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This case involves an interesting application of the Environmental Management Act (the 
"EMA") and the Contaminated Site Regulation (the "CSR"). The defendant, Ms. Willows,
purchased the property in 1985. She was aware that there was an underground oil 
storage tank (the "UST") and in fact used the tank throughout her ownership. She sold 
the property to the third-party, Mr. Hult, in 1991. In 1999, Mr. Hult had the UST 
decommissioned. Mr. Hult sold the property to the plaintiff, Mr. Domovitch, in 2004. He 
advised Mr. Domovitch of the presence of the UST and the fact that it had 
decommissioned. Mr. Domovitch insisted upon a warranty to that effect in the contract of
purchase and sale.

In 2015, Mr. Domovitch sold the property. Removal of the UST was a condition 
precedent to the agreement. When he removed the UST, Mr. Domovitch learned that 
the tank had leaked and that the contamination had spread to the neighbouring 
property. The environmental consultant hired by Mr. Domovitch advised that the 
property was a "contaminated site" and provided notice to the Ministry of Environment. 
Mr. Domovitch spent $38,845 removing and remediating the site.

The plaintiff sued Ms. Willows pursuant to s. 47(5) of the EMA. Ms. Willows in turn filed 
a third-party notice against the subsequent owner, Mr. Hult. The first issue was whether 
or not the plaintiff was an "innocent purchaser" under s. 46(1)(d) of the EMA and s. 28 of
the CSR, given that he knew there was a UST on the property when he purchased it. 
The Court framed the issue as follows: "whether in June 2004 the known existence of an
underground storage tank on the property, which had been decommissioned five years 
earlier is, without more, reason to suspect that the property was contaminated." 

The Court suggested that in some cases, this would be sufficient to make a purchaser a 
responsible person. However, the Court was satisfied that Mr. Domovitch did not have 
reason to suspect that the property was contaminated given that he insisted on 
receiving proof that the UST had been decommissioned, going so far as to make it a 
term in the contract. (This result is interesting given that the fact that the UST was 
decommissioned would not provide any information as to the contaminated status of the
property; however, the Court appears to have focused on Mr. 
Domovitch's subjective assurance rather than what a reasonable person would have 
believed.)
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Ms. Willows also claimed to be an "innocent owner" or at the very least a "minor 
contributor". However, the Court rejected those arguments and found that she was a 
responsible person, in particular due to the fact that Ms. Willows had used the UST 
during her ownership. Thus, because she "caused or contributed to the contamination of
the property", she could not be considered an innocent owner.

The Court also rejected Ms. Willows' claim that she was at most a "minor contributor" 
given that the contamination likely occurred over several years while she owned the 
property: "ownership exceeding five years [during which contamination was taking 
place] is not rightly categorized as insignificant or minor." 

This case illustrates two important points to keep in mind:

 It should not be assumed that merely complying with environmental standards 
that are widely acceptable today will provide protection when contamination is 
discovered in the future. It is important to be proactive in managing environmental
risk in order to avoid becoming a "victim of historical practices once considered 
entirely acceptable but now deemed insupportable by current standards and for 
which a retroactive accounting is imposed by legislation", like Ms. Willows.

 It is possible — but not guaranteed — that mere knowledge of a potential source of 
contamination will be insufficient to generate liability, so long as reasonable steps
are taken to minimize risk. However, the result in this case should be viewed with
caution. It is unlikely that a court would hold a commercial enterprise to the same 
(low) standard of risk avoidance to which it held Mr. Domovitch in this case.

By

Tim  Pritchard

Expertise

Environmental

https://www.blg.com/en/people/_deactive/p/pritchard-tim
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/environmental


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.

© 2024 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



