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DEFENDANT’S WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

IN RESPECT OF THE PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION DATED SEPTEMBER 10, 2014
FOR AN ORDER FOR ANSWERS TO WRITTEN EXAMINATION QUESTIONS

INTROBDUCTION

I. The Defendant makes these written representations in response to the Plaintiffs’ motion
dated September 10, 2014 for an order compelling answers to the Plaintiffs’ questions on
written examination to which the Defendant objected (collectively, the “Improper

Questions™) and awarding the Plaintiffs solicitor-client costs.

2. The Plaintiffs’ motion should be dismissed as they have failed to demonstrate that the
Improper Questions should be answered in the context of discovery. The Defendant
should be awarded costs of responding to this motion on an increased scale, reflecting the
fact that it is an abuse of the discovery process for the examining party to first pose an
excessive pumber ofu objectionable questions and to then put the deponent to the expense

of responding to a clearly unfounded refusals motion.



STATEMENT OF FACTS

3. The Plaintiffs commenced this action to challenge the constitutional validity of the

Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations (the “MMPR™).!

4. By Order daied May 2, 2014, the Court (Manson J.) ordered that this action would
proceed by way of simplified action and set deadlines for the completion of certain
litigation steps. In particular, the Court ordered that examinations for discovery be
completed by August 15, 2014 and motions arising from examinations by September 12,
2014. The Court also ordered that that trial of this action will commence on February 23,

2015 for a duration of three weeks.”

5. Pursuant to the Court’s May 2 Order, the Defendant received the Plaintiffs’ questions on

written examination on July 25, 2014

6. By letter dated August 14, 2014 to the Plaintiffs, the Defendant enclosed her answers to
the Plaintiffs’ written questions, which were set out in Exhibit “A” {o the affidavit of
Jeannine Ritchot, the Defendant’s representative. In her August 14 letter, the Defendant
also advised the Plaintiffs of the Defendant’s objections to the Improper Questions,

which are detailed in Schedule “A” to these written representations.”

' Plaintiffs” Amended Statement of Claim filed on January 21, 2014.

2 Order pronounced May 2, 2014.

3 Affidavit of Danielle Lukiv made September 10, 2014 (“Lukiv Affidavit™), Plaintiffs’ motion
record, tab 2, at para.2.

* Lukiv Affidavit, Plaintiffs’ motion record, tab 2, at paras.3-4 and Exs. B and C.
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ISSUES
There are three i1ssues on this motion;

(a) ‘whether the Defendant should be ordered to provide answers to the Improper

Questions;

(by  if no, whether the Plaimiffs should be permitied to serve the Defendant with re-

phrased questions on the topics raised in the Improper Questions; and

(c) whether costs should be ordered in respect of this motion and, if so, to whom and

of what nature,

SUBMISSIONS

The Plaintifis’ motion should be dismissed. The Plaintiffs have failed to demonstrate the
propriety of the Improper Questions and have not shown why the Defendant should be
ordered to answer them. Furthermore, the Plaintiffs have provided no cogent justification
as to why they should be permitted an opportunity to re-open their now completed
examination for discovery. Finally, the Plainiiffs’ request that the Defendant be punished
by an award of solicitor-cliexit costs for exercising her right not to answer objectionable

questions is completely unjustified.

The Defendant seeks increased costs of this motion to sanction the Plaintiffs for having
first asked an excessive number of objectionable questions and for then producing an
unfounded refusals motion accompamed by an unjustified demand for solicitor-client

costs.



10.

it

12.

14.

The Plaintiffs have failed fo demonstrate that the Improper Questions are not

objectionable

The Plaintiffs seek an order under rule 97 of the Federal Couris Rules requiring the
Defendant to provide answers to the Improper Questions. However, the Plaintiffs have
not demonstrated that the Defendant’s objections to the Improper (Juestions were
unfounded. The Defendant ought not to be put to the trouble and expense of providing

answers that would not serve the purpose of readying this complex case for trial.

Errelevant question: Question 78

Question 78 is a demand by the Plaintiffs for “feedback” received by Health Canada from

- the public regarding the impugned MMPR following its implementation, whether such

feedback is “positive or negative”. The Plaintiffs suggest that the reaction of the public
to the MMPR is somehow germane to determining the reasonableness of the MMPR in

terms of whether it is providing an acceptable supply of quality medicine.”

However, the irrelevance of “public reaction” to determining whether or not a statute or
regulation complies with the Charter is self-evident. A court that adjudicates a
constitutional challenge to legislation cannot base its determination on whether or not the

public “likes” that law.

Just as overwhelming public approval of a law could not save it from being struck down
if it otherwise contravenes the Charter, the fact that some individuals may have written to
the gevernment to complain about a law would not justify a finding of unconstitutionality

either.

While it is acknowledged that evidence of input actively solicited by the government
from stakeholders prior to the adoption of an tmpugned law can be relevant fo
understanding legislative intention, the same cannot be said of ex post facte unsolicited

comments about the wisdom or efficacy of a law that is already in force.

° Plaintiffs’ Written Representations, Plaintiffs’ motion record, tab 3, p.313 at para.30.
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As there is no possibility that any answer provided to question 78 would generate
evidence that might assist the Court in determining whether or not the impugned
legislation is constitutionally valid, the Defendant should not be put to the trouble and
expense of gathering any *positive or negative feedback” she may have received in

relation to the new medical marijuana regime.

Legal questions: Questions 1-3, 12, 15-16, 18-21, 22 (portion), 23-24, 54.56, 58-
59, 64-66, 88, and 91

On an examination for discovery, a witness may only be asked about facts, not law.
Furthermore, witnesses are not to testify as to questions of law.® As detailed in Schedule
“A” to these written representations, questions 1-3, 12, 15-16, 18-21, 22 {portion), 23-24,
54-56, 58-59, 64-66, 88, and 91 (collectively, the “Legal Questions™) are all improper in
that they call for legal analysis and interpretation. In particular:

(a) question 1 asks the deponent to comment about the specifics of the Ontario Court

of Appeal’s order in R. v. Parker;

(M questions 2, 3, and 12 ask the deponent to review and interpret the Marihuana
Medical Access Regulations (“MMAR™),

{c) questions 15-16, 18, and 91ask the deponent to review and interpret the MMPR;;
(d) question 19 asks the deponent to review and interpret both the MMPR and

provincial legislation, and also asks the deponent to comment about “reasonable

access”, which is a legal standard at issue in this proceeding;’

¢ Apotex Inc. v. Pharmascience Inc., 2004 FC 1198 [Pharmascience) at para.19 aff’d 2005 FCA
144. See also dstraZeneca Canada Inc. v. Apotex Inc., 2008 FC 1301 [AstraZeneca) at para.14.
7 Plaintiffs” Amended Statement of Claim filed on January 21, 2014 at paras. 1{b)(i1), 63, and

66(b).
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question 20 requires the deponent to review and interpret the MMPR and other
federal legislation, and then to consider the application of that legislation to

certain circumstances;

question 21 requires the deponent not only to review and interpret the MMPR, but

also their legislative history;

the portion of question 22 at issue requires the deponent to review and interpret

both federal and provincial legislation;

questions 23, 64, and 65 require the deponent to review and interpret federal

legislation;

question 24 requires the deponent to review, interpret and compare the MMAR

and MMPR;

questions 54 and 55 require the deponent {o review the legislative history of the

MMPR;
question 56 requires the deponent to review and interpret foreign law;
question 58 asks the deponent whether certain federal legislation can be amended;

question 59 requires the deponent to review and comment on the legislative

history of the MMAR and/or MMPR,;

question 66 requires the deponent to review and interpret federal legislation, and

then to consider the application of that legislation to certain circumstances; and

guestion 88 requires the deponent to review and interpret the MMAR, their

legislative history, and other federal legislation.
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The Defendant should not be compelled to provide answers to the Legal Questions. The
Legal Questions are improper because they do not seek facts; instead, they seek
information about the impact and effect of various legislation and case law. The views of
a deponent as to the interpretation or application of a statute are not only irrelevant, but

also inadmissible.®

The fact that the Legal Questions are legal in nature becomes obvious when considering
the steps that the Defendant’s representative would have to take to respond to them. For
example, in order to respond to question 1, the Defendant’s representative would, at
minimum, have to read the Ontario Court of Appeal’s reasons for judgment and resulting
order in R. v. Parker. Furthermore, it is likely she would also wish to consult with legal
counsel as to her understanding of the outcome in Parker before swearing her answer fo

the question. These steps demonstrate that the Plaintiffs are incorrect in asserting that the

~ Legal Questions do not require what amount to legal conclusions.

The Defendant’s representative’s experience and knowledge is irrelevant to whether the
Legal Questions are proper. A deponent cannot be required to provide information on a
discovery that amounts to legal analysis and conclusions, notwithstanding his or her

sophistication.

The fact that the Legal Questions may go to issues the Plaintiffs view as being material is
also irrelevant. ‘The information sought by the Plaintiffs by way of the Legal Questions is
information that should, if relevant, be ultimately submitted to the Court by the Plaintiffs
in the course of their legal argument. It is not information properly sought from a

deponent.

Given the above, the Defendant should not be required to provide answers to the Legal

Questions.

¥ Altagas Marketing Inc. v. Canada, 2004 FC 1682 at para.11.
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C. Questions that call for argument, opinion, and/or speculation: Questions 11, 17,

33-34, 39, 46-47, 62-63, 6§7-69, 79-83, and §9-99

22, Questions asking for a deponent’s opinion are not permissibie on an examination for
discovery unless the deponent is an expert whose expertise is put in issue by the
p}er::.d_ings.9 Furthermore, because, as set out above, a witness may only be asked about
facts on an examination for discovery, questions that call for the deponent to speculate or

to argue the party’s case are inlproper.m

23, As detailed in Schedule “A” to these written representations, questions 11, 17, 33-34, 39,
46-47, 62-63, 67-69, 79-83, and 89-50 (collectively, the “Opinion Questions™) are all

improper because they call for opinion, argument, and/or speculation. In particular:

(a) question 11 asks for the deponent’s opinion about the reputation among patients

of the marijuana sold by Prairie Plant Systems;

(b) question 17 asks for the deponent’s opinion about the cost for which the licensed
producers will be able to produce marijuana, the target market of licensed
producers, and whether the Plaintiffs are part of that market (it also assumes facts

not yet in evidence);

{c) questions 33 and 34 set out hypotheses regarding the impacts of the possession
limits in the MMPR and ask for the deponent’s opinion on and agreement with
same, thereby calling for the deponent to engage in speculation and to argue the

Pefendant’s case;

(d) question 39 asks the deponent to engage in speculation based on the problems

found in authorized MMAR “production sites” and to provide her opmion i

? Riviow Straits Lid. v. B.C. Marine Shipbuilders Lid., [1977] 1 F.C. 735 (FCA) at para.2; Bauer
Nike Hockey Inc. v. Easton Sports Canada Inc., 2006 FC 1084 [Bauer] at para.56. See also
Pharmascience at para.19 and Kun Shoulder at para.14,

Y Bauer at paras.62, 74, and 78; Pharmascience at para.19; dstraZeneca at para.14.
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respect of that speculation, thereby calling for the deponent to argue the

Defendant’s case;

questions 46 and 47 ask for the deponent’s opinion on issues pertaining to
management of smells from authorized marijuana “production sites”, thereby

cailing for the deponent to argue the Defendant’s case;

questions 62 and 63 ask the deponent to argue the Defendant’s position in respect

of the restriction imposed on marijuana production locations;

question 67 asks for the depoment’s opinion on whether natural healthcare
products or prescribed drugs are more analogous to marijuana, thereby calling for

the deponent to argue the Defendant’s case;

question 68 asks for the deponent’s opinion on the practices of individuals who
produce their own food or other substances for their own consumption, thereby

calling for the deponent to argue the Defendant’s case;

question 69 asks for the deponent’s opinion on the strains to be made available by
the licensed producers, thereby calling for the deponent to argue the Defendant’s

case;

questions 79, 80, and 81 ask for the deponent’s opinion on the impact of
legalization in the USA on the illicit Canadian marijuana market and authorized
marjjuana “production sites”, thereby calling for the deponent to argue the

Defendant’s case;

question 82 asks for the deponent’s opinion on the difference between those
engaged in the legal and illegal marijuana markets in terms of contacting the
police when necessary thereby calling for the deponent to argue the Défendant’s

case;
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I question 83 asks for the deponent’s opinion on the products available to those
who grow marijuana plants indoors to mintmize various risks, thereby calling for

the deponent to argue the Defendant’s case; and

(m) questions 89 and 90 set out a hypothesis that appears to assume that certain
provisions of the MMPR have already been struck down, and then asks for the
deponent’s opinion on that hypothesis, thereby calling for the deponent to argue

the Defendant’s case.

The Defendant should not be compelled to provide answers to the Opinion Questions.
The Opinion Questions are improper because they seek the Defendant’s representative’s
opinion on various statements, which are phrased in such a way so as to call for the

representative to argue the Defendant’s case, which is inappropriate.'!

The fact that the Opinion Questions may be relevant and/or pertain to material facts is not
relevant to considering whether they are improper. As this Court stated in AstraZeneca

Canada Inc. v. Apotex Inc.:

“Relevance” alone is not the test as to whether a question put on'discovery must
be answered. Of course, if a question is irrelevant, it need not be answered.
However, if a question is relevant to some degree or another, then, if an objection
is raised, the Court must consider factors such as the degree of relevance, how
burdegsome is it to obtain an answer, is the question fair, is it abustive and so
forth.

The Opinion Questions are objectionable because they call for opinion, argument, and/or
speculation. Tt is improper to pose questions to a deponent on an examination for

discovery that seek information other than facts.

The Plaintiffs’ assertion that many of the Opinion Questions are proper because they seek

only the deponent’s agreement or disagreement to certain statements is an

Y Kun Shoulder Rest Inc. v. Joseph Kun Violin and Bow Maker Inc., [19971F.C.J. No. 1386
(FCTD) [Kun Shoulder] at para.16. See also Pharmascience at para.19.
12 AstraZeneca at para.16. :
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oversimplification. For example, question 11 first purports to summarize various court
decisions and to describe how medical marijuana was made available by the government,
then proceeds to allege that many patients expressed a poor opinion about the suitability
of that marijuana, before finally asking for the deponent’s opinion regarding the
reputation of government supplied marijuana among patients. The question does not
simply seek the deponent’s agreement or disagreement with a straightforward statement

of fact.

