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Overview

Westlaw Canada is the only online research tool in Canada designed with the whole research
process in mind — with the awareness that the goal of research is not just to find cases on point but
rather to discover the law.

Westlaw Canada gives you everything you need to get the full picture of the law:

e Primary Law not only gives you the decisions and legislation that make up the law, it
also includes supporting documents -- court filings, legislative history and pending
legislation -- which lets you look behind decisions and current legislation to get a fuller
picture.

¢ Finding Tools organize the law by issue and enable you to discover and tie together all
the relevant authorities — The Canadian Encyclopedic Digest (CED), The Canadian
Abridgment Digests, Citators (case and legislative), Words & Phrases and the Index to
Canadian Legal Literature -- These research tools provide a valuable alternative or
supplemental strategy to finding the law through keyword searching.

e Commentary explains the law in Canada — including the CED, leading loose leaf
services, texts and law reviews and journals.

All of this material is tied together in an interface designed to integrate different information
components to keep you moving on the right path towards your goal — to find not just the relevant
primary law but to ensure the necessary context and to create a winning legal argument.

Pathways to Finding the Law

Choose the pathway that makes sense for the legal issue you are researching: you can begin your
research broadly, getting an overview of the issue, or more narrowly, by finding a decision or
legislative provision on point. No matter how you begin, Westlaw Canada’s network of links
ensures that you can move quickly and intuitively through all the relevant sources to get the full
picture of the law.

Here are outlines of two possible strategies you may find useful. Within each of these strategies
there may be various options you might use depending on the particular problem and the
information you have.

Strategy A: Begin with an Overview:
e To get an overview of the issue » Use the CED and other commentary
e To find case law by issue » Use The Canadian Abridgment Digests
e Toread relevant cases » Use the full text case law
e To note up relevant cases » Use KeyCite Canada
e Get legal analysis from secondary source citing references
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Strategy B: Begin by finding a leading case:

e Perform a keyword search to find cases on point

e Link to Abridgment digests to find cases on the same issue

e Toread relevant cases » Use the full text case law

e To note up relevant cases » Use KeyCite Canada

e Put it all together with analysis from the CED and other secondary source citing references

Research Example (using LawSource)

Toronto condo owners want to sue their builder for faulty construction and the municipality for
faulty inspection of their condo building. Both the builders and the municipality claim it’s too late
for the owners to sue, according to the new limitation period. Here are the two research strategies
you can use:

STRATEGY A:

To get an overview of the issue: Browse CED to get an overview of the issue by examining the
law regarding limitation periods in Ontario in general and in particular, the effect of a change in the
legislation.
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Figure 1

the relevant
classification.

Click the
hypertext link
to retrieve the
text.

Read up on the subject area, and find out what legislation governs. In this case, it is the Ontario’s
Limitations Act, 2002.

© The CED not
only provides
comprehensive
statements of
the law, but it
also provides
footnotes to the
applicable
legislation and
leading cases.

Click ENG6 to
link to the
footnote.
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See Canadian Abridgment: CIY. XKL Civil practice and procedure — Limitation of actions — Principles  —

§39 The newer limitation statutes contain transition provisions which provide rules for the treatment
of claims that arose before the coming into force of the new Act. [FN1 E

§40 In Ontario, the transition section specifically applies to claims based on acts or omissions that
took place before January 1, 2004 and in respect of which no proceeding has been commenced before
that date.[FNZ2] If the "former limitation period" expired before January 1, 2004, no proceeding is to be
commenced in respect of that claim.[FN3] "Former limitation period" is defined to mean the limitation
period that applied in respect of a claim prior to January 1, 2004.[FN4] If the former limitation period
did not expire before January 1, 2004 and if no limitation period under the Act would apply were the
claim based on an act or omission that took place on or after January 1, 2004, there is no limitation
period. [FNS] Which rule applies to determine the applicable legislation with respect to cases where the
former limitation period did not expire before January 1, 2004 and a limitation period under the Act
would apply were the claim based on an act or omission that took place an or after that date,
depends upon when the claim was discovered. 1f discovered before January 1, 2004, the former
limitation period applies. If not discovered before that date, theapplles. EME] =
wWhich rule applies if there were no former limitation period and it a limitation penod under this Act
would apply were the claim based on an act or omission that took place on or after January 1, 2004,
also depends upon when the claim was discovered, If discovered before January 1, 2004, there is no
limitation period. If not discovered before January 1, 2004, the Act applies as if the act or omission
had taken place on that date. [FN7] The transition section contains specific provisions with respect to
assault and assaul™claims, nccurred_nror to the.af] e date Af t as,

® You can easily
find all relevant
Canadian cases
by linking to the
corresponding part
of Carswell’s
Canadian
Abridgment
Digests.

Click CIV.XXII.1
to link to the
digests.




Figure 2

FNG6 = ENE. [Liritations Act, 2002, 5.0, 2002] ¢, 24, Sched. B, 5. 24(5) [am. 2008, c. 19, Sched. L, 5. § 4
(3), (83, (7)]; Hare v. Hare_(2006), 2006 Carswellont 7259 {Ont. C.A.) (creditor commencing
fOOtnOte action for amount outstanding on loan evidenced by demand promissory note; limitation period

beginning to run on date of loan; limitation period under former Act not expiring before January
1, 2004, limitation period in current limitations legislation applying to demand promissory notes
and as claim discovered upon receipt of promissory note, claim discovered before January 1,
2004; six-year limitation period of former Act applying); vork Condominium Corp., No. 382 v,
Jay-M Holdings Ltd. (20077, 2007 CarswellOnt 345 (Ont. C.A.); reversing (2006}, 2006
Carswellont 483 (Ont. 5.C.1.%; leave to appeal refused (2007), 2007 CarswellOnt 5636 (S.C.C.)
(while section of Act setting out ultimate 15-year limitation period arguably not in harmony with
transitional provision, disharmony could be avoided by treating section setting out ultimate
limitation period as general provision and transitional provision as special provision applicable to
limited number of transitional situations; if claim not discovered before coming into force of act,
in effect, triggers start of new 15-year ultimate limitation period; interpretation not daoing
violence to intention of legislatars or to policy of Act; preserving access to justice with respect
to pre-existing situations, while limiting liability on go-forward basis); Philion (Litigation Guardian
of) v. Lemeux Estate (2007), 2007 Carswellont 2185 (Ont. C.4.) {three-year-old child involved
in car accident in 1999; defendant insurer's motion to appaoint litigation guardian granted causing
two-year limitation period to start running immediately; mother's appeal allowed; to strictly
interpret meaning of "former limitation period" in current limitations legislation would have unfair
effect of eliminating plaintiff's claim before Act came into effect; to abrogate rights like that
would require very explicit language; former limitation period applying and section of act
pertaining to appointment of litigation guardian not available for use by insurer); Germain v,

08>, 2008 oL [s] B nging for damages fi

Figure 3

To find all case law by issue: Link to The Canadian Abridgment Digests from the CED (see step
O on page 2) to review the cases on limitation periods. In one convenient compilation, The
Canadian Abridgment allows you to find by topic, summaries of all Canadian cases on any topic
along with links to the full-text case law in LawSource.
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98 digest paragraphs listed Ganadian Abridgment
~ . - . Subject Title: Civil pra\:t\cal and procedure
for this classification: Sgascaton Number A1 1.1

Limitation of actions —
Principles — Statutory

=® Limitation of actions Principles —- Statutory limitation periods -- Interpretation

. . . . In May 2004, plaintiff condaminium corparation discovered that condominium building's demising walls were not
llmltatlon perIOdS - fire-rated in accordance with Building Code -- Plaintiff brought action in negligence against condorminiurm
. developer and city within basic two-year limitation period -- Section 15 of Limitations Act, 2002 establishes
Intel‘pretatlon SCI‘OH dOWl’l 15-year ultimate limitation perind dating from act or omission giving rise to claim -- City pleaded that on its
e . face, s. 16 of act harred plaintiff's action since last alleged negligent act took place over 27 years ago --
the page to find case on pOlnt. City's motian to strike claim against it as being statute-barred was allowed -- Plaintiff appealed on basis that

motions judge erred in his interpretation of transition provision in s, 24(5) 1 1 -- appeal allowed -- Transition
provision provides that if claim is not discovered before January 1, 2004, but act or omission took place before
that date, ultimate limitation period starts to run as if act or omission took place on January 1, 2004 -~

D]gest pa]‘ag]‘aph summarizes Motions judge erred in concluding that simply because counsel put forward two conflicting interpretations of
. . transitional provision, s. 24(5) was ambiguous when viewed alongside s, 15 of Act — Under s, 24(5) 9 1,
the lega] ssue, prov]des a —p ultimate 15-year limitation period began to run from January 1, 2004, not from actual date of negligent act or
N omission as prescribed in 5. 15 -- While s, 15(1) of Act was arguably not in harmony with transitional provision
narratlve Summary Of the of 5. 24(5) 9 1, disharmony could be avoided by treating s. 15(1) as general provision and s. 24(5) of Act as
. L. special provision that applied to limited number of transitional situations -- Motions judge did not consider
purpose of transitional provisions -- If claim is not discovered befare coming into force of Act, in effect
faCts’ dlsPOS]t]on’ and triggers start of new 15-year ultimate limitation period -- This does not do violence to intention of legislatars
reasoning Of the court Wlth or to policy of Act -- Interpretation preserved access to justice with respect to pre-existing situations, while

limiting liability on go-forward basis.
reSpeCt to the 1egal 1ssue. = vork Condominium Corp., No. 382 v. Jay-M Holdings Ltd._{2007), 2007 ONCA 49, 36 C.P.C, {6th) 233, 59
C.L.R. (3d) 15, 30 M.P.L.R. (4th) 161, 2007 Carswellont 345, 84 O.R. (3d) 414, 230 0.4.C. 311, K.M, weiler
J.4., P. Rouleau 1.4, S.E. Lang 1.4, (Ont. C.4.)additional reasons at {20073, 31 M.P.L.R. (4th) 218 59 C.L.R.

H Tttt H (3dy 29, [2007] ©.J. No. 240, 2007 CarswellOnt 1775, Lang J.4., Rouleau J.4., Weiler 1.4, (Ont. C.A.)reversing
@ Clle the Cltdtlon llnk tO (20067, 21 M.PL.R. (4th) 210, 2006 Carswellont 489, 79 O.R (3d) 345, 49 C.L.R. (3d) 293, [2006] 0.1, No.
. a 248, Ground 1, (Ont, S.C.J.)leave to appeal refused (2007}, 2007 CarswellOnt 5636, 2007 CarswellOnt G635
retrieve the full text. 245 0.A.C, 398 (note), 978 W.R, 391 (note), Bastarache 1., Fish 1., LeBel 1. (5.C.C.)
[Ontario]
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Note: Although the Abridgment lists many case digests for this classification, these digests are
designed to let you skim through a large number of materials quickly. Also, you can easily narrow
your list by search terms by using Locate in Result.

To read relevant case law: Link to the full text decision from the Abridgment paragraph’s case
citation.

FIND & PRINT KEYCITECANADA DIRECTORY SITE MAP CONTACT US  HELP

Westlaw. canapa

LawSource Estates&TrustsSource | CriminalSource| Litigator| SecuritiesSource | FamilySource | InsolvencySource | IPSourceld i & Tab SCI‘O” dOWH

Related Info

N Seewr Eewe loowions womes the ti ght
Full Screen List =& York Gondominium Gorp., No. 382 v. Jay-M Holdings Ltd. ic)

i 2007 Carswellont 1775
Locate in Resuft o) Ontario Court of Appeal, 2007 frame to
Find citation: I:l Subject: Civil Practice and Procedure; Public; Contracts (Apprax. 1« =+ :
review the full
5 tive hist - FULLESLIILE . SULILL 1 S A200E L N L (R U YL DI (0 4 S LA ), g ..
PEETHEDEEDg\taET‘:jEdI% DDrWhas KeyCite.Ca M.P.LR. (4th) 161, 2007 CarswellOnt 345 (Ont, C 4.} reversing York Condominitin Corp., No. 382 v, A text deC1s]0]‘].
‘recently added' ’ Jay-M Holdings Lid. (20067, 21 M.P.L.R. {4th) 210, 2006 Carswellont 489, 79 O.R, (3d) 345, 49 C.L.R.
treatment (3d) 233, [2006] 0.3, Mo, 246 (Ont, 5.C.1.)
Eull Histary

Counsel: Warren H.0. Mueller, Q.C. for appellant

Direct History % -
Susan Ungar, Christian Pangos for Respondent

Graphical Wiew
Citing References

Manitor With KeyCite Alert Subject: Civil Practice and Procedure; Public; Contracts

Civil practice and procedure --- Costs -- Particular orders as to costs -- Miscellaneous orders
=Full-Text Document

Plaintiff condominium corporation discovered that condominium building's demising walls were not fire-

