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Introduction  

[1] These are my Reasons for Decision on the application of the Law Society of Alberta 

(LSA), filed May 10, 2018 for an Order declaring Shawn Beaver (Beaver) in contempt of court 

(Application or Contempt Application) for breaching a permanent injunction (Injunction) that I 

granted in this Action on February 4, 2016 (filed February 9, 2016).   

[2] In simple terms, the Injunction, inter alia, ordered that Beaver not:  
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(a) be involved in any manner or capacity having to do with the provision of legal 

services (para1(a)); 

(b) be a partner or associate with any active member of the LSA (para 1(f));   

(c) provide legal advice to any person in Alberta (para 2(b));   

(d) draft, advise, or assist in drafting any documents to be filed in any court in 

Alberta (para 2(d)); and 

(e) provide any services normally or customarily supplied by barristers and solicitors 

in Alberta, even if the services are permitted to be provided by agents pursuant to 

a provincial statute (para 2(f)).   

[3] On September 7, 2016, the Alberta Court of Appeal dismissed Beaver’s appeal of the 

Injunction (2016 ABCA 290), confirming, at para 27, that the Injunction was permanent. 

Elements of Contempt 

[4] Breach of a court order constitutes contempt: Alberta Rules of Court (Rules), Rule 

10.52(3). Contempt is established when:  

(a) the order clearly and unequivocally states what should or should not be done;  

(b) there is actual knowledge of the order; 

(c) the breach is deliberate; and 

(d) there is no adequate excuse for the breach:  

Envacon Inc. v. 829693 Alberta Ltd. 2017 ABQB 623, para 17; Storage Capital (II) LP v. 

1288314 Alberta Ltd. 2018 ABQB 292, para 24; and Schitthelm v. Kelemen 2013 ABQB 42, 

para 40.  

[5] The constituent elements of contempt must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt: 

Bhatnager v. Canada [1990] 2 SCR 217, para 14.  

Executive Summary 

[6] For the reasons that follow, I find that the LSA has proven the constituent elements of 

contempt against Beaver beyond a reasonable doubt, and therefore I declare Beaver to be in civil 

contempt of court, pursuant to Rule 10.52(3), and subject to punishment therefor under Rule 

10.53, as shall be determined under the process set out at the end of these Reasons. 

Background 

[7] The background of this Contempt Application, include the following landmarks: 

(a) May 28, 2015 - LSA suspended Beaver as a Member of the LSA; 

(b) February 4 (filed February 9), 2016 – Injunction; 

(c) August 17, 2016 (Order filed September 20, 2016) – Beaver found in contempt 

for breaching the Injunction; 

(d) January 26, 2017 – LSA found Beaver guilty of unprofessional conduct (Affidavit 

of Hong, dated and filed May 17, 2018); 

(e) February 15, 2017 – LSA disbarred Beaver (Affidavit of Hong); and 
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(f) May 10, 2018 – Contempt Application filed (based on alleged breaches of the 

Injunction starting in August 2017). 

Positions in this Case 

[8] The LSA alleges that Beaver has breached both the Legal Profession Act, R.S.A.2000, c. 

L-8 (Act) and the Injunction: 

From May 2015, when he was suspended, the provision by Beaver of legal 

services has been a violation of s. 106 of the ... [Act].... From February 4, 2016, 

when the Injunction was issued, the provision of legal services by Beaver has also 

been a violation of the Injunction. Despite that, Beaver has continued to practise 

law.  (LSA Brief, paras 6 & 7). 

[9] The LSA also argues (LSA Brief, paras 49 – 51) that that there is no adequate excuse for 

Beaver’s breaches:  

49. Beaver embarked on a prolonged, deliberate scheme to clandestinely practice 

law. He did it for personal gain. His actions are both a breach of the Act and a 

breach of the Injunction. 

50. There is no excuse for such prolonged and deliberate illegal behavior. 

51. Beaver’s guilty mind is clearly demonstrated by his instruction to Jura to 

delete emails and to mislead LSA investigators in an effort to conceal his 

involvement with the provision of legal services.  

[10] Beaver argues that the evidence of Jura and Bhullar “is so inherently unreliable and 

contradictory that it cannot pass the test of proof beyond a reasonable doubt” (Beaver Response 

Brief, para 3). 

Issues 

[11] Has the LSA proven, beyond a reasonable doubt, breach(s) of the Injunction, on the 

applicable legal elements for contempt? 

[12] The hearing into the Contempt Application took place on October 29 and 30, 2019. The 

evidence-in-chief in this case consisted of: 

(a) Affidavit of Chipo Florence Jura (Jura), sworn May 7, 2018 and filed May 10, 

2018 (Jura Affidavit #1); 

(b) Affidavit of Jura sworn October 17, 2018 and filed October 19, 2018 (Jura 

Affidavit #2);  

(c) Affidavit of Tony Bhullar (Bhullar) sworn September 28, 2018 and filed October 

11, 2018; and 

(d) Affidavit of Bao-Hoa Hong (Hong) sworn and filed on May 17, 2018 (only as to 

the background of the case). 