Another example is question 79, which describes the USA as a “major source of demand”
of illicit Canadian marijuana and asks for the deponent’s agreement that the demand for
such marijuana in that country has been reduced by (1) legalization of marijuana for all
purposes in Washington and Colorado; and (2) legalization of marijuana for medical
purposes in 22 states. To answer this question, the deponent would have to form an
opinion on the complex and controversial question of what impact, if any, changes to the
legal regimes that govern recreational and medical marijuana in some American states
has had on American demand for illicit Canadian marijuana. The question requires
consideration of social, economic and legal factors and will necessarily generate an
answer in the nature of an opinion, not a statement of fact. It is inappropriate to pose

such a question at an examination for discovery.

With rtespect to questions 67 and 68, the Plaintiffs assert that they are proper
notwithstanding that they call for the deponent’s opinion, because of the deponent’s role
as representative of the “corporate” Defendant and her special skill and knowledge. In
support of this position, they rely on case law from the British Columbia Supreme Court
that suggest that a deponent involved in the operations of a corporate defendant and
whose expertise and experience were involved in the company’s operations can be
questioned in relation to opinions based on this experience and expertise.”> Even if the

British Columbia case law cited by the Plaintiffs is applicable to practice in the Federal

1 Plaintiffs’ Written Representations, Plaintiffs” motion record, tab 3, p.315 at para.40; Westfair
Properties (Pacific) Lid. v. Aitken Wreglesworth Associates Architects Ltd., [1995] B.C.J. No.
225 (BCSC) at para.”.



31.

12

Court, questions 67 and 68 do not go to the “operations™ of the Government of Canada.
Instead, questions 67 and 68 request the deponent’s agreement to an analogy involving
marijuana and the practices of individuals who produce their own consumables. These
questions require answers from an individual with knowledge and expertise far beyond

what could reasonably be expected of someone involved in the Defendant’s “operations™.

Finally, contrary to the Plaintiffs’ assertion, the Defendant did not object to question 22
on the basis that it calls for opinion evidence. The Defendant objected to it on the basis

that it “is a legal question and/or a request for third party information.”™

Considering the above, the Plaintiffs have failed to demonstrate that the Opinion
Questions are proper, or that obtaining the deponent’s opinions on these subjects would
assist in readying this action for trial. The Defendant should not be required to provide

the opinions that are being sought.

Y 1 ukiv Affidavit, Plaintiffs’ motion record, tab 2, Ex. B.
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Questions that call for evidence: Questions 25(e} (portion), 50-51, and 70(a)

Asking a witness to provide facts in support of the pleadings of the party s not proper at
a discovery. Furthermore, as stated by this Court in AsiraZeneca Canada Inc., the
“guestion “upon what facts do you rely for paragraph x of your pleading” is always
improper™.”®  As detailed in Schedule “A” to these writien representations, questions
25(e) (portion), 50-51, and 70(a) (collectively, the “Evidence Questions™) are all

improper because they ask the Defendant to set out evidence. In particular:

(a) the portion of question 25(e) to which the Defendant objected requests the
evidence to support an allegation in paragraphs 89-94 of the Statement of

Befence;

(b)  questions 50 and 51 request evidence, which may pertain to allegations in

paragraph 45 of the Statement of Defence; and

(c) question 70(a) requests the evidence to support an allegation in paragraph 88 of

the Statement of Defence.'

The Evidence Questions are improper because they ask the Defendant’s deponent to
explain how the Defendant intends to prove allegation in its pleadings. This litigation
tactic is not permitted in Federal Court. As this Court stated in Kun Shoulder Rest Inc. v.
Joseph Kun Violin and Bow Maker Inc.:

It is proper to ask a discovery witness to speak of all the facts, surrounding a
certain incident, of which the witness either knows or must properly inform
himself or herself about. [t is never permissible fo ask a discovery witness as to
the facts relied upon in support of a certain allegation, for this requires the witness
to choose facts and disclose how his lawyer might prove a given allegation.
While a witness may know the general approach that his or her lawyer intends to
take, a witness cannot know what facts will assist until he or she knows the law.
The particular facts that will be relied upon is based upon counsel’s view of the

> Pharmascience at para.19. See also AstraZeneca at para.14.
' Defendant’s Statement of Defence filed on February 14, 2014.
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law. An examination for discovery of a witness seeks to discover fact, not
argument as to what is relevant in order to prove a given plea.'’

Furthermore, in respect of the case law from the Supreme Court of British Columbia
cited by the Plaintiffs,'® it appears the propositions the Plaintiffs have drawn from these
cases confradict the case law in this Court, which is that it is not permissible to ask for
facts to support the pleadings of the party.” In the event there is in fact a contradiction, it

is the law of this Court that should prevail.

Finally, contrary to the Plaintiffs’ assertions, the Defendant did not object to the first part
of question 25(e), and did not object to questions 89 and 90 on the basis that they call for

evidence.?’

(siven the above, the Evidence Questions are improper and the Defendant should not be

required to provide answers to them.

The Plaintiffs should not be permitted to re-phrase the Improper Ouestions

While the Plaintiffs’ notice of motion simply requests an order requiring the Defendant to
answer the questions that were objected to, their written representations also contain a
request for alternative relief “permitting the Plaintiffs to serve rephrased questions dealing
with each or any of such questions as the court directs within 14 days of the court’s decision
and requiring the Defendant to respond within 14 days of service of the questions
thereafter”. No specific justification has been advanced in support of the relief beyond the
assertion that if the examination for discovery had been conducted orally, the Plaintiffs

could have attempted to rephrase their questions in response to objections.”!

Y Kun Shoulder [Kun Shoulder] at para.16. Sce also Pharmascience at para.19,

18 Plaintiffs’ Written Representations, Plaintiffs’ motion record, tab 3, p.317 at paras.54-53.
" Kun Shoulder at para.16. See also Pharmascience at para.19.

2 Lukiv Affidavit, Plaintiffs’ motion record, tab 2, Ex. B.

* Plaintiffs” Written Representations, Plaintiffs” motion record, tab 3, at paras. 15, 57-59.
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That said, the Plaintiffs have not proposed any potential rephrasing of their questions in
order to address the Defendant’s objections. Accordingly, it cannot be assumed that it
would be possible to rephrase the Improper Questions if they are given 14 days to formulate

them, as the Plaintiffs suggest by their prayer for relief.

Even if the Plaintiffs had proposed specific new questions that it would now like to pose
in light of the Defendant’s objections to the Plaintiffs’ Improper Questions, such relief
should not be granted at this stage of this specially managed litigation, which is subject to
a strict procedural schedule. Such an order will prejudice the Defendant by requiring the
Defendant to respond to a second round of written questions while concurrently working
on the next steps in this proceeding, the deadlines of which have alveady been set by the

Court.”?

It was incumbent upon the Plaintiffs to judiciously formulate their limited examination for
discovery questions in a manner that was unobjectionable. The Plaintiffs did not do so.
Instead of confining their questions to proper requests for relevant factual information, they
chose to pose a series of argumentative questions apparently designed to engage the
Defendant’s deponent in a debate over matters of law, evidence and opinion. Their gambit
having failed, the Plaintiffs should not now be given another chance to pose proper

questions.

