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“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.” 

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

  We are a firm of legal 
research lawyers. 

For over 14 years, we have 
completed research and 
writing projects for lawyers in 
the private and public sectors 
in B.C. and Alberta. 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.

 

Who is OnPoint Legal Research?

             

Who We Are: 
Our research lawyers are well versed with both 
traditional research sources and the latest in research 
technology. They are academics -- all have completed a 
clerkship in B.C. or Alberta. In addition, they have all 
had the benefit of obtaining essential practice experience 
as lawyers with major downtown law firms. 

What We Do:
Our research lawyers possess diverse legal backgrounds, 
enabling us to handle projects of any size on any issue. 
We work closely with our clients to ensure that we have a 
thorough understanding of the scope of the project, the 
specific issues involved, and the perimeters of the desired 
end product. We complete a variety of projects for our 
clients, from case summaries to complex memoranda 
and facta. 

How to Contact Us:

t. 1.888.894.4280
e. info@onpointlaw.com
w. www.onpointlaw.com   

“Our litigation firm does not have the resources 
to do quick or extensive research, especially 
in the middle of a proceeding.  We find the 
services of OnPoint Legal Research to be 
responsive, effective and good value and we 
have no hesitation in recommending them.” 

Hugh S. McLellan, McLellan Herbert

“OnPoint is a trusted associate for research on 
specialty points of law and document review 
assistance in large cases for my busy sole practice.  
Sarah and her team never let me down.  

On time, on budget …On Point.”

Morag MacLeod, Morag MacLeod LC

Sarah Picciotto, B.A., LL.B.                                                   
Founder



Still trying to find time to tweet, blog, comment, and get linked in?

OnPoint Legal Research has designed four packages to make it easy for you to discover the 
benefits of social media marketing. We provide articles on recent and relevant case law to 

enable you to keep in contact with your existing clients and to acquire new ones. 

We do the legal writing, you do the posting.

A. Basic Case Summary	 B. Case Summary of Choice

C. Case Summary 
      with Counsel Comments

D. Create Your Own Article

Select one of the cases we have featured in 
Take Five and we will create a case summary 
of that decision appropriate for an audience 
of non-lawyers. 

Price breaks for purchases of 3,6, and 12 future 
articles.	

Select a recent decision relevant to your 
practice area and we summarize it in an 
article written for an audience of non-
lawyers.

Price breaks for purchases of 3,6, and 12 future 
articles.

Select a recent decision relevant to your 
practice area and we summarize it in an 
article written for an audience of non-law-
yers. We also interview counsel involved in 
the decision to obtain their comments for 
inclusion in the article.

Price breaks for purchases of 3,6, and 12 future 
articles.

Nobody knows better than you do what 
would be of interest to your clients and 
potential clients. We can research and 
prepare an article on any ground-breaking 
legal issue.
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The School Act, 
R.S.A. 2000, c. 

S-3 (the “Act”) governs 
the relationships 
between teachers and 
school boards, and 
section 101 of the Act 
specifically deals with 
temporary contracts 
of employment for 
teachers. Section 
101(2) sets out the 
start and end dates 
for a temporary 
teaching contract and 
s. 101(2)(b) specifies 
that a temporary 
contract will end 
the earlier of either 
the next June 30th 
after commencement 
of the contract or a 
“date” provided for in 
the contract. Section 
101(3) states that, 
notwithstanding s. 

101(2)(b), a temporary contract may be terminated 
upon providing 30 days written notice by either 
party to the contract. The standard form of contract 
for temporary teachers provides that a contract can 
terminate the earlier of either the next June 30th after 
the commencement date or on “the availability of a 
teacher holding a continuing or probationary contract 
who requires placement”. This action began as a 
grievance filed by the Alberta Teachers’ Association 
(the “ATA”) against the Edmonton School District 
No. 7 (the “ESD7”) on the basis that their standard 
form contract contravened the Act, and in particular, 
that it allowed for ESD7 to be able to terminate the 
contract immediately on the happening of an event, 
without having to provide 30 days written notice. 
The grievance was heard by an Arbitration Board (the 
“Board”) who found in favour of the ATA. It held that 
the word “date” in s. 101(2)(b) must be a specific date, 
not an event in the future, and based this decision on 
the unreasonableness that would result if a teacher 
was required to provide 30 days written notice while 
ESD7 was not. ESD7 applied for judicial review. The 
chambers judge considered the applicable standard 
of review and applied that standard to uphold the 
Board’s decision.

