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In Tataryn v. Diamond & Diamond Lawyers LLP, 2025 ONCA 5 (Tataryn), the Ontario
Court of Appeal provided the first appellate guidance regarding the ‘dismissal for delay’
regime established by section 29.1 of Ontario’s Class Proceedings Act, 1992 (CPA).

The Court of Appeal’s decision confirms the mandatory nature of dismissal orders under
section 29.1. At the same time, Tataryn also endorses a “contextual approach” that
gives class action judges significant latitude when determining whether certain steps
identified in section 29.1 have been satisfied.

Background

As we have previously discussed, section 29.1 of the CPA provides for the dismissal of
a proposed class proceeding on a motion brought by the defendant if none of a set of
enumerated steps occur within a year of the proceeding’s commencement. These steps
include the plaintiff filing a “final and complete” certification motion record or the
establishment of a timetable “for completion of one or more other steps required to
advance the proceeding”.

Since its enactment in late 2020, section 29.1 of the CPA has been interpreted in
several Superior Court decisions.! However, the Superior Court decisions to date have
taken divergent approaches towards section 29.1, especially as to what constitutes a
“step required to advance the proceeding” and whether judges can effectively avoid
making mandatory dismissal orders. For instance, in D’Haene v. BMW Canada Inc.,
2022 ONSC 5973, Justice Perell granted what he termed a “Phoenix order” under which
the dismissal for delay order would be set aside if the Plaintiffs promptly took steps to
advance the action.

At first instance in Tataryn, Justice Morgan concluded that a series of steps that were
part of a prolonged process of addressing pleadings deficiencies and motions to strike
were not steps “required to advance the proceeding”. In Justice Morgan’s words:
“‘Responding to the Defendant’s challenges to their faulty pleading, or timetabling those
pleadings motions in the lead-up to the hearings, were not the kind of steps referred to
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in section 29.1”. Accordingly, he granted the motion and dismissed the action (2023
ONSC 6165).

The Court of Appeal ’s decision

In a unanimous decision, the Court of Appeal upheld Justice Morgan’s dismissal of the
action, finding no reason to disturb his conclusion that the steps relating the pleadings
matters and motions to strike the (deficient) claim were not “steps required to advance
the proceeding”.

In doing so, the Court of Appeal confirmed the mandatory nature of section 29.1 of the
CPA. The Court of Appeal held that “there is no judicial discretion engaged in the one-
year time parameter”, and that where section 29.1 is not complied with, a dismissal
motion must be granted. The Court of Appeal also held that “Phoenix orders” are
impermissible, as they are contrary to the policy goal underlying section 29.1: avoiding
delay in the pursuit of class actions.

At the same time, the Court of Appeal’s decision in Tataryn makes it clear that a
dismissal for delay motion “is not simply a mechanical exercise”. Rather, class action
judges must apply a “contextual approach” when hearing motions to dismiss a class
proceeding for delay. In determining whether a step was one “required to advance the
proceeding”, a class action judge must have regard to the “totality of the proceeding”. In
conducting this analysis, class action judges must not accept “inconsequential” steps as
being sufficient and they are entitled to consider whether a defendant has engaged in
“conduct designed to delay so as to gain the benefit” of section 29.1.

Key takeaways

The Court of Appeal’s decision confirms that class action judges have a degree of
flexibility in determining whether certain criteria in section 29.1 are satisfied in a given
case, and that such decisions will be given substantial deference on appeal.

The Court of Appeal’s decision leaves several open questions. Notably the Court of
Appeal declined to address whether the right conferred by section 29.1 can be waived
by a defendant’s conduct. Tataryn also does not resolve how class action judges should
address circumstances where a claim is dismissed under section 29.1, only for a
different representative plaintiff to immediately commence an identical proposed class
action. Although the Court of Appeal expressed dissatisfaction with this “hypothetical”
from a policy perspective and noted that such a reconstitution of a dismissed class
action “arguably circumvents the spirit” of section 29.1, the issue remains to be squarely
addressed in a future case.

Footnote

1 See e.g. Bourque v. Insight Productions, 2022 ONSC 174; St. Louis v. Canadian
National Railway Company, 2022 ONSC 2556; Lamarche v. Pacific Telescope Corp.,
2022 ONSC 2553; LeBlanc et al. v. The Attorney General of Canada et al., 2022 ONSC
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3257; Lubus v. Wayland Group Corp., 2022 ONSC 4999; D’Haene v. BMW Canada Inc.,
2022 ONSC 5973; McRae-Yu v. Profitly Incorporated et. al., 2024 ONSC 5615.

Par

Adrian Pel, lan C. Matthews

Services

Litiges, Actions collectives

BLG | Vos avocats au Canada

Borden Ladner Gervais s.E.N.CR.L, S.RL. (BLG) est le plus grand cabinet d’avocats canadien véritablement
multiservices. A ce titre, il offre des conseils juridiques pratiques a des clients d’ici et dailleurs dans plus de
domaines et de secteurs que tout autre cabinet canadien. Comptant plus de 725 avocats, agents de propriété
intellectuelle et autres professionnels, BLG répond aux besoins juridiques d’entreprises et d’institutions au pays
comme a I'étranger pour ce qui touche les fusions et acquisitions, les marchés financiers, les différends et le
financement ou encore I'enregistrement de brevets et de marques de commerce.

blg.com

Bureaux BLG

Calgary Ottawa Vancouver

Centennial Place, East Tower World Exchange Plaza 1200 Waterfront Centre
520 3rd Avenue S.W. 100 Queen Street 200 Burrard Street
Calgary, AB, Canada Ottawa, ON, Canada Vancouver, BC, Canada
T2P OR3 K1P 1J9 V7X 1T2

T 403.232.9500 T 613.237.5160 T 604.687.5744

F 403.266.1395 F 613.230.8842 F 604.687.1415
Montréal Toronto

1000, rue De La Gauchetiére Ouest Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower

Suite 900 22 Adelaide Street West

Montréal, QC, Canada Toronto, ON, Canada

H3B 5H4 M5H 4E3

T 514.954.2555 T 416.367.6000

F 514.879.9015 F 416.367.6749

Les présents renseignements sont de nature générale et ne sauraient constituer un avis juridique, ni un énoncé complet de la Iégislation
pertinente, ni un avis sur un quelconque sujet. Personne ne devrait agir ou s’abstenir d’agir sur la foi de ceux-ci sans procéder a un examen
approfondi du droit aprés avoir soupesé les faits d’une situation précise. Nous vous recommandons de consulter votre conseiller juridique si
vous avez des questions ou des préoccupations particuliéres. BLG ne garantit aucunement que la teneur de cette publication est exacte, a
jour ou complete. Aucune partie de cette publication ne peut étre reproduite sans I'autorisation écrite de Borden Ladner Gervais S.EN.CRL.,
s.R.L. Si BLG vous a envoyé cette publication et que vous ne souhaitez plus la recevoir, vous pouvez demander a faire supprimer vos
coordonnées de nos listes d’envoi en communiquant avec nous par courriel & desabonnement@blg.com ou en modifiant vos préférences
d’abonnement dans blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe. Si vous pensez avoir regu le présent message par erreur, veuillez nous écrire a
communications@blg.com. Pour consulter la politique de confidentialité de BLG relativement aux publications, rendez-vous sur
blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais sEN.CRL,SRL Borden Ladner Gervais est une société a responsabilité limitée de I'Ontario.


https://canlii.ca/t/jrfz6
https://canlii.ca/t/jst0j
https://canlii.ca/t/k77q5
https://www.blg.com/fr/people/p/pel-adrian
https://www.blg.com/fr/people/m/matthews-ian
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/disputes
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/disputes/class-actions
http://www.blg.com/fr/
mailto:desabonnement@blg.com
https://www.blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels



