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[1] CAMPBELL J. (Oral): This is my decision regarding the division of assets of the 

parties. I will just briefly review the law, then I will move to the assets and their 

valuation. 

[2] As the parties were married, they are each entitled to an equal division of the 

family assets on marriage breakdown subject to the equitable considerations set out in 

the Family and Property Support Act, RSY 2002, c 83 (the “Act”), see s. 5 and 6 of the 

Act. I should mention here that R.M. was added as a party in this matter because he is 

a co-owner of the family home. However, when I mention the parties in this decision, I 

am referring to A.C. and D.C. 

[3] The expression “family assets” is defined as the family home and property owned 

by one spouse or both spouses and ordinarily used or enjoyed by both spouses or one 

or more of their children while the spouses were residing together and used for shelter 

or transportation or for household, educational, recreational, social, or aesthetic 

purposes. Family assets include the value in pensionable and investments interest that 

have accrued from the date of marriage to separation (See the definition of family 

assets in Part 1 of the Act). 

[4] Sections 6(2) and 15(3) of the Act provide that the date of separation is used to 

value the family assets to be divided between the parties. The court has found limited 

exceptions to this rule. For example, a substantial increase or decrease in value of 

property may be a reason in certain circumstances to value property at a different date 

than the date of separation to ensure a fair result to the parties. However, the Act does 

not specifically address the issue of division of family debts. Nonetheless, family debts, 

which are debts that were incurred by one or both spouses for a family purpose, have 
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been recognized in this jurisdiction to be shared equally between the parties upon 

separation. However, a debt incurred by one of the spouses for a purpose other than a 

family purpose is not considered a family debt subject to division between the parties. 

[5] The main family assets identified by the parties, or assets that could be identified 

as family assets, are the following: the 50 percent interest in the family home located at 

[redacted]; D.C.’s pensionable interest with [redacted], his former employer; the parties’ 

vehicles; bank accounts; and A.C.’s jewellery. 

[6] Starting with the separation date. D.C. states that he and A.C. separated in April 

2019. A.C. is of the view that the parties separated on June 18, 2019, when D.C. left the 

family home. However, A.C. is prepared to consent to using April 2019 as the 

separation date for the purpose of division of assets. 

[7] Moving to the nature and value of the family assets and debts. 

[8] The nature of the family assets and debts under A.C.’s name at the time of 

separation are not at issue. It is not disputed that the following assets are subject to 

equal division: A.C.’s jewellery, valued at $1,000; a 2012 Ford Focus, valued at 

$10,909; a Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (“CIBC”) chequing account ending in 

[redacted] in the amount of $3,443.55; a CIBC savings account ending in [redacted] in 

the amount of $5,224.72. There is also a CIBC locked-in Guaranteed Investment 

Certificate (“GIC”) ending in [redacted] in the amount of $6,176.11 and a CIBC Tax Free 

Savings Account (“TFSA”) with $5,989.32. The total value of the family assets under 

A.C.’s name is $32,742.70.  

  [DISCUSSION] 
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[9] Also, it is not disputed that the following debts in A.C.’s name at the time of 

separation are family debts and subject to equal division: a debt associated with the 

Ford Focus in the amount of $4,753.10; a credit card with a balance of $560; and a 

CIBC Aventura Gold Visa ending in [redacted] with a balance of $6,705.48 for a total of 

$7,265.481 in family debts under A.C.’s name. 

[10] It is also my understanding that D.C. does not dispute the fact that he had 

$2,006.97 in a CIBC savings account ending in [redacted]; $2,423.30 in a CIBC 

Unlimited chequing account; and $1,723.19 in a TFSA account at the time of 

separation. These amounts should therefore be included as part of the family assets 

held under his name. 

[11] However, the amount of $2,163.94, which was in the joint account D.C. had with 

R.M., cannot be considered as a family asset because it is impossible to determine who 

the money belonged to. In addition, it is unclear what amount D.C. may have had in a 

Registered Education Savings Plan (“RESP”) account at the time of separation. As a 

result, I did not include this amount in the family assets held under his name. 

