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Enforcing Judgments through the Sale of Real Property: Modern
Solutions to Traditional Impediments
The Traditional Model: Enforcing Judgments
through the Sheriff’s Sale Process

So you’ve obtained a judgment against a debtor that owes you a
significant amount of money but refuses to make payments. In
traditional fashion, you obtain a writ of execution with the
understanding that the sheriff will seize and sell the judgment debtor’s
house or any other real property owned by the debtor as a means of
satisfying the judgment. Obviously, this situation represents a worst
case scenario to an extent, but is often the only avenue available to a
creditor when faced with an uncooperative debtor. 

As part of the usual enforcement process in selling real property, as
creditor, you first request a mortgage discharge statement from any
relevant mortgagees with mortgages registered on title. This phase
of the process is in fact necessary as it allows the sheriff to identify
outstanding balances owed to various third parties – debts that will
influence the distribution of the property pie. You assume this will
not be a significant hurdle until the mortgagees are contacted and
refuse to provide a discharge statement without the debtor’s consent.
The root of the mortgagee’s reluctance is simple: according to
federal privacy laws the statements contain “personal information”
of the debtor such that their disclosure is prohibited, absent consent.
Not surprisingly, the debtor has little incentive to grant such
permission, as they are likely in no hurry to assist or push the
process along. The practical implication is that you are now forced
to engage in examinations in aid of execution of the debtor to obtain
the information you need, which can be protracted, inefficient and
expensive, with no assurance of a positive end result. 

A Novel Alternative: Enforcing Judgments through
Judicially Supervised Sales

Such was the state of Ontario’s judgment enforcement execution
regime until late 2015. Enter the recent case of Canaccede
International Acquisitions Ltd v Abdullah, delivered on September
9th, 2015, which has potentially redefined the model to be applied
by judgment creditors in pursuing the enforcement of unsecured
judgments through the sale of a debtor’s real property. In
Canaccede, the applicant was a judgment creditor of five named
respondents, all of whom chose not to oppose the proceedings.
Based on the applicant’s submissions, the Court considered the
viability of approving a judicially supervised sales process as a
means of circumventing the pitfalls associated with the traditional
sheriff’s sale process. The Court conceded that such an approach

has never before been endorsed, but also made note that there is
no provision in the Execution Act that imposes the sheriff’s sale
model as an exclusive and absolute prescription. Rather, based on
the doctrine of equitable execution and the court’s inherent
jurisdiction to “make an appropriate order that will do justice
between the parties,” the Court ruled that a judicially supervised
sales process may constitute the preferred approach in many cases. 

In that regard, the Court held that: 

1) as a prerequisite to seeking an order for sale from the court,
an order must be obtained directing a reference hearing to
delineate the issues and establish the proper procedure to be
followed in conducting the sale of the property; and

2) assuming that the referee determines that the respondent(s)
have an interest in the land that may be sold to satisfy the
debt, an order for sale by private contract must follow.

The initial reference hearing would involve all interested parties,
including any mortgagee(s), who must disclose mortgage
discharge statements to the creditor(s) as a natural byproduct of
the hearing in order to get paid. Thus, the process potentially
sidesteps the privacy issues that tend to bog down the traditional
model. This procedure also preserves the rights of the respondents
and others with an interest in the land to show cause as to why it
would be unjust or inequitable to require the sale. Therefore,
practically speaking, fairness between the parties is not impinged,
while access to justice for judgment creditors is heightened.

The Present Climate: Analyzing the Impact of
Canaccede

It is noteworthy to point out that Canaccede was heard by the
Ontario Superior Court of Justice and was not appealed by the
respondents. Additionally, relatively recent case law has diverged
from the ruling in Canaccede. For example, in the case of Royal
Bank of Canada v Trang, the Ontario Court of Appeal affirmed
that, absent consent, mortgage discharge statements constitute
“personal information” and are therefore protected from
disclosure and production by a third party mortgagee. The Court
of Appeal promoted the traditional model, ruling that creditors can
include consent terms within their loan agreements in an effort to
pre-empt the possibility of consent issues arising following a
default. Clearly, this method can only be harnessed if the creditor
turned their mind to the issue during loan negotiations. 
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Although Trang was delivered 9 months prior to Canaccede, it has
not been overturned such that it is arguably binding authority for
lower courts such as that in Cannacede. Perhaps more
fundamentally, the Court in Cannacede admitted that the process it
endorsed is not rooted in established practice. Rather, its foundation
rests upon the notion of using the common law as an evolutionary
tool to meet and overcome legal and practical impediments that lack
substantial utility. In the circumstances, it is difficult to determine
which approach will gain popular support moving forward. 

