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GREEN ROOFS
Green roofs are enjoying a resurgence. While sod and other types of vegetation have
been used in the construction of roofs and homes for centuries out of necessity,
homeowners, business owners and condominiums are now installing green roofs for
their economic and environmental benefits. In particular, green roofs are promoted on
the basis of their ability to increase energy efficiency while simultaneously reducing
levels of CO2 and other pollutants in the atmosphere. Some municipalities have
encouraged the installation of green roofs through the use of incentive programs. For
example, in 2006, the City of Toronto established the Green Roof Incentive Pilot
Program. Under the Program, the City awards successful applicants a grant of $50 per
square metre of eligible green roof area, up to $10,000 for a single family home and
$100,000 for other types of property.
While green roof technology is a great option to consider, boards of directors of
condominium corporations need to keep in mind the legal and financial challenges
associated with green roofs. For example, individuals or organizations interested in
green roof technology must ensure that that their green roofs conform with all applicable
legal or regulatory requirements imposed by the municipality and other levels of
government, including the Ontario Building Code. In addition, thought must be given
to whether a green roof will increase insurance premiums. While these challenges have
not impeded the successful construction of green roofs across the country, it is best to be
informed about all of the risks before making this type of investment.
For more information, please contact Denise Lash at 416-360-3566.r
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RESIDENTIAL CONDOS AND PRIVACY—DOES PIPEDA APPLY?
By Priscilla Platt
Privacy is an important value in Canadian society, but legislation that applies to protect
personal information collected, used and disclosed by organizations in the course of
commercial activities does not, in my view, apply to residential condominiums in
Ontario. The federal Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act
(“PIPEDA”) applies within Ontario since 2004. It states that PIPEDA does not apply to
individuals who collect, use or disclose personal information for “domestic purposes”.1
As well, as noted, the Act clearly states that it regulates the collection, use and disclosure
of personal information by organizations “in the course of commercial activities”.2
Condominium boards of residential condominiums are not engaged in commercial
activities when they handle personal information of residents of a condominium, even
where this includes the payment of maintenance fees by residents or maintaining the
finances of the condominium. PIPEDA could not apply to residential condominiums in
this respect any more than it could apply to homeowners when they deal with their
domestic financial affairs.
It would be fundamentally wrong to apply
PIPEDA to residential condominiums
themselves. Condos are the homes of
individuals. Residential condos that do not
sell information, goods or services for
profit are not engaged in “commercial
activities”. They may do only that which is
authorized under the Condominium Act in
order to ensure that reserve funds are
adequate. Condo boards are required to
ensure that necessary repairs are made to
maintain the residence and may use the
monthly fees paid by the residents for
authorized domestic purposes. The
payment of maintenance fees by condo
residents is no more a “commercial
activity” than is the payment of shared
expenses for a home by one spouse to
another.
The
federal
Privacy
Commissioner should no more entertain a
complaint from condo residents about
how their personal information is handled
by a condo board or other resident, than it
would about how a spouse handles
personal information about his or her
partner. To apply PIPEDA to condos
themselves, would expose condo residents
and board members to unwarranted
investigations and complaints by
residents.

condominiums and collect, use and
disclose personal information about
residents of condominiums in the course
of their commercial activities. The
management companies are clearly
engaged in commercial activities when
they deal with their tasks on behalf of the
condo and it is reasonable and appropriate
that their activities be scrutinized by the
federal Privacy Commissioner based on a
complaint made under PIPEDA. The
federal Privacy Commissioner has in fact
considered and applied PIPEDA to condo
management companies in two instances;
in one case it recommended that the
management company improve its privacy
policy,3 and in the other matter, the
Commissioner found the a complaint was
not well founded.4 However, in Settled
case summary #20, dated December 14,
2006, the Privacy Commissioner did

appear to deal with a complaint made by a
resident involving the disclosure by a
condo board of the resident’s personal
information. The condo had sent a letter to
a resident about an alleged breach of a bylaw and had publicized the matter to the
other residents and in the board meeting
minutes. The brief summary of the matter
does not indicate whether the application
of PIPEDA was raised. It is noted that the
condo apologized and the matter was
settled.
This case illustrates both the need for
condos to be sensitive to the privacy and
confidentiality concerns of residents as
well as the difficulty of applying privacy
regulation in PIPEDA to domestic
circumstances. Condos need to be able to
manage the residence for the benefit of all
the homeowners and this may require
them to disclose personal information in
ways that may be considered inappropriate
in a commercial context. To apply PIPEDA
to condos would be an unwarranted
extension of the jurisdiction of the
legislation
and
would
represent
interference in the domestic affairs of
residential condominiums. Consequently,
I do recommend that residential condo
boards develop policies that will inform
their judgment as to when personal
information about residents should be
shared. However, in doing so condos
should not concede that they are bound by
PIPEDA; rather, they should assert that
they are, like other homeowners, not so
regulated.r

