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	c.
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	et
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	et
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	et
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	et
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	et
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	et
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	et
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	JUGEMENT

	______________________________________________________________________

	


[1] [bookmark: _Toc430945543]Le Tribunal est saisi d’une demande en cours d’instance du demandeur Davis Joseph visant à faire déclarer inhabile le cabinet A.L.I.A. qui représente la défenderesse Université McGill (ci-après McGill) ainsi que tous les autres défendeurs à l’exception de Me Eliab Taïrou et le cabinet d’avocats Langlois.
[2] Le demandeur poursuit McGill et les autres défendeurs leur réclamant solidairement 500 000 000$ (cinq cents millions de dollars), alléguant qu’ils l’ont forcé à se retirer de ses études et recherches tout en s’accaparant ses droits intellectuels sur les découvertes qu’il aurait faites, ce qu’il l’aurait privé de 1 000 000 000$ (un milliard de dollars) en revenus. 
[3] Le Tribunal cite certains extraits de la demande introductive d’instance :
1. The Plaintiff, Davis joseph, was a master’s/fast-track to PhD student in biochemistry at McGill University until he was wrongfully forced to withdraw in February 2025, despite having no negative academic performance, including the absence of any negative academic review.
(…)
5.  On September 13, 2023, the Plaintiff independently made a ground-breaking discovery in biochemistry published as 2 separate double-blind peer review articles on November 15, 2024, and April 27, 2025, in the prestigious International Journal of Molecular Sciences, a Q1 journal with an impact factor of 4.9 (2023). Over 1,100 journals and news outlets have covered Plaintiff’s work since October of 2024, all over the world. This is because the discovery enables near-term cures for Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s diseases, valued at over $1 billion in patent values and grants (P-1). For the University itself, the discovery would have led to significant endowments as well.
6.  Post-discovery, Defendants aggressively attacked the Plaintiff’s character and spread serious defamatory rumors. For example, defendants spread a rumor that Plaintiff was just like “Fabrikant”, a mass murderer at Concordia University in Montreal, Canada. This rumor is sourced to Dr. Nahum Sonenberg as recorded in the combined global McGill grievance responses to the plaintiff McGill grievance sent to the Plaintiff in writing (P-2, page 7 of 39, middle of paragraph 3). This was done in order to prevent other professors from taking on Plaintiff as his supervisor and to oblige Plaintiff to withdraw from the graduate program in violation of McGill University policies and claim his Intellectual Properties for themselves. Dr. Nahum Sonenberg, in collaboration with his colleagues, even went to the length of contacting professors in this field in other institutions to ensure that Plaintiff could not get opportunities to complete his work in other labs. If it had not been for Plaintiff’s father’s vast worldwide network, which includes over 1,000 professors and 33 Nobel Prize Laureates, Plaintiff would have been destroyed, as prior students have been under Dr. Nahum Sonenberg and his colleagues.
(…)
8. Violations include:
	a) Wrongful termination of supervision without cause/notice and without assignment of a new supervisor, which is the academic unit’s responsibility (McGill Biochemistry Regulations and McGill Graduate Guidelines s. 2.6). In a written notice, Dr. Thomas Duchaine (department chair) insisted in writing that it is the student’s sole responsibility to find a new supervisor directly, contrary to McGill Graduate Guidelines s. 2.6.
	b) False harassment claims orchestrated via Ana-Maria Hincie Hincapie Restrepo (under Dr. Michel L. Tremblay’s supervision, Dr. Nahum Sonenberg’s close colleague and collaborator), with biased investigation by Me Eliab Taïrou (contra McGill Harassment Policy ss. 1.2 – P-4) – including interviewing all 7 of Ana’s witnesses (even hearsay-based) but only 1 of Plaintiff’s 9, creating reasonable apprehension of bias;
	c) Denial of Plaintiff’s Intellectual Property ownership (contra McGill Copyright Policy s. 4.1 – P-5). Policy clearly states that the students own their work. It is important to note that Dr. Lorraine Chalifour (Associate Dean), did say on September 19, 2024 in a Zoom call with Plaintiff, that Plaintiff was an employee, which is covered by s. 4.2 of McGill Copyright Policy. However, this statement as well as other claims, was denied and contradicted by Dr. Lorraine Chalifour herself during the McGill grievance process months later, claiming that Plaintiff was not an employee as stated clearly in his stipend agreement (P-6 highlighted); 
(…)
CONCLUSIONS SOUGHT :
WHEREFORE, MAY IT PLEASE THE COURT TO:
a) DECLARE the Defendants liable under art. 1457 CCQ for fault, fraud, bias, defamation, intentional interference with economic relations, breach of policies, IP misappropriation, and conspiracy (solidary liability);	

b) CONDEMN the Defendants solidarily to pay the Plaintiff:
· $500,000,000 + in pecuniary damages (lost global Intellectual Property values and economic prospects);
· $1,000,000 in moral damages;
· Punitive damages for the willful misconduct of the Defendants (Charter violations); with interest (art. 1617 CCQ) and additional indemnity (art. 1619 CCQ) from service;

c) ORDER reinstatement or equivalent relief;
The whole is respectfully submitted.
THE WHOLE, WITH COST.
[4] Le demandeur fonde sa requête en inhabilité sur l’article 193 du Code de procédure civile qui édicte :
Un avocat peut, à la demande d’une partie, être déclaré inhabile à agir dans une affaire, notamment si l’avocat est en situation de conflit d’intérêts et n’y remédie pas, s’il a transmis ou est susceptible de transmettre à une autre partie ou à un tiers des renseignements confidentiels ou s’il est appelé à témoigner dans l’instance sur des faits essentiels; dans ce dernier cas, l’inhabileté n’est déclarée que si des motifs graves le justifient.
[5] Voici quelques extraits de la requête en inhabileté du demandeur :
2. Under this article (article 193 C.p.c.), the lawyer must avoid all conflicts of interest and preserve independence and loyalty toward each client.
(…)
6. The core issue of this trial centers around wrongful termination, fraud and intellectual property theft.
7. The Plaintiff was a graduate student at McGill University who was in the process of fast-tracking from the Master’s to the PhD program.
[bookmark: _Hlk235431994](…)
11. Very soon after the Plaintiff’s mother passed away, Dr. Nahum Sonenberg and his colleagues started spreading rumors that the Plaintiff was a deranged psychopath like Valery Fabrikant, the mass shooter who killed many professors at Concordia University in that he was a safety threat to the professors and the students.
(…)
20. After the University’s ruling, Dr. Nahum Sonenberg and his 13 colleagues revoked the Plaintiff’s access to his research institutions’ laboratories and revoked his registration to the biochemistry research program under the supervision of Dr. Nahum Sonenberg and dismissed him from the Goodman Cancer Research Institute.
21. Following the Plaintiff’s complaint against Dr. Nahum Sonenberg and his colleagues at the McGill Student Grievance Office, the professors who co-authored a 39 page public response, stating that their reasons for dismissing the Plaintiff were that the Plaintiff was a safety threat to the professors and the students and that he was a deranged psychopath like Valery Fabrikant, despite the University rulings, the exact opposite.
22. In other words, the professors are claiming that the University’s Disciplinary Decision was wrong, and the professors’ position puts them in direct opposition to the University’s position, which ruled that there was no evidence of any security risk.
23. Consequently, the lawfirm A.L.I.A. finds itself in a position where it must defend the University’s finding that the Plaintiff is safe, as per the University’s judicial admission, while simultaneously defending the professors’ claim that the Plaintiff is a homicidal threat. This split-allegiance forces counsel to undermine the credibility of its own clients to satisfy the defence of others, creating a structural conflict that is “unconsentable” and mandates disqualification under article193 C.p.c.
[6] Le demandeur avait le fardeau de prouver ses prétentions. Soit dit avec égards, le Tribunal est d’avis que le demandeur ne s’est pas déchargé de ce fardeau.
[7] Sur la plan strictement procédural, le Tribunal souligne d’emblée qu’il semble y avoir un enjeu de tardiveté en ce qui a trait à la date du dépôt de la demande en inhabilité. La Cour supérieure a déjà jugé qu’une demande en inhabilité présentée cinq mois après le début des procédures était tardif[footnoteRef:1]. Le Tribunal souligne en l’occurrence que la demande introductive d’instance est datée du 15 août 2025 alors que la demande en déclaration d’inhabilité est datée du 10 juin 2026. L’inhabilité d’un avocat est d’ordre public si bien qu’une demande en inhabilité doit être présentée dans les meilleurs délais. Selon la Cour d’appel, la préservation des normes exigeantes de la profession d’avocat et l’intégrité du système judiciaire doivent prévaloir[footnoteRef:2].  [1:  Gem Yield Bahamas Limited c. Glen Eagle Resources Inc., 2024 QCCS 750.]  [2:  Bergeron c. Assemblée parlementaire des étudiants du Québec Inc., 2024 QCCA 1264.] 

[8] Le Tribunal doit tenir compte du droit du justiciable de ne pas être privé sans raison valable de son droit de retenir les services de l’avocat de son choix[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  Compagnie des chemins de fer nationaux du Canada c. McKercher LLP, 2013 SC 39.] 

[9] La règle de l’interdiction du conflit d’intérêts pour les avocats a ainsi pour but fondamental de préserver l’intégrité du système judiciaire et le maintien de la confiance du public dans celui-ci[footnoteRef:4].  [4:  Abicidan c. Shakepay Inc., 2024 QCCA 1356.] 

[10] En principe, le conflit de loyauté ne donne pas lieu nécessairement à disqualification lorsque les clients concernés consentent, après avoir été bien informés, à la présence de l’avocat[footnoteRef:5]. Toutefois, le Tribunal peut intervenir s’il s’avère impossible de préserver la considération dont jouit l’administration de la justice malgré le consentement de tous les clients. [5:  R. c. Neil [2002] 3 R.C.S. 631; Desbiens c. Tremblay, 2009 QCCA 357.] 

[11] Après un examen du dossier, le Tribunal est d’avis que le demandeur télescope le déroulement des événements. 
[12] Il est vrai qu’en 2023, le demandeur jouissait d’une bonne réputation comme en fait foi notamment la recommandation du docteur Nahum Sonenberg datée du 4 octobre 2023[footnoteRef:6] : [6:  Pièce P-1.] 

It is difficult to find a student who has as much knowledge as Davis Joseph. In all my years as a professor at McGill University since 1979, I have never met a graduate student, post-doctoral fellow or technician who knows so much in so many different fields as Davis.
[13] Il en est de même de la lettre de référence du 27 mai 2023 écrite par le Dr Nahum Sonenberg[footnoteRef:7] : [7:  Pièce P-2.] 

Davis has an exceptional research potential. I rank him among the top 2% of all the graduate students I supervised.
[14] La situation a toutefois évolué entre 2023 et l’institution de la présente action en août 2025. 
[15] Selon les pièces au dossier, le comportement du demandeur a considérablement changé, particulièrement après la mort de sa mère, le 18 février 2024, à l’âge de 50 ans. D’ailleurs, dans sa demande en inhabilité, le demandeur allègue au paragraphe 10 :
10. On February 18, 2024, the Plaintiff’s mother, Me Migen Dibra, LLD, JD, LLM, LLD, PhD in law, died at the age of 50, after Nahum Sonenberg’s colleagues injected her with illegal drugs. This information is provided for context and it is being handled in a separate lawsuit (500-17-136703-256). (nos soulignements)
[16] Le Comité écrit :
Mr. Joseph’s dismissal was also influenced by broader concerns regarding safety and behavioral issues, most of which occurred after his mother’s passing. Multiple students and staff members reported feeling unsafe due to his erratic behavior, with specific complaints referencing instances of verbal and physical intimidation. (…) Given these escalating concerns, the Department acted on the decision of professor Sonenberg, and in consultation with senior university officials, to ensure the safety of all members of the academic community. Mr. Joseph was informed of his dismissal on September 16th, after the conclusion of an exhausting OMR harassment investigation.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Pièce P-6.] 

[17] Ainsi, même si le demandeur a pu jouir de certaines références positives en 2023, la situation a fortement changé, ce qui a mené à son expulsion de l’université. Dans une lettre adressée au demandeur le 19 février 2025, l’assistant doyen écrit :
I am writing this letter to inform you that, after serious consideration of all the documents and verifying the details with you and other parties, I have decided to deny your appeal of your withdrawal from the MSc (Thesis) program in biochemistry at McGill. You will be withdrawn from the university immediately and effective to December 31st, 2024, due to lack of supervision and progress towards your degree.
[18] Dans la demande introductive d’instance, il appert que le demandeur reproche les mêmes fautes tant à l’égard de McGill qu’à l’égard des autres défendeurs ce qui mine ses prétentions selon lesquelles McGill et les autres défendeurs ont des intérêts divergents qui justifieraient l’inhabilité de leur avocat. Le tribunal reprend les allégations de l’action du demandeur en soulignant cette fois les passages où il est question de fautes communes à tous les défendeurs collectivement :
6. Post-discovery, Defendants aggressively attacked the Plaintiff’s character and spread serious defamatory rumors. For example, defendants spread a rumor that Plaintiff was just like “Fabrikant”, a mass murderer at Concordia University in Montreal, Canada.
(…)
8. Violations include: 
(…)
e. Setting up an illegitimate McGill grievance committee (3 members vs. the required 9 per McGill code of student Grievance Procedures) in order to control the outcome;
g. Fraud and bad faith by Dr. Lorraine Chalifour (Associate Dean), who is in a position of authority over the entire department and played an active role in Dr. Nahum Sonenberg’s decision to remove Plaintiff from the graduate program on September 16, 2024 (P-8, page 2 highlighted of the 93 page response): In a 43-minute Zoom meeting on September 19, 2024, Plaintiff claimed in his McGill grievance that Dr. Lorraine Chalifour stated that the Intellectual Property that Plaintiff developed solely on his own and without any supervision (P-9, page 2 highlighted) was wholly owned by Professor Nahum Sonenberg and McGill University with absolutely no rights going to the student under any circumstances. Months later after Plaintiff published his work in a prestigious journal and subsequently filed a grievance against Dr. Lorraine Chalifour, Dr. Lorraine Chalifour claimed that she never made these comments and stated (P-10, in paragraphs highlighted on pages 12 and 13 of the response to plaintiff’s McGill grievance: “the nature of research supervision and data ownership are consistent with established academic policies. The student was not deprived of their intellectual property or scholarly recognition, and their claims of a violation are unsubstantiated.” All three of the paragraphs highlighted in Dr. Lorraine Chalifour’s response are exactly contrary to what she told Plaintiff in the September 16, 2024 Zoom meeting demonstrating clear intent to defraud Plaintiff during this meeting. 
  In this recording (available to the Court upon request and intended for use at trial) Dr. Lorraine Chalifour repeatedly and emphatically claimed the University owns all rights to Plaintiff’s Intellectual Properties (For example when Davis Joseph told her: “But it is my work” Dr. Lorraine Chalifour responded: “It is not your work. OK. All student data, the notebooks etc. belong to the supervisor, because the supervisor is… It is like an employee, they paid you, you did the work under their supervision. It is theirs. It is not yours. What is, is that all the skills you learned, how you learned to do different things, that’s all yours, because it is in your head, right, and that cannot be taken away. But the actual project and that… that always… And it is not only for Nahum, that’s how it is, when a person leaves the lab, any lab, the stuff remains with the supervisor and does not go with the students.”, etc.). This is contrary to McGill Copyright Policy s. 4.1 and federal Copyright Act (RSC 1985, c. C-42 sections 13(1), 13(3), 14(1). Furthermore, Dr. Lorraine Chalifour went on to urge Plaintiff to delay any lawsuit for two years (past the three-year prescription period, art. 2925 CCQ), evidencing bad faith to obstruct legal recourse. Dr. Lorraine Chalifour’s statements, indicating unequivocally that the Plaintiff lied, further demonstrate intent to mislead. Dr. Lorraine Chalifour stated in the McGill grievance response that if the Plaintiff recorded her, it was without her permission or consent, and as such, he cannot use it. This statement was specifically made due to the fact that she knew she was lying in her statement and wanted to intimidate Plaintiff from using his tape if he had one that would clearly and without doubt impeach her statements.
(…)
j. Intentional discrediting post-publication: McGill representatives (identify unknown, to be determined via discovery) contacted journal editors (P-13) with knowingly false claims that Plaintiff lacked authority for mouse experiments (despite possessing proof), without verifying with Plaintiff, to harm his reputation, cast doubt on his achievements, and interfere with economic prospects (e.g., future collaborations, grants, monetization). 
9. These actions, in concert, constitute faults under art. 1457 CCQ, including fraud (art. 1401 CCQ), defamation, intentional interference with economic relations, and bias breaching natural justice, forcing premature publication in October/November 2024. This destroyed novelty in absolute novelty jurisdictions (e.g., Europe under EPC Art. 54, no grace period to file for a patent once it is published), and limited or barred patents in others (e.g., China: 6-month limited grace under Article 24 of the Patent Law of the People’s Republic of China; Japan: 1-year but requires claiming according to Article 30 of the Japan Patent Act (Act No. 121 of 1959, as amended), diminishing global patent value and profits from markets worth billions (e.g., Alzheimer’s $3.5B+ annually; Parkinson’s $6.7B+). US patents remain viable with the 1-year grace period, but overall monetization is severely reduced. 
(…)
12. Faults caused pecuniary loss ($500M+ in global patent value) and moral harm (reputation/stress). Defendants are solidarily liable under arts. 1478-1480 CCQ for concerted actions, with Langlois Lawyers LLP vicariously liable for Me Eliab Taïrou’s misconduct. 
(…)
URGENCY FOR FILING NOW
In the week of August 11-15, 2025, the week prior to the date of this filing, Plaintiff was hit hard by a very aggressive and clearly coordinated attack by McGill University.
[19] Le demandeur reproche les mêmes fautes à l’ensemble des défendeurs dont notamment l’appropriation illégale de ses recherches et l’atteinte à ses droits de propriété intellectuelle, la fraude, la collusion et la diffamation.
[20] En raison de ces fautes, il réclame à McGill et tous les autres défendeurs collectivement 500 000 000 de dollars. Le Tribunal souligne que le demandeur recherche une condamnation solidaire. À cet égard, il importe de citer l’article 1480 du C.c.Q. :
1480. Lorsque plusieurs personnes ont participé à un fait collectif fautif qui entraîne un préjudice ou qu’elles ont commis des fautes distinctes dont chacune est susceptible d’avoir causé le préjudice, sans qu’il soit possible, dans l’un ou l’autre cas, de déterminer laquelle l’a effectivement causé, elles sont tenues solidairement à la réparation du préjudice.
[21] Ainsi, il est difficile de concilier d’une part l’argument du demandeur selon lequel McGill et les autres défendeurs ont des intérêts divergents et, d’autre part, les allégations du demandeur dans ses procédures qui reprochent les mêmes fautes à McGill et les autres défendeurs en leur réclamant solidairement la même somme (i.e. 500 000 000$).
[22] Si la situation pouvait paraître positive pour le demandeur en 2023, ce n’était carrément plus le cas après le décès de sa mère en 2024 qu’il semble, du reste, imputer indirectement aux collègues du Dr Sonenberg[footnoteRef:9]. [9:   Paragraphe 10 de la demande en inhabilité.] 