Future Developments: the Ultimate Authority of the
Supreme Court of Canada    

The answer as to which approach will govern will be delivered in
definitive fashion by the Supreme Court of Canada (the “SCC”)
in the coming months. This is because the applicants in Trang,
unlike the respondents in Canaccede, sought leave to appeal their
case, which was granted on July 16th, 2015. The appeal has been
tentatively set for an April 27th, 2016 hearing date. At the time
leave to appeal was granted, Canaccede had not yet burst onto the

legal scene. Now, it carries the potential to influence any decision
reached by the SCC with respect to the proper approach to be
endorsed and followed when enforcing unsecured judgments
against a judgment debtor’s real property. 

While there are no guarantees in the appellate process, it is clear
that the traditional model employed by many creditors in
enforcing judgments, at least with respect to third parties, has been
fundamentally disturbed. Until the dust settles, judgment creditors
should consider the position promoted by Canaccede in
implementing the execution of their unsecured judgment(s), rather
than passively acquiescing to the costly and inherently
unpredictable sheriff’s sale process. 

Stay tuned…

1 2015 ONSC 5553 (Canaccede).
2 2014 ONCA 883 (Trang).

The author would like to thank Jason Hayward, Student-at- Law,
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Ted Evangelidis  is 
the head of the 
Commercial Litigation 
Practice.

Pallett Valo LLP Commercial Litigation Practice
Our firm has the largest Commercial Litigation department in Peel Region, with the depth and expertise to
provide legal advice and representation in complex litigation matters. Our clients are served with advice that
is designed to minimize and avoid risks and business disruption through alternative dispute resolution
mechanisms, and decisive and aggressive action in the courts when necessary.

Contact Members of our Commercial Litigation Practice:
Vivian Awad
vawad@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 228

Manpreet Brar
mbrar@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 214

Ted Evangelidis
tevangelidis@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 250

Alex Ilchenko
ailchenko@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 203

Wojtek Jaskiewicz
wjaskiewicz@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 285

Jeffrey S. Percival
jpercival@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 264

Maria Ruberto
mruberto@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 206

Bobby Sachdeva
sachdeva@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 295

Andy Balaura
abalaura@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 225

Anna Esposito
aesposito@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 260

Paul Guaragna
pguaragna@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 281

Geoff Janoscik
gjanoscik@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 232

Anne Kennedy
akennedy@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 204

Scott Price
sprice@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 221

John Russo
jrusso@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 282

Marc D. Whiteley
mwhiteley@pallettvalo.com • (905) 273.3022 ext. 255

This article provides information of a general nature only and should not be relied upon as professional advice in
any particular context. For more information about Commercial Litigation, contact a member of our Commercial
Litigation Practice at 905.273.3300.

If you are receiving this bulletin by mail and you would prefer to receive future bulletins by email, visit
www.pallettvalo.com/signup or send an email to marketing@pallettvalo.com.

Pallett Valo LLP will, upon request, provide this information in an accessible format.

77 City Centre Drive, West Tower, Suite 300, Mississauga, Ontario  L5B 1M5  •  1.800.323.3781 

Copyr ight© 2016 Dupl icat ion and distr ibut ion of  this  mater ia l ,  in  whole or  in par t ,  i s  permitted provided the name of  Pal lett  Valo LLP and the authors’ names are not omitted.




Accessibility Report


		Filename: 

		PV Commercial Litigation Enforcing Judgments AODA.pdf




		Report created by: 

		

		Organization: 

		




[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]


Summary


The checker found no problems in this document.


		Needs manual check: 0

		Passed manually: 2

		Failed manually: 0

		Skipped: 1

		Passed: 29

		Failed: 0




Detailed Report


		Document



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set

		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF

		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF

		Logical Reading Order		Passed manually		Document structure provides a logical reading order

		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified

		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar

		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents

		Color contrast		Passed manually		Document has appropriate color contrast

		Page Content



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged

		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged

		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order

		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided

		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged

		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker

		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts

		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses

		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive

		Forms



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged

		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description

		Alternate Text



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text

		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read

		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content

		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation

		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text

		Tables



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot

		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR

		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers

		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column

		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary

		Lists



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L

		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI

		Headings



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting






Back to Top


