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LECTURE NOTES NO. 1 
  

 
 
I.  INTRODUCTION 
 
1. “EQUITY” 
 
Trusts are a part of that area of law known as “equity.”  
 
‘Equity’ in this context does not mean social fairness, its contemporary meaning. Rather, 
equity refers to a body of principles that are enforced by courts having a formal 
jurisdiction to do so. It is an old part of the English law received into the law of the 
common law provinces and is a separate jurisdiction from common law. 
 
Equity was derived in large measure from moral principles and was a jurisdiction that 
was personal (‘in personam’), rather than merely being tied up in the protection of 
property (‘in rem’). Thus, injunctions (a court order compelling a person to do or abstain 
from doing something) are equitable in origin. At common law, for example, a land owner 
could seek damages for trespass at law but would require an injunction in equity to 
prevent future trespass.  
 
The Courts of Justice Act, RSO 1990, c C.43, provides in part: 
 

11. (2) The Superior Court of Justice has all the jurisdiction, power and 
authority historically exercised by courts of common law and equity in 
England and Ontario. 
 

… 
 
 
 

Rules of law and equity 
 
96 (1) Courts shall administer concurrently all rules of equity and the 
common law.  
 
Rules of equity to prevail 
 
(2) Where a rule of equity conflicts with a rule of the common law, the rule 
of equity prevails.  
 
Jurisdiction for equitable relief 
 
(3) Only the Court of Appeal and the Superior Court of Justice, exclusive 
of the Small Claims Court, may grant equitable relief, unless otherwise 
provided.  

 

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/rso-1990-c-c43/latest/rso-1990-c-c43.html
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The ‘Maxims of Equity’ 
 
The ‘maxims of equity’ have operated like the ‘canons of construction’ in statutory 
interpretation – principles that the court can look to in deciding upon rules and their 
application. Case law remains important but the principle of precedent is much more 
flexible and the maxims remain important. 
 
Some maxims of particular relevance: 
 

• EQUITY ACTS IN PERSONAM 
 
The maxim Equity Acts in Personam means that a court of equity has a jurisdiction over 
a specific person; it is thus a personal jurisdiction. Historically this meant that equity was 
not exercised over the person because he or she owned something (held title) but 
because of their conduct; thus, equity acts on the conscience of the defendant and 
prevent that person from acting unconscionably.  
 
Equitable remedies and interests, then, generally operate against only the person 
subject of the court’s order which is enforceable though the threat of imprisonment for 
contempt. For example, a common law judgement vesting title in property in A is 
traditionally considered as ‘good against the world’ – A enjoys rights in rem – whilst the 
order of a court in equity enforcing an equitable interest enforces a beneficial interest in 
the property in the hands of the defendant regardless of legal ownership. Thus, whilst 
the equitable interest can be enforced against a person with legal title to the property, it 
can also be enforced against a person never having had either legal title or possession 
of the property (a third party accessory to breach of trust) where the court’s jurisdiction 
can be invoked. The only person consistently to defeat the beneficial interest enforced 
by the court  is a bona fide purchaser for fair value (‘equity’s darling’) of the title who has 
no notice of the beneficial interest – his conscience is not affected and equity will refrain 
from exercising its jurisdiction over him. 
 
 

• EQUITY FOLLOWS THE LAW 
 
A person who comes to equity for relief against interference with a property right gains 
no more rights in equity than enjoyed at law, whether framed merely as a matter of the 
width of an equitable remedy or the recognition of a legal interest as an interest 
protected in equity. 
 
 

• WHEN THE EQUITIES ARE EQUAL THE LAW PREVAILS 
 
Where two people have equally claims in equity, the claim that is supported by a 
common law claim (i.e. based on title to the property), prevails. Similarly, when there are 
two such competing claims, the claim made first has priority (‘when the equities are 
equal, the first in time prevails’). 
 
 

• HE WHO SEEKS EQUITY MUST DO EQUITY 
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A person coming to equity cannot seek an advantage to the detriment of the defendant; 
for example, by seeking an accounting of profits made but leaving the defendant to 
suffer a tax burden alone based on an earlier transaction. 
 
 

• HE WHO COMES TO EQUITY MUST COME WITH CLEAN HANDS 
 
The court retains a discretion to refuse equitable relief where the plaintiff has acted 
improperly (say by breaching a contract in the same matter). 
 
 

• EQUITY IS EQUALITY 
 
Absent other considerations, those similarly situated enjoy equity’s protection in equal 
shares. 
 
 

• EQUITY ASSISTS THE DILIGENT NOT THE TARDY 
 
This is similar to the principle that equity promotes self-reliance: “[i]t is not the function of 
equity to give relief to plaintiffs from their own folly and neglect, but to restrain 
defendants taking unfair advantage of them;” Tufton v. Sperni [1952] 2 TLR 516, 519; 
Allcard v. Skinner (1887), 36 Ch.D. 145, 182, 188. However, the traditional attitude is for 
equity to restrain injustice rather than to do justice, per Lord Evershed MR writing extra-
judicially in (1954), 70 LQR 326,329. 
 
 

• EQUITY LOOKS ON THAT AS DONE WHICH OUGHT TO BE DONE 
 
This deals with equity’s ability to regard a private transaction as intended or to regard an 
equitable obligation as taking effect when it is most just in the circumstances. 
 
 

• EQUITY WILL NOT PERFECT AN IMPERFECT GIFT 
 
Equity will not usually order a gratuitous transfer. This will be considered in detail later in 
the course. 
 
 

• EQUITY WILL NOT ALLOW A STATUTE TO BE USED AS AN INSTRUMENT OF 
FRAUD 

 
Formal statutory provisions intended to protect an interest cannot be manipulated 
outside their rationale to provide equitable relief. 
 
 



 4 

2.  THE TRUST CONCEPT 
 
The concept itself is difficult to define. Consider this dicta in Green v Russell [1959] 2 QB 
226, 241: 

 
“a trust is an equitable obligation, binding a person (who is called a trustee) to 
deal with property over which he has control (which is called the trust property) 
for the benefit of persons (who are called the beneficiaries or cestuis que trust), 
of whom he may himself be one, and any one of whom may enforce the 
obligation.”  

 
Terminology 
 

Settlor - the person who set up a trust (in a ‘settlement’) by contributing property to 
the trust and vesting ownership in the trustee.  
 
Trustee - an individual or trust institution that holds legal title to property in trust for 
the benefit of the trust beneficiaries. 
 
Beneficiary - the person for whose benefit the trust is created. The beneficiary has 
an equitable interest in the trust property which can be enforced against the trustee. 

 
 
Classification of Trusts 
 
There is no authoritative system of classification of trusts. The conventional orthodoxy is 
to group trusts (other than charitable trusts) as express, resulting and constructive: 
 
 
Express trusts:  
 

• Such trusts are created by express or inferred intention of the settlor inter vivos 
or the testator as a testamentary disposition  of property. That intention must be 
expressed in relation to certain property and in favour of certain people. These 
are known as the ‘three certainties’ (certainty of intention, certainty of property, 
certainty of beneficiaries). 

 

• Such trusts may be either “bare trusts” (the trustee has no active management 
duties, and merely holds for the beneficiary) or active trusts.  

 

• Express trusts might be fixed or discretionary, or even settled for charitable 
purposes. A fixed trust has specific beneficiaries who have set beneficial 
interests without any room for discretion on the part of the trustee to select 
beneficiaries or set their equitable entitlements. 

 
 
Resulting trusts: 
 
These are trusts that arise by operation of law based on the presumed, but rebuttable, 
intention of the settlor to settle a trust on behalf of herself. For example, a failed gift is 
held on resulting trust for the transferor. 
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Constructive trusts:  
 
Here the trust arises by operation of law without respect to the intent of the settlor, and in 
opposition to the intent of the current legal owner. It is often a remedial device. 
 