Edmonton School District No. 7 v. Alberta Teachers’ Association, 
2013 ABCA 155
Areas of Law:   Grievance; Judicial Review of Arbitration Board; Contract Interpretation

~Administration of education policy objectives did not trump clear language expressed in contract or 
negative impact on teachers~

 BACKGROUND
CLICK HERE TO ACCESS 

THE JUDGEMENT

http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca155/2013abca155.pdf
http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca155/2013abca155.pdf
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APPELLATE DECISION

Edmonton School District No. 7, (cont.)

The appeal was 
dismissed. The 

chambers judge had 
appropriately selected 
the reasonableness 
standard to apply to her 
review of the Board’s 
decision, and in applying 
the reasonableness 
standard, there was 
“justified, transparency 
and intelligibility within 
the decision-making 
process” and the decision 
fell within a range of 
possible, acceptable 
outcomes which are 
defensible in respect of 
the facts and law. Based 

on the two-step analysis set out in Dunsmuir v. 
New Brunswick, 2008 SCC 9, the Court found that 
jurisprudence already held that reasonableness was 
the appropriate standard to apply in this case, and 
the Court did not need to visit the second stage 
contextual analysis.  Further, case law also held 
that deference is given to administrative decisions 
relating to the interpretation of a tribunal’s 
enabling statues and other closely related statutes. 
The chambers judge had properly applied the 
reasonableness standard to the Board’s decision that 
ESD7’s standard form of contract contravened the 
Act. The Board had reasonably considered the word 
“date” in s. 101(2)(b) as it related to the context 
of that section, to the relevant sections relating to 
the employment scheme in the Act, and to the Act 
as a whole. It had also considered the difficulties 
that would arise for ESD7, but found that these 
did not outweigh the detrimental impact ESD7’s 
interpretation would have on temporary teachers. 

Personal Injury
Family Law

Wills & Estates

403.255.2636
www.vogel-llp.ca

http://www.vogel-llp.ca/
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In 2004, Nexxtep entered 
into an agreement with 

Talisman to purchase all 
of Talisman’s petroleum 
and natural gas (“P&NG”) 
rights in a specific area, 
particularly, from the 
base of the Manville to 
the base of the Pekisko. 
Of the assets acquired 
from Talisman, Nexxtep 
specifically chose not to 
purchase a certain well 
(the “2-16 well”), as it 
was believed to have 
been producing from 

a formation outside the area specified in the 
P&NG rights acquired. After the acquisition, 
Nexxtep discovered that the 2-16 well was 
actually producing from a gas pool located 
within the area it had purchased from Talisman. 
Nexxtep requested that Talisman suspend 
production from the 2-16 well, but Talisman 
refused. Litigation ensued with Nexxtep suing 
Talisman in trespass and conversion. Nexxtep 
obtained a pool delineation order from the 
Energy Resources Conservation Board (the 
“Board”) stating that the pool in which the 
2-16 well was producing from was located 
within the zone purchased by Nexxtep. Due to 
the uncertainty with respect to Talisman’s rights 
to produce from the 2-16 well, the Board also 

 BACKGROUND

Nexxtep Resources Ltd. v. Alberta (Energy Resources Conservation Board), 
2013 ABCA 186
Areas of Law:   Applications for Hearing and for Review and Variance; Well Licence 
Suspension; Hydrocarbons

~Applicants for hearing and for review and variance of decisions of Energy Resources Conservation 
Board required to provide sufficient evidence at “preliminary question” stage~

CLICK HERE TO ACCESS 
THE JUDGEMENT

http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca186/2013abca186.pdf
http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca186/2013abca186.pdf
http://www.tvsbarristers.com
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Nexxtep Resources Ltd. v. Alberta,  (cont.) 