[12] Essentially, though, it is the nature, value, and distribution of the assets and 

debts under D.C.’s name that are at issue, mainly because D.C. has substantial debts 

which he states he incurred as a result of financially supporting his family, but for which 

there is little to no record. D.C. states that, despite his best efforts, he could not obtain 

his relevant bank and credit card statements because the banking institutions he dealt 

with transmitted his debts to third-party collection agencies and froze his accounts. 

 
1 The total amount of family debts under A.C.’s name, as listed in this paragraph, adds up to $12,018.58 
rather than $7,265.48. 
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[13] D.C. added that the bank continued to maintain they did not have access to his 

records even after I issued an order compelling the production of his bank records. D.C. 

states that the third-party collection agencies also told him they did not have access and 

could not provide him with his relevant statements. In that context, it is difficult to 

discern the nature and amount of D.C.’s debts and which debts qualify as family debts 

at the time of separation. 

[14] However, D.C. states in his affidavit materials that he consolidated his personal 

debts into a personal loan in September 2019 in the amount of $21,924, which has 

grown substantially since then as evidenced by the default judgment obtained by CIBC 

in Court File No. [redacted]. A copy of that personal loan is attached to D.C.’s affidavit 

materials. However, there are no statements showing the types of spending that led 

D.C. to accumulate that debt. 

[15] A.C.’s position is that she was not aware of those debts and should not be held 

responsible for them in the absence of records supporting D.C.’s assertion that they 

constitute family debts. Considering the type of personal spending revealed by D.C.’s 

Toronto Dominion (“TD”) bank account statement after he received his [redacted] 

pension payout or stock funds, I am of the view that these concerns are legitimate. 

However, I note that in her affidavit No. 2, A.C. acknowledged being aware of D.C. 

having an outstanding balance of $6,000 on his CIBC credit card at the time of 

separation.  

[16] On balance, considering the absence of financial records supporting the nature 

of D.C.’s debts; the fact that the consolidation of his debts occurred a number of months 

after separation; considering as well D.C.’s spending patterns, as revealed by his TD 
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bank account statements; A.C.’s awareness, as I said, of a portion of that debt; and the 

likelihood that some additional expenses incurred by D.C. would have been 

family-related; I find that half of that personal loan, or $10,962, should be considered as 

family debt and subject to division as a family debt. 

[17] The same issue arises with the loan associated with the 2017 Honda Pilot 

Touring, which D.C. kept at separation. D.C. was unable to produce a bill of sale or any 

record of the balance owed on the vehicle at the time of separation. The only record 

filed with the Court is a settlement proposal sent by Consolidated Recovery Systems to 

D.C. on November 7, 2023, offering a one-time settlement of $17,381.32. However, the 

document also reveals that the actual balance owed at the time was in the amount of 

$19,312.58.  

[18] D.C. believes he paid $56,000 for the vehicle in 2017, as it was brand new. 

However, he doesn’t recall how much he put down at the time of the purchase, nor does 

he recall the amount of his monthly payments on that vehicle. D.C. states that he was 

not able to use the vehicle for part of 2021 to 2023 because his driver’s licence was 

suspended as he could not make his support payments. 

[19] Also, he added, he could not insure the vehicle during that period. D.C. added 

that, as it was not used for a prolonged period, the vehicle needed repairs. As a result, 

D.C. submits that the current value of the vehicle, which he estimates at approximately 

$15,000, should be used for the purpose of dividing assets. 

[20] Considering the vehicle’s depreciation between 2017 and 2019, A.C. is of the 

view that the Honda Pilot should be valued at $45,000 as at separation, considering the 

price D.C. paid for the vehicle in 2017. 
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[21] I understand that D.C. could not use the vehicle for a period of approximately two 

years, if not more. However, this is not, in my view, a sufficient reason not to value the 

vehicle at the time of separation, considering D.C. has had exclusive possession of that 

vehicle since then. Considering the limited evidence before me, I value the vehicle at 

$45,000 at separation in 2019, considering the depreciation, with an associated debt of 

$19,312.58. 