[13] Jura and Bhullar were, but Hong was not, cross-examined on their affidavit evidence at 

the hearing herein. 
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Analysis 

Terms of the Order  

[14] I find that it is beyond doubt that the terms of the Injunction, as articulated above, are 

clear and unambiguous. 

Knowledge of the Order  

[15] I accept the submissions of the LSA that there can be no doubt of Beaver’s actual 

knowledge of the injunction – as the LSA articulated (LSA Brief, para 46): he appealed the 

Injunction; he applied for a stay of the Injunction pending appeal; he previously was found to be 

in contempt for breaching the Injunction; and he was personally present in court when the prior 

finding of contempt was made. There is no other evidence to the contrary. 

[16] In the result, I need not rely on alternate methods of proving actual knowledge 

circumstantially or by inference as argued by the LSA (LSA Brief, paras 43 – 45, relying on 

Bhatnager, at paras 17 and Dew v. Dew, 2008 MBQB 314 at para 34). Moreover, if16 I were to 

have done so, relying on the tests provide, knowledge would also have been proven, in that 

manner, beyond a reasonable doubt. 

Deliberate Breach(es) 

[17] There are two elements to deliberate breaches, namely that the LSA has proven beyond a 

reasonable doubt that: (a) there has been one or more breaches of the Injunction (issue 

acknowledged at para 3 of the Beaver Response Brief); and (b) that any such breach(es) were 

deliberate. 

[18] Not every breach alleged need be proven, in spite of the arguments in the Beaver 

Response Brief, para 24, although Jura gave evidence, in Jura Affidavit #1, regarding over 7 

cases in which Beaver was involved, in addition to the evidence of Bhullar. Thus, there is 

evidence, from Jura, to support the breaches by Beaver relating to those clients, even if witnesses 

about those other matters were not brought forward to testify in corroboration of Jura’s 

testimony. In other words, one deliberate breach of the Injunction, proved beyond a reasonable 

doubt, is sufficient for contempt to be found. 

Breaches and Credibility of Evidence 

[19] In addition to the affidavits referenced herein, as noted, the matter was heard at oral 

hearings on October 29 and 30, 2019. Written arguments were provided on a staggered basis: 

LSA Brief of December 20, 2019; Beaver Response Brief of January 10, 2020; and LSA Reply 

Brief of January 24, 2020. No oral argument was provided at the stipulation of Counsel. 

Evidence of Jura  

Jura Affidavit #1 

[20] I will not repeat in great detail the contents of the Jura Affidavit #1, filed May 7, 2018 

(nor, indeed, the contents of any of the affidavits herein), but the LSA summarizes the contents 

in its brief. In broad, summarized terms, that evidence includes the following. 

[21] On August 9, 2017, after Jura (admitted to the Bar on March 24, 2017) contacted Beaver 

in May 2017 (but did not retain him initially) for legal tutoring (including in relation to impaired 

driving - TR#1 – 31/35-32/17), Beaver proposed to Jura, and followed up thereon to work 
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together to provide legal services to members of the public, including: Beaver bringing in clients; 

Jura doing court applications as directed by Beaver, including contents of submissions and 

communications with lawyers (see Exhibit B of the Jura Affidavit #1); Beaver  drafting court 

documents TR#1 – 96/11-16); and sharing fees (LSA Brief, paras 9 – 11; Jura Affidavit #1, paras 

5 – 7, 9 and 10, and Exhibit A – an email from Beaver). This broad evidence, in Jura Affidavit 

#1, including the details of Jura’s acceptance of the proposal and its implementation until 

February 26, 2018 (as summarized in paras 11 - 18 of the LSA Brief), if accepted, as I do, 

supports breaches of, inter alia, all paras 1(a), 1(f), 2(b), 2(d) and 2(f) of the Injunction. 

[22] In addition to the reference in Jura Affidavit #1 to client Bhullar (see below), Jura 

referenced a number of other cases in which she worked with Beaver (see, inter alia, paras 11 – 

14, 18 – 28, and Exhibits C – H of Jura Affidavit #1), detailing the services Beaver provided and, 

in some cases, the pay received. 

[23] When investigation of Jura by the LSA came to her knowledge, Beaver instructed Jura to 

delete emails implicating him, some of which she deleted (see LSA Reply Brief, para 30; TR#2 – 

51/33-41). Jura denied that it was her idea to delete emails and that there were conversations on 

the matter not just email/text messages (TR#1 – 47/25-37, et seq, including 49/22-28). She was 

suspended by the LSA on February 26, 2018. See Jura Affidavit #1, paras 29 – 32; and see also, 

Jura Affidavit #2, paras 3 & 4, and various other paras thereof.  

[24] From all of the evidence in Jura Affidavit #1, and the cross-examination thereon, both 

direct or by permissible inference, I am satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that Beaver 

deliberately breached the Injunction on one or more occasions. There is little evidence on 

actually sharing fees, but it is the activities, not just fees, that constitute breaches of the 

Injunction. In other words, agreeing to provide, and providing, the legal services in conjunction 

with a lawyer is the breach, whether or not the clients were to, or did, provide payment for such 

services – although it defies credibility that either Beaver or Jura would do so without fees, 

which would be the very purpose of the exercise. 

[25] It is clear from Jura’s evidence that Beaver was “associated” with her in the provision of 

legal services (Injunction, para 1(f)), contrary to the allegations in the Beaver Response Brief, 

para 25. 

Jura Affidavit #2 

[26] In Jura’s Affidavit #2, filed on October 19, 2019, Jura admitted that she had not been 

truthful in communications with the LSA on February 6 and 9, 2018, with regard to her 

association with Beaver (see para 26 of Jura Affidavit #2), in effect, as I find, trying to minimize 

her incrimination of Beaver (see specifically paras 5 and 6 of Jura Affidavit #2). She did, 

however, give evidence that she was truthful in her third interview with the LSA on March 22, 

2018. See LSA Brief, paras 20 – 21. 
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Cross-Examination  

[27] In her cross-examination, Jura re-affirmed, under oath, that Beaver was “taking the lead 

on files and directing legal strategy, giving her instructions and providing legal advice to clients” 

(LSA Brief, para 23, supported by reference to the hearing transcript1 -TR #1-21/31-33. 

Credibility of Jura  

[28] Beaver argues that Jura’s evidence “is so inherently unreliable and contradictory that it 

cannot pass the test of proof beyond a reasonable doubt” and “as a proven liar under oath, all of 

Ms. Jura’s evidence should be treated with suspicion” (Beaver Response Brief, paras 3, 40 and 

44), relying upon R. v. Khela [2009] 1 SCR 104, at paras 33 – 35. Beaver further argued (Beaver 

Response Brief, para 45) that Jura’s answers under cross-examination were weak or evasive – for 

which there appears to be some substance. I agree with the cautions and mandatory warnings to 

decision makers (including myself) in Khela that the Court should be initially wary of accepting 

evidence of a person who is a key witness when that witness has been involved in a 

(unprosecuted) forgery, has lied and been less than forthcoming during investigations, swearing 

false oaths (there is no evidence of Jura lying under oath, except in this context), and being 

evasive in cross-examination. 

[29] However, this is not all black and white and initial concerns need to reflect all of the 

evidence and circumstances. 

[30] The LSA addresses this issue in its Reply Brief, paras 28 – 39. At para 29, LSA put 

Jura’s evidence into context and asserts: 

Jura’s substantive evidence was consistent as between her sworn affidavits 

(Exhibits 1 and 2) and was not adversely controverted under cross-examination. 

The LSA submits that Beaver’s cross-examination largely ignored the substance 

of Jura’s affidavit evidence. Much of the cross-examination was spent 

highlighting selective and self-serving text exchanges, the existence of which 

were not disputed by Jura. 

I agree with that observation. 

[31] Jura’s admissions of untruthfulness with the LSA investigators as set out in Jura Affidavit 

#2, raises certain questions about the truthfulness of her evidence incriminating Beaver in both 

affidavits. However, that admission must be separated from the substance of her testimony that 

was put forward in her Affidavits and oral testimony. 

[32] Jura acknowledged in cross-examination that she had forged a signature and falsely 

commissioned two affidavits (Beaver Response Brief, paras 19 and 20; LSA Reply Brief, para 

31). That is certainly not excusable, nor to be minimized, and in some legal contexts would be 

fatal to her credibility – e.g. if there was nothing to corroborate the substance of her testimony. 

However, she took full responsibility for and admitted these breaches, and for this, and other 

breaches (TR#1 – 23/12-24/2 and 24/40-25/4) not relevant to these Reasons except as to her 

credibility, intended to pay the ultimately price – not “benefits or favours”, nor “quid pro quo” 

(Beaver Response Brief, para 39), but rather, resignation in face of proceedings intended to lead 

                                                 
1
  There were two transcripts of the hearing: Day One, October 29, 2019 and Day Two, October 30, 2019, 

each with separate (not continuous) page numbers. I shall abbreviate references to them by using this formula, e.g. 

TR#1 – page/line(s).  



Page: 7 

 

to disbarment. Nor was there any evidence to support Beaver’s speculation (Beaver Response 

Brief, para 43) that Jura would not “be assessed for costs” – see the answer in LSA Reply Brief, 

paras 3 and 21-25. In the result, Jura rehabilitated her credibility. Moreover, there is much to 

corroborate her evidence, such that I find her admissions of illegality do not cause me to a 

reasonable doubt about the detailed substance of her evidence herein. 

[33] While acknowledging her untruthfulness, in Jura’s first two interviews with the LSA, in 

the sense of not (or under) incriminating Beaver (note para 21 of Jura Affidavit #2, where she 

says she was not truthful “in an effort to conceal Beaver’s involvement with my practice”), in 

Jura’s third interview, she “expressed a desire to start fresh, speak the truth and accept the 

consequences that flowed” (LSA Brief, para 27. I find that Jura’s untruthfulness was not about 

the substance of what happened involving Beaver, but, rather, about her initial attempt, at his 

suggestion, to protect, him. As the LSA said in its Reply Brief (para 48): “It is ironic that Jura’s 

admitted failures to be candid with the LSA is rooted in her efforts to protect Beaver and to 

follow his self-serving advice during her LSA investigation” – telling her to delete emails 

implicating him, but, at the same time, telling her to give access to emails to the LSA, because 

there is “nothing wrong with getting instructions from him” (Beaver Response Brief, paras 13 & 

15). There is absolutely no support – indeed, it defies credibility to argue, that “Beaver was 

resolute throughout the messaging to follow the proper and lawful path”, and that Jura was not 

“nothing more than a person who takes the easy way out, just as she did in implicating Beaver” 

(Beaver Response Brief, para 39 and 49). Rather, I find that Jura tried to protect Beaver, at his 

insistence and direction, until she decided, ultimately, to tell the truth regardless of the 

consequences for Beaver. In the punishment round of these proceedings, this would seem to be a 

very aggravating factor.  

[34] Moreover, in and after Jura’s third interview, the LSA asserts (LSA Brief, paras 27 – 28), 

and I accept, that Jura “was candid regarding her own misconduct and accepted responsibility for 

her actions” and: 

... [A]dmitted to serious misconduct as summarized in the LSA citations issued 

against her and the parties jointly stipulated that Jura intends to resign, with the 

consent of the LSA, pursuant to s. 61 of the Act which constitutes a disbarment 

for all purposes pursuant to s. 1(c)(ii) of the Act. Jura is effectively consenting to 

her own disbarment. There should be no suggestion that her motives in testifying 

were self-serving.  

[35] Additionally, as to the timing of the admission of her untruthfulness with the LSA 

investigators on February 9, 2018, vis-à-vis the date of her later forging the signature on an 

affidavit for a client on February 23, 2018 (Exhibit 8) as set out in Beaver Response Submission, 

(inter alia, para 42), I accept the substance of arguments of the LSA Reply Brief , paras 32 – 39,: 

that is, while on February 9, 2018, Jura “began to realize that it was a serious mistake to try to 

protect Beaver” (emphasis in the original), it was not until March 22, 2018, after retaining 

counsel, and 3 days before her suspension, that she Jura actually commenced “no longer trying to 

conceal Beaver’s involvement in my legal practice”. The bottom line is that the whole context 

needs to be considered, and while Jura’s falsity is troublesome, it is not compounded by the dates 

– but rather is explained by the circumstances. 

[36] I therefore find that Jura’s oral cross-examination was consistent with the evidence 

provided in her two Affidavits. More specifically, I find that there is no evidence or admission by 
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Jura that the positive substantive evidence she gave against Beaver was untruthful. Rather, I find 

that Jura’s evidence incriminating Beaver (and therefore, perhaps herself – she too was under 

investigation) was clouded by her untruthfulness on other matters, but nevertheless, the truth of 

Beaver’s breaches came through. 

[37] While, on cross examination by Mr. Gregory (Mr. Renouf, Counsel for Beaver had a 

conflict), there were some weaknesses to Jura’s evidence, including: she “confessed a current 

lack of clarity” (LSA Brief, para 22), and she was not certain of the origin and drafting of certain 

documents (see LSA Brief, para 25), I find that those are more of a matter of lack of recollection 

after a period of time than untruthfulness in either her original Affidavits, or under cross-

examination (see for example questions on her memory at TR#1 – 27/22-36; 29/11-32; 34/40-41; 

37/21-41; 43/14-24). 

[38] The bottom line of Jura’s credibility is reflected in the submissions of the LSA as to the 

substance of the cross-examination (LSA Brief, para 26): 

... the substantive, relevant evidence contained in Jura’s affidavits was not 

referenced or challenged during cross-examination. Jura was not cross-examined 

on the facts set out in her Affidavits which describe her association with Beaver, 

the clients and legal matters he was involved in, the legal advice, drafting, 

strategy and instructions he provided to her and clients and the fee sharing 

arrangements between them. 

This also applies to the arguments of Beaver – see LSA Reply Brief, para 4. 

[39] I agree with that submission, and, in the result, I accept that the substance of Jura’s 

evidence incriminating Beaver was truthful, and, on that basis, I find that the LSA has proved 

Beaver’s contempt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

[40] Much of the cross-examination of Jura centred on a lack of evidence about Beaver telling 

Jura to delete emails and to withhold information about Beaver from the LSA, and also focused 

on self-serving, contradictory emails from Beaver to Jura, telling her to tell the LSA 

“everything”, because he claimed he was only tutoring her and that he had done nothing wrong 

(TR#1 – 100/25-34), and that he disagreed with LSA views to the contrary (see, inter alia, cross-

examination at TR#1 – 90/29-91/35). Jura testified specifically to Beaver both counselling her to 

delete emails and to withhold information – including para. 7 of Jura Affidavit #2 that she should 

“...withhold from the investigators any information regarding Beaver’s involvement with any of 

the legal matters [Jura] had dealt with”. Cross-examination of Jura on certain of her 

communications with Beaver revealed that “represented a fraction of the communications ... and 

that she had phone conversations and meetings with Beaver” (a number of instances – see for 

example, referenced to “The text messages are only a third of the story” (TR#1 – 57/27-29; see 

also TR#1 – 69/3-4). Moreover, “emails (which included e-transfer payment emails) were 

deleted on the instructions of Beaver and that she also deleted texts prior to her second interview 

[with the LSA] on February 9, 2018”. See LSA Brief, para 24, referencing TR#1 - 48/7-8 & 14-

15; 49/25–50/12; and TR#2 - 51,51/11–52/3; LSA Reply Brief, para 30. There are two points 

here: first, the cross-examination was only in relation to some texts, not all communications 

where she says there was such communication – only as to the tip of the iceberg of 

communication between Jura and Beaver – I accept that conclusion; and second, I accept Jura’s 

evidence that counselling by Beaver on both happened. Moreover, while Beaver denies it 



Page: 9 

 

(Beaver Response Brief, paras 15 and 25), I find that him doing so is obstruction by Beaver, as 

the LSA alleges.  

[41] Beaver’s Counsel noted that the LSA, during its investigations of Jura’s conduct, 

unrelated to Beaver, invited Jura to help the LSA with investigations of Beaver (see also, TR#1 – 

56/29-41), and that Jura believed that she had to co-operate with the LSA “to be able to practise 

law in the future” (Beaver Response Brief, paras 10 and 17). This was in support of an argument 

(Beaver Response Brief, para 38) that Jura was fabricating the role and activities of Beaver for a 

“hope of advantage” in her own discipline matters. LSA responded to this in the LSA Reply 

Brief, paras 19 – 27. I have commented on some of this above, and will comment only briefly 

further: the actual “suggestion” is in a transcript (LSA Reply Brief, para 20) and contains no 

indication of any benefit to Jura; Jura intended to resign under s. 61 of the Act (equivalent to 

disbarment) in any event; and there was no basis for Beaver’s assertions on favourable costs. I 

accept the LSA arguments therein to refute the suggestions of Beaver. 

[42] In the result, as the LSA argued, I find that there is no basis for the “Beaver submissions 

suggest that Jura implicated Beaver in order to obtain a favourable resolution in her conduct 

proceedings” (LSA Reply Brief, para 3). I find those allegations are only mere speculation 

without evidence to attempt to shield Beaver from his own obvious breaches. However, even if 

that were the case, and I have found that it is not, it is not evidence of a mere fabrication by Jura 

of Beaver’s breaches of the Injunction, because the evidence by Jura is detailed and collaborated 

to a significant extent as documented in these Reasons. 

[43]  As the LSA stated (LSA Reply Brief, para 27): “Jura is taking responsibility for her 

misconduct and will pay the ultimate price in terms of her career as a lawyer” – while Beaver is 

not, but is found in contempt, with the penalties that will follow. Thus, with all the detail 

provided in the evidence, the suggestion that the substantive allegations against Beaver were 

fabricated by Jura for any of the reasons alleged, is beyond credibility.  

Evidence of Bhullar 

[44] Bhullar’s Affidavit evidence, and exhibits thereto, filed October 11, 2018, corroborate the 

evidence of Jura (see paras 15 – 17 of Jura Affidavit #1), as it relates to Bhullar, starting in the 

fall of 2017. That is: Beaver provided Bhullar legal advice and representation, with Jura 

appearing in court; Beaver communicated with Bhullar and Jura on legal matters; and Beaver 

and/or Jura were paid by Bhullar (corroborated, as to Beaver, and unchallenged in cross-

examination - see Exhibit A to Bhullar’s Affidavit – p. 2, 16
th

 last line; p. 3, 13 and 16
th

 last 

lines; and p. 4, 5
th

 last line; Exhibit B; and Exhibit 12, at the hearing). Moreover, discussion of 

legal processes and documents exhibited to Bhullar’s Affidavit (e.g. Exhibit C), also 

unchallenged in cross-examination, further corroborate this. See LSA Brief, paras 29 – 33 and 

documents referenced therein. This is evidence that supports the conclusion, beyond a reasonable 

doubt, that Beaver breached paras 1(f) and 2(b) of the Injunction. 

[45] Bhullar was challenged on cross-examination about the contents of his affidavit wherein 

he states that he thought Beaver was a lawyer, and that he was not aware of Beaver’s disbarment 

until later in their relationship (paras 2 and 9 of the Bhullar Affidavit). The relevant issue is 

whether, in the context of Bhullar and others, Beaver breached the Injunction (LSA Reply Brief, 

para 40), not Beaver’s status as a lawyer. Beaver raises this non-substantive and non-germane 

issue to detract from the substance of Bhullars evidence of Beaver’s breaches of the Injunction, 

or to try to make Bhullar feel guilty about using a disbarred lawyer, or to undermine Bhullar’s 
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credibility. But Bhullar’s understanding of Beaver’s status is not the issue; the issue is whether 

Beaver, through his own conduct, breached the terms of the Injunction. 

[46] Nevertheless, on that not very important matter – irrelevant in substance, and a weak 

attack on Bhullar’s credibility - the answer is largely seen in Exhibit 11 of the hearing, which is 

an email string that supports the conclusion that it was not until September 27
th

 that Bhullar 

knew of Beaver’s disbarment. In cross-examination, Counsel for Beaver elicited from Jura 

(Beaver Response Brief, para 6) that she thought that she had told Bhullar that Beaver was 

disbarred before he (Bhullar) was himself found in contempt of court (TR #1 – 21-10/29), and 

then Beaver attempts to use this as an example of contradiction between the two to attack the 

credibility of both. While this goes to, and seems to verify, the credibility of Bhullar on this 

point, and the perhaps mistaken belief of Jura as what she told Bhullar about Beaver’s 

disbarment, if anything, none of this is a serious conflict, and is, in any event entirely irrelevant 

to substance of the issues of Beaver’s breach of the Injunction. Indeed, why was Jura even 

talking to Bhullar about Beaver’s disbarment, if Beaver was not part of the legal advice to 

Bhullar – a self confirming allegation. Put another way, the more serious take-away is not the 

client’s knowledge of the status of Beaver that is important, but rather what is the clear beach by 

Beaver of the Injunction, which Bhullar’s affidavit and cross-examination corroborate. Indeed, as 

the LSA poignantly notes, the very evidence used to challenge Bhullar’s credibility on the issue 

of Beaver’s disbarment, “corroborates the evidence that Beaver was working on Bhullar’s legal 

matters” (LSA Reply Brief, paras 44 and 45) – however, he also directly confirmed that on cross-

examination (TR #2 – 8/7-8; 11/8-11; 20/18-27; 21/10-23; 30/17-20; 41/24-28), and testified as 

to money transfers (TR #2 – 22/5-32; 23/24-24/19).. 

[47] In cross-examination, Bhullar demonstrated that he is hard to understand in both oral 

communications, as Jura testified was sometimes the case (TR #1 -19/37 – 39; Beaver Response 

Brief, para 4), as well as in written documents, as LSA asserted (LSA Reply Brief, para 41). He 

also demonstrated other weaknesses as a witness on cross-examination – such as many instances 

of not remembering dates (see Transcript #2, and search for “remember” and “date”) and on 

alleged evasiveness (Beaver Response Brief, para 55). Moreover, Exhibits that Bhullar initiated 

tended to suggest that he was not a very scrupulous person, nor was the evidence of his character 

very exemplary (as seen in some of his text communications - e.g. some aspects of Exhibit A to 

his Affidavit) and as  referenced in some aspects of the Beaver Response Brief, at paras 23 and 

59. Bhullar also showed some inclination to intimidate (TR #2 – 39/28 – 38), to which he did not 

substantively respond (and TR #2 - 40/13-41/7. However, his affidavit evidence, including 

attached exhibits, and his evidence in cross-examination, assisted by exhibits entered in that 

process, both establish and corroborate his own evidence to prove breaches of the Injunction by 

Beaver in a number of respects – see the LSA Reply Brief, para 42 - 43, the substance with 

which I agree. Indeed, notwithstanding a certain lack of credibility at its worst, Bhullar’s 

evidence clearly demonstrated, beyond a reasonable doubt, that Beaver was providing legal 

advice to Bhullar, in conjunction with Jura, in breach of the Injunction. Furthermore, in spite of 

his weaknesses as a witness, I find, in all of the circumstances, that Bhullar’s evidence provides 

considerable corroboration to Jura’s evidence. Combined, I find that Jura’s and Bhullar’s 

evidence prove contempt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

[48] The LSA (LSA Brief para 38) argues that: 

The substantive, relevant evidence set out in Bhullar’s Affidavit and 

documentation was not challenged during cross-examination and remains 
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uncontroverted. The evidence is clear that Beaver was involved in the provision 

of legal services to Bhullar in violation of paragraphs 1(a) and 2(f) of the 

Injunction. Beaver associated with Jura to provide legal services to Bhullar in 

violation of paragraph 1(f) of the Injunction. Beaver provided legal advice to 

Bhullar in violation of paragraph 2 of the Injunction. 

I agree and conclude that this supports my conclusion on its own, and in corroboration of Jura’s 

evidence, that the LSA has proved beyond a reasonable doubt that Beaver breached a number of 

the prohibitions contained in the Injunction. 

[49] As the LSA points out (LSA Reply Brief, paras 46 – 47), relying on R. v. Morin, [1988] 

2 SCR 345, it is the evidence as a whole that determines whether the proponent has met its 

burden of proof beyond a reasonable doubt. The LSA asserts, and in substance, I agree that: 

The totality of the evidence of Jura and Bhullar is consistent, both individually 

and collectively. Critical portions of their affidavit evidence were not addressed or 

challenged at all during cross-examination. Attempts to attribute questionable 

motives for testifying to Jura and Bhullar were unsuccessful. And importantly, the 

documentary evidence available (that which survived Jura’s deletion efforts made 

on Beaver’s advice) independently corroborates the affidavit evidence and the 

testimony of both Jura and Bhullar. 

[50] In the end, I agree with the final substantive para 50 of the LSA Reply Brief: 

Based on the evidence, there can be no dispute that Beaver was working with Jura 

on client matters. He attempts to characterizes his role in relation to Jura as that of 

a tutor [admitted at para 49 of the Beaver Response Brief]. Even if that was all he 

was doing, it would violate the Injunction Order. However, the LSA submits that 

the evidence supports beyond a reasonable doubt that Beaver was doing more 

than tutoring [see, for example, TR#1 – 101/30-41] 

[51] The LSA submits that the evidence is clear that Beaver was: 

(a) retained and involved in the practice of law and the provision of legal services in 

breach of paragraph 1(a) of the Injunction Order; 

(b) associated with an active member of the LSA in breach of paragraph 1(f) of the 

Injunction Order; 

(c) providing legal advice to various individuals in breach of paragraph 2(b) of the 

Injunction Order; and 

(d) drafting, advising or assisting in the drafting of documents to be filed in court in 

breach of paragraph 2(d) of the Injunction Order. 

Deliberate 

[52] It is clear that for any breaches proven beyond a reasonable doubt by the LSA, the actions 

of Beaver in relation to those breaches were deliberate.  To make the point more firmly, I find 

that the LSA has proven beyond a reasonable doubt deliberate breaches by Beaver. There is no 

evidence that, for example, any breach was accidental. Indeed, there is no evidence to refute 

deliberateness at all. Moreover, the evidence of Jura, which I accept, that Beaver counselled her 

to destroy incriminating emails and other evidence (see the Jura Affidavits #1 and 2, as 
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summarized in paras 19 and 20 of the LSA Brief, and backup references supporting same – 

including paras 7 and 12 of Jura Affidavit #2) is evidence in direct proof of deliberateness. 

[53] The LSA asserts that Beaver “willfully and repeatedly violated the terms of the 

Injunction” (LSA Reply Brief, para 55). I agree. 

No Adequate Excuse 

[54] The LSA’s opening arguments on excuse are articulated above. 

[55] Beaver argues (para 28 of the Beaver Response Brief, as addressed at para 6 of the LSA 

Reply Brief) that the evidence provided by the LSA shows only that he was “tutoring” Jura. The 

LSA acknowledges that some of what Beaver was doing was tutoring (which itself is a breach of 

the Injunction), but argues that on the whole his conduct was much broader than that. This is 

consistent with Jura’s testimony (see, inter alia, 69/15-21). I agree with both. 

[56] In her cross-examination, Jura confirmed that Beaver was not “tutoring or assisting a 

junior member of the bar in generalities on civil and criminal procedure”, nor “merely assisting 

her in setting up her practice” (LSA Brief, para 23, referencing TR#1 - 32/14–17 & 69/15-21). 

Indeed, she testified that, in relation to Bhullar, Beaver was not merely “...assisting. He was 

leading everything. I was assisting, if anything” (TR#1 – 21/31-33). Moreover, as the LSA 

argues (LSA Reply Brief, inter alia, paras 6 &7), even tutoring or assisting a lawyer in such a 

way, in the context of the evidence in this case, would be, I find, being “involved in any manner 

or capacity having to do with the provisions of legal services”, contrary to para 1(a) of the 

Injunction.  

[57] In argument Beaver admits (Beaver Response Brief, para 7) to giving advice to Jura 

about setting up a trust account. While perhaps not the most serious breach, I find that clearly 

breaches para 1(a) of the Injunction. Tutoring of a law student or generic advice on impaired 

driving law might not infringe the Injunction, but tutoring “in any capacity having to do with the 

practice of law or the provision of legal services” breaches para 1(2). 

[58] Similarly, Beaver’s admission (Beaver Brief, paras 8 and 9) that he gave advice about the 

LSA’s investigation of her, while again not the most serious violation, was also a breach of para 

1(a) of the Injunction. 

[59] Moreover, providing precedent retainer and reporting letters (TR#1 – 62/37-63/17; 65/13-

16; Beaver Response Brief, para 11), might seem not the most serious beach, but is, in fact, a 

breach of para 1(2) of the Injunction.  

[60] A more serious breach of the Injunction (in respect of, inter alia, paras 1(a), 2(b) and (c), 

and (d)) is drafting affidavits and providing advice on how to run a specific trial (apparently 

admitted by Beaver Response Brief, para 12, although the advice is implied to be in the generic). 

This is not about finding the form of an affidavit in the Rules (Form 49) or a Procedural Law 101 

seminar, on affidavits and trials, but, clearly, providing advice and direction in the context of 

specific (and named) cases. The inferences to the contrary defy credibility. 

[61] Thus, contrary to Beaver advising Jura that there was nothing wrong with him tutoring 

her (Beaver Response Brief, para 11), I find beyond a reasonable doubt his doing so in the 

context of the specific practice of law, as here, to have been a breach of paras 1(a) and 2(b) to (d) 

of the Injunction. 
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[62] To address this more specifically in relation to the arguments of Beaver (paras 27 and 28 

of the Beaver Response Brief), and LSA (para, 8 of the LSA Reply Brief), this is not about an 

offer to “tutor law students”, but rather about providing legal advice and legal services to active 

lawyers, like Jura, and to clients, through Jura. Moreover, as the LSA notes (LSA Reply Brief, 

para 8): “Beaver’s text to Jura in February 2018 stating: ‘I don’t agree with LSA assessment of 

what I can do and how you can use me’ (Hearing Exhibit 6, page 6) contradicts the suggestion 

that Beaver believed the LSA did not object to his tutoring activities.”  

[63] The statements in the Beaver Response Brief, that “there was nothing wrong with [Jura] 

communicating with a disbarred lawyer” (para 11), are broadly correct, if the discussion was 

about some generic topic, and not specifically about practicing law or getting legal advice, as 

was clearly the situation obvious in the evidence here. To suggest that it was only the former, as 

the Beaver Response Brief tends to suggest, defies credibility. The statement that Beaver hasn’t 

“done anything wrong” (para 15) is refuted by LSA Reply Brief, paras 8 and 9, and by these 

Reasons. Moreover, any misunderstanding by Jura, of Beaver’s obligations under the Injunction 

(para 10 of the LSA Reply Brief) are “irrelevant to whether Beaver in fact breached the 

Injunction”. 

[64] Aside from the tutoring, apparently admitted by both Beaver and the LSA, which I find to 

be in breach of the Injunction, I find that Beaver’s activities amounted to more than tutoring. The 

LSA put it this way (LSA Reply Brief, para 11), in general response to the Beaver Response 

Brief at paras 29 -33: 

Jura’s affidavit evidence is clear, and she repeatedly testified under cross-

examination, that Beaver was providing more than just tutoring services. Jura’s 

evidence strongly supports the fact that Beaver provided legal advice and services 

and drafted court documents in violation of the Injunction Order. 

I agree with the substance of that submission, namely that the activities of Beaver primarily 

constituted more serious breaches of the Injunction than just tutoring, all of which I find to be 

breaches of the Injunction. As to Beaver Response Brief at paras 29 -33, I note that LSA 

addressed each of them at LSA Reply Brief paras 12 – 18. I find the LSA submissions there 

support that the Affidavit evidence of Jura was corroborated in many ways by other evidence, 

including evidence within her Affidavits and as introduced during cross-examination. 

Conclusion  

[65] In the result, I find that the LSA has proven beyond a reasonable doubt that Beaver has 

deliberately breached, without excuse, the terms of the Injunction, and thus I find that the LSA 

has proven Beaver’s contempt beyond a reasonable doubt, and therefore, I so declare Beaver to 

be in contempt, pursuant to Rule 10.52(3). 

Penalty 

[66] Rule 10.53 provides for punishment for contempt. The LSA addressed this at paras 53 – 

66 of its Brief. Beaver, however, argued (Beaver Response Brief, para 60) that any discussion of 

punishment was premature without specific findings of contempt. Contempt having now been 

proven by the LSA beyond a reasonable doubt, the Court must address punishment. 
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[67] The LSA is given 20 days from the date of these Reasons to provide any Supplementary 

Brief on punishment (maximum of 15 pages, with any decisions highlighted), Beaver is given 20 

days thereafter for his Response Brief (maximum of 20 pages, with any decisions highlighted), 

and the LSA is given 10 days thereafter for its Reply (maximum of 10 pages, with any decisions 

highlighted). In each case, Counsel are to advise whether they are content with these written 

submissions of seek an oral hearing, not to add to, but to speak to, the written submissions. 

Heard on the 29
th

 and 30
th

 of October, 2019, with written submissions on the 19
th

 day of 

December, 2019, the 10th day of January, 2020, and the 24
th

 day of January, 2020. 

 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, Alberta this 14
th

 day of May, 2020. 

 

                                                                                    

 

 

 

 

J.D. Rooke 

A.C.J.C.Q.B.A. 
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Shanna L. Hunka & Sharon Heine 

 for the Applicant 

 

Simon M. Renouf, Q.C. & Rod J. A. Gregory 
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