This is a complex and important constitutional case, which the parties must ready for
hearing in an expedited manner. The Plaintiffs have not identified any cogent justification
for diverting their efforts and those of the Defendant from trial preparation to prolonging the
examination for discovery process. The Plaintiffs’ request to re-open discovery should be

denied.

** Order pronounced May 2, 2014.



HE,

42.

44,

45.

46.

There is no basis for an award of solicitor-client costs to the Plaintiffs; increased

costs should be granted to the Defendant

The Plaintiffs seek solicitor-client costs of their motion but make no submissions in
support of this extraordinary remedy sought. The Plaintiffs’ request in this respect is

entirely devoid of merit and should be dismissed.

There is simply no basis on which to award solicitor-client costs against the Defendant.
The Defendant’s conduct in making the objections to the Improper Questions was not
reprehensible, scandalous, or outrageous.””  No party being examined at discovery
should be saddled with a punitive costs award for exercising the right to defend oneself

from objectionable questions, absent a total lack of justification for the objections.

To the contrary, in the circumstances of the case at bar, it is the Defendant that is entitled
to increased costs of this motion. While the Defendant does not suggest that the
Plaintiffs’ conduct is of a nature that would warrant the ultimate sanction of solicitor-
client costs, this unnecessary motion does merit an award of costs on the basis of the
maximum number of units under column V of Tariff B of the Federal Courts Rules,

payable in any event of the canse.”*

This motion arose because the Plaintiffs posed the Improper Questions to the Defendant,
to which the Defendant justifiably objected. The explanations provided by the Defendant
for these objections should have been sufficient to persuade the Plaintiffs that they ought
not to have posed the Improper Questions. Yet the Plaintiffs chose to bring the present

refusals motion regardless.

In exercising its discretion to award costs, the Court may consider, among other things,

any conduct of a party that tended to short or unnecessarily lengthen the duration of the

B Fouis Vuitton Malletier S.A. v. Lin, 2007 FC 1179 at paras. 35-36.
** Federal Courts Rules, Tariff B.
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proceeding. It may also consider whether any step in the proceeding was improper,

vexatious, unnecessary or taken through negligence, mistake or excessive caution.”

Examples of this include Ultima Foods Inc. v. Canada (Atiorney General), a case n
which this Court made an increased costs é,ward, although outside of Tariff B, as a result
of, among other things, a party filing mmecessafy affidavits. Furthermore, in 2045978
Ontario Inc. (c.0.b. Chaps the Original) v. Chaps Aldershot Inc. (c.0.b. Lezley's Chaps),
this Court awarded the plaintiff increased lump-sum costs consistent with costs assessed
at the upper end of column V of Tariff B. In 2045978 Oniario Inc., the Court determined
that the plaintiffs’ summary judgment motion had been unnecessary as the defendant had

no defence and therefore should not have been defended the action.”®

In sum, the circumstances of this motion justify an award of increased cosis to the

Defendant, payable in any event of the cause.
ORDER SOUGHT

The Defendant respectfully requests that the Plaintiffs’” motion of September 10, 2014 be

dismissed with increased costs to the Defendant, payable in any eveni of the cause.

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 19* day of September, 2014.

Jdn Brgers
Counsel for the Defendant

?% Federal Courts Rules, rules 400(3)(1) and (k).

%8 Ultima Foods Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General), 2013 FC 238 at paras.17 and 25; 2045978
Ontario Inc. (c.0.b. Chaps the Orzgmal) v. Chaps Aldershot Inc. (c.0.b. Lezley's Chaps}, 2009 FC
981 at paras.6 and 9-10.



18

LIST OF AUTHORITES

Legislation:

1. Federal Courts Rules, rules 97, 100, 296, 400, and Tariff B.

Case Law:

2. 2045978 Ontario Inc. (c.0.b. Chaps the Original) v. Chaps Aldershot Inc. (c.0.b. Lezley's
Chapsj, 2009 FC 981 (GQL)

3. Alragas Marketing Inc. v. Canada, 2004 FC 1682 (QL)

4.  Apotex Inc. v. Pharmascience Inc., 2004 FC 1198 aff"d 2005 FCA 144 (QL)

5. AstraZeneca Canada Inc. v. Apotex Inc., 2008 FC 1301 (QL)

6.  Bauer Nike Hockey Inc. v. Easton Sports Canada Inc., 2006 FC 1084 (QL)

7. Kun Shoulder Rest Inc. v. Joseph Kun Violin and Bow Maker Inc., [19971 F.C.J. No. 1386
(FCTD) (QL)

8. Louis Vuition Malletier S.A. v. Lin, 2007 FC 1179 (QL)

9. Merck & Co. v. Apotex Inc., 2003 FCA 438 (QL)

10.  Reading & Baies Construction Co. v. Baker Energy Resources Corp., [1988] F.C.J. No.
1025 (FCTD) (QL)

11.  Rivtow Straits Ltd v. B.C. Marine Shipbuilders Lid., [1977] 1 F.C. 735 (FCA) (QL)

12.  Ultima Foods Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General), 2013 FC 238 (QL)

13.  Westfair Properties (Pacific) Lid. v. Aitken Wreglesworth Associates Architects Ltd., {1995}

B.C.J. No. 225 (BCSC) (QL)



uopnsenb [eSo]

21991109 18T} ST ‘SIOWIBW IO A28 10 Yor[q oy} wody Jede ‘euroipaul ayp Jo Afddns Jo s90In0s Sy} s& WAy}
107 M013 vosiad pa1euSisop 2 9ARY J0 SAATOSWAY) 10f donpoid 3o epeue]) YiyBo ySnory) jusunieaos woly Ajddns
® §59908 01 3[qe a1am sjuaned poacidde Af[eorpatr ‘sreal o] Aprewxoidde ‘omn Jo pousd v iof ‘Anuenbasuo)

cl

uorurdo 107 spen

(0 upip sirened js3uonne A[Jersuss uornemdas 1ood B parsgns 11

pue suatufre Jenonted 1oy) so] Anyiqeams 31 inoqe uoruido yood e pessardxe Auewr ;nq ‘Ajddns o3 possoode sjuatied
paaoxdde o J0 0407 Aoreunxoidde pue ‘sosodmd yoreaser 1o Afenmur “swasAg ue[d ouTRI] £q opewr jonpoid &y
Ajddns sy1 se o[qeiieA®R oprl JUSWUWIDAOT o1 AJojewinn pue Ajddns & i dn STHOO JUSTUILIZA0S U] 9ABY 0) JIOFID
e PSpnIoul W) Jo atwos pue (¢107) (1odkoq 10100p o) ySwowapy pue {(Z{(7) (Uonpiiul BUBNYLIBUL PITIP

aq- Ao N ymas {6007) (ronns oy soepd SUC Ul SASUINI[ ¢) uaag {(§007) (A[Ho U0 J0F MOIZ 0}

nwr O 9L sopodoyizfs {€007) (Atuo suo 10y moid o) juny H¢] o pue Addns juourmieaod) Siznrr {0007)
(Aiddns woumaaaod oxd conpoxd o) WyBRY) 428310y {(8661) (A[ddns juetauizAod pue SUCIKITIDXD ‘9¢™S) puofayoy
Surpnioul wat) Jo swadse snowea 01 $aJUs[RYD 1MNOD [RIIAS AIdM I} YAV ol Jo uopedmuoxd oy souig

i1

uonsanb eday

71021109 181} 1,UST ‘eprUR)) Yoy ysnony

femaUal feniiie paImbal puR ‘SOOUBISUINIIID [ENPIATPUI ) uodn Furpuadop ‘SjudUpULR 19Y10 PuR S38SaIppe
apts uononpoid Jo sefueyoy Surpnpour ‘sasuesi] 25ay) 0} sefuRyo SANBNSIUIWPE 10} vorsiAold apew pue ‘ouim

