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About the Ontario Bar Association 
Ontario Bar Association (OBA), an autonomous provincial branch of the Canadian Bar 
Association, was founded in 1896. OBA is a voluntary membership organization, 
representing more than 17,000 Ontario lawyers, judges and law students. OBA has the 
following objectives: 

(a) to promote and encourage law reform throughout the Province of Ontario; 

(b) to improve the availability, accessibility and quality of legal services to all 
residents of Ontario; 

(c) to uphold the standards of the profession of law; 

(d) to encourage high standards of legal education, training and ethics; and 

(e)  to preserve the independence and integrity of the judiciary 
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About the Submission 
This Submission constitutes the comments and recommendations of the Ontario Bar 
Association (“OBA”) with respect to the Repair and Storage Liens Act, R.S.O., 1990, 

c.R.25, as amended (the “RSLA” or the “Act”). It has been prepared by the Personal 
Property Security Law Subcommittee (the “PPSL Committee” or “Committee”) of the 
Business Law Section of the OBA and approved by OBA Executive on  May 22, 2008. 

PPSL Committee 
The PPSL Committee has been actively engaged for over 25 years in a variety of matters 
pertaining to the Personal Property Security Act (“PPSA”), the RSLA both before and 
after its passage in 1989, and related commercial law legislation. Over the years, the 
Committee has worked closely with representatives of the Ontario Ministry of 
Government and Consumer Services (the “Ministry”) with a view to the development and 
improvement of the PPSA, the RSLA and the enhancement of the day-to-day functioning 
of the Personal Property Security Registry (the “PPS Registry”). The Committee has 
made a number of submissions to the Ministry.  

Our most recent submissions were made pertaining to (i) the PPSA, the Ontario Business 

Corporations Act and the Executions Act regarding consequent amendments proclaimed 
into force on January 1, 2007 to enable implementation of the Securities Transfer Act, 

2006, and (ii) further updating amendments to the PPSA proclaimed into force on August 
1, 2007 as part of An Act to Modernize Various Acts administered by or affecting the 

Ministry of Government Services, S.O. 2006, c.34, contained in Schedule E.  

One of the key roles of the Committee is to alert the practising bar to case law and other 
developments concerning the PPSA and related legislation and to provide practice tips 
and other educational assistance to practising lawyers. This is done primarily through a 
newsletter called Imperfections - which has been published regularly since 1982 - and 
through conference and seminar presentations by the Committee and individual members. 

The Committee has invited comments from the practising bar, academics and others with 
respect to problems experienced under the RSLA and with respect to amendments to the 
current legislation which might be necessary or desirable. In response, the Committee has 
received comments highlighting shortcomings or vagaries in the legislation. Based on 
such communications and our continuing study of the RSLA, we have concluded that it is 
necessary to make some substantive amendments to the RSLA. 

A list of the current members of the Committee, together with a list of the Ministry 
representatives who are Observers, is attached as Appendix A. The Committee is a 
volunteer committee. Members of the Committee bring to bear considerable expertise and 
many years of experience in matters pertaining, among other things, to the PPSA and 
RSLA. 
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The comments and recommendations in this Submission reflect the views of the 
Committee as a whole but they do not necessarily reflect in all cases the views of each 
individual member of the Committee. 

Recommendations 
The Committee makes the following recommendations to amend the RSLA: 

1. Notification of Owner by Storers 

 
Section 4 of the RSLA requires that where a storer “knows or has reason to believe” that 
an article has been received from someone other than the owner of the article or someone 
with the authority of the owner, the storer must notify the owner within 60 days of 
receiving the article.  Failure to do so, in these circumstances, will restrict the storer’s 
claim for lien to the 60-day period.  No storage charges beyond this time are enforceable. 

Granting a storer 60 days in which to notify the owner of stored property raises concerns 
that storers may use the provision to their advantage and to the prejudice of secured 
creditors.  A storer could intentionally refrain from contacting the owner of property until 
the 60-day period has almost expired, with a view to running up the storage costs.  In the 
automotive sector, this issue is periodically the subject of concern expressed by members 
of the Used Car Dealers Association of Ontario and the Canadian Finance & Leasing 
Association. 

Most articles, which become the subject of storers’ liens, are “vehicles” as defined in the 
Highway Traffic Act.  It is relatively simple and inexpensive to determine the registered 
owner of a vehicle in Ontario.  The Committee, therefore, submits that for vehicles 
registered in the Ontario Ministry of Transportation’s Vehicle Registry System (“VRS”), 
the 60-day period be reduced to 15 days.  The Committee wishes to emphasize that the 
shorter window proposal is restricted to articles (vehicles) that are required by law to be 
recorded in a registry to which the public has easy access. 

The identity of the owner of a vehicle registered in the VRS is a matter of public record, 
available at any Ministry Driver and Vehicle Licencing Office or Ontario government 
computer kiosk.  Though the address of the owner is generally not publicly accessible, a 
Used Vehicle Information Package, available to anyone at a cost of $20.00, will show the 
city in which the registered owner resides or carries on business.  Other means of locating 
the vehicle’s owner also exist, such as performing a search of the Personal Property 
Security Registry (“PPSR”) against one or both of the VIN or the name of the registered 
owner. 

Whether the period is set at 15 days or 60 days, storers have an obligation to notify 
owners of property being stored in order to claim storage costs.  Reducing the period to 
15 days, in the case of vehicles, will simply require storers to be more expeditious in 
attempting to locate and notify the vehicle owners. 
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The Committee, therefore, recommends adding a new subsection 4(4.1) as follows: 

Despite subsection (4), in the case of a vehicle as defined in the Highway Traffic Act, 
registered in the Ministry of Transportation Vehicle Registry System, the storer shall give 
written notice to the registered owner of the vehicle within fifteen days after the day of 
receiving the article. 

A corresponding change would also need to be made in subsection 4(6), where the 60-
day period is also used. 

2. Time Within Which to Register Repair Liens 

In 1993, the PPSL Committee recommended that where an unpaid repairer releases an 
article, any claim for lien should be extinguished if a lien was not registered in the PPSR 
within 90 days of the non-possessory lien arising. 

The Committee wishes to follow up on this proposal and amend it slightly.  The 
Committee recommends introducing a maximum time limit in which a non-possessory 
lien claimant must register its lien.  However, the Committee recommends that such a 
limit go to lien priority, rather than lien validity.  Where a repair lien is registered outside 
of the prescribed time following the release of possession of the property, the lien would 
remain valid as against the debtor, but be subordinate to any pre-existing perfected 
security interests or liens. 

Subsection 10(1) of the RSLA currently requires registration of a claim for lien in order to 
make a non-possessory lien enforceable against third parties.  The lien remains at all 
times valid against the original debtor.  The introduction in this section of a time limit on 
registration would not have the effect of invalidating a claim for lien against the debtor or 
any third party interest obtained subsequent to the late registration of the lien. 

So long as the debtor maintains ownership or lawful possession of the article, the lien 
claimant will maintain the rights granted by the RSLA to enforce its claim for lien.  
However, if a third party subsequently acquires rights in the article, those rights will 
supersede the rights of a lien claimant who has not properly registered the lien. 

In the interests of achieving relative uniformity with other jurisdictions, including with 
regard to the time period for registration, the Committee submits that the time limit for 
maintaining priority over third parties be set at 20 days. 

Amended subsection 10(1), with the recommended changes noted in bold text, would 
read as follows: 

A non-possessory lien is enforceable against third parties, who hold a perfected interest in 
or title to an article at the time the non-possessory lien arises, only if a claim for lien has 
been registered within twenty days of the non-possessory lien arising, and, where a 
person acquires a right against an article after a non-possessory lien arises, the right of the 
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person has priority over the non-possessory lien of the lien claimant if a claim for lien 
was not registered before the person acquired the right. 

3. No Tacking 

Section 26 of the RSLA is commonly interpreted as prohibiting tacking.  Accordingly, a 
separate claim for lien would need to be registered whenever a new lien arises.  A lien 
claimant would need to register three separate liens were it to repair and release the same 
vehicle three times in order to have its claim for liens recognized. 