[22] I now move to D.C.’s pension plan or stock funds payout. 

[23] D.C.’s pensionable interest with [redacted], his former employer from 2007 to 

2021, clearly falls within the definition of a family asset. In 2020, while he was still 

employed with [redacted], D.C. decided to request a payout from that plan.  

[24] A.C. is seeking to have the amount of $94,400, which is the net amount D.C. 

received from that payout, divided equally between the parties. D.C.’s TD bank account 

statements reveal he received at least $90,584.93, most of the payout, on 

April 11, 2020. 

[25] D.C. opposes the division of that asset. He states that he gradually used up most 

of the money he received to pay for the mortgage, the family home renovations, even 

though he was no longer living at the family home, as well as for other miscellaneous 

items needed for the children. However, the bank statements from his TD bank account 

reveal instead that the money received was spent mostly on restaurants and other 

personal expenses, and that, by August of 2021, the amount he had received was 

essentially gone. 

[26] When the nature of his expenses, as reflected by his bank statements, were 

pointed out to D.C. at the hearing, he responded that most of the support and mortgage 
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payments were made from his other bank accounts, as reflected by e-Transfers he 

made from his TD account. However, the number and amounts of e-Transfers made 

from the TD account do not support D.C.’s version of events that the payout he received 

was mainly used for family expenses or even for his basic expenses while unemployed 

between May 2021 and November 2021. 

[27] As a result, I am of the view that the net payout amount of $94,400 constitutes a 

family asset subject to equal division. As the payout was sought and obtained in 2020, 

after separation, the Canada Revenue Agency (“CRA”) debt associated with that payout 

does not constitute a family debt. 

[28] I will now move to the family home or D.C.’s interest in the family home. 

[29] In 2011, D.C. and R.M. jointly purchased a house located at [redacted] for 

$345,000. Each contributed equally to the downpayment on the house. Over the years, 

the detached single family home was renovated to create two separate living spaces for 

the two families, with R.M.’s family occupying the upper floor of the house and D.C.’s 

family occupying the lower one. There is no dispute that D.C.’s 50 percent share of the 

house is a family asset and his share of the mortgage is a family debt.  

[30] While R.M. may have spent more money in renovating the upper floor where his 

family lives — in 2016, he renovated two bedrooms and one bathroom; and in 2021, he 

updated the kitchen, living room, and the dining room for approximately $20,000 in 

renovations — the evidence also reveals that D.C. did pay $6,982.50 for the installation 

of a kitchen on the lower floor in 2021, which permitted to divide the house into two fully 

separate units. 
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[31] I note that there is no appraisal of the house as of the time of separation, April 

2019. In 2022, a real estate agent was retained. She estimated the value of the family 

home to be between $540,000 to $550,000, as of February 6, 2022. 

  [DISCUSSION OFF RECORD] 

[32] The same real estate agent updated the value to be between $530,000 to 

$540,000, as of June 3, 2022, because of changes in the house market at the time (See 

the email of the real estate agent in the affidavit materials). In 2025, the house was 

valued again by the same real estate agent. This time, she valued the house to be 

between $520,000 to $530,000 because of a leak issue in the entryway, which, the 

parties agreed after discussion at the hearing, had been pointed out and known since 

2022 but left unrepaired. The real estate agent describes the issue as follows in her 

email to counsel: 

Due to the condition of the property, the evaluation range 
has gone from 520K to 530K. I warned all the tenants who 
were there during my walk-through that not fixing the big 
issue in the entryway could put them at risk to exposure to 
black mould. There has been an active leak in the entryway 
for years that has not been tended to. At this time, and due 
to safety concerns, I will pass on the opportunity of listing 
this property.  

(Christian Guillermo Affidavit #1, March 6, 2025, Exhibit A) 

[33] At the hearing, though, the parties agreed that the house needed to be sold. 

Efforts were made to find a contractor who would be willing and able to make the 

repairs. At a Case Management Conference, at the end of March 2025, I was informed 

that a contractor had been found. He estimated the required repairs at $10,888.50, with 

an additional $2,500 plus taxes worth of work, if asbestos were found during the repairs. 

The parties also indicated that they had found another realtor who would be willing to 
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list the house for sale if the repairs were made. That real estate agent valued the house 

between $549,999 and $569,999 after repairs. 

[34] At the Case Management Conference, I ordered D.C., A.C., and R.M. to share in 

the costs of the repairs equally, up to $5,000 each, even though D.C. stated he had no 

money to pay for the repairs before the sale of the house. The parties were to file an 

affidavit with supporting documents to confirm the final costs of the repairs as well as 

their respective contributions. However, I don’t think any documents were filed to that 

effect. 

[35] It appears that the house was put for sale at some point and that a sale is 

pending or about to close. However, I do not have any information about the sale price. 

[36] Considering the lack of appraisal going back to the date of separation; the fact 

that A.C. continued to reside in the family home after separation; the fact that D.C. 

stopped making mortgage payments, which I will address later on in my decision, in 

October 2021: and the fact that R.M. has essentially assumed the mortgage payments 

on his own since October 20, 2021, when D.C. stopped contributing to the mortgage 

payments — which, as I said, is an issue that I will return to in this decision — I am of 

the view that the actual proceeds of the sale of the house should be used for the 

purpose of division of assets. However, as a value is required for this decision, I set the 

value at $550,000, which is the lower end of the updated range after repairs. However, 

any equalization payment I order should be adjusted to reflect the actual proceeds of 

the sale of the house. 

[37] Also, if the actual value of the house is to be used for the purpose of the division 

of assets, then the actual remaining balance on the mortgage should be associated to 
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that asset. As of March 2025, the remaining balance on the mortgage, according to 

documents filed by R.M., was $142,628.18. Fifty per cent of that mortgage, which would 

be the share of A.C. and D.C. in the mortgage, amounts to $71,314.09. However, as I 

said before, it would appear easier to have the equalization payment I ordered adjusted 

to reflect the actual proceeds of the sale of the house. 

[38] I will now go into R.M.’s contribution. 

[39] It is not disputed that D.C. stopped making his share, 50 percent, of the 

mortgage payments in October 2021. Also, it is not disputed that R.M. took over D.C.’s 

share of the mortgage payments and has made 100 percent of the payments since 

then. In addition, it is not disputed that, without R.M.’s help with the payments, the 

parties would not have been able to keep the family home. D.C. and A.C. expressed 

their gratitude to R.M. at the hearing and agreed he should be reimbursed fully for: 

1. the share of D.C.’s mortgage payments, which include property tax 

payments, he has had to pay since 2021; 

2. D.C.’s share of Aviva Insurance and Assurant services with respect to the 

property; and 

3. the overdraft interest charge, overdraft fee, and bank service charge 

incurred by R.M. as a result of D.C.’s default. 

[40] As of the end of February 2025, according to R.M.’s affidavit materials, which is 

not disputed by the other parties, these payments amounted to: $41,573.33, which is 

the share of D.C.’s mortgage on the family home; $4,907.19, which is the share of 

D.C.’s payments for Aviva Insurance and Assurant services; and $265.32, which 
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represents the bank fees and overdraft charges due to D.C.’s default. This amounts to a 

total of $46,745.84. 

[41] As for the utilities, the evidence reveals that D.C. made the payments to the 

electrical company until October 2021, as the account was registered under his name. 

In December 2021, A.C. started transferring money — approximately $417 per month 

— to R.M.’s spouse to pay for their share of the electricity and other utilities bills. A.C.’s 

bank statements support the conclusion that the family paid their share of the utilities 

bills for the house and that nothing is due to R.M. or his wife in that regard. 