Aue 1 vosrad xayy wo A1ddns Aep ¢ v op dn ssassod 0} juonied B pomo[[R pue ISIMISIO JOU NG ‘POLLIROUOD 38
spunoidderd pue sjooyds se g 05 Ul UORERoo] s uoponpoid 01 poadsal pim SUOLBIUIL] WIS [im ‘O duies
311 18 Joq J0U INQ ‘SIOOPINO JO SI00PUL IR uononposd 0) 1o2dsar v SUOISIACI SNOLIBA 3pRUL YFW UL

uonsanb redory

(1003100 Y01} LUST ‘Touonnoeid [eoIpowl o) Aq pazuoyne Aep 1ad sweis JO Foqun

ayp uodn pepuadap jey) sUORMSAI Y3 I IO 138 BINULIO] ¥ 0} FUIPIOOOE PSUILISIIP SIUNOWIR UT ‘08N0Y SUI[Jomp

® Furpnpoul ‘9ys uononpord paryroads € 18 Wt 10) 08 0p Jomoad pareudisop € 9ARY 10 SOAJRSUIAY) JOJ (PURNULIEUL)
siqete porip sonpord 1o ajeAnnd o) syusned paaocidde A[Jesipewr yons po[qEuD 1B 00T YT (YFIVIV)
SuonRN3aY $Se00Y eSO vuRNyLIRIN 21 paedinwold A[elewinn epeur)) JO WIWWAA0S 21 ‘asuodser ug

uonsonb e

1001100 TRt} 3,UST “QUIDIPOUL IO INOYIM oM ASU) JT , HHBaY, I1oT] pue Mef

A1 9Y0Iq AT} ﬁ LA1EQT], TIOUI T90M]DG 9S00YD 03 2ARY 10U pInosm sjuened yons jery os syusned peaordde AJeompour

01 sesodmd [eoIpot 103 §se008 djqeUOsEal op1a0ld 0} JOPIO Ul FS(7D) 9 Ul (RUBNILIBW) SIQRUUED JO UONRARND
pue uorssessod oty isurede uoniqmord oy o0} ,UondwWoXo [EOTpowU  OfqRIA A[feuconmusuod, v eovid wr

md 0] pue (FS7)) 12F S2oUpISqRS pup SERLT pajjo4uo’) S} PUSTUE 0] TOISIOSP I8} WIOL} IBdA SUO UMM Pormnbai
SBA BPBUBY) JO JUSUILIdA0S 311 “()00T) L3R ‘A Y Ut[eeddy JO 1n07) OLRIU(Q) S} JO UOISIISP S} JO INSAI B Sy

Y10 T YHIWHLAAS CHLVA SNOLLY INISTAdH NALITIM S INVANIIId dHL OL
L3o Y a%ed - .V, ATINAHHDS




uonsanb reSo

JIqBLr 18y LUsT ‘esn Jeuosiod 1o pasoidde
baﬂﬁm 10U o7es 10] peacidde3ureq oy soR[RI fof SSnAT pup pooy o) Jopun Snrp paasoxdde, ue jo doouos oy,

£C

uoneuroyur Ayred
pIrp: 107 15onbay
‘uonsonb [edey

['painalqo sey wuepusyecy o3 YyorgMm 01 uonsanb oy Jo 1red oy AJuo s1 sy}

21001109 yeupy Just ‘esegornd Jo 1500 o}

JO JUSTIOSINGUIRT JOJ QUIOYDS aouemsul [emurscid Aue repun afeleaos wirepo jouued sjuaned  susour STyl pue
epeuE) uf dpes 10 gnrp porcadde, ue jou s1 puen(ireul paup, ©oUS(T Yl Jo 9 ydeideied ur pajeorpur sy

C

uonsanb [e8o]

$AIA) S1 JI9S) UONRSISe| a1 ul woIsiaoid
yons Aue 2191 St 1ou Yy pesodosd ey ur go 107 uoneiedord oy ur pessaIppr 10 PIIOPISUOD 10U SBM
so011d 100NPOIJ POsUSOIT 9Y} pIOe 0} 9[qe °q Jou [jim 1o piope jouued Adums oym osoyy jo wsyd oy

¥4

uonsenb [efer]

QI3 ST— s901Kd Joonpold
PoSUD0TT 1) PIOLIR 10UUED ol sjuaned 2SO 0] 20URINSUT JO “D0ULISISSE [BISUBUI] oPIaoId [[im jey} Bpeus))
JO JUAWUISA0T [RIOPO] 91} JO UONAIPSUA[ 91 Xpun QIYMaS[d 10 YJAM 9y w uoisiacid ou ST 1Yy

0T

uonsonb fedo]

JEYCNT)
ST ‘seonxd joopewl ] O} PIOJJE JOUUED OUM 2SO} AQ SUIDIPSW IBY) 0] SSI00E SJqBUOSEAI QIMSUD O] SIOUIA0L]
o3 P UonouRfuos UL I0 BpBUR) JO Juswmsaod o) AQ SISUYMOS[S 10 ¥V 91 Ul apew: ST uolsiaoid oN

61

uopsanb o

,Aatp op s901Kd 9501} PIOJE jouuRd oym SiueHed 9SOl 10] UOISTACK
OU SoYew pue $o0lid JONIBUI PIOJJR UBD OUYM 9SO} I0] b&zm POZLIOYINE JUAWIIA0S B SoIBOID YWV UL

81

uondo 107 S{RD

£1091100 TR} LUST - dn pug wersd

€ ¢§ PIOIJE UBD OUm 3SOL] e mmq ay) 10f 1881e 2y} S10JaId) 18] puB SUOISIACID YIS (1M S0UBPIO00E
U1 1800 JBI) Jof (RuenylIew) siqeuued 2onpoid 01 SfqEUN 28 SIAONPOI] PesuLor] ayl ‘Astp se “asew 108e

s soonpord ssus0r] oyl 3o 1ed 10U 818 STENPIAIPUI 2591 1By 9918e nok 1, uop — wesd xod ¢§ 01 0¢°§ 18 SeAJOSTUL
107 sonpoxd 0} ajqe U20q dABY AU} By SAIEOIPUL SB[ oY) wIoX 2jep 0} s3uipaecord 9seyl Ul 90UIPIAD YT,

L1

uonsenb [efey

1001100 1B} 1UST ‘fenplalput o) £q uoIssassod myme| jo Jooxd oty S21mnsuod 1eny [oge] Syl SI ) pue
aumipawr Jo a3exoed petaqer ® wayy o) digs J7 1LY 2aRy 01 JopIo ur JT & 01 3 Supracid pue  Ieuonnowvid
[BOIpOWE © UIOI Judwmndop [esipaty v Fummuielqo Aq pue sooukd JoMILUL 1B (S, 47) SI0NPOIJ pasusor
WSUNLDA0T WO ATUO JUIDIPAW JIAU) UILIQO 03 oy} spadWion pue ‘WIY) X0 05 Op Jomold pajeudisep

B OARY 10 SaAlaswoyl 10f sonpoid 0} symened Jo AIfIqe oy pajeunuIe YAV oy Suieeder g yJAAV 9UL

91

uonsenb ede

{1921109 1BY) 3.UST ¢ [67 Fequendag 910Jeq 10 U0 YAV o) opun syuwied aau

01 soBueyo 10 S[emduel Aue oeldwos o)1 permber amm YR o Jepun sjuened Supsixe pue Kornud sey)
ur yppypy o Sureedar Jo 103350 ) SARY DINOM AT TOUM ‘PTOT T USIBIN [HUN ¥FAA Ui Y ADUSIINOU0O
uez pue paednword sem (YJWpr) suonemnSay sesodm TeoIpaA JO BUBNULIEN 913 £107 ‘L 2Unf 1)

v10T ‘27 YEIWA LIS A1VA SNOLLV INASTIdTI NALLIMMA S INVANIIIA HHL Ol
L 30 Ta8ed - .V, TINAAHDS




21 $90p sjue]d JO IoqUINT St} KO 1L

uonsanb [edo] Joddn wmurxew 8 10y opraold 11 seop Jou peonpoid aq op syueid o Jo azIs oy AJIoeds J0U $20DP BIUIOY JEY], c¢
;Aep 1ad sweid paziromine It vodn duipuadop
uoysenb [e8a] sonpoid pinod uosrad v syue[d Jo JoqUINU o} POUTIIINIY IBY) YFIVFY SUl UI B[AUIIOY 2U3 JO 20IN0S 91 ST 1BUA $S
LBUIDINE BUIPN]IUT “SIATIRALIP
20USPIAS 10] S[[E)) 10 $10BX9 IDYL0 YO SO[qrpe utr Aep Jod durnsuod I uosrod v Uonul MOY 0] SB JARY NOA OD J0UIPIAD 1B Is
JUOIYSE] e} U PASUOD PUEB SIARALIDD IO SPOBIIXD IDYI0 X0 S2[QIP2 OJUY
s0uapiAd 1oy sjje) | md o) pesoddo se peyows Sureq st Aep Jod BUBNYIIRW PoIp Jo sweld /] 98rIoAR ) 1B} QIAN} S 9OUSPIAD JBUA\ 0%
uotudo pue JI020I00 R} LUST ~ PRIRdNIW g ued wafqord [ows Aue
JUSWINGIR JOI S1E) | 1Y) 08 [I2WIS (OO PUR SONPSL 0] JONIBUL J) HO 2[QB[IBAR S30IA0D ISU10 pue sIoy Jo sadA) snouea oie 2r1ayj Ly
uoturdo pue LARU) 1 uRARY SI9U10 Funoediur 10 SUIPUIJIO INOYHA [OXTOD 0] 2[Ge U2q JARY IS0 SUNEIIPUT 31 3,UST [[BUS
Ju2wngre 10J s[eD AJPATIRIRT ST 80118 tIoT)onpoxd pazuoyme Jo squnu [B10} S 0} 3ANE[aI [jous” moqe sjure[duod Jo aquunt auf OF
aanenoadg ¢ POIUdARIA 2OUDLINID0D] PUL POXI] JO PIIRIPIWRL 3¢ JOU PIOD
‘wormdo pue wajqoxd oty Jo smondadsw aemBar Aq pamorjog suonoadsur pue Sumnuued ‘Fursuaoy] e Aq pajusasxd oq aary
JUSnBIe J0J S[eD 10U PINod Wa[qosd o1} 2197 S20URISWINIIID 983yl Jo Aue ut Suisue weqoid remonred Lue o) juoed nok ue) 6€
{YIRII00 TR LUST - "HUG (¢ 0) UOTIBIIUIL] UOISsassod I8yl JO 98NBI2q SUONRDI[HUIOd ons
asanemoadg IDUIO PUB SHOUDPISIT JI9Y} 0 29130 1s0d [BO] a3 WO} Sa0uLMOl[Ee Iet) Juntodsuwen pue dn Junyoid sen)noLFp
‘womuido pue aary] Aptll puw “0BeIo)s I0] UOISIACIA OU ST 230y s ‘sjustuanmbar oyl [juypny 03 sys00 Surddnys roeerd je grq ue
wewmde 1oy sire) | wox syustidiygs ofdynwr armbax v suonezioyme Azp 3od § ¢ uey) 1018018 [is 9SOY) JBY) UBSW OS[E [[TAs ST s
JIO2HI09 By ,UST - PUNOQISNOY A[[BNLIA HIBUAI [[IM 1218013 10 SHONRZLIOUINE.
Aep e 8 (0S1 yam asol) arym juiod o1) 01 seseotout oFesop J1otp) se 218 0JBI0IS 10 SWIOY A1y} WoLy ABmE oG
ssnemaadg | 01 A1jiqe TOY) UF POTHT} 2IOT PUE AIOW AW0aq suonezLoyne Aep 1od § ¢ uey) 1018218 1M 98011 JO [18 1Y Y IV
‘wotundo pue oY) Ispun NoQe pue N0 USYm suin Aue 1e wosrad Jip vo Ajddns Aep g¢ © 10 3 ¢ ssessod uro oy Aep od
JUDWNIIR 10) i) g ¢ JO $520%2 UI sadusop [m 250U} 0] Jom Aetr wopeiiwu Sup ‘sonsnels weiSord saoqe oy} purw ur Sunmog c¢
{'Pa103lgo sey Juepuala ] o) Yorgam o} tonsanb o) Jo 1xed oy ATuo st Sy ]
LSIBI0 01 SINGLISIP,, 10U Op 1B} pue SISAIFares Iamord pareadissp 12y 1o
saafesway) 10 sonpord ogm sjuened 01 uwopeier ur uopeSere sy woddns 01 sisTxe oouapiAsIEYM (9)
suopsonh Suraojof ayy aS14 pup 20U Jo MAMAIVIS Y1 JO 6 YNyl 68
sydp.3paod ug o 325 240 YON Yl 01 JI pappr pup YW AU} UL UOLBIIWII] JUY) PONUiU0d SBy pue YFWH
SOUSPIA JOJ S[{RD Y} UL AJUO UIOY PALIP $) 01 (PUBNILIBWI) SIGBRUUER,) JO SN A} PIIUI] SLY JUSWILIAA0T oyl AUm SUOSBaI T, (9)57
1031100 1By LUSI B ()G 03 JITUT] OU IHIM. JTWI] A[IBP oU} sowm (¢ 01 di uoissassod
PoMOTIE YFIVFV UL SBRIaUm ‘SSO] ST IoADIUM B (¢] Jo yuwip Apsp 1oyl sown ¢ o1 dn ssessod o3
uonsanb eS| popruiad Ao st jueped oy pue Ao | puenguew paup, o3 woissassod pue wononpoid W YW QYL T

Y107 ‘T2 dAGNALIAS ALV SNOLLY LNASTEITY NALLEMA S. INVANTIId 9HL OL
L 30 £988d - .V, ATINARHDS




uorurdo pue
ymanm3ie 10y s[e))