It is submitted that tacking of a lien for unpaid repairs to one article onto a pre-existing 
lien against another article, should not be permitted.  However, where a single article has 
been repaired and released more than once, the Committee sees no reason to prohibit a 
single claim for lien from being registered to cover each of the repairs to that one article. 

The Committee has adopted the 1993 PPSL Committee recommendation for re-
submission to the Ministry.  The 1993 recommendation read as follows: 

This section (section 26) has been interpreted to mean that, in effect, a separate claim for 
lien must be registered under the Liens Act each and every time a lien arises: General 

Electric Capital Equipment Finance Inc. v. Transland Tire Sales & Service Ltd., 2 

P.P.S.A.C. (2d) 223. However, the reason apparently underlying such requirement – 
namely, that it would be impossible to determine priorities between different claimants if 
a series of non-possessory lien claims could be made effective simply by stating the 
cumulative total of the aggregate claims in a single claim for lien – does not appear to be 
correct when section 16 is borne in mind.  That section contemplates that priority will be 
in reverse order to the order in which lien claimants gave up possession.  Thus extrinsic 
evidence as to the time possession is given up, will be required in any event in order to 
establish priorities. 

The recommendation of the Committee in 1993 was to add a new subsection 26(3) to 
read: 

One claim for lien may be registered for one or more non-possessory liens, which have 
arisen and taken effect prior to the date of registration of the claim for lien. 

4. Out of Province Liens 

Unlike the PPSA, the RSLA contains no conflict of law provisions to protect lien 
claimants who have registered their interest against property in another jurisdiction.  
Since a significant amount of, perhaps most, property that is typically subject to repair 
liens is mobile, it is not uncommon for it to be moved from one jurisdiction to another.  
With no provision to continue, in Ontario, the perfection of a lien arising in another 
jurisdiction or for the lien to even be registered here, out-of-province lien holders 
currently have no way of enforcing their lien if the property finds its way into Ontario. 
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The Committee suggests that this could be rectified by applying sections 5, 6, 7, 8 and 8.1 
of the PPSA, to the RSLA.  Essentially, these sections would be incorporated into the 
RSLA, with necessary amendments, such as changing the words “security interest” to 
“lien”.  Subsection 5(1)(b), which deals with possessory security interests in intangibles, 
and subsection 5(5), dealing with the narrow issue of revendication rights of unpaid 
sellers in Quebec, would not be included. 

The inclusion of these provisions would make it possible for an out-of-province lien 
claimant to register and enforce its lien in Ontario. 

The Committee recommends the addition of new subsections 2.1 to 2.4 as follows: 

2.1 (1) Except as otherwise provided in this Act, the validity of: 

(a) a possessory lien; and 

(b) a non-possessory lien 

shall be governed by the law of the jurisdiction where the article subject to 
the lien is situated at the time the lien arises. 

(2) A non-possessory lien registered under the law of the jurisdiction in which 
the article is situated at the time the lien arises but before the article is 
brought into Ontario is deemed, for the purposes of this Act, to have been 
continuously registered in Ontario if it is registered in Ontario before the 
article is brought in, or if it is registered in Ontario: 

a) within sixty days after the article is brought in; 

b) within fifteen days after the day the lien claimant receives notice 
that the article has been brought in; or 

c) before the date that registration ceases under the law of the 
jurisdiction in which the article was situated at the time the lien 
arose 

whichever is the earliest, but the lien is subordinate to the interest of a 
buyer or lessee of the article who, primarily for personal, family or 
household purposes, acquires the article from the owner or owner’s 
successor in title in good faith and without knowledge of the lien and 
before the lien is registered in Ontario. 

(3) Subsection (2) does not apply so as to prevent the registration of a lien 
after the expiry of the time limit set out in that subsection. 
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(4) Where a lien mentioned in subsection (1) is not registered under the law of 
the jurisdiction in which the article was situated at the time the lien arose 
and before being brought into Ontario, the lien may be registered under 
this Act. 

2.2 (1) Subject to section 3, if the parties to the repair contract or storage contract 
(as the case may be) understand at the time a non-possessory lien arises that the 
article will be kept in another jurisdiction and the article is moved to that other 
jurisdiction for purposes other than transportation through the other jurisdiction, 
within 30 days after the lien arose, the enforceability of the lien against third 
parties shall be governed by the law of the other jurisdiction. 

(2) If the other jurisdiction mentioned in subsection (1) is not Ontario, and the 
article is later brought into Ontario, the lien is deemed to be one to which 
subsection 2.1(2) applies if it was registered under the law of the jurisdiction to 
which the article was removed. 

2.3 (1) The validity, and priority, of a non-possessory lien against an article of a 
type that is normally used in more than one jurisdiction if the article is equipment 
or inventory leased or held for lease to others by the person who contracted for 
the repair or storage of the article (as the case may be) shall be governed by the 
law of the jurisdiction where that person is located at the time the non-possessory 
lien arises. 

(2) If the person changes location to Ontario, a lien that is registered in the 
other jurisdiction continues to be enforceable against third parties in Ontario if it 
is registered in Ontario, 

(a)  within sixty days from the date the person changes location; 

(b) within fifteen days from the day the lien claimant receives notice 
that the person has changed location; or 

(c) prior to the day that registration ceases under the law of the 
jurisdiction referred to in subsection (1), 

whichever is the earliest. 

(3) A lien that is not registered as provided in subsection (2) may be otherwise 
registered under this Act. 

(4) For the purposes of this section, a person shall be deemed to be located at 
the person’s place of business if there is one, at the person’s chief executive office 
if there is more than one place of business, and otherwise at the person’s principal 
place of residence. 
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2.4. (1) Despite sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, 

(a) procedural issues affecting the enforcement of the right of a lien 
claimant are governed by the law of the jurisdiction in which the article is 
located at the time of the exercise of those rights; and 

(b) substantive issues affecting the enforcement of the rights of a lien 
claimant  against an article are governed by the proper law of the contract 
of repair or  the contract of storage (as the case may be). 

(2) For the purposes of sections 2.1 to 2.4, a lien shall be deemed to be 
registered under the law of a jurisdiction if the lien claimant has complied with 
the law of the jurisdiction with respect to the creation and continuance of a lien 
that is enforceable against the other party to the repair contract or storage contract 
(as the case may be) and third parties. 

(3) For the purposes of sections 2.1 to 2.4, a reference to the law of a 
jurisdiction is reference to the internal law of that jurisdiction, excluding its 
conflict of law rules. 

The proposed section 2.3 (4) is based on section 7(3) of the PPSA.  When section 7(3) of 
the PPSA is repealed and replaced by the new location of debtor rules for individuals and 
for different types of debtors and other related provisions, including the proposed 
transition rule in section 7.2 (each of which has been enacted but not yet proclaimed into 
force), section 2.3(4) will need to be revised to conform with those new provisions in the 
PPSA. 

5. Definition of “Repair” 

The Committee engaged in considerable discussion regarding the definition of “repair” in 
the RSLA. There has been growing concern that the existing definition was leading to an 
expanded interpretation of what would commonly be considered to be a repair. 

For example, claims that the installation and financing of a car stereo system and the 
installation of software into a computer system were repairs pursuant to the RSLA, have 
been recognized in Ontario court decisions (see VFC Inc. v.Tomax Corp., 14 P.P.S.A.C. 

(2d) 90 and Anritsu Co. v. Microsys Technologies Inc., 48 OR (3d) 759). 

In 2001, another case (GMAC Leaseco Ltd. v. Tomax Credit Corp., 3 P.P.S.A.C. (3d), 15) 
was heard which reviewed the relationship of the RSLA to the installation of items into a 
motor vehicle. The Committee agreed with the analysis of the judge in this case, and in 
light of it, determined that, rather than attempting to redefine repair in the RSLA, the 
matter should be deferred to the courts to decide on a case by case basis. 