suspended Talisman’s 
well licence pending the 
outcome of the litigation 
on the ownership of 
the 2-16 well and the 
pool from which it 
was producing. After 
two and a half years of 
litigation, the Court 
ruled that Talisman 
had not conveyed to 
Nexxtep its P&NG 
rights in the zone in 
which the 2-16 well was 
producing and therefore 
Talisman was entitled to 
produce from the 2-16 
well. Shortly after the 
Court’s ruling, Talisman 
applied to the Board to 
rescind the 2-16 well 
licence suspension. The 
Board gave Nexxtep 
four days to provide 
comments in response to 
Talisman’s application. 
Nexxtep requested the 
well licence suspension 
to remain in place 
pending an appeal of 

the Court’s ruling on ownership, but had not 
asked for a hearing of Talisman’s application. 
Later that month, the Board rescinded the well 
licence suspension without a hearing on the 
basis of the Court’s ruling that Talisman owned 
the pool from which the well was producing 
and that the suspension was only to remain in 
place pending such a court ruling on ownership. 
In response, Nexxtep applied for a hearing of 
Talisman’s application to rescind the well licence 
suspension and for a review and variance of the 
Board’s decision. Importantly, these applications 
were made on the assumption that the Court’s 
ruling was correct on ownership. Nexxtep based its 
applications solely on the assertion that rescission 
of the well licence suspension had the potential to 
directly and adversely affect its rights as production 
from well could drain other productive zones 
owned by Nexxtep. A lengthy process followed 
and three months later, the Board dismissed both 
of Nexxtep’s applications. In response, Nexxtep 
sought leave to appeal the Board’s dismissal of its 
applications on questions of law and jurisdiction. 
Particularly, that that Board erred in requiring 
Nexxtep to provide evidence at the “preliminary 
question” stage and that such was an unfair and 
inappropriate standard of proof when the only 
issue to determine was whether there ought to be 
a hearing or that the Board’s decision ought to be 
reviewed. 
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Nexxtep Resources Ltd. v. Alberta,  (cont.) 

The evidentiary 
burden on an 

applicant for a review 
and variance is to raise 
“a substantial doubt 
as to the correctness 
of the Board’s order, 
decision or direction”. 
Nexxtep had not 
provided any evidence 
that its hydrocarbons 
were being drained 
from production of the 
2-16 well and therefore 
had not shown it was 

affected. There was no evidence that the areas owned 
by Nexxtep within the vicinity of the 2-16 well 
even had productive potential. Therefore, without 
evidence provided by Nexxtep to raise a substantial 
doubt as to its decision, the Board had not erred in 
law in refusing Nexxtep’s application for review and 
variance of its decision. With respect to Nexxtep’s 
application for a hearing, the Board had properly 
exercised its discretion to refuse the application 
on the basis that Nexxtep had also not provided 
evidence to support its claim that it might be affected 
or impacted by the Board’s decision to rescind the 
well licence suspension. Since Nexxtep had not even 
drilled a well capable of production in the area in 
which it alleged its hydrocarbons were being drained 
by the 2-16 well, it was therefore not affected. 

Suite 1100 
1177 West Hastings Street 
Vancouver, BC, V6E 4T5 
Telephone: 604.687.4544 
Facsimile: 604.687.4577 
www.bmmvaluations.com

Blair Mackay Mynett 
Valuations Inc. 

is the leading independent business 

valuation and litigation support practice 

in British Columbia. Our practice focus 

is on business valuations, mergers  

and acquisitions, economic loss claims, 

forensic accounting and other litigation 

accounting matters. We can provide 

your clients with the knowledge and 

experience they require.

