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Civil Procedure Rule 20, Production of documents, Section 60
of the Evidence Act, Relevance

The chambers judge dismissed the appellant’ s application for the
production of documentsrelating to ahospital review onthebasis
the documents were not relevant, or if “marginally logically
relevant” the documents were not needed for a fair and just
determination of theissue, and on the basi s the documents sought
were protected from production both under s.60 of the Evidence
Act and at common law in accordance with the “Wigmore
Privilege”.

1. Did the chambers judge err in concluding that the
documents were not relevant to any cause or issue raised in the
proceeding?

2. Did the chambersjudge err in deciding that the documents
were protected from production by s. 60 of the Evidence Act,
R.S.N.S. 1989, c.154?
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3. Did the chambers judge err in deciding that the documents
were privileged from production by virtue of a common law
“confidentiality” or “Wigmore” privilege?

Result: The appeal was dismissed. The chambers judge did not err in
deciding that the documents were protected from production by
virtue of s.60 of the Evidence Act. Thechambersjudgediderrin
finding the documents were not relevant.
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