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Slater Vecchio LLP v. Cashman, 2014 BCCA 6
Areas of Law: Legal Profession; Retainer; Entire Contract
~Client retaining law firm for tort claim arising from motor vehicle accident and claim
against ICBC for Part 7 benefits—Retainer providing for payment of percentage of amount
recovered—Law firm settling tort claim but not proceeding with Part 7 claim—Client not
entitled to return of fees relating to tort claim—Retainer supplanted by subsequent settlement
agreement concerning fees payable in tort action~
CLICK HERE TO ACCESS
THE JUDGMENT

T

he respondent (“the client”) was
injured in a motor vehicle. He
sued the driver and owner, represented
by ICBC, in a tort action and ICBC
for Part 7 benefits. Initially, the client
retained law firm BB but later retained
the appellant (“the law firm”). BB,
which had done a substantial amount
of work on the tort action but little on
the Part 7 claim, forwarded the files
for both actions to the law firm and
Notices of Change of Solicitor were
filed. The law firm agreed to protect
the fees and disbursements of BB. The
retainer agreement between the client
and the law firm provided for payment
of 33% of the total amount recovered;
it was common ground that the retainer
covered both actions. The law firm
obtained settlement of the tort action for
$1 million; the Part 7 claim was not part
of the settlement. The client disputed
the amount of the fee ($333,000)
payable to BB and the law firm; the
matter was eventually resolved under an
agreement (the “settlement agreement”)

2

fixing the global fee at $258,000, of
which $71,800 was payable to BB.
Subsequently the law firm, which had
taken no steps in the Part 7 action,
advised the client it was not prepared to
act further. The client demanded the law
firm return the fees it had been paid. A
master found that the retainer was an
entire contract requiring the law firm
to prosecute both claims before it was
entitled to any fee, that the settlement
agreement did not amend or supplant
the retainer agreement and the law firm
was thus obligated to repay the fees. An
appeal from this decision was dismissed
and the law firm further appealed.
(continued on p.4)
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Slater Vecchio LLP v. Cashman,

(cont.)

APPELLATE DECISION

A

ppeal allowed. It was questionable whether the retainer was an entire contract
given that it could reasonably be construed as a contract embracing discrete
undertakings. That said, the central issue was the effect, if any, of the settlement
agreement on the retainer agreement. In the communications leading to the
settlement agreement, there was no suggestion that the law firm was not entitled
at that time to payment of its fee for the tort action; to the contrary, the evidence
showed that the parties proceeded on the basis it was so entitled. Objectively
viewed, the settlement agreement was an agreement to resolve the fee dispute and
to have the law firm and BB paid on a basis acceptable to the client. Whether the
parties turned their minds to the effect of the agreement on the retainer agreement
did not alter the fact that they agreed on a compromised payment of fees for the
tort action.
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or legacy@bccancer.bc.ca

4

OnPoint Legal Research | Take Five

604.879.4280 | info@onpointlaw.com

COUNSEL COMMENTS

Slater Vecchio LLP v. Cashman, 2014 BCCA 6
Comments provided by Geoff Cowper, Q.C. and Andrew Nathanson,
Counsel for the Appellant

“I

had completed the
work and obtained
recovery in one of
the actions, “[t]here
would appear to be
no principled reason
why the lawyer is
not entitled to his
Andrew Nathanson
agreed fee even in
circumstances in which there may be
additional work to be done on other
proceedings”.

t is settled law
that it is an
implied term of a
retainer agreement
that a lawyer will
bring the action to
an end, whether
by settlement
Geoff Cowper, Q.C.
or judgment.
A retainer to prosecute an action
is considered an “entire contract”
because the client gets no benefit until
a judgment or settlement has been
obtained. The principle protects the
client from the “uselessness” of an
unfinished retainer.