Left to Right: 
Vern Blai r, Cheryl Shearer, Robert D. Mackay,  

Kiu Ghanavizchian, Chad Rutquist,  
Gary M. W. Mynett, Chris Halsey-Brandt,  

Andy Shaw, Jeff P. Matthews, Farida Sukhia

APPELLATE DECISION

http://www.bmmvaluations.com
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Allen v Alberta (Law Enforcement Review Board), 2013 ABCA 187
Areas of Law:    Law Enforcement; Unlawful or Unnecessary Exercise of Authority; “Reasonable and 
Probably Grounds”; Strip Search

~”Reasonable and probable grounds” requires objectively justifiable subjective belief~

 BACKGROUND

While on patrol, 
Detective 

Allen and a colleague 
encountered the 
complainant smoking 
a marijuana cigarette 
behind a hotel. The 
complainant was 
uncooperative and 
arrested by Detective 
Allen for possession of a 
controlled substance. He 
was transported back to 
the police station where 
Detective Allen directed 
the complainant to 
remove all of his clothing 
down to his underwear 
in order to search his 
clothing for other 
drugs. After finding no 
additional drugs on the 
complainant, Detective 
Allen did not lay any 
charges and released 
the complainant from 
custody. As a result of 

these actions, Detective Allen was charged with two 
disciplinary offences. However, only the offence of 
“Unlawful or Unnecessary Exercise of Authority” 
for unnecessarily detaining, transporting and 
conducting a modified strip search, was subject 
to this appeal. The charges were heard by the 
Presiding Officer, who heard conflicting evidence 
from the parties. The Presiding Officer had found 
that the complainant had been uncooperative 
with his actions “amounting to token defiance”. 
However, he also found that once Detective Allen 
had handcuffed the complainant behind the hotel, 
he was in a sufficient position to conduct a frisk 
search and therefore was not justified in taking the 
complainant back to the police station for a more 
intense search. The decision of the Presiding Officer 
was upheld by the Law Enforcement Review Board 
(“Board”), concluding that while Detective Allen 
had “possible grounds” to conduct a “strip search,” 
he did not have “probable grounds”. The main 
issues before the Court of Appeal were whether 
Detective Allen had unnecessarily conducted a 
“strip search” and, in particular, whether the test 
for “reasonable and probable” grounds requires a 
probability of finding more drugs.

CLICK HERE TO ACCESS 
THE JUDGEMENT

http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca187/2013abca187.pdf
http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca187/2013abca187.pdf


OnPoint Legal Research  |  Take Five

604.879.4280  |  info@onpointlaw.com

10

10

Allen v Alberta (Law Enforcement Review Board),  (cont.) 

APPELLATE DECISION

As the Board does not 
have expertise in 

criminal law, the main 
issues arising from their 
decision were reviewed 
on a correctness standard. 
The Board argued that 
the search conducted by 
Detective Allen was a 
“modified strip search” and 
not a true “strip search” 
as it had not involved the 
exposure of any private 
body parts. The Court 
of Appeal agreed with 
describing Detective Allen’s 
search as a “modified strip 
search”, but stated that it 
was closer to a “strip search” 
than other less intense types 
of searches. The Presiding 
Officer had been reasonable 
in concluding that neither 
an intensive search nor 
taking the complainant to 
the police station for the 
search, were justified for 
the relatively minor offence 
arrest with no objective 
risk of weapons. However, 
Detective Allen was faced 

with a trade-off as the removal of clothing 
allowed him to conduct a search without 
having to physically touch the complainant, 
whereas an intensive frisk search would have 
required actual physical touching. Balancing 
those factors, the Court of Appeal concluded 
that it had not been unreasonable for 
Detective Allen to have chosen to conduct a 
“modified strip search” at the police station. 
The other main issue on appeal was whether 
Detective Allen had “reasonable and probable” 
grounds to search the complainant. The 
Board had erred in interpreting this test to 
require a finding that there was a probability 
that more drugs would be found. This does 
not require the police to show an objective 
probability or a 50% statistical probability 
as alleged by the Board. Instead, the test 
requires proving that Detective Allen had 
subjectively believed he had grounds and that 
his subjective belief was objectively justifiable. 
Therefore, the appeal was granted as the Board 
had erred in determining that “reasonable and 
probable grounds” required a probability of 
finding more drugs instead of applying the 
proper test of whether an informed objective 
bystander would consider it unreasonable for 
Detective Allen to hold his subjective belief 
that he had grounds to conduct a search in 
the circumstances. The matter was remitted 
back to the Board for reconsideration.
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Karagic v Alberta Veterinary Medical Association, 2013 ABCA 169
Areas of Law:  Veterinary Medicine; Unprofessional Conduct; Assessment; Fracture; Radiograph