¢2015% nok 3 upnom ‘wizo] [[1d Ut A[[ensn a1e [ey) SBNIP PaqLIosald fensn ) uetp)
1onpoid axesy)[eay Jeren € o} snofojeus 910w Yonw §1 ‘urof [jid B Ul 10U g ‘seom{ ‘$o[qIpa se Yons SULoJ 19110
1 10 w0y paup ur pasn sdeipad uay pue ‘gons se palsearey pue jueld B ST umoId ST eyl (BuBniLEwn) SIqBUUR)

L9

uonsenb (B3]

GAIA 218 TS(TD |l

IBPUN POY[OIUGD 10T aI8 Pue WONNAINSIP d1[qnd 1oj jou dFe 830ULISqNS 2} $E JUO[ 0 “UOTLD0] JOUI0 10 SupImyino
e Fupn|oul ‘uapied 10 SWIOY UMO §,9U0 Ul 95n [euosiod Umo $,5U0 JOI SISMO[] JO SqIoY 10 pOOJ UMO JoY

1o sy Suronpoid wor Tenpraipur we opnjoerd TRyl SoIMiE)S TRIOPS] AUB JOPUR SUOTBINSAI [EIOPO] OU ke U9Y]

99

uonsanb (e8]

21021100 187} s1- 21fqnd 13 03 P[os 10U st paonpoid
pOOJ SY S SUO] 0§ ‘SPUSLY pue A[ury $,900 Jo uondumsuos o1 10 10 uondumsuoo UMO §3U0 JOf PO UMO SUO
sonpoxd 01 L1I1qR S, [eAPIAIpUL UR SiIun] 10 soendar jey) 1V sSni pue poog S UI SUMIoU ST 21y} ‘AlIRjiuIg

$9

vonsonb [e8o7

J103TI00 1B ST - SOAJOSWAY 107 yons Suonpoud Afjeuosted urory ouokue aje[ndal jou op pue ojgnd a1 03

JO SISO 01 ST YIS JO ofes oy ueaod suonendar 950y} pue |, [RLIARW [PUIRTR UBWNY-UOU € 10 SNSUNJ ¥ ‘Wnimioeq
» ‘e8e ue Teuoiew 1ued v 3o Jueld V7, Se pounop axe sjonpoid 950ty ‘SSSIGMSA (PSD) 1OF SIoUDISGRS pun
ST pajjo407) DY) JOPUN DOURISANS PA[[OIL0D € ST ISNEBOOG SUOTLINTIT 2S0Y] WOLY PIPn]Ixa ST {BUBNTLILLI)
SIQRILED SBAIaM PUE | S1ONPOIJ 2I23GI[Ral TeinjeN], SUrtioaod suonendar sey 10y s8nxJ pue pood 24

9

uorido pue
FRUME IR 10] S[1e))

JuoTonpoId [ons J[qrUS 0} UONINIISUOD OH109dS N0 POLLIEDd 2ABL 1BY) 3s0y) SUIPRIOUT SOSNOT
Suiemp (& 03 serpdde 11 moy pue vopisod sIUSUITIOACS 2U} JO [IRISP UL Siseq [enide] ay opraosd oseayd ou jy

£9

uotuido pue
stangre 103 s[ED)

£ UOnS 10] PIIONKSUOD
Aqrenaed 1wl 11 o1e ey sSulj[emp Yons Ul sanjoe uonjonposd [[pwis 0] j0U pue yons JOJ PIjonmsuod
10U 218 1oy s3unjomp ajealid w sonioey uononpoxd eueniliew o5IE] O PAIRUI] SUIAOU0I asay) a1y (P)
JUONEMFDI WAUNLIOA0S [800]
01 12{gns 2UOZ [BIOISUIOD 10 [BLNSIPUE JO Termmotide ue ur sjuoned Jo dnoid v £q uapies oanoafj0d & Ul (9)
1 seoupsumoIro Aue Topun juened v £q Burpymgino Lue {q)
¢ seourswnoa Aue sapun juaned e £q asnoy] Juifemp Aue ()
ur poonpoxd £[a7es aq louues (euenyLewl) SIqeUUR)) jeyl UomISod §UAWHIISAOS M) 1T §]

Z9

uoysenb [e3o]

JBpRUE) YIPOH AQ WYL 0] paiueld
Q0USOI] SY} M 20UEPIodoe Wl uonerado nay) Sunonpuoo ST 990UIDI B 10U JO IUISYM SUIULINSP 0} SUI[[amp
oreatxd v BULIONID SX0Joq JUBIEM B JO uorssiuied ureiqo o) Jo10adsul ue 2Imbal JUSUNLISAOT oY) PP AUM

65

uopsanb [edory

: KoL
LAY
1,UpINoo saz1s 11aq) 1o spueld Jo JoqUING S} W[ O} BNULIO] 97} 25Ueyd 0} POpPUSUI® o UBD SUONRINISY &Y

8¢

uonsenb (g8

LA yuop peaisur syueld o Jaqumu
o1yrads ¥ 198 1] BINWIIOY B {ONS 981 JOU 0P Y[ S UI S3e1§ [ENPIAIPW AJIe[nonied pug sajunod 0

9¢

Y107 ‘72 YHEWALJAS ALV SNOLLVINASHYdAYE NALLNM SINVANTIId dHL OL
L 3o ¥ aded - .V, A INAAHDS




uouido pue

(1021102 1B} ST -10U PO 1S35IEW JIOI[[T 313 UT padedus ss0y) seardym ‘so1raqqol paiduaiie yans Jo juoad
a3 ur 2o1j0d o) [[ed pmom sioexado (B85 Jey) pUB 2AT03JJ0 AT3M 9SO JBY) ST SOUSPIAY 1) PUL $31IdQQOIL Jsurede

JuawIngre JoJ sfre)) waaaxd 0] swelsAs A)Lnoass ajqeidosoe 20e[d ur aary 0] pannbal aIam/eIe YFFYFY Ul Jepun suonersdo (307 78

1091102 8L} ,ust

woturdo pue ‘A1ddnsioao pue purwiep 10s89] oy} UaAIS AJIsea jonpoid ot 35 O} S[QBUN 8q [{I4 SI2GQOT U3 18I} USAIS ‘S2A[osTaY}
Wowmsie 10§ sfe) sosodind yons 10f 10102 pue YeaIq 10 ,SAI MOID), 03 POIBIDOSSE A0USJOIA JO YSII S} paonpal sey win) ul sy, 18

211 1useq ‘suonerado [eSof[1 Auetl Jo usmop JuIso(o ofl W pajmsal pue

vomdo pue | seoud paonpai sey jeyy A[ddnsioao 1o 103 [[EI0A0 BB UT PA)[NSAT SBY JdTeUI JOI[T o) ol jonpoid Iy SumaeAlp |

juswmsae J07 S[JD) | SA9SUITT YFV JO ANIOUIM B Ag 9SNAE SUIOS M PO[dnos 1aNIe IOT[]T Y} Ul PUBLESD [[RIGAO UF UHOTIONPAT STYT 08

11 pusey - sajeys gz owos ur sesodmd [eorpetr 107 (BURTLIBY) SIQRUURD O] $S9008 JO UOHBZI[ES] 93

30 amuia £q ospe nq ‘sesodind jje 10y opeIo[oT) pue RIS Ue3BUTYSE AN UT (PURNYLIBUL) SIGBUUED JO UOTIRZI[EED] 9} A

ATUO JOU paonpal A[[RTIUEISqNS WHS( SBY PUEWLP SIY) PUL (FOPIOQ URDIXSJA] 9} SN0 SAWO0D 1S2J A} PHE BOLIDWY

uonuido pue I SUROLIDWY JOJ SUBDLIDUIY AQ UmOIS ST 110} JO SO SB SIAY) JO 94¢ JN0Qe PUR JYIBWE MO JO 940§ 10qe)
aumSIe 10] S[[e)) VS[1 991 sem @m‘mﬁﬁaﬁv SIqeuned vouﬁuo& ueIpene) DM I0f pUBWEAp JOo 201nos Jofew oy jsed oy ul 61

L OSTMIOYIO

10 aanpadsiad 52008 2[qRUOSEDI € WIOIJ 20TATAS pue jonpoid Joy) pue s [enprarpul Suipredor Jemnorred ur
JURAQ[SXI] pue ajep 03 werdord Y pypy o SuipIedol paAleodl epeuR)) [HEs} sty 9A1eSau 10 dAnIsod IS Novqpea) e 8L

$4I104 10 S1I00pMO 013 0] panuarad
atom oYM 25071 Aq MYININ o1 Jopun uasue Fuisey swalqord yons Aue Jo QIO ST 20ULSPIAD TeYM (¥)

- dwrey [eLgsupul

Apzemonaed ‘sdoro AqIesU JO UOIBUITIRILOD SSOED JU0ALId PUR HOISIDAIP JO YSII 3Uj) SSBIIOSP 01 POPUIIUL §& 30U
20UOPTIAS J0] sTjey | a1p Jyo g9 ydeiBered Ul 1no 198 ST 10A9081EYM Toopno [21s] jo moponpoxd Aue Surpnjoard ¥ gpypy oY) 10§ siseq oy, ()L

[ SI0G)0 OU PUB SIANPOIJ SSUDIT] 91 AG 9[GR[TRAR PRI SUIRLS

250y 0) panuy oq Ajdums s spusired oy ey pawadxo I1 ST IO AJ[BOIWION0DS SISBq [ENPIATPUL UR U0 spusned

TeNPIAIPUL A1) IO SUTRIIS [EnPIAIPUT 21} oonpoid o) 9]qe o [[IM SIS0NPOoId Pesuadr] asey) Jeyy uonisod sppeue))

IBSL] 3T ST~ SIOONPOLI PISURdT ) d[qerear syonpoid ) 03 A[oos wosel pue uononpoid 9580 0] pey[aduwios

JT uTens o) JO 98N 3} JO SSO[ oY) 183) pue os UIop onNUNUO0D 0} St Ao e pue ssauy[l Jejnonied Iy 103

uoluido pue QATIOIIQ ST 1B} (RUBNyULIEW) SIqEUUR) JO sutel)s Jo urens rejnonied e dojassp 0 BUIAL) 1I0J39 pUE SWI S[qRIapISuOD
Juoumsie 10J sj[eD) 1uods 2AEY ST JO SWIOS 1EY) SOIBOIPUI SISIO pue SHHUR[] o) WoI SS8uIpoocord 9soy} UL 90UapIAS oY, 69

AUIEY umO It 01 sudqoid Aue

vorrdo pue | proae 01 soonovid 1s0q mof[o] Aoyt Jeyl amsud 0} (A[nysseoons sdeme jou sdeyrad) sdoys oye Ljqepuesispun pue
Jrawndre 10J sje) AjTeInyeu [jim wondmnsuos amo JISY) 0] soouesqns Iatfo 1o pooj sonpoxd oym opdoad jeyy aoife nod juppom 89

YLOT T IHINHLIES AALYd SNOLLY INISTIdTd NALIRIAM S INVANHATA 9HL OL
LJo gaded - .V, AINAHADS




uonsonb jedo

(1001100 TR} SI ‘1e0npold PesuddTT JUSISHIP € WO SUIMIPAUL $89038 O}
1dwane 01 JOPI0 UL JUSWUNOOP [ROIPSW MU € UHelq0 O} JouonnoeId [2OIPOU SIY U0 PU}e-21 0} 9ART M juoned
31 I90UPOL ] Pasusdy oY) 0} Sunmerdwios woly Jrede 0ATI0RJAUI ASTMISYIO ST J0NPOXd 11 JO WY} I0f SYI0M Tey}

utens e oonpoid o} spqeun Furaq Ronporg asuseory oy se yons ‘onpord o yum Addegun st juened YJAN ue JT

16

voundo pue
justangre 107 S[eD)

Jlou Agm “q0u 31

06

~ vonndo pue
juatunSIe 10§ s[eD

S upinos - sotpod oty Surpnioui ‘AoueFe 0 Jusunedop JUSUINISA0S I9YI0 AUR IO BPRUR))
THESH 01 JOOIOU) 90110U dAI8 pue Aresseosu Ji sserppe aus uononpoid sy sFuetd pjnos uosiad € Aqareym sseooid
© astaep 03 o[dwis A[oAne[el 9 PN i enunroo of pepruiad st 19a132180 © £q voponpoid 10 nononpoud peuosiad Jy

68

gopsanb [eSe

JRECIAT

B LUST~ FST) SU) JO JUSUIINIOND [e1ouad o) ur paBeBus Uoym 10U 21am SOUO YOI PUB [RS2] 018 SIS {OIYm 0] s8
PIULIOTUT JUaW0I0JUS Mel doaay 01 ao1j0d o) Aq 2[qIsseoor aseqeiep & opiacid o1 Sem o31s wononpoid o1 Jo pIosar
v Surdooy jo sesodmd ayy jo suo pue “ueorddesusned sy £q poumo jou sem Lzedoid oy J1 projpusireumo

a1 JO Juasod a1 Surnbar ‘ssaxppe ans vonanpoid o1 Ul afueyd e Jo WONBOLNOU Iof papracid Yy L

88

vonudo pue
WawINSIL I0] S[ED

(109100 Y1} LUST -]O3IBUI [850] 91} 0 STUI} 2531} Jo {2 AJddns 0] ISTX2 SALNSNPUT JO IOqINY

10 AISNPU 210U B SB SISUTBIUOD IO $1U03 SULMOoIF 100pul aIrjud SUIPN]OUL PUg IOPO 10 [[STHS 0TPAL 0] SOOIASD
SuIpniour pue SOOIAP IS0 PUE SEISWRO ‘SULIB[E SNOLBA JO 2SN o) Aq SYSILI AJLINDJS WO PUR SIDIAID ISY0 pue
srerfiprunyep o asn Aq SYSH PIOW 9IX0) B WIOL] pue ‘SYSLE I PUe [2o10s]s Auw wolj A[ayes siooput sjueld gons
£ue sonpoxd o3 stonpord Jo Aere opia & WAL 0} S[qe[eae aary sioopul jueld jo odA1 Luw 013 01 ysim oym 9SOY,

€8

Y10T ‘TT YHEWALIES JHLVA SNOLLVINASTAITYE NALIRIM S INVANHATd FHL OL
L 30 9938 - ¥, ATNAHHDS




