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[1] The Appellant, R. Maxine Collins, has brought motions requesting that we should all recuse
ourselves from hearing her appeal, principally on the ground that we have at different times made
interlocutory orders in connection with this or arelated appeal and denied her the relief that she has
sought. The motion concerning Justice Trudel arises from the reasons that she wrote in arelated

apped (reported as 2011 FCA 11).
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[2] Each of us hasindividually considered the motion pertaining to ourselves. We are of the
view that none would give rise to a reasonable apprehension in the mind of a person, who is aware
of the facts and has thought the matter through in a practical manner, that we will not impartially

judge Ms Callins apped.

[3] Thereisastrong presumption that judges will comply with their solemn judicia oath to
administer justice impartially. This presumption is not easily rebutted. To prove an alegation of
reasonabl e apprehension of bias against ajudge requires “convincing evidence” (R. v. S(D.), [1997]
3 S.C.R. 484 at para. 32). It will be particularly difficult for alitigant to establish adisqualifying
bias on the basis of ajudge’s previous encounters with alitigant in hisor her judicia capacity

(Apotex Inc. v. Sanofi-Aventis Inc, 2008 FCA 394 &t para. 6).

[4] We are aware of no authority suggesting that ajudgeis disqualified by bias solely on the
ground that she or he has rendered an interlocutory decision adverseto alitigant in the same or a
related proceeding, or has written reasons for deciding an appeal in arelated matter. That the litigant
thinks that the judge’ s decision was wrong or misguided isirrelevant. Were it otherwise, the orderly

administration of justice would be jeopardised.



[5] For these reasons, Ms Collins' recusal motions are dismissed.

“John M. Evans’
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JA.

“Eleanor R. Dawson”

JA.

“ Johanne Truddl”

JA.
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