~Despite accuracy of diagnosis, lack of full assessment resulted in unprofessional conduct~

Dr. Karagic is a 
doctor of veterinary 

medicine. He was 
involved in the assessment 
and treatment of a dog, 
Mogli, who presented 
with a leg fracture. For 
his assessment, Dr. 
Karagic had taken a single 
radiograph of Mogli’s leg. 
He had chosen not to 
take a second radiograph 
on the basis that taking 
radiographs of an animal 
requires anaesthetization, 
and he believed he had 
sufficient information 

from the single radiograph to diagnose the injury. 
Based on the radiograph, he diagnosed Mogli with a 
broken femur and advised Mogli’s owners that surgery 
was necessary and could be performed either at his 
clinic or a specialty clinic. The initial surgery involved 
plating; however, Dr. Karagic felt that the plating 
was not adequate to deal with Mogli’s injuries and 
advised his owners that a second surgery involving 
pinning was necessary. Mogli ended up having three 
surgeries performed and the owners of Mogli brought 
a complaint to the hearing tribunal (the “Tribunal”) 
of the Council of the Alberta Veterinary Medical 
Association (the “Council”). The Tribunal found Dr. 
Karagic guilty of unprofessional conduct for having 
failed to properly assess Mogli’s injuries and maintain 
proper medical records. The Tribunal was of the 
belief that a single radiograph of Mogli’s leg was not 

 BACKGROUND
CLICK HERE TO ACCESS 

THE JUDGEMENT

WE SERVE...
INSURANCE
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T (604) 444-5182   •   F (604) 444-0746   •   stephen@csrinvestigations.com

CSR Investigations Inc. [BC Take Five].indd   1 1/23/2013   8:50:19 PM

http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca169/2013abca169.pdf
http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca169/2013abca169.pdf
http://www.csrinvestigations.com
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Dr. Karagic alleged that 
two radiographs were not 

required in order to diagnose 
Mogli with a fractured femur. 
He argued that the first 
radiograph was clear and that his 
diagnosis was uncontradicted. 
He argued that Mogli did not 
actually experience the other 
injuries that Council’s witnesses 
stated could have been possible 
and therefore their evidence was 
hypothetical.  He thus alleged 
there was no evidence that 
his assessment was inaccurate 
or that multiple radiographic 
views would have altered his 
assessment. The Court of Appeal 
disagreed with Dr. Karagic’s 
position. The inaccuracy of 
Dr. Karagic’s assessment did 
not result from the diagnosis, 
but rather from his failure to 
complete a full assessment by 
taking a least two radiographic 
views to properly provide for 

future treatment. Regardless of whether Dr. 
Karagic was correct in his diagnosis, the 
Court of Appeal agreed with the Council’s 
decision that “a reasonably competent 
practitioner would be aware that an injury of 
this magnitude has the potential for further 
injuries, which might only be revealed with 
additional radiographs”. Dr. Karagic’s referral 
of Mogli to surgery without having fully 
assessed him for other potential injuries fell 
below the standard of professional conduct of 
a doctor of veterinary medicine. With respect 
to the Council’s finding that Dr. Karagic was 
also guilty of unprofessional conduct on the 
basis that he failed to properly document a key 
treatment communication between himself 
and Mogli’s owners was also upheld. The only 
published standard at the time stated that the 
“medical and surgical record contain sufficient 
information to indicate the assessment of 
the patient, planned treatment and results 
of necropsy if applicable”. The Court of 
Appeal agreed with the Council’s finding that 
the failure of Dr. Karagic to document his 
discussion with Mogli’s owners regarding the 
second surgery was a “glaring deficit” and fell 
below a minimum standard of professional 
conduct.

