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LPIC’S Winning Ways
by Debra Rolph
LPIC Research Coordinator

Over the past seven years, LPIC has won a reputation for “going to bat” for its insureds. Its win rate has been impressive. The following
are some of LPIC’s successes on behalf of its insured members in 2001. It is especially satisfying to LPIC and its counsel to successfully
defend insureds who have done no wrong. LPIC’s efforts on behalf of “erring” insureds will be the subject of a future column.
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defendants was so closely
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that it too was struck out.

Wills and Estates
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The defendant solicitors were
instructed by their client, York
Condominium Corporation
No. 54, to prepare and register a notice of lien against a
property which one plaintiff
owned, and the other plaintiff
occupied as tenant. The
defendant solicitors also
served a notice of sale under
lien, again on their client’s
instruction.
The

plaintiff

sued

purchase

no special assessment was

obligation, but the solicitor

owing, that the lien was not

could not be faulted for this.

properly registered and perfected, and the costs claimed

A solicitor is entitled to
assume that a sophisticated

were unconscionable. The

client will review an agree-

plaintiffs also sought dam-

ment or undertaking before

ages against the law firm.
The claim was struck out. The
solicitors acted as agents of
their client throughout, and

signing it. A solicitor is
obliged to see that his client
receives the rights to which he

At the September 25 meeting,
it was agreed that the
Rosenbergs’

son-in-law

would provide certain documentation

necessary

to

implement the estate plan: an
up to date Minute Book for the
corporation, and evidence
that the shopping centre was

on the estate plan just after
October 20. On November 5,
they

learned

that

Mrs.

Rosenberg had cancer. Mrs.
Rosenberg suddenly and
unexpectedly

died

on

November 10, without the
estate plan having been completed, or the wills signed.

was to implement the entire
estate plan, not merely to
prepare wills. The Court
accepted that the overall
estate plan would likely have
taken several months to
implement. There simply was
not enough time to do all that
was necessary to be done.

held in partnership. The
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