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APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE TO DEMANDES D'AUTORISATION
APPEAL FILED D'APPEL DEPOSEES
Helena Clement, et autre Kyu-Bom Hahn
Serge Saint-Jean Kyu-Bom Hahn
c. (30264) v. (30232)
SaMajestéla Reine (Qc) Her Majesty the Queen (F.C.)
Pierre Roy Monika A. Lozinska
Justice Canada- Unité Mixte- Produitsdela Attorney General of Canada
criminalité

DATE DE PRODUCTION : 8.4.2004

Janssen-Ortho Inc.
John Terry
Torys

v. (30202)

TheMinister of Health, et al. (F.C.)
Frederick B. Woyiwada
Attorney General of Canada

FILING DATE: 13.4.2004

V.(Q.V)
Graham T. Clark

v. (30271)

Her Majesty the Queen (Ont.)
Alison Hurst
Attorney Genera of Ontario

FILING DATE: 13.4.2004

Northern Alberta Institute of
Academic Staff Association

Ritu Khullar

Chivers, Carpenter

Technology

v. (30284)

Board of Governors of the Northern Alberta
Institute of Technology (Alta.)

Robert B. White, Q.C.

Davis & Company

FILING DATE: 15.4.2004

FILING DATE: 16.3.2004

Placements Mane Ltée
Jacques Lapointe

c. (30288)

Ville de Beaupré (Qc)
Sandra Bilodeau
Pothier, Delisle

DATE DE PRODUCTION : 5.4.2004

Her Majesty the Queen
Anne-Marie Lévesque
Attorney General of Canada

v. (30290)

Canada Trustco Mortgage Company (F.C.)
Al Meghji
Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt

FILING DATE: 13.4.2004

Robert Murrin
Robert Murrin

c. (30294)
Le Procureur général du Québec, et autres (Qc)
Lizann Demers

Bernard, Roy & Associés

DATE DE PRODUCTION : 15.4.2004
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APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL

FILED

DEMANDES D'AUTORISATION D'APPEL
DEPOSEES

Paul Martineau
Paul Martineau

c. (30296)

Sous-Ministre du revenu du Québec (Qc)

Michel Morel
Veillette & Associés

DATE DE PRODUCTION : 16.4.2004

Leroy Latty, et al.
Edward L. Greenspan, Q.C.
Greenspan, White

v. (30295)

The United States of America (Ont.)
Beverly J. Wilton
Attorney General of Canada

FILING DATE: 16.4.2004

Canadian Photonic Labs, et autres
Robert Bélanger

c. (30291)
Simbol Test Systems|inc. (Qc)
Pierre McMartin

Beaudry, Bertrand

DATE DE PRODUCTION : 19.4.2004

9117-4912 Québec Inc., et autres
Donald Duperré

c. (30212)
Les Immeubles Dandurand Inc. (Qc)
Martin Filion

Plante, Filion

DATE DE PRODUCTION : 16.4.2004

The Honourable Robert H. Nelson Founder
President of Public Defendersfor himself and as
representativeof all thosealsoimproperly denied
benefits

Robert H. Nelson

v. (30297)
Her Majesty the Queen as represented by the
Right Honorable Paul Martin (F.C.)

Robert Carvalho

Attorney General of Canada

FILING DATE: 20.4.2004

John Susin
John Susin

v. (30298)

Baker and Baker, et al. (Ont.)
Alfred J. Esterbauer
Koskie Minsky

FILING DATE: 20.4.2004

Phillip Ofume, et al.
Phillip C. Ofume

v. (30289)
CIBC Mortgage Corporation, a body corporate
(N.S)

John A. Keith

Cox Hanson, O’ Reilly, Matheson

FILING DATE: 26.4.2004

Francine Bourdon, et autres
Claude Tardif
Rivest, Schmidt

c. (30299)

Stelco Inc. (Qc)
Chantal Masse
McCarthy Tétrault

DATE DE PRODUCTION : 30.4.2004
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APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL DEMANDES D'AUTORISATION D'APPEL
FILED DEPOSEES

Eleanor Iness
Raj Anand
WeirFoulds

v. (30292)
Canada Mortgage and Housing cor poration, et al.
(Ont.)