Whether the obligation to prosecute
both actions is a pre-condition to
payment for either of them ultimately
depends on the interpretation of the
retainer agreement in issue. In this
case, the client pointed to the language
of the agreement, which was in plain
language and referred to the client’s
“claim”, “case” and “amount”. It did
not distinguish between the tort and
Part 7 claims. On the other hand,
the Court of Appeal found that the
substance of the agreement was “the
prosecution of two separate, legally
diverse actions that provided separate,
realizable benefits” to the client. The
agreement’s factual matrix included
that there were two separate actions

In this case, the client sought to
extend the “entire contract” principle
to require the law firm to complete
both actions before it was entitled
to payment for prosecuting either of
them. The law firm argued that where
the retainer is to conduct more than
one action, there is no need to imply
a term preventing the solicitor from
being paid until all actions are complete
because the mischief of the uselessness
of an unfinished retainer does not
arise. The Court of Appeal accepted
this, reasoning that where the lawyer
February 2014
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COUNSEL COMMENTS
outstanding, against different parties, at different stages of readiness. The substance
of the agreement and the factual matrix were therefore at odds with the language the
parties chose.
In the result, the question of whether the obligation to prosecute both actions to
conclusion was “entire” did not matter. The Court based its decision on the parties’
agreement, made at the conclusion of the tort action, to settle a dispute over the fees
that involved the law firm, the client and the client’s former lawyers. As the Court
of Appeal noted, “[t]hat agreement was not consistent with any implied term in the
contingency agreement that the [law firm] was not entitled to a fee for the tort action
until it completed the Part 7 action”.
The client also argued that the compromise agreement should not be enforced because
he did not have independent advice on its terms. The Court of Appeal answered this
by noting that at the time the compromise agreement was made, all parties proceeded
on the basis that the law firm was entitled to a fee for the tort action (even though all
knew the Part 7 action was outstanding) and the client, himself a former lawyer, was
aware of and had argued cases involving the “entire contract” principle.
This case offers lessons for lawyers in the sometimes difficult area of professional
remuneration. Where a lawyer agrees to act in more than one action or matter, it is
prudent to specify that he or she is entitled to be paid at the conclusion of each, and
the right to be paid for each matter is not dependent on the completion of all.”
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Henry v. Canada (Attorney General), 2014 BCCA 30
Areas of Law: Charter of Rights; Elections; Right to Vote
~Amendments to Canada Elections Act imposing voter identification requirements as precondition
to casting vote in federal or provincial election constituting facial infringement of right to vote under
s. 3 of Charter—Amendments, however, demonstrably justified under s. 1~
CLICK HERE TO ACCESS
THE JUDGMENT

A

identity document does not contain
a residential address, residence is
proved if the address is “consistent”
with the information on the electoral
list. Alternatively, an elector may
prove identity by taking a prescribed
oath and having another elector who
lives in the same polling division
vouch for him or her. An elector may
vouch for only one elector; an elector
who has been vouched for may not
vouch for another elector. The same
procedures apply both to an elector
who is already on the list of electors
and to an elector who seeks to register
on polling day. Prior to the 2007

mendments were made in 2007
to the Canada Elections Act
pertaining to voter identification.
The government’s stated concern was
the potential for fraud or error that
could result in voting by individuals
not entitled to do so; the general
purpose was to improve the integrity
of the electoral process. Under the
amendments, an elector must show
one piece of government-issued
identification with a photo, name, and
address or two pieces of identification,
each of which establishes the elector’s
name and at least one of which
establishes his or her address. If the

February 2014
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Henry v. Canada (Attorney General),

(cont.)

amendments, an elector did not have to show personal identification to vote;
he or she needed only to state his or her name and address to the poll clerk who
would confirm this information on the list of electors. The petitioners applied for
an order that the amendments were of no force and effect on the basis that they
infringed s. 3 of the Charter and the right of every Canadian citizen “to vote in an
election of the House of Commons or of a legislative assembly”. The gravamen of
their complaint was that the amendments effectively disenfranchised persons in
disadvantaged groups, such as homeless persons or Aboriginal persons residing in
rural communities. The application was dismissed and the petitioners appealed.
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i s o n b u si n es s valuations, me rge rs
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Vancouver, BC, V6E 4T5
Telephone: 604.687.4544
Facsimile: 604.687.4577
www.bmmvaluations.com
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Vern Blai r, Cheryl Shearer, Robert D. Mackay,
Kiu Ghanavizchian, Malcolm Ellison,
Gary M. W. Mynett, Chris Halsey-Brand t,
Andy Shaw, Jeff P. Matthews, Farida Sukhia
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Henry v. Canada (Attorney General),

(cont.)

APPELLATE DECISION

A

ppeal dismissed. The s.3 right to vote in a federal or provincial election is
limited only by the specific wording of the section, that is, by citizenship
and residence. The amendments created a new condition precedent to voting that
did not exist before and this, as the trial judge rightly concluded, constituted a
facial breach of s. 3. However, the trial judge also properly concluded that the
amendments minimally impaired the right to vote, that there were no alternative,
less drastic means of achieving the legislative goals and therefore the infringement
was demonstrably justified under s. 1. The judge did not err in failing to find that
the deleterious effects of the amendments outweighed their benefit. It was logical
that a move from the honour system to an identity system would serve to make
rare events of fraud and error rarer and would enhance voter confidence in the
electoral system. There was evidence that in the case of some disadvantaged groups,
a person’s ability to comply with the new procedure might be affected. However,
the trial judge found that Elections Canada undertook campaigns to inform voters
and actively expanded the list of acceptable identification and that true cases of
disenfranchisement were likely to be extremely rare.
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COUNSEL COMMENTS

Henry v. Canada (Attorney General), 2014 BCCA 30
Comments provided by Mark Oulton & Brent Olthuis, Counsel for the Appellants

Mark Oulton

Brent Olthuis

“T

he Court of Appeal’s judgment is noteworthy for the signal it sends about the
robust nature of the section 3 right to vote. Madam Justice Ryan’s holding
that “any interference with the right to put a ballot in the box must be justified
under s. 1 of the Charter” will be helpful to any prospective challenge to the more
restrictive voting process currently before Parliament. (Indeed, it would be helpful to
anyone wishing to challenge the denial of the vote to minors.) The judgment is also
important for its statement that deference to Parliament is inappropriate in the section
1 analysis if the “core right to put a ballot in a box” is at play.
Trial counsel did an admirable job in this case marshalling evidence and responding
to Canada’s section 1 arguments, but unfortunately as appellants’ counsel, we weren’t
able to convince the Court that an error had been made in the trial judge’s section 1
analysis.”

February 2014
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COUNSEL COMMENTS

Henry v. Canada (Attorney General), 2014 BCCA 30
Comments provided by Matthew Good,
Counsel for the Intervenor B.C. Liberties Association

“F

rom the perspective
opinion is to be given any weight
of the intervenor B.C.
at all, the evidence must be clear
Civil Liberties Association,
and cogent and responsive to the
the Court of Appeal’s
stated object of the law and the
decision has both aspects
right infringed, and the Court
that commend it (such as
must balance public opinion
the treatment of section 3)
against any imperilled minority
and aspects that are cause
interest at stake. Given that the
Matthew Good
for further comment. From
Court declined to address these
the perspective of the issues raised by
issues, hopefully this judgment and
the intervenor, it is disappointing that
the decision below will not stand as
the Court chose not to engage with
precedents on the treatment of such
the concerns raised about the use of
evidence in Oakes analysis, particularly
public opinion evidence (i.e. polling
as the treatment at the B.C. Supreme
data or survey results) to demonstrate
Court level was conclusory and
the salutary effects of an impugned
accepted that evidence without
measure under the proportionate
challenge.”
effect analysis stage of section 1. The
question of whether mere public
perception of a problem, or subsequent
perception that a legislative measure
has done something to ameliorate that
perceived problem, is enough to justify
legislation that infringes the rights of
minorities is a critical one: Reliance
on such evidence eats away at the need
for some form of objective justification
for a measure to be a rational one;
accepting wholly subjective evidence
undermines this standard. If public
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Ferrari v. University of British Columbia, 2014 BCCA 18
Areas of Law: Arbitration; Employment Law

~Employee’s representative association declining to file grievance for employee’s dismissal—
Employee’s civil action against employer stayed due to exclusive arbitration clause in employment
contract—Employee not without legal redress—Employee having option of suing association for
breach of duty of fair representation~
CLICK HERE TO ACCESS
THE JUDGMENT

T

he plaintiff was hired by UBC in 1990 as a labourer in the Department of
Plant Operations. In 1999, he was appointed to a non-union management
position. As a condition of this appointment, the plaintiff was required to become
a member of AAPS, a non-union organization representing management and
professional staff at the University. In 2010, UBC terminated the plaintiff’s
employment and alleged just cause. The plaintiff contacted AAPS requesting
that it file a grievance; AAPS investigated the matter and responded that it
would not file a grievance nor pursue an arbitration on his behalf. The plaintiff
then filed a Notice of Civil Claim against UBC for wrongful dismissal. UBC
obtained a stay of the civil claim; the chambers judge concluded that certain
agreements between UBC and the AAPS (“the agreements”) were incorporated
by reference into the plaintiff’s contract of employment and one of the terms of
that agreement was that AAPS, his exclusive bargaining agent, had the power to
decide whether to advance grievances to arbitration. The plaintiff appealed on the
basis that the order deprived him of any legal remedy to challenge his dismissal.
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Ferrari v. University of British Columbia,

(cont.)

APPELLATE DECISION

A

ppeal dismissed. The chambers
judge did not err in finding that the
plaintiff was a party to the arbitration
agreement. The subject matter of his
proposed action fell squarely within
the scope of the arbitration agreement.
The fact that APPS refused to carry
forward or arbitrate his grievance did
not render the arbitration agreement
“void, inoperative or incapable of
being performed” under s. 15(2) of
the Commercial Arbitration Act. The
plaintiff’s claim fell squarely within
the subject matter of the grievance/
arbitration process. It was the result
of that process and AAPS’ refusal to
proceed to which the plaintiff objected,
not that he had no access to arbitration.
This objection was capable of resolution

14

by reference to the duty of fair
representation in the union context. It is
well recognized in labour relations that
exclusive representation of employees by
their association or union carries with
it a correlative transfer of authority over
the grievance process subject only to the
association’s duty of fair representation.
AAPS’ decision not to prosecute the
plaintiff’s grievance might be actionable
as between the plaintiff and AAPS
but it was not an issue between the
plaintiff and UBC such that the
plaintiff should cease to be bound
by the arbitration clause. Therefore,
by virtue of s. 15 of the Commercial
Arbitration Act he was not permitted
to maintain an action for wrongful
dismissal against the University.
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Ferrari v. University of British Columbia, 2014 BCCA 18
Comments provided by Michael Korbin, Counsel for the Respondent

“T

his decision is
important for
workplaces where there is
a non-union association
that represents a group of
employees.

enjoyed the benefits that were
negotiated in these agreements
for the duration of his
employment at the University.