APPELLATE DECISION

Karagic v Alberta Veterinary Medical Association, (cont.) 

sufficient to properly determine 
the extent of his injuries. 
Further, the Tribunal found 
that a failure to document an 
important communication 
between Dr. Karagic and 

Mogli’s owners with respect to the choice and 
reasons for undertaking the second surgery 
(the pinning) fell below the standard required 
of his profession. The Council upheld the 
Tribunal’s decision and Dr. Karagic appealed 
the Council’s decision.
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Lutz v Lutz, 2013 ABCA 159
Areas of Law:   Real Property; Joint Tenants; Bare Trustee; Brothers

~Separate analyses required for determinations of joint tenancy and trust relationship~

 BACKGROUND

In 1999, two brothers, 
Eric Lutz and Lucas Lutz, 

purchased a residential 
property together in 
Calgary, registering both 
of their names on title as 
joint tenants. At the time 
of the purchase, Eric was 
25 years old and Lucas was 
19 years old. Both brothers 
had co-signed a mortgage 
to finance the purchase 
of their new home as well 
as a second mortgage to 
cover their down payment. 
However, they did not 
prepare any written 
agreement concerning 
the ownership, use or 
occupation of the property. 
Both brothers lived together 
in the house until 2006, 
when Eric moved out and 
ceased contributing to the 
mortgage payments by 
stopping payments of any 
kind. After Eric left, Lucas 
applied to the Court to 
sever their joint tenancy 

and transfer title solely into his name without 
any compensation to Eric. Eric agreed to 
severing the joint tenancy and transferring 
the property exclusively into Lucas’ name, but 
only on the basis that he be compensated for 
his alleged equity in the property. The facts 
surrounding the arrangement between the 
brothers respecting the property were highly 
disputed. Lucas stated that Eric was only a 
renter without ownership in the property, 
and that the only reason Eric was a co-signer 
on the mortgages was to help him obtain a 
mortgage since he could not do so by himself. 
Eric, on the other hand, stated that the 
property was purchased as a shared investment 
between the brothers to help them both build 
enough equity to purchase their own separate 
homes in the future. He alleged that time 
to time he contributed to the insurance and 
utilities, and made improvements to the house. 
Further, he alleged that his monthly payments 
were designed to contribute to the mortgage 
and that his lapses in payments were due to a 
lack of employment for a period when he was 
injured. The main issue before the chambers 
judge was whether Eric Lucas was a joint 
tenant. Of the four certainties, unity of title 
and unity of time had been established, but the 
judge could not find any unity of possession 

CLICK HERE TO ACCESS 
THE JUDGEMENT

http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca159/2013abca159.pdf
http://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abca/doc/2013/2013abca159/2013abca159.pdf
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Eric appealed the decision 
of the chambers judge 

on the basis that she had 
erred in finding he was not a 
joint tenant, in finding that 
he was a bare trustee, and in 
reaching her decision on a 
summary basis even though 
material facts were disputed 
between the parties. The 
analysis to determine whether 
a party is a joint tenant is not 
the same analysis required 
to determine whether a 
party is a trustee. In this case 

there was no presumption of a resulting 
trust as both parties contributed money to 
purchase the property, which was prima 
facie evidence that each acquired ownership 
interest. Since no presumption arose, the 
onus was on Lucas to establish that he was 
the sole beneficial owner. The chambers 
judge had not conducted an analysis to 
determine whether Lucas had discharged 
this onus and, due to the conflicting nature 
of the evidence, neither could the Court of 
Appeal. Additionally, issues of credibility 
would likely arise and would require a trial. 
The appeal was allowed and the matter was 
remitted to the Court of Queen’s Bench.

APPELLATE DECISION

Lutz v Lutz, (cont.)

or unity of interest. Lucas 
had occupied the master 
bedroom while Eric lived 
in the basement apartment 
where other tenants 
occasionally lived. Lucas had 
paid the mortgage and taxes 
each month while Eric made 
intermittent payments of 
$400 per month, which the 
chambers judge found was 

an amount similar to what other occasional 
renters paid. Further, once Eric moved out 
in 2006 and stopped making any payments, 
he completely stopped expressing any 
interest in the property until it was time 
to renew the mortgage. Based on these 
findings, she concluded on a summary basis 
that Eric was not a joint tenant, but instead 
held his interest in the property as a bare 
trustee for the benefit of Lucas. 
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Legal Research: From Issues to Solutions 2013

OnPoint Legal Research L.C. has been researching and preparing 
memoranda and facta for other lawyers for over 14 years. In the 

fourth annual presentation of this course, OnPoint research lawyers 
and guest research specialists from Davis LLP, Borden Ladner 
Gervais, and Dentons Canada LLP will draw from their experience 
to demonstrate how to map out research strategies, examine which 
resources to use to tackle various problems, and navigate through 
electronic sources. We will provide countless “insider” tips, discuss 
legislative research techniques, and lead an interactive session on 
how to approach a sample legal issue. 

Who should attend?

We have created this course for all 
levels. It is appropriate for senior 
lawyers wanting a refresher course or 
needing to be updated on the lastest 
techniques, junior lawyers wishing 
to become better researchers, and 
students wanting to start off their 
careers with valuable tips from 
research specialists. 

Paralegals will also benefit from this 
course.



Legal Research: From Issues to Solutions 2013

Ellen Vandergrift, OnPoint Legal Research- Ellen clerked at the Court 
of Appeal of Alberta before articling and practicing at Fraser Milner 
Casgrain. She subsequently spent several years as legal counsel to the 
Queen’s Bench and has now been with OnPoint for over eight years. She 
is well-suited to appellate work and particularly enjoys researching and 
analyzing complex legal issues and preparing facta. 

Our Panel Knows Research

Chair: Sarah Picciotto, Founder of OnPoint Legal Research- As a 
clerk to the B.C.S.C. in 1998, Sarah learned the importance of sound legal 
research. She gained practical experience as a litigator with Edwards 
Kenny & Bray before leaving practice to establish OnPoint in 2000. Sarah 
is committed to providing OnPoint’s clients with a competitive edge. 
She is dedicated to ensuring that OnPoint produces nothing less than 
exceptional work and offers outstanding service.

Monika Gehlen, Davis LLP- Monika is a partner with Davis LLP, where 
she specializes in written advocacy, appellate practice, legal opinions, and 
strategic advice. As a member of the firm's Legal Research and Litigation 
Practice Groups, Monika has extensive experience in the research and 
analysis of complex legal issues.

Do-Ellen Hansen, Borden Ladner Gervais- As a partner at Borden Ladner 
Gervais, Do-Ellen provides complex research analysis and advice on diverse 
legal issues to private and Crown corporations, banks, and insurers. In the 
course of her practice, she regularly prepares legal opinions and analyses, 
litigation briefs, and legal arguments for trials, appeals, and arbitrations.



Michelle Maniago, Borden Ladner Gervais-Michelle Maniago practises 
in the area of civil litigation and arbitration at Borden Ladner Gervais, with 
an emphasis on commercial and corporate disputes. She also practises 
as a legal research lawyer and works with both solicitors and litigators 
to prepare legal opinions. Prior to joining the firm, Michelle had the 
opportunity to hone her legal research skills as a clerk with the B.C.C.A.

Legal Research: From Issues to Solutions 2013

Meghan Maddigan, Legal Community Liason, Courthouse Libraries BC- 
Meghan is the point person for training at the library and is committed 
to helping lawyers succeed in their practice through outreach. Prior to 
joining Courthouse Libraries BC in 2010, Meghan practiced law for five 
years with a small firm where she gained first-hand experience learning 
what is required to conduct successful legal research in private practice.

Eric Sherbine, Dentons Canada LLP- Eric Sherbine is a Research 
Specialist with Dentons Canada LLP, where he provides legal and business 
research services.   He has substantial legal research experience in both 
Canada and the United States.  Prior to immigrating to Canada, he 
practiced as an employment and labour lawyer in the US. 



