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CHAOS! MAYHEM! DESTRUCTION! 
SILENT READING!

By: Ted Murray, Law III

 A little ways back, at long 
last, the actual demolition of our 
former home, the Curtis Building 
began in earnest.  On February 2nd 
amidst great pomp and ceremony 
(or at least a few of 
us huddled in a mild 
drizzle along with 
a  v i d e o g r a p h e r 
a n d  a  c o u p l e  o f 
photographers), the 
fi rst death blows were 
struck against the 
concrete bunker.  The 
University is defi nitely 
going to  have  to 
fi nd the missing $31 
million or so to pay 
for the new Faculty 
of  Law bui ld ing, 
since all that’s left of 
it now is the library 
and the creepy back side of rooms 
101/102/201.

 Of course, preparations for 
the demolition began way back in 
July when the Board of Governors 
gave fi nal approval to the project.  The 
halls of Curtis became packed with 
a small army of big blue recycling 

bins, approximately 125 of which 
were needed to empty Professor 

Sheppard’s offi ce.  Fortunately, we 
didn’t have to actually empty out 
the LSS offi ce, but only had to put 
stickers on stuff we wanted to keep 
and leave the rest behind.
 By the time school started 

up in September the Curtis 
Building was a seriously 
creepy ghost town.  It just 
sat there being creepy and 
ghosty for no apparent 
reason for  l ike three 
months, until a temporary 
plywood wall was put 
up cutting off the library 
foyer from the rest of the 
building (according to a 
thoroughly substantiated 
rumour this was because 
some homeless dudes had 
set up camp in the couch 
graveyard in Room 169).  
 Final ly,  in  ear ly 

Zombies at the 
SCC: the Fall of 

LDMR
Eric Gauf, Law 1

 Lord Denning, Master of 
Rolls, or as El Jefe abbreviates 
him, LDMR, is a giant in common 
law jurisprudence, especially in 
any area touching on equitable 
matters.  One of his creations, the 
doctrine of fundamental breach, 
has been repeatedly repudiated and 
overwritten by statute in the United 
Kingdom, but it persists in ghastly 
un-death in the Canadian court 
system.  Its repudiation overseas has 
lead our courts to shift away from 
reliance on the concept. However, 
our statutes do not fully cover the 
issue and, until now, the leading 
case on the issue was evenly split 
on the appropriate doctrine to apply 
in examining the application of 
exclusion clauses in contracts.  In 
Hunter Engineering Co. v. Syncrude 

Canada Ltd, [1989] 1 SCR 46, the 
majority of the court concurred in 
the result, but split two and two over 
the analytical approach required 
to reach that conclusion.  Neither 
concurring opinion endorsed the 
doctrine of fundamental breach, 
but  the two frameworks put 
forward, unconscionability and the 
construction of the contract, did not 
conclusively bar fundamental breach 
from being considered.  
 While Chief Justice Dickson 
was “much inclined to lay the 
doctrine of fundamental breach to 
rest” back in 1989, its grave has been 

Words from the Valedictorian
By: Preston Parsons, Law III

 Fellow Graduates, we’ve 
made it. We’ve reached a new 
milestone in our lives and it’s nearly 
time to celebrate. It has been an 
honour to have attended classes 
with you, laughed with you, and 
shared bzzrs (ok, ok, coolers…) 
with you. 
 When I chose to come to 
UBC Law three years ago it was for 
a variety of factors: it was a place 
where I could be comfortable, it had 
an expansive array of courses and 
practical programs, and it is located 
in the most beautiful city on Earth. 

While attending UBC Law was not 
the choice that everyone expected 
me to make – the U of A would have 
been that choice –  it was the choice 
which allowed me to experience 
more, see more, travel more, and 
live more. I grew as a person, my 
life was no longer “predictable,” 
and it led me to get to know many 
of you. 
 Though I was only 22 when 
we began our time at UBC Law, 
the average age of our roughly 200 
person fi rst year class was 26-27; 
an intimidating thing considering 
how much everyone had done with 

their lives already! After all, there 
are those in our grad class who have 
designed clothing lines and danced 
for thousands of people on cruise 
ships. Some have travelled most of 
the world and climbed mountains. 
Others held long, respected careers in 
various fi elds ranging from teaching 
to journalism to the sciences and 
even the justice system itself. Still 
more had already taken on further 
degrees including Masters degrees 
and at least one person already held 
a Ph.D. There are also entrepreneurs 
in our class, athletes, people skilled 
at navigating the real estate market, 
and in my view, some of the most 
gifted of us, those who maintained 
families with young kids at home 
during law school. 
 Your talents did not end there 
though and you all share such unique 
backgrounds and experiences that 
law school would need to be twice 
as long for me to learn of it all. I 
know without a doubt however, that 
I am very lucky and very blessed to 

Curtis  Building (Gina Wu)

Lord Denning, Master of the Rolls

See Valedictorian page 7
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Saying Goodbye
By: Audrey Lim, Erica J. Olmstead, 
Gina Wu, Law IIIs

 We have been Co-Editors of 
The Legal Eye since our fi rst year 
at law school, and we agree that 
while it has involved blood, sweat 
and tears (we’re 
only partly joking 
about the blood 
and tears part), it 
was completely 
and utterly worth 
it. 
 As newly 
m i n t e d  l a w 
students, we were 
e x c i t e d  a b o u t 
the prospect of 
managing our very 
own venture within 
our law school 
community. And 
over the past three 
years, we’ve made 
every monthly issue 
a labour of love. 
 With the help of amazing 
and talented contributors, we were 
able to execute a lot of our plans: 
implementing a new website, 
changing the layout and design of the 
paper, increasing the volunteer pool, 
liaising with the law grad students 
and attracting new advertisers, all the 
while maintaining high journalistic 
standards with informative and 
entertaining articles (optimistically 
speaking). 
 We are so very thankful 
for the writers, photographers, 
web designers, assistant editors, 
distributors (aka paper boys and 
girls) and professors and staff for 
providing us with submissions 
and information. We would like to 
especially thank Career Services 
for consistently submitting their 
monthly articles punctually (and 
even early!). 
 Our three years have quickly 

passed, and we are now more 
than happy to introduce the next 
generation of Editors – Micaela 
Carlson, Alex Boland and Camille 
Chrisholm! Having already helped 
Erica out tremendously while both 

Gina and Audrey 
were gallivanting 
around Europe on 
exchange in the 
fi rst semester, we 
know they are 
more than capable 
of bringing The 
Legal Eye to new 
heights. 
 P a s s i n g 
the torch on to 
the new Editors 
is a bittersweet 
thing... much like 
graduating. While 
we are looking 
forward to the 
next chapter of 
our lives, we can’t 

help but be sentimental about 
our times at UBC Law, juggling 
schoolwork and The Legal Eye. 
But through this experience, we 
have met numerous lovely souls 
who have been our saving grace 
and helped out even when they were 
just as busy. These friendships and 
connections made are invaluable 
and illustrate how The Legal Eye is 
truly a thread between and the voice 
among the law students. 