The University subsequently
terminated his employment
In this case, the employer
and alleged just cause for that
Michael Korbin
(the University of British
termination, and he wished to
Columbia) and a non-union association
challenge that decision. AAPS refused
(AAPS), have an agreed upon grievance
to advance the matter to arbitration,
procedure that provides AAPS, rather
and the employee then commenced
than an individual employee, with the
a wrongful dismissal action in BC
power to determine whether to advance,
Supreme Court against the University.
settle, or arbitrate grievances pursuant
The University applied for and obtained
to the Arbitration Act. By virtue of a
a stay of these proceedings pursuant to
contract between the University and
s. 15 of the Arbitration Act.
AAPS, AAPS is the exclusive bargaining
representative of management and
The BC Court of Appeal affirmed the
professional staff at the University. The
decision of the BC Supreme Court to
employee in question agreed, at the
grant the stay of proceedings. This
time of his promotion to a management
decision is important in that it affirms
position, that his terms and conditions
that an employer and a non-union
of employment would be those
association have the ability to negotiate
that were set forth in the agreement
an agreement that provides that the
negotiated between the University and
non-union association is the exclusive
AAPS, which included the grievance
bargaining representative of a group
procedure. AAPS and the University
of employees with the power to decide
engage in a process of collective
whether to advance, settle, or arbitrate
bargaining to renew their agreement
grievances, and that if the non-union
every few years, and the employee
association decides not to advance a

February 2014
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COUNSEL COMMENTS
grievance to arbitration the employee will have no recourse to sue his/her employer in
Court. Rather, the employee’s remedy may be to maintain an action against his/her
association for an alleged breach of the common law duty of fair representation. The
Court confirmed that a non-union association does owe its members a common law
duty of fair representation, which serves as the corollary to the association’s status as
exclusive bargaining agent for its members.
In this regard, the employee’s remedy in this non-union situation is similar to the
right of an employee in a unionized situation. Such an employee may not sue his/
her employer if the union will not advance a grievance on his/her behalf, but such an
employee may file a complaint against the union pursuant to the Labour Relations
Code and allege that the union failed in its duty to fairly represent him/her.”
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Ferrari v. University of British Columbia, 2014 BCCA 18
Comments provided by Allan Black, Q.C., Counsel for the Intervenor,
Association of Administrative and Professional Staff

“I

n the recent decision of Ferrari v. University of British Columbia, 2014 BCCA
18, the Court of Appeal of British Columbia (the “Court of Appeal”) made
comments that should be noted by union and non-union bargaining associations alike.
Its comments pertained to the possible consequences for such bargaining associations
when their bylaws or policies do not contain an internal appeal mechanism in respect
of their decisions not to advance particular grievances on their members’ behalves.
The case involved an appeal respecting an application by the University of British
Columbia (the “University”) to stay a wrongful dismissal claim against it by a former
employee who at the time of his dismissal was a member of the Association of
Administrative and Professional Staff (“AAPS”). Agreements between the University
and AAPS provided for the resolution of disputes about the termination of an
employee’s employment via a grievance procedure that included arbitration. While
the agreements gave individual employees the ability to initiate grievances, AAPS had
the exclusive authority to decide whether to advance, settle, or arbitrate grievances.
When AAPS decided not to advance a termination grievance on Mr. Ferrari’s behalf, he
commenced a civil claim against the University for wrongful dismissal. The University
applied to the Supreme Court of British Columbia (the “Supreme Court”) for an
order staying the action. The Supreme Court granted the stay order, in light of the
agreement between the University and AAPS to arbitrate such disputes.
On appeal, the Court of Appeal upheld the Supreme Court’s decision. Mr. Ferrari was
bound by the arbitration agreement between the University and AAPS.
In the process of reaching that conclusion, the Court of Appeal held that AAPS owed
Mr. Ferrari a common-law duty of fair representation, as a corollary of its exclusive
authority to decide whether to advance a grievance to arbitration or not (paras. 58-60).
The Court of Appeal also commented that Mr. Ferrari may potentially have a claim
against AAPS for breach of its duty of fair representation, and that alleged inadequacies
of AAPS’ bylaws would be a consideration in deciding that issue (para. 66). The Court
of Appeal noted that AAPS’ bylaws may have been “inadequate to ensure the necessary