For reference, it was felt that a brief analysis of this decision and the Committee’s view 
of it should be included. This analysis appears in Appendix B to this Submission. 
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Appendix A: Members of the PPSL Committee 
 
1. JENNIFER E. BABE 

Miller Thomson LLP 
Barristers & Solicitors 

40 King Street West, Suite 5800 
P.O. Box 1011 
Toronto, Ontario   
M5H 3S1 

 

Tel: (416) 595-8555 

Fax: (416) 595-8695 
jbabe@millerthomson.ca 
 

2. WARREN BARNARD 

Legal Services Director 
Used Car Dealers Association of Ontario 

230 Norseman Street 
Toronto, ON 
M8Y 1Z8 
 

Tel: (416) 231-2600 
Fax: (416) 231-6412/(416) 232-0775 
w.barnard@ucda.org 
 

3. STEPHANIE BEN-ISHAI 

Professor 
Osgoode Hall Law School 
4700 Keele Street 
Toronto, Ontario 
M3J 1P3 
 

Tel: (416) 650-8239 
SBenIshai@osgoode.yorku.ca 

4. MICHAEL E. BURKE (CHAIR) 
Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP 
Barristers & Solicitors 
Box 25, Commerce Court W. 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5L 1A9 
 

Tel: (416) 863-3866 
Fax: (416) 863-2653 
michael.burke@blakes.com 

5. R. JOHN CAMERON  
Torys LLP 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 3000, Maritime Life Tower 
P.O. Box 270, Toronto-Dominion Centre 
Toronto, Ontario  
M5K 1N2 
 

Tel: (416) 865-8112 
Fax: (416) 814-8306 
jcameron@torys.com 

6. HARVEY CHAITON 
Chaiton & Chaiton 
185 Sheppard Avenue West 
Toronto, Ontario 

M2N 1M9 

 

Tel: (416) 222-8888 
Fax: (416) 222-8402 
harvey@chaiton.com 
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7. DAVID L. DENOMME 

Vice President and 
Deputy Chief Counsel, Canada 
CIT Financial Ltd. 
5035 South Service Road 
Burlington, Ontario 
L7R 4C8 
 

Tel: (905) 633-3204 
Fax: (905) 633-3210 
David.Denomme@cit.com 
 

 

8. PROFESSOR ANTHONY DUGGAN 

Faculty of Law, University of Toronto 

78 Queen’s Park 

Toronto, Ontario 

 

Tel: (416) 978-3725 
Fax:  (416) 978-7899 
tony.duggan@utoronto.ca 

9. ERIC B. FRIEDMAN 
Lang Michener LLP 

Suite 2500, Brookfield Place 
181 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5J 2T7 

 

Tel: (416) 307-4030 
Fax: (416) 304-3753 
efriedman@langmichener.ca 

10. PROFESSOR BENJAMIN GEVA 
Osgoode Hall Law School 
York University 
North York, Ontario  
M3J 1P3 
 
 

Tel: (416) 736-5045 
Fax: (416) 736-5736 
Home Tel:  (416) 665-6380 
Home Fax:  (416) 665-2230 
bgeva@osgoode.yorku.ca 

11. DEBORAH S. GRIEVE 

Blaney McMurtry LLP 

Barristers & Solicitors 
Suite 1500, 2 Queen Street East 
Toronto, Ontario 

M5C 3G5 
 

Tel: 416-593-2951 
Fax: 416-593-5437 
dgrieve@blaney.com 

12. PROFESSOR RICHARD H. McLAREN 

Faculty of Law 
The University of Western Ontario 
London, Ontario 
N6A 3K7 
 

Tel: (519) 661-3354 
Fax: (519) 661-3790 
lawrhm@uwo.ca 
mclaren@mckenzielake.com 

13. KENNETH C. MORLOCK 

Fasken Martineau DuMoulin LLP 
Barristers & Solicitors 

36th Floor, P.O. Box 20, TD Bank Tower 
Toronto Dominion Centre 

Toronto, Ontario 

M5K 1N6 

 

Tel: (416) 868-3429 
Fax: (416) 364-7813 
kmorlock@tor.fasken.com 



  Reform of the Repair and Storage Liens Act 
 
 

