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[32] Moreover, Amicus states that there is no principled reason to draw a distinction between
mega-fund cases that settle before trial and those that are fully litigated for the purposes of class
counsel fees. Instead, that consideration is subsumed in other factors like the time dedicated to the
case and the risk assumed by counsel. Regardless, 4micus notes that this case was ultimately
resolved through a Plan of Compromise under the CCAA, so it is ultimately the result of a
settlement.

[33] Amicus submits that it would be helpful in this case to conduct a “Lodestar” analysis as a
“cross-check” for the reasonableness of the fees sought by QCAP Counsel. Under this approach
to assessing counsel fees, the starting point is the amount of work class counsel performed with
respect to the matter. Counsel will demonstrate the number of hours expended on the case by

counsel and what they would have billed if they had been acting under an ordinary retainer. This
- amount that would have been billed is the “Lodestar”. Next, counsel will divide the compensation
sought by the Lodestar. The result indicates what multiple of the Lodestar class counsel seeks as
compensation: Fresco v. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce, 2023 ONSC 3335, at paras. 134-
37, aff’d 2024 ONCA 628.

[34]  The multiplier factor represents a premium flowing to class counsel for taking on the risk
associated with pursuing the retainer. A larger multiplier should correspond to a higher degree of
risk shouldered by the law firm. The Ontario courts have stated that class counsel may be
compensated at a rate of up to 4 times the Lodestar amount in the “most deserving of cases”: Gagne
v. Silcorp Ltd. (1998), 41 O.R. (3d) 417 (C.A.), at para. 26.

[35]  After subtracting disbursements from the fees sought, the multiplier in this case would be
3.981 ($854,578,989 + $214,653,500).

[36] Amicus states that, in Quebec cases, counsel have received fees representing a multiplier
ranging from less than one up to seven.

(ii) Québec

[37]  Queébec filed its factum prior to the appointment of Mr. Prévost as Amicus. The purpose of
its factum was to provide assistance to the Court. Québec’s factum emphasizes three points. First,
Québec’s interest is to maximize recovery for the victims, and counsel fees, by definition, operate
to reduce class compensation. Second, Québec has an interest in the undistributed funds. Third,
there is a lack of detail to support the hours worked, the hourly rate and the disbursements claimed.

[38] Québec argues that QCAP Counsel have provided inadequate evidence to support its
alleged Lodestar amount of $214,653,500. It also argues that Counsel have not sufficiently proven
the $46,598,926 of disbursements that they claim. It observes that QCAP Counsel’s submissions
fail to allocate the hours worked among Counsel’s various firms. Further, the hourly rates assigned
to the lawyers lacked adequate supporting evidence.

[39] Thus, Québec submits that this Court has inadequate information to determine whether the
fees sought are fair and reasonable.
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[40]  Québec acknowledges that QCAP Counsel achieved considerable success on behalf of the
QCAPs. However, it submits that the amount sought by QCAP Counsel in this case would greatly
reduce the amount of funds available to be distributed to claimants. Further, Québec argues that
the amounts sought by class counsel are out of proportion with the amount class members expect
to recover.

(iii) QCAP Counsel

[41] QCAP Counsel submit that they assumed great risk in advancing the claims in this case.
Success was by no means assured. Tobacco companies had not previously been held liable for the
harms caused by their products. Establishing liability in this case required advancing several novel
legal arguments. Indeed, Québec’s public fund for supporting class action litigation refused to
provide financial assistance in 2001, because it assessed the chances of success as too low.

[42]. Moreover, the tobacco industry had developed a reputation for being highly litigious, and
succeeding in any claim against the Tobacco Companies would require considerable time and
expense.

[43] QCAP Counsel further submit that, even after succeeding at trial and then on appeal, there
was still considerable risk that they would never be paid. The Tobacco Companies filed for
insolvency protection soon after the Court of Appeal upheld the trial decision. Thus, QCAP
Counsel submits, there was considerable risk relating to every stage of these proceedings over th
past 26 years. : :

[44] QCAP Counsel argue that they achieved an excellent outcome on behalf of the QCAPs.
They recovered $4.25 billion on behalf of the Blais and Létourneau class members and arranged
for novel processes that will streamline the claims process.

[45] QCAP Counsel also submit that I should take into account the recovery on behalf of the
PCCs. While the PCCs had their own representative counsel, the success of their claims was
derived from the work of QCAP Counsel.

[46] QCAP Counsel responded to Québec’s arguments by stating that it expects all QCAPs to
receive the full amount of their claims out of the funds established under the CCAA Plans. Any
excess amounts are to be paid to the provinces in respect of their various claims. Thus, any
reduction in the requested fee for QCAP Counsel would not affect the recovery for class members.
Any reduction in the requested fee would accrue to the provinces. This point was confirmed by
Ms. Wall on behalf of the Province of Ontario. Ms. Wall made specific reference to the Québec
Class Action Administration Plan, which is Schedule “N” to the CCAA Plans of RBH and JTIM
and Schedule “K” to the CCAA Plan of Imperial.

[47] QCAP Counsel submit that the fees they seek do not represent a windfall or a sweetheart
deal that would bring the integrity of the profession into disrepute. Indeed, the 22% contingency
fee falls near the low end of typical retainers in such cases. They stress that the court must have a
principled basis for concluding that a certain fee award would be unfair or unreasonable.
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[48] QCAP Counsel also submit that the legislature created legislation enabling class
proceedings to promote access to justice and promote punishment, deterrence, and denunciation
and that their conduct throughout the proceeding has only furthered these goals. Thus, QCAP
Counsel submits that they should be entitled to the benefit of their retainer agreement.

Contingency fees in mega-fund cases

[49] QCAP Counsel acknowledge that courts are generally more hesitant to award the
contingency fees set out in the retainer in the case of “mega-fund” cases of $100 million or more.
However, they argue that the presumption in favour of the fees set out in the retainer agreement
nevertheless applies to mega-fund cases in Québec law.

[50] QCAP Counsel also submits that the underlying reasons for this hesitancy are not engaged
in this case. Typically, mega-fund cases settle before a trial on the merits. Here, the case was fully
tried and then appealed. Because mega-fund cases typically settle, it can be hard to assess the
degree of success that counsel achieved on behalf of the class. Further, many mega-fund cases are
characterized by “piggy-backing” on prior liability findings. There was no such prior finding of
liability on which the QCAPs relied in this case.

(iv)  Canadian Cancer Society

[51] Itisalso informative to take into account submissions made by interested parties, who do
not have any direct interest in the outcome of these motions. The Canadian Cancer Society is one

such party.

[52] Counsel to the Canadian Cancer Society, Mr. Robert Cunningham, provided what he
referenced as “an external validation for the absolutely incredible work done and results achieved
by the QCAP Counsel in this internationally unprecedented case.”

[53]  Mr. Cunningham went on to submit:

“For the QCAPs, in terms of the results achieved, it should not just be in comparison
with other class action cases in Canada. A global comparison of other tobacco cases
should also be done. The QCAP result is, by far, the best outcome of any individual
case, class action case, against the tobacco industry, upheld on appeal, in the world,
ever. No other case is even close. The QCAP outcome is an enormous global world
precedent.

One can’t just say that the QCAP counsel really did an incredible job, but they do;
the work that was done was so many orders of magnitude greater than that. As a
result of the work of QCAP counsel, there are at least four categories of
beneficiaries, if not more.

First, Québec class members. Without this team of extraordinary QCAP lawyers
and their work, there would be no recovery at all. Compensation would be zero.
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Second, the Pan-Canadian claimants. The work of QCAP counsel has been essential
to the compensation received by the PCC’s. Raymond Wagner, counsel for the
PCC’s, said as much in the media last October when the CCAA Plans were filed,
and this is noted in the QCAP materials.

Third, the provinces and territories. And, again, without diminishing the work at
all, [by] counsel for the provinces, the provinces did obtain for free a partial
roadmap to assist in their own cases through the documents, testimony, and
argument in the Québec proceedings.

Fourth, behaviour modification and deterring future wrongful conduct of tobacco
companies not only in Canada but internationally. There can be no doubt that the
Québec class action outcome of $4.1 billion and the other consequential financial
effects will help focus the corporate mind of the parent companies to think how
they may behave in other countries.

In closing, I emphasize that the work of QCAP counsel has been unparalleled,
deserves the highest recognition, and is consistent with the finest traditions of the
legal profession.”

[54] Mr. Cunningham was provided with a further opportunity to make submissions just prior
to the closing of argument. He added the following points:

“In assessing the counsel fee for the Québec Class Action, this case is really at the
upper end of the upper end. Table[s] summarizing previous cases can be partially
useful, and such tables have been included in what has been filed by the QCAPs,
the Attorney General of Québec, and the Amicus, the Honorable André Prévost.

But the facts relating to the Québec Class Action and counsel for the Québec Class
Action means that this case is far outside these tables of past cases. It is beyond the
grid. There’s never been any case like it; and there may never again be such a case.

In terms of the reputation of the legal profession, what the QCAP counsel have
done has enhanced the reputation of the profession enormously. Who takes on and
pursues tenaciously [for] decades such a case?

As I noted at the February 11™ hearing, QCAP counsel have achieved against the
tobacco industry what no one else has ever achieved anywhere in the world with
cases going back to the 1950s. They have surmounted impossible odds in the face
of incredible risk. Their unique legal story will last in Québec, Canada and globally.
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The public benefit that these lawyers have achieved is of fundamental and historic
importance. There must be the necessary and very significant incentive for counsel
to take on and pursue such impossible cases against such a massively well-financed
worldwide industry.”

[55]  The submissions of counsel for The Canadian Cancer Society are a ringing endorsement in
support of the fee request of QCAP Counsel.

») PROVINCES of British Columbia, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, New Brunswick,
Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and the Territories of Yukon, Nunavut and the
Northwest Territories

[56] The provinces of British Columbia, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, New Brunswick, Nova
Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and the territories of Yukon, Nunavut and Northwest Territories
took no position on the issue of the QCAP Counsel fees.

[57] Québec made reference in its factum to the fact that it has an economic interest in the
undistributed funds from the QCAP settlement, but this point was not vigorously pursued in
argument.

[58]  The provinces and territories have actively participated in the CCAA proceedings from the
outset. They are familiar with the CCAA Plans. They are aware of the amount being requested by
QCAP Counsel, yet they consciously made the decision not to oppose the requested fee. This
decision is significant given that any reduction in the fees awarded to the QCAP Counsel would
accrue to the provinces and territories. Simply put, these provinces and territories have a direct
economic interest in the amount being requested by QCAP Counsel.

[59] TIamnotin a position to speculate as to why the provinces and territories chose to take “no
position” on this issue. However, due to their extensive involvement in the CCAA process, they
are arguably in a much better position than most participants in these CCAA proceedings, to judge
whether the fee request of QCAP Counsel is reasonable in the circumstances. Their silence on this
point speaks volumes.

H. Analysis and Conclusion

(i) QCAP Counsel

[60] The retainer agreement formed between class counsel and the representative plaintiff is the
starting point for the analysis of counsel fees. However, the agreement may be set aside upon a
finding that it is not fair and reasonable: A.B. v. Clercs de Saint-Viateur du Canada, 2023 QCCA
527 at para. 51. In assessing the fairness and reasonableness of the fee, the courts consider several
factors set out in s. 102 of the Code of Professional Conduct of Lawyers, C.Q.L.R. c. B-1, r. 3.1.
According to the parties, the key relevant considerations in this case include:

a. The risks assumed by counsel;
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b. The scope of the retaiher; and
c. The outcome achieved on behalf of the class.

[61] The court must also consider how the fee reflects on the integrity of the profession. The
court must not grant a fee award that would be susceptible to giving the legal profession “a profit-
seeking character’™: 4.B., at para. 51.

[62] The law in Québec is summarized in the submission of Amicus. The law 1s, in most
respects, the same in Ontario (see: Fresco v. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce, 2024 ONCA
628, and Davidv. Loblaw, 2025 ONSC 2792, at paras. 40-47).

[63] TIaccept the following:
(a) QCAP Counsel assumed great risk in accepting the retainer from the class.

(b) The 22% fee arrangement is at the low end of the scale and is fair and
reasonable.

(©) The QCAPs succeeded at trial and the Québec Court of Appeal.

(d Although the CCAA Plans reflected a mediated settlement, the CCAA Plans
were only put forth to a creditor vote after five and a half years of mediation.
This reflects hard fought negotiations.

(e) An exceptional outcome was obtained for the Class. The monetary award
for each member of the Class is fixed. Even if the fee request of QCAP
Counsel is reduced, the reduction will not flow to the benefit of the Class.

® the PCCs, as well as the provinces and territories obtained residual benefits
as a result of the work of QCAP Counsel.

(2) With the exception of Québec, the provinces and territories took no position
on the appropriateness of the fees. This is significant as any reduction in the
fees being awarded to the QCAPs would flow to the provinces and
territories.

[64] It is not, in my view, practical to review the dockets of each lawyer or timekeeper. The
work was performed over twenty-six years and for the past six years, much of the professional
services performed were rendered in the confidential mediation conducted by The Honourable
Warren K. Winkler, K.C. Québec raised certain concerns with respect to the absence of any docket
review. However, in the circumstances, it seems to me that there is no productive utility in
conducting an in-depth review. The hours and related dollar value will be enormous even if there
was a significant adjustment. Rather, when you take into account the foregoing, the real issue is
whether the fee request is too high.
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[65] To state the obvious, the fee request is astronomical. But is there any principled basis on -
which the fee can be or should be reduced? The work was done pursuant to a written agreement.
The work was well done and produced an exceptional result. The risk assumed by QCAP Counsel
was significant and a premium, by way of a multiplier, is, in my view, justified.

[66] And, if there was a significant reduction, where would the money go? Subject to the proviso
described below, it would not go to the benefit of the QCAPs. The funds would not go to the
benefit of other class action plaintiffs. It would go to the provinces and territories, all of whom,
with the exception of Québec, took no position on this motion.

[67] It also must be recognized that a significant amount of the funds awarded to counsel will
find their way back to the government treasuries through taxation.

[68]  This leads me to conclude that, from the standpoint of the class and the provinces and
territories, the fee request of QCAP counsel cannot be said to be unreasonable.

[69]  The fee request of $909 million is unheard of in Canadian legal history. As previously
stated, this is a unique case and this decision should never be considered to have any precedential
value.

[70]  Taking all the foregoing into account, I am unable to find a principled basis on which to
reduce the fee request. Further, even if there was a significant reduction, the amount awarded will
still be enormous.

[71]  However, there is one potential scenario that has to be taken into account.

[72]  Québec raised the possibility that QCAPs could proportionately receive less than the
amount of their individual claims out of the funds established under the CCAA Plans.

[73] Atpara. 4 of its factum, Québec submits that it has an interest in ensuring the fees are fair
to the class members so as to maximize recovery for those victims of tobacco related harms.

[74]  Asnoted above at para. 46, QCAP Counsel states that it expects all QCAPs to receive the
full amount of their claim.

[75] The actual amount being paid out to each claimant cannot be established with finality at
this time.

[76] Inmy view, it is appropriate to set up a reserve out of the fee awarded to QCAP Counsel
to ensure that each approved claimant receives the full amount of their claim under the CCAA
Plans.

[77] For greater certainty, I am cognizant of the provisions of the Quebec Class Action
Administration Plan, which has been sanctioned by this Court. Paragraphs 26.7, 35.3, 41.1 and
53.1 of this Plan contemplate that the “actual quantum” of compensation payable to a Tobacco-
Victim Claimant or Succession Claimant “will be determined on a pro rata basis between all Blais
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Class Members” based on the number of claims received and the amount available for distribution
after all claims have been received (Paras. 26.7 and 35.3). The Plan states that the “quantum of
the payments” specified in the compensation table “may be reduced on a pro rata basis based upon
the actual take-up rate and other factors” (Para.41.1).

. [78]  Section 53.1 of the Quebec Class Action Administration Plan addresses the prospect of the
funds remaining in the QCAP Trust Account “after the payment of the Quebec Class Counsel Fee”
being insufficient to pay the aggregate of the Compensation Payments. In that event, payments
owing to the class members eligible for compensation shall be reduced on a pro rata basis so that
the amount payable does not exceed the funds remaining in the QCAP Trust Account (Para. 53 D).

[79]  These provisions of the Quebec Class Action Administration Plan are binding on affected
parties. The amount available to fund the claims is fixed by the terms of the Sanction Order. The
face value of the claims is not guaranteed. Rather, to the contrary, the amount payable to each
eligible claimant is determined once all claims are processed, the actual take-up rate is known, and
the amount available to pay the approved claims to individual claimants is capable of
determination. Nonetheless, I direct that a reserve be held back from the QCAP Counsel fee and
retained in the respective QCAP Trust Accounts in the total amount of $50,000,000, the purpose
of which is to alleviate, to the extent possible, any reduction in compensation to claimants because
of the actual take-up rate or other factors, on a pro-rata basis. If this amount is not required,
whether in whole or in part, the amount remaining shall, with the approval of the CCAA Plan
Administrators, be remitted to the QCAP Counsel. Otherwise, the full amount of the fee sought by
the QCAP Counsel shall be paid to them in the amount herein approved, in conformity with the
provisions of the Quebec Class Action Administration Plan, upon implementation of the CCAA
Plans. ’

[80]  Subject to this foregoing proviso, in the absence of a principled basis on which to reduce
the quantum sought, the requested fee of QCAP Counsel is, reluctantly, approved in the amount
requested.

(i) Knight

[81] The principles governing fee approvals in British Columbia law are the same as those
discussed above with respect to Québec and Ontario law.

[82]  Class counsel submits that a one-third contingency fee, like the one sought here, is standard
practice in British Columbia class actions, and that such fees are frequently held reasonable:
Chartrand v. Google LLC, 2021 BCSC 7, at para. 60.

[83] Class counsel further submits that the $1,062,746.62 of disbursements in this case were
reasonable and necessary, including the interest amounts. Particularly, it was reasonable and
necessary to hire U.S. law firms to consult on the case given the overlap between light cigarette
litigation in the U.S. and the claims at issue in the Knight class action. Through this consultation,
class counsel accessed documents and information that they otherwise would not have obtained.
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[84]  Finally, class counsel submits that it is common practice under British Columbia law to
award an honourarium to a representative plaintiff for “competent service”: Parsons v. Coast
Capital Savings Credit Union, 2010 BCCA 311, 321 D.L.R. (4th) 338, at para. 22. In this way,
British Columbia law diverges from Ontario law, which allows for such an honourarium only in
“exceptional circumstances”: Doucet v. The Royal Winnipeg Ballet, 2023 ONSC 2323 (Div. Ct),
at para. 92.

[85]  Regardless, class counsel argue that Mr. Knight’s service over 22 years since commencing
the class action satisfies either the lower “competent” threshold or the higher “exceptional” one.
They submit a $10,000 honourarium represents a modest recognition of his services.

[86]  Taking into account the result achieved, risk, time expended, complexity, and importance
of the matter to the Class, I am satisfied that the requested fee is reasonable in the circumstances
and it is approved, as is the honorarium to Mr. Knight.

(iii) Tobacco Producers

[87] Counsel argue that the retainer is presumptively valid and enforceable, and the 25%
contingency fee should be awarded unless for example, (i) the representative plaintiff did not fully
understand or accept the agreement, (ii) the contingency amount is excessive or (iii) the award
would be so large as to be unseemly or otherwise unreasonable: Cannon v. Funds for Canada
Foundation, 2013 ONSC 7686, [2013] O.J. No. 5825, at para. 9. Counsel submits that the
presumption in favour of the agreed compensation is not rebutted in this case and that a 25%
contingency fee is within the common range in class proceedings. I agree.

[88]  Counsel also referenced the Lodestar multiplier analysis. They submit that they have
dedicated over 4,100 hours to the underlying class action and the CCAA proceedings. They
estimate that this would amount to over $3 million in legal fees at standard hourly rates. As a result,
their requested fees represent a multiplier of 0.8, while multipliers of 2.5 or higher are commonly
considered reasonable: Pace Securities Corp. et al v. First Hamilton Holdings Inc. et al., 2021
ONSC 6956, at para. 28.

[89] Taking into account the result achieved, risk, complexity, and importance of the matter to
the Class, I am satisfied that the requested fee is reasonable in the circumstances and it is approved.

I. Postscript

[90] I feel compelled to add a postscript. Much has been said about creating an incentive for
counsel to take on such risky cases. Here, this created the opportunity for QCAP Counsel to obtain
compensation beyond their wildest expectations. In receiving this reward, if counsel are truly.
acting in the best traditions of the legal profession they should recognize that they have a moral
obligation to society. QCAP Counsel have unquestionably acted in a way that has fully discharged
their obligations to the class. A truly outstanding result has been obtained for the class in a case in
which QCAP Counsel took on an exceptional risk. However, the question remains — do they have
further and wider obligations to society? It will be up to each QCAP Counsel fee recipient to
answer this question for themselves. If she or he conclude that they do have such an obligation and
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choose to honour it, they can do so by publicly making a meaningful and significant contribution
to a health-related charity of their choice. In this way, they can be publicly recognized for their
incredible work in this matter.
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