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For more information, consult these web pages 

CMP (Communauté Milton-Parc)
http://www.miltonparc.org/

CQCH (Confédération québécoise des coopératives d’habitation)
http://www.cooperativehabitation.coop
CQCH supports the co-op federations so that they provide their members with 
information and services that they need to ensure sound management of their 
buildings and improve their housing conditions.

FECHIMM (Fédération des coopératives d’habitation intermunicipale du Montréal 
métropolitain)
http://www.fechimm.coop/
FECHIMM develops services in direct response and tailored to the needs 
of housing co-operatives.

FHCC (Fédération de l’habitation coopérative du Canada)
http://www.fhcc.coop/eng/pages2007/home.asp (english)
The purpose of CCHF is to unite, represent and serve the co-operative housing 
community across Canada.

FOHM (Fédération des OSBL d’habitation de Montréal)
http://fohm.rqoh.com/
The Federation regroups most of the housing OSBLs of Montréal. It promotes this 
type of housing and represents OSBLs. It also offers services to its members.

Ministère du développement économique, Innovation et Exportation – 
Les coopératives d’habitation au Québec
http://www.mdeie.gouv.qc.ca/objectifs/informer/cooperatives/page/etudes-
et-analyses-11083/?tx_igaffichagepages_pi1%5Bmode%5D=single&tx_
igaffichagepages_pi1%5BbackPid%5D=68&tx_igaffichagepages_pi1%5B
currentCat%5D=&cHash=e211b39d3af84b586dd0cc146be053f1
This guide (in french) is a portrait of co-ops, and was created using administrative and 
financial data from a database compiled by the Ministère and from other sources. 

CMHC — Guide to Co-operative Housing of the Canada Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation 
http://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/co/buho/gucoho/index.cfm
The CMHC is Canada’s national housing agency. This guide covers various 
topics on housing co-operatives.
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Québec – Statutes and Regulations

You can find the statutes and regulations of Québec on the
web site of Publications du Québec 
http://www.publicationsduquebec.gouv.qc.ca 
or on CanLII http://www.canlii.org/.

Cooperatives Act
http://www2.publicationsduquebec.gouv.qc.ca/
dynamicSearch/telecharge.php?type=2&file=/
C_67_2/C67_2_A.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/qc/laws/stat/rsq-c-c-67.2/
95412/rsq-c-c-67.2.html

Companies Act (Part III)
http://www2.publicationsduquebec.gouv.qc.ca/
dynamicSearch/telecharge.php?type=2&file=/C_
38/C38_A.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/qc/laws/
stat/rsq-c-c-38/latest/rsq-c-c-38.html

Civil Code of Quebec
http://www2.publicationsduquebec.gouv.qc.ca/
dynamicSearch/telecharge.php?type=2&file=/CCQ/
CCQ_A.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/qc/laws/stat/lrq-c-c-1991/
latest/lrq-c-c-1991.html

Legal Persons (including the obligations of directors):
sections 298 à 364
Co-ownership: sections 1038 à 1109 (these sections are
reproduced in this guide)
Contract: sections 1377 à 1456
Civil Liability: sections 1457 à 1481
Lease: sections 1851 à 2000

Charter of Human Rights and Freedoms
http://www2.publicationsduquebec.gouv.qc.ca/
dynamicSearch/telecharge.php?type=2&file=/C_12/
C12_A.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/qc/laws/stat/rsq-c-c-12/
latest/rsq-c-c-12.html

Montréal – Municipal By-Laws
The City of Montréal has put on line almost all municipal
by-laws. 
PLEASE NOTE: only by-laws that are available in English
are listed. To view all existing by-laws, you can conduct a
similar search in French.
http://ville.montreal.qc.ca/portal/page?_pageid=3620,
4034177&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL

Lois fédérales
Vous pouvez trouver les lois fédérales sur le site du min-
istère de la Justice du Canada 
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/fra/ 
ou sur CanLII http://www.canlii.org/.
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The First Hundred Years 1

7

The residential area of Milton-Parc and the
streets surrounding it was constructed during
the second half of the 19th century to serve
bourgeois families. The Hôtel-Dieu Hospital,
opened in 1862, was a focal point, built on
part of a huge tract of land which had been
owned since the 18th century by Les Reli-
gieuses Hôpitalières de Saint-Joseph, founded
by Jeanne Mance in the 17th century. Part of
the land not used for the hospital and convent
was developed for grey stone row housing star-
ting with Sainte-Famille Street., designed to
lead north from Sherbrooke Street, with a
view directly on the Nuns Chapel. 

The other streets from University to St. 
Laurent followed rapidly as the new electric
tramway, which connected Old Montreal
below the steep slope to the flat farmland of
the Milton-Parc area, made transportation
comfortable between the new residential area
and the commercial premises below.

Following World War II, the 75- to 100-year
old housing became less desirable. Families
gradually moved out, some selling to new 
owners, others converting the large cottages
and duplexes into rooming houses. Some 
buildings burned, while others were torn
down deliberately; in both cases new low-rise
housing or larger high-rises were constructed.
The neighbourhood, while still very comfor -
table and liveable, became shabby.
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1960-1972 2
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In the mid-1960’s, when tearing down and re-
building became the desirable form of urban
renewal, a group of developers, who were
close friends, slowly bought up 90% of the
buildings that stood on the six-block area of
Hutchison, Pine, Sainte-Famille and Milton.
They offered generous prices and acted
through four numbered-companies, so no 
previous owner would become suspicious. By
1968, they owned all but the churches, two
schools, and a handful of original houses.
Their plan was to tear down everything but
the institutions and construct a new, shiny,
modern city: high-rises, offices, and commer-
cial buildings. The Drapeau city administra-
tion was thrilled, the residents were alarmed,
and the Milton-Parc Citizens Committee 
was born.

The late 1960’s were not only a time of modern
urban renewal; they were also a time of social
change, working for social justice, wanting 
a “better world”, and fighting back. The 
University Settlement on St. Urbain near
Prince-Arthur, part of the late 19th century
settlement movement which offered services 
of recreation and education to the poor, was
also part of the social ferment. 

While the University Settlement was founded
to serve the poor, it began to change into 
working with the poor, and the staff of social
workers, community organizers, and the users
of the University Settlement began to organize
together to save their neighbourhood. While
the overwhelming leadership of this thrust
was assumed by social workers and urban
planners, residents slowly and cautiously 
became involved, and their numbers grew.

From 1968 to 1972, people from the Citizens
Committee and the University Settlement
knocked on doors, signed petitions, demons-
trated in the streets, marched to City Hall,
worked with McGill architecture students to
present alternatives to high-rises, held street
festivals, tried to form a housing co-operative,
founded alternative services for health ser-
vices, daycares, and food-buying co-ops, 
and held endless meetings, struggling with 
discussions and a commitment to democratic
functioning. 

At the same time, the owners of the properties
(now named Concordia Estates Ltd.) began
working on Phase One of their project: the 
tenants in certain designated blocks or parts
of blocks were forced to move out. In May,



Photo: CMP

10

1972, the Milton-Parc Citizens Committee 
occupied some of the empty dwellings, and si-
multaneously, a dozen particularly courageous
individuals occupied the offices of Concordia
Estates Ltd. on Park Avenue (where the tennis
courts now stand). On May 26, 1972, 56 indi-
viduals who were sitting in and their suppor-
ters were arrested, booked at the police
station, and charged with public mischief. 
The jury trial, in February 1973, acquitted
everyone, but it “took the wind out of every -
one’s sails”; people were exhausted, and they
felt they had failed.



1972-1979 3
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Meanwhile, things were not going so well for
the developers. The militant activity of the 
Citizens Committee had drawn the attention
of some of their financial supporters; for
example, the U.S. Ford Foundation withdrew
its funding. The world-wide oil crisis of 1972
and construction activities linked to the 1976
Montreal Olympics, which caused a huge
jump in inflation, had the effect of severely 
decreasing the value of the funding planned by
Concordia Estates Ltd. for all three phases of
the development. Although they proceeded
with Phase One, constructing the buildings we
now have among us (office tower, three apart-
ment high-rises, the underground shopping
mall, and the hotel, now a McGill residence),
they could not continue. They divided the 
property between the new construction of
Phase One (one third of the whole) and the 
remaining two thirds of the old original build -
ings which came under the ownership and 
management of a newly-created company,
Paxmil, with offices at the northeast corner 
of Parc and Milton. By 1974, neighbourhood
activities were at a standstill.

However, not for long. The excavations and
construction involved in building Phase One
disrupted traffic in the adjoining streets. The
Jeanne Mance Street Committee was formed
with the goal of eliminating through traffic,
including buses, on Jeanne-Mance.

The tried and true method of non-violent mili-
tant action went into gear: petitions, door-to-
door organizing, sit-downs at intersections
blocking traffic (including a “picnic supper”
at the intersection of Jeanne-Mance and
Prince Arthur). The Grayson Report, a serious
academic paper, presented valid and efficient
alternatives for re-routing buses and traffic.

It took some years, but eventually the City’s
Traffic Department saw it our way. But an
equally important result was the active involve-
ment of a new group of residents who joined
the Milton-Parc Citizens Committee, where
many old-timers continued as well.

In 1977, the community learned, via the grape-
vine, that Concordia Estates Ltd. was interes-
ted in selling off the remaining two-thirds of
their original project. Funding had dried up.
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A New Start

The Milton-Parc saga was re-launched and 
the timing could not have been better, as three
important factors came together:

• The Parti Quebecois had become the 
government of Quebec, with its promise of
a referendum on sovereignty. While this
was exciting and positive for many, other
parts of society became very anxious with
the result that many businesses left the 
province, and real estate values stagnated
or plummeted; there was no market for
Concordia’s old urban housing and the 
developers wanted to be relieved of it.

• The neighbourhood now had nearly ten
years of experience in “militant action”:
working together, understanding the role 
of non-violent direct action, trusting each
other, understanding the need for giving 
volunteer time, using the principles of trans-
parency and democratic functioning, as well
as the ability to analyze how society and the
economy work. Large numbers of residents
wanted to form housing co-operatives.

• With the help of a grant from Heritage
Montreal, and more help from a newly
formed Technical Resource Group (G.R.T),
the CDLC (Le Conseil de Développement
de Logement Communautaire), research
was carried out on the possibility of buying
the property, the legal requirements of 
forming housing co-operatives, and the
existence of the political will at all three 
levels of government to support and finance
such a project. The research showed the
way: the political will was there, as was
very helpful support for the project from

the city-wide heritage conservation move-
ment (Heritage Montreal and Save Mon-
treal), and the neighbourhood was ready.
On May 16, 1979, the Government of 
Canada, via its arm of Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation (CMHC),
bought the property for $5.5 million using
a cross-Canada program already in place,
created by the Trudeau government, to 
help residents of rental property form 
co-operatives.

Preliminary Work

At the time CMHC promised to sell the pro-
perties to the Société du Patrimoine Urbain de
Montréal (SPUM), a newly formed non-profit
corporation created with the help of Heritage
Montreal; it gave SPUM full responsibility to
manage the properties, and made a commit-
ment to SPUM of its intent to provide finan-
cial support to Milton-Parc co-operatives and
other non profit associations. The first chal-
lenge for SPUM and the Milton-Parc commu-
nity was to provide a viable and feasible
Action Plan within six months. 

To prepare the Action Plan, technical support
was provided by the CDLC, assisted by the
newly formed Milton-Parc Technical Resource
Group. 

A very well thought-out Action Plan was pre-
pared and in April 1980, the CMHC officially
accepted this plan. However CMHC indicated
that future rents would be based on market 
levels, and there was no guarantee that the
rents would remain affordable, nor that resi-
dents would not have to move to other units
or elsewhere outside of Milton-Parc. 
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Needless to say, this was traumatic for the 
residents in Milton-Parc and the community
was quick to mobilize again. This mobiliza-
tion coincided with the coming referendum 
on sovereignty-association in May 20, 1980, 
and the federal government, not wanting any
unnecessary disruptions, acted quickly. The
neighbourhood won the principle that the
rents to be charged by the co-ops and other
non-profits for the newly renovated dwellings
were not to be based on the market, but 
rather on the rents currently paid along with
modest increases. No residents would be 
forced to leave their units due to a large 
jump in rent.

CMHC committed to provide substantial 
subsidies for the purchase and renovation of
the buildings to ensure the affordable rent
structure, as well as the cost of the Technical
Resource Group.

A new non-profit corporation, the Société
d’Amélioration Milton-Parc (SAMP) with a
board composed of residents and experts in
law, architecture, urban planning, business
and community development, was formed to
become the temporary owner of the proper-
ties, with the goal of overseeing the work and
eventually turning over the properties to the
co-ops and other non-profits which would
eventually own the properties. CMHC sold
the properties to SAMP in October, 1980.

The Milton-Parc Technical Resource Group
(also known as the ‘GRT’ after its name in
French) was made up of 20 skilled and com-
mitted people who were social animators, edu-
cators, architects, and administrators. Its
purpose was to assist the community, the co-

ops and non-profits to create their organiza-
tions, to provide the technical resources in re-
lation to the renovations (prepare the plans,
obtain permit approvals, prepare and manage
the tender process and supervise the quality,
budgets and schedules of the works), and to
arrange the financing and the relationships
with the three levels of government. The GRT
also facilitated the transfer of ownership.

13
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1980-1987 4
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The financing of each co-op, unique to the
Milton-Parc Housing Project was complex
and was subject to certain regulations deman-
ded by CMHC as a condition of receiving the
funding, which included the generous subsi-
dies which kept the rents low. As eventual
owner of its own buildings, each co-op and
other non-profit association would hold a 
35-year mortgage guaranteed by CMHC from
a bank or financial institution in order to pay
for its share of the renovations and the pur-
chase price. CMHC, financed by federal taxes,
would subsidize the whole project. CMHC
paid the difference between the interest rate at
the time and 2%. This meant that rents were
calculated to finance the cost of a mortgage 
at only 2% plus property taxes, maintenance,
insurances and utilities. The rents would be
below market and would be based on the 
‘acquired rights’ of the original residents 
to remain in their dwellings.

During the 35-year period when CMHC
would guarantee the mortgage and subsidize
the project, it had certain requirements:

• The renovations had to meet certain 
standards of safety and health;
• The buildings had to be maintained 
in a constant state of good repair; 

• At least 15% of the residents of each 
co-op and other non-profit had to be eligi-
ble for an additional subsidy, bringing their
rents to no more than 30% of their very
low incomes. CMHC’s financing included 
a specific subsidy (called “Rent Geared 
to Income Subsidy) to be used for this 
purpose;
• A certain percentage of each co-op and
other non-profit budget had to go toward 
a reserve fund to pay for major repairs,
which could only be used with CMHC’s
permission;
• CMHC had to be kept up to date regard -
ing the co-ops’ and other non-profits’ inter-
nal functioning, with annual reports of the
co-ops’ and non-profits’ audits, annual 
general assembly minutes, elected officers,
and adherence to rent-geared-to-income 
regulations.

There were almost 600 dwelling units in 135
buildings in Milton-Parc. The total cost of 
development was $30.7 million. The CMHC,
the City of Montreal, and the Quebec Govern-
ment contributed $6 million in capital subsi-
dies. The remaining amount was borrowed on
mortgage loans and the CMHC entered into
an agreement with each co-op and other non-
profit to subsidize the mortgage rate from the



lenders’ rates to 2%. In the first year this
amounted to $4 million. The amount varied
over 35 years, tied to the changes in the inte-
rest rate upon renewal of the mortgage loans.

The first eight co-ops were self-organized
quickly (1979-80) because those were the
buildings where all the community activists
were living: Du Nordet, Milton-Parc, Les 
Tourelles, Sainte-Famille, Concerto, Petite
Cité, De Chez Soi, Tour les Alentours. The
CMHC required that 50% plus one among
the residents of the dwellings involved had to
agree to form a co-op. These first eight co-ops
working closely with SAMP (which was still
the owner), immediately applied for, and 
received, their mortgage loans, so that from
the beginning those co-ops controlled their
own finances.

The period from 1979 to 1987, when the pro-
perties were turned over to the co-ops and
other non-profits, was eight years of hard
work by staff and volunteers alike under the
leadership of the director: creative and imagi-
native work, genius at problem-solving
(“There’s a problem? We’ll solve it!”), learn -
ing about the renovations, how to run co-ops,
and other non-profits and a commitment to
democratic functioning. 

Beginning as soon as CMHC had bought the
property, the community began to meet on a
fairly regular basis. In the first year, the Action
Plan was prepared and presented to the com-
munity. At this very early stage two major and
important issues were discussed: what kind of
structure would be created to govern the com-

munity (loosely or more tightly) and what
were the basic social values that would be ap-
plied in all the co-ops and other non-profits
and how would they be guaranteed. The 
minutes of these meetings are available and
are fascinating to read. In terms of structure,
proposals included a “Federation of Milton-
Parc Co-ops”, or a “Conseil Milton-Parc”.
The social values included the essentials of no
speculation on resale of property and preser-
ving the socio-economic demographics of the
community which was primarily low-income.

The Action Plan prepared by SPUM and the
community in 1979–80 provided the follo-
wing ten principles:

• No original resident would be forced out
for economic reasons; 
• The properties would be owned and 
administered on a non-profit basis;
• Ultimate control of the community would
be in the hands of the residents;
• Small groups would be formed to own
and administer the properties;
• No original resident would be forced out
because s/he does not wish to be involved in
the administration of the property in which
s/he resides; 
• The buildings would be renovated;
• Government funding from all levels
would be used;
• The resources and skills needed to 
provide the goals of the project would be
provided;
• Resources which existed in the project
and in the surrounding community would
be used;

16



• To meet the financial goals as well as the
goal of resident control, all the properties
would be transferred by May, 1982.

All these goals and principles were respected,
with the exception of the date for transfer
which was pushed forward to 1987 in order
to allow community discussion on the legal
form the transfers would take, to organize all
the co-ops and other non-profits, and to finish
the renovations.

There was strong agreement within the com-
munity on these principles, as expressed in 
minutes and documents that were distributed
widely. Additional principles declared right
from the beginning were:

• Buildings that were already subdivided
into rooming houses or tiny apartments
would remain that way, since they provided
much-needed housing for single low-income
residents;
• The heritage features of the buildings
would be preserved and maintained;
• Buildings already used as residences 
could not be transformed into commercial
premises.

By 1984, seven more co-ops were organized
with the help of the Milton-Parc Technical 
Resource Group: Rue des Artistes, Les
Jardins, Petite Hutchison, Alliance, L’Escale,
Les Colonnes, and La Voie Lactée. Three 
“social” non-profits (Yellow Door, “55-65”
and Chambrelle) were formed from buildings
that housed individuals in rooms or tiny
apartments, most of whom were people who
were not interested in or able to manage their

buildings without outside help. A fourth 
non-profit (Chambreclerc) was set up in 1989,
built on two pieces of vacant land within 
the project to house previously homeless 
individuals.

A separate non-profit corporation, Société de
développement communautaire Milton-Parc
(SDC Milton-Parc), was formed to manage
the commercial properties on Park Ave., 
Milton, and Prince Arthur. 

In addition, there are two more non-profits
(Société Village Jeanne-Mance and Societé 
Allegro) that were formed by the individuals
who had previously hoped to buy their pro-
perty as private owners, the story of which 
is described below.

Photo: Charles Primeau
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Before the Communauté Milton-Parc 5
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We need to go back a few years. The first idea
of ownership was that each co-op and non-
profit would become the sole owner of its buil-
dings and land. However, once the property
had been turned over to SPUM following the
latter’s purchase of the properties by CMHC
in 1979, among the one thousand or more re-
sidents then residing in Milton-Parc there were
about a dozen individuals who declared their
interest in owning, as individuals, the property
they lived in. Their interest was not an unusual
one in our society, in which the norm is exactly
that: residents own their property if they can
afford it. However, most of the residents in the
project as a whole did not agree. There were a
number of reasons why:

• The ten-year struggle to save the neigh-
bourhood had been governed by the princi-
ple that everyone already there – most of
whom according to surveys taken at the
time had very low incomes – could continue
to live there, and at rents they could 
afford;
• The community activists had not given
thousands of volunteer hours over 10 years
so that a handful of individuals could buy
property at a very low unit price and then
reap the benefits of a huge increase in pro-
perty values which would inevitably happen

in the next few years. According to these
activists, the property had not been saved
for speculation;
• As one resident said, “They want the
price of one steak at the same rate as the
whole cow.” According to one calculation,
the $6 million total purchase cost, divided
by a little over 600 units, would come to an
average of $10,000 per unit! Obviously this
huge advantage for a dozen or so residents
was out of the question;
• SPUM board members, the GRT, and a
large consensus in the community agreed
that the properties should be owned on a
non-profit basis. This was enshrined in the
Action Plan in 1979 and was the basis on
which CMHC subsequently agreed to make
its programs available when it approved the
Action Plan in 1980.

But how to ensure that the properties would
be withdrawn from normal market pressures
increasing their value in a choice location in
downtown Montreal? How to protect low 
income people and preserve the project’s 
affordability over time when low income peo-
ple are more often than not pushed out as the
neighbourhood is improved? How to preserve
the heritage qualities of the buildings? 
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One group’s search for answers to
these questions 

The restrictions related to architectural preser-
vation and affordability were unprecedented.
At that time, there were no provincial or 
municipal heritage restrictitions for the area;
CMHC’s equity requirements for its co-opera-
tive projects were much less restrictive than
what the community wanted. But the consen-
sus of residents was that these restrictions
were essential in order to preserve the unique
social and historic features of the neighbour -
hood. However, no simple legal framework to
permit this appeared possible. SAMP announ-
ced it would be retaining ownership of the 
entire project area as land owner; it would
sign a 99-year lease with the co-ops and non-
profit housing groups. These leaseholder
agreements would contain provisions regar-
ding architectural preservation and new unit
allocation. 

The response from many of the residents who
had worked the hardest to organize the co-ops
was strong opposition. They wanted their
groups to be full-fledged owners, not to be
some sort of tenant. SAMP said this was 
impossible but some residents sought advice
from other legal experts. After long discussion
in the community and with SAMP, it was 
realized that if the legal structure did not 
permit such mechanisms, the legal structure
would have to be amended.

But still no plan was satisfactory

1985 and 1986 were devoted to community
meetings, widely circulated documents and
discussions. There was not total agreement,
however. The group of residents who had
wanted to own their properties outright had
realized soon after that their option would
never be accepted, and had created non-profit
associations. (Allegro and Village Jeanne
Mance). They could not accept being part 
of, and possibly controlled by, a centralized
ownership of their properties. Several co-ops 
joined with them, they consulted legal coun-
sel, and proposed an alternative option: a 
“second mortgage” which would declare 
the same principles as the 99-year lease, but
would not be a centralized authority over 
the long term. The adherents of this second
option continued to be part of all the commu-
nity meetings and debates throughout 1985
and 1986.

Ultimately, the proposal of a 99-year lease
was withdrawn.



The creation of the Communauté 
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One of Quebec’s most eminent notaries and a
scholar in the matter was recruited to assist in
legally structuring the Milton-Parc Housing
Project. He proposed the idea of a condomi-
nium in which each co-op and non-profit
would own their buildings and the land under
the buildings. The land adjacent to the build -
ings (both in the front and the back) would be
held as common property by all the co-op and
other non-profit owners in the Milton-Parc
community. But only the occupants who live in
the buildings could use those adjacent pieces of
land. Our notary suggested a creative solution
whereby the entire ensemble of buildings
would be owned by the co-ops and non-profits
without dividing them into individual units, as
is done in condominiums comprising separate
dwellings. A draft “Declaration of Co-owner-
ship” (the Declaration), was formally presented
to the community on May 20, 1986. 

The Declaration, however, goes further than
the commercial condominiums familiar to our
society. Just as individuals purchasing a unit
in a newly built condominium project must
agree to certain rules such as the number of
pets or a prohibition on changing the win-
dows on their apartment, the co-owners (co-
ops and other non-profit groups of Milton-

Parc) would enter into a co-propriety agree-
ment in which they would agree to allocate a
large portion of newly available dwellings to
very-low and low-income households and
would agree to maintain the architectural 
heritage qualities of their façades.

Meanwhile, however, the community conti-
nued to meet (sometimes weekly) throughout
1986 and 1987, debating how the social and
economic values generally agreed upon could
be protected. (Again, the years of minutes 
are available and make fascinating reading.)
Several refinements were agreed upon: 

• Residents already living in the buildings
before renovations would have acquired
rights;
• The income and space requirements
would apply only to the selection process
for new members; 
• The acquired rights would also apply 
to residents whose income and space-use
might change in the course of their 
residence.

On June 12, 1987 all the co-ops and other
non-profits signed an agreement to accept 
the Declaration as the fundamental legal 
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document describing their ownership rights.
This agreement meant that it could be pre-
sented to the Quebec National Assembly and
adopted as a Private Bill on June 23, 1987
which allowed the registration of the Declara-
tion. The signatories included the group that
had previously wanted to have individual
ownership. The final agreement included pro-
visions that met their concerns: namely, that
CMP would concern itself exclusively with the
administration of the properties. It would not
take positions on political or social issues 
affecting the community, without the consent
of the whole community. 

The Declaration describes the governing struc-
ture which in legal terms is a legal “person”
called a ‘syndicate’. In Milton-Parc this is
known as the Communauté Milton-Parc
(CMP). CMP does not own the land; rather,
the land it is owned by the co-ops and non-
profits (except for a few pieces of common
land such as the lanes). CMP is the governing
body comprised of representatives of all the
co-ops and other non-profits, and has a collec-
tive responsibility to preserve the properties,
to ensure that the principles of the Declaration
are honoured by all the co-ops and non-
profits, to maintain and manage the common
portions, to protect the rights related to the
properties, and take all measures in the 
common interest.

The Declaration spells out the legally binding
conditions to which each co-op and other
non-profit is held.

These conditions are mentioned in the ‘Desti-
nation Clause’ found in the Declaration and
stipulate that CMP, the co-ops, and the other
non-profits are bound by rules that:

• Require access to quality dwellings for
low and moderate income people;
• Conserve the urban fabric and the archi-
tectural and socio-economic uniqueness 
of the neighbourhood;
• Provide stringent mechanisms on re-sale
to prevent speculation.

The Québec Civil Code came into force in
1994 and the rules regarding voting in co-
ownership changed. However, unanimous
consent of all the co-owners to make changes
directly or indirectly to the Destination Clause
and the implications that follow from it, is
still required for CMP, since its Declaration
had been drawn up prior to 1994. 

What has made the CMP unique is that it at-
taches social responsibility and non-specula-
tive restraints on the collective ownership of
the property. This is similar to the way any
restrictions can be established in a land trust,
a legal status that is accepted and used 
elsewhere in North America.
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In December 1987, the renovations were 
finished, the co-ops and non-profits were in
place, the financing was in order, and the 
Declaration was completed, SAMP and each
co-op and non-profit signed the deed of sale.
It was a great day and a new chapter was
about to begin for Milton-Parc. 

The CMP is unique in all of Canada, indeed 
in North America. Similar to a land trust, it is
the largest one in Canada and it is the only
one in which co-ops or OSBLs are governed
by a Declaration of Co-ownership. It is also
unique in being the result of a twenty-year
struggle on behalf of the residents who live 
in it. It is a legacy that must be preserved.
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1988-2011 CMP Controls 
its Neighbourhood 7
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Now begins the fourth phase of Milton-Parc:
the nearly 25-year period, (1988-2011), when
the residents had to manage their affairs, be-
come landlords of very valuable property as
well as tenants and members of a co-op or
non-profit, learn to work together to manage
the land owned in common, and learn to
handle the social problems that arise when
any group of people has to manage a part of
their lives collectively.

As soon as the Private Bill was duly adopted
by the National Assembly and the Declaration
signed by the co-ops and OSBLs, the CMP
was established as the legal association which
would administer the Declaration. It rented 
an office, hired a manager to take care of the
administration, and established a democratic
decision-making structure: an elected board 
of directors and a general assembly of one 
delegate from each of its 22 member organiza-
tions: 15 co-ops, 7 OSBLs, and the SDC
(which manages the commercial properties). 

The general assembly has representatives 
designated by each co-op and the other 
non-profits, and functions according to the 
arrangements described in the Declaration:

each co-owner manages its own internal 
operations and abides by the conditions and
restraints described in the Declaration. CMP
manages common concerns such as property
evaluations, insurance and land not managed
by a co-op or non-profit. It can also propose
arbitration in the case of conflict between co-
owners or between the CMP and co-owners.

The CMP administrators are obliged to ensure
that the Declaration is followed. For example,
they are responsible for ensuring that the 
Destination Clause is respected. 

The City property taxes and the school taxes
are sent to CMP in one large invoice for the
common spaces. These are paid by the mem-
ber groups according to an ingenious system
based upon the amount of land each member
co-op and other non-profit manages. The re-
sult –which is very fair – is that the co-ops like
Milton-Parc, Concerto, or a non-profit like
Chambrelle with large pieces of land in front
and/or behind their buildings pay a much 
higher share of the taxes, insurances, and fees
that are allotted to all the organizations of
CMP. Co-ops and non-profits with very little
land, like Les Jardins and Chambreclerc, pay 
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a very low share. A proportional representa-
tion plan prescribed by the Declaration is also
used in weighting the votes that are taken in
the general assembly.

Regarding the City property taxes, in 1987
SAMP challenged the City’s assessment of the
value of the Milton-Parc properties which
were about to be transferred. In a decision
dated August 27, 1987, the Bureau de révision
de l’évaluation foncière du Québec ruled that
the evaluation of the properties for tax pur-
poses should be based on their decreased non-
market value because of the rules preventing
resale for non-speculative purposes. This was
in line with the Declaration. 

CMP has been built on solid foundations
going back to the struggle which started in the
1960s. It has become a unique model that
channels the values and commitments of its
residents to control their community, manage
their homes collectively and function demo-
cratically.



Some highlights of the Past 20 Years 8
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While the CMP board of directors and the
manager continued to carry out their responsi-
bilities capably and efficiently during this 
period, many individual members of coops
and non-profits were involved in a variety of
improvements in the neighbourhood. Here 
are some examples.

The fall and rise of SDC Milton-Parc

SDC Milton-Parc which was established to
administer the commercial properties of CMP,
went into an economic decline in the early
1990’s due to a serious economic recession in
the Montreal economy and related problems.
Its major creditors, Great West Life and the
Royal Bank, were demanding payments which
could not be met.

The directors of SDC brought in additional
members, combined forces with the former di-
rector of SAMP/GRT and the former presi-
dent of SAMP; and prepared a refinancing
strategy. A new financial partnership was
struck with the Caisse d’économie solidaire,
which became the mortgage creditor, and six
co-ops and non-profits loaned SDC $10,000
each. However, certain economically unviable

properties were surrendered for non-payment
of city taxes: 3720 Parc Avenue, the Pine 
Tavern, and two other smaller locations.

Once SDC was stable, a new group of admi-
nistrators was elected from the co-ops and
non-profits that were member partners. All
commercial properties were rented out and
the financial viability of the project became 
assured; all loans to the co-ops and non-
profits have been paid back.

Ice Storm

In January 1998, the ice storm damaged many
of our trees. The CMP directors decided to
use the contingency fund to have the trees
pruned with the approval of the general 
assembly. The trees were saved. 

10th Anniversary

1998 was a memorable year, our CMP’s 10th
Anniversary. CMP launched a website. It also
organized a neighbourhood party and invited
the representatives of La Cité. This marked
the definitive reconciliation with the organiza-
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tion responsible for the demolition of so many
houses. A commemorative plaque was instal-
led on a wall of La Cité on Prince-Arthur
Street and a gingko biloba was planted. 
Canada Post issued stamps to celebrate the
history of the CMHC and chose a picture of
the Milton-Parc Co-op to illustrate Victorian
row-housing.

Special meeting with another notary

In the fall of 1998, the CMP called one of
Québec’s experts on co-ownership to clarify
some of the restrictions in the Declaration. 
A day-long meeting to which all delegates
were invited was held June 20, 1998. How -
ever, since a written report of the meeting was
never presented to the assembly of delegates, 
a small group of co-ops organized another
meeting with him on November 15, 1999, from
which a brief written report, acknowledged
and approved by the notary, was distributed
to CMP delegates. Two importants points
were confirmed: 

• Any changes to the Destination Clause
must be approved by 100 % of the general
assembly.
• The directors are obliged to insure that
the socio-economic criteria are respected 
by the co-ops and OSBLs.

Hutchison Street

The spirit of social activism continued. Hut-
chison Street is a one way street moving down
from Pine Avenue and totally residential. It
had become a race track for cars bombing
down from Park Avenue. Petitions and ap-
peals to politicians produced nothing. In 
September 2000, the residents blocked the
street with a day-long sit down resulting in the
first car free event in Montreal. In December,
2002 the street connection to Park Avenue
was closed; Hutchison now serves cyclists, 
pedestrians, and a handful of cars driving 
east along Pine Avenue.

Pine-Park interchange and green
spaces

The Pine-Park interchange had long been a
neighbourhood source of noise, pollution,
danger, insecurity, and a hindrance to easy ac-
cess to Mount-Royal Park and Jeanne-Mance
Park. Many co-op and other non-profit resi-
dents, along with the Milton-Parc Citizens
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Committee, had petitioned for years to have it
dismantled. Finally, in 2002 the City faced a
very expensive and essential renovation pro-
ject and acted. It took two years and $30 mil-
lion and the community now has a beautiful
open space with simple cross-road intersec-
tions for easy use by pedestrians, cyclists, and
cars. Some of the freed-up land has expanded
Jeanne-Mance Park north of Pine, and the rest
south of Pine has created a flat, open green
space used by many residents and office 
workers.

A community consultation, very well organi-
zed by the borough in November, 2006, made
it clear to the borough and the centre City
that the neighbourhood wanted the space kept
green and open. There had been murmurings
about building a few high-rises on the valua-
ble land facing the mountain, but the commu-
nity rallied each time the issue was raised,
making it very clear it would never tolerate
such a move.

Greening the Neighbourhood

Greening the neighbourhood took prominence
on several occasions:

• Village Jeanne-Mance won a prize in
1991 for its gorgeous flower garden behind
3709-3715 Jeanne-Mance awarded by the
City in its annual contest for land beautifi-
cation;
• Sponsored by the Urban Ecology Centre,
three prominent projects were carried out: a
green roof at 3518 Jeanne-Mance, done by
Co-op Petite Cité during the summer of
2005; lush gardens and flowers on the
pieces of land surrounding Co-op Tour des
Alentours on Pine Avenue; and a blooming

garden where there once had been asphalt
for 30 years in the front yards of the non-
profit situated at 3555-3565 Jeanne-Mance
both of which were carried out in 2007; 
• Parc Oxygen – a 20 year saga and effort
to maintain a small piece of land between
Hutchison and the lane behind Park Avenue
just north of Prince Arthur as a community-
run park. It belongs to an outside owner
with high hopes of making a few hundred
thousand dollars with land speculation; all
efforts have been made to stop him. 
• Another laudable initiative was that of
Co-op Les Tourelles which, in 2005, inves-
ted in eight solar panels installed on its roof
to heat the water for all the apartments at
3597 Jeanne-Mance.
• Using the Coops efficaces program of the
Confédération québécoise des coopératives
d’habitation (CQCH) that is administered
by the Fédération des coopératives d’habi-
tation intermunicipale du Montréal métro-
politain (FECHIMM), several co-ops took
advantage of the program to replace old
thermostats. They also used different pro-
grams to purchase Energy Star fridges and
to improve exterior lighting.

Involvement in the wider Community

In 1999 CMP had a seat on the Comité
aviseur des partenaires at the local police 
station until it moved to Rachel Street. CMP
maintains its membership in the FECHIMM,
the Fédération des OSBL d’habitation de
Montréal (FOHM), the Conseil regional de
l’environnement de Montréal (CRE), and 
supports community organizations such as 
Les amis de la montagne and the Milton-Parc
Citizens Committee.



Ongoing efforts

CMP, in its role of encouraging community in-
volvement, organized a study day (journée de
consulation) on May 9, 2009 for all the CMP
residents in order to discuss their concerns,
their values, and the issues facing the commu-
nity. The topics of discussion were: 

Participation of members in their co-ops and
other non-profits, 

• Democratic functioning,
• Quality of the environment, 
• Sense of belonging, 
• Dialogue with elected political representa-
tives, the police and McGill University 

officials to maintain quiet and a feeling of
neighbourliness,
• Exchange of expertise among groups,
• Improved communications among the 
co-ops and the other non-profits,
• Clear understanding of the Declaration,
• Communication with other organizations
within the wider neighbourhood.

CMP had its work cut out for it! And it began
by organizing information meetings and
workshops on practical subjects such as co-op
financing, selection policies, and maintenance,
as well as legal questions such as co-op res-
ponsibilities under the Charter of Human
Rights and Freedoms of Québec.
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Let us note several additional neighbourhood victories which occurred during this
period, thanks to the militant action of many of our residents:

3421-23 Hutchison was saved from demolition by community action which began 
in November, 1981;

3700-3714 Jeanne-Mance was saved from demolition by the City of Montreal in
1981. It was converted to renovated condos, and its original low-income residents
were housed in the Co-op Margaret Morris located in the adjacent new construction
built by the City (some members of this co-op, as well as some owners of the
condos, are active in community activities);

3749 Jeanne-Mance, formerly the residence of the Brothers who taught at D’Arcy
McGee High School, was saved from becoming a parking lot in the early 1980s and 
is now owned by Ma Chambre, a non-profit for formerly homeless;

Strathearn School, 3680 Jeanne-Mance, was saved from becoming condos, and 
is currently a community and arts centre owned by the city; The effort to turn Strat-
hearn School into a community managed community arts centre is a very long story.
It began in 1982 with the energy of a handful of Milton-Parc residents; an imagina-
tive mission statement, along with a democraticly managed administration. The
program would have made it a well-used resource. Tragically, in the fall of 1996, 
a coup d’état engineered by the city-run Service des sports et loisirs expelled the
community, threatening legal action on trumped-up evidence. It is a story waiting 
to be told.

Vacant land, formerly owned by Steinberg’s at 3540 Park Avenue, was prevented
from becoming a dépanneur, which resulted in six residents being arrested during 
a protest demonstration in March, 1983. A new building was constructed on the 
site which is owned by the Coopérative La Voie Lactée, a member of CMP.
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The People 9
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The reader will note that no individual names
are mentioned in the history. That is because
hundreds of individuals, both residents and
supporters outside the neighbourhood, were
involved during the 40-some years that are 
covered in this text. It is impossible to name
them all, and in addition, to decide who to
include. Hence, no one is mentioned.

However, there are a handful of individuals
whose involvement and commitment can be
acknowledged as having played the kind of
role that, without which, the project would
not have moved forward. In other words, had
each of these individuals not played a crucial
role at a particular point, we would not have
the Milton-Parc Community today. We have
named them here, along with a short descrip-
tion of their roles. The dates in brackets indi-
cate the years during which the particulary
pointed activity was carried out. Those dates
do not reflect at all the continued support and
activity carried on to the present in case of
some of the individuals.

Peter Katadotis, Bryan Knight, Florence 
Bailin – social workers and community orga-
nizers at the University Settlement (1967-
1970) who first learned about the cryptic
purchases by the developers of almost all the
buildings within the present current bounda-
ries. They began the process of convening
neighbourhood meetings, founding the Mil-
ton-Parc Citizens Committee (MPCC), and
convincing the board and staff of the Univer-
sity Settlement to make a priority issue of this
serious threat to the neighbourhood. (1967-
1973)

Sue White Alward – 
social worker and 
community organizer
working at the University
Settlement who concep-
tualized, spearheaded

and carried out the extensive organizing of
door-knocking, and communicating with the
neighbourhood, the result of which was the
large membership of residents in the MPCC,
and not only memberships but real under -
standing among the residents of the issues 
at stake. (1968-1973)



David Williams – a resi-
dent home owner on Ste-
Famille and professor at

McGill who solidified the newly formed
MPCC, obtained the charter, expanded the
membership, made public the issue of the
threat to the neighbourhood, and developed
the strategy of presenting alternative plans to
those of the developer such as expanded use
of the current buildings, formation of a co-
operative, and municipally-sponsored zoning
changes, as well as many attempts to negotiate
with the developer. (1968-1972)

Dimitri Roussopoulos – 
a writer, peace activist,
and resident on Jeanne-
Mance who conceptuali-
zed, and for the first
time, applied the idea of
the 60s: that creating a
sense of a co-operative

community is a healthy way to live and that
the Milton-Parc neighbourhood was an 
opportunity to do this. His vision convinced
the membership of MPCC to change the 
strategy from that of presenting alternatives 
(although that still continued) and trying to
negotiate with the developer, to a strategy of
non-violent direct action against the develo-
per. He was crucial in organizing the occupa-
tions of empty housing and the offices of
Concordia Estates Ltd leading to subsequent 
arrests. He continues to live in the neighbour -
hood and is active in many of its affairs.
(1971-1973)

Lucia Kowaluk – social
worker and resident on
Jeanne-Mance who chal-
lenged and countered the
discouragement of no apparent results after
the arrest and court trial. She began by orga-
nizing the Jeanne-Mance Street Committee,
making links with the newly formed Héritage
Montréal, and exploring the purchase of the
block bounded by Jeanne-Mance, Pine Ave.,
Ste-Famille, and Prince Arthur in order to
form a co-op. She researched and wrote the
initial document submitted to Heritage Mon-
treal showing the feasibility of buying the pro-
perty. She continues to live in the project and
is active in its community affairs. (1974-1979) 

Phyllis Lambert – archi-
tect, founder of Héritage
Montréal, and protector 
of urban heritage who
worked closely with
Lucia Kowaluk to ex-
plore the possibility of
purchasing from the de-

veloper the entire property in order to pre-
serve it and transfer it to the people who lived
there. She made the crucial arrangements for
the involvement of the government of Canada
and the purchase of the property by the
CMHC. She served as president of SPUM, and
later of SAMP and maintianed those positions
until the sale of properties to the coops and
OSBLs. She has continued her support for the
project to the present. (1976-1987)
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Robert Cohen – lawyer
and community political
activist who became the
director of the GRT
(1980-1988). He develo-
ped the project, sustained and preserved its 
social values, created the legal and social
structures that continue to govern it, and wor-
ked with a commitment far and beyond the
normal expectations of a director. He also ser-
ved as vice-president of SAMP until the trans-
fer of the properties. He maintains his contact
and support for the project. (1980-1988)

Daniel Metterlin – notary who worked closely
with the GRT, and conceptualized the legal
structure needed to preserve the social values
agreed upon by the community. He tragically
died in an automobile accident before he
could finish his work. (1982-1984)

François Frenette – no-
tary of distinguished re-
putation in Québec who
worked closely with Ro-
bert Cohen and the GRT,
and conceptualized and
wrote the Declaration

which is the legal document that currently 
governs the Communauté Milton-Parc, pro-
tecting its heritage value, securing the housing
for low and middle income residents, and pre-
venting its resale, except under unanimous
consent. He remains a strong supporter of 
the project. (1984-1988)

After the transfer of the property to all the 
co-ops and OSBLs in 1987, hundreds of resi-
dents were active in running their co-ops and
OSBLs, serving on the board of CMP, organi-
zing community events, maintaining the 
quality of the neighbourhood beyond the 
project boundaries, and playing an active 
role in other community organizations. Indivi-
duals’ roles varied, some giving many more
hours than others and we honour them all.

We also list here the names of the administra-
tors on the board of directors who have 
served over the years. See following page.

One outstanding characteristic among all
these people, including the individuals 
mentioned by name above, is that most of
their efforts were carried out as volunteers.
Even among the few who are named above
and who were in salaried positions, a large
portion of their work was volunteered.

As a community, we salute them all and give
them our heartfelt thanks.
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2000 to 2004

Léopold Goulet
Pierre Houle
Olivier Martin
Anne Powell
Danielle Rousseau
Patricia Smith
Penny Parks
Robert Silverman
Gregory Brent
Gilles Bussière
Oliva Torres

2004 to 2009

Alanna Dow
Lucia Kowaluk
Patricia McMullen
Sylvain Desmarteau
Louis-Philippe Duperré
Léopold Goulet
Raphaelle Rinfret-Pilon
Pierre Houle
Danielle Rousseau
Anne Powell
André Rainville
Olivier Martin
Anton Moody
Jeanne-Josette Blaise

2009 to the present

Alanna Dow
Sylvain Desmarteau
Louis-Philippe Duperré
Lucia Kowaluk
Patricia McMullen
Guillaume Lahaie
Patricia Garcia
Germain Levac
Pat Moore
Pierre Houle
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1988 to 1991

Carmen Moral-Suarez
Robert Landreville
Bernard Lavertu
Lucia Kowaluk
Charles Primeau
Gregory Brent
Michel Assadi
Michel Gagnon
Adele Mardoche
Serge Gingras
Moishe Dolman
Dan O’Leany
Marc Nader
Donald Poirier
Richard Wall
Cathy Murphy
John Bradley

1991 to 1995

Danielle Rousseau
Carolle Piché-Burton 
Daniel Trudeau 
Mehdi Ghafoury 
Adelia Ferreira
Robert Landreville
Bernard Lavertu
Dimitri Roussopoulos
Joshua Wolfe
Gilles Bussière
Ariane Tremblay
Carmen Moral-Suarez
Sonia Broch
Bernard Bourbonnais
François Normandeau

1995 to 2000

Gregory Brent
Pierre Houle
Danielle Rousseau
Gilles Bussière
Oliva Torres
Annette Brown
Maryse Guillemette
Carolle Piché-Burton
Robert Landreville
Renée Gauthier
Charlotte Thibault
Lynda Carrier
Moishe Dolman
Sara Fisher
Lucia Kowaluk



The Declaration of Co-ownership
Abridged and with Comments
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As we already explained in the History of 
Milton-Parc Community, the Declaration of
Co-ownership is the legal document which
governs the way we use the property we 
live in.

Therefore we are presenting some of it in two
steps.

Step I: Abbreviated version of the Declaration

This version using the legal text presents the
articles of the Declaration which are those
commonly used in our governance. When it is
possible, the articles have been simplified or
omitted. The text includes the numbers of spe-
cific articles to which it refers. There are many
more articles included in Step I than are re-
ferred to in Step II.

Step II: A popular and easier to read version
of the Declaration

This version of certain articles follows the 
Abbreviated version. The text is in a gray box.
This version contains the subjects that are
often used by the co-ops and OSBLs, and that
members want to understand. The text is not
the legal text; it is a text which tries to explain
the main points of the Declaration. The reader
must understand that in case of a discussion,
disagreement, arbitration, litigation, etc., only
the official legal text can be used.



This Declaration was signed on December 21, 1987. It was signed again on August 2, 1994 fol-
lowing certain modifications to the Civil Code of Québec.

PART I: MEMORANDUM OF ASSOCIATION
PRÉAMBLE
Description of the premises
(1.1 to 1.8)

Description of the lots and the buildings, the servitudes, the mortgage, the agreements with the
CMHC and the Société d’amélioration Milton-Parc inc. (SAMP).

Preamble
(1.9 to 1.11)
That the acquisition of these buildings is the result of a long process of organization and joint
action by the citizens of Milton-Parc neighbourhood, assembled and assisted in various ways, to
oppose the La Cité project that threatened the socio-economic and physical character of the
community and to ensure effective control of their living conditions as well as to renovate and
operate the site for the benefit of the community;

In recent years (1980-1987), a considerable number of buildings underwent extensive renova-
tion and restoration work financed and subsidized by various levels of government and carried
out not only with regard for the traditional architectural style of the Milton-Parc neighbour-
hood, but also completed without changing the social character of the neighbourhood;

That the Syndicat de la copropriété Milton-Parc, by this Declaration, adopting the formula and
legal structure of co-ownership of an immovable by declaration, to firmly guarantee that the
way and quality of life which the citizens of the Milton-Parc neighborhood and the passage of
time have imprinted on this environment be maintained.

These sections describe the vision of CMP.

Definitions
(2)
Please consult page 66.
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Civil Code of Québec
(3)
The Civil Code of Québec applies.

Official Name
(4)
Communauté Milton-Parc.

Destination
(5)
The buildings will be used for rental housing and to a lesser degree for rental of commercial
spaces, in perpetuity so as to promote both a control of all buildings and access to quality hous-
ing units for people with moderate or low income. Thus, the Communauté will on the one
hand, promote the interests of current and future residents and on the other hand, preserve the
unity of the physical, architectural and socio-economic characteristiecs of the area of Commu-
nauté Milton-Parc.

This Destination assigned to the Communauté Milton-Parc of Co-ownership is aimed at main-
taining, in as integrated a way as possible, the different characteristics of the microcosm in
which the buildings are located.

The various restrictions imposed by this Declaration on the rights and on the exercise of rights
of the co-owners are intended to guarantee that the daily acts of the co-owners conform to the
Destination. These restrictions separately or as a whole are necessary for this reason and no
other.

This section defines the mission of CMP.

Description
(6.1 à 6.3)
Description of the common and exclusive portion.
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PART II: BY-LAWS
Conditions of Use for Common Land

Common Land for General Use
(7.1 to 7.1.5)

Subject to the provisions of the Civil Code of Québec,* to the present Declaration and its
amendments and to any decisions of the assembly of co-owners, each of the co-owners has
complete access to common portions to use for their designated purpose in a way that does not
prevent the full and complete exercise of the same right by the other co-owners and subject to
the restrictions listed hereafter, specifically:

The co-owners must respect all of the easements that affect or could affect the property. 

Each co-owner is responsible for any damage caused to the common portions, and in a general
manner, for all harmful consequences likely to result from improper use or from use not in con-
formity with the purpose of the common portions, whether as a result of its action, the action
of its lessee, its personnel or persons travelling to or from its private portion.

Co-owners do not have free access to the sections of the common portions reserved for adminis-
trative use or to the common portion reserved for the exclusive use of one or more co-owners.

Except as foreseen and specified in municipal regulations, nothing can obstruct yards, side-
walks, access routes, roads and parking spaces or other common transit and leisure areas, nor
can anything be left on these sections of the immovable.

Nobody may damage, destroy, modify or litter any of the portions set aside for landscaping.

CMP can intervene, for example, in the case of construction in the back of the buildings or
poor maintenance of the front.

The Board will visit the neighbourhood to verify the condition of the common land.

Within the CMP there are two lanes that belong to CMP and which are for the use of every-
one – they are called common land. It is understood that they will be used in a sensible and
respectful way.
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Lessees and Occupants
(7.1.6)
Regulations relative to the enjoyment, use and maintenance of the private and common por-
tions, as well as those relative to the functioning of the co-ownership, its administration and its
procedure for collecting dues and contributions for common expenses, are applicable to lessees
and occupants of the exclusive portions as soon as a copy of these regulations or any modifica-
tions is delivered to them by the co-ownership or, failing that, the syndicate.

Common Land for Exclusive Use
(7.2)
The common portions specified in article 6.1.2 above, which because of their location and for
reasons of convenience, are assigned for the exclusive use of the co-owners of the adjoining pri-
vate portions do not cease to be subject to the co-ownership, and, as such, the enjoyment of
such common portions must conform to the immovable’s designation, specified in articles 7.1.1,
7.1.2, 7.1.5 and 7.1.6 above relative to common portions for general use, by carrying out the
modifications required under the circumstances, specifically, regarding article 7.1.5, excluding
prohibited modifications, the transformations of use compatible with the use hitherto made of
said common portions for exclusive use, and, finally, with the decisions of the assembly of co-
owners.

Any co-owner benefitting from the exclusive use of common portions enumerated in article
6.1.2 above must ensure all aspects of their proper maintenance bearing, with no restriction, all
expenses and costs pertaining to this common portion for exclusive use and is responsible for
all damage caused to this portion or resulting from this portion.

Every co-owner (co-op or OSBL) owns its buildings and the land under the buildings in the
same way the individual owner of a traditional condominium owns his/her own property.
The difference in Milton-Parc is that here tight legal controls are put on the property as to
use and resale. Those controls are spelled out in the Declaration. Within CMP, there is land
that is immediately adjacent to buildings which belongs collectively to CMP: specifically, the
front and back yards. It is for the exclusive use of the co-owner* and is called “common land
for exclusive use”.

The co-owner is expected to take proper care of this land, and the co-owner cannot build a
structure on this land or substantially change its usage without permission of the adminis-
tration of CMP.

This property cannot be sub-divided and no piece of it can be sold under any conditions.

41* The use of the term co-owner throughout this document is used to describe the Co-ops and OSBLs that
own the property in Milton-Parc.



Exclusive Use

Conditions of Use for Private Portions
(8.1 to 8.3)
Each co-owner has the right to use the private portions of its fraction as it sees fit, as long as it
does not interfere with the rights of the other co-owners and does not do anything that could
negatively affect in any way the Destination of the immovable.
The premises making up the private portions of the immovable can be used for rental housing
or for commerce. In no case can they be used to carry out industrial production activities.

Prohibited Alienation
(8.3.1)
Considering the Destination of the immovable:

Any alienation of a section of a fraction is prohibited;

No part of the property owned by a co-op or OSBL can be sold under any circumstances.

New Commercial Lease
(8.3.2)
Considering the Destination of the immovable:

Any new lease relative to commercial premises is assigned, at the co-owners’ discretion, in keep-
ing with the services needed by the residential co-owners and/or market requirements.

New residential lease
(8.3.3 à 8.3.3.3)
Any new residential lease is subject to the following conditions:

• CHOOSING NEW TENANTS: Priority is accorded to persons in the following categories:

Category A:
• those who receive benefits by virtue of the law governing Aide sociale du Québec or
monthly guaranteed income supplement for seniors under the law governing Canada’s Old
Age Security Act;
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Category B:
• those who have a maximum income that is less than 125% of the income for low-income
households as determined by Statistics Canada in the case of large cities; or a maximum in-
come equal to the minimum salary according to the province of Québec;

Category C:
• those who have a maximum income inferior to the average of median household income in
large cities according to Statistics Canada.

Other than in cases of insolvency or the risk of insolvency, to respect, in the allocation of leases,
persons who are part of the above-mentioned categories relative to the premises situated in the
totality of the private portions of a co-ownership reserved for residence, a proportion of at least
two leases out of five for persons in category A, a maximum of two leases out of five for per-
sons in category B and a maximum of one lease out of five for persons in category C.

Choice of new residents: the criteria described above apply only to new tenants at the time
of selection.

Minimum Occupancy Level
(8.3.3.4)
Other than in cases of insolvency or the risk of insolvency, not to contravene the allocation of
leases in the manner foreseen in the below provisions, the minimum occupancy standards that
guarantee access to the residential premises to the greatest number of persons singled out in the
proceeding article:

4 1/2 to 5 1/2 rooms 2 persons
6 1/2 to 7 1/2 rooms 3 persons
8 1/2 or more rooms 4 persons

These criteria apply only to future tenants.
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Respect for the Law
(8.3.3.5)
Each new lease must conform, in a general way, to relevant legal provisions.

Non-Respect of Conditions for New Leases– Sanction
(8.3.4)
In allocating one or more new leases which have not respected the above-stated conditions ren-
ders the co-owner who has assented to this liable, in addition to the penalty provided for below
in article 42, by which the assembly co-owners can strip the co-owner of its authority, one of
the following sanctions can be imposed by an arbitrator, specifically:

• A reprimand accompanied by the obligation to, if possible, terminate the leases in question;

• The loss of the right to assign the number of leases that corresponds to those inappropri-
ately allocated, multiplied by a variable factor of one to five.

Co-ops or OSBLs who do not honour their conditions may be subject to sanctions which can
go as far as losing their right to select their new residents.

Sale of Any Property
(8.3.5)
No alienation whatsoever of the immovable can take place without its co-owner having first of-
fered it to other co-owners in a written notice addressed to the administrators* of the syndicate,
who must ensure that it is promptly distributed.

No sale can be carried out without first offering it to any one of the other co-owners; that is,
another co-op or OSBL. This desire to sell must be addressed in writing to the administra-
tors of CMP. who will then take charge of advising the other co-owners. The administators
must follow a strict procedure which is spelled out in article 8.3.5. 
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Practice of a Profession in a Residential dwelling
(8.4.1)
Exercising a profession, providing a service or engaging in artisanal activities in the portions re-
served for residency is possible on the condition, on the one hand, that all applicable municipal
regulations are specifically respected, and, on the other hand, that it is not done to the degree that
it violates the primary housing function of the premises which is its occupant’s place of residence.

A part of a residential dwelling can be used as a professional office, to offer a service or to
practice a domestic art on the condition that it adheres to municipal by-laws, and does not
interfere with the main purpose of the dwelling which is to serve as a residence.

The Facades of the Buildings
(8.4.2)
The exterior facade of the private portions contributes to the harmony of the entire immovable
and cannot, as a result, be modified without the prior authorizations of the administrators of
the syndicate, who, in this case, must apply the norms adopted by the assembly of co-owners.

The facades of the buildings must be properly maintained and must harmonize with the
heritage quality of the whole project. The board of CMP is responsible for making sure this
is done.

Good Condition of the Property
(8.5)
Each fraction must ensure that its private portions and accessories are maintained in good 
condition and in a state of cleanliness conforming to the applicable sanitary, hygienic and 
security norms.

The whole property must be kept in good condition as well as clean and secure. The board
of CMP is responsible for making sure this is done.
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Modifications to Private Portions
(8.6)
Modifications to the private portions must be carried out in a way that minimizes any damage
to common portions and other private portions.

Any modifications to property belonging to co-owners must be carried out so as not to 
create damages to the property (common or exclusive).

Necessary Work Decided Upon by the GA of the Co-Owners
(8.7)
No co-owner or his lessee can pose an obstacle to the execution of work necessary to the preser-
vation of the immovable decided upon by the assembly of co-owners.
However, a co-owner or lessee who, as a result of such work, suffers harm, whether it be a tem-
porary but serious disturbance or a definitive reduction in the value of his fraction, has the right
to indemnity at the expense of all of the co-owners in proportion to their obligations regarding
common expenses. The indemnity will, however, be at the expense of a single or several co-
owners alone if the decision to proceed with the execution of such necessary work was taken to
address the negligence of this or these co-owners with regards to the primary obligations incum-
bent upon them.

A co-owner cannot prevent the general assembly of CMP from carrying out repairs that are
essential to the maintenance of the property.

Disaster at a Private Portion
(8.8)
All co-owners must proceed with reconstruction and/or repair in the event of a disaster affect-
ing their exclusive portions, except in the cases anticipated in articles 34 and 35.

After a disaster, such as a fire, the co-owner affected and the CMP must proceed to repair
or rebuild the property following the procedures spelled out in the Declaration.
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Obligations of Administrators and Co-Owners Following a Disaster
(8.9 to 8.9.2)
Following any disaster which has not achieved the level of partial destruction as defined in 
article 35 of this document, as well as after any decision to reconstruct following complete 
or partial destruction, if nothing else is stipulated:

• Administrators of the syndicate must proceed without delay with the repair or restoration
of the common portions, broadly respecting and following the plans and specifications, and
their amendments, deposited with the signing notary. 

• The co-owners, for their part, must, in a way that respects the essence of the plans and 
specifications mentioned above, which guarantee the architectural uniformity of the co-
ownership, rebuild without delay, according priority to the repair of damages that can 
cause prejudice to other co-owners.

Neighbourhood Disturbances and Arbitration Procedures
(8.10)

All co-owners must submit the settling of conflicts with another co-owner regarding neighbour-
hood disturbances or abuse of rights to the arbitration procedure adopted by the assembly of
co-owners.

Any conflicts between co-owners should be submitted to arbitration.

New Owner
(9 to 12)
Special provisions for new owners.

Assembly of Co-Owners

General Assembly
(13.1)
A general assembly of co-owners must be held at least once per year.
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Sovereignty of the Assembly and the Limit of Its Jurisdiction
(13.2)
The assembly of co-owners is sovereign; its jurisdiction is limited to issues of interest to the 
co-ownership of the immovable, and only the co-ownership of the imovable, in keeping with
the way its legal status is defined and regulated by articles 1038 to 1109 of the Civil Code 
of Québec.

It is sovereign, but its powers are limited to dealing only with issues that affect the prop-
erty. It is also limited by the definitions governing co-ownership in the Civil Code of Quebec.

Administrators Subject to the Authority of the Assembly
(13.2)
The assembly of co-owners acts through the administrators of the syndicate, who are subject at
all times to its authority.

Special Assembly at the Request of the Administrators, a Co-Owner or a Mortgage* Creditor
(13.3)
A special general assembly can be convoked by the administrators of the syndicate as often as
they deem useful or if required by one or more of the co-owners, representing at least a quarter
of the assembly’s votes.

Special General Assemblies can be convened by the administrators (e.g. “The Board of 
Administrators”), or by a group of members representing at least 25% of the votes.

Registering the Votes by Fraction
(13.4)
The number of votes attributed to each fraction and the name and address of its owner and, 
if applicable, its proxy are recorded in a register maintained by the administrators of the 
syndicate.
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Convocation Notice
(13.5)
Assemblies are convoked by the administrators of the syndicate by means of a written notice
specifying the time, place and purpose of the assembly and addressed to all of the co-owners at
least ten days in advance.

The convocations must be in writing including all relevant information and must be sent at 
least 10 days in advance.

Addition of a New Point on the Agenda by a Co-Owner
(13.5)
Any co-owner can, in the five days following the reception of the convocation notice, have a
point added to the assembly agenda, and the syndicate must inform the co-owners in writing of
the new point added to the agenda.

Any member can ask to have an item included in the agenda 
with at least 5 days notice.

Proportional Voting
(13.6)
At general assemblies, each of the co-owners has a number of votes proportional to the relative
value of his fraction, which appears in the table in article 6.3 of the present document.

Each co-owner has a weighted (e. g. a proportional vote) based on the number of housing
units and/or the amount of land it owns. For example, the largest co-owners (e. g. Cham-
brelle, Milton-Parc) have the largest fraction of weighted votes while Chambreclerc and
Pines Tavern have the smallest. 
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Proxy
(13.7)
Any co-owner may provide a proxy by means of a written power of attorney advising the 
administrators of the syndicate at least seventy-two hours before the general assembly at which
he will be represented by the proxy.

The general assembly is made up of delegates mandated by the co-owners. The delegate
must have a written mandate. Usually there is one delegate per co-owner.

Quorum
(13.8)
The quorum at the assemblies of co-owners is constituted by co-owners representing a majority
of the votes, and, subject to the following provisions: the decisions, including those meant to
correct a material error in the Declaration of co-ownership, are taken by the majority of the co-
owners present or represented at the assembly.

The quorum is 50% plus one of the weighted votes (in common practice, this is usually
about 11 co-owners). Ordinary decisions are made by simple majority of those present.

Robert’s Rule of Order
(13.9)
The procedure followed during the assemblies, unless it is otherwise decided by co-owners
called upon to pronounce on the question, is that of Robert’s Rules of Order.

The Assembly functions with Roberts’s Rules of Order.

Conflict of Interest
(13.9)
Any co-owner or proxy for a co-owner must reveal his interests during deliberations and 
abstain from taking part in a decision where there is a conflict between his personal interests
and those of the co-owner he represents.
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Special Votes

Special votes are required for any subjects related to Part I and Part III in the Declaration.
Part I deals with any subject related to the creation of CMP and describes the property.

Votes dealing with Part II which are the rules of how CMP functions are ordinary votes 
described in 13.10.

Part III lists the mortgage holders and their intervention in the project.

Majority of at least 75 % of all co-owners
(13.10 à 13.10.4)
The following decisions can only be taken by a vote of a majority of co-owners representing
three quarters of the total number of votes of all of the co-owners:

• Decisions concerning acts of acquisition or alienation of immovables on the part of the syn-
dicate;
• Decisions relative to work involving the alteration, enlargement or improvement of com-
mon portions for general use and the apportioning of the cost of this work;
• Decisions concerning the construction of buildings to create new fractions;
• Decisions concerning the modification of the incorporating document or the description of
fractions.

A simple majority of a quorum representing at least 75% of all the co-owners is needed to
vote on the following points:

• Decisions regarding the buying or selling of any property within CMP;
• Decisions regarding the transformation, enlargement or improvements of any common
property as well as the shared costs of the work;
• Decisions regarding the construction of buildings in order to create a new co-owner;
• Decisions relating to modifications of Part I which contains the detailed descriptions
(e.g. the addresses of all the properties).

Majority of 75 % representing 90 % of all co-owners
(13.11)
The following decisions can only be taken by a three-quarters majority of co-owners represent-
ing ninety percent of the total number of votes of all of the co-owners:
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• Decisions authorizing the alienation of common portions whose preservation is necessary 
to preserve the Destination of the immovable.
• Decisions to amend the Declaration of co-ownership in order to permit the holding of 
a fraction by several persons having a right of periodic and successive enjoyment; 
(“Timesharing”).
• Decisions dissolving the co-ownership.

A 75% majority of a quorum representing 90% of all the co-owners is needed to vote 
on the following points:

• Decisions authorizing the sale of common property, property which is essential to 
maintaining the values expressed in the Destination Clause;
• Decisions putting an end to the CMP.

Majority of 100%
(13.12)
Decisions changing or tending to change in a direct or indirect manner the Destination of the
immovable can only be taken by a unanimous vote of all of the co-owners.

Only a unanimous vote of all the co-owners can change the Destination Clause in any 
way at all, either directly, or in a subtle way as to make any part of it ambiguous.

Non-Modification of Fractions
(13.13)
Decisions of the syndicate that go against the Declaration of co-ownership, imposing upon a co-
owner a modification of the relative value of his fraction, the destination of his private portion
or the use he can make of it are invalid.

Notices to the CMHC and the Ministre des Affaires municipales
(13.14)
Decisions that have as their objective direct or indirect changes to articles 5, 8.2, 8.3, 9, 13.14
of this Declaration, article 34(1) of the by-laws, as well as any decision under articles 34 and 35
the aforementioned Declaration with regards to all or a part of the immovable must be author-
ized in writing by the Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation and by the Ministre des
Affaires municipales du Québec, failing which all decisions are invalid and unenforceable.
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Administration
Task of the Administrator
(14)
The preservation, maintenance and administration of the common portions is entrusted to the
administrators of the syndicate, whose assigned task, unless there is a decision to the contrary,
is unpaid, and who are at all times when executing their functions restricted and limited to
those that meet their obligations under articles 1038 to 1109 of the Civil Code of Québec.

The task of the Administrators of the CMP (sometimes referred to as the “board of 
administrators”) is to make sure that the common property is well cared for and 
maintained. They do their job as volunteers and must follow the provisions placed on 
them by Articles 1038 to 1109 of the Civil Code of Quebec. 

Conflict of Interest of an Administrator
(14)
Administrators must declare their interest and abstain during meetings of the administrators 
of the syndicate from taking part in a decision where there is a conflict between their personal
interest and those of the co-owners for whom they act as a administrator.

An administrator must abstain from voting on any decisions in which a conflict of 
interest exists.

Re-Election of an Administrator
(15.3)
All of the administrators of the syndicate are eligible for re-election.

Resignation of an Administrator
(15.3)
Even after accepting the office, an administrator may resign at any time by giving a thirty-day
written notice to the other administrators and the president of the assembly of co-owners.

Director: Natural or Legal Person and a Majority of Co-Owners 
(15.3)
The office of director of the syndicate can be entrusted to any person, natural or legal, who
need not be a co-owner, although the majority of directors of the syndicate must always be
made up of co-owners. His remuneration, if there is one, is determined by the co-owners at 
an annual assembly.
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Administrator: Resignation, Death, etc.
(15.4)
In the event of the refusal on the part of one or more elected administrators to accept the office,
or in the event of his or her death, incapacity to act, resignation or any other decisive circum-
stance, there must be an election of one or more replacement administrators for the remainder
of the term at a special assembly of the co-owners, to ensure that there are always at least three
administrators holding posts.

In the aforementioned case, if the special assembly has not proceeded with the replacement or
the election of the administrator or administrators of the syndicate within four weeks of the
date of the vacancy, a superior court judge, at the request of an interested party and after 
having notified the co-owners, can name one or more administrators of the syndicate.

Deposing an Administrator
(15.5)
The syndicate of co-owners can, by a decision conforming to the provisions of article 13.10 
of the present document, depose a administrator for failure to act or acting insufficiently and, if
he is a co-owner, for failure to make his payments for common expenses or to the contingency
fund within the established delays. In such a case, the syndicate must provide for the immediate
replacement of the administrator of the syndicate until the subsequent general assembly by an
election with the majority established in article 13.10 of the present document.

Registering Actions Related to the Administrators
(15.6)
The act of nomination, resignation or deposing of a administrator of the syndicate is valid from
the time it is registered by deposit at the Bureau d’enregistrement de la division de Montréal.
Failure to register the act of nomination cannot, however, be invoked against those acting in
good faith.

Minutes and Signatures
(15.7)
Deliberations at administrators’ meetings are recorded in minutes, and decisions are taken by a
majority vote of the sitting administrators. Any document, contract, notice, agreement or bank
draft requiring the signature of administrators must be signed by at least two administrators of
the syndicate duly authorized and elected for this purpose.
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Responsabilities of Administrators
(16 à 16.16)
Other than the obligations and duties imposed on them by the law, administrators of the syndi-
cate must, in keeping with the regulations established in article 14 above:

• ensure compliance with respect to the Destination of the immovable and the execution of
the provisions of the present Declaration of co-owners and the decisions of the assembly of
co-owners;
• administer the immovable, see to its preservation, its safekeeping and its maintenance, and
in the case of an emergency, see to the execution of all work necessary to safeguard the im-
movable, the common portions and the private portions;
• represent the assembly of co-owners in all civil proceedings and in all legal actions and pro-
cedures;
• convoke the assembly of co-owners, including with the convocation the balance sheet, the
financial statement for the preceding year, the statement of debts and claims, the provisional
budget, any proposed amendments to the Declaration of co-ownership and a note about the
main terms of any proposed contract and of all projected work;
• establish the budget and the contingency fund, which is limited to 5% of the total budget
for common expenses, submit them to the co-owners in assembly for their approval, provide
the latter with final copies of the adopted budget and the notice of fees and collect the contri-
butions of co-owners, by pursuing payment;
• establish an accounting of revenue and expenses for the period of their administration, keep
all the books necessary for this purpose and forward a quarterly report of their activites and
accounting operations to the co-owners;
• open one or more bank accounts that will serve solely for the administrative operations of
the co-ownership in one or more banking institutions and retain all supporting documents;
• have the books audited once a year by a member in good standing of Ordre des comptables
agréés du Québec, who has been nominated by the assembly of co-owners, and present the 
report to the latter at the annual general assembly of co-owners.
• pay accounts and common expenses;
• take the necessary steps to maintain all of the necessary insurance coverage stipulated in the
Declaration or additionally requested by the co-owners in assembly;
• take responsibility for the proper implementation of all of the decisions taken by the assem-
bly of co-owners and take any action stipulated in the present Declaration;
• make available to co-owners one or more registries in which are listed the names and ad-
dresses of the co-owners and the mortgage creditors of each fraction, votes in favour of mort-
gage creditors and proxies of either mortgage creditors or co-owners, indicating the name and
address of the representative; also make available to the co-owners the minutes of assemblies
of co-owners and of the board of administrators of the syndicate, financial statements, a copy



56

of the Declaration of Co-owners and of the contracts by which the syndicate is bound, as well
as a copy of the cadastral plan and any other document related to the immovable and the syn-
dicate;
• see to repairs that a co-owner is obliged to undertake, based on a decision of the assembly
of co-owners, and which it has not carried out in a timely fashion; in such a case, the co-
owner is presumed to have consented to the administrators of the syndicate preceding with
the repairs and the co-owner must reimburse the administrators of the syndicate for the ex-
penses incurred, which may include all collection costs and legal fees connected to recovering
the expenses involved in the repairs, with interest at the legal rate or at any other rate that the
assembly of co-owners might impose. The reimbursement of these expenses is considered to
be an additional fee of the common expenses due from each co-owner and guaranteed under
by the legal mortgage for the benefit fo the administrators of the syndicate of co-owners
under the law;
• ensure an effective administration of the immovable, as well as the proper functioning of
common services and, in this connection, as well as under the conditions established by the
assembly of co-owners, hire, retain, dismiss and pay all necessary personnel, as well as enter-
ing into any maintenance and service contract, provided that this (these) contract(s) are not
for a period greater than two years;
• purchase, rent or otherwise acquire household effects for the general use of co-owners and
for the normal needs of the administrators of the syndicate;
• retain professional legal, accounting, administrative and other services that might be 
required for the good administration of the immovable and to ensure that the present 
Declaration and the law are respected.

Election of a President, a Vice President, and Other Officers
(17)
The administrators of the syndicate have the right to elect from among themselves, if they so
wish, a president, a vice president and a secretary-treasurer; such a decision on their part does
not constitute any exemption or reduction whatsoever of the responsibility that the law attaches
to the role of administrator of the syndicate. The administrators of the syndicate do not and can
never have the authority to delegate the power to execute their contract to one or several of
their number or to a third party.
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Expenses
Common Land
(18 to 18.13)
General expenses, also known as common expenses, including all of the expenses resulting from
the co-ownership and the operation of the immovable, specifically, the expenses for the preser-
vation, maintenance and administration of the common portions, as well as those related to the
functioning of common services. As such, in particular:

• Maintenance, cleaning and repair and the replacement of common portions, excluding any-
thing related to common portions reserved for the exclusive use of one or more co-owners;
• Service costs for the maintenance and repair of equipment for common use and all other
common services;
• Salaries of employees and service personnel necessary for the operation and maintenance of
the immovable, as well as the fiscal and social contributions related to these salaries;
• Costs of materials, household effects and equipment related to the use, the repair, the main-
tenance, the cleaning and the replacement of common portions, with the obvious exception 
of the contribution to the contingency fund constituted on the basis of the estimated cost of
major repairs and the replacement fees for the common portions, a contribution that is dis-
tinct, corresponding to at least five percent (5%) of the overall contributions to the common
expenses;
• Professional fees paid to legal counsellors, architects, accountants, insurance brokers, 
appraisers, auditors and other professionals whose services may be required;
• Insurance premiums related to the common portions; 
• Salaries of administrators determined by the co-owners in assembly;
• Interest and other fees on loans necessary for the operation of the immovable and the reim-
bursement of the capital of such loans;
• Income taxes, contributions and taxes in various forms and denominations to which the 
various common portions of the immovable are subject;
• Remuneration of management;
• The cost of liability and fidelity insurance for administrators, managers and employees;
• Payment of sums which the administrators, acting in their position, have been sentenced to
pay in a legal ruling;
• And in a general manner, all direct or indirect maintenance, repair or reconstruction costs
for the common portions;

Expenses that are shared responsibilities among the co-owners include expenses such 
as maintenance of common property but excluding the maintenance of common property
for exclusive use, and the functioning of common services. Specifically, they include, 



among others:
• maintenance of an office;
• salaries or honoraria for office manager, legal services or other professionnal services;
• insurance policies protecting the administrators;

The expenses include additional specific items which are listed in the Declaration.

Agreement of Co-owners in Favour of a New Contingency Fund
(18.14)
No charge or contribution to the contingency fund not established in the Declaration of 
Co-owners can be imposed on or imputed to a co-owner without its express consent.

Division of Expenses
(19)
The common general expenses and the contribution to the contingency fund are divided among
the co-owners following the proportions established in the table in article 19, based on the 
surface used for the rental housing or commerce, which can be modified if the magnitude 
of this surface changes.

Responsibility of Co-owners (Common Expenses)
(20)
Co-owners who, by their actions, those of their tenants or their service personnel, exacerbate
common expenses must bear the resulting costs and expenses alone.

Responsibility of Co-Owners (Common Land for Exclusive Use)
(21)
The co-owners who have exclusive use of certain common portions must bear all of the costs and
expenses related to these common portions reserved for their exclusive use alone; none of these
costs and expenses can in any way be imputed to the chapter on general expenses in article 18.

The co-owners are responsible for all the expenses (including property taxes) related to their
common property for exclusive use; that is, the front and back yards of their property; (this is
noted in Article 18)
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Contribution of Co-Owners
(22)
Following the table Distribution of Expenses, each co-owner must pay its contribution to the
aforementioned costs and the contingency fund to the administrators of the co-ownership syn-
dicate, a contribution established in a budget prepared by the administrators and submitted for
the approval of co-owners in assembly. This contribution is payable upon written notification
from the administrators of the syndicate specifying the amount, and failure to pay in the three
months following the posting of said notification entails the automatic loss of the right to vote
for the recalcitrant co-owner.

Insurances
Definition of the Insured
(23)
Insurance policies must indicate the syndicate of co-owners relative to the common portions
and the private portions as the insured in terms of the policy, except with respect to improve-
ments made by a co-owner to its private portion.

Obligation of the Administrators
(24 to 26)
The administrators of the syndicate must contract and maintain:

• insurance to cover delegated liability for the immovable and its accessories in its common
and private portions and to insure the occupants and the owners, as well as third parties;
• insurance for work-related accidents for all of persons employed by the co-ownership, as
well as fidelity and liability insurance to cover the administrators of the syndicate for actions
they undertake in the course of their mandate;
• relative to common portions and exclusive portions, fire and supplementary risk insurance,
including, specifically but not exclusively, against legal action on the part of neighbours and
co-owners, against water or lightening damage, against lost rent and other revenue for a mini-
mum period of eighteen months, against the loss of assets, against damage resulting from
burst boilers, machines, automatic fire extinguishers and, finally, against the risk of damage,
loss and responsibility for considerations normally covered by a multi-risk insurance policy.
This insurance must be contracted for the best premium that it is possible to obtain on the
market for an equivalent coverage and must cover full replacement value, re-estimated every
three years by an expert assessment, at the full amount of the replacement value without 
deductions or depreciation;
• The above-mentioned insurance is in all cases taken out with one or more companies by the
administrators of the syndicate;
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• All insurance policies must include the most advantageous clauses and conditions available
on the market, as well as any clause or condition requested by the assembly of co-owners.
The assembly can always decide to take out new policies related to any other risk.
• The members of the board of administrators of the syndicate cannot at any time annul said
insurance policies without the prior approval of the assembly of co-owners.
• The administrators of the syndicate must furnish all mortgage creditors listed as such in the
register of mortgage creditors an original or certified copy of the policy and annexes, and they
must further furnish each co-owner with a certificate of all of the insurance policies, with the
right to consult the copy of the policy retained by administrators of the syndicate.
• The costs, fees and disbursements arising from functions entrusted to a trustee are paid by
the administrators of the syndicate and constitute, for purposes of collection, a common ex-
pense of the co-ownership, paid, however, solely by the co-owners entitled to payments from
the insurance product.

The Administrators must contract and maintain:
• an insurance policy covering responsibility for the property;
• a policy covering a work accident of an employee as well as protection of the adminis-
trators in carrying out their responsibilities;
• a policy against fire, water damage, rental loss, loss of equipment, among other items;
• the Declaration lists many specific regulations regarding insurance coverage.

Administrators Act as Representatives for Insurance Purposes
(27)
The administrators of the syndicate act as representatives for the owners of private portions in
the establishment and regulation of losses under all of the insurance policies issued in conform-
ity with the provisions of the present document or the decisions of the assembly of co-owners.

Insurance Premiums Are Common Expenses
(28)
Insurance premiums paid on behalf of the co-ownership by the administrators of the syndicate
constitute, for purposes of collection, common expenses; each co-owner is responsible for the
payment to the amount of the premium related to its respective private portion; regarding the
obligation of each co-owner to contribute to expenses consult the table in article 19 of the pres-
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ent document to determine its interest in the common portions and, finally, the relative impor-
tance of the common portions reserved for its exclusive use.

Other Coverage
(29)
Each co-owner is solely responsible for obtaining and maintaining liability insurance coverage
vis-à-vis third parties which it must assume as a co-owner and which is not covered by the in-
surance policy acquired by the administrators of the syndicate of co-owners under the present
Declaration.

Funds in Trust
(30)
The administrators of the syndicate duly authorized by the co-owners in assembly conclude
with all persons, legal or natural, authorized as part of their normal activities to hold funds in
trust in Québec, an agreement that, without limiting the generality of the foregoing, should 
provide for the clauses below:

• the receipt by the trustee designated for insurance purposes of all products related to insur-
ance for fire and other losses;
• the holding of these sums in trust for the benefit of those who have the rights conforming to
the provisions of the present Declaration;
• maintaining a registry indicating the sums collected and held in relationship to the common
portions and each private portion;
• notification by the trustee for the purpose of insurance to each co-owner and to each mort-
gage creditor individually of each insurance product received that concerns them;
• delivery of such products to the persons authorized in the present Declaration to receive
them;
• each time the insurance products are deposited in the trust account, the trustee appointed
for the purposes of insurance must follow the procedure established by decisions taken in 
assembly by the majority of the current co-owners. 
• In the case of repairs to private portions, the trustee provides, upon request and in pay-
ments in keeping with the progress of the work, the insurance product to the interested co-
owner or the mortgage creditor, if applicable, to the extent of the mortgage claims, and the
balance to said co-owner.

61



Termination of the Co-Ownership

Written Notification of Termination of the Co-Ownership
(34)
The decision to terminate the co-ownership shall be recorded in writing and signed by the syn-
dicate and the institutions holding the mortgages on the immovable or parts thereof. This deci-
sion is entered in the land register under the registration numbers of the common portions and
the private portions. The syndicate is, as a consequence of that decision, liquidated following
the rules of the Civil Code of Québec applicable to legal persons.

The decision to put an end to the co-ownership must be signed by the syndicat and the 
institutions holding mortgages, and must be registered at the Registre foncier. This 
decision will liquidate the Declaration following the rules of the Civil Code of Québec 
pertaining to corporations.

Termination Caused by Destruction of the Buildings
(35)
The destruction of all of the buildings situated on the immovable or of at least fifty percent of
such buildings representing at least fifty percent of the total value on the last municipal property
roll, the latter representing for the present purposes a partial destruction in the legal sense,
causes the liquidation of the rights of the co-owners in the immovable if the decision to rebuild
is not taken in the ninety days following the disaster. The liquidation, entrusted to the adminis-
trators of the syndicate who can retain the services of an expert liquidator, takes the form of the
division between the co-owners and/or the mortgage creditors of the net receipts of the sale of
the immovable and the insurance indemnities determined by the administrators in proportion to
their respective interests established following the table in article 19 of the present document;
the total, after the deduction of sums due to the administrators.

Various Provisions

Validity of Provisions
(36)
Each of the provisions of the Declaration is considered independent and individual, and the in-
validity or the impossibility of applying in total or in part of one or more of the provisions of
the Declaration does not invalidate nor affect the remainder of the Declaration; and in this case,
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all of the remaining provisions of the present Declaration remain completely valid as if the 
nvalid provision were never included in the present document.

Effect of the Failure to Respect the Declaration
(37)
Failure to take the necessary steps with respect to the law or any provision in the present Decla-
ration, any regulation or any decision of the assembly of co-owners does not constitute, regard-
less of the number of violations or infractions, a renunciation of the right to subsequently do 
so nor an abrogation nor a renunciation of these provisions.

Singular-Plural and Feminine-Masculine
(38)
For the purposes of the present Declaration, anywhere the singular is used, it includes the 
plural and vice versa, depending on the case; the masculine includes the feminine and vice versa,
depending on the case.

Public Policy
(39)
In the event of a conflict between the provisions of the law making up public policy and the
provisions of the present Declaration or of any by-law or decision of the assembly of co-owners
arising from it, the provisions of the law making up the public order prevails.

Arbitration Provision for Interpretation, Expropriation, Facades and Repairs, 
Leese Conditions and Common Expenses
(40)
In the event of a conflict or difference between co-owners or between co-owners and adminis-
trators of the syndicate relative to the interpretation of the Declaration, of expropriation, of the
responsibility of the co-owner regarding façades and repairs, of lease conditions and, finally, of
common expenses, the question is first and to the exclusion of all other authority, including that
of a court, submitted to an arbitrator chosen according to the procedure established by the as-
sembly of co-owners. The decision is final and definitive only for questions regarding leases.

The arbitrator, whose jurisdiction under the present Declaration extends in the first instance to
any difference, any conflict, issue or quarrel between co-owners or between co-owners and 
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administrators, must, in the exercise of his functions and with the view to a resolution, follow
all of the pertinent legal provisions, including the procedural provisions of the Civil Code of
Québec, without ignoring the articles of the present Declaration, the co-property by-laws sup-
plementing it or any decision of the assembly of co-owners following the specifications below.
He is also obliged to rule in keeping with former arbitral decisions delivered in similar circum-
stances. Thus guided, he is not in any way prevented, within the context, from taking fairness
into consideration. The assembly of co-owners, for its part, can in no way dictate to the arbitra-
tor the sanctions to be imposed nor authorize the imposition of sanctions not mandated by the
law, particularly new sanctions in the case of article 8.3.4 of the present document. The assem-
bly can at the very most suggest a procedure or a practical course of action in the event that 
the existing sanctions are applied.

Indemnity In the Case of Expropriation
(41)
In the case of the total or partial expropriation of the immovable, the indemnity for the com-
mon portions shall be negotiated and established by the administrators of the syndicate duly 
authorized to do so by the assembly of co-owners, and the indemnity for the private portions
shall be negotiated and established by each co-owner individually, whether or not legal 
proceedings are required.

Failure On the Part of a Co-Owner 
(sale of an immovable, selection, assigning of leases, occupancy standards, sub-leasing regu-
lations, façades and reconstruction)
(42)
If the co-owner fails to abide by its obligation stipulated in article 8.3.5 of the present document
or in the event of two violations on its part, noted by the auditor named by the assembly, of its
obligations regarding the selection of tenants, the assigning of leases, occupancy standards and
subleasing regulations (articles 8.3.3.2; 8.3.3.3; 8.3.3.4 of the present document and article 34 of
the by-laws), as well as regarding the maintenance of the buildings’ facades in good condition
and the reconstruction of buildings (articles 8.4.2 and 8.8 of the present document), the co-own-
ers as a whole, acting through the administrators, have the option, without prejudice to all of
their other rights and recourses, of being declared the irrevocable owner of the private portion of
said co-owner in lieu of payment, after having registered and served the 60-day notice required
by law. This retroactive payment in lieu after the date hereof, without indemnity or reimburse-
ment to anyone for any reason and without prejudice to the exercise of any other recourse, alter-
native or not, existing in law in the event of non-fulfillment of the obligation or existing prior
decision taken by the assembly of co-owners. With the excepton of violations of article 8.3.4 of
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the present document, co-ownership differences must be submitted to arbitration before the pay-
ment in lieu is excercised. Nothing prevents the parties from resolving the difference by arriving
at an agreement before going to arbitration, but the difference is nonetheless recorded for the
purposes of exercising the in lieu payment provision under the present document.

A co-owner who does not abide by the regulations stipulated in this Declaration risks 
losing the ownership of its land and buildings

Annual Verification of of Tenancy Requests, Leases and the List of Lessees
(43)
Requests for tenancy with a co-owner, the leases and the list of a co-owner’s lessees will be sub-
mitted to an annual audit by an independent expert named by the assembly of co-owners. The
objective of this expert’s audit is to establish the conformity of a co-owner’s actions with the
rules for selection, the assigning of leases, occupancy standards and the subleasing regulations
established in the Declaration and the co-ownership by-laws.

Every co-owner must annually give the CMP the information as to new tenants chosen 
regarding their incomes and occupancy standards.

Translation
(44)
All official communication coming from the assembly of co-owners or the directors of the syn-
dicate must be in French. All interested parties have the option to request an English transla-
tion. Any proposal presented to the assembly of co-owners or at meetings of the directors of the
syndicate to be debated and put to a vote must be written in French. With regards to documents
presented and proposals made, they cannot be put to a vote until a translation is available, if
said translation is requested. The obligation to take the appropriate measures to ensure that the
requests for translation are met is incumbent upon the assembly of co-owners.

PART III: INTERVENTIONS AND
CONSENTS TO REGISTRATION
Description on all the interventions and the consents of the mortgage creditors, the CMHC and
the intervention of the minister of Municipal Affairs.
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Definition of Terms
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Administrator: Member of the board of 
administrators of the syndicate. (also called
directors)

Assignment of lease: An assignment of lease
occurs when a tenant transfers all of the rights
accorded by virtue of the lease previously as-
signed to him by the landlord to a person
known as the assignee. When a lease is as-
signed the rights cannot differ in content or
duration from those held by the lessee. Assign-
ment of the lease does not in any way relieve
the lessee of his responsibilities toward the
landlord even if the latter has acquiesced to
the assignment of the lease.

Boundaries: Cadastral boundaries between
lots.

Building: Any permanent structure sitting 
directly or indirectly on the ground.

Common portion: Portion of the immovable
subject to the present Declaration of co-own-
ership and held in obligatory joint ownership.

Construction: Synonym for building.

Fraction: Portion of an immovable held in co-
ownership under article 1109 and following in
the Civil Code of Quebec, which includes a
private portion and a share of the common
portions.

Housing unit: Premises that a landlord, for a
period of time at a reasonable rent, places at
the disposal of a lessee for the purposes of
housing.

Immovable: Object of the present Declaration
of co-ownership represented by a variable
quantity of lots including land, buildings and
parts of buildings.

Improvement: Long-term added value to an
immovable by a contribution of labour and/or
material.

Income (low and moderate): Payments of all
types from all sources to persons making up
the categories provided for in article 8.3.3.2 
of the present document.

Land: Area of land including land and 
property.
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Lease: Contract by which a landlord cedes, for
a stated time at a reasonable rent, the enjoy-
ment of a premises to a person called a lessee. 

Lease (and sub-leasing): Sub-leasing occurs
when a tenant cedes the enjoyment of prem-
ises that the landlord has placed at his dis-
posal to a person called a sub-lessee. The
sub-lease is fixed for a period that cannot ex-
ceed those of the lessee. Sub-leasing does not
in any way relieve the lessee of his responsibil-
ities toward the landlord even if the latter has
acquiesced to the sub-lease.

Loi sur l’aide sociale du Québec: Law of this
name in force in Québec at the time of the sig-
nature of the present document signed in 1994
or any other law that replaces it or provides
benefits that replace those provided for in all
of part of said law.

Lot: Cadastral division of an immovable.

Maintenance: Maintain something in good
order with routine follow-up.

Occupant: Person legally authorized to profit
from the premises of a housing unit together
with the lessee.

Old Age Security Act of Canada: Law of this
name in force in Canada at the time of the sig-
nature of the present document signed in 1994
or any other law that replaces it or provides
benefits that replace those provided for in all
of part of said law.

Original lessee: Person holding the rights as a
lessee at the time of the signing in 1987 of the
original Declaration.

Private portion: Portion of the immovable
subject to the present Declaration of 
co-ownership and held as simple and private
property.

Renovation: Renovation of a property by
means of contributions in material and/or
labour approved in the ordinary and normal
course of events.

Restoration: Restoration of a property to its
original state by means of contributions in
material, original or not, and/or labour ap-
proved in the ordinary and normal course 
of events.

Syndicate: Organization made up of the 
co-owners.



What is a Co-operative?
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A co-operative is a legal person in which per-
sons or partnerships having economic, social
and cultural needs in common unite for the
prosecution of an enterprise according to the
rules of cooperative action to meet those
needs.

Co-operatives are guided by seven internati-
nally recognized principles, very similar to
those adopted by a small group of progressive
thinkers who formed one of the world’s first
co-operatives in Rochdale, England in 1844.
Since then, the co-operative movement has 
become international. There are 8,800 differ-
ent co-operatives in Canada with more than
17 million members, 150,000 employees and
$ 275 billion in assets. The world’s 300 top 
co-ops, including those in Canada and the
movement Desjardins have an annual
turnover of $1,1 trillion US. According to 
the United Nations, co-operatives around 
the world create more jobs than all the 
multinational corporations put together. 
2009 marked the 100th anniversary of
Canada’s co-operative movement.

The seven principles are:

Voluntary and Open Membership. Co-opera-
tives are voluntary organizations, open to all
persons willing to accept the responsibilities of
membershio, without gender, social, etchnic,
political, or religious discrimination, and who
will be able to benefit from its services and
privileges.

Democratic Member Control. Co-operatives
are democratic organizations controlled by
their members, who actively participate in 
setting their policies and making decisions.
Men and women serving as elected delegates
are accountable to the membership. In pri-
mary co-operatives members have equal 
voting rights (one member, one vote), and 
co-operatives at other levels are also organized
in a democratic manner.

Member Economic Participation. Members
contribute equitably to, and democratically
control, the capital reserves and other assets
of their co-operative.

Autonomy and Independence. Co-operatives
are autonomous, self-help organisations con-
trolled by their members. If they enter into
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agreements with other organizations, includ-
ing governments, or raise capital from exter-
nal sources, they do so on terms that ensuire
democratic control by their members and
maintain their co-operative autonomy.

Education, Training and Information.
Co-operatives provide and help obtain educa-
tion and training for their members, elected
delegates and employees, so they can con-
tribute effectively to the development of their
co-operative(s). They also inform the general
public, particularly young people and opinion
leader – about the nature and benefits of 
co-operation.

Co-operation among Co-operatives.
Co-operatives serve their members most effec-
tively and strengthen the co-operative move-
ment by working together through local,
regional, and international associations.

Concerns for Community. Co-operatives work
for the sustainable development of their com-
munities, through policies approved by their
members.

In Québec, co-operatives are governed by 
Co-operative Act, L.R.Q. c. C-67.2.

What is an OSBL?

OSBL stands for organisme sans but lucratif
and OBNL stands for organisme à but non 
lucratif. So an OSBL is a non profit organiza-
tion. A housing OSBL is intended to provide
permanent housing or temporary accommoda-
tion for people with low incomes, as well as
clientele with certain specific issues. The OSBL
owns and manages the buildings and can offer
different services to its clientele.







ANNEXES
These Annexes are included in the Guide to give added explanations and 
understanding of the issues governing co-ownership. The documents are 
presented in their original format, and are found in this guide under Annexes
in the French language section.
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