For us, The Legal Eye represents 
the law school experience – the 
never ending cycle of work and 
learning, the last-minute panic, 
and the forging of new friendships. 
We’re extremely thankful for all 
the experiences, good and bad, and 
for the support we’ve had along the 
way. We urge you all to give your 
ongoing support to our new editors 
in order to make your paper the best 
possible.

about the blood 
and tears part), it 

e x c i t e d  a b o u t 
the prospect of 

community. And 

 P a s s i n g 

repeatedly disturbed, as evidenced 
by the doctrine’s appearance in the 
2006 BC Supreme Court judgement 
in Tercon Contractors Ltd. v. British 
Columbia (Transportation and 
Highways) (2006 BCSC 499).  
While the Supreme Court of Canada 
just handed down a judgement 
(2010 SCC 4) that reversed the BC 
Court of Appeal (2007 BCCA 592) 
and upheld the trial judge’s decision, 
they did so  on different analytical 
grounds.  Both Justice Cromwell for 
the majority and Justice Binnie in 
his dissent attempt to fi nally remove 
the doctrine of fundamental breach 

from the legal repertoire, although 
their language does vary slightly: 
Justice Cromwell would merely lay 
it to rest once more, while Justice 
Binnie would “shut the coffi n on the 
jargon associated with ‘fundamental 
breach’.”
 The Tercon case is somewhat 
more complicated than just the 
death knell for fundamental breach, 
with the main focus of the case 
being the reinforcement of the 
strictures on only accepting bids 
from eligible parties. With respect 
to that issue, Justice Cromwell 
reinforces the existing jurisprudence 
rather than radically changing it.  
Where doctrine of fundamental 

breach arose was in the trial judge’s 
attempt to grapple with the reality 
that the world has moved forward, 
and modern tender contracts also 
include limitation and exclusion 
clauses which attempt to retain the 
balance of control for the issuing 
party.  The trial judge applied it as an 
easy route to voiding the exclusion 
clause, but as mentioned, Justice 
Cromwell and Justice Binnie reject 
fundamental breach entirely, turning 
to examine the construction of the 
exclusion clause.  Their analyses 
come to different conclusions, with 
Justice Cromwell’s majority decision 
finding that the exclusion clause 
contains suffi cient ambiguity that 

after applying the doctrine of contra 
proferentum, the BC government 
could not rely on the exclusion 
clause, but the issue hinges on the 
construction of the contract.
 Exclusion clauses are still a 
complicated topic, especially when 
combined with the demon that is 
Justice Estey’s “contract A/contract 
B” analysis, but assuming that this 
most recent handful of nails holds 
the lid on, fi rst year contracts class 
just got a week shorter.  On behalf 
of all of us to those future law 
students who will never have to 
wrestle with LDMR’s zombifi ed 
creation:  you lucky bastards.

From LDMR page 1

The State of Legal 
Discourse

By: Evan Griffi th, Law I

 “What We Can Get Away 
With”, in last month’s issue,of the 
Legal Eye, detailed the ethical 
implications surrounding Legal 
Counsel to the infamous US water-
boarding use in the US Government’s 
War on Terror. This topic provides 
an opportunity to comment on the 
current state of discussions regarding 
important legal and ethical issues. 
  Many have 
expressed outrage 
that Counsel John 
Yoo and Jay Bybee 
have “gotten away 
with” providing legal 
cover to authorize 
i n t e r r o g a t i o n 
techniques viewed 
as torture.  Some 
members of  the 
political right have 
attacked the Obama 
Administration for 
hiring lawyers who 
represented  Al-
Qaeda detainees 
into the Department 
of Justice.  Each of these criticisms 
refl ects the framing of legal debate 
that is done in sound bites and 
used to further a viewpoint rather 
than serious discussion.  As well, 
they both undermine the ability of 
lawyers to represent unpopular or 
controversial clients or views.
 Criticising Yoo and Bybee’s 
legal analysis as unsound and nearly 
incoherent without examining the 
primary sources opens the door 
to erroroneous conclusions.  The 
claim that in 1981 the US found 
waterboarding to constitute torture 
provides one such example.  This 
assertion gained credence on 
the Internet based on the case of 
United States v. Parker et al.  This 
unreported 1983 case involved four 

Texas law enforcement officers 
who were charged with violating 
and conspiring to violate the civil 
rights of prisoners.  The courts never 
defi ned “torture” at any stage of the 
case, including at the appeal level, 
as the charge was a violation of 
civil rights (see United States v. Lee 
744 F.2d 1124).  In addition to not 
producing a ruling or precedent as to 
whether water-boarding constituted 
torture, the relevant section of 

the U.S. Code on 
Torture had not been 
enacted at the time 
of the case. 
 A f u r t h e r 
criticism that Yoo 
and Bybee relied on 
overturned decisions 
may  s t em f rom 
Internet discussions 
o n  t h e  c a s e  o f 
Ireland v. United 
Kingdom (1978 
ECHR Case No. 
5310/71), where the 
European Court of 

Human Rights found 
that stress positions, 

hooding, continuous noise, sleep 
deprivation, and deprivation of 
food and water did not amount to 
torture.  Some believe that Selmouni 
v. France (1999 ECHR Case No. 
25803/94) leads to a different 
conclusion.  This belief seems to 
be based on an obiter in paragraph 
101 where the Court stated “that 
certain acts which were classifi ed in 
the past as ‘inhuman and degrading 
treatment’ as opposed to ‘torture’ 
could be classified differently in 
the future.”  However, the case did 
not indicate what acts might be 
reclassifi ed. Further, Selmouni was 
the victim of beatings and sexual 
assaults, not activities analysed by 

  Many have 
expressed outrage 
that Counsel John 
Yoo and Jay Bybee 
have “gotten away 
with” providing legal 
cover to authorize 
i n t e r r o g a t i o n 
techniques viewed 
as torture.  Some 
members of  the 
political right have 
attacked the Obama 
Administration for 
hiring lawyers who 

torture, the relevant section of 

See Legal Discourse page 7

Image: Jay Bybee (Wikipedia.org)