 
Advantages of a Trust  
 
The advantages of the trust are many. The settlor can adjust ownership of the property 
with a high degree of flexibility, strong enforcement mechanisms, and very effective 
means of manipulating property. Thus, ownership can be separated from control (or 
management) of the trust property and the benefits distributed to different people, at 
different times, and under different conditions. 
 
One can point to a number of instances in which the trust is especially useful: 
 

• the promotion of charitable purposes: whilst a charity may wish to incorporate or form 
an unincorporated association, the trust allows for funds to be collected in relation to 
a single-occurrence or on a more permanent basis with little fuss or organisation. 
Those funds can be applied for different but related purposes in appropriate 
circumstances where the original purposes have lapsed, become redundant, etc. 
Whilst law may allow the parties to act, trusts makes the operation simpler and more 
effective. 

 

• commercial uses of the trust: The use of the Quistclose trust (wherein what would 
ordinarily be regarded as a loan for a specific purpose that has not been achieved – 
for example, to pay a specific third party creditor - is regarded as a trust) allows 
commercial actors to effect commercial transactions with security. Some argue that 
this type of trust is contrary to the policy underlying the insolvency laws, however 
equity has taken the position that the trust is especially useful and supports an 
interest in commerce which is especially useful for smaller businesses that are in fact 
close to bankruptcy but can be saved by continued trading, made possible in part 
through the Quistclose trust. 

 

• the secret trust and testamentary dispositions: though controversial, the trust allows 
for flexible disposition of property upon the settlor’s death which allows S to make 
provision for persons privately and discretely. Whilst many argue that this 
unjustifiably dispenses with the rules respecting wills and risks fraud, the benefits to 
beneficiaries of such trusts (.e.g. illegitimate children) are very useful indeed. 

 
In all of these areas, legal devices cannot compare with the trust concept for ease, 
flexibility, and adaptability. 
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II.  THE FIDUCIARY PRINCIPLE 
 
Fiduciary duties are a special category of obligations that sound in equity rather than 
common law. Breaching such a duty is a serious matter and courts will order very 
powerful remedies as a consequence. Please note that a fiduciary duty proceeds 
from the recognition that there is a duty and that one can then characterize it 
further as a fiduciary duty; if there is no duty at all, then there can be no fiduciary 
duty. 
 
The word fiduciary comes from the Latin fides (fidelity or loyalty). A fiduciary duty is one 
between a person who owes the duty (the fiduciary) and the person to whom the duty is 
owed (the principal, beneficiary, etc.).  The duty might arise conventionally, say in 
contract (for example, an employment contract). At the heart of the duty is loyalty. Again, 
not all duties are of such a character and as a result one has to be careful in identifying 
this or that obligation as a fiduciary one. Not all of an employee’s duties to his or her 
employer are fiduciary duties. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Traditionally, a fiduciary relationship arises where one person has undertaken to act for 
another in a particular matter and the particular hallmark of that relationship is that trust 
and confidence is reposed in the fiduciary by the principal. Thus, the distinguishing 
feature has been the obligation on the part of the fiduciary to be loyal to his principal and 
the actual or presumptive vulnerability of the principal at the hands of the fiduciary. The 
fiduciary must act in good faith, avoid any apparent or actual conflict of interest, 
not profit from his position, and generally serve the interests of the principal; 
Frame v Smith [1987] 2 SCR 99, 136 (S.C.C.) per Wilson J.  
 
Why all the fuss? The nature of a fiduciary duty makes its breach a serious matter. The 
remedial consequence is powerful. The successful plaintiff may obtain a restitutionary 
remedy and strip profits from the fiduciary notwithstanding the absence of any loss; 
moreover, the remedy might take the form of a constructive trust over certain assets 
which will give the principal priority over any other person in relation to that property (for 
example, general creditors if the fiduciary is insolvent). Hence, the reluctance to cast any 
breach of any duty as a ‘breach of fiduciary duty’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
All trustees are fiduciaries, but not all fiduciaries 
are trustees.  
 
