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Message from the President
BY J I M M AC K E N Z I E , M B A , DA A , F C I P ( H O N S ) , C C I N AT I O N A L P R E S I D E N T

It is difficult to believe that this is my final
president’s message.
As I write this we are putting the final
touches on our plans for the fall meetings
in Toronto, in conjunction with CCI Toronto chapter’s annual conference held jointly
with ACMO (the Association of Condominium Managers of Ontario). As of our
annual general meeting to be held there, I
will resign the president’s chair to Geoff Penney of Newfoundland & Labrador chapter and take over the chair position of our
national Executive.
It has been a fun and fulfilling run but it’s tempered with sadness. As you likely know, we recently suffered the loss of
former CCI national president and Golden Horseshoe chapter
president Ron Danks to cancer.
Ron was the epitome of volunteership. Although he was a busy
lawyer professionally, he always had time for CCI, both at the
chapter and national levels. In fact, when he died he was serving on the committee for our 30th anniversary dinner to be
held in Toronto this fall.

Ron came out to Regina once to speak at our South
Saskatchewan chapter fall conference several years ago. My
wife Lori and I took him out to dinner the night he arrived and I
first got to know well the Ron that so many other people at
CCI knew – friendly, easygoing, relaxed, and oh-so-willing to
help out CCI.
The fight with cancer the last couple of years took a lot out of
Ron, but even as recently as June he was speaking on a joint
panel discussion at the Ottawa spring meetings. Doug Forbes,
Bill Thompson, Ron and I shared a beverage the night before
as we put the final touches on our presentation. Little did I
know that it was the last really personal time I’d ever spend
with him.
It will be odd to have our sessions this fall without Ron there,
but as clichéd as it might seem, Ron’s spirit will be there. He
touched us all, changed how many of us felt about volunteerism (and CCI in particular), and left a legacy to this
organization. While he left us too soon, that’s a pretty amazing
thing.

CCI National Chapter Contacts
CCI-National
E-mail: cci.national@taylorenterprises.com
Website: www.cci.ca

CCI-Manitoba
Email: ccimanitoba@cci.ca
Website: www.cci.ca/ Manitoba

CCI-Toronto & Area
Email: ccitoronto@taylorenterprises.com
Website: www.ccitoronto.org

CCI-Vancouver
Email: contact@ccivancouver.com
Website: www.ccivancouver.ca

CCI-Northwestern Ontario
Email: ccinorthontario@shaw.ca
Website: www.cci.ca/ NWOntario

CCI-Ottawa
Email: cciottawa@cci.ca
Website: www.cci.ca/ Ottawa

CCI-North Alberta Chapter
Email: info@cci-north.ab.ca
Website: www.cci.ca/ NorthAlberta

CCI-Windsor-Essex County
Email: cciwindsoressex@gmail.com
Website: www.cci.ca/Windsor

CCI-New Brunswick
Email: NewBrunswick@cci.ca
Website: www.cci.ca/ NewBrunswick

CCI-South Alberta Chapter
Email: SouthAlberta@cci.ca
Website: www.cci/ca/SouthAlberta

CCI-Huronia
Email: info@ccihuronia.com
Website: www.ccihuronia.com

CCI-Nova Scotia
Email: info@ccinovascotia.ca
Website: www.ccinovascotia.ca

CCI-North Saskatchewan
Email: northsaskatchewan@cci.ca
Website: www.cci.ca/ NorthSaskatchewan

CCI-London & Area
Email: ccisw@cci-sw.on.ca
Website: www.cci-sw.on.ca

CCI-Newfoundland & Labrador
Email: ccinewfoundland@cci.ca
Website: www.cci/ Newfoundland

CCI-South Saskatchewan
Email: cci-ssk@cci.ca
Website: www.cci.ca/ssc

CCI-Golden Horseshoe
Email: admin@ghccci.org
Website: www.ghccci.org
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D E N I S O LO R E N S H AW

Condo Owner/Corporation Disputes: PART TWO

Tribunal Ombudsman as New
Resolution Process
(This is the continuation of a two part article, Part One may be found in the CCI Review Summer 2012 edition)
NEW CONDO WARRANTY COMPLAINTS
A major current problem with condo dispute resolution is the
lack of any existing process that must precede complaints to
the condo ombudsman.
For example, Tarion Warranty Corporation, a private corporation
in Ontario has a new home buyer ombudsman office that resolves
new condo warranty complaints. Premature applications found
to be outside the ombudsman’s mandate are referred to an
appropriate resource. Homeowners must first try to resolve a
complaint by working through the established Statutory Warranty
Process. “The ombudsman’s office does not make warranty
decisions, mandate policies or formally adjudicate issues for
Tarion”, the corporation states. (See: www.tarion.com/HOME).
Tarion is financed entirely by builder registration, renewal and
home enrolment fees. It receives no government funding.
Builders and developers are licensed by Tarion, they pay for
the warranty and every new home must be enrolled prior to
construction. The Ontario Ministry of Consumer and Business
Services is responsible for oversight of the Tarion ombudsman.
The most recent information available showed 1.3 million
homes have been enrolled in the warranty program.
In addition to the ombudsman, the Tarion office staff also has
a manager and a home buyer representative. It is interesting
to note that another member of FCO has an ombudsman and
staff who are all contract workers – they don’t work full time,
only as needed.

Tarion’s ombudsman probably provides the best model for a
condo ombudsman.
FOUR MAJOR BANK SPONSORS
Another appropriate model for condos is the CFA franchise
ombudsman, partially financed by 4 major bank sponsors:
BMO, CIBC, Scotiabank and TD Canada Trust. Information
provided by CFA states: “Any franchisee or franchisor operating in Canada can contact the ombudsman if they wish to discuss an issue of concern regarding a franchise relationship
with a neutral, objective person. If the ombudsman is not the
appropriate venue for handling a particular issue, a referral will
be offered”.
In the CFA hierarchy, “the ombudsman reports to a standing
committee representing the franchise community”. The committee includes franchisors and franchisees, legal experts, a
government representative and a representative of CFA.
What are condo owners’ rights and how should an ombudsman describe them?
The Taxpayer (CRA) Bill of Rights includes:
• Service in both official languages.
• The right to privacy and confidentiality.
• To be treated professionally, courteously and fairly.
• To expect CRA to be accountable.
• The right to have the law applied consistently.
SPECIAL EMERGENCY POWERS
The taxpayers ombudsman will not be involved in matters
related to legislation. He is also not authorized or mandated to
review matters that arose more than one year before his
appointment. A condo ombudsman will need some special
powers for emergency situations, such as the rogue board of
directors that over-spent their reserve fund budget.
In the condominium industry, there is a need and an appetite for
printed information including: buying and living in a condo; the
developer; management; owners’ rights; expenses; directors;
the Condominium Act; and insurance. Just such a 28-page
guide was published in 1987 by the then Ontario Ministry of
Consumer and Commercial Relations, entitled: “A Practical
Guide to Condominium Living”. Much of its content is still valid
today and it could be widely distributed again with updates. In
other provinces, governments could use this as a model for
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their condo unit owners’ information. Distribution of this guide
to new condo owners can reduce the number of complaints
with better understanding of owners’ responsibilities. Availability of this information might also be part of a condo ombudsman’s mandate.
In many condominiums, particularly the large high-rises, there
are many apathetic owners who don’t attend annual general
meetings and refuse to be candidates for the board of directors. As mentioned earlier in this article, there are language
communication problems and many conflicts center on the personality of the parties involved. These personalities always
seem to be clamoring for common element fee reductions and
savings in the budget. These are worthy causes boards of directors are mostly unable to deal with, due to the demands of
good governance. These kinds of complaints should never find
their way to an ombudsman. In condos, a qualified manager
must be capable of dealing with chronic complainers.
RESPECT OF CONDO INDUSTRY
What kind of a man or woman will make a good condo ombudsman?
He/she must be an experienced condo lawyer, perhaps retired,
or close to it. Should have experience with dispute resolution.
Must have the respect of the condo industry. Must always be
fair and impartial. There are veterans in CCI that would be fully
qualified for this position in most provinces.
Advice on establishing new ombudsman functions is available
from the International Ombudsman Association (IOA), an

American organization, whose website provides information at
www.ombudsassociation.org
CCI National needs to clarify the thorny question as to whether
only condo association members should have access to an
ombudsman. This arrangement would not be fair or practical.
In the best interests of the industry throughout Canada, the
ombudsmen must serve all condo owners equally and
responsibly. That’s why financing the ombudsman office with
annual unit owner contributions (plus maybe sponsors) is
the only responsible basis for the ombudsman’s mandate
everywhere.
Amongst the condominium population in Canada there may
not be very many owners who have had reason to contact an
ombudsman - either in government or business. Most business
and public complaints are dealt with at lower levels, such as
customer service or consumer services. Condo owners in
Canada have never had a free complaint service available to
them. That’s the beauty of the ombudsman – accessible, free,
impartial and knowledgeable. No lawyer required. Maybe it
would take just a phone call to get the problem solved.
NOWHERE TO GO
Long-time owners have become very frustrated with the lack of
a complaint process in their condos. Beyond the manager and
the board, there is nowhere to go without substantial legal expense and the risk of failure is high when you go to mediation
or a court of law. Owners are looking for an efficient, no-cost
method of settling their complaints without a lot of bureaucracy
along the way. Owners can’t be blamed for that, since they are
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hard-working people trying to keep up with mortgage payments
and increasing common element fees.
It will also be a tough job for a new condo ombudsman to get
established and accepted. One veteran watchdog said the job
is not for the faint of heart and ombudsmen must be willing to
“speak truth to power”.
The IOA provides a detailed description of the role of
ombudsmen and offers a series of professional training
courses, according to their website, that includes skills training
as practical instruction in establishing and maintaining an
ombudsman office.
COURAGE TO SPEAK UP
The IOA website also explains “the most important skills of an
effective ombudsman include active listening, communicating
successfully with a diverse range of people, remaining nonjudgmental, having the courage to speak up and address problems at higher levels within an organization, problem solving
and analytical ability, and conflict resolution skills. Specific
career background or academic degree is less important than
acquiring and demonstrating the skill set described above”.
Organizations might also turn to an independent ombudsman
who contracts his or her services.
Among the three types of ombudsmen with different roles,
functional responsibilities and standards of practice, the one

6

| FA L L 2 0 1 2 | C C I R E V I E W

that seems most appropriate to serve condo owners is the advocate ombudsman, defined as one who “advocates on behalf
of a designated population, such as patients in long-term care
facilities”.
Out of this wealth of information that is available, along with
potential ombudsman education facilities, there is the foundation for the condo industry to start looking at the benefits and
financing of condo ombudsmen.
CCI National, its Government Relations Committee and CCI
Chapters everywhere are to be congratulated on taking the
lead to inform members about the current state of condo
legislation in every province of Canada.
Perhaps now the Committee and the Chapters can take a look
at the advantages of appointing condo ombudsmen to help
CCI member/owners get the complaint service they need and
can afford.
It is even possible that CCI, in some jurisdictions, might be
lobbying to incorporate the condo ombudsman office into their
operations. This would be a great first step towards a free
owner complaint service in Canada.
Denis Olorenshaw is a freelance journalist who was editor of
CM Condominium Manager magazine for many years. In 2002
he received the ACMO President’s Award “for significant
contributions in the success of ACMO’s publications”. Denis
is a long-time director of a large condominium in Toronto.

J A M I E B L E AY

BC Introduces New On-line Dispute Resolution Process:

BILL 44 – CIVIL RESOLUTION
TRIBUNAL ACT
Having been introduced into the B.C.
Legislature on May 7, 2012 Bill 44, also
known as the Civil Resolution Tribunal
Act of British Columbia (the “Act”), received Royal Ascent on May 31, 2012.
In a short period of time the Honourable
Shirley Bond, the Minister of Justice and
the Attorney General for British Columbia was able to put in place legislation
which has, as one of its mandates, to
“provide dispute resolution services in
relation to matters within its authority in
a manner that (a) is accessible, speedy,
economical, informal and flexible”.
This mandate mirrors some of the statements made by Ms. Bond in the Legislature while the Act moved from the first
to its final reading. On May 7, 2012 during debate on first reading Ms. Bond
said:
This bill will allow strata cases and, on
a voluntary basis, civil matters to be
moved out of traditional adversarial litigation and into the hands of experts
who are trained to resolve cases early
and collaboratively. This is particularly
important for strata disputes, where
early resolution is critical to preserving
and possibly rebuilding the relationships of people who live in strata communities.
This bill will assist in moving forward
our justice reform initiative by taking
more cases out of the courts and freeing up judge and court time. This builds
capacity into our court system and will
allow our system to work more efficiently.
On May 8, 2012 while moving second
reading of Bill 44 Ms. Bond went on to
say:
The bill before us today does set out
the authority to establish a new civil resolution tribunal. The tribunal's job will
be to resolve strata property disputes
and small claims, but more than that,

the tribunal represents a new way for
British Columbians to gain access to
justice.
On Wednesday May 30, 2012 when
questioned about the use of online technology to facilitate the resolution of disputes she had this to say:
Yes, it does involve on line potentially. It
means that you could engage in this
process from your home, using technology. It is a mix of in person and on
line. Again, people who are not comfortable with looking at this model still
have the option to use the court
process if that is more appropriate for
their particular perspective.
In these three statements Ms. Bond
nicely encapsulated what she expected
the dispute resolution services available
under the Act would look like. Section
2(2)(a) of the Act states:
(2) The mandate of the tribunal is to
provide dispute resolution services in
relation to matters that are within its authority, in a manner that
(a) is accessible, speedy, economical,
informal and flexible,
The use of online services, such as online forms, educational tools, dispute
resolution resources and online dispute
resolution or ODR, is also one of the
mandates of the Act. Section 2(2)(c) of
the Act states the dispute resolution
services will be provided in a manner
that:
(c) uses electronic communication
tools to facilitate resolution of disputes
brought to the tribunal.
It is the aim of the B.C. Government,
once the Tribunal Chair is appointed and
the rules are put in place to formalize the
administrative processes needed to
make the Act work efficiently and effectively, to offer online dispute resolution

services as an alternative to the court
system. There will be several stages or
phases available to those who have consented to the Tribunal’s dispute resolution services, including:
1. A website that will assist a person to
identify and manage potential disputes before they reach the critical
stage where dispute resolution is required;
2. Use of an online dispute resolution
(ODR) service which, for a nominal
fee, will be available to guide, with
the Tribunal’s assistance, the parties
through an online negotiated settlement process; and
3. If all else fails, the use of the formal
dispute resolution online services
which is broken down into two
phases, being:
a. The case management phase;
and
b. The tribunal (formal) hearing
phase.
It is proposed that all disputes will be
adjudicated by a Tribunal member with
evidence and arguments presented
using the Tribunal’s online services. At
this stage it might be necessary to conduct a telephone hearing or, in certain
circumstances, a face-to-face hearing
might be required. The Tribunal member
adjudicating the dispute will have the
discretion to decide if something that
the Tribunal’s online services will be required.
The general rule (section 20 of the Act)
is that the parties to a dispute are to represent themselves. The Tribunal’s rules
will likely dictate the extent to which
lawyers may represent a party in a tribunal proceeding failing which it will be up
to the Tribunal member who can allow a
party to be represented by a lawyer in
certain circumstances including if it is
“in the interests of justice and fairness.”
Generally speaking the types of disputes that the Tribunal will be asked to
resolve will fall into two categories. The
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first category will involve “small claims matters” that will likely
include:
a. debt or damages;
b. recovery of personal property;
c. specific performance of an
agreement relating to personal property or services;
d. relief from opposing claims to
personal property.
The second category will include strata property matters with
certain exceptions including:
a. removal of liens and other charges on title;
b. matters involving court orders to
rebuild damaged property;
c. appointment of an administrator; and
d. issues with phased developments and winding up of
strata corporations.
Approximately 18,000 cases are dealt with each year through
the Provincial Small Claims court system. It is difficult to say
how many of those matters are “strata property” matters but for
those of us who listen and nod when our clients complain
about the expense of going to court and the time it takes to
have a dispute adjudicated before a Judge, it is likely that we
will see a good many cases that would otherwise go to court
be ‘diverted” into the dispute resolution process provided for
by the Act. It is anticipated that the Tribunal will be operational
by 2014 so until then we will have to wait and see!
Jamie A. Bleay, LL.B, ACCI
Access Law Group, Vancouver, BC and
President, CCI Vancouver Chapter

National Flag of
Canada Act Passed
The National Flag of Canada Act was passed by the House of Commons
on March 28, 2012. As part of the normal process of approving new
legislation the Act went through a number of reviews including being sent
to the Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage. Along the way some
significant changes were made to it which makes the legislation largely
toothless.
The original proposed legislation made it a crime for a person, (including
condominium directors) to stop someone else from displaying the flag
and those found guilty of doing so could be fined and if they didn’t
pay the fine possibly imprisoned. The legislation did not provide for
things like making reasonable rules for displaying the flag giving rise,
in condominiums, to the possibility of disgruntled owners using the
legislation and flying a flag as a method of getting even with a board or
a neighbour they were upset with for some reason. Imagine waking up
one day to see a huge flag draped over you upstairs neighbour’s balcony
railing in such a way as to obstruct your view.
The first section of the new Act now states the people are “encouraged”
to display the flag. The second section goes on to state that other persons
who are in charge of, among other types of residential complexes,
“condominiums” are “encouraged” to allow the flag to be displayed in
accordance with, “…flag protocol”. That is it, there are no penalties to
worry about and condominiums can still impose rules over where and
how flags can be flown. The problems we originally were worried about
are essentially eliminated. However, someone disputing the right to fly a
flag may still try to use the legislation in support of their position so
condominiums should be prepared to respond. As an example someone
challenging a rule preventing them from flying the flag might argue that
by “encouraging” those in charge to allow the flag to be flown there must
be some requirement to compromise. As such it wouldn’t be a bad idea
to look at your current rules to determine whether they need to be
up-dated and to familiarize yourself with flag flying protocol, (there are
many sights on line where these protocols can be found).

your condo connection
...to professionals
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We don’t know whether or not other organizations made their concerns
known to the government in advance of the legislation being enacted but
it appears they listened to us, just another example of CCI’s continuing
efforts to make life easier for our members.

K I M C O U LT E R , B . T E C H . ( A R C H . S C . ) , AC C I , F C C I

A Tribute to Ron Danks
On August 7th, one of the true pioneers of condominium law
in Ontario and the unwavering spirit of the Golden Horseshoe
Chapter of CCI passed away. Notwithstanding being an
Ontario-based lawyer, Ron Danks’ influence, guidance and
expertise were national in scope. Ron had been a member of
the Golden Horseshoe Chapter of CCI for close to 30 years;
13 years as chapter President and eight years as Vice President, and still on the chapter board at the time of his death. He
served on the National Board for 19 years, serving as National
President for two years and National Chair for two years, and
has sat on and chaired many CCI national committees during
that period.
His service on the CCI National Board of Directors and its various committees, was with the same passion, skill and understanding that were hallmarks of his approach to condominium
matters. Regardless of an issue being of a development, legal,
governance, dispute resolution or even a technical matter,
Ron had an innate ability to grasp the concern, ask the right
questions, and provide a clear direction on how to proceed or
solve the problem.
Word of Ron’s passing spread like wild fire through the
condominium community. From across the country, lawyers,
property managers, engineers, insurance executives, accountants, condominium board members and other service providers
sent emails expressing their sense of loss and admiration for
Ron. Ron was not only a professional adviser to these people;
he was for many, a true friend. I am proud to say Ron was my
friend. I was very fortunate to have had Ron invite me onto the
GHC board in 1999. My modicum of success as a board
member is in large part due to his guidance.
The Canadian Condominium Institute has a national honour
called the Hall of Fame Award. We have many condominium
"heroes" in our midst. Among those who give their time and
efforts on behalf of the Institute and the condominium community, there are some whose star shines brighter. It is these
extra-ordinary individuals whom the Institute will from time to

time, acknowledge as inductees to the Hall of Fame. In July,
the Golden Horseshoe Board of Directors nominated Ron
(unbeknownst to him) for this distinguished honour. I would
like to share with you an excerpt from my cover letter that went
with the nomination forms sent to the National Membership
Committee;
“…It is abundantly clear to the chapter board members,
that Ron’s contributions to the condominium community
locally and across the country are remarkable.
For close to 30 years, his selfless approach in striving to
better condominium living and governance, through his
local and national CCI participation, leadership and mentoring has inspired many to rise to his level. His calm,
thoughtful understanding of condominium law and the related dynamic has allowed him to be regarded as one of
the foremost experts in his field. This demeanor has followed him in his CCI service where he is highly regarded.”
I am delighted to announce that the CCI National Membership
Committee affirmed the nomination when they met in late
August. It would have meant the world to Ron to know. It will
however be given posthumously at the CCI National 30th Anniversary Celebration being held in Toronto on November 2nd.
This year is also the 30th anniversary of the Golden Horseshoe
Chapter. At the Chapter’s Anniversary Gala, on September
20th, the Chapter recognized Ron’s many achievements.
In closing, we have lost a colleague, adviser, and friend. On
behalf of all CCI members, past, present and future, the
Canadian Condominium Institute will continue Ron’s legacy.
He deserves no less.
Goodbye Ron, and thanks,
Kim Coulter, B.Tech.(Arch.Sc.), ACCI, FCCI
Director, CCI Golden Horseshoe Chapter and
Director, CCI National Executive Board