[23] Le Tribunal doit agir avec beaucoup de circonspection avant de priver un justiciable de son droit de retenir les services de l’avocat de son choix[footnoteRef:10]. En l’occurrence, outre Me Eliab Taïrou et le cabinet Langlois qui sont représentés par leur propre avocat, tous autres défendeurs acceptent d’être représentés par le même cabinet d’avocat puisqu’ils n’y voient aucun conflit d’intérêts. [10:  Compagnie des chemins de fer nationaux du Canada c. McKercher LLP, 2013 SC 39.] 

[24] Le demandeur ne s’est pas déchargé de son lourd fardeau de démontrer qu’il y a en l’occurrence une atteinte à l’intégrité du système judiciaire ou que la confiance du public dans celui-ci est minée[footnoteRef:11]. [11:  Abicidan c. Shakepay Inc., 2024 QCCA 1356.] 

[25] D’ailleurs, s’il est vrai qu’il y a atteinte flagrante à l’intégrité du système judiciaire selon le demandeur, pourquoi a-t-il attendu dix mois pour déposer sa requête? Le Tribunal rappelle que la demande introductive d’instance est datée du 15 août 2025 alors que la demande en déclaration d’inhabilité est datée du 10 juin 2026.
[26] Ainsi, à la lumière de tout ce qui précède, le demandeur a échoué dans sa tentative de démontrer que McGill avait des intérêts divergents des autres défendeurs.
[bookmark: _Toc56788872]POUR CES MOTIFS, LE TRIBUNAL :
REJETTE la requête du demandeur en déclaration d’inhabilité.
LE TOUT, sans frais.
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