All trustees owe fiduciary duties, but not all trustee 
duties are fiduciary in character.  

 

https://canlii.ca/t/1ftl7
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Galambos v Perez 
(2009) SCC 48 (S.C.C.)  
 
The facts of this case are bizarre.  
 
The plaintiff employee loaned money to her employer. The employer told her to pay 
herself back from company funds (she managed the accounts). She didn’t. The 
employer became insolvent and the plaintiff found herself an unsecured creditor. She 
then sued, inter alia, for breach of fiduciary duty on the theory that free legal services 
were part of her employment and that no services were provided when she gratuitously 
advanced funds to the firm as a loan. She lost (and rightly so).  
 
Read the judgment to understand the fiduciary principle and the two situations in which it 
arises: categorically (e.g. between and lawyer and his or her client) and on an ad hoc 
basis (“an undertaking by the fiduciary, which may be either express or implied, that the 
fiduciary will act in the best interests of the other party”). 
 
Cromwell J held: 
 

[36]  Certain categories of relationships are considered to give rise 
to fiduciary obligations because of their inherent purpose or their 
presumed factual or legal incidents: Lac Minerals Ltd. v. International 
Corona Resources Ltd., [1989] 2 S.C.R. 574, per La Forest J., at p. 
646.  These categories are sometimes called per se fiduciary 
relationships.  There is no doubt that the solicitor-client relationship is an 
example.  It is important to remember, however, that not every legal claim 
arising out of a per se fiduciary relationship, such as that between a 
solicitor and client, will give rise to a claim for a breach of fiduciary duty.   
  
[37]  A claim for breach of fiduciary duty may only be founded on 
breaches of the specific obligations imposed because the 
relationship is one characterized as fiduciary: Lac Minerals, at p. 
647. This point is important here because not all lawyers’ duties 
towards their clients are fiduciary in nature.  Sopinka and McLachlin 
JJ. (as the latter then was) underlined this in dissent (but not on this point) 
in Hodgkinson, at pp. 463-64, noting that while the solicitor-client 
relationship has fiduciary aspects, many of the tasks undertaken in the 
course of the solicitor-client relationship do not attract a fiduciary 
obligation. Binnie J. made the same point in Strother v. 3464920 Canada 
Inc., 2007 SCC 24, [2007] 2 S.C.R. 177, at para. 34: “Not every breach of 
the contract of retainer is a breach of a fiduciary duty.”  The point was 
also put nicely by R. M. Jackson and J. L. Powell, Jackson & Powell on 
Professional Liability (6th ed. 2007), at para. 2-130, when they said that 
any breach of any duty by a fiduciary is not necessarily a breach of 
fiduciary duty. 
  
[38]  The launching pad for Ms. Perez’s submissions based on the 
solicitor-client relationship is that there was a general solicitor-client 
relationship between her and the firm for all necessary legal work 
during the time that she advanced funds to the firm.  As noted 
earlier, the judge made a finding against her on this point: he found, 
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on conflicting evidence, that it was not a term of Ms. Perez’s 
employment that the firm would provide her with all necessary legal 
services and that the cash advances were not within the terms of 
any of the specific and limited retainers which the firm undertook on 
her behalf.  The Court of Appeal agreed.  It concluded that whatever 
fiduciary obligations arose from the limited solicitor-client relationship, 
they did not extend to the cash advances.  As the Court of Appeal put it: 

  