However, PIPEDA does apply to
condominium management companies
that handle the financial affairs of
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DEFIBRILLATORS ON THE COMMON ELEMENTS – LIABILITY?
By Denise Lash
Many Corporations are thinking about the health and safety of their residents, especially those communities in which there is an aging population.
There are many steps that board’s can take to assist residents in improving their
lifestyles. But how far does a board have to go in accommodating its residents and is
there any potential liability?

1. Put your insurer on notice. Most condominium corporation policies do not
specifically exclude liability in relation to
the use of a defibrillator, however, you
want to ensure that notice is still provided
to your insurer.

One measure that some Corporation’s have taken, is the installation of automated external heart defibrillators on the common elements. The use of a defibrillator is governed
by the Regulated Health Professionals Act which provides that only regulated health professionals may use defibrillators, subject to an exception that a defibrillator may be used
during a emergency in the provision of first aid.

2. Maintain the equipment on an ongoing
basis.

Prior to this Act, Ontario’s Good Samaritan
Act protected persons from liability when
they provided voluntary emergency medical or first aid, but it was not clear as to
whether this would cover a situation in
which a defibrillator was used.

4. Create policies and guidelines with
respect to the use of the defibrillator and
circulate to residents. These may also be
included in status certificate packages.r

In Ontario, new legislation was introduced
to protect owners and operators of premises which have installed defibrillators, from
civil liability. The Chase McEachern Act
(Heart Defibrillator Civil Liability ) of 2007
which came into force on July 3, 2007 grew
out of an incident which occurred involving an 11 year-old boy, Chase McEachern,
who passed out when jogging in gym class
on Feb 9, 2006. All resuscitation attempts
failed.
Prior to Chase’s death, having had a rare
heart condition, Chase had wanted to see
more defibrillators installed in public
places. It was this very reason that Chase’s
family created a fund and started a campaign which eventually led to new legislation.

Every year in Ontario, over 6500 people die
of cardiac arrest. Although CPR can assist
, more than 90% of people in cardiac arrest
require electrical shock from a defibrillator
to restore the heart to a normal heart
rhythm. Having a defibrillator in a condominium corporation, may save lives.
Corporations which are considering
acquiring defibrillators, should make sure
to take the following steps:

The Act protects any person from liability
for damages that occur in relation to their
use in the attempt to save a life in an emergency (unless damages are caused by gross
negligence)
The Act also protects owners and occupiers
of premises (condominium corporations)
on which the defibrillator is installed, from
liability for any harm which may occur in
relation to the use of the defibrillator, provided that the defibrillator was made available for use in good faith , without gross
negligence and is properly maintained.
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3. Implement a programme for ongoing
training for employees.

HIRING PRACTICES AND HUMAN RIGHTS: DON’T GET TOO PERSONAL
By Rhonda Shirreff
It is important to hire competent and reliable employees. To that end, in order to make
the most informed hiring decisions possible, employers (including condominium Boards
of Directors) often try to gather as much personal information as they can from job
candidates. What they need to remember, however, is that human rights legislation in
Ontario places practical constraints on what information an employer may collect during
the hiring process.
Underlying human rights legislation is the concept that employment decisions should be
based on a candidate’s ability to do the job rather than on personal factors unrelated to
job requirements, qualifications and performance. The Ontario Human Rights Code (the
Code) guarantees the right to be free from discrimination in employment on the basis of
a number of protected grounds: race, ancestry, place of origin, colour, ethnic origin,
citizenship, creed/religion, sex, sexual orientation, age, record of offences, martial status,
family status and disability.

While it is not illegal to ask candidates
questions that relate to the protected
grounds, caution is strongly advised. A
Board that asks for information about, for
example, a candidate’s religious affiliation
or medical condition opens the door to a
potential human rights complaint. The
danger is that a candidate who has been

passed over for legitimate reasons might
seize the opportunity to allege that he or
she has been the victim of discrimination.
In light of the requirements of the Code,
Boards must take particular care in
drafting employment advertisements,
requesting personal information on job
applications, and interviewing promising
candidates.
EMPLOYMENT ADVERTISEMENTS
Advertisements should not directly or
indirectly differentiate on the basis of a
protected ground. Requiring “Canadian
experience” or indicating a preference for
childless applicants leaves employers
vulnerable to allegations of discrimination.
Instead, advertisements should describe
requirements and expertise directly related
to the job. For example, it is reasonable
and job-related to advertise for a concierge
who speaks clearly in English. It runs
afoul of the Code, however, to advertise for
someone who speaks English “without an
accent”.
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APPLICATION FORMS AND
INTERVIEWS
Most employers understand that
application forms should not include
questions directly related to any of the
protected grounds. What they often
overlook, however, are requests for
information or documentation that may
indirectly reveal details that could lead to a
human rights complaint. For example, it
is a common mistake to ask for a
candidate’s social insurance number prior
to making a conditional offer of
employment. What many employers don’t
realize is that a social insurance number
may be used to access other personal
information, including a candidate’s age
and date of arrival in Canada. Requiring
candidates to provide details about the
years they attended school or the name of
the school itself could reveal the
candidate’s age, religious affiliation and
place of origin. Similarly, asking for a
photograph of the candidate may reveal
race or ethnic origin.
Information requested on job applications
should be limited to what the Board needs
in order to makes its initial assessment of
the candidate. The type of information
that should be collected at this stage varies
according to the position the Board seeks
to fill. It is a bona fide inquiry, for example,
to ask candidates applying for a position
that requires driving a vehicle on or off
condominium premises whether they have
a valid driver’s license. Asking the same
question of candidate for a concierge
position, however, serves no reasonable
purpose.
Just as Boards should not ask for
information on a job application that
relates to a protected ground on, so too
should they avoid such inquiries during
the interview process. Nevertheless, they
may expand on the scope of bona fide jobrelated questions at the interview to the t
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HIRING PRACTICES AND HUMAN RIGHTS: DON’T GET TOO PERSONAL (CONT’D)
extent necessary to determine the
candidate’s ability to perform the job.
CRIMINAL RECORD CHECKS
Because condominium employees often
perform all or a significant part of their
work on condominium premises and
interact with residents and their families
on a day-to-day basis, a Board may decide
to make an offer of employment
conditional upon a clear criminal record
check. While this may be a prudent
practice, it is important to note that the
Code
prohibits
discrimination
in
employment because of a “record of
offences”. The provisions of the Code suggest that an applicant, or an existing
employee for that matter, may be subject to
discrimination in employment (i.e.
refused employment or fired) if he or she
has been convicted of an offence under the
Criminal Code and has not been granted a
pardon. However, a Board will violate the
Code if it refuses to hire a candidate
because he or she has a criminal conviction which has been pardoned, or a conviction for a provincial offence, unless the
Board can establish that a clear criminal
record is a bona fide occupational qualification.
Insofar as inquiring about a candidate’s
record of offences on a job application is
concerned, the Ontario Human Rights
Commission takes the position that the
only permissible question on the application form is: Have you ever been convicted of
a Criminal Code offence for which a pardon
has not been granted? During an interview,
the Board may expand on this question,
provided that this is necessary to deter-
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mine the candidate’s ability to perform the
essential duties in question. For example,
it may be permissible to make inquiries to
determine if an applicant is bondable, provided that this is a reasonable qualification
of the job, or to determine if the applicant
has a record of convictions under the
Highway Traffic Act, if driving is an essential job duty.
Above all, and throughout the entire hiring
process, condominium Boards of
Directors should gather only as much
information as they need to find the right
candidate for the job. Of course, if
candidates volunteer extra personal
information during an interview or on a
resumé, the Board is free to discuss it with
them. Even so, if the Board uses this as an
opportunity to delve too deeply into a
candidate’s background, it will run the risk
of a human rights complaint from
unsuccessful and disgruntled candidates.
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With the foregoing in mind, Boards are
well-advised to audit their hiring practices
to ensure compliance with the underlying
principles of human rights legislation.
Boards looking to conduct a privacy audit
may wish to have counsel review their
employment
advertisements,
job
application forms and interview questions
to ensure that they do not contain requests
for
unnecessary
and
potentially
problematic information.r