Abridgment Digests rated in accordance with Building Cade -- Plaintiff brought action in negligence against condaminium
developer and city within basic two-year limitation period -- Section 15 of Limitations Act, 2002
Motions establishes 15-year ultimate limitation period dating from act or omission giving rise to claim -- City's
® Motion Document Collechions motion to strike claim against it as being statute-barred was allowed since last alleged negligent act
e All Motion Documents took place over 27 years ago -- Appeal by plaintiff was allowed on basis that motions judge erred in

his interpretation of transition provision in 5. 24(5) 1 1 of Act -- Parties made submissions on costs --
at first instance, parties did not suggest that no costs should be awarded -- City claimed and
recovered costs in amount of $10,000 -- Plaintiff was entitled to its costs at first instance -- Qrder
awarding $10,000 costs to city set aside and order substituted awarding plaintiff costs of $10,000 all
inclusive -- Plaintiff was also entitled to costs of appeal, fixed at $15,000 all inclusive.
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Facta

To note up relevant cases and legal analysis from secondary source citing references: After
you have read the decision in full, you can check whether it is still good law by examining the
history of this case through KeyCite Canada and view not only cases but also underlying court

FIND K PRINT CETCITECANADA  DIRECTORY  SITH MAR (RN s o

@ Full History: Click Full History to |l tamsource o VestatestTrustsource! riminaisaurce tinatoe securtiessouece Famisource] nsoieencysourse] 1souree] T
retrieve the direct appellate history WI KeyCie-Cancla BT Bmer v, Boreas i
of the case, any negative or o & P Vi Sl ot 20 ¢t o =

. o, . Ontano Court of Appaal, 2007
cautionary citing references or B> Some rwpative history bucrck | KeyOkCmada [:. History
. treatment showing A1 Decuments)
cases recently added that cite the ruHistery it Histary
case i) et it
' By i avcrs e CO P noel B0 o 246, FLMALR, (I 510 (Ont. 3,60, Jan 20, 200gy L (I ARELE G
Dil‘ect HiStOI‘y (Graphical VieW): Full-Text Dacument o Pz Yn?::::;"m?;um Comp., Mo, 302 v. Jay-M Holdngs Ltd., 220 0.A.C. 311, 2007 CarswelOnt 345, R4 0.0, (3d) 414, 50
C.LR. (3d) 15, 30 M.P.L.R. (4th) 161, 36 C.P.C. (6th) 233, 2007 ONCA 48 (Cnt. C.A, Jan 28, 2007)
Click Direct History (Graphical rttament e el oo
. K N sotions [ =3 keyCited Citation: ) .
View) to retrieve the case’s direct | s o osaman Catusions o 540, ST TR, Ay 18 (o, o0 o 28, 200D, T8 LR G, (T o2
: . AND Leave to appedl refused by
hlStOI'y graphlcally Eacta [0 W4 York Cutu.’mnuvulf(jl’::u + o 0ﬂ2‘:' Jay-M Holdngs Ltd,, 245 0.A.C. 390 {note), I70 N.R. 391 (note), 2007 CarswelOnt
5635, 2007 CarswelOnt 5636 (5.C.C. Sep 06, 2007)
Citing References: Click Citing
. . .. @ 200 Thameon Rauters. All ights resared.
References to retrieve all judicial
treatments and secondary sources T — |

for the case.

Monitor with KeyCite Alert: Figure 7

Click Monitor with KeyCite Alert

to automatically track this case for

newly added citing references and

receive results whenever and

wherever you want, including

wireless devices, email or fax. 4




Note: History shows additional reasons and that there was an application for leave to appeal this
case. The leave was refused. There is no further direct history. However, note that the case was
distinguished in a later Ontario case. You may want to read it.

STRATEGY B:

Perform a keyword search to find cases on point: Use the Cases custom search template on the
LawSource Home page to search for relevant cases.

O Click Cases to
retrieve the
search
template.

Cases o=
Canadian Abridgment Digests

Leqislation

Canadian Encyclopedic Digest
CED

Custom Search Templates

Law Reports Articles and Journals

Index to Canadian Leqgal Literature

[eieN ]

Words & Phrases

Al LawSource Content
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Search Cases WD

Enter your
search terms into
the Search full
text for box. Use
The results must
contain drop-

1 Enter your search terms:
Search full text for:
= “limitation of action” “building permit" negligen!

Searching Tins

The results must contain:

= 2l of these terms v

Search the following fields:

Case Name: l:l Citation:
down hSt to Court/Level: l:l Counsel:
Select a Juclge/Decider: l:l ear:

—— )
connector. e

2 Limit Results (optional)

By Jurisdiction:

By Subject Area:

Churches and Religious Institutions —
Civil Practice and Procedure
Caonstitutional

Limit results to |
Ontario cases.