Image: Outgoing Editors (from Left) Audrey 
Lim, Gina Wu, and Erica Olmstead 
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We're Still Talking About 
Robert Pickton

A Messge from Your 
President in Verse

See Bijan page 4

By: Alex Boland, Law I

 No doubt you are extremely 
excited to read another article about 
Mr. Pickton. As you may or may 
not be aware, his appeal has made 
its way up through the BC Court 
of Appeal to the Supreme Court 
of Canada. On Thursday, March 
25th the Supreme Court reserved 
judgment. We may have months 
to wait before the fate of Mr. 
Pickton’s 6 second degree murder 
convictions is made certain.. 
 It’s worth re-examining 
the BC Court of Appeal judgment 
which led to the Supreme Court 
appeal. The Court of Appeal split 
2-1, giving Pickton an appeal 
as of right. Without going into 
the facts (I assure you they are 
amazingly gross) there are some 
interesting points discussed, and 
while it’s diffi cult to agree with 
the dissenting judge’s ruling in a 
practical sense, from a principled 
point of view it makes a certain 
amount of sense.
 Throughout the trial the 
Crown proceeded on the theory 
that Mr. Pickton was the sole killer 
in the charges leveled against him. 
C o n s e q u e n t l y, 
Pickton’s defence 
w a s  b u i l t  o n 
m e e t i n g  t h i s 
a rgument ,  and 
p a r t  o f  t h e i r 
defence involved 
showing (fairly 
convincingly) that 
other parties were involved. At 
the end of the trial, in answering 
a question put to him by the jury, 
the judge said that it did not matter 
whether the jury found that it 
was open for the jury to convict 
Pickton even if they found he was 
not the sole responsible party. The 
Defence claims this opens up a 
“new route to liability” which it 
was not given a proper chance to 
address.
 The  major i ty  o f  the 
court rejected this ground of 
appeal, essentially saying that the 
possibility of Pickton being guilty 
as a party was open throughout the 
trial, and arose through common 
sense based both on the evidence 
presented by the Crown and by 
statements made by Pickton 
himself. While the evidence was 
open to the fi nding that someone 
else was involved, none of it tended 
to show that Mr. Pickton was not 
himself involved. In his charge to 
the jury, the trial Judge had properly 
instructed that, fi nding Pickton has 
simply participated in the crimes 
as a party would also be suffi cient 

to fi nd him guilty of murder. This 
refl ects the Supreme Court’s  ruling in 
Thatcher, where the court established 
that it didn’t matter whether a jury 
reached a verdict of guilty based on 
either a theory which had the accused 
as the actual killer or on a theory that  
the accused had ordered the killing. 
Generally the evidence showed that 
throughout the trial, the Crown, 
defence, and the judge all behaved as 
if Pickton could be found guilty as a 
party to the crimes. The “new route 
to liability” was thus not “new” at all, 
and had been fully contemplated by 
all involved.
 Complicating the case is that 
during their deliberations, the jury 
asked the court if they could find 
Pickton responsible for the deaths if 
he “acted indirectly.” This question is  
ambiguous, as it could imply the jury 
was asking either whether they could 
convict Pickton as a co-principal  to 
the crimes with others, or it could 
imply the jury was asking if they 
could convict Pickton for aiding in 
some lesser capacity in the murders. 
The Trial Judge took it to be a question 
about whether the jury could find 
Pickton guilty even if they found 
someone else may have participated 

in the crimes. The 
D e f e n c e  a r g u e s 
that the question 
was so ambiguous 
that the trial judge 
made a procedural 
error by not seeking 
clarification from 
the jury, which led 

to an unsatisfactory response from 
the judge. The majority disagreed 
and found the trial judge’s response 
satisfactory.
 Justice Donald, in dissent, 
would have found for the appellant 
based on the confusion raised by 
this question. Justice Donald took 
it to be the jury asking not just if 
they could convict Mr. Pickton as a 
co-principal to the murders, but also 
whether they could convict based on 
“aiding or abetting.” The failure of 
the Trial Judge to instruct the jury 
on the law of aiding and abetting 
constituted a serious error of law and 
a miscarriage of justice. Because the 
jury was not instructed on aiding and 
abetting they may have convicted 
on acts which did not meet the legal 
standard of aiding and abetting. The 
trial judge should have instructed the 
jury that they could only fi nd guilt if 
they believed beyond a reasonable 
doubt that Pickton was a principal to 
the crime. Justice Donald would have 
ordered a new trial. 
 If the Supreme Court of 
Canada agrees with him, Mr. Pickton 

By: Yun Li, Law II

To my dearest law school family and friends,
With whom the fun and fl avour never ends.

Today, a few thoughts occurred to me,
So here are my future hopes - presently.

Best wishes for the next little while,
You’ll chomp through those exams like a crocodile.

Have a great summer if I don’t see you,
I’ll be jealous if your destination has a seaview

For SAC next year, we’ll party up a storm,
Our events are so unique, we refuse to conform.

For AIC next year, we’ll make student learning matter,
By the end of it all, your intelligence will be fatter.

Thank you again and again for your trust and grace,
If I had really long arms, I’d put you all in 1 embrace.

UBC Law is the best, on Earth or in space,
And with you, together, we’ll rock this place.

Bijan Immortal: 
AMS Presidency in Doubt

By: Sam Loeb, Law III

 Newly elected  has barely been 
in offi ce long enough to stick a cigar in 
anything and he’s already embroiled 
in a shocking scandal. Reports have 
surfaced that Bijan 
(or BJ,  as he’s 
known to his rapidly 
dwindling throng of 
supporters) made a 
deal with the Devil 
a p p r o x i m a t e l y 
3,500 years ago 
allowing Bijan to stay young 
forever.
 The revelation explains 
how the President has been able 
to maintain his boyish appearance 
and youthful glee in spite of his 
seemingly infi nite tenure as a UBC 
student. It  also reveals that he’s 
had the time to send out repeated 
personalized emails to nearly half 
the world’s population because he 
does not need to eat or sleep. 

 There is much confusion as 
to what Bijan sold in exchange for 
immortality. Some have guessed 
that it is an eternity of service to 
student politics at UBC, while others 
maintain he was forced to give up 

his one true love 
– The Dance. 
 The Legal 
Eye  was  ab l e 
t o  a c q u i r e  a 
confi dential copy 
of Bijan’s law 
school application. 