DEALING WITH CONDOMINIUM OWNERS ENGAGING IN “DANGEROUS “ACTIVITIES
By Christian Paquette
An owner carrying on an activity likely to cause damage to the condominium property or
to an individual can be subject to a compliance order obtained by way of application to
the Superior Court of Justice. These include activities which likely pose a health risk to
the condominium community (mold spreading throughout the building for instance), a
risk of damaging other units or common elements (the threat of water damage or fire
hazards for instance) or a risk of causing injury to other members of the condominium
community (aggressive behaviour from a resident such as assault or threatening
behaviour for example). Section 117 of the Condominium Act, 1998, S.O. 1998, c. 19 (the
“Act”) reads:
Dangerous activities
117. No person shall permit a
condition to exist or carry on an
activity in a unit or in the common
elements if the condition or the
activity is likely to damage the
property or cause injury to an
individual.
The corporation must be careful to limit
its relief to the confines of s. 117 of the Act
as opposed to the by-laws, regulations and
declaration, or it risks being sent back to
mediation or arbitration by the court.
To succeed in an application for a
compliance order grounded in s. 117 of
the Act, the corporation must provide
sufficient evidence that the owner’s
activities present a real risk to other
individuals or to the condominium
property on a balance of probabilities. It is
interesting to note that s.117 is worded in
such a way that it could encompass
activities posing a risk to any person on
the condominium property, whether they
be owners, tenants, guests or employees of
the condominium corporation.
The following cases provide a useful
overview of how the courts have
interpreted the scope of dangerous
“activities” or “conditions” which are

prohibited under s.117 and subject to a
compliance order by way of application.
In Metro Toronto Condominium Corp. No.
545 v. Stein (2005), 53 C.L.R. (3d) 155 (Ont.
C.A.), the Court of Appeal upheld the
decision of a trial judge in dismissing an
application under s. 117 of the Act
regarding mould contamination in the
heating and cooling system of certain
units. Fatal to the condominium
corporation’s application was the fact that
the engineer retained by the corporation to
advise on the mold issues did not
expressly state in his report that the mould
contamination in the unit created a risk of
contaminating other units. Moreover, the
corporation did not produce evidence that
a drain pan in a unit had overflowed in
other units or that overflowing pans posed
a risk for mould contamination.
Ultimately, the court was not satisfied that
the evidence on the record could support
the
condominium
corporation’s
allegations that mould contamination or
overflowing pans constituted a risk of
damage to property.
Conversely, in Goldenthal v. York
Condominium Corp. No. 74, 2002
CarswellOnt 2790 (Ont. S.C.J.), the Court
held that piles of books and paper
accumulated in a unit were the type of
prohibited
dangerous
conditions
contemplated under the former s. 117 of

The Condo Report Vol. 1, No. 1 • Spring 2008

the old Condominium Act. The
condominium corporation managed to
convince the court that the piles of paper
constituted a dangerous condition based
on photograph evidence of the large piles
of paper as well as a previous report from
the fire department clearly indicating that
the hoard of paper presented a fire hazard.
This case also suggests that the smell of
dank water and smoke entering the air
conducting system of a condominium
building could also constitute a health
risk.
Applications alleging a “risk of injury”
based on an owner’s aggressive behaviour
raise more difficult questions. Indeed,
such allegations are often based on
observations of witnesses which may or
may not resist a cross-examination and
tend to be of a subjective nature.
In York Condominium Corp., No. 136 v.
Roth (2006), 51 R.P.R. (4 th ) 140 (Ont.
S.C.J.), the corporation alleged that an
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DEALING WITH CONDOMINIUM OWNERS ENGAGING IN “DANGEROUS “ACTIVITIES (CONT’D)
owner
repeatedly
engaged
in
“unmanageable and antisocial behaviour”
and that his conduct presented a risk of
injury to other individuals. The trial judge
held that most of the evidence constituted
hearsay and that most of the reported
incidents occurred many years before the
application. The personal animosity
towards the owner exhibited by one of the
corporation’s witnesses also had an impact
on the weight of the corporation’s
evidence. Ultimately, the judge found
support for a compliance order in the
uncontradicted evidence that the owner
had disrupted an owner’s meeting and had
physically assaulted the corporation’s
president.

behaviour towards other residents. The
Court was convinced by the testimony of
three witnesses which had maintained
their position under cross-examination.
Their evidence was that the owner had
“flipped the finger” at another resident
and her 12 year-old daughter and
“repeatedly glared in an aggressive
manner” at them. Interestingly, the Court
gave no credence to the corporation’s
argument that the same owner risked
damaging the condominium property by
slamming doors, breaking windows, and
throwing objects in the common
elements. According to the judge, there
was “minimal evidence” that the owner
had engaged in such conduct.

should include evidence in the form of
photographs, video footage, expert reports
or expert testimony clearly setting out the
likelihood of damage to property. On the
other hand, applications regarding alleged
threatening conduct should be supported
by contemporaneous incident reports and
witness statements, as well as photographs
or video surveillance footage if possible.
Witness statements are key in such
proceedings and should be able to
withstand cross-examinations by opposing
counsel. As is usually the case in any
litigation, hearsay evidence, mere
subjective opinions, or biased testimonials
should generally be avoided as they tend to
affect the weight of the evidence.

In Carleton Condominium Corp. No. 291 v.
Weeks, 2003 O.J. No. 1204 (Ont. S.C.J.), the
Court granted interim injunctive relief to
the corporation against an owner who
engaged in quarrelsome and threatening

The above case law suggests that
applications based on s. 117 of the Act will
largely turn on the quality and reliability of
the evidence presented by the corporation.
Applications alleging a “risk of damages”

In other words, the more documented the
incidents, the better the chances of the
corporation succeeding in its application
for a compliance order under s. 117.r

REVIEW YOUR INSURANCE POLICIES:
corporation from the fraudulent acts of
management employees.

By Denise Lash
At a recent ACMO (www.acmo.org) Seminar, Mark Shedden from Atrens-Counsel
highlighted some important insurance tips for condominium boards to consider:
It is important to make sure that your
committee members are covered under
your director’s and officer’s liability
insurance. Your committees should be
sanctioned by the board of directors by
reflecting and acknowledging the
existence of the committee in the minutes
of the corporation.

8

Fidelity Bonds should be obtained to cover
the fraudulent acts of directors and officers
and other employees.
Corporation’s
should not rely on the fidelity bonds of
property management firms. Boards
should add the property management
company as a third party to the
corporation’s bond to protect the
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General Liability Limits should be
reviewed by the board. A minimum
$5,000,000 is recommended although
many corporations are carrying limits of
$10,000,000 and more.
Obtain Human Rights “DEFENSE COST”
Coverage - Recommend $100,000 per
occurrence, $200,000 Aggregater

PET RESTRICTIONS IN CONDOMINIUMS
The relationship between pet owners and their pets is strong and sacred. For this reason,
it is essential that condominium corporations structure their governing provisions
regarding pets in a clear, straightforward manner, and that those provisions are clearly
communicated to all owners before they purchase their condominium unit.
Provisions regarding pet ownership are found in various places, from the Condominium
Act, to the documents created by the condominium corporation itself: the declaration, bylaws and rules.

DECLARATION

In York Condominium Corp. No. 382 v.
Dvorchik,1 the trial judge struck down a

A condominium corporation’s declaration
sets its framework; it is the equivalent of
its constitution. It may also specify other
restrictions and obligations on the
corporation and unit owners – this is the
basis under which declarations contain
provisions prohibiting or restricting pets.

condominium rule that prohibited dogs
weighing more than 25 pounds from
being in the condominium. While the
condominium corporation had enacted
other valid rules dealing with dogs that
were a nuisance, the rule in question was
one of general application and would,
obviously, result in the exclusion of
perfectly well behaved large dogs, solely
because of their size. The trial judge found
the rule to be invalid because the
condominium corporation presented no
evidence that large dogs unreasonably
interfered with the use and enjoyment of
the common elements. This decision was
reversed on appeal. The Court of Appeal
cautioned against “judicialization” of the
function of the board and held that a court
should not substitute its own opinion
about the propriety of a rule unless the
rule is “clearly unreasonable or contrary to
the legislative scheme”.

RULES
Subsections 58(1)(a) and (b) of the
Condominium Act allow a corporation to
make rules to promote the safety, security
or welfare of the unit owners and the
property and assets of the corporation or to
prevent unreasonable interference with
the use and enjoyment of the common
elements, the units or the assets of the
corporation. While a provision restricting
pet ownership in a declaration need not be
reasonable, any such provision in the rules
must be.