February 2014
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COUNSEL COMMENTS
scrutiny of its decision not to proceed with [Mr. Ferrari’s] grievance” (para. 64). The
bylaws established an Advocacy Committee to represent AAPS members in disputes
with the University about their terms and conditions of employment. However,
neither AAPS’ constitution, nor its bylaws, contained a provision permitting a
member to appeal or review the decisions of the Advocacy Committee (para. 27).
[Prior to the decision in the Court of Appeal, APPS provided for an internal appeal
of decisions of the Advocacy Committee.] The Court of Appeal concluded that in
the circumstances of the case, the only way that Mr. Ferrari could seek a remedy in
respect of his dismissal was to file a duty of fair representation claim against AAPS.
The Court of Appeal did not express a view as to the merits of such a claim.
As a result of the Court of Appeal’s decision in Ferrari v. University of British
Columbia, unions and non-union bargaining associations whose constitutions,
bylaws or policies do not contain mechanisms for the internal appeal of decisions
not to pursue grievances, are leaving themselves open to potential duty of fair
representation claims by their members. At the very least, a union or non-union
bargaining association should have specific policies setting out the procedure for an
internal appeal, and those policies should be brought to the members’ attention.”
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Reliable Mortgages Investment Corp. v. Chan, 2014 BCCA
Areas of Law: Mortgages; Foreclosure; Conversion; Estoppel
~Plaintiff not barred from bringing action for fraud and conversion relating to
mortgage where claims not raised in prior foreclosure proceedings~
CLICK HERE TO ACCESS
THE JUDGMENT

T

he plaintiff applied for an order of foreclosure respecting a mortgage granted to
the defendant. The petition was dismissed on the basis that the mortgage did
not create a valid charge because it was not signed by the defendant. The plaintiff
then commenced an action for fraud and conversion, alleging that the mortgage
was fraudulently executed by the defendant’s nephew, the proceeds deposited into
the defendant’s account and then transferred by the defendant to her nephew. The
defendant applied for an order striking the claim as an abuse of process, alleging
that the issues were dealt with or ought to have been raised in the foreclosure
proceedings. The application to strike was dismissed and the defendant appealed.

Did You Know?
We offer part-time and non-practicing lawyers
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1.888.687.3404
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Reliable Mortgages Investment Corp. v. Chan,

(cont.)

APPELLATE DECISION

A

ppeal dismissed. Issue estoppel did not apply. The issue in the foreclosure
proceeding concerned the validity of the mortgage as between the plaintiff and
defendant. In the instant case, the issue was whether the defendant, in transferring
the funds at her nephew’s request, was negligent or willfully blind. Cause of action
estoppel also did not apply. It could not be said that the plaintiff ought to have
brought forward the conversion claim in the foreclosure action; that claim did not
go to the root of the mortgage claim. Finally, the present claim did not involve relitigation of matters arising in the foreclosure action.
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Powell v. Levesque, 2014 BCCA 33
Areas of Law: Family law; Maintenance; Variation
~Retirement and consequent reduction in income constituting “material change in
circumstance” warranting termination of spousal support order~
CLICK HERE TO ACCESS
THE JUDGMENT

T

he appellant and respondent separated after an eight-year marriage-like
relationship. They executed a separation agreement that divided their assets,
allocated their debts, and provided that the appellant would pay the respondent
spousal support. During their relationship, the appellant was employed by the
Canadian Armed Forces (“CAF”) as a navy steward. Subsequently the respondent
applied to vary the agreed upon support and for a share of the appellant’s CAF
pension. The matter was resolved by way of a consent order that expressly set aside
the terms of the separation agreement and provided for the respondent’s spousal
support and a division of the appellant’s pension. After twelve years of paying
spousal support and upon her retirement from the CAF after 26 years of service,
the appellant applied to vary her support obligation. The respondent suffered from
a number of medical problems which rendered her unemployable. The chambers
judge dismissed the application on the basis that the appellant had failed to
establish a material change in circumstances.

SOME OF ONPOINT’S RECENT WORK:
Bon Voyage
Our client anticipated that opposing counsel on a difficult file would
ambush with a summary trial application while our client was away on an
extended holiday. In order to ensure that the file was under control before
he departed, he asked us to research and draft the law on summary trial and
equitable set-off so that we would be prepared to assist his colleague who
would be responsible for the file in our client’s absence. Our client had one
less thing to handle before leaving, and could enjoy his holiday knowing the
file was under control.
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Powell v. Levesque ,

(cont.)

APPELLATE DECISION

A

ppeal allowed. The appellant’s retirement from the military with its attendant
reduction in income was a material change of circumstances. Her earning
capacity was also diminished as a result of health issues. The law does not
require a payor spouse to maintain spousal support at a level that forces them to
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COUNSEL COMMENTS

Powell v. Levesque, 2014 BCCA 33
Comments provided by Nichola J.W. Reid, counsel for the Appellant

“T

he decision in the
when a spouse begins to receive
Court below reflected
a pension if the agreement
two themes, the first being
or order does not address
that disability and resulting
whether or not support may
need of one spouse is the
be reviewed under section
overarching concern and
168. In Levesque, because of
second, that an agreement
the circumstances, including
about support with no
the duration for which support
Nichola J.W. Reid
provision for variation,
had already been paid, the
required a higher than unusual
Court did not find it necessary to
threshold to meet the test for a
address double dipping, ie., should
material change in circumstances.
the portion of the divided pension
The Court of Appeal has now
be taken into consideration on a
confirmed that:
spousal support review? If you are
considering an application under
1. An agreement is not a
section 169, close attention should
consideration on a variation
be paid to paras 63 to 65 of Boston v
application, unless the
Boston 2001, SCC 43. Para 65 states:
agreement contemplates the
circumstances giving rise to
“Double recovery may be
variation, and
permitted where the payor
spouse has the ability to pay,
where the payee spouse has
2. Disability, even on a variation
made a reasonable effort to
application, in the context
use the equalized assets in an
of support, particularly in
income-producing way and,
medium term relationships
despite this, an economic
does not trump the application
hardship from the marriage or
of the SSAG including
duration.
its breakdown persists. Double
recovery may also be permitted
However, section 169 of the FLA
in spousal support orders/
now provides for an automatic review

February 2014
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COUNSEL COMMENTS
agreements based mainly on need as opposed to compensation, which is not the
case in this appeal.” [emphasis added]
Therefore, when preparing material, consideration should be given to:
a. The use to which the already divided pension has been put, or the income which
it could produce, and
b. Whether the need has its genesis in the marriage.”

24

OnPoint Legal Research | Take Five

604.879.4280 | info@onpointlaw.com

Who is OnPoint?

O

nPoint is a
law firm of
research lawyers,
all of whom have
completed clerkships
and litigated with
downtown law firms.
“OnPoint has always
performed in a
timely, effective and
professional manner
and has done excellent
work at a reasonable
price. We do not
hesitate to use their
services.”

For over 15 years, our firm has completed
research and writing projects for lawyers in the
private and public sectors, from case summaries
to complex memoranda and facta.
Many of our clients consider using our services
as equivalent to relying upon work completed
by in-house associates, and add a measure
of profit accordingly when billing their own
clients.
T.604.879.4280
F.604.648.8930
info@onpointlaw.com
www.onpointlaw.com

Larry Kahn, QC and
Marvin Lithwick,
Kahn Zack Ehrlich
Lithwick

“OnPoint’s
A note aboutlawyers
Counselare
Comments:
knowledgeable, efficient, effective
and
reliable.and
Their
is always
The opinions
viewswork
expressed
in
proficient
and timely.
Itopinions
is a pleasure
Counsel Comments
are the
toof work
with them.
Theyandare
the contributing
authors
doan
not
invaluable
resource
to our
firm.”
reflect the opinions
or views
of OnPoint.

“All of us at Taylor Veinotte
Sullivan use OnPoint’s researchers
on our cases. OnPoint’s expertise
in a wide range of complicated
commercial litigation is invaluable
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real costs savings to our clients”
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