In an apparent slip-up, Bijan recorded 
his date of birth as “Time didn’t 
exist when I was born”. The UBC 
Law Admissions Department was 
left red-faced when presented with 
this information. An admissions 
officer, speaking on condition of 
anonymity, said, “these idiots write 
all sorts of crap on their applications. 
Under ‘minority status’, one moron 
wrote in ‘red-head’ and we still let 

See Pickton page 7

Pickton Farm (Les Bazso, The Province)Pickton Farm (Les Bazso, The Province)

“he emitted a series of “he emitted a series of 
indecipherable, ear-piercing indecipherable, ear-piercing 
shrieks, snarled menacingly, shrieks, snarled menacingly, 

then bounded away on all 
fours”
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Death of  a Hypothetical
By: Eric Gauf, Law I

 In Quebec, the Assembly 
National has introduced a bill 
that heralds the death of one of 
our constitutional professors’ 
favourite hypotheticals: how 
does a full-face covering, 
dec la red  as  a  r e l ig ious 
requirement, interact with 
our society, especially with 
regard to the Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms provisions 
regarding freedom of religion 
and equality?  The niqab, one 
known version of a full-face 
veil, is put forth by certain 
Islamic groups as a religiously 
required garment for women.  
The Quebec Assembly, taking 
its cue from public debate 
in France, has introduced a 
bill banning all government 
employees from wearing full 
face coverings, and denying any 
government-run or government-
funded services to anyone 
wearing such a concealing 
garment.  Their argument is that 
such concealing garments offend 
gender equality and are incompatible 
with French culture.  The bill 
builds on a series of administrative 
decisions over the past few years, 
where education authorities have 
banned such garments from 
classes, and a mid-March decision 
of Quebec’s Human Rights 
Commission (HRC) that ruled 
the niqab was not something 
that healthcare providers needed 
to accommodate.  Specifi cally, 
the HRC determined that a 
woman in a niqab did not 
have the right to demand an 
offi cial of the same gender at 
the id-check stage of accessing 
healthcare.  While the HRC 
case has the potential to climb 
through the courts, the new bill 
is a direct invitation to settle the 
issue of where the niqab falls in 
relation to the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms.

 To me, several elements 
of this situation make it worthy 
of notice.  The fi rst is that while 
many of the hypothetical situations 
previously proposed for analyzing 
this issue revolve around educational 
institutions and policies, mirroring the 
focal point of the situation in France; 

the HRC case revolves around access 
to healthcare, a more essential, and 
by its nature, more private service.  
Health care delivery is a minefi eld 
of ethical issues regarding privacy 
and gender concerns.  Second, while 

some aspects of the issue 
were explored when the Chief 
Electoral Offi cer determined 
that women in full veils 
could still vote, the final 
result included a provision 
for concerned individuals 
to reveal themselves to 
offi cials of the same gender, 
the precise right that this case 
challenges in other contexts.  
As  wel l ,  wi th  vo t ing , 
individual ballots are secret, 
the public policy concerns 
that require public scrutiny 
and transparency throughout 
the process are significant 
factors.  However,  with 
healthcare, individual privacy 
is held to be paramount.  
Third, it is indicative of the 
sort of issues by which this 
debate will be addressed:  the 
courts will effectively have 
to address a very broad issue 
of social policy by deciding 
seemingly trivial points 
relating to dress-codes and 

identifi cation requirements.
 This last point needs further 
expansion.  Glancing over the cases 
covered in the fi rst year Constitutional 
Law class on the point of religious 
freedom, the issues have tended to 
be rather narrow:  construction of 
impromptu balcony shelters, kirpans 
in schools, and the limits of home-

schooling.  In the fi rst two cases 
the issue is effectively balancing 
public safety concerns against 
religious expression, which 
isn’t at issue here.  Home-
schooling comes closer, in 
that it involves balancing 
state-mandated educational 
values against personal beliefs, 
but it is different in that it 
requires facing the issue of 

state-mandated values head on.   
With the niqab, the courts are faced 
with the very diffi cult problem of 
passing judgement on religious 

Image: Woman wearing Niqab (Steve Evans/Wikipedia)

him in!” The offi cer claimed that 
Bijan’s impressive academic history 
and devoted student involvement 
outweighed his apparent insanity. 
 Bijan’s Facebook profi le - 
since taken down – provides more 
evidence supporting the allegations. 
One picture shows a tear-streaked 
Bijan as the Hindenburg goes down 
in fl ames behind him, while Paul the 
Apostle tagged him in a picture of 
The Last Supper. Bijan also put up 
an album entitled “The Big Bang”. 
In one picture, he is seen holding the 
head of an injured brontosaurus as a 
fi ery meteor approaches; a caption 
beneath the photo reads “R.I.P. 
Benny; we will never 4get u”. Some 
wall posts also raised eyebrows, 
including one from Gutenberg that 
says, “Read the presses – I’m rich, 
bitch! In your face, Ahmadian!”
 Bijan has yet to comment 
on the allegations. He was briefl y 

spotted at the UCLL water fountain 
early Monday morning, but when 
asked by the media whether that 
was his fountain of eternal youth, he 
emitted a series of indecipherable, 
ear-piercing shrieks,  snarled 
menacingly, then bounded away 
on all fours. According to one 
traumatized witness, Bijan “shot 
his tongue out at everyone. It was 
forked like a snake’s and was at least 
4 feet long”. No word yet from the 
AMS on whether “being a member 
of the undead” is an impeachable 
transgression. 

on the allegations. He was briefl y 

AMS President Bijan Ahmadian: 
Promising Young Politico or Creature of 

the Eternal Dark?(www.ams.ubc.ca)

From Bijan page 3

See Niqab page 5

“the courts are faced with the 
classes, and a mid-March decision 

the courts are faced with the 
classes, and a mid-March decision in schools, and the limits of home-

the courts are faced with the 
in schools, and the limits of home-

the courts are faced with the 
very diffi cult problem of pass-very diffi cult problem of pass-

ing judgement on religious ing judgement on religious 
beliefs, social, and family dy-
namics through very narrow 

gatekeeper functions.”

that heralds the death of one of 
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From Niqab page 4

beliefs, social, and family dynamics 
through very narrow gatekeeper 
functions.
 Whenever the issue is 
raised in the hypothetical, one of 
the points debated is the impact 
of the niqab on gender equality.  
The debate often makes reference 
to the variance of practice within 
Islam, and to the lived experience 
of such women.  To balance such 
concerns, and to play the equality 
provisions of the Charter against 
the freedom of religion, the courts 
have two options:  fi rst, to explicitly 
play one against the other during 
an Oakes analysis of precisely 
how justified such a potential 
violation of religious freedom is in 
a “free and democratic society,” and 
second, and less likely, to reopen 
the closed door to the labyrinth 
of judging the relative merits or 
validity of a specific religious 
belief.  Both scenarios require the 
courts to run squarely into the fi re, 
and deal with what has evolved as 
the central tension of Pierre Elliot 
Trudeau’s legacy:  how do you 
uphold what appear to be mutually 
exclusive rights while maintaining a 
multicultural society of autonomous 
individuals?  Either way the chips 
fall, it seems that somehow, we 
lose.  The courts can ban the niqab 
in specifi c circumstances, implicitly 
or explicitly condemning those 
who would use it and excluding 

them from our society, or the court 
can uphold individual freedom of 
religion as the paramount value, 
allowing its use, and give voice to 
a host of concerns about gender 
equality, social integration, and the 
limits of religion.
 A detailed analysis of the 
issue demands far more space than 
this newspaper provides, and as 
well, I wouldn’t want to deprive 
my Constitutional professor of a 
possible exam question for me next 
month, which brings this discussion 
full circle.  With the tabling of this 
bill, the game has begun, and there 
will be a concrete decision on the 
point sooner rather than later.  The 
only winners are the future law 
students whose professors will 
have one fewer thorny, undecided 
hypothetical with which to torment 
them in class.   

From Mayhem page 1
December, the construction site was 
fenced off, forcing students walking 
to the Lawbrary from the bus loop 
to walk all the way around the old 
parking lot to get into the building 
(one classmate deemed this “sailing 
around the Cape of Good Hope”).  
Of course, for 
the first couple 
of months, the 
fence was always 
l e f t  o p e n ,  s o 
most people just 
walked straight 
through.   The 
contractors were 
concerned about 
this and asked the 
Faculty to make 
the students stop 
it.  The Faculty in 
turn came to me 
for my advice and 
expertise.  What 
could be done to 
stop students from 
cutting through 
the construction site?  In 
my immense wisdom I decreed that, 
“Uh, if they actually, you know, ever 
closed the fence, people will have 
to go around.”  And so it came to 
pass.
 But February was when the 
fun really started.  The removal of 
asbestos and the not-at-all-ominous 
sounding “other hazardous materials” 
from the old 1950’s part of the old 
building was ongoing (and would 
actually take right up until the end 
of March – but don’t worry there’s 
nothing to worry about there), but the 
concrete parts of the building were 
READY TO DIE! 
 Highlights of this process 
included:
• a big fl ood in the computer 
lab in the basement of the library 
happening on the first day, as 
apparently nobody realized that all 
the water being sprayed out of a fi re 
hose to keep the dust down had to go 
somewhere.
• the very fun week when 
the wing of offices next to the 
library was actually being destroyed, 
pounding the 2nd fl oor of the library 
with such concussive force that the 
big tables were actually bouncing 
up and down, forcing those of us 
still obstinate enough to use the 
Lawbrary to attempt to use laptops 
that were now moving targets.
• the reserves section being 
filled with the sounds of bits of 
debris tinkling down an air vent 
or something, which made me 
somewhat concerned that the wall 
directly behind me might actually 
disintegrate at any moment.
• the fi re alarm accidentally 
getting set off and disconnected 
at the same time; in the absence 

of a functioning fi re alarm it was 
temporarily replaced by hand-
written signs telling people to go 
outside if there was a fire and a 
security guard who took his job 
way too seriously for the fi rst day or 
two- until he realized there wasn’t 
really much securing to do and just 

started chilling out in reserves with 
a book.
 Of course, I had initially 
been disappointed to learn that 
the Curtis Building would not be 
destroyed through a fi ery explosion, 
or at least a wrecking ball.  However, 
while both options would certainly 
have been amusing, the demolition 
guys had some pretty awesome tools 
in their own right.  My favourites 
included:
• “Punchy”: this was the thing 
they started to beat the building up 
with.  It seemed to be some kind 
of sideways hydraulic jackhammer 
thing attached to the arm of the 
excavator AND PUNCHED BIG 
HOLES IN THE BUILDING!
• “Bitey”: This was a claw 
type attachment that they used to 
clamp down on the fl oors and walls 
AND THEN SHAKE THEM INTO 
SUBMISSION!
• “Smashy”: Uh, this was 
just like a regular bucket thing on 
the excavator, but after Punchy and 
Bitey went to town they used this 
thing to whack bits of concrete off.
• “Grindy”: This thing was 
parked around the north side of 
the building for a couple of weeks 
before they started to use it.  It didn’t 
actually do any smashing or bashing 
or crashing or wrecking.  Rather, 
once the other stuff had gotten 
smashed and bashed and cracked 
and wrecked (and the iron and 
concrete were separated) they used 
this thing to grind up and recycle the 
concrete (and yes, I really did want 
to grab random things and put them 
through the hopper).
Once all the smashing and bashing 
of the concrete building was done, 

CURTIS BUILDING MAYHEM!!! (Gina Wu)

the contractors wasted no time 
getting the excavation started.  
Unfortunately, it’s hard to see what’s 
really going on down there from 
behind the fence, but I’m going to 
assume it’s really cool.
At Building Committee meeting 
this past Tuesday we got the 

update that they 
expected to get 
certifi cation that 
all the asbestos 
etc .  had been 
removed from the 
remaining bits 
of the building 
W e d n e s d a y 
night and would 
begin demolition 
i m m e d i a t e l y 
t h e r e a f t e r .  
Well,  I  didn’t 
w a n d e r  o v e r 
to the building 
until Thursday 
afternoon and 
yeah, I’d missed 
a l l  t h e  g o o d 
smashing.  By the 

time the Trike Race was underway, 
all that was left standing were four 
sad little concrete pillars of the 
interaction area.
So ,  wha t  happens  wi th  the 
construction now?  It will probably 
take a couple of weeks to clear away 
the remnants of the old building and 
dig out the foundation.  After that 
they’ll finish the excavation and 
start pouring the foundation, with 
some kind of honourary foundation 
pouring event on April 15th.
Once the foundation is in place, the 
skeleton of the building will actually 
go up fairly quickly.  By the time 
all you darling little 1L’s and 2L’s 
come back from a relaxing summer 
vacation (or, in the alternative, a 
hellish four months toiling away as 
the low man on the totem pole at a 
fi rm) the framework of at least two 
or maybe three of the building’s four 
fl oors should be complete.  
After that, it’s close to a year of 
doing all the other stuff that needs 
to be done to get the building ready: 
sealing the exterior, putting in all the 
services, adding the interior fi xtures, 
setting up the library stacks, and 
installing my throne.  If all goes 
according to plan (and although the 
asbestos remediation took a few 
weeks longer than hoped, apparently 
things are still going to plan) the 
occupancy date for the building 
will be August 1, 2011 and when 
you bright and cheery 1L’s return as 
cynical and world-weary 3L’s you’ll 
fi nally have your own building with 
all the comfort features of home.  
And remember, if you have a class 
in the one classroom that’s buried 
down in the basement - that was my 
bright idea.