John A. Campion

Fasken, Martineau, DuMoulin

FILING DATE: 30.4.2004
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APPLICATIONSFOR LEAVE DEMANDES SOUMISES A LA COUR
SUBMITTED TO COURT SINCE LAST DEPUISLA DERNIERE PARUTION
| SSUE

MAY 3,2004/LE 3MAI 2004

CORAM: Chief Justice McLachlin and Major and Fish JJ.
Lajugeen chef McLachlin et lesjugesMajor et Fish

Shawna Prebushewski
v. (30189)
Dodge City Auto (1984) Ltd. and Chrysler Canada Ltd. (Sask.)

NATURE OF THE CASE

Statutes - Procedural Law - Interpretation - Costs - Under consumer protection legislation, what obligations does a
manufacturer owe to aconsumer once it has discovered a defect in this product and once contacted by samein respect to
adefect inaproduct it has sold? - What type of conduct on the part of the manufacturer will attract exemplary damages? -
When should costs be awarded against a consumer who brings an action under The Consumer Protection Act, S.S. 1996,
c. C-30?

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

December 6, 2001 Applicant entitled to damagesin the sum of $41,969.83 and
Court of Queen’s Bench of Saskatchewan exemplary damages in the sum of $25,000

(Rothery J.)

December 29, 2003 Appeal alowed in part; damages sustained; exemplary
Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan damages set aside

(Tallis, Sherstobitoff and Lane JJ.A.)

February 26, 2004 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

Paul W. Cummings
v. (30221)

Ruta Cummingsindividually and as Executrix and Trustee of the Estate of Bruce Norman Cummings,
deceased (Ont.)

NATURE OF THE CASE

Property law - Wills and Estates - Dependant’ srelief - Testator |eaving most of estate to his surviving spouse - Testator
also creating trust for the support of two adult dependant children - One child suffering from degenerative disease -
Adeguacy of provision - Whether Court should establish criteria to address the claim of dependants suffering from a
serious illness disability in the face of competing claims of surviving spouse - Whether Court of Appeal erred in
considering that deceased had legal obligationstoward his surviving spouse which would have mandated an equalization
of net family properties - Whether Court of Appeal should have considered the means of the surviving spouse - Whether
Court of Appeal’ s approach suggests that spousal status isadeterminant of significant entitlement, without reference to
demonstrable need and- Meaning to be accorded a“first charge” for support obligations against a deceased’ s estate, as
provided for in a domestic contract - Whether appellate court has the power and duty to review the circumstances and
reach its own conclusionsin dependants’ relief case - Succession Law Reform Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. 26
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APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE
SUBMITTED TO COURT SINCE LAST ISSUE

DEMANDES SOUMISES A LA COUR DEPUIS
LA DERNIERE PARUTION

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

February 21, 2003
Ontario Superior Court of Justice
(Cullity J.)

January 15, 2004
Court of Appedl for Ontario
(McMurtry C.J.O., Doherty and Blair JJ.A.)

March 15, 2004
Supreme Court of Canada

Application for dependant’s relief granted in part; lump
sum support of $250,000 to be paid to Mary Anne
Cummings out of the assets of the testamentary estate,
$10,000 of which to be applied to daughter’ seducation and
remaining amount to be held in trust for the care and
welfare of the Applicant, Paul Cummings

Appeal dismissed

Application for leave to appeal filed

CORAM: lacobucci, Binnie and Arbour JJ.
L esjuges lacobucci, Binnie et Arbour

James Thomas Johnston

v. (30142)

College of Physicians and Surgeons of New Brunswick (N.B.)

