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A comprehensive review of human rights issues, this valuable refer-
ence tool contains: a legal history of discrimination in Canada; defini-
tions of discrimination and affirmative action; an exhaustive analysis
of case law — from every board of inquiry, tribunal or court, includ-
ing illuminating comparisons to British and American practice; and
practical insights into the administration and enforcement of human
rights legislation.
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What’s New in this Update:

This release features updates to Chapter 9. Sex.

Highlights

Chapter 9 — IV. Pregnancy: A Special Case? — § 9:21 Introduc-
tion — In Li v. CMR Kumra Medicine Professional Corporation, 2025
HRTO 399, the Ontario Human Rights Tribunal found that a
receptionist returning from maternity leave was discriminated
against based on sex and family status when her employer increased
her hours from 30 to 45 per week and reassigned her to a different
office to keep her maternity leave replacement in her original role.
The applicant resigned and filed a complaint, and the Tribunal
awarded her lost wages and $20,000 in damages for injury to her
dignity, feelings, and self-respect. In Noble v. 1461911 Ontario Inc.
cob as Pasta Tree Smokehouse Restaurant, 2025 HRTO 1003 (Ont.
Human Rights Trib.), the Tribunal concluded that the applicant’s
pregnancy was a factor in the termination of her employment when
that termination occurred one day after she had provided her
employer with a doctor’s note stating that she needed to be off work
for medical issues related to her pregnancy (she had already informed
the respondent that she was pregnant). That conclusion was bolstered
by the fact that the respondent told the applicant, who was a server,
that she was being terminated due to a shortage of work but then
posted an employment search for servers on an employment search
website.
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