Page 13 of 17 

14. WENDE RAPSON 
General Motors Acceptance 
Corporation of Canada, Limited 
3300 Bloor Street West, Suite 2800 
Toronto, Ontario 
M8X 2X5 
 

Tel: (416) 234-6313 
Fax: (416) 234-6614 
wende.rapson@gmacfs.com 

15. NEIL SAXE 

Heenan Blaikie LLP 
2600-200 Bay Street 
South Tower, P.O. Box 185 
Royal Bank Plaza 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5J 2J4 
 

Tel: (416) 643-6912 
Fax: (416) 360-8425 
nsaxe@heenan.ca  

16. ROBERT SCAVONE 

McMillan Binch Mendelsohn LLP 
Barristers & Solicitors 
BCE Place, Suite 4400 
Bay Wellington Tower 
181 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5J 2T3 
 

Tel: (416) 865-7901 
Fax:  (647) 722-6728 
rob.scavone@mcmbm.com 

17. PAUL D. WICKENS 
Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP 
Barristers & Solicitors 
Box 25, Commerce Court W. 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5L 1A9 
 

Tel: (416) 863-2153 
Fax: (416) 863-2653 
paul.wickens@blakes.com 

18. HENRY J.P. WIERCINSKI 
McCarthy Tétrault LLP 
Barristers & Solicitors 
Suite 4700, T-D Bank Tower 
Toronto-Dominion Centre 
Toronto, Ontario   
M5K 1E6 
 

Tel: (416) 601-7842 
Fax: (416) 601-8251 
hwiercinski@mccarthy.ca 

19. PROFESSOR JACOB S. ZIEGEL 
Professor of Law, University of Toronto 
78 Queen's Park 
Toronto, Ontario  
M5S 2C5 
 

Tel: (416) 978-3717  
Fax: (416) 978-2648 
j.ziegel@utoronto.ca 
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The Ministry representative and other Observers on the PPSL Committee are: 
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Senior Counsel 
Legal Services Branch 
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services 
Ferguson Block 
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Toronto, Ontario  
M7A 1N3 
 

Tel: (416) 314-4844 
Fax: (416) 314-5179 
allen.doppelt@ontario.ca 
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Director 
Companies and Personal Property Security 
Branch 
6th Floor, Ferguson Block 
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Toronto, Ontario 
M7A 1N3 
 

 
Fax: (416) 314-4832 
michelle.kalsbeek@ontario.ca 
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Sections Coordinator 
Ontario Bar Association 
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    Ontario Bar Association 
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Toronto, Ontario 
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Tel: (416) 869-0513, ext. 399 
Fax: (416) 869-1390 
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APPENDIX B: Definition of “repair” 
 
The definition of “repair” in subsection 1(1) of the RSLA reads as follows: 

An expenditure of money on, or the application of labour, skill or materials to, an article 
for the purpose of altering, improving or restoring its properties or maintaining its 
conditions and includes, 

(a) the transportation of the article for purpose of making a repair, 

(b) the towing of an article, 

(c) the salvage of an article. 

This definition could be read to include the fitting to goods of an “accession” as defined 
in subsection 1(1) of the PPSA. The overlap between the priority rules for accessions in 
section 35 of the PPSA and the priority rules for repairers’ liens in the RSLA has been 
identified as potentially posing a significant problem.  Several approaches have been 
discussed each of which would involve amending the definition of “repair” in an effort to 
limit its scope.  However, as a result of a 2001 court decision which dealt with this 
specific issue, the Committee feels that the need to amend the definition of “repair” may 
no longer be as pressing. 

In GMAC Leaseco Ltd. v. Tomax Credit Corp., 3 P.P.S.A.C. (3d) 15, Tomax financed the 
installation in a motor vehicle of a stereo system, an electronic door locking system and a 
security system. GMAC held a perfected security interest in the vehicle. When the 
customer defaulted on payment, Tomax claimed an RSLA lien over the vehicle. GMAC 
argued that Tomax did not have a valid repair lien because the installations were not 
“repairs” within the meaning of the Act. Cameron J. found in favour of GMAC with 
respect to the stereo system, but not the electronic door locking system or the security 
system. 

One of the key passages in the judgment reads as follows: 

In view of the paramountcy of the PPSA under s. 73 of that Act, the definition of “repair” 
in the RSLA must be read so as to give reasonable meaning to the definition of an 
“accession” in the PPSA and the priorities provided under s.35 (1) of the PPSA. 

Cameron J. goes on to say: 

A radio is not an integral part of a vehicle. Many new vehicles do not contain a radio.  A 
radio installed in a vehicle is not a repair under the RSLA.  It does not alter, improve or 
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restore the properties of the vehicle.  It is different from tires, windows, brakes, 
transmission, exhaust system, dented fenders, scraped paint, etc.  A vehicle continues to 
operate as a vehicle, a safe, efficient and presentable means of transportation when the 
radio is removed.  A radio merely increases the user’s pleasure while occupying the 
vehicle.  A radio can exist and operate separate from the vehicle.  It is an addition to the 
vehicle, not an alteration, improvement or restoration of the properties of the vehicle. 

Cameron J. identified a distinction between a radio and a door locking system: 

On the other hand, I find the electronic door locking system and security system to be an 
improvement to the properties of the vehicle.  A locking system is a part of every vehicle 
and is useless except as a part of a vehicle.  These costs are secured by the RSLA lien in 
priority to GMAC’s claim. 

He concludes: 

As a matter of commercial expediency, vehicle owners benefit from repairs.  However, 
they cannot protect their interests from the addition and removal of accessions. Those 
who deal in accessions and seek a non-possessory security interest therein must accept 
the priorities of PPSA s. 35 or search title and security interests to ensure they obtain the 
priority they seek in the asset to which the accession is attached. 

Cameron J. seems to have used both a “utility” test and a “functionality” test to determine 
whether the installation of what could easily be considered to be accessions (a stereo, a 
door locking and security system), constituted a repair for the purposes of the RSLA. 
Cameron J. reasoned that the door locking system went to the utility or usefulness of the 
vehicle and so its installation qualified as a repair under the RSLA. The same was true of 
the security system. On the other hand, he held that the radio did not affect the utility of 
the vehicle and so its installation was not a repair. While not necessarily agreeing with 
the end result as far as the door locking and security systems are concerned, the 
Committee does concur with the analytical process used by Cameron J. in his attempt to 
resolve the PPSA/RSLA overlap problem. 

Cameron J’s analysis of the functionality of the item installed also helped him in his 
decision.  He viewed the stereo as being independently functional.  A sound system is 
operative without installation in the vehicle.  On the other hand, the door locking and the 
security system were useless unless installed in a vehicle.  They had no independent 
functionality. 

Partly, this was also an analysis of the expenses for these items.   The evidence before the 
court showed that the cost of the stereo system was more than $4,000, for a vehicle that 
sold without the stereo system at auction for only $7,200.   One would not normally 
expect to spend more than half the value of the vehicle on an item that did not restore the 
properties of the vehicle or its condition. 
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The reasoning of Cameron J. in reaching his decision reinforces the logic behind the 
accession rules of the PPSA.  At the same time, it makes proper allowance for the 
providers of legitimate repairs to vehicles and other property to claim a repairer’s lien 
over the property and to benefit from the rights granted by the RSLA. Following the 
reasoning of this case would seem to alleviate the need to amend the definition of 
“repair”. 

This case was discussed and followed  in like circumstances by Farley J. in  GMAC 

Leaseco Ltd. v. Best Audio Design Inc.([2004] O.J. No. 520, 6 P.P.S.A.C. (3d) 385 

(S.C.J.)), who referred to Cameron J.’s decision in the Tomax case to distinguish between 
repairs and accessions.  At paragraph 2, Farley J. also looked at the costs involved to 
determine this issue and wrote: 

The issue here is whether the (extensive and expensive) addition of an audio system into 
the vehicle constitutes a “repair” within the meaning of the Repair and Storage Liens Act.    
In my view it does not. 

At this time, therefore, the Committee recommends making no change to the definition of 
“repair” in the RSLA. 