NATURE OF THE CASE

Administrative law - Judicial review - Complaint regarding Applicant’s competency to practice safe medicine - College
of Physicians and Surgeons of New Brunswick suspend Applicant’s medical license - Request for Applicant to undergo
psychiatric assessment - License suspended until such assessment - Can the Respondent College refuseto obey their own
Regulation Number Eleven and refuse notice to applicant who refuses a psychiatric exam pursuant to R Section 58.7(i)
and or 58.7(ii) of Medical Act of New Brunswick - Can Respondent College refuse applicant Audit Alterem Partems- Can

Respondent College deny the applicant natural justice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

July 28, 1999
Executive Committee of the College of Physicians and
Surgeons of New Brunswick

September, 1999
Review Committee of the College of Physicians and
Surgeons of New Brunswick

June 15, 2002
Council of the College of Physiciansand Surgeonsof New
Brunswick

November 29, 2002
Council of the College of Physiciansand Surgeonsof New
Brunswick

Applicant’s license to practice medicine suspended and
matter referred to the Respondent’ s Review Committee

Review Committee request that the Applicant undergo a
psychiatric assessment and recommend to Council that the
license suspension remain until request is met

Review Committee’' s recommendation accepted

Council’ sconsensuswasthat the matter remain beforethe
Review Committee
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APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE DEMANDES SOUMISES A LA COUR DEPUIS
SUBMITTED TO COURT SINCE LAST ISSUE LA DERNIERE PARUTION

November 12, 2003 Applicant’s appeal of Council’s decision dismissed
Court of Appeal of New Brunswick
(Rice, Larlee and Robertson JJ.A.)

February 4, 2004 Motion to extend time to file and/or serve the leave
Supreme Court of Canada application granted

(Bastarache J.)

February 11, 2004 Application for leave to appeal filed

Supreme Court of Canada

VilledeTrois-Rivieres
c. (30225)
Réginald Caumartin, Marie B. Caumartin, Lyne Caumartin et Jean M. Caumartin (Qc)

NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit municipal - Responsabilité civile - Dommages-intéréts - Refoulement d’ égouts - Effet rétroactif d’' un réglement -
Code de plomberie du Québec - Loi sur lescités et villes - Le réglement 12 s applique-t-il aux immeubles des intimés
quoique construits avant I’ entrée en vigueur de ce réglement?

HISTORIQUE DES PROCEDURES

Le 17 avril 2002 Demanderesse condamnée a payer dommages-intéréts
Cour supérieure du Québec suite ainondation des béatiments des intimés

(Lejuge Richard)

Le 13 janvier 2004 Appel accueilli en partie

Cour d' appel du Québec
(Lesjuges Beauregard, Morin et Rayle)

Le 15 mars 2004 Demande d'autorisation d'appel déposee
Cour supréme du Canada

Maria Sokolowska
v. (30198)
Ottawa Police Services (Ont.)

NATURE OF THE CASE

Property law - Judgmentsand orders- Summary judgment - Property law - Sheriff’ snoticeto vacate - Whether individuals
who are municipa employees may be held liable for their criminal actions, as ordinary citizens are - Whether summary
judgment may be used by an adverse entity as means of evading responsibility for destruction it causes and costs it
produces.
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APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE DEMANDES SOUMISES A LA COUR DEPUIS
SUBMITTED TO COURT SINCE LAST ISSUE LA DERNIERE PARUTION

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

June 19, 2003 Respondent’s motion for summary judgment granted;
Ontario Superior Court of Justice Applicant’s action dismissed

(Forget J.)

January 6, 2004 Appeal dismissed

Court of Apped for Ontario
(Doherty, MacPherson and Simmons JJ.A.)

March 5, 2004 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

CORAM: Bastarache, LeBel and Deschamps JJ.
Lesjuges Bastarache, LeBel et Deschamps

LaMunicipalitéd’'Austin

c. (30185)

LesDix Capitainesinc., Pierre La Rochelle, Claude Vachon et Procureur général du Canada
- et entre-

Procureur général du Québec

c. (30185)

LesDix Capitainesinc., Pierre La Rochelle, Claude Vachon et Procureur général du Canada
- et entre-

Association de préservation dela Baie Verte et Pierre G. Rioux
c. (30185)
LesDix Capitainesinc., Pierre La Rochelle, Claude Vachon et Procureur général du Canada (Qc)

NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit constitutionnel - Droit maritime - Droit municipal - Partage des compétences - Navigation - Nuisances - Caractére
véritable du réglement municipal dont la validité constitutionnelle est contestée - Quelle est I’ éendue des chefs de
compétence législative prévus aux paragraphes 92(8), (13) et (16) de la Loi constitutionnelle de 1867 en regard des
nuisances commises par des plaisanciers ou des campeurs lacustres sur un lac situé sur le territoire d’ une province?

HISTORIQUE DES PROCEDURES

Le5janvier 2000 Réglement 97-247 de la municipalité demanderesse
Cour supérieure du Québec déclaré ultra vires et inconstitutionnel
(Lajuge Mireault)
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APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE DEMANDES SOUMISES A LA COUR DEPUIS
SUBMITTED TO COURT SINCE LAST ISSUE LA DERNIERE PARUTION

Le 22 décembre 2003 Pourvoi rejeté
Cour d appel du Québec
(Lesjuges Gendreau, Rousseau-Houl e et Chamberland)

Le 20 février 2004 Demandes d' autorisation d’ appel déposées
Cour supréme du Canada

G.S
c. (30238)
G.G. (ésqualitésdetutriceal’ enfant mineure M.M.G.) (Qc)

NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit delafamille - Filiation - Preuve - Le droit des particuliersaladignité et al’ intégrité physique est-il mieux protégé
lorsd’ une procédurecriminelle quelorsd’ une procédurecivile ?- Ladisparité entrelesloisdesprovincessur I’ obligation
de subir une analyse par prélévement de substance corporelle pour établir une empreinte génétique lors d’ une procédure
relativealafiliation crée-t-elle unediscrimination enversledemandeur dépendant delalocalité géographiqueouil sesitue
au Canada?- Ledroit al’ intégrité physique du demandeur a-t-il étéviolé par I’ émission d’ une ordonnance de se soumettre
aune analyse de prélévement d’ une substance corporelle sur sa personne et ce, malgré une preuve contraire établissant
I"impossibilité physique de conception de I’ enfant par le demandeur et malgré qu'il y ait eu fabrication de preuve de la
part del’intimée ?

HISTORIQUE DES PROCEDURES

Le 22 aolt 2003 Requéte de I'intimée en vertu de I'art. 535.1 du Code

Cour supérieure du Québec civil du Québec en vue d'obtenir une ordonnance de

(Lejuge Moulin) prélévement d’ une substance corporelle du demandeur
accueillie

Le 23 janvier 2004 Appel regjeté

Cour d appel du Québec
(Lesjuges Otis, Forget et Thibault)

Le 22 mars 2004 Demande d'autorisation d'appel déposée
Cour supréme du Canada
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JUDGMENTSON APPLICATIONS JUGEMENTS RENDUS SUR LES
FOR LEAVE DEMANDESD'AUTORISATION

MAY 6,2004/LE 6 MAI 2004

30000 Canada Safeway Limited v. Alberta Human Rights and Citizenship Commission, Connie
Starzynski, Alice Mae Baker, Jim Sczembora, Lynn Mckay, Loretta Zutz, Dennis Epp, Fay
Elizabeth Clarke, FrancesA. Bitz, L indaM ewhor t, Dawn Dixon, Janet Shaigec, AnnetteGalavan,
Marisha Matkowski, Felicia Graziano and Selma Dromerski and United Food & Commercial
Workers, Local 401 - and between - United Food & Commercial Workers, Local 401 v. Alberta
Human Rights and Citizenship Commission, Connie Starzynski, Alice Mae Baker, Jim
Sczembora, Lynn Mckay, Loretta Zutz, Dennis Epp, Fay Elizabeth Clarke, Frances A. Bitz,
Linda Mewhort, Dawn Dixon, Janet Shaigec, Annette Galavan, Marisha M atkowski, Felicia
Graziano and Selma Dromer ski, Canada Safeway L imited (Alta.) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

Theapplicationsfor leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Alberta (Edmonton), Numbers
0103-0035-AC and 0103-0040-AC, dated August 13, 2003, are dismissed with costs.

Les demandes d'autorisation d'appel de l'arrét de la Cour d'appel de I'Alberta (Edmonton), numéros
0103-0035-AC et 0103-0040-AC, daté du 13 aolt 2003, sont rejetées avec dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Labour Law - Duty to Accommodate - Buyout Provisions - Compensation - Collective Agreement - Labour Relations -
Employer renegotiates collective agreement with union and includes a buyout provision from which disabled employees
are excluded - All employees except agroup of disabled employees given buyouts - Employer refuses to accommodate -
Union does not offer to accommodate and does not canvassesits membership regarding whether it should accommodate -
Whether buy-out plan akin to seniority or compensation provisionsor athird type of provision - Appropriate comparator
group for assessing whether there has been discrimination - Whether an “hours worked” requirement is rationally
connected to the purpose of reducing labour costsin an employer buy-out plan - What employment related benefits must
be offered to non-working employees - When will eligibility rulesrestricting accessto such benefitsto working employee
constitute unlawful discrimination - Liability of union for a collective agreement provision with discriminatory effect -
Relevance of negotiating history and union’s unsuccessful seeking of a non-discriminatory provision in collective
bargaining - Whether the principle that the employer is expected to initiate the accommodation process has been
undermined - Whether jurisprudence unsettled asto what isrequired of aunion to dischargeitsduty to accommodate when
the employer refusesto accommodate - What constitutes undue hardship for unions- How to apportion liability if unions
liable with employers for a collective agreement provision with discriminatory effect.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

December 5, 2000 Applicants’ appeals of the decisions of the Respondent
Court of Queen’s Bench of Alberta Alberta Human Rights and Citizenship Commission
(Verville J) dismissed

August 13, 2003 Applicants’ appeal dismissed

Court of Appeal of Alberta
(McFadyen, Berger and Ritter JJ.A.)

October 10, 2003 Application for leave to appeal filed by Canada Safeway
Supreme Court of Canada Limited
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JUDGMENTS ON APPLICATIONS JUGEMENTS RENDUS SUR LES DEMANDES

FOR LEAVE D'AUTORISATION

October 10, 2003 Application for leave to appeal filed by United Food and
Supreme Court of Canada Commercial Workers Union, Local 401

30062 Abram Thiessen v. Columbia Shuswap Regional District (B.C.) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: McL achlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

Theapplication for leaveto appeal fromthejudgment of the Court of Appeal for British Columbia (Vancouver),
Number CA030318, dated September 26, 2003, is dismissed with costs.

Lademanded'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel delaColombie-Britannique (Vancouver), numéro
CA030318, daté du 26 septembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Torts - Negligence - Did the courts below err in law in failing to define and apply the standard of care owed by the
Respondent as the owner of a workplace, to the Applicant, a non-worker at the workplace, by s. 119 of the Workers
Compensation Act, R.S.B.C. 1996 c. 492? - Doesthat standard become the standard required by the Occupiers Liability
Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 337 by operation of s. 3(4) thereof in these circumstances- Did the Respondent meet that standard
of care owed to the Applicant - Contributory negligence - What are the criteriafor the admission of the reports of experts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

October 319, 2002 Applicant’s claim for damages, dismissed
Supreme Court of British Columbia

(Hunter J.)

September 26, 2003 Appeal dismissed

Court of Appeal for British Columbia
(Saunders, Thackray and Hollinrake JJ.A.)

November 25, 2003 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

30084 Norman E. Bower, CharlesBradbury, John Bunn, Robert JamesCornfield, GeorgeFor ster, Karl
V. Gallicano, Michagl Georgetti, Jean L. Heusdens, Henry A. Hopp, Jack Howlett, Albert King,
Ralph Langevin, Maxime Lepine, Norman Lucht, John McGowan, James Petterson, Elmer
Pontius, Laurier Regnier, Mar cus Smith, Florayanet Venturini, William Edward Walsh, Altert
Warrington and Thomas Watmough, each on his own behalf and together on behalf of and
representing all other beneficiaries, of the Pension Plan established January 1, 1926 by the
Consolidated Mining and Smelting Company of Canada L imited, which Plan became known as
the" Pension Fund" of ThePension Fund Society of the Consolidated Mining Smelting Company
of Canadal imited now named the Cominco Pension Fund Coor dinating Society v. ComincoL td.,
Cominco Pension Fund Society and Cominco Pension Fund Coordinating Society (B.C.) (Civil)
(By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