“The only winners are the The only winners are the 
future law students whose future law students whose 
professors will have one professors will have one 
fewer thorny, undecided 

hypothetical with which to 
torment them in class”
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CAREER CONNECTIONS
10 Steps to Building a Professional Reputation

By: Pamela Cyr & Jennifer Poon

 Whether you are starting 
a law-related job this summer, 
networking with lawyers in different 
practice areas, or just socializing 
with fellow law students, you 
should be mindful that you have 
already started to build one of the 
most important features of your 
career: your professional reputation.  
The legal community in Vancouver 
and across Canada is surprisingly 
small.  Keep in mind the following 
tips as you make your way through 
law school and start building your 
legal or non-traditional career:

(1) You have already entered 
the legal profession.  
Everything you do, say, and write 
will form a permanent part of how 
your colleagues view you going 
forward.  So much of the 
legal practice involves 
‘word of mouth’ referrals 
and anecdotes.  

(2) S o c i a l i z i n g/
Networking.  Socializing 
with current or prospective 
employers and with fellow 
law students will be a 
key component of your 
professional life.  Try to 
keep alcohol consumption 
to a minimum and avoid 
becoming the subject of 
law firm or law school 
goss ip .   Remember 
that wine and cheese 
receptions and fi rm tours 
are business events.  You do not 
want to be known as the student 
who brought a date to the wine and 
cheese reception or the student who 
tried to obtain a date with a lawyer 
at a fi rm tour.  

(3) Be enthusiastic and take 
initiative.  
• Even if you are not sure 

why you entered law school or 
what kind of career you would 
like to pursue you can still take the 
initiative to meet different types of 
lawyers (e.g. large fi rm; small fi rm; 
government; in-house) from diverse 
practice areas.  You also may 
want to investigate non-traditional 
careers (e.g. public relations; sports/
entertainment; or public interest) by 
contacting someone who has your 
‘dream job’ and fi nding out how 
they gained their position.
• If you have a summer job take 
the initiative to gain constructive 
feedback to improve your skills.  
Be creative and don’t be afraid to 
provide thoughtful comments on a 
project or issue.  Finally, don’t wait 
for work to come to you.  Find out 
about fi les or matters that interest 
you and approach the appropriate 

person to see if you can lend a hand!  
If not, ask them to keep you in mind 
for future cases or projects.

(4) Maintain confidentiality 
and be discreet.
  Whenever you are working with 
clients you must at all times keep 
everything confi dential.  Lawyers 
are often caught talking about their 
cases in elevators!  You should also 

be careful on voicing your thoughts 
on opposing counsel, other students 
and lawyers.  

(5) Deliver on the deadline.  
Whether you are at Worksafe BC, 
working as a research assistant for a 
professor, at LSLAP or volunteering 
on a committee or with a non-profi t 
organization, you should always 
avoid missing a deadline.  Even if 
your work quality is high, missing 
deadlines can seriously hamper your 
career prospects.

(6) Go ahead, make mistakes, 
but never lie.  
It is not a matter of if you will 
make a mistake but when you will 
make a mistake.  The key is how 
you deal with the aftermath.  Take 
responsibility, be forthright and tell 

your supervisor or the appropriate 
person immediately.  The true test of 
character is how people react in the 
face of adversity.  Don’t compound 
a mistake by lying, although that 
may seem like the most attractive 
option at the time.  And never make 
the same mistake twice.

(7) Social Networking Sites.  
You should assume that current or 
prospective employers, clients and 
colleagues will view your online 
profi le, which includes any material 
posted on-line such as photos you 
have posted; photos friends may 
have posted of you and comments 
you have made on other people’s 
pages.  Consider how an employer 
or client would view your language 
or clothing.  Ensure that your profi le 
is not public.  You should Google 
yourself to see if there is anything 
else online of which you are unaware.  

You are a professional now.  Keep 
your online profi le professional.

(8) E-Etiquette.  
E-mail can be a very quick and 
informal method of communication.  
However, if you are too informal, 
y o u  m a y  c o m e  a c r o s s  a s 
unprofessional.  Remember that 
e-mails are also permanent.  Write 
in complete sentences and do not 
write in all lower case.  Do not use 
abbreviations like “LOL” or use 
symbols like a smiley face.  Do not 
send numerous e-mails as you run 
the risk of annoying the recipient. If 
you think something may not come 
across well by e-mail, you should 
telephone the person.

(9) Telephone Etiquette.
Your telephone et iquet te  is 

important  because 
you will be interacting 
with interviewers and 
clients over the phone, 
both during law school 
and throughout your 
career.  Speak clearly 
and confidently and 
always state your full 
name, the full name 
of the person you are 
seeking, and a brief 
reason for why you are 
calling.  For example, 
“Hello, my name is Jon 
Stewart.  I am a second-
year law student at UBC 
and would like to speak 
to Ms. X about summer 

employment”.  If you are leaving a 
message it is helpful to repeat back 
important information at the end of 
the message, such as meeting times 
or contact information.  Make sure 
all of your voicemail greetings are 
professional.  

(10) Professional Style.  Always 
err on the conservative side and 
dress for the position you want, not 
the one you necessarily have.  If 
business casual is appropriate (e.g. 
for an interview with a public interest 
organization or if it is specifi cally 
referred to on an invitation) still err 
on the conservative side.  

For more information, see the CSO 
handouts Business Etiquette and 
What Not to Wear, available online 
and at our offi ce.  

Important: Second-year students seeking 
2011/2012 Articles this Summer 

Pam, Jennifer and Tracy are here to assist you in preparing your application 
packages to fi rms and organizations this summer.  Please keep in mind that the 
process of looking for an articling position this year will be, as it always is, very 
competitive.  Each year approximately half of your class enters third year without 
articles.  With commitment and some strategic effort, all of those students secure 
articling positions, absent special circumstances.  To prepare your resume and 
cover letter, please review the Resume and Cover Letter Guide.  If you’d like to 
make an appointment with a member of the Career Services offi ce to have your 
application reviewed or to discuss your articling search, log onto Symplicity at 
www.ubclawcareers.com.  

your colleagues view you going 

key component of your 

to a minimum and avoid 
becoming the subject of 

goss ip .   Remember 

both during law school 
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be graduating among such gifted, 
distinguished individuals.
 Overall though, we really are 
all so blessed; to be in law school, 
to have the potential to step out into 
the world and chart our own course 
through life. We are all poised in a 
privileged position to go forth from 
here and tackle the challenges that 
face our communities, our Nations, 
and the world. And there are many 
challenges that await us. 
 At  home we have the 
downtown Eastside, a blight on 
both our political and health care 
systems. We are also graduating at 
a time where the community faces 
the aftermath of a global recession 
and have seen many of our friends 
lose jobs or struggle to fi nd work. 
Additionally, our legal aid system 
is in great peril in BC, causing great 
strain on the Justice System. 
 Nationally we have issues 
among the provinces and are still 
trying to rebuild and structure our 
relationships with First Nations 
people across the country. We also 
have a shockingly low national 
average annual Canadian individual 
working income, sitting at only 
$29,000. 
 On the global scene, we still 
have wars raging on this planet. 
Many kids around the world will 
never have the opportunity to go to 
law school. In fact, many of them 

will never even have a chance to 
get student loans. The Earth is also 
facing the unique threats posed 
by Climate Change and is doing 
so while we try to restructure our 
fi nancial relationships both within 
this great Nation and abroad. 
 All is certainly not lost 
though, and there is work being done 
out there to make our communities 
better one step at a time. Many of 
you have helped out, making great 
contributions to worthy causes such 
as LSLAP, Pro Bono Canada, the 
Innocence Project, and numerous 
charitable and social justice causes. 
I encourage you to stay involved, 
or to join in if you haven’t thus far. 
Inspire it in those around you and 
always remember that “you must 
be the change you wish to see in 
the world” (Ghandi). Embrace that 
philosophy and let’s make all those 
who know us proud.
 In closing, we’ve been 
trained by some of the best minds 
in the country, to be among the best 
minds in the country. With the caliber 
of our graduates I have great faith 
in our ability to move mountains. 
We have the skills and the ingenuity 
to surpass just about anything and 
together we can believe in better 
things, making positive changes 
around us. We can remember that 
“a point of view can be a dangerous 
luxury when substituted for insight 
and understanding” (Marshall 

From Legal Discourse page 2McLuhan), and we can walk a mile 
in someone else’s shoes. We are the 
future Judges and Justices of this 
nation, the MLAs and MPs, the 
leaders of the CBA and the Law 
Society, CEOs, and so many other 
things. We have so much to look 
forward to, and so many places to 
go. 
 If I am able to humbly offer 
any guidance as we depart to head 
out into the world, it would be the 
following few points:
o That looks aren’t always 
what they seem;
o That we are all similar in that 
we all have differences; 
o To “keep high aspirations, 
moderate expectations, and small 
needs” (H. Stein); 
o To  c o n t i n u e  m o v i n g 
ahead, but not too fast to smell the 
fl owers; 
o That life’s too short to work 
at a job you hate; and  
o That “it’s a funny thing about 
life; if you refuse to accept anything 
but the best, you very often get it” 
(W. Somerset Maugham). 

I, for one, am tremendously excited 
to see you all out reaching your 
potential.

Best of Luck as the term comes to a 
close and please, keep in touch! : D

Preston Parsons. 

From Valedictorian page 1

From Pickton page 3 LSS ELECTION RESULTS:
Democracy Rules

President: 
Yun Li

VP SAC: 
Martin McGregor
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Ombudsperson: 
Sarah Hopkins

Sports Clubs Development: 
Kerry Burgi

Social Justice Rep: 
Jessica Fletcher

Career Representative Non-
Traditional: 
Brittany Weikum

will face a new trial. There can be 
little doubt that he will eventually 
be found guilty of these charges. It’s 
impossible to fi nd exact fi gures, but 
Mr. Pickton’s fi rst trial certainly cost 
in the tens of millions of dollars. A 
second trial would be no cheaper, 
and possibly far more expensive: 
the Crown has promised that if 
Pickton’s conviction is over turned 

and a new trial is required, they will 
proceed by charging him with a full 
26 counts of murder. This will likely 
make little difference to Pickton, 
as he will almost certainly never 
be freed in any case. However, it 
may make an impression on the 
court - who would really want to 
be responsible for a multi-million 
dollar retrial where conviction is 
all but certain? From the public’s 
perspective it is perhaps best if the 
Supreme Court dismisses the appeal 
on the basis of overwhelming 
evidence.
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Congratulations All!

Yoo and Bybee. Finally, in paragraph 
95, Ireland v. United Kingdom was 
favourably cited as an authority.
 While providing a legal 
argument that water-boarding and 
other techniques did not constitute 
torture, Yoo and Bybee expressed 
that conduct not amounting to torture 
could still be “cruel, inhumane, or 

degrading” – a less than rousing 
endorsement.  None of this is to 
say that strong and serious legal 
criticisms of their work cannot be 
made, and indeed they have been 
made.  However, the framing of 
crucial and complex legal arguments 
into discussion points and sound 
bites does everyone a disservice 
by lowering the quality of debate, 
fueling public distrust and dislike 
of the legal profession, and making 
the necessary representation of 
unpopular clients or causes more 
diffi cult.