[42] It is not disputed that R.M. holds two jobs or held two jobs to make ends meet 

and that covering D.C.’s share of the mortgage payments caused him a lot of stress. In 

addition, D.C. and A.C. do not dispute that R.M. could have invested the money he paid 

to cover D.C.’s share of the mortgage and insurance payments or could have spent that 

money on his own family. Nonetheless, legally, as a joint owner, R.M. was liable to the 

bank for the entirety of the mortgage. As such, in covering all the payments, R.M. was 

also protecting his investment and his family home. 

[43] R.M. states that he has raised the issue of non-payments with D.C. and A.C. on 

a number of occasions since 2021, but neither of them took steps to start paying D.C.’s 

share of the payments. However, the evidence reveals that A.C.’s parents, who started 

residing at the family home with the family in 2018, made regular payments to R.M. from 

2022 to 2025, totalling over $10,000. R.M. states that the payments amounted to 

$10,750, whereas A.C. states the payments amounted to $12,750. Considering the 

detailed accounting and supporting materials provided by R.M. in this matter, I am of the 

view that the amount he put forward should be preferred. 
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[44] R.M. also stated that he considered the money paid by A.C.’s parents as rent or 

compensation since, up until 2020–2021, the two families shared the kitchen on the 

main floor. However, A.C. states that the money was provided to help with the mortgage 

payments. D.C. sided with R.M., even though he no longer lived at the house at the time 

the payments were made.  

[45] In the absence of an agreement regarding the payments, as A.C.’s parents were 

living with her as part of the family unit, and as the payments started in 2022 after a 

kitchen was added to A.C. and D.C.’s unit on the lower floor, I am of the view that the 

payments were most likely made to help R.M. with the mortgage payments. As such, I 

find that they should be deducted from the sum owed by the family to R.M. 

[46] As a result, the sum of $35,995.84, plus any other amount paid by R.M. after 

February 2025 to cover D.C.’s share of the mortgage, as well as the insurance and any 

other fees due to any default on the part of D.C., shall be deducted from D.C.’s share of 

the proceeds of the sale of the house and provided to R.M. upon the sale of the house. 

As indicated before, as the parties were joint owners, I am of the view that R.M. is not 

legally entitled to any additional compensation since there were no separate 

agreements between the joint owners regarding compensation in case one defaulted 

from their obligations. 

[47] Nonetheless, considering the situation and my order that the three interested 

parties share in the cost of the repairs equally, I do not intend to deduct or otherwise 

account for the fact that A.C. and D.C. were ordered to pay up to two thirds of the 

repairs, as opposed to 50 per cent. However, if R.M. again had to cover D.C.’s share of 
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the repairs, that amount should be reimbursed to him. Again, I am speaking without 

knowing what happened with the repairs. 

[48] I am now going to deal with the impact of Justice Veale’s Order of July 28, 2020, 

with respect to the amounts that R.M. paid to cover D.C.’s default on his mortgage 

payments. 

[49] D.C. is of the view that both he and A.C. bear joint responsibility for the missed 

mortgage payments and that they each shall bear half of the amount due to R.M. A.C. 

disagrees. She is of the view that Justice Veale ordered D.C. to pay spousal support by 

making the mortgage payments. A.C. submits that, as a result, D.C. is solely 

responsible for the amounts due to R.M. 

[50] On January 28, 2020, Justice Veale ordered the following with respect to spousal 

support in this matter. At para. 9 of the Order: 

[The Court orders that] [t]he Defendant pay to the Plaintiff 
the amount of $235 per month for further spousal support for 
a period of 1 year, with the liberty to apply after that, 
commencing July 1, 2019 and so long as the Defendant 
continues to pay the mortgage obligation on the family 
home, the spousal support is satisfied at $235 and will 
terminate on July 1, 2020. 