Prince Edward Island
Quebec hd

L ]
L ]
I

By Carswell Law Report:

Admin, Law Reports
Alberta Law Reports
¥ ||B.C. Law Reports

Clear Query

|2

By Timeframe:
Unrestricted v
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Review the Result List for cases on point.

e
Related Info T e e Toounons Momes

Full Screen List
Edit Search | Locate in Result

—

A

ce| Litigator| SecuritiesSource| FamilySource| InsalvencySource | IPSourcq

Result Options *

122, vork Condominium Com., Ho. 382 v. Jay-
Foisings Lt 2007 CarswelOrt 345; 30

MPLR. (4th) 1681, 59 CLR. (3d) 15, 36 CP.C
(Bth) 233, 22000 A C. 311, 84 O R (3d) 414;
Ontario Court of Appesl, January 29, 2007;
Docket: CA C44875; Subject: Civil Practice and
Procedure; Public; Contracts; Clvil practice and
procedure --- Limitation of actions - General
principles -- Statutory limitation periods
Interpretation; Statutes - Interpretation - Role
of court - Language ambiguous

... for Appellant Susan Ungar,
Christina Pangas for Respondent
Subject: Civil Practice and
Procedure; Public; Contracts Ciwil
practice and procedure —
Limitation of actions - General
principles -- Statutory limitation
periods -- Interpretation In May
2004, plaintiff condominium
corporation discovered that
condominium ...

... corporation discovered that
condominium building's demising
walls were not fire-rated in
a;:_nrc[@nce W\.th Building Code --

= quo
=F York Condominium Corp., No. 382 v. Jay-M Holdings Ltd. i)
2007 Carswellont 345
Ontario Court of Appeal, 2007
Subject: Civil Practice and Procedure; Public; Contracts (Apprax, 14 =« -

~ Copyright @ Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its Licensars,
All rights reserved. W

Proceedings: reversing York Condorminiurn Corp., No. 382 v. Jay-M Holdings Ltd, {20063, 21 M.P. LR
(4th) 210, 2006 CarswellOnt 489, 79 O.R. (3d) 345, 43 C.L.R. (3d) 233, [2006] ©.J. No. 246 (Ont.
5.C.0.); additional reasons at York Condominiurn Corp., No. 382 v, Jay-# Holdings Ltd, (20077, 2007
Carswellont 1775 (Ont. C.A.)

Counsel: Warren H.O. Mueller, Q.C. for sppellant
Susan Ungar, Christina Pangos for Respondent

Subject: Civil Practice and Procedure; Public; Contracts

Civil practice and procedure --- Limitation of actions -- General principles -- Statutory limitation
periods -- Interpretation

In May 2004, plaintiff condominium corporation discovered that condominium building's demising walls
were not fire-rated in accordance with Building Code -- Plaintiff brought action in negligence against
condominium developer and city within basic two-year limitation period -- Section 15 of Limitations
Act, 2002 establishes 15-year ultimate limitation period dating from act or omission giving rise to claim
-- City pleaded that on its face, s. 15 of Act barred plaintiff's action since last alleged negligent act
took place over 27 years ago -- City's motion to strike claim against it as being statute-barred was
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© Click the document

hypertext link on
the Result List to
retrieve the full text
decision.




Note up the case directly from the Related Info tab by using the KeyCite Canada links.

O Use KeyCite
Canada links to
note up the case.

. LawSource TEstates&TrustsEuurceTI:riminaISnurceTLitigatanSecuritiessuurceTFamilysuurceTlnsulvencysuurceTIPSourc e

Result List Related Info ERE Beo Eeven Bloownons Mome
Full Screen List = York Condominium Gorp., No. 382 v. Jay-M Holdings Ltd. m
Edit Search | Locats in Result om"’ﬁ“féfjf;‘fE;‘:j“zow
Subject: Civil Practice and Procedure; Public) Cantracts (Approx. 14
P> some negative history  KeyCife. Caradal
but not overruled; or has L)
' tly added'
Rharilolib 2007 Carswallont 345
ol Historn 30 M.P.L.R (4th) 161, 59 C.L.R. (3d) 15, 36 C.P.C. (6th) 233, 220 0.4.C. 311, 84 O.R. (3d) 414
Direct Histary =)
Graphical View York Condominium Carp., No. 382 v, Jay-M Haldings Ltd
Citing References p., o -3y s !
Monitor With KeyCite Alert ¥ORK CONDOMINIUM CORPORATION No. 982 (Plaintiff / Appellant) and J&Y-M HOLDINGS
LIMITED and THE CITY OF TORONTO (Defendants / Respondent)
= Full-Text Document
Cntario Court of Appeal
Authorities i
k.M. Weiler, S.E. Lang, P. Rouleau 11,4,
Abridgment Digests
Heard: Gctober 17, 2006
Motions Judgrnent: January 29, 2007[FN*
® Motion Document Collections Dockst: CA C44875
* All Motion Documents Copyright @ Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its Licensors,
All rights reserved,
Eacta
Proceedings: reversing York Condorminium Corp., Mo, 382 v. Jay-M Hoidings Ltd._(2006), 21 M.P.L.R.
(4th) 210, 2006 Carswellont 489, 73 O.R. {3d) 345, 49 C.L.R, (3d) 293, [2006] 0.J. No. 246 (Ont. v
< >
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Link to Abridgment Digests to find cases on the same issue: Click the Abridgment Digests
link on the Related Info tab of the displayed case to retrieve all digests for this case. Use the
Abridgment Classification number link in the right frame to link to other cases on this same

1ssue.

e Chck the but not averruled; or has Copyright @ Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its Licensors. ~
‘recently added' All rights reserved.
s treatment
Abrld ment Full History Subject Title: Civil practice and procedure
. . Direct Histor Classification Numher“Find all digests under this classification]
Dl eStS hnk on the Graphical Wiew % Digest Number: CI¥ 19Reis..
Citing References
Related InfO tab to Limitation of actions -- Principles -- Statutory limitation periods -- Interpretation
Manitar With KeyCite Alert
retrleve dlgeStS fOI‘ In May 2004, plaintiff condominium corporation discovered that condominium building's demising walls
th Full-Text Document were not fire-rated in accordance with Building Code -- Plaintiff brought action in negligence against
1S case. condominium developer and city within basic two-year limitation period -- Section 15 of Limitations
Authorities Act, 2002 establishes 15-year ultimate limitation period dating from act or omission giving rise to claim
~ 3 -- City pleaded that on its face, 5. 15 of Act barred plaintiff's action since last alleged negligent act
@ Cl k th = Abridgment Digests took place over 27 years ago -- City's motion to strike claim against it as being statute-barred was
1C (&) allowed -- Plaintiff appealed on basis that motions judge erred in his interpretation of transition
Cl f . Motions provision in 5. 24(5) 9 1 -- 4ppeal allowed -- Transition provision pravides that if claim is not
ass1 lCathn ® Motion Document Collections discovered before January 1, 2004, but act or omission took place hefore that date, ultimate limitation
. . ® 2l Motion Documents period starts to run as if act or omission took place on January 1, 2004 -- Motions judge erred in
Number hnk m the concluding that simply because counsel put forward two conflicting interpretations of transitional

right frame to

I‘etrleve cases on provision of 5. 24(5) 9 1, disharmaony could be avoided by treating 5. 15(1) as general provision and s.
. 2

the same issue.

. LawSource ) | Estates&TrustsSource | CriminalSource | Litigator| SecuritiesSource| FamilySource]| InsolvencySource| IPSourcel

Related Info R e o

BOWMLOAD M oTHER

Vork Condominium Corp., No. 382 v. Jayv-M Haldings Ltd.
Il St (M PZ 2007 Carswellont 345 @
Edit Search ©Ontario Court of Appeal, 2007

Subject: Civil Practice and Procedure; Public; Contracks

> Some negative history  KeyCite. Canada

Facta provision, 5. 24(5) was ambiguous when viewed alongside s. 15 of Act - Under 5. 24(5) 1 1, ultimate
15-year limitation period began to run from January 1, 2004, not from actual date of negligent act or
omission as prescribed in 5. 15 -- While 5. 15(1) of Act was arguably not in harmony with transitional

Figure 12

To continue research using the Abridgment Digests, proceed as shown in Strategy A.

For assistance using Westlaw Canada or to arrange training

call 1.800.387.5164
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