“the framing of crucial the framing of crucial 
and complex legal argu-and complex legal argu-

ments into discussion ments into discussion 
points and sound bites 
does everyone a disser-

vice”

“who would really want who would really want 
to be responsible for to be responsible for 
a multi-million dollar a multi-million dollar 

retrial where conviction 
is all but certain”
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2010 Mooting at UBC Law
Five Handsome Men, Four Days, Three nights of Partying, Two 

Tireless Coaches and One Awards Plaque: The 2010 Laskin Moot
By: Chris Carta, Law II

 This past March 4th saw fi ve 
of the most handsome law students 
to ever to grace the halls of Curtis/
Refugee High board a plane and 
head to Montreal to show the rest of 
Canada not only what UBC knows 
about administrative and Charter 
law, but what UBC knows about 
partying. Both goals were met with 
success. The team brought back the 
award for 2nd best factum, losing 
top spot to the formidable Osgoode 
Hall team by a single point! The team 
also kept a near constant vigil in the 
hospitality suite, ensuring that our 
West Coast reputation for partying 
was not besmirched. 
 I  am of course talking 
about the 2010 UBC Laskin moot 
Moot team composed of students 
Andrew “Franco-Ninja” Burgess, 
Chris “All-Night” Carta, Mike 

“Formatting Czar” Fink, Christian 
“Too Tall” Morey and Colin “The 
Fact-Bringer” Simkus (NOTE: list 
is alphabetical; not by degree of 
handsomeness or awesomeness). 
You might be saying to yourself 
right now: “Wow. How do five 
such awesome and/or handsome 
men end up on the same team?” 
The answer lies in the skilled and 
intuitive selectionsing of the Laskin 
Moot team’s coaches: Bill “I am the 
Laskin” Black and Mary “Admin 
Maven” Liston. 
 The Laskin Moot, in addition 
to being one of the most prestigious 
national moots in Canada, is also 
famous for its emphasis on social 
interaction and the generous supply 
of free beer and wine for in the 
never-closing hospitality suite. Our 
researcher, Carta, tirelessly worked 
the hospitality suite in an attempt to 
schmooze with judges and sabotage 

other teams by drinking with them 
until the sun came up. His dedication 
to the cause is exemplifi ed by the fact 
that in 25 years of the Laskin Moot, 
the hospitality suite had never run 
out of beer on the opening night. 
That streak is now over.
 Both our appellant and 
respondent teams faced tough 
competition right out of the gate. The 
fi rst team our appellants (Simkus 
and Morey) faced, Osgoode Hall, 
not only went to the finals but 
contained she who would eventually 
be crowned “Top Oralist”—and 
make no mistake, her oral advocacy 
skills will be something of a legend 
across Canada for quite some time, 
she was that amazing. The fi rst team 
our respondents (Burgess and Fink) 
faced, Ottawa Civil, went on to win 
both the fi nals and best overall team. 
This was a hard-fought round which 
ended up being the highest scoring 

round of the entire tournament. 
 After barely losing their fi rst 
rounds to two of the best teams in 
the tournament, our indefatigable 
teams went on to decisively beat 
the University of Manitoba and the 
University of New Brunswick in the 
second round. 
 Unfortunately, the final 
rankings have not been released but 
when they are there is no doubt that 
our team will be placing in the top 
ten overall and that our four oralists 
will all place very highly as well. 
 Congratulations to the entire 
team for a job well done. The 
selection process for next year’s 
team has begun, so if you think you 
are awesome enough, then throw 
your hat into the ring for the 2011 
team. Join us next year,  when we 
attempt to make history by being 
the fi rst UBC team to win the Laskin 
Moot!

UBC Moots, Scores
The UBC/UVIC Moot

By: Dan Palmer

 In the tradition of great 
rivalries, such as the Greeks vs. the 
Spartans or Alien vs. Predator, comes 
the UBC/UVic moot. This year’s 
competition took place in Vancouver 
and was based on an appeal from 
the decision of the English Court of 
Appeal case of Yearworth v. North 
Bristol NHS Trust. 
 The appeal raised interesting 
issues in tort, property and bailment 
law. Patients in a hospital who were 
to undergo treatments that could 
cause them to lose their fertility were 
offered the chance to freeze samples 
of their semen for future use. The 
hospital then negligently destroyed 
these samples. As a consequence, 
some of the men claimed to have 
suffered mental distress. At trial 
however, their claim was denied 
on the basis that the semen samples 
were at law neither their property 
nor their person. This decision was 
reversed on appeal as the Court 
found that the sperm was property 
and that mental damages could be 
awarded in a bailment situation of 
this kind.
 Our UBC team consisted 
of Robert Pinsent and Alexander 

Cooke for the appellant Trust and 
Kate Phipps and Jessie Meikle-Kähs 
representing the respondents, with 
Dan Palmer as researcher. Professor 

Edinger and Professor Blom had 
the task of whipping the team into 
shape.
 When they weren’t taking 
frantic notes from Professor Edinger, 
the mooters spent many hours 
practicing at Davis LLP under the 
supervision of one Dean Dalke. 
Criticisms from the Davis lawyers 
ranged from the tender and fatherly 
to the sort of ruthless dismantling 
that made you wonder if you’d even 
read your own factum. Nevertheless, 
our mooters took all the criticisms 
to heart, while Dan kept time like a 
hawk on Ritalin. After all, losing to 

The UVic mooters seemed overtly 
feckless by comparison.
 In the other courtroom, Kate 
put on a show with her eloquent 
arguments and sharp tongue. At one 
point she seemed at a loss for words 
midway through a response to a 
question from one of the justices. 
Fortunately, the Justice indicated that 
Kate’s earlier point had satisfi ed his 
question. Kate was quick to agree 
that her answer “was indeed most 
excellent”. The home crowd went 
wild and Kate never looked back. 
Jesse picked up the torch for the 
fi nal leg. With a calm and measured 
pace she drove her points home like 
a metronome with a steel hammer 
taped to it. The competition could 
do nothing but wring the cold sweat 
from their shaking hands.
 Afterwards, at the Law 
Courts Inn the smell of victory 
and appetizers permeated the air. 
Following a brief deliberation, it 
was announced that UBC had won 
the moot! Congratulations team! 
The champagne flowed from the 
brimming cup of the coveted Begbie 
trophy and there was much rejoicing 
until 2:44PM when the sandwiches 
had all been eaten, and then everyone 
went home.

UVic was not an option.
 On February 6th, the big 
day arrived. On the appellant’s 
side, Rob and Alex were faced with 

the daunting task of explaining to 
three B.C. Court of Appeal judges 
the reasons why the respondents, 
mentally distressed cancer patients 
whose frozen semen was negligently 
destroyed, deserved no compensation 
whatsoever. Our heroes fared well. 
Rob valiantly defended his unpopular 
position, invoking the charisma of a 
To Kill A Mockingbird-era Gregory 
Peck, although in a more handsome 
way. Afterwards, Alex explained 
the arcane origins of bailment law 
with the thoroughness and poise of a 
silverback gorilla searching for ticks 
in the coarse back hair of its mate. 

From the Left: Robert Pinsent, Kate Phipps, 
Jessie Meikle-Kähs, Alexander Cooke, and Dan Palmer


