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Background

On Oct. 1, 2020, amendments to the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 (CPA) came into 
force. As discussed in our article from July 2020, these amendments include changes to
the sequencing of motions prior to certification. Section 4.1 of the CPA states:

If, before the hearing of the motion for certification, a motion is made under the 
rules of court that may dispose of the proceeding in whole or in part, or narrow the 
issues to be determined or the evidence to be adduced in the proceeding, that 
motion shall be heard and disposed of before the motion for certification, unless 
the court orders that the two motions be heard together.

Dufault v. Toronto Dominion Bank (Dufault) is the first decision to consider section 4.1 of
the CPA.

Decision

In this decision, the court granted the defendant bank’s request to have its motion for 
summary judgment heard prior to the plaintiff’s motion for certification. The court held 
that section 4.1 “preserves a sensible measure of judicial discretion and gives the judge 
the last word”, while also “shifts the presumptions about who has to show what.” In the 
court’s view, this means defendants now have a “presumptive right to have certain 
motions heard and decided before the plaintiff’s motion for certification”. However, 
plaintiffs can “displace this presumption by persuading the court that there is 
nonetheless an overarching and good reason for the two motions to be heard together”.

The court in Dufault interpreted section 4.1 as a “strong legislative signal that early 
motions by the defendants that can indeed narrow or dispose of a case before 
certification should be presumptively heard before certification”.

In Dufault, the defendant bank sought to have a motion for summary judgment heard 
prior to certification. The plaintiff’s proposed class action alleged that the defendant 
bank unlawfully earned millions of dollars by charging multiple Non-Sufficient Funds 
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fees on a single rejected payment or bounced cheque. The defendant bank argued the 
claims of the proposed class have no merit and that the parties and court will save 
significant time and resources by avoiding unnecessary litigation if the motion for 
summary judgment is heard prior to certification.

The court identified the following two “good reasons” for denying a defendant’s request 
for a pre-certification summary judgment motion under section 4.1:

(i) the defendant’s motion would not raise any genuinely arguable issues that can 
narrow or dispose of all or part of the litigation and appears to be a delay tactic; or

(ii) the defendant’s motion would raise genuinely arguable issues that can narrow 
or dispose of all or part of the litigation but the existing or proposed dates for the 
certification motion and the summary judgment motion are sufficiently close that it 
makes sense to hear the two motions together.

The court was satisfied that the defendant’s motion for summary judgment raised 
arguable issues that narrow or dispose of all or part of the litigation and was not merely 
a delay tactic. In addition, the certification record had not yet been filed and had the 
certification motion had not been scheduled.

Key takeaways

Given the court’s decision in Dufault, it is likely section 4.1 will encourage defendants in 
proposed class proceedings to bring more pre-certification motions that can narrow or 
dispose of a class proceeding pending against them. Defendants should consider 
whether the pre-certification motion, though only applicable to the named representative
plaintiff, would serve to dispose of the basis for bringing further claims. If the motion 
disposes of an issue, which otherwise would give rise to a class action, it would 
potentially be a good reason to bring the motion prior to certification. However, if the 
issue would only bind the representative plaintiff, it may be more beneficial to bring a 
dispositive motion post-certification and obtain an order, binding the entire class. One 
concern for defendants arising from Dufault is that plaintiffs may rush to file the 
certification record or schedule certification motions prematurely in order to shift the 
judicial balancing required under section 4.1 in their favour. For more information on the 
case decision and the amendments to the CPA, contact your BLG lawyer or any of the 
key contacts listed below.

By

Glenn  Zakaib, Lauren  L. Malatesta

Expertise

Disputes, Class Actions, Insurance Claim Defence

https://www.blg.com/en/people/z/zakaib-glenn
https://www.blg.com/en/people/_deactive/m/malatesta-lauren
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/disputes
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/disputes/class-actions
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/disputes/insurance-claim-defence


3

____________________________________________________________________________________

BLG  |  Canada’s Law Firm

As the largest, truly full-service Canadian law firm, Borden Ladner Gervais LLP (BLG) delivers practical legal 

advice for domestic and international clients across more practices and industries than any Canadian firm. 

With over 725 lawyers, intellectual property agents and other professionals, BLG serves the legal needs of 

businesses and institutions across Canada and beyond – from M&A and capital markets, to disputes, financing,

and trademark & patent registration.

blg.com

BLG Offices

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada
T2P 0R3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 1J9

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415

Montréal

1000 De La Gauchetière Street West
Suite 900
Montréal, QC, Canada
H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada
M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

The information contained herein is of a general nature and is not intended to constitute legal advice, a complete statement of the law, or an 
opinion on any subject. No one should act upon it or refrain from acting without a thorough examination of the law after the facts of a specific 
situation are considered. You are urged to consult your legal adviser in cases of specific questions or concerns. BLG does not warrant or 
guarantee the accuracy, currency or completeness of this publication. No part of this publication may be reproduced without prior written 
permission of Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. If this publication was sent to you by BLG and you do not wish to receive further publications from
BLG, you may ask to remove your contact information from our mailing lists by emailing unsubscribe@blg.com or manage your subscription 
preferences at blg.com/MyPreferences. If you feel you have received this message in error please contact communications@blg.com. BLG’s 

privacy policy for publications may be found at blg.com/en/privacy.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP is an Ontario Limited Liability Partnership.

http://www.blg.com
mailto:unsubscribe@blg.com
http://blg.com/MyPreferences
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy



