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, SPOUS¥ $UPPORf-An award to a 
cllmmon~law<"1(~ for unjust enrichD\ent ' 
failed to consider the husband's,non-f"man.. 
ciaI conlribudonsto the relationship. ',.,', 

App~al from an award of $996,S()0 to 
r~sp~nd~t for UlIiust enricQrilent. The P!ll:_ 
ties hvedm a common-law:relationship:(or 
12 years. They had two children, aged 10 
and 8. 'Yhen the relationship ended;respon­
dent cl3lllllld spousal support, child support. 

, and compe11llation fol'""just enriJ;hment. At 
tri~;shewas aW!ll:ded $:5,472 per month in ' 
chd4 ~uPP9rt'and $3,800 per month in 
spousalsUPP0[l. utttllJJDie 20 15. ,Shc:~a&. 
als~;I~ded. a!D!'n<:tI\11'awarUor unjust. 
eQrI911mI'ntJnJhe,!lmo,llDt.of'$1l?6,SQO.· 
Appellat).t husband was deveJ()pinganet~. 
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work operating' system. The wife resigned 
her position at eSIS and relocated to Hal­
ifax, where the husband movedhisbusi- ' 
ness. She devoted' herseif full-time to run­
ning the household and raising the children. ' 
The trii!.lJlld~,cpP'<r!'!~~~J~~ h)lllband 
could IiOf·!iave·btul't up die eompany'as he 
<lid bti,t for the wife:. efforts.Th~hu8band 
liad received $~I,OOO.OOO frpm Ihe sale o! 

. the-companY." "..,,' q, '. 

HE~I): APPeal allOWed. A newlriafwas 
oqie,e<;l. The trial j,l!4ge erred in the 
apJ?l:oach $he 11lI¢ tpqlll!D~f)', i\II:,pompen­
sation OWe~ duetp iinjust.enri~!wt-ent. The 
correctap!!l'\laph ;was tQ, MI,ermille.the 
"value received':. and performs qilanmm 
meruitoalculation .. The value ,that, each 
party received from the other should have 
be,en assessed and set off; In 'addition to .the 
husbaod's financial co';tribution, the.judge 
should bave considered relevant evidence 
pertaining to his oon-financial contribu_ 
tions to the relationship. For example, after 
the birth of their first child, the husband cut 
'back his hoUrs and resign.ed hiRposition as ' 
president of the cOUlpany, which resulted in 
him losing ,the opportunity to obtalnal'Y 
further stock options; Within a year after 
their first child, wasbom, the family 
retorned to Ottawa at the wife'surging,Tlie , 
move resulted in a <liminution of his COIll­

mitmellt to14e business, friction with his 
partoers and re,duced, the alilount.lie, ulti­
mately received from the sale of tliebusi­
~~s.~. 

',' VUlUlsSti v. Seguili, 120.0') 0;1. Nil. 
3211; onLC.A., p~" WeBer, JuriallS;'; Ilnd 
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