In Memoriam Tribute Fund for Ron Danks
The Canadian Condominium Institute is collecting donations with which to create a
personal landscaping tribute at the Danks’ cottage, a location that was so important to
them all, for the enjoyment of Ron’s family. We are working with a landscaping company
with the intention of installing a stone look-out bench at one of Ron’s favourite spots.
Any amount over and above the cost of the bench will be used for an additional tribute
worthy of Ron’s name; the nature of this tribute will be determined by the CCI-N
Executive. We invite you to contribute, along with CCI-N, to honour Ron’s memory.
To make a donation, please send your cheque, payable to “CCI National” to:
CCI National Office (Re Ron Danks Tribute)
2175 Sheppard Ave. E., Suite 310
Toronto, ON M2J 1W8
Receipts will be issued. A plaque with names of all donors will be presented to his
wife, Donna, and his family, on behalf of the CCI.
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BY J A M E S DAV I D S O N , L L . B . , AC C I , F C C I

Condo Cases
across Canada
ISSUE NO. 39

I have been asked, and it is my pleasure, to provide these brief summaries of recent decisions
across Canada, respecting condominium matters. I don’t provide summaries of every decision
rendered. I select a handful of decisions that I hope readers will find interesting. I hope readers
enjoy this regular column of the CCI Review.
Note to readers: In B.C., condominium corporations are “strata corporations”
and in Quebec, condominium corporations are “syndicats”.
THE HOT TOPIC: SECOND-HAND SMOKE.
It’s becoming more and more clear that condominium corporations across Canada have obligations to protect their
residents from second-hand smoke (particularly residents with health issues). How can these obligations be
satisfied? Here are some possibilities:
• Often a logical first step is to ensure that penetrations and joints between units and between units and common
elements are reasonably sealed or tight. [This is typically also a Fire Code requirement.]
• Ensure that air make-up systems are operating properly.
• Ensure that hallways and units are properly pressurized – ie. that air make-up systems are able to do their jobs.
• Smoke will travel from higher pressure to lower pressure. So, it’s important to ensure that the “smoker unit” has
strong, functioning exhaust systems (which will “depressurize” the unit); and of course it’s important that the
smoker make use of them. [In some cases, it may even make sense to take steps to add air pressure to the
“receiving units” and to reduce air pressure in the “smoker unit”.] These issues can best be reviewed with an expert in the field.
• The smoker should perhaps operate an air purifier in his or her unit. [The corporation can also consider passing
a Rule requiring that smokers use air purifiers, and that smokers otherwise take steps to prevent smoke or odours
from escaping the unit.]
• The smoking or smoke transfer may violate current provisions in the corporation’s governing documents. If so, the
corporation will need to take reasonable enforcement steps (in an effort to stop the violation).
• Finally, the corporation can consider restrictions, or a ban, on smoking, by way of an amendment to the Declaration, By-laws or Rules (depending upon the jurisdiction). Current smokers might have to be grandfathered, if a ban
or restriction is implemented. [I recommend that these issues be reviewed with the corporation’s legal counsel.]
The bottom line is as follows: Condominium corporations can’t ignore second-hand smoke. If they do, they may face
claims. Here’s the latest example of such a claim, brought before the B.C. Human Rights Tribunal:
McDaniel v. Strata Plan LMS 1657
(B.C. Human Rights Tribunal)
May 14, 2012
Strata Corporation failed to
accommodate resident in relation
to second-hand smoke.
Strata Plan LMS 1657 is a 39-unit, 4storey apartment building. The McDaniels
were the owners of one of the units. They
10

suffered exposure to second-hand smoke,
primarily during the summer months (when
smoke from neighbouring balconies and
patios entered their open windows). The
second-hand smoke was of particular
concern to the McDaniels because:
• Ms McDaniel was pregnant (during
part of their period of ownership).
• Ms McDaniel had environmental sensi-
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tivities and could suffer severe allergic
reactions (including headaches, hives
and anxiety attacks) to all types of
smoke and perfumes.
• Mr. McDaniel suffered from Type I Diabetes. Second-hand smoke increased
his risk of heart disease and other problems.
The McDaniels complained to the Strata
Corporation about the second-hand

smoke. In response, the Strata Corporation did the following:
a) The Strata Corporation suggested that
the McDaniels buy an air-conditioner.
b) The Strata Corporation suggested that
the McDaniels attempt to obtain the
support of at least 25% of the owners
to demand that a resolution be placed
before the owners at an annual special
general meeting to enact a “no smoking by-law”.
c) The Strata Corporation asked (by notices, letters and communications at
Strata meetings) that residents who
smoke be respectful of those who are
bothered by smoke.
d) The Strata Corporation wrote letters to
three owners below the McDaniels,
asking that they not smoke on their patios. and
e) The Strata Corporation explored introducing an amendment to ban smoking
on decks and patios (but did not, in
fact, introduce such an amendment).
The Strata Corporation admitted that
it had failed to accommodate the
McDaniels. The Strata Corporation argued, however, that any award in favour of
the McDaniels should be “moderate” because:
• The Strata Corporation had tried to assist the McDaniels within the confines
of what it thought possible; it did not
dismiss their concerns outright. It tried
to achieve the greatest good for the
greatest number.

central to a person’s security and sense
of self.
The Tribunal made the following orders:
I. Although the McDaniels were no
longer residing in the complex, the
Strata Corporation nevertheless must
cease its discrimination and refrain
from committing a similar contravention
in the future.
II. The Strata Corporation was ordered to
compensate the McDaniels for expenses incurred in the context of the
complaint, being the cost of an air-conditioner and naturopathic consultations
as well as travel and accommodation
expenses in connection with their attendance at the Hearing.
III. The Strata Corporation was to pay Mr.
McDaniel the sum of $2,000.00 and
Ms McDaniel the sum of $4,500.00, as
compensation for injury to their feelings, dignity and self-respect.
[Editorial Note: The Tribunal declined to
order the Strata Corporation to enact a
no-smoking by-law, for the following reasons:
• Such an Order could be beyond the
Tribunal’s authority under Section 37
of the Human Rights Code.
• Such an Order would be excessive,
because:
(i) the McDaniels were no longer
residing at, and did not intend to
return to, the complex;

• The Strata Corporation had been willing to concede that it breached its duty
to reasonably accommodate the McDaniels.

(ii) this would impose on the remaining residents a regime they have
not had the opportunity to consider and may not want and would
by-pass or nullify their rights to
vote on the matter; and

• The medical evidence of any ill effects
suffered by the McDaniels as a result
of second-hand smoke was limited,
and the log of the second-hand smoke
events (kept by the McDaniels) was
non-specific. and

(iii) the Strata Corporation already had
a nuisance by-law which could be
used to address the issue of
smoke.

• The McDaniels only had problems with
second-hand smoke during 2 or 3 summer months of each year.
The Human Rights Tribunal ruled in favour
of the McDaniels. The Tribunal said:
Though aware of the McDaniels’ sensitivities and vulnerabilities, the (Strata Corporation) never marshalled a meaningful,
effective response. In my view, based on
the materials filed, the (Strata Corporation’s) conduct, while not overtly aggressive or confrontive, was indecisive and
minimizing of the McDaniels’ distress to
the point that they came to hate their
home. The Tribunal has said, and I accept,
that from any personal, social, emotional
or developmental perspective, a home is

So, in ordering the Strata Corporation to
avoid similar discrimination in future, it’s
not exactly clear what the Tribunal
expected of the Strata Corporation. But
we know that the Strata Corporation had
to do more – either by more aggressively
enforcing the corporation’s existing
by-laws or by presenting more restrictive
by-laws to the owners, for their consideration.]

OTHER B.C. CASES
Poloway v. Strata Plan K692 (B.C.
Supreme Court), May 22, 2012
Court refuses to order creation of
sections. Special Levy for required
repairs based on Unit entitlements
not significantly unfair.