Theapplication for leave to appeal from thejudgment of the Court of Appeal for British Columbia(Vancouver),
Number CA026722, dated October 8, 2003, is dismissed with costs.
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JUDGMENTS ON APPLICATIONS JUGEMENTS RENDUS SUR LES DEMANDES
FOR LEAVE D'AUTORISATION

Lademanded'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel delaColombie-Britannique (V ancouver), numéro
CA026722, daté du 8 octobre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Property law - Trustsand trustees - Pension plans- Surplus- Merger of pension plans- Entitlement to surplusin defined
benefit pension plan - Employer transferring pension plan surplus to new pension plans - Whether principle that trust
funds must be administered for the sole benefit of the trust beneficiaries applies to pension plan in the absence of an
express term which specifically devotes the corpus of the trust to the exclusive use of the beneficiaries - Whether power
to amend the pension plan permitted company to use surplusto meet theitsliabilitiesin ongoing plans, through the merger
of the closed pension plan with the ongoing plans - Whether Court of Appeal erred in concluding that trust principles
required that where company’ s ongoing plans had assumed the pension liabilities of the closed plan, al of thetrust assets
of the closed plan had to be transferred to the ongoing plans and charged with all of the liabilities of the ongoing plans -
Whether Court of Appeal erred in concluding that the assumption of the pension plan liabilities by company’ s ongoing
plans, in exchange for the transfer to those ongoing plans of assets matching the value of those liabilities, did not
crystallize any entitlement to the surplus remaining in the pension plan trust fund.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

October 8, 1999 Respondents' Pension Fund Society Plan found to have
Supreme Court of British Columbia merged with successor plans; Applicants not entitled to
(Baker J.) damages or compensation

Octaober 8, 2003 Appeal dismissed.

Court of Appeal for British Columbia
(Ryan, Saunders and Thackray JJ.A.)

December 2, 2003 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

30111 Tracey Ferguson v. John Lush (B.C.) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

Theapplication for leave to appeal from thejudgment of the Court of Appeal for British Columbia(Vancouver),
Number CA29701, dated November 3, 2003, is dismissed with costs.

Lademanded‘autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel delaColombie-Britannique (V ancouver), numéro
CA29701, daté du 3 novembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Torts- Negligence - Damages - Procedural Law - Courts - Whether the appellate court erred in accepting an inconsistent
jury verdict which granted past and future pecuniary losses of $58,500 and non pecuniary damages of $1,500.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

April 18, 2002 Applicant awarded damages in the amount of $60,000
Supreme Court of British Columbia including $1,500 in non pecuniary damages; Applicant
(Clancy J) declared 50% liable
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JUDGMENTS ON APPLICATIONS JUGEMENTS RENDUS SUR LES DEMANDES
FOR LEAVE D'AUTORISATION

November 3, 2003 Appeal dismissed
Court of Appeal for British Columbia
(Ryan, Saunders and Thackray JJ.A.)

December 29, 2003 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

30119 L afontaine-Rish Medical Group Ltd. and Sonia L afontainev. Marta Erdelyi (Ont.) (Civil) (By
Leave)
Coram: McL achlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

Theapplicationfor leaveto appeal fromthejudgment of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, Number C35689, dated
November 10, 2003, is dismissed with costs.

La demande d'autorisation d'appel de I'arrét de la Cour d'appel de I'Ontario, numéro C35689, daté du 10
novembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Procedural law - Tria - Appeal - Evidence - Fresh evidence - Expert evidence - Applicants seeking to introduce fresh
evidenceto undermine expert’ strial testimony - Whether Court of Appeal erredinlaw regarding theintroduction of fresh
evidence relating to the disciplinary history of the Respondent’ s expert witness - Whether Court of Appeal erred in law
implicitly on the general issue of the introduction of expert witness evidence - Whether Court of Appeal erred in law
implicitly on the general issue of the obligation of counsel in introducing expert withess evidence in relation to the
professional disciplinary history of such witness - Whether Court of Appeal erred in law implicitly on the general issue
and application of concealment of impugned, illegal, criminal and fraudulent conduct by an expert witness.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

January 15, 2001 Respondent awarded $25,095.33 in damages
Ontario Superior Court of Justice

(CooJ.)

November 10, 2003 Appeal dismissed

Court of Apped for Ontario
(Feldman, Gillese and Armstrong JJ.A.)

January 7, 2004 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

30120 WarrenHitzig, Alison Myrden, Mary-L ynneChamney, CatherineDevries, Jari Dvor ak, Stephen
Van de Kemp, Deborah Anne Stultz-Giffin and Marco Renda v. Her Majesty the Queen (Ont.)
(Criminal) (By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

The application for an extension of time is granted and the application for leave to appeal from the judgment
of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, Number C39532, dated October 7, 2003, is dismissed without costs.
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Lademandede prorogation de délai est accordée et |lademande d'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel
de I'Ontario, numéro C39532, daté du 7 octobre 2003, est rejetée sans dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Canadian Charter - Crimina - Criminal Law - Remedies - Whether the court should have retained a supervisory rolein
its congtitutional remedy - Whether severing provisions from the Marihuana Medical Access Regulations was the
appropriate remedy for constitutional defects- Whether the case should have been remitted to the motionsjudgeto ensure
that new exemption scheme resulting from the Court of Appea’s order would adequately address the needs of seriously
ill Canadians?

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

January 9, 2003 Applicants' applications for declarations granted in part;
Ontario Superior Court of Justice Marihuana Medical Access Regulations, SOR 2001-227
(Lederman J.) declared constitutionally invalid and of no force and effect.
October 7, 2003 Appeal dismissed; cross-appealsalowed in part, Sections
Court of Appeal for Ontario 4(2)(c), 7, 34(2), 41(b) and 54 of Marihuana Medical
(Doherty, Goudge and Simmons JJ.A.) Access Regulationsdeclared constitutionally invalid and of
no force and effect.
January 7, 2004 Applicationsfor extension of timeand leaveto appeal filed

Supreme Court of Canada

30132 American Wollastonite Mining Cor p. formerly known asWhite PlainsResour cesCor p. v. Frank
E. Scott and Fraser Milner, a Partnership (B.C.) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

Theapplication for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for British Columbia(Vancouver),
Number CA030011, dated November 19, 2003, is dismissed with costs to the respondent Fraser Milner.

Lademande d'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel delaColombie-Britannique (V ancouver), numéro
CA030011, daté du 19 novembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens en faveur de l'intimée Fraser Milner.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Commercial law -Torts - Negligence - Causation - Company law - Securities - Directors - Breach of fiduciary duty -
Breach of contract - Value of consideration given for transferred shares - Claim of professional negligence against
company’s solicitors.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

July 9, 2002 Applicant’s action for breach of contract and breach or

Supreme Court of British Columbia warranty against Respondent, Frank E. Scott, and for

(Dillon J.) breach of duty and negligence against Respondent, Fraser
Milner, dismissed.
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November 19, 2003 Appeal dismissed
Court of Appeal for British Columbia
(Lambert, Huddart and Lowry JJ.A.)

January 15, 2004 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

30140 Moosomin Credit Union v. Royal Bank of Canada (Sask.) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

The application for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan, Number C.A.
No. 416, dated November 25, 2003, is dismissed with costs.

Lademande d'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel de la Saskatchewan, numéro C.A. No. 416, daté
du 25 novembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Commercial law - Bankruptcy - Security Interests - Priorities - Section 427 Bank Act loan - Bank having security
agreement including after acquired property - Credit Union subsequently entering into security agreement with debtor for
purchase of atