7, 5:15

Upjohn v. United States, 101 S. Ct. 677 (1981)—S§ 3:4

Urquhart Estate v. Allen, [1999] O.J. No. 4816 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 4:21

Usip§uik v. Jensen, Mitchell & Co., [1986] 3 B.C.L.R. (2d) 283 (B.C. S.C.)—

12:1

Usipuik v. Jensen, Mitchell & Co., [1986] 3 B.C.L.R. (2d) 283 (B.C.

S.C)—§ 12:1

V., Re, [1924] 3 WW.R. 552 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 26:24

Vadeko International Inc. v. Philosophe (1990), 1 O.R. (3d) 87 (Ont. Gen.
Div.)—§ 5:13

Vakauta v. Kelly (1989), 87 A.L.R. 633—§ 2:14

Valeant Canada LP v. Canada (Minister of Health), 2014 FCA 50—S§ 5:24

Valente v. General Dental Council (1990), 123 N.R. 311 (P.C.)—§ 26:21

Vancouver Sun, Re, 2004 SCC 43 (S.C.C.)—S§ 26:9

Van Haastrecht v. Dunbar (1991), 1 C.P.C. (3d) 57 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 5:10

Vegetable Kingdom Inc. v. Katzen, 653 F. Supp. 917 (N.D.N.Y., 1987)—S§§ 5:5,
20:5

Venczel v. Assn. of Architects (Ontario) (1990), 45 Admin. L.R. 288 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—S§ 26:19

Vento Motorcycles v. Mexico, 2025 ONCA 82—§ 26:11

Vernon v. Bosley No. 2, [1997] 1 All E.R. 614 (C.A.)—S§ 4:6

Vernon v. Oliver (1885), 11 S.C.R. 156 (S.C.C.)—S§ 4:28

Vespra (Township) v. Ontario (Municipal Board) (1983), 43 O.R. (2d) 680 (Ont.
Div. Ct.)—$§ 26:11

Von Richter v. Law Society (New Brunswick) (1991), 116 N.B.R. (2d) 325 (N.B.
Q.B.)—§ 26:4

Voratovic v. Law Society (Upper Canada) (1978), 20 O.R. (2d) 214 (Ont. H.C.)—
§ 26:4

Voutsis v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Saskatchewan) (1987), 34 C.C.C.
(3d) 560 (Sask. Q.B.)—S§ 26:5

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-45



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Vulcan Metals Co. v. Simmons Manufacturing Co., 248 F. 2d 853 (2nd Cir.,
1918)—§ 15:1

Wachtler v. College of Physicians & Surgeons (Alberta), 2009 ABCA 130, 2009
CarswellAlta 458—§ 26:10

Wallersteiner v. Moir (No. 2), [1975] 1 Q.B. 373 (C.A.)—§ 12:1

Walsh v. 1124660 Ontario Ltd., [2002] O.J. No. 4069 (Ont. S.C.J.)—§§ 4:6, 8:1

Ward-Price v. Mariners’ Haven Inc., [2004] O.J. No. 2308, 71 O.R. (3d) 664
(Ont. S.C.J.)—§ 5:12

Warhaftig, Re, 524 A. 2d 398 (1987)—8§ 26:18

Warman v. Law Society of Alberta, 2015 ABQB 230 (Alta. Q.B.), affirmed 2015
CarswellAlta 2170 (Alta. C.A.)—§ 26:4

Waschuk v. Waschuk (1955), 14 W.W.R. 169 (Sask. C.A.)—§ 4:21

Wasylyshen v. Law Society (Saskatchewan) (1985), 39 Sask. R. 187 (Sask.
C.A.)—§ 26:11

Wasylyshen v. Law Society (Saskatchewan) (1987), 36 D.L.R. (4th) 214 (Sask.
C.A.), leave to appeal to S.C.C. refused [1987] 5 W.W.R. Ixiii (note)
(S.C.C.)—§ 26:11

Watson v. Trace Estate (July 22, 1994), Doc. Banie G11274 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—
§ 5:10

Watt v. Law Society of Upper Canada, [2005] O.J. No. 2431 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§ 26:24

Watt v. Law Society of Upper Canada, [2005] O.J. No. 2431 (Ont. Div. Ct.)—
§ 26:24

W.D. Latimer Co. v. Bray (1974), 6 O.R. (2d) 129 (Ont. C.A.)—§§ 26:1, 26:11

Weare, Re, [1893] 2 Q.B. 439 (C.A.)—§§ 25:11, 26:8

Weaver v. United Mine Workers, 492 F. 2d 580 (D.C. Cir., 1973)—S§ 5:13

Webster, Disciplinary Proceedings Against, 452 N.W. 2d. 374 (S. Ct. Wisconsin,
1990)—s§ 5:9

Wellman v. General Crane Industries Ltd. (1986), 20 O.A.C. 38 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 3:2

Wernikowski v. Kirkland, Murphy & Ain, [1999] O.J. 4812 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:20

Westinghouse Electric Corp. v. Kerr-McGee Corp., 580 F. 2d 1311 (7th Cir.),
cert. denied 439 U.S. 955 (1978)—S8§ 5:5

Weston v. Central Criminal Court’s Administrator, [1976] 2 All E.R. 875
(C.A)—§27:5

Wewaykum Indian Band v. Canada, [2003] 2 S.C.R. 259—§ 26:11

Whittingham v. Crease & Co. (1978), 88 D.L.R. (3d) 353 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 18:3

Whyte and Provincial Medical Board (Discipline Committee), Re (1980), 113
D.L.R. (3d) 408—S§ 26:5

Widelitz v. Robertson, 2009 PESC 21 (P.E.I. S.C.)—§ 4:12

Wilder v. Ontario (Securites Commission) (2001), 53 O.R. (3d) 519 (Ont. C.A.)—
§ 3:7

Wilder v. Ontario Securities Commission (2000), 47 O.R. (3d) 361 (Ont. Div.
Ct.)—§ 27:2

Wilkins v. Law Society of Ontario, 2021 ONLSTA 15—§§ 26:1, 26:18

Wilkinson v. Wilkinson, [1963] P. 1 (C.A.)—S§ 27:5

Willis v. Barron, [1902] A.C. 271 (H.L..)—§ 18:2

Willis, Re, 215 S.E. 2d 771, appeal dismissed sub nom. Willis v. North Carolina
State Board of Law Examiners, 430 U.S. 976 (1975)—S§ 23:3

Thl of Cases-46



TaBLE oF CASES

Willy v. Coastal Corp., 647 F. Supp. 116 (S.D. Tex., 1986)—§ 20:1

Wilson v. British Columbia (Medical Services Commission) (1988), [1989] 2
W.WR. 1 (B.C. C.A.)—§ 26:2

Wilson v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1986), 33 D.L.R. (4th) 572 (B.C.
C.A)—§ 26:7

Wilson v. Law Society (British Columbia) (1986), 9 B.C.L.R. (2d) 260 (B.C.
C.A)—-§ 275

Wilson v. Law Society (British Columbia) (No. 2) (1975), 64 D.L.R. (3d) 512
(B.C. S.C.)—8§ 26:13

Wilson v. People, 743 P. 2d 415 (Colo., 1987)—S 6:6

Wilson v. Wilson (1875), 22 Gr. 39 (Ch. D.)—§ 18:1

Wilson, Re, 409 A. 2d 1153 (1979)—§§ 26:18, 26:24

Wilson P. Abraham Construction Corp. v. Armco Steel Corp., 559 F. 2d 250 (5th
Cir., 1977)—§ 5:7

Winter v. Phillips, [1988] 2 W.W.R. 458 (Alta. Q.B.)—S§ 5:6

Wise v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2010 ONSC 1937—S§ 26:4

Withrow v. Larkin, 95 S. Ct. 1456 (1975)—8§ 26:3

Withrow v. Larkin, 95 S. Ct. 1456 (1975)—§ 26:12

Witten, Vogel, Binder & Lyons v. Leung (1983), 148 D.L.R. (3d) 418 (Alta.
Q.B.)—§ 17:5

Wong v. Thomson, Rogers, [1994] O.J. 1318 (Ont. C.A.)—§ 4:20

Wong (Edward) Finance Co. v. Johnson Stokes & Master, [1984] 2 W.L.R. 36
P.C)—§ 175

Wood, Re, 265 Ind. 616, (1976)—§ 25:13

Wood (No. 2), Re, 489 N.E. 2d 1189 (Ind., 1986)—§ 25:13

World Wide Treasure Adventures Inc. v. Trivia Games Inc. (1987), 16 B.C.L.R.
(2d) 135 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 27:5

Worrell, Re (1969), 8 D.L.R. (3d) 36 (Ont. Surr. Ct.)—§ 18:1

Worsley Estate v. Lichong (1994), 17 O.R. (3d) 615 (Ont. Gen. Div.)—§ 4:25

Worsoff v. MTCC 1168, 2021 ONSC 6493—§ 24:9

Wright v. Carter, [1903] 1 Ch. 27 (C.A.)—§ 22:3

Wright v. Hearson, [1916] W.N. 216 (D.C.)—S§ 4:16

Wyle v. R.J. Reynolds Industries, Inc., 709 F. 2d 585 (9th Cir., 1983)—§ 14:1

Y. v. Yukon Medical Council, [1998] Y.J. 126—§ 26:9

Yablonski v. United Mine Workers, 448 F. 2d 1175, cert. denied 406 U.S. 906, 92
S. Ct. 1609 (1972)—8§§ 5:13, 22:4

Yee v. Chartered Professional Accountants of Alberta, 2020 ABCA 98 (Alta.
C.A.)—§§ 26:11, 26:21

Young v. Robson Rhodes (a firm), [1999] 3 All E.R. 524 (Ch. D.)—§ 5:20

Young v. Young, [1993] 4 S.C.R. 3 (S.C.C.)—§ 4:25

Young v. Young (1993), 108 D.L.R. (4th) 193—§§ 4:25, 27:5

Young v. Young (1990), 50 B.C.L.R. (2d) 1 (B.C. C.A.)affirmed on costs issue
(1993), 108 D.L.R. (4th) 193 (S.C.C.)—§ 27:5

Young v. Young (1990), 50 B.C.L.R. (2d) 1 (B.C. C.A.)affirmed on costs issue
(1993), 108 D.L.R. (4th) 193 (S.C.C.)—§ 27:5

Zauderer v. Office of Disciplinary Counsel of the Supreme Court of Ohio, 471
U.S. 626 (1985)—§§ 10:1, 11:1

© 2025 Thomson Reuters, Rel. 3, 9/2025 Thl of Cases-47



Lawvyers & Etrics: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND DISCIPLINE

Zhang v. Chen, 2024 BCSC 285, 2024 CarswellBC 462 (B.C. S.C.)—§ 24:10
Zimmerman, Re, 81 Bankr. 296 (Bankr. E.D. Pa., 1987)—§ 20:5
Zoraik v. Law Society of Ontario, 2018 ONLSTH 166—§ 23:4

Thl of Cases-48