THE COURTS
Although there are many decisions in
which pet restrictions in declarations and
rules have been upheld by the courts, there
are a few recent decisions that are of note,
as they reflect the willingness of the courts
in Ontario to look beyond the strict
provisions of the Condominium Act and to
be flexible in allowing pet owners to keep
their pets in the face of rules and/or
declarations to the contrary.

In the recent Waddington2 decision, the
landlord sought an order for the removal
of Waddington’s two cats.
The
condominium’s rules provided that “no pet
shall be permitted in the building”. The
Court found that the corporation was not
authorized to make a blanket rule banning
all pets because it was not a “reasonable”
rule, and the rule was therefore not
enforceable.
The Court went on to hold that where a
declaration contains “conditions or
restrictions with respect to the occupation
and use of the units or common
elements”, a condominium corporation
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cannot enforce the restrictions if it goes
beyond that which is permitted in
subsection 58(1).
The court’s decision in Waddington insofar
as it deals with declarations is contrary to
the Condominium Act. The court imposed
a reasonableness requirement for
declarations where the Act contains no
such requirement. This decision may have
serious implications which extend far
beyond the issue of pet restrictions.
In the recent Staib3 case, a provision in the
declaration absolutely prohibiting any pets
was held by the trial judge to be
unenforceable for equitable reasonse. The
Ontario Court of Appeal upheld the
decision and leave to appeal to the
Supreme Court of Canada was refused. In
this case, the tenant moved into the unit
with her cat, having full knowledge of the
“no pet” provision in the declaration. The
Court found that the condominium
corporation failed to enforce the no pet
policy for 10 years, despite having
knowledge of the cat’s presence.
The trial judge refused to enforce the
declaration due to the length of time the
condo corporation had allowed the cat to
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PET RESTRICTIONS IN CONDOMINIUMS (CONT’D)
remain, the age of the cat (making it
“unadoptable”),
and
the
tenant’s
attachment to the cat. The trial judge
made it clear that he was not commenting
on the reasonableness of the declaration
provision; rather, he was exercising his
discretion not to enforce it against the
tenant in this particular instance. The
Court of Appeal found no basis upon
which to interfere with the application
judge’s discretion, and in fact, confirmed
that it would have been inequitable to
make the requested compliance order
under the circumstances. This is a
noteworthy decision because it allows
equitable defences to operate against
provisions in the declaration that are clear
and unambiguous.

SUMMARY
What does all of this mean for
condominium corporations and unit
owners?
For condominium corporations, it means
that they should think carefully about
exactly what types of pets should be
prohibited from living in the building, if
any. If a blanket no pets provision is

10

appropriate, such a provision must be
included in the declaration. A less
restrictive provision which is borne of
reasonable considerations may be
included in the rules or the declaration.
Whatever provisions are in force, the
condominium must be consistent in
clearly informing all owners and potential
owners of those provisions and it must
consistently and regularly enforce them.
Failure to do either of these things puts the
condominium corporation at risk of
having a court strike down its pet
restrictions.
With respesct to a condo owner or
potential owner, it is essential that they be
aware of any pet restrictions that may be
contained in the declaration or the rules.
If they own a pet or plan on doing so in the
future, owners should not rely on their real
estate agents, but should ask their lawyer
to confirm the absence of pet restrictions
before purchasing any condominium unit.
If condominium corporations and unit
owners follow these simple steps, much
time, energy and heartache can be
avoided.r
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NOTICE OF UPCOMING EVENTS AND SEMINARS
APRIL 23

OCTOBER 2-5

Denise Lash - Hamilton Lorman Seminar - Section 97 and 98
Condominium Act - Alterations to Common Elements

See our Heenan Blaikie Condo team at the Toronto Condo Show
– Metro Toronto Convention Centre South Building
www.torontocondoshow.com

APRIL 23
OCTOBER 31-NOVEMBER 1
Denise Lash - Toronto Lorman Seminar - Reviewing Agreements
of Purchase and Sale, Status Certificates and Section 97 and 98
(as above)

ACMO/CCI Conference

APRIL 24
Denise Lash - Condo Network breakfast Seminar Co-ops and Coownerships
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