Agenda-  Legal Research: From Issues to Solutions 2013

8:30- 9:00     Registration and Pastries and Coffee

9:00- 9:15     Welcome from Sarah Picciotto, Founder of OnPoint 

9:15- 10:00   Ellen Vandergrift- “Starting Out on the Expedition and Staying on the Right  Course”

              - The importance of paper and online secondary materials in legal research (texts, digests,  
                encyclopedias and course materials)
              - Tips on the best secondary sources to use and how to make the most of them
              - Making good research choices- when to stop, when to take a different path, when to   
                check back with the client or supervising lawyer

10:00-10:45  Do-Ellen Hansen, Michelle Maniago and Ellen Vandergrift- "Navigating the   
  Electronic Terrain, Part One: The General"

             - Insider tips from research lawyers who perform computer research every day               
              - Tips on how to construct effective searches and manage search results
              - Noting up as an essential research tool
                           

10:30- 10:45  Coffee break 

10:45- 12:00  Do-Ellen Hansen, Michelle Maniago and Ellen Vandergrift- "Navigating the   
  Electronic Terrain, Part Two: The Specific"

  - Pointers on when to use which resource for what task
   - Cost-efficient uses of electronic resources
  - Important resources for keeping current

 12:00- 1:00   Lunch (on your own, but save room for Full Afternoon Tea Service at 2:30)

 1:00- 2:00      Meghan Maddigan- "Tackling Legislative Research Like a Pro”

              - Making it modern: How to ensure you are looking at the most current, in-force laws 
              - So many sources, so little time: Where to start and finish when looking at legislation
                           - Working backwards: How to trace specific provisions through time
                           - Who said what: Finding judicial consideration of legislation



2:00- 2:30      Eric Sherbine, "Handling American Research Sources"
                      - Available resources for specific tasks
              - Free vs. paid sources
                           - What can you reasonably expect to research without U.S. training 
              - Answers to lawyers' commonly asked questions about conducting U.S. research
                           
2:30- 2:45      Break- Prepare for Full Afternoon High Tea Service during next presentation

2:45-3:15       Monika Gehlen , "Presenting Your Work- Writing to Win"             
               - Tips for better written advocacy
             - Factum writing 
  
3:15- 4:15      Group Panel- “Time to Take the Plunge: A Sample Research Issue, Step By Step”

Agenda (cont.)

Research 
to a 

T

We are pleased to be serving Four Seasons' full afternoon tea during our 
afternoon presentation. Enjoy an assortment of finger sandwiches, scones 
with Devonshire cream, opera cake, French macarons, lemon tartlets, and 

other assorted petit fours, along with a selection of teas or coffee.



Date:   November 28, 2013- 9:00 to 4:15 (registration and light continental breakfast   
   starts at 8:30) 
Format:  Live Program with Materials
Feature:           Four Seasons' Full Afternoon High Tea Service at 2:30
Location:  The Four Seasons Hotel, Vancouver
Price:   Really Early Bird (before July 30) Regular: $450; Paralegal: $350; Student: $200
   Early Bird (before Oct.31) Regular: $475; Paralegal: $375; Student: $225
                                       Starting Nov.1: Regular: $525; Paralegal: $425; Student: $265

   
 
SURNAME      GIVEN NAME     INITIAL

FIRM NAME    PHONE      EMAIL     
 

Course Registration Form

Position:  SOLE PRACTIONER        PARTNER        ASSOCIATE        STUDENT        PARALEGAL       
  
 OTHER    __________ Year of Call   ______

I’m paying by:    Cheque Credit Card (MC or VISA)

CARDHOLDER NAME:        CARD NUMBER                                  EXPIRY

   
SIGNATURE:

By Fax:      604.648.8930             By Mail: OnPoint Law Corporation, 178-2498 W.41st Ave, Vancouver, BC  V6M2A7

By Phone:   604.879.4280    Email: info@onpointlaw.com

REGULAR PRICING (Starting Nov.1, 2013)

Regular -------$525 + $26.25 GST = $551.25
Student ------ $265 + $13.25 GST = $278.25
Paralegal ----- $425 + $21.25 GST = $446.25

EARLY BIRD (Register by October 31, 2013)

Regular -------$475 + $23.75 GST = $498.75
Student ------ $225 + $11.25 GST = $236.25
Paralegal ----- $375 + $18.75 GST = $393.75

REALLY EARLY BIRD (Register by July 30, 2013)

Regular -------$450+ $22.50 GST = $47.25
Student ------ $200 + $10.00 GST = $210.00
Paralegal ----- $350+ $17.50 GST = $367.50