[51] I agree with counsel for A.C. that this clause of Justice Veale’s Order must be 

read as a whole and in its context. Considering that the parties had been separated for 

less than a year when the Order was granted; the length of the marriage; the 

employment and income of D.C. at the time; the fact that Justice Veale also granted, at 

the same time, custody and primary residence of the children to A.C.; and the fact that 

A.C. was still residing in the family home with the children; I am of the view that the 

Order was not a final order, despite a practice direction to that effect from our court, but 

was interim in nature in that it was intended to secure the living situation of the children 
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and of A.C. while the parties finalized the terms of their separation and the division of 

their assets. 

[52] As a result, I am of the view that the Order provided that D.C. was to pay spousal 

support to A.C. by making the mortgage payments on the family home, starting on 

July 1, 2019, and, for a period of one year, he was also to make an additional payment 

of $235 per month. The Order also provided that A.C. was at liberty to apply for further 

spousal support, which she has done through this application.  

[53] As D.C. did not appear before the court for the application back in 2020, although 

duly served, and did not seek to vary the Order of Justice Veale afterward, I am of the 

view that the mortgage payments that were due on the family home from separation to 

the date of this decision constitute spousal support and cannot be computed as a family 

debt. As a result, and I am talking about the amount due to R.M., and more specifically, 

to the portion related to the insurance payments and the mortgage payments, because 

it is clear that with respect to the amount associated with the default itself, D.C. is 

responsible for the small amount of money that R.M. has had to pay. 

[54] As a result, I find that D.C. is solely responsible for the reimbursement of the 

mortgage payments made by R.M. as well as the payment for the insurance services 

related to the mortgage and the extra banking fees incurred by R.M. due to D.C.’s 

default. 

[55] I will now address the 2021 renovations. 

[56] The evidence reveals that D.C. paid $6,982.50 for the kitchen renovations in April 

of 2021. In my view, the cost of the renovations was not covered by Justice Veale’s 

Order regarding spousal support and should be shared as a family expense between 
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the parties, because A.C. benefitted from the use of that kitchen. In addition, the 

renovations likely added to the value of the house to the benefit of both parties. As a 

result, half of that amount, or $3,491.25, shall be deducted from the equalization 

payment due to A.C. 

[57] The evidence also reveals that, between 2019 and October 2021, A.C. kept the 

payments provided by R.M.’s wife to pay for their family’s share of the electricity bill, 

instead of giving them to D.C., who was still paying the electricity bill for the family home 

at the time. A.C. conceded she kept approximately $3,500 destined to D.C. A.C. 

explained she kept the amount because she was not receiving child support from D.C. 

at the time. 

[58] In any event, as A.C. kept money that did not belong to her but to D.C., I am of 

the view, again, that this amount shall be deducted from the equalization payment due 

to A.C. 

[59] As for the portion of the electricity bills associated with A.C. and D.C.’s share of 

the family home electric bill — 75 per cent, according to D.C. — that D.C. paid after 

separation and up to October 2021, even though he was no longer residing there, 

considering the numbers advanced by the parties at the hearing and the lack of a 

complete record, I am of the view that setting that amount at $10,000 is reasonable. I 

am also of the view that this expense should be shared equally by the parties. And as a 

result, I am of the view that an amount of $5,000 should again be deducted from the 

equalization payment due to A.C. 
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[60] I want to say that I have decided to consider the electrical bills in the context of 

the division of assets because of the specific arrangements between the two families 

regarding those invoices and their respective share in the family home. 

[61] However, D.C. also submitted he paid, among other things for the children, after 

separation: cellphone bills, internet, and insurance on A.C.’s vehicle. A.C. disagreed 

that D.C. paid as much as he claims. In my view, the record does not permit to clearly 

assign a number to the payments D.C. said he made for his family. In addition, 

payments for the children’s cellphone bills after separation, for example, can hardly be 

considered as part of the division of assets. As a result, I will not consider these 

payments in the context of the division of assets. 

[62] With respect to the home furniture, the parties have been separated since 2019, 

and they have not brought to my attention any items of sufficient value to be included in 

the calculations. Nonetheless, the parties are to make best efforts to divide fairly any 

family furniture they still have, other than the children’s furniture, that dates back to the 

end of the relationship. 

[63] Taking into consideration an equal division of the family assets and debts, as well 

as the specific findings I made, I am of the view that an equalization payment in the 

amount of $159,229.23 must be made by D.C. to A.C., as a final division of their assets. 

The equalization payment should come directly from the proceeds of the sale of the 

family home. However, the amount due to R.M. must be reimbursed first. Again, the 

final equalization number should be adjusted to reflect the actual sale price of the family 

home, balance on the mortgage, and additional payments that R.M. may have made to 

cover the share of D.C.’s mortgage and insurance payments. I believe that the last 
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payment R.M. included was the one he made in February of 2025, so any payments 

made after that. 

[64] I will not order that D.C. pay to A.C. the amount that her parents gave to R.M. to 

help with the mortgage as they are third parties. Those payments were not made by 

A.C., they were made by her parents, and it is for them to decide what they wish to do, if 

they wish to do anything about those payments. 

[65] This is my decision with respect to the division of assets. 

[66] I prepared a spreadsheet with the numbers I referred to in my decision.  

  [DISCUSSION]  

[67] If you go to the last page, it does indicate the net worth of both parties, the base 

equalization payment — oh, I think that I made a mistake there. So, I need to adjust 

those amounts with respect to the equalization payment.  

  [DISCUSSION] 

[68] And that amount will change, considering that I have indicated that it should be 

based on the actual proceeds of the sale of the house. 

  [DISCUSSION] 

[69] So, if we go back to the last page of the document, the spreadsheet, the net 

worth, these numbers remain the same, so $20,724.12 for A.C. and $318,964.87 for 

D.C. If we put these two amounts together and divide them by two, each of them, for an 

equal division of assets, should receive $169,844.50. In order for that to happen, D.C. 

has to make an equalization payment in the amount of $149,120.37. 

[DISCUSSION] 

[70] I am not going to deal with the issue of child support and spousal support today. 
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[71] I think it is important to mention that D.C. tried to file an application to have the 

enforcement of his support payments suspended for a while. I do not know if you still 

want to proceed with that application? 

  [DISCUSSION]  

[72] MR. DI LIBERO: I did speak with my client about this. We do have a few 

concerns, but without putting those on the record at the moment, I think she would 

agree to, on a without-prejudice basis, meaning that we’re not agreeing whether or not 

D.C. would owe support for this period or not, and I appreciate that. 

[73] THE COURT: No, no, and it is not about owing support or not. It is suspending 

the enforcement measures. 

[74] MR. DI LIBERO: No, I just want to make that clear on the record for everyone 

involved that we would agree to a six-week suspension of enforcement. During that time 

it would be our expectation that, first, that D.C. deliver — if he has evidence, that he 

deliver that evidence to us, because I am not aware of this development. This is news to 

me today. And then I can go over that with my client. If we need to proceed with an 

application in the New Year, that is something we can look at. 

[75] THE COURT: I am sorry, but since this matter is likely to come back before me, 

could we say seven or eight weeks? 

[76] MR. DI LIBERO: Yes. 

[77] THE COURT: Just so that they can find time in my calendar for the application to 

be back before me. So, let’s say eight weeks, just in case. 

[78] MR. DI LIBERO: Yes. 
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[79] THE COURT: Okay. So, there will be, starting today, a suspension of the 

enforcement measures of the support orders made in this matter. But D.C. must 

understand that A.C. is not conceding anything. It is on a without-prejudice basis and 

that only relates to the family matter. 

  [DISCUSSION] 

[80] THE COURT: The rest of the decision will be issued in writing. 

  [DISCUSSION] 

__________________________ 

CAMPBELL J. 