While a solicitor-client relationship existed between the parties at 
certain times and for certain purposes, I question whether that aspect 
of their relationship, standing alone, would provide a foundation for 
imposing fiduciary obligations in this case. Unlike the situation in 
Strother v. 3464920 Canada Inc., 2007 SCC 24, [2007] 2 S.C.R. 177, 
(a case which both parties rely on as authority for the extent of the 
duties of lawyers to their clients where there is a conflict of interest), it 
appears to me that the nature of the relationship between Mr. 
Galambos and Ms. Perez and the trust and confidence that formed 
between them cannot be fully encompassed or explained by their 
interactions as solicitor and client. I agree with the trial judge that 
although it was reasonable for the appellant to expect the firm to offer 
its services for certain discrete transactions, it was not implicit as a 
term of her employment that the firm would provide free legal services 
on all matters or act as her lawyer generally. Even if this were the 
case, I question whether that alone would constitute a sufficient basis 
on which to impose fiduciary obligations. As the trial judge noted, it is 
common practice for law firms to act for their employees on discrete, 
simple matters. Generally speaking, acting on such discrete matters 
would not alone found a fiduciary relationship giving rise to fiduciary 
obligations in all dealings with all such employees. [para. 48] 

  

[39]  I am not persuaded that there is any basis to interfere with the trial 
judge’s conclusion, endorsed by the Court of Appeal, that the retainers 
were unrelated to the cash advances and that no obligation arose on the 
part of Mr. Galambos and his firm to act solely in Ms. Perez’s interest in 
relation to the advances. I conclude that the judge did not err in finding 
that there had been no breach of the per se fiduciary obligations that 
arose from the solicitor-client relationship. 

… 
 

[66]  In my view, while a mutual understanding may not always be 
necessary (a point we need not decide here), it is fundamental to ad 
hoc fiduciary duties that there be an undertaking by the fiduciary, 
which may be either express or implied, that the fiduciary will act in 
the best interests of the other party. In other words, while it may not 
be necessary for the beneficiary in all cases to consent to this 
undertaking, it is clearly settled that the undertaking itself is 
fundamental to the existence of an ad hoc fiduciary relationship. To 
explain why I have reached this conclusion, I need to go back to some 
basic principles of fiduciary law. 

… 
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[71]  I return to the Court of Appeal’s holding that a fiduciary duty may 
arise in “power-dependency” relationships without any express or implied 
undertaking by the fiduciary to act in the best interests of the other 
party.  I respectfully disagree with this approach, for two reasons: 
“power-dependency” relationships are not a special category of 
fiduciary relationships and the law is, in my view, clear that fiduciary 
duties will only be imposed on those who have expressly or 
impliedly undertaken them. 

… 
 
[77]  The fiduciary’s undertaking may be the result of the exercise of 
statutory powers, the express or implied terms of an agreement or, 
perhaps, simply an undertaking to act in this way.  In cases of per se 
fiduciary relationships, this undertaking will be found in the nature of the 
category of relationship in issue.  The critical point is that in both per se 
and ad hoc fiduciary relationships, there will be some undertaking on the 
part of the fiduciary to act with loyalty. 

 

 
This, then, was an attempt to use proprietary relief to remedy a breach of fiduciary duty 
to change the nature of the transaction itself – from a simple improvident loan to much 
more. 
 
 
Alberta v Elder Advocates of Alberta Society 
(2011) SCC 24 (S.C.C.) 
 
This was a class action brought against the Crown in right of Alberta by a class of 
12,500 long-term care residents, half of whom were over age 85 and all of whom were 
disabled or mentally incapable and had extensive physical needs. A variety of claims 
were brought to challenge the level of ‘accommodation charges’ levied by the provincial 
government for housing and meals arguing, in essence, that the charges were so 
excessive that they represented a subsidy of medical services in contravention of the 
regime established under the Canada Health Act. One question was whether the 
provincial Crown owed a fiduciary duty to the plaintiff class. 
 
In approaching the question, McLachlin C.J.C. held for the Court that the while the 
private law claim might be pressed against the Crown, the principles governing the 
fiduciary principle are the same in both the private law and public law contexts. Given 
that the Court recognized (and here confirmed) that vulnerability alone would not suffice 
to attract fiduciary obligations, one looks to the following principal points in determining 
whether an ad hoc obligation arises in the circumstances: 
 

[30] First, the evidence must show that the alleged fiduciary gave an 
undertaking of responsibility to act in the best interests of a beneficiary: 
Galambos, at paras. 66, 71 and 77-78; and Hodgkinson, per La Forest J., 
at pp. 409-10. As Cromwell J. wrote in Galambos, at para. 75: “what is 
required in all cases is an undertaking by the fiduciary, express or 
implied, to act in accordance with the duty of loyalty reposed on him or 
her.” 

… 
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[33] Second, the duty must be owed to a defined person or class of 
persons who must be vulnerable to the fiduciary in the sense that the 
fiduciary has a discretionary power over them.  Fiduciary duties do not 
exist at large; they are confined to specific relationships between 
particular parties. Per se, historically recognized, fiduciary relationships 
exist as a matter of course within the traditional categories of trustee-
cestui qui trust, executor-beneficiary, solicitor-client, agent-principal, 
director-corporation and guardian-ward or parent-child.  By contrast, ad 
hoc fiduciary relationships must be established on a case-by-case basis. 

… 
  
[34] Finally, to establish a fiduciary duty, the claimant must show that 
the alleged fiduciary’s power may affect the legal or substantial practical 
interests of the beneficiary:  Frame, per Wilson J., at p. 142. 

… 
 
[36] In summary, for an ad hoc fiduciary duty to arise, the 
claimant must show, in addition to the vulnerability arising from the 
relationship as described by Wilson J. in Frame:  (1) an undertaking 
by the alleged fiduciary to act in the best interests of the alleged 
beneficiary or beneficiaries; (2) a defined person or class of persons 
vulnerable to a fiduciary’s control (the beneficiary or beneficiaries); 
and (3) a legal or substantial practical interest of the beneficiary or 
beneficiaries that stands to be adversely affected by the alleged 
fiduciary’s exercise of discretion or control. 
 

Here the question really was political rather than legal; the Court held that there was no 
mutual understanding and that the courts should be loathe to bind the Crown to a 
segment of the general population merely based on need. 
 
 
Paddy-Cannon v. Canada (Attorney General) 
2025 ONCA 394 (Ont. C.A.) 
 
This is a recent case that was an action in negligence and breach of fiduciary duty. The 
issue was whether the federal Crown owed a fiduciary duty to Aboriginal children taken 
into care and harmed by caregivers. Though not Crown wards, the cultural context 
imposed fiduciary obligations on the Crown. The Court held that the nature of the 
obligation was not one that arose inherently from “a specific or cognizable Aboriginal 
interest that is communal in nature” (para. 66) but rather an undertaking to act in the 
best interests of the children in a specific cultural context. 
 
George J.A. set out the facts succinctly: 
 

[1]         Gerald Cannon and Marie Paddy had four children, including 
the three respondents Darlene Paddy-Cannon, Rosemarie Ethel 
Christie, and Sharon Geraldine Cannon. Their other daughter is not 
a party in this litigation. In 1964 all four children were taken into care 
by Alberta child protection authorities. In 1965 Gerald took the 
children to live with his mother in Ontario. Marie, who is an Indigenous 
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person of Cree descent from the Thunderchild First Nation in 
Saskatchewan, remained behind. Marie was a residential school survivor 
who struggled with addiction issues. Only in 1993 did she reunite with all 
three respondents. 
 
[2]         Gerald’s mother fell ill and passed away shortly after Gerald and 
the children arrived. Because Gerald could not care for the children 
on his own he decided to leave Darlene and Rosie with his brother 
Vern, his wife Katherine, and their children Karen and Susan. 
Sharon, who was initially placed with a woman by the name of Madeline 
O’Brien (the housekeeper for the local parish priest, whose home was 
adjacent to Katherine and Vern’s), later joined her siblings at Katherine 
and Vern’s home under a foster care arrangement. Darlene and Rosie 
lived with Katherine and Vern from the mid-1960s to the late-1970s, and 
Sharon from 1969 until around 1977. 
 
[3]         At some point, Canada, through a local branch of what was then 
the Department of Indian Affairs, received correspondence from Ms. 
O’Brien expressing concern about the care the respondents were 
receiving. And, on several occasions, Marie made inquiries about the 
possibility of the children being returned to her care. 
 
[4]         Federal officials then began making plans for the children to be 
placed in the care of maternal family members on the Thunderchild First 
Nation, but these plans were “shelved” when the paternal relatives 
expressed a desire to keep the children and Ontario child protection 
authorities considered that the children were being adequately cared for. 
 
[5]         The respondents brought an action against Katherine and 
Canada. They were self-represented at trial. They alleged that 
Katherine abused them emotionally and physically. They claimed 
that she beat them with a belt and razor strap, disparaged their 
Indigeneity including by calling them “dirty Indians”, treated them 
as servants, forced them to work with her as a janitor, deprived them 
of the use of their real names, and prohibited them from 
acknowledging their heritage. They alleged further that the harm 
Katherine caused was aggravated when, around the mid-1990s, she 
began to falsely identify as Indigenous. 
 
[6]         The respondents alleged that Canada owed a fiduciary duty 
and a duty of care to protect them from 1) the abuse by their 
caregivers, and 2) the risk that living with non-Indigenous family 
members would result in the loss of their Indigenous cultural 
identity. The claim against Canada rested primarily on the fact that 
federal officials did not follow through with the plan they had developed to 
return the respondents to their Indigenous maternal family in 
Saskatchewan. According to the respondents, this led to emotional and 
physical harm and resulted in them losing their culture, language, and 
identity. 
 

… 
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[63]      A sui generis fiduciary duty is specific to the relationship between 
the Crown and Indigenous peoples: Ontario (Attorney General) v. 
Restoule, 2024 SCC 27, 494 D.L.R. (4th) 383, at para. 233; Williams 
Lake Indian Band v. Canada (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development), 2018 SCC 4, [2018] 1 S.C.R. 83, at para. 44. It arises 
when there is 1) a specific or cognizable Aboriginal interest, and 2) a 
Crown undertaking of discretionary control over that interest: Restoule, at 
para. 234. Aboriginal rights in Canadian law have always been 
conceptualized as communal in nature: Delgamuukw v. British Columbia, 
1997 CanLII 302 (SCC), [1997] 3 S.C.R. 1010, at pp. 1082-83; R. v. 
Powley, 2003 SCC 43, 68 O.R. (3d) 255, at para. 24. 
 

… 
 
[66]      The trial judge found that Canada owed a sui generis duty on the 
basis that the respondents had lost their Indigenous cultural identity. This, 
standing alone, is insufficient to ground a sui generis fiduciary duty. The 
respondents’ claims do not represent a specific or cognizable Aboriginal 
interest that is communal in nature. They do not seek to protect an 
Indigenous culture or language or any communal right to their 
preservation; rather, their claim corresponds with an individual right to 
practice their Indigenous culture and to speak their own Indigenous 
language. 

… 
 
[72]      When the alleged fiduciary is a government such an 
undertaking will be “rare” because a burden of utmost loyalty “is 
inherently at odds with [a government’s] duty to act in the best 
interests of society as a whole, and its obligation to spread limited 
resources among competing groups with equally valid claims to its 
assistance”: Elder Advocates, at para. 44, citing Sagharian 
(Litigation Guardian of) v. Ontario (Minister of Education), 2008 
ONCA 411, 172 C.R.R. (2d) 105, at paras. 47-49. Applying this 
principle, the Supreme Court in Restoule, at para. 232, rejected the 
claim of a fiduciary duty in respect of the augmentation of annuities 
under the Robinson Treaties because of the need to consider the 
“wider public interest” and broader economic conditions. 
 
[73]      An undertaking “may be found in the relationship between 
the parties, in an imposition of a responsibility by statute, or under 
an express agreement to act as trustee of the beneficiary’s interest”: 
Elder Advocates, at para. 32, citing Galambos v. Perez, 2009 SCC 48, 
[2009] 3 S.C.R. 247, at para. 77. An undertaking flowing from a 
statute must be clearly supported by the language in the statute, 
and an undertaking arising by implication from the relationship 
between the parties is determined by focussing on analogous 
cases: Elder Advocates, at paras. 45-46; K.L.B. v. British Columbia, 
2003 SCC 51, 230 D.L.R. (4th) 513, at para. 41. A “relationship of 
trust and reliance” alone does not meet the high threshold of an 
undertaking in the fiduciary sense: Restoule, at para. 231. 
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[74]      Further, the alleged beneficiaries must be vulnerable to the 
exercise of discretionary power by the alleged fiduciary in relation to 
“an identifiable legal or vital practical interest that is at stake”: Elder 
Advocates, at para. 35. A general impact on the alleged beneficiary’s 
well-being, property, or security is not enough. Rather, the interest 
“must be a specific private law interest to which the person has a 
pre-existing distinct and complete legal entitlement”: Elder 
Advocates, at para. 51. 

… 
 
[76]      This legal framework reveals two difficulties in establishing an ad 
hoc fiduciary duty in circumstances like those present in this appeal. The 
first relates to whether the evidence supports a finding that Canada 
undertook to act in the best interests of the respondents. Canada argues 
that the trial judge did not make any findings on the undertaking of loyalty, 
which was essential given how rare such a finding would be when dealing 
with government actors. The other difficulty is whether Canada alone, 
without the assistance of provincial child welfare authorities, had sufficient 
discretionary control over those in a situation like the respondents’ to 
support a fiduciary duty. As Canada points out, the trial judge did not 
identify any statutory authority that would give rise to discretionary 
control. 
 
[77]      Despite these challenges, I am of the view that, on the record 
before her, it was open to the trial judge to find that Canada owed such a 
duty. I arrive at that conclusion because of this situation’s similarity to – or 
to use the language in the jurisprudence, because of its close analogy to 
– a guardian-ward relationship, and because of Canada’s role as the 
exclusive intermediary in the plan to return the children to their First 
Nation in Saskatchewan. 

… 
 
[99]      Due to jurisdictional limits and its role as an exclusive 
intermediary, Canada’s discretionary control over the respondents’ 
interests is tethered to its ability to return them to the Thunderchild First 
Nation. The content of Canada’s fiduciary duty was therefore limited, 
which required it to prioritize the respondents’ interests with particular 
regard to the maintenance of their language, culture, and identity. This 
duty did not require Canada to insist on the respondents’ return to the 
Thunderchild First Nation in all circumstances or that it successfully 
implement its return plan. But it did require Canada’s decision-making 
with respect to the return plan not be driven by the interests or judgment 
of others in a manner that abused the respondents’ trust. 

… 
 
[108]   Even though it would generally be open to a government agency to 
rely on a CAS’s assessment that a child is not being abused or neglected, 
Canada did not discharge its fiduciary obligation by doing so in the unique 
circumstances of this case. First, it knew from the May 4, 1966 letter that 
the CAS had not interviewed members of the Cannon families. It had 
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been previously alerted to the CAS’s inattention to this matter. Yet, it 
deferred to the CAS’s judgment without further inquiry. Second, as 
discussed earlier, the CAS, as a creature of provincial legislation, had a 
different mandate than the federal officials who were trying to facilitate an 
inter-provincial return plan for Indigenous children. Given the manner in 
which representatives of the federal government interjected themselves, 
Canada’s fiduciary duty could not be discharged simply by relying on the 
CAS’s determination that the respondents were not in need of protection. 
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