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It is rare for medical negligence cases to make their way to the Supreme Court of 
Canada. Until last week, the last case focused on the test for standard of care in medical
negligence was ter Neuzen v. Korn in 1995.

What you need to know

On Jan. 18, 2021, the Supreme Court of Canada heard the Armstrong v. Ward case, 
which centered on the appropriate standard of care for a surgeon and the proper order 
of the elements of negligence. After hearing from both parties and two interveners, the 
panel of seven Supreme Court Justices unanimously ruled from the bench to allow the 
appeal and adopt the reasons from Justice van Rensburg, who dissented below at the 
Court of Appeal.

Justice van Rensburg’s reasons maintain the status quo of the law of negligence. In 
them, she reinforced the well-established burden of proof on the plaintiffs and 
emphasized that courts ought to avoid the dangers of a results-oriented approach. She 
also confirmed that causation ought not to be considered prior to standard of care. 
However, she acknowledged it is sometimes necessary to look at the injury for 
circumstantial evidence of what happened to informed whether a breach of the standard
of care occurred.

Background

The appellant, Karen Armstrong, suffered a left ureter obstruction ten weeks after a 
laparoscopic colectomy performed by the respondent.

At trial, the surgeon was found liable. The trial judge found that the ureter obstruction 
was caused by the surgeon’s use of a LigaSure instrument (which emits heat to seal 
tissue) within 2mm of the ureter. The trial judge determined that the standard of care 
was to identify, protect and avoid close proximity to the ureter when using the LigaSure. 
While the trial judge was satisfied that the surgeon did take steps to identify and protect 
the ureter, he ultimately concluded that if a surgeon brought the LigaSure within 2mm of 
the ureter, it was a breach of the standard of care. As he determined the injury here was 
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caused by the LigaSure being used within 2mm, the surgeon was found to have 
breached the standard of care.

The Court of Appeal was split on appeal. The majority overturned Justice Mulligan’s 
finding of liability. They stated that by basing the standard of care on a goal (i.e. to stay 
2mm away from the ureter) rather than steps (i.e. to identify and try to protect the 
ureter), the surgeon was improperly held to a “standard of perfection” in what they 
characterized as an improper form of strict or absolute liability. The majority commented 
that the fact a patient was injured cannot form the basis of a finding of negligence, 
except potentially in rare cases, such as leaving a sponge inside a patient or operating 
on the wrong limb. Finally, the majority stated that if a trial judge proceeds on the basis 
that only negligence can cause the injury at issue, the judge is obliged to consider and 
rule out non-negligent causes.

Justice van Rensburg ’s reasons

Justice van Rensburg dissented, finding that deference was owed to the trial judge. She 
dismissed the distinction between a step and a goal, stating that it is not enough to 
simply use the appropriate technique, but that the practitioner needs to execute the 
technique with reasonable skill as well. She also disagreed that staying more than 2mm 
away from the ureter was a “goal” rather than a “step”. She ultimately concluded that 
there was no factual or expert evidence to suggest a competent surgeon using 
reasonable care would be unable to stay more than 2mm away from the ureter.

With respect to ruling out non-negligent causes, Justice van Rensburg found that the 
trial judge is not responsible for considering defence theories not raised by the 
defendant or in the evidence. A plaintiff is not required to disprove every possible theory 
that could have been put forward by a defendant.

Justice van Rensburg and the majority were in agreement regarding the order of the 
elements of negligence. It is clear that causation (both factual causation which looks at 
the “but for” test or legal causation which looks at proximity and remoteness) cannot be 
determined prior to standard of care. The three Court of Appeal judges also all agreed, 
based on the Court’s prior decisions in Meringolo (Committee of) v. Oshawa General 
Hospital (1991 CarwswellOnt 1078) and Grass (Litigation Guardian of) v. Women’s 
College Hospital, that in some cases, a plaintiff’s injury can be examined for 
circumstantial evidence about what happened at the time of the alleged negligence to 
assist in the inquiry of whether the defendant breached the standard of care. However, 
Justice van Rensburg made it clear that a court cannot reason backwards from an 
unfortunate or improbable outcome to establish negligence.

Takeaway

Justice van Rensburg’s reasons, which have now been adopted by a unanimous 
Supreme Court, reinforce the law of medical negligence as we know it.

For further information about the implications of this decision on medical negligence law 
in Canada, please feel free to contact any one of the co-authors of this article.

Par

https://www.ontariocourts.ca/decisions/2019/2019ONCA0963.pdf
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onca/doc/2001/2001canlii8526/2001canlii8526.html?resultIndex=1
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onca/doc/2001/2001canlii8526/2001canlii8526.html?resultIndex=1


3

Anna  Marrison, John  McIntyre

Services

Droit de la santé, Litiges, Réglementation en matière de santé

____________________________________________________________________________________

BLG  |  Vos avocats au Canada

Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. (BLG) est le plus grand cabinet d’avocats canadien véritablement 

multiservices. À ce titre, il offre des conseils juridiques pratiques à des clients d’ici et d’ailleurs dans plus de 

domaines et de secteurs que tout autre cabinet canadien. Comptant plus de 725 avocats, agents de propriété 

intellectuelle et autres professionnels, BLG répond aux besoins juridiques d’entreprises et d’institutions au pays 

comme à l’étranger pour ce qui touche les fusions et acquisitions, les marchés financiers, les différends et le 

financement ou encore l’enregistrement de brevets et de marques de commerce.

blg.com

Bureaux BLG

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada
T2P 0R3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 1J9

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415

Montréal

1000, rue De La Gauchetière Ouest
Suite 900
Montréal, QC, Canada
H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada
M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

Les présents renseignements sont de nature générale et ne sauraient constituer un avis juridique, ni un énoncé complet de la législation 

pertinente, ni un avis sur un quelconque sujet. Personne ne devrait agir ou s’abstenir d’agir sur la foi de ceux-ci sans procéder à un examen 

approfondi du droit après avoir soupesé les faits d’une situation précise. Nous vous recommandons de consulter votre conseiller juridique si 

vous avez des questions ou des préoccupations particulières. BLG ne garantit aucunement que la teneur de cette publication est exacte, à 

jour ou complète. Aucune partie de cette publication ne peut être reproduite sans l’autorisation écrite de Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., 

S.R.L. Si BLG vous a envoyé cette publication et que vous ne souhaitez plus la recevoir, vous pouvez demander à faire supprimer vos 

coordonnées de nos listes d’envoi en communiquant avec nous par courriel à desabonnement@blg.com  ou en modifiant vos préférences 

d’abonnement dans blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe. Si vous pensez avoir reçu le présent message par erreur, veuillez nous écrire à 

communications@blg.com. Pour consulter la politique de confidentialité de BLG relativement aux publications, rendez-vous sur 

blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. Borden Ladner Gervais est une société à responsabilité limitée de l'Ontario.

https://www.blg.com/fr/people/m/marrison-anna
https://www.blg.com/fr/people/_deactive/m/mcintyre-john
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/health-care
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/disputes
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/health-care/health-regulatory
http://www.blg.com/fr/
mailto:desabonnement@blg.com
https://www.blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels



