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[1] HOLLINRAKE, J.A.: This is a review of an order made by Madam Justice Ryan of this court in 
chambers with respect to a stay of proceedings of the action in the court below. 

[2] Mr. Roberts, counsel for the applicant before us today, made what I consider to be a very 
compelling submission on each of the three components of what a party must demonstrate 
in order to obtain a stay of proceedings. His submissions were based on, quite properly and 
quite understandably, how he read the reasons for judgment of Madam Justice Ryan. Mr. 
Nathanson took us through those reasons and he saw them or read them in a different way 
than did Mr. Roberts, as I understood both counsel. 

[3] I think that Mr. Nathanson is correct in how he reads the reasons for judgment of Madam 
Justice Ryan. On that basis, I am satisfied that it is not open to this court to interfere with the 
decision of Madam Justice Ryan. I think it is clear that she found and that there is an 
arguable case to be made for leave and on the merits of the case itself. 
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[4] Much was said about the issue of balance of convenience and irreparable damage. Again, I 
make the point that Mr. Roberts made a very compelling submission on that issue. However, 
I am satisfied from the reasons themselves that the Pattison Group, if you will, and the CIBC 
are correct in saying that that requirement, that is the requirement of irreparable damage 
and balance of convenience, is met in this case in that this case is a singular one as being an 
alleged abuse of the process of the courts in collaterally attacking an order of the court 
below made by Mr. Justice Cohen which has not been appealed. I think the submission of 
the Pattison Group and the CIBC that to not maintain the stay would be to permit an 
allegedly continued abuse of the process of this court is decisive in this case. 

[5] I would dismiss the review. 

[6] LOW, J.A.: I agree. 

[7] PROUDFOOT, J.A.: I agree. 

[8] HOLLINRAKE, J.A.: The review is dismissed. "The Honourable Mr. Justice Hollinrake" 
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