This Strata property is comprised of 29
units in 3 buildings. Building A is a 4storey building containing 17 apartmentstyle strata units. Buildings B and C are
single-storey townhouse buildings containing the remaining 12 (townhousestyle) strata units.
Significant repairs, estimated to cost perhaps $2,000,000.00, were needed to the
apartment building. The owners of 10 of
the townhouse units applied for an Order
creating sections (one section for the
townhouse-style strata units and another
for the apartment-style strata units). They
sought this Order under s. 164 of the
Strata Property Act, to prevent alleged
significant unfairness.
The total unit entitlement of the apartmentstyle strata units is 57.9%. The total unit
entitlement of the townhouse-style strata
units is 42.1%. Therefore, it was clear that
the townhouse owners would incur significant expense if required to contribute towards the costs of the repairs to the
apartment building. Nevertheless, the
Court dismissed the application and declined to order sectioning of the strata
units.
The Court noted certain differences between the former Condominium Act and
the Strata Property Act (which arrived in
2000). The Court said:
Under the (former Condominium Act) the
default approach was that set out in s.
128(2), which provided that ‘common expenses attributable to one or more type
of strata lot must be allocated to that type
of strata lot and must be borne by the
owners of that type of strata lot’. Under
the Strata Property Act the opposite is the
case. All common expenses are borne by
all strata lot owners in accordance with
their unit entitlement. A strata corporation
can change that approach, but the threshold that must be met in order to do so is
very high. One way is to change the formula (that is, individual unit entitlement
as a percentage of total unit entitlement).
To do that requires a resolution passed by
a unanimous vote (s. 100(1)). Another
way is to change the unit entitlement of
one or more strata lots; that too requires
a unanimous resolution (s. 261). Yet a
further way is for the strata corporation to
create sections. A unanimous vote is not
required to create sections but a series of
votes, each of which requires a threequarters majority, is (s. 193). Thus the
general rule is ‘you are all in it together’
and that general rule cannot and ought
not be lightly displaced.
The Court noted that the Strata Plan, in
this case, had been filed in 1988. From
1988 until the year 2000 (when the Strata
Property Act came into force) – except for
the year 1991 – the Strata Corporation
had always allocated common expenses
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to all owners regardless of whether the expenses were attributable to only one type
of strata unit (despite the provisions of the
former Condominium Act). This had continued under the Strata Property Act, but
was now being questioned by the townhouse owners because of the very substantial repairs to be carried out to the
apartment building. A Special Resolution
to authorize sectioning had been defeated
at a meeting of owners in 2009. Another
Resolution to authorize alternative costsharing was also defeated in 2011. After
that 2011 meeting, the Strata Corporation
had sought legal advice. The legal counsel
had advised that it was not legally possible for the Strata Corporation to allocate
costs otherwise than by unit entitlement
unless the Strata Corporation passed a
unanimous resolution to that effect, or created sections. Given that advice, further
attempts at a consensual resolution appeared doomed and the parties returned
to Court.
The Court’s conclusions were as follows:
• The general rule (“you are all in it together”) was the starting place (and
again should not be lightly displaced).
• The historical approach, in this case,
was consistent with this general rule.
Generally speaking, expenses had historically been shared by all owners.
• There was nothing unfair in the conduct
or approach taken by the Strata Corporation in this case.
• Although the cost of the repairs to the
apartment building would unquestionably be “burdensome” to the townhouse owners, this was not sufficient
to allow for a finding of “significant unfairness”.
The Court said that this result was consistent with the Strata Property Act and,
in fact, prescribed by it. In the absence of
improper conduct by the Strata Corporation, the consequences could not be considered significantly unfair.
Burt v. Strata Plan KAS3196 (BC
Supreme Court), June 26, 2012
Court declines to appoint
administrator.
Two of the owners in this 30-lot bare land
strata development applied for the appointment of an administrator and property manager. The Court dismissed the
application.
The Corporation was being managed by
the developer. The developer also owned
18 of the strata lots. The Court held that
the Strata Corporation operations “were
irregular at the start” but “by 2010 the
owners had begun to get a grip on how to
properly administer and operate the Corporation’s business”. The Court said:
12

I find that there was no substantial misconduct or mismanagement of the affairs
of the corporation: money did not go
missing or become diverted to an improper account; one owner’s interests
were not preferred over another’s; the
common property was maintained; the
roads were plowed in the winter; and
water ran through the pipes in the summer. In any event, the cost of having an
administrator and property manager take
over the operation of the corporation
would, in my opinion, outweigh the value
their services would bring to the corporation.
The Owners, Strata Plan LMS 2629
v. Blondin (BC Supreme Court),
March 27, 2012
Owner ordered to remove dog.
Fines validly levied.
The by-laws of the Strata Corporation limited pets to certain heights and weights.
The owner obtained a puppy that grew to
exceed the height restriction. The Court
ordered the dog removed. The Court also
held that the Strata Council had properly
decided to levy fines.
The Owners Strata Plan LMS 2768 v.
Jordison (BC Court of Appeal), July
19, 2012
Court of Appeal reverses Order for
sale of Unit.
At the lower Court, the Strata Corporation
successfully obtained an Order for sale of
the Owner’s Unit. [See Condo Cases
Across Canada, Part 38, May 2012.] The
Owner appealed to the Court of Appeal.
The Court of Appeal held that the Court
did not have jurisdiction, under s. 173 of
the Strata Property Act, to order the sale
of a unit. The Court of Appeal therefore
overturned the Order for sale of the unit,
and instead granted injunctive relief as follows: While in possession of the Unit, Ms
Jordison and her son would be required
to abide by the Strata Property Act and
Regulations as well as the By-laws and
Rules of the Strata Corporation; and they
were specifically restrained from making
loud noises or obscene gestures or uttering any abusive or obscene comments directed at any member of Strata Plan LMS
2768 or their families.
The Court of Appeal left open the possibility that failure to observe this injunction
might then allow the Strata Corporation to
apply for an Order directing the sale of the
unit (based upon remedies for contempt
of Court). However, the Court of Appeal
said that this possibility was “best left for
future argument and consideration”.
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SASKATCHEWAN
CASES
Tofin v. Spadina Condominium
Corporation et al (Saskatchewan
Small Claims Court), April 25, 2012
Board entitled to change decision
made by previous Board
The plaintiff was an owner and former
Board member. While he was on the
Board, the Board decided to replace the
original steam boilers with similar steam
boilers. After the plaintiff left the Board, the
Board reversed that decision and instead
decided to install a hot water boiler (ie. instead of replacing existing steam boilers
with new steam boilers). This decision was
in fact ratified by a majority of the owners,
although the majority fell just short of
reaching the threshold required for a special resolution, being a two-thirds majority.
The plaintiff’s claim (among others) was
for recovery of his contribution towards replacement of the boilers on the basis that
the Board had improperly reversed itself
and that a two-thirds majority vote of owners was required for the change. It was the
plaintiff’s contention that changing the existing steam boilers to hot water boilers
was an improvement requiring a special
resolution of the owners under the by-laws
of the Corporation.
The Court held that the Board had the
right to reverse the previous Board decision. Furthermore, the work did not require
approval of the owners by special resolution as the work constituted repair or
maintenance as opposed to an improvement within the meaning of the by-law. The
Board must act in good faith in the best
interests of the Corporation. The Board is
entitled to be wrong but in this case the
Board was not wrong. The plaintiff’s claim
was ultimately dismissed in its entirety.
[Editorial Note: In my view, this is a really
helpful decision about the rights of condominium boards to revisit previous
board decisions. Until a decision is implemented – or until others have taken
steps in reliance upon the decision – a
board of directors can revisit a previous
decision. But of course any decision must
always be consistent with applicable legislation and with the condominium’s governing documents.]

ONTARIO CASES:
Peel Standard Condominium
Corporation No. 767 v. 2069591
Ontario Inc. (Ontario Superior Court)
June 6, 2012
Mandatory Mediation and Arbitration
does not apply to a dispute involving
a Tenant.

Peel Standard Condominium Corporation
No. 767 is a commercial condominium (a
30-store retail plaza). Under the terms the
Declaration, the Owner of Unit 20 was
granted exclusive rights (among the condominium owners) to sell fresh meat and
poultry. In contravention of this exclusive
right, the Tenant of Units 11 and 12 was
also selling fresh meat and poultry.
The Condominium Corporation applied to
Court, under Section 134 of the Condominium Act, 1998, for a “Cease and Desist” Order against the Owner and Tenant
of Units 11 and 12. The Court granted the
Order (requiring that the Tenant stop selling fresh meat and poultry and requiring
that the Owner take reasonable steps to
ensure that the Tenant complied). The
Court said that the mandatory mediation
and arbitration provisions in Section
132(4) of the Condominium Act, 1998,
do not apply to a dispute involving a Tenant.
In the course of the Decision, the Court
also reviewed the negotiations between
the parties and determined that no mediation had taken place and that no settlement agreement had been reached. The
Court added that a Condominium Corporation, its directors, owners and occupiers,
could not, in any event, reach an agreement contrary to the requirements of the
Declaration. The Court said:
“Such an agreement would be outside
the Condominium Act, 1998, s. 176. The
legislation would continue to apply. The
Condominium Act, 1998 s. 119(1) requires the condominium corporation, its
directors, owners and the occupiers of
the units to comply with the statute, the
declaration and the by-laws… In this
case, the tenant has refused to do so.”
Perper v. York Region Condominium
Corporation No. 860 (Ontario
Superior Court), May 22, 2012
Court declares Owners’ Requisition
invalid due to false and misleading
information.
Two directors were removed from the
Board in January, 2012. They then “began
a campaign to remove members of the
Board”. In February, 2012, they delivered
a Requisition for removal of three members of the Board. The Requisition was
signed by the owners of 23% of the units.
The Court said that the Requisition and
accompanying letter contained the following false and misleading statements:
1. The Board had unilaterally obtained a
lawyer’s opinion on the validity of proxies (even though the former directors
had supported the idea of obtaining the
opinion).
2. A budget surplus of approximately

$16,000 was “gone” (even though it
had clearly been carried forward into
the next year).
3. The sum of $167,000 was “illegally
taken from the Reserve Fund” (for upgrades to the security system, which
the Court found were properly within
the Board’s mandate, and could properly be funded from the Reserve Fund).
and
4. The Corporation would have insufficient funds in the Reserve Fund (which
the Court found was not accurate).
The Condominium Corporation applied for
an Order declaring the Requisition invalid
and seeking injunctive relief preventing:
i) any meeting from being held;
ii) further dissemination of certain information by the former directors; and
iii) canvassing or soliciting by the former
directors for any election or owners’
meeting of the Condominium Corporation (for a period of time).
I accept (the Condominium Corporation’s) submission that a meeting of unit
owners under the Condominium Act is
analogous to a shareholders’ meeting. A
notice must not only sufficiently state the
purpose of the meeting but it must not be
misleading. The misleading information in
the Requisition in this case would not
permit unit owners to form a reasoned
judgment as to whether or not a meeting
should be requisitioned.
The Court also ordered the following:
• a permanent injunction restraining any
meeting from being called or held pursuant to the Requisition;
• a permanent injunction restraining the
former directors from further dissemination of the Requisition, the accompanying letter, or the allegations
therein;
• an interim injunction restraining the former directors from canvassing and/or
soliciting, directly or indirectly, in respect of, or for, any election or owners’
meeting of the Condominium Corporation until December 31, 2012.
[Editorial Note: In the course of the decision, the Court also considered upgrades
to the security system. The Condominium
Corporation had added cameras and an
interphone system because increased security was necessary to address a number of the unit owners’ safety and security
concerns, such as thefts, use of intravenous drugs in common areas, vandalism and the presence of unauthorized
individuals within the building. The Court
said that those upgrades were part of the
Condominium Corporation’s obligation to
repair and maintain the common ele-

ments. The Court said: “They were properly made without notice in that the addition was necessary to ensure the safety
or security of persons using the property”
(in accordance with s. 97(2)(b) of the
Condominium Act, 1998).
Pearson (Litigation Guardian of) v.
Carleton Condominium Corporation
No. 178 (Ontario Superior Court),
June 4, 2012
Defence costs not properly added to
common expenses.
The Condominium Corporation had incurred costs defending claims brought in
Small Claims Court by one of the owners
against the Corporation. The Claims were
to enforce compliance with the Corporation’s alleged obligations respecting landscaping and financial disclosure. The
Small Claims Court dismissed the Claims
but had not made any award of costs. The
Corporation then registered a lien in the
amount of its actual defence costs, relying upon provisions in the Corporation’s
Declaration.
The Court held that the lien was not valid.
The Court found that the wording of the
provisions in the Declaration did not cover
the defence costs in question, and therefore did not allow the Corporation to add
those costs to the owner’s common expenses. The Court also found that s.
134(5) of the Condominium Act, 1998
did not apply to allow the Corporation to
add its defence costs to the owner’s common expenses.
The Court considered two paragraphs in
the Declaration: Article XIX (respecting indemnification) and Article XXIII (respecting recovery of costs). The Court said:
I find that Article XIX is not applicable to
the present case as there has been no
loss, or damage or injury to the common
elements caused by any act or omission
of Ms. Pearson. In addition, this provision
does not give the Corporation the express
right to add any such amounts to a unit
holder’s common expenses and to collect
the amount by registering a lien. Therefore I find that Article XIX does not give
the corporation authority to place a lien
on the title to the Unit for obtaining legal
advice related to Pearson’s enforcement
Actions.
…
Section XXIII of the Declaration deals
with all costs charges and solicitors
charges and refers to costs as between a
solicitor and his client scale. The context
of the Article relates to recovery of costs
for legal proceedings taken against an
owner by the Corporation.
…
The principle underlying this provision in
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the Declaration is that the remaining condominium unit holders should not have to
pay for the Corporation’s legal expenses,
where a unit holder has failed to comply
with his or her obligations and the Corporation is required to take legal action
and incur legal expenses to enforce compliance. Under those circumstances, the
Article states that such costs may be
added to and recovered in the same manner as a default in obligations to contribute towards the common expenses of
the Corporation. However, in the circumstances before me, the Corporation didn’t
take action to enforce compliance with
the Act, Declaration or bylaws, but rather
Ms. Pearson took action against the Corporation. Further, no order for costs was
obtained by the Corporation.
On a plain reading of Article XXIII, it does
not provide for indemnification against all
legal expenses incurred by the Corporation in relation to any unit holder. Further,
Article XXIII does not state that if the Corporation is a defendant in legal proceedings, it may simply claim full
indemnification for its legal costs incurred
in defending (as between a solicitor and
his client), whether costs are awarded or
not and whether or not the Corporation
was successful.
…
If the Corporation had obtained an award
of costs in the Actions commenced by
Pearson to enforce her rights under the
Declaration, then the Corporation could
recover the costs awarded plus additional
costs it incurred and they could be added
to the common expenses pursuant to
s.134(5) of the Act. However, the Corporation did not recover any award of
costs and so is unable to rely on this section. If a unit owner commences frivolous
actions against a corporation, it should
seek an award of costs and possibly
damages, if any are incurred, from the
Court.
Durham Condominium Corporation
No. 45 v. Swan (Ontario Superior
Court), June 15, 2012
No oppression. Claims of former
director dismissed.
The Court found that the former director,
Mr. Swan, had breached his obligations as
a director under s. 37(1) of the Condominium Act, 1998. Even so, the Court declined to grant any permanent or interim
injunction against Mr. Swan. [Among other
things, the Corporation had applied for an
Order declaring Mr. Swan a vexatious litigant and an injunction preventing him from
having further contact with the Board
members or the manager. Mr. Swan in turn
had cross-applied for various relief, including: Damages for oppression, removal
of certain Directors from the Board and
14

reinstatement of Mr. Swan as Director and
President.]
The Court held that Mr. Swan’s actions
had rendered the Board divisive and dysfunctional (through “confrontational inflexibility and misguided assessment of his
duties as director”). The Court said that
he had failed to meet his obligation to exercise the care, diligence and skill that a
reasonably prudent person would exercise
in comparable circumstances. He had:
• sent a letter as President to the unit
owners stating that the Board had disregarded the rules and regulations applicable to the proper management of
the condominium, and stating that the
Board was dysfunctional;
• commenced two separate Small
Claims Court actions against the manager, in the name of the Condominium
Corporation, without authorization of
the Board;
• accepted service (on behalf of the Corporation) of a claim that he (as Plaintiff)
had commenced against the Corporation;
• unilaterally and without authorization or
knowledge of the Board, purported to
terminate the management contract,
and had demanded delivery of records
by the manager;
• sent harassing and insulting e-mails to
other Board members and the manager;
• installed and maintained, while a director of the Board, a satellite dish on the
common elements without the approval
of the Board. He had subsequently removed the satellite dish.
The Court said:
Swan is no longer a member of the
Board. However, he remains a resident of
the condominium. Despite the Court finding that he breached his duties as Director, I decline to grant the permanent and
interim injunctions sought by DCC 45
that Swan refrain from having any direct
or indirect contact with members of DCC
45’s Board, its employees (and others).
…
The relief as sought by DCC 45 is too
sweeping and would paint Swan with a
‘scarlet letter’ while remaining a resident
of the condominium. However, it should
not be construed that this finding gives
Swan license to disrupt the proper management of the condominium and its occupants. Should similar conduct
continue, if necessary, such conduct can
be appropriately addressed and deterred
by this and other Courts.
The Court also declined to find that Mr.
Swan was a vexatious litigant and ac-
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cordingly declined to order that any further proceedings instituted by him against
the defendants be barred (without leave
of the Court).
At the same time, all of Mr. Swan’s crossapplications were dismissed.
Sarah Computer Consulting Inc. v.
Peel Condominium Corporation No.
421 (Ontario Superior Court),
June 22, 2012
Condominium Corporation
improperly (albeit briefly) denied
owners’ rights of access.
The Corporation’s by-laws stated that
non-resident owners were not entitled to
use the common elements and facilities
except for the purpose of visiting their
units and dealing with management. The
rules also required residents to complete
a “Resident Information Form” (with accompanying proof of identification) confirming their residency in a unit.
Unit 3411 was owned by Sarah Computer Consulting Inc. In relation to that
unit, four FOBs and clickers had been issued to:
Malcolm Gonsalves and his wife;
Mr. Gonsalves’ daughter, Sarah; and
Sarah’s boyfriend.
On January 26, 2010, the Condominium
Corporation learned that Mr. Gonsalves
was seeking to make use of the squash
court. The Corporation had no Resident
Information Form or proof of identification
for Mr. Gonsalves or his wife. The Corporation believed, based upon its records,
that only Sarah and her boyfriend were
residents of the unit. Therefore, on January 27, 2010, without notice, the Corporation deactivated the FOBs and clickers
of Mr. Gonsalves and his wife. (The Corporation later explained that this was done
because it was “the fastest way of getting
somebody from a unit to meet with management or security to get any access
concerns corrected”.)
The next day, on January 28, 2010, Mr.
Gonsalves attended the building and discovered that his FOBs and clickers had
been deactivated. Mr. Gonsalves went to
the security desk upset and “threatening a
variety of inappropriate actions”. Mr. Gonsalves was then asked to complete a Resident Information Form, and provide proof
of identification (which he refused). Even
so, all FOBs and clickers were immediately reactivated (not including access to
the recreational facilities).
Despite further requests from the Condominium Corporation, Mr. Gonsalves still refused to provide proof of identification.
[He only did so once the Court proceedings were commenced in June, 2011,
whereupon his access to the recreational
facilities was reinstated.]

The owner applied for a Declaration that
the Condominium Corporation’s actions
were oppressive, and seeking compensation under s. 135 of the Condominium
Act, 1998, reimbursement of common expenses, general damages for discrimination, a declaration that the directors had
not acted honestly and in good faith, and
a declaration that the Corporation’s rule
requiring that residents sign a Resident Information form was void and unenforceable.
The Court said that the Corporation’s oneday deactivation of the FOBs and clickers,
without notice to the owner, was oppressive. However, the Court only awarded the
owner the sum of $500 “being nominal
damages in the circumstances”.
The Court said:
The inability of Mr. Gonsalves to access
the recreational facilities after January 28,
2010 was entirely of his own doing. He
could have easily completed the form on
January 28, 2010. He could later have
easily provided a copy of his ID showing
the building as his address. Instead, Mr.
Gonsalves chose to threaten lawsuits, retain counsel and commence this application. To now complain that he didn’t have
access to the recreational facilities from
January 28, 2010 until June 2011 appears to be his choice and not because of
the actions of PCC #421.
The Court said that the Condominium
Corporation’s rule was fair and reasonable. It was “necessary to protect the residents and owners from unauthorized use
of the building and its amenities”. Furthermore, it was understandable, in this case,
that the Condominium Corporation did not
require all units to have a completed Resident Information Form (with accompanying identification). The Court said:
In my view, it is not unreasonable that
PCC #421 does not necessarily enforce
the completion of the Resident Information Form from all units. It would have
been preferable. But it is clear that PCC
#421’s management only requests completion of the form with identification if an
issue arises. It is important to keep in
mind that compliance, when requested by
management, is very easily complied
with. It takes a matter of moments to complete the form. All the resident has to do
is provide a copy an ID showing his address as the building. As a result, I conclude the manner in which PCC #421
operates or requires completion of its
Resident Information Forms is reasonable
in the circumstances.
Chan v. Toronto Standard
Condominium Corporation No. 1834
(Ontario Court of Appeal), May 14,
2012

Appeal dismissed. Lower Court
Decision (enforcing single family
use restriction, ordering removal of
locks on interior doors and granting
Judgment for water escape damage)
upheld.
The lower Court held that the owner was
responsible for water damage, and that
the Corporation’s lien for recovery of the
related amounts was valid and proper.
[See Condo Cases Across Canada, Part
33, February 2011] The lower Court also
enforced the single family use restriction in
the Corporation’s governing documents.
The lower Court said that the meaning of
the term “family” had been decided in the
case of Nipissing Condominium Corporation No. 4 vs. Kilfoyl. [See Condo Cases
Across Canada - Part 28, November
2009, and Part 30, May 2010.] Therefore,
the occupants of each unit had to be related. Finally, the lower Court had also ordered the owner to remove locks that she
had installed on some of the interior doors
of the unit.
The owner appealed. The Court of Appeal
upheld the lower Court decision. In upholding the lower Court decision, the
Court of Appeal said:
There was sufficient evidence to support
the application judge’s essential factual
finding, namely, that the water damage in
unit 2208 was caused by a leak in the appellant’s unit, 2308.
…
In our view, the application judge was
correct to conclude that the occupancy in
unit 2308 was outside the Declaration
and Rules of the Corporation. In addition,
there was not a sufficient evidentiary
record to support an estoppel grounded
argument for the appellant.
…
These locks were a clear violation of the
Declaration.
[Editorial Note: Again, the decision contains no mention of an Insurance Deductibles By-law, pursuant to s. 105 of
the Condominium Act, 1998. Like the
lower Court, the Court of Appeal does
not make mention of the fact that the
water damage is ‘insured damage’ and
the owner has the benefit of the Condominium Corporation’s property insurance,
subject to the deductible. The obligations
with respect to the deductible portion of
the loss are then governed by s. 105.]
Toronto Standard Condominium
Corporation No. 1633 v. Baghai
Development Ltd. (Ontario Court
of Appeal), June 19, 2012
Condominium Corporation rules
take precedence over a tenant’s
lease. Owner’s appeal dismissed.

Corporation’s appeal respecting
costs allowed.
The Court of Appeal summarized the issue
as follows: “Can a grocery store in a commercial condominium unit display its merchandise on the adjacent sidewalk? The
rules of the condominium corporation say
no. The terms of grocery store’s lease say
yes.”
The Application Judge ruled in the Condominium Corporation’s favour and
awarded the Condominium Corporation
roughly half of its claimed costs. [See
Condo Cases Across Canada, Part 35,
September 2011] The Court of Appeal
also ruled in favour of the Condominium
Corporation. The Court of Appeal said:
I agree with the application judge that the
condominium corporation’s rules take
precedence over the grocery store’s
lease.
…
There was evidence before the application judge to support her finding that the
limitation period had not expired because
of the repeated, and varied, nature of (the
Tenant’s) misconduct.
…
In my view, there was ample evidence to
support the application judge’s conclusion that TSCC did not act oppressively
against Baghai and Rabba. I also accept
that the evidence supported the application judge’s finding in respect of the lack
of a permanent agreement and therefore
her conclusion that there was no agreement to enforce.
The Court of Appeal accordingly dismissed the owner’s appeal.
The Court ordered that the question of the
Corporation’s costs be remitted to the trial
judge for reconsideration. Since the Court
had been asked by the Condominium Corporation to determine the “additional actual cost” to which the Corporation was
entitled under s.134 (5) of the Condominium Act, 1998, it was proper that the
Court determine that amount. However, in
doing so, it was not clear that the trial
judge had applied the proper principles.
The Court of Appeal said that “the total
costs (including the amount contemplated
by s.134 (5)) should be the quantum of
costs the successful party is reasonably
expected to pay its own lawyer”. The trial
judge is now required to determine this
quantum.
Apaloo v. Durham Condominium
Corporation No. 169 (Ontario
Superior Court), June 22, 2012
Board entitled to reverse earlier
decision respecting repair costs.
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In 2005, the Board authorized the expenditure of corporation funds in order to repair a plumbing backup problem in the
plaintiffs’ unit. The constitution of the
Board subsequently changed. The new
Board concluded that the proposed repairs were unit repairs, and thus beyond
the Board’s mandate. The new Board
therefore reversed the decision of the previous Board.
The unit owners then paid for the required
work and sued the corporation for the related repair costs.
The Court held that these were unit repairs, falling within the owners’ responsibility. The Court also said that the Board
could properly reverse its previous decision. The Court said:
It cannot seriously be argued that a decision made reasonably and in good faith
is forever – and under all circumstances
– binding. The Plaintiffs knew full well
when they undertook the repair that the
Board was unwilling to reimburse. The
Board was entitled to amend its earlier
decision prospectively. But it would have
been in muddier waters if it attempted retrospectively to assail payments already
disbursed to the Plaintiffs, something it
has – wisely – never sought to do.
The owners’ claim was dismissed.

The Courthouse Block Inc. v.
Middlesex Condominium Corporation
No. 173 (Ontario Court of Appeal),
March 12, 2012
Owner’s oppression claim dismissed.
Condominium Corporation attended
to required work in a reasonably
prompt and professional way.
Appeal dismissed.
The Applicant owned 35 of the 38 commercial units in the Condominium, which
also contains 255 residential units in two
towers. The Applicant claimed damages
for oppression due to the Condominium
Corporation’s alleged failure to quickly
and properly address repeated water leakage, due to failing heat pumps. The Applicant’s claim was dismissed. [See Condo
Cases Across Canada, Part 35, September 2011.]
The Applicant appealed to the Court of
Appeal. The Appeal was dismissed.

QUEBEC CASE
Syndicat de copropriété Domaine
Quatre-Saison, phase II v. Giguère,
(Quebec Provincial Court), May 28,
2012
Legal costs of Syndicat, for collection
of unpaid common expenses, must
be reasonable.

CCI IS ON
FACEBOOK!
Keep up to date on what’s
happening across the country
with CCI by becoming a fan.
Search:
Canadian Condominium Institute
– National Office

The more fans…the more
condominium information that
we’ll get out there.

BECOME A FAN TODAY!!
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The Syndicat was seeking repayment of
legal costs incurred in its successful action for recovery of unpaid common expenses. The Court confirmed that the
Syndicat was entitled to recover costs
pursuant to a provision in the Syndicat’s
Declaration, but said that the legal
charges must be “reasonable and consistent with the value of the dispute”.
The Court awarded $5,000.00 in costs,
rather than the Syndicat’s claim of almost
$10,000.00.
9151-8340 Québec inc. v. Syndicat
des copropriétaires du 2010 de la
Montagne (Quebec Court of
Appeal), May 31, 2012
Owner not permitted to place
monthly fees in trust when owner
challenging the validity of a
common expense increase.
The Owner disputed the validity of an increase in monthly fees and asked that her
monthly fees be placed into trust pending
investigation of the validity of the increase.
The Court declined the Owner’s request.
James Davidson, LL.B., ACCI, FCCI,
Nelligan O’Brien Payne LLP, Ottawa,
ON

chapter
C H AT T E R
To r o n t o C h a p t e r
With the hot days of summer now behind us, CCI Toronto is expecting a busy fall season. Launching exciting new educational
opportunities, preparing for the annual conference and participating in the re-opening of the Condominium Act, will undoubtedly keep our chapter volunteers and staff very busy in the
months to come.
CCI Toronto is thrilled to announce that 2012-2013 has been
designated as the Year of Education within our Chapter. To celebrate this event, all new and renewing condominium corporations
will receive two complimentary registrations to a Level 101 course
as part of their 2012-2013 membership dues. As an added
bonus, if the corporation’s management company is a member of
CCI-Toronto, they can also bring their site manager to the course
with them, at no cost. For details on this exciting new opportunity
visit: http://www.ccitoronto.org/Membership/specialoffers
Educational opportunities will continue at the 2012 Annual
ACMO/CCI-T conference and trade show. The show will return
to the Toronto Congress Centre for a two day conference running on Friday November 2nd and Saturday November 3rd.
There are a number of new show features this year; the addition
of mini-sessions running throughout the day in the trade show
area will provide learning opportunities in smaller settings, and
the implementation of a special discounted rate for directors
attending only on the Saturday will likely pave the way for
many first time attendees to explore all that the show has to
offer. Finally, we are excited to announce that CBC’s Peter
Mansbridge will be the keynote speaker at this years’ conference. If you have not registered yet – be sure to do so (see
www.condoconference.ca for details)
The official announcement by the Ministry in June of 2012 that
the Condominium Act will be re-opened has put our Legislative
and Government Relations Committees and Sub-committees
into high gear. The summer months were a whirlwind of activity;

Legislative Chair, Armand Conant pulled together a large group
of professionals, owners and various industry stakeholders from
across the province to have a final review and update of CCI’s
Legislative Brief before it is re-submitted to the Ministry in the
fall; Government Relations Committee Co-Chairs, Dean McCabe
and Armand Conant were called upon by the Ministry for information gathering meetings ; and a sub-committee, headed by
Richard Elia, was struck to examine various Alternative Dispute
Resolution models currently in use in other jurisdictions and to
come up with a recommended model to be incorporated into
new Legislation in Ontario. A huge amount of time and energy
was also put forth over the summer months under the leadership of ACMO to develop a model for the licensing of managers.
It has indeed been a very busy time and when the Ministry announces the process for public consultations expected in the
fall, CCI and ACMO will be relaying that information to members
and will be ready and willing to assist.
We are looking forward to the busy fall season and as always,
look forward to hearing your feedback. Be sure to visit the
Chapter’s website, www.ccitoronto.org, or visit us on our new
Facebook page for information on upcoming events or to contact
us with any comments.
Lynn Morrovat, Operations Manager, CCI Toronto and Area

South Alberta Chapter
Just like that, summer is over. It seems summer is getting shorter
and shorter every passing year!
Our 2011-2012 year ended with a luncheon presentation from
Richard John and John McDougall on the Extent a Condominium
Corporation’s Charge for Unpaid Condominium Contributions
(condo fees). A handout summarizing this presentation is available in our Summer 2012 newsletter. The annual Golf Tournament was again another hit this year. We continue to receive
positive feedback from participants stating it is fantastic networking opportunity.
We are planning this year in advance all the way to June with a
jam packed set of Condominium Management Courses. These
will include our hugely popular 101 course, 100 course, 200
course and 300 course. All dates are posted on our website.
Our September 25 AGM brought a presentation from Laurie
Kiedrowski and John McDougall on “Function & Dysfunction –
Condominium Corporation Board Meetings and AGM’s” and the
election of our new board.

Please visit our website, www.cci.ca/southalberta for more
information on our chapter. We are looking forward to another
great year!
Melanie Bennett, Office Administrator,
CCI South Alberta Chapter
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New Brunswick Chapter
Our first Annual General Meeting on May 26 elected the first
Board of Directors: President - Phil Williams, Vice President Matthew DeWitt, Secretary - Diane Hunt, Treasurer - Judy Orr,
Directors - Steven MacKenzie and Kate Mammen.
We welcome and appreciate our new Board and thank the
former Steering Committee for the work and dedication they did
to bring the NB Chapter to fruition.
We welcomed National President, Jim MacKenzie, to our first
AGM. He participated in the “Panel of Experts” portion of a seminar which was offered on that same day, offering his insurance
expertise. It was, indeed, a pleasure to have Jim take time from
his busy schedule to share the excitement of our very first AGM.
This seminar focused on provincial and municipal government
representatives in attendance addressing the issues of taxation.
Experts answered a variety of questions on topics from security
to bookkeeping.
The Chapter has started a Presidents Forum, the first was held
in Fredericton and the second Forum was hosted by Moncton.
These forums are for members only, two members may attend
from your corporation and there is NO FEE. The intent is to
provide a venue for frank and open dialogue in an informal
setting, on issues that arise from the day to day operation of a
Condominium Corporation.
Members realized that they shared common concerns regarding
their associations and buildings. They have requested that our
NB Chapter stay front and centre regarding the topic of UNFAIR
Taxation in NB; other topics of concern: training for condo
directors, handling complaints, service provider costs, how to
package and cost structures for Estoppel Certificate information
packages for condominium sales.
The forums will continue this fall and you are encouraged to
participate by attending and sharing information with fellow
owners from different condominium communities.

CCI encourages our community professionals to present at our
seminars. By sharing their expertise, the members will not only
benefit from this education but will be able to take back valuable
information to their corporations. Are there subjects you would
like to see covered or do you have any questions? Please let us
know or contact President Phil Williams at 506. 454.3499 or
philwilliams@bellaliant.net.
We are here to educate and value your input and support. Our
membership is growing. The membership renewals have been
sent out and if you have not renewed for this year we encourage
you to do so. We appreciate your participation in your Chapter
and are here to support your needs.
Visit our National website: www.cci.ca it offers information representing the interests of condo owners, real estate agents,
lawyers, contractors, plumbers, electricians, developers and all
professionals involved with the industry. Upon membership
renewal, we ask that you pass on your new access code to your
condo owners so they can access the information provided for
this small membership fee.
Thank you for reading this Chat and I look forward to our next
one.
Elizabeth McDermott, Secretary, CCI-NB Chapter

Newfoundland and Labrador Chapter
Hello from Newfoundland and Labrador. We enjoyed a record
breaking hot, dry and lovely summer despite Hurricane Leslie
that did cross our path for a few hours.
Our Chapter’s summer was not as pleasant as our weather.
Unfortunately, due to employment commitments, we lost a valued
Director who was also the Chapter Secretary. Heather Whiffen
was a very dedicated and hard working member of our Board
and she will be greatly missed. We congratulate Heather on her
new position and wish her well. As our Chapter is small and has
no staff, the loss of our Secretary created a backlog of work that
had to be spread out among our other directors. However, we
did manage to get out a newsletter this summer, and plan a
seminar. We are scouting candidates and spreading the word
for a new director, and hope to have this void filled at our
Annual General Meeting which we have planned for November.
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We have scheduled an educational seminar on October 9th,
entitled “Understanding Your Reserve Fund Study – What to
Expect”. We have also planned a panel discussion seminar to
follow our AGM. We will have a panel of local professionals with
expertise in condominiums in the areas of insurance, law, real
estate and property management.
I look forward to seeing you all at our upcoming National meeting.
Carol Burke, President,
CCI Newfoundland and Labrador Chapter

chapter

C H AT T E R

London & Area Chapter
The Chapter’s Annual General Meeting on September 18th will
kick-started our year of learning. Micheka Kostyniuk, P.Eng from
Caskanette Udall Consulting Engineers and April Pittendreigh
with Stevenson & Hunt Insurance Brokers were our guest
speakers after the AGM. The special presentation was on risk
assessment for hazards which could cause injuries on property;
trip, slips, etc; Building codes and required maintenance of
properties, and review of the commercial property and casualty
insurance policy.
Preparations are already in hand for our 2-day Condominium
Course which will take place on Saturdays, November 3rd and
November 10th. Interest is growing for the Condominium
Course so we hope all of you who have plans to attend will sign
up early. Much work is involved in preparing for the course, so
your early registrations are appreciated. Visit our website
www.cci-sw.on.ca Condo Course for the registration form or
email me at ccisw@cci-sw.on.ca .
Dates to remember and mark on your calendar are October 16th
for our every famous maintenance seminar; January 29th, 2013
we will offer a seminar on Hoarding; March 29th, 2013 is all
about “How a Reserve Fund Study Works”; and of course May
21st, 2013 the annual and well attended Seminar “There are no
stupid questions”.
Work is just about to begin on our Professional Service and
Trades Directory for 2012-2013. The Directory contains a wide
variety of information and advertizing from our membership. The

deadline for CCI members to be included in the publication and
to place an advertising order is November 1st, 2012.
We thank all our members for their timely attention to their CCI
membership renewals for the new year of July 1, 2012 to June
30th, 2013. The contact persons from member corporations are
urged to update their board listing with the Administrator so that
directors receive their newsletters.
On behalf of the Board of Directors, I wish you and your families
a warm and safe winter.
Gina Darlene, Administrator, CCI London & Area Chapter

Ottawa Chapter
The leaves are starting to change colour, and fall is knocking at our
door! The next few months promise to be a very exciting time in
Ottawa!
After a successful series of spring events capped off with our
June Boat Cruise on the Ottawa River, CCI-Ottawa is planning on
keeping the momentum rolling with our fall events for our members.
September saw a very successful “Condo Insurance Basics”
seminar take place, and in October, our AGM will be held on the
13th at the Nepean Sportsplex. Please note that the timing for
the AGM has been changed this year with breakfast and a
speaker starting at 9:00 a.m. Make sure that you stay to listen to
the business undertaken by CCI-Ottawa in the past year, and participate in the election of our new Board. For those of you who are
planning on enrolling in the November 17-18 Directors Course,
there are a limited number of seats still available, so submit your
registration forms without delay.
CCI-Ottawa is very excited about the Second Public Consultation
Meeting for the Condo Act Review that Minister Margaret Best recently announced. We encourage our members to take advantage
of this opportunity to share their knowledge and input throughout
this important review process. For more information, you can contact the CCI-Ottawa office, or check out the Ministry website:
http://www.sse.gov.on.ca/mcs/en/Pages/oncondo_news.aspx

For information on membership in the CCI-Ottawa Chapter or to
enquire and register for any upcoming events, please contact the
chapter at cciottawa@cci.ca.
Michelle Romanuk, Administrator, CCI-Ottawa Chapter

CCI REVIEW |

FA L L 2 0 1 2

| 19

chapter

C H AT T E R

Golden Horseshoe Chapter
In September we held our annual general meeting followed by a
30th Anniversary Gala Celebration. The evening included a very
moving tribute to our friend and fellow Director, Ron Danks
who passed away in August. Ron’s contributions to the Golden
Horseshoe Chapter of CCI were significant, he helped and
touched so many of our members. The Board of Directors and
staff of GHC will miss Ron dearly.
It was a honour for the Chapter to have Bill Thompson of CCI
National in attendance at the Gala Celebration to announce that
Ron Danks was posthumously awarded the prestigious “CCI
Hall of Fame Award”. Ron’s entire family attended the Gala event
to receive the award on his behalf.
Our long serving Director Al Siaroff’s completed his most recent
three year term of office in September. Al was instrumental in
starting the “Fair Tax Campaign” and, his many other contributions over years have been significant. On behalf of all GHCCCI
members the Board extends a very sincere thank you to Al for his
contributions; we will miss you Al. All the best in your retirement
from the Board.
Two new faces join the GHC Board of Directors as the result of
an election held at the September annual general meeting. We
welcome and look forward to working with Carol Booth and
Maria Durdan.

The Level 200 Directors’ Course scheduled for this fall (October)
is to be held at two separate venues; Burlington and Kitchener.
In each case the course is run over a period of two consecutive
Saturdays.
Director Ed Keenleyside continues in a leadership role with the
GHCCCI Fair Tax Campaign. Ed has been receiving inquiries of
interest from condominium Directors of municipalities in the
GHC area that have not previously been involved.
Our bi-annual Trade Show and Conference is scheduled for
April 26th and 27th, 2013. A committee of the Board has been
is actively planning developing the event program; it is an event
not to be missed.
Don Chown, R.C.M., ACCI, Golden Horseshoe Chapter

Windsor-Essex County Chapter
Hello everyone, 2012 is turning out to be a banner year for the
Canadian Condominium Institute Windsor – Essex Chapter.
Our seminars for this year have been planned and organized and
promise not to disappoint. September 11th we hosted our
Annual AGM and Ask the Expert Seminar with a wide open question and answer format. We have decided to hold a Budgeting
Seminar on November 15th. Next year we will have 4 scheduled
seminars. January 15th Outdoor Maintenance, March 21st Dealing with Unreasonable People, our AGM will once again be held
in September and we hope to hold a seminar on Changes to the
Condominium Act in November.
The Board of Directors of the Windsor-Essex Chapter are once
again working very hard to encourage the renewals of memberships and to seek out new members. Our Board has committed
to increasing membership significantly this year.
This year’s Spring National Meetings in Ottawa once again
“charged up my batteries” to continually move in a positive direction for our local Chapter. Governance issues and successful, succession planning was a major focus on our first day.
Membership assistance from National, communications and public relations, government relations and education were all active
and informative. The newest initiative is National’s Chapter Relations Committee with appointments providing direct assistance
to local Chapters continuing development and success.
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I look forward to attending the fall Joint Conference and Meetings
and I would most enthusiastically encourage everyone involved
in condominium to attend.
As I am writing this report I note with sadness the passing of
Ron Danks from the Golden Horseshoe Chapter and National
Icon of Condominium. We in Windsor are especially impacted as
Ron was instrumental in establishing the Chapter here and
always provided continuing support. Truly a remarkable man
who cannot be given sufficient accolades, our loss cannot be
measured.
Forever and always, looking forward positively, educating,
learning and growing.
William C. (Bill) Norris, BPA, AMCT, RCM
President, CCI Windsor-Essex County Chapter

chapter
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North Alberta Chapter
Hello from North Alberta!
It has been an eventful summer and early fall session for the
CCI - North Alberta Chapter.
The CCI North Alberta Chapter held our first annual retreat for
the Board of Directors. It was held on July 20, 2012 at the
historic Fort Edmonton Park and all Directors attended for a full
day planning session for our upcoming year. We made some
significant decisions around the organization in the areas of
education, communication, membership, and advocacy.
In the area of education, we reflected on the needs of the
condominium corporations, in particular new Directors and condominiums. We are excited about presenting our new Condo
101 course, meant as a basic introductory course that covers
day to day issues in the governance and operations of condominium corporations. This is a free course for our condominium
and individuals members. We are pleased to announce that more
than 180 people have already registered.
Of particular interest was a discussion on how to improve Insite,
our longstanding magazine. We affirmed our position to hire a
communications officer whose responsibility would be to produce a quarterly quality magazine that is reflective of the issues
that affect condominium corporations and condominium owners.
CCI –NAC are receiving feedback from our members and non
members alike about the lack of action on developer accountability by the Alberta Government. We are hearing from owners
and Boards of Directors about the difficulties they have experienced with developers in new construction, as well as condominiums developed over the past decade. For these reasons CCI
North Alberta will be engaged in a pilot research project to
document and outline our concerns and provide solutions to

Photo Credit: Robert Lemermeyer

all level of government in order to advocate on behalf of our
members.
On August 16, 2012 we held our Annual Golf Tournament.
Nearly 100 golfers participated on a spectacular day which
included amazing prizes, delicious food, and most importantly a
wonderful opportunity to get to know each other in a fun setting.
Many thanks are necessary to North Alberta Director and newly
designated ACCI member Rick Murti for his excellent work.
On September 11, 2012 our Annual General Meeting was held
in Edmonton. A new Board of Directors was elected with a good
mix of new and more seasoned members. Our team has added
Alan Whyte as the new Second Vice President, and I have the
honour of taking over as President. Long time member Helena
Smith, will be the new chairperson of the Chapter.
Looking forward to meeting everyone in Toronto at the National
Conference!
Best Wishes,
Anand Sharma, President, CCI North Alberta Chapter

North Saskatchewan Chapter
The summer of 2012 has seen a number of our Board members
leading very busy lives and we are just getting back to the
normal functions of preparing for fall harvest and the usual
Saskatchewan Winter.
Our board and volunteers are preparing for our fall Annual
General Meeting and seminar “Developing the Community in
your Condo” which will be held on October 17th, 2012. The
evening seminar will deal with Board Member Responsibilities
and Ethics; Communication with the Community – Newsletters
and Web Mail; and Socialization of Residents and Building
Relationships. Speakers will be a cross section of lawyers,
property managers, owners and IT specialists. We are hoping to
again build on our current membership and NSCCI volunteer
base.
In order to improve communication and expand on our membership base we are reaching out to more trade and professional
memberships in addition to offering a trade directory and new
advertising in our Newsletter which we hope to take from twice
annual publication to a quarterly publication in 2013. Thank you

to some of our eastern chapters for providing suggestions and
ideas on Newsletter production.
A number of our members are looking forward to attending the
CCI/ACMO Conference at Toronto in November and learning
about the wave of changes developing in condominium living.
Donna Singbeil, Vice-President,
CCI North Saskatchewan Chapter
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Nova Scotia Chapter
Wow!! Where has the summer gone but what a great summer it
was weatherwise. End of summer means back to work. While
our Chapter Board does not meet over the summer months our
Administrator has been busy with membership renewals, preparing material for our annual accounting review and all of the other
things that require attention. As well, a committee of the Board,
in co-operation with representative of Condominium Owners of
Nova Scotia (CONS), has been very active with furthering the
work of our Fair Taxation Campaign.
With a municipal election occurring on October 20, a one page
flyer drawing attention to the inequities of property taxes on condos versus other forms of residential properties was prepared.
This flyer was distributed to in excess of 8,000 individual condo
owners (including non CCI members) in the Halifax Regional Municipality (HRM). Reaching out to the individual condo owners
was largely made possible with the willing cooperation of our
local property managers. The purpose of this flyer was to raise
the awareness of the issue with condo owners and arm them
with questions that they may wish to raise with candidates running for election to Council. As well, a short questionnaire has
been prepared and will be sent to all candidates seeking election
to determine where they stand with respect to the need for property tax reform in HRM. What do we hope to achieve at this
stage? We are seeking a commitment that the newly elected

Council will be prepared to reopen a Review of Property Taxes
that was shelved by the outgoing Council some two years ago.
As we move forward into Fall, Board activities have resumed,
with our AGM on September 27, with the mayoralty candidates
as our guest speakers. Our newly revised Condo Management
Level 100 Course is scheduled for late October. These activities, coupled with the preparation of a Fall newsletter and the
never ending pursuit of new members will keep us busy for the
next few months.
Carol Conrad, President, CCI Nova Scotia Chapter

Huronia Chapter
CCI Huronia hosted its AGM and Condo Conference on September 12, 2012 in Barrie at Liberty North. Our Panel discussions during the day included a legal panel consisting of Patricia
Elia and Sonja Hodis who discussed Communication: The Art,
the Heart and the Law of It. Our Rapid Fire Panel discussion
included various professionals providing information on different
issues that affect condominiums today. We wish to thank our
Exhibitors and Sponsors for their support.
CCI Huronia also held a one day Condo Forum in North Bay on
September 29, 2012. The President’s Club hosted their fall
event in Barrie on October 1, 2012. The topic of discussion was
Hoarding.
CCI Huronia has also launched two new initiatives to help Board
members learn about what resources are available to them plus
providing additional information to get them on the right track.
Specifically, we have created a short presentation for non-CCI
Boards as to the benefits of joining CCI. We have found that the
majority of Boards, whether members or not, do not fully realize
what CCI is and how it can be a valuable resource for them and
their communities. Also, by putting a face with a name, so to
speak, CCI Huronia is increasing its exposure in the broader
local condominium community by reaching out to it and explaining what CCI is and how it can be of assistance to it.
Secondly, we have created a presentation for New Board
members as to the basic issues that condo corporation boards
must be prepared to deal with. This seminar is designed to be a
pre-cursor for the CCI 100 course.
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After the AGM, the new Board of CCI Huronia will start
planning for the upcoming year. We are excited about building on
the momentum the current Board has created.
It has been a truly busy year and we are not done yet. We are
pleased and fortunate to be able to share in the knowledge and
experience of: Sonja Hodis, Shari Davidson, Brian Antman,
Carmelo Colangelo, Joanna Tomaszewski, Jonathan Juffs,
Mina Tesseris, Alan McMullen, Trisha Niemeyer, Richard Murray,
Paul Tomkinson, Michele Farley and Patricia Elia. The Board
appreciates the support of those that volunteer and assist us in
delivering our programs and services. A special thank you goes
out to Robin Rudolph for all her help and assistance to the
Board.
Board of Directors, CCI Huronia Chapter

National

your condo connection
...to educate

CCI COURSES - SEMINARS - WORKSHOPS:
COAST TO COAST
OCTOBER - NOVEMBER - DECEMBER 2012
STARTS ON

TITLE

CCI CHAPTER

OCTOBER

Thursday, October 11
Saturday, October 13 and 20
Saturday, October 13
Tuesday, October 16
Wednesday, October 17

Friday, October 19
Saturday, October 20 and 27
Thursday, October 25

Saturday, October 27
Saturday, October 27 & 28

CCI Lunch Presentation
Condo Course 200, Burlington
Annual General Meeting & Seminar
Seminar – “Maintenance”
AGM & Seminar “Developing the Community in your Condominium”
AGM & Seminar
Condo 101
Seminar
Condo Course 200, Kitchener
Condo Course 200
Annual General Meeting & Members’ Reception,
and Seminar “Electric Cars in Condos … Preparing for the Future”
Condominium Management 101
CM 100 – Fundamental Management Principles
Seminar & AGM
Condominium Management 200

North Alberta Chapter
Golden Horseshoe Chapter
Ottawa Chapter
London Chapter
North Saskatchewan
Manitoba Chapter
North Alberta Chapter
North Alberta Chapter
Golden Horseshoe Chapter
Toronto Chapter
Toronto Chapter
South Alberta Chapter
Nova Scotia Chapter
Vancouver Chapter
North Alberta Chapter

NOVEMBER

Friday, November 2
Friday, November 2-3
Saturday, November 3 and 10
Thursday, November 15
Saturday, November 17
Saturday, November 17
& Sunday, November 18

AGM & National Awards Celebration – 30th Anniversary (Toronto)
ACMO-CCI-T Condominium Conference
Condominium Course
Budgeting
Condo Course 201
Condominium Management 100

National
Toronto Chapter
London Chapter
Windsor Chapter
Toronto Chapter
South Alberta Chapter

Condominium Directors’ Course

Ottawa Chapter

For specific information and registration forms for the courses, workshops and seminars noted above,
please contact the appropriate CCI Chapter See page 3 for contact information or website: cci.ca

Va n c o u v e r C h a p t e r
After a restful summer our board is back to work. We are finalizing the 2013 calendar of events and preparing for our upcoming Annual General Meeting which will be held on October 27,
2012 which will be run in conjunction with our fall educational
seminar which will focus on the operation and administration of
strata corporations, including running effective council and general meetings, dealing with difficult people and how strata councils can become more effective in their role as council members.
We are excited to announce that we will be bringing Taylor Enterprises on board as our part-time administrator and know,
based on the feedback we have heard from other chapters, that
our chapter will be in good hands.
2012 has, to date, been another good year for CCI Vancouver.
Our seminars continued to be well attended and we had some
modest membership growth for the second year in a row. We
are hopeful that we will continue to see membership growth and
increased interest in our educational seminars. CCI Vancouver

is looking forward to its ongoing participation with the other condominium industry stakeholders in British Columbia as steps are
taken to develop the educational component of the new Civil
Resolution Tribunal Act which came into force earlier this year.
We will likely have more to share on this at the upcoming CCI
Annual General Meeting in Toronto.
Jamie Bleay, LL.B., ACCI, President, CCI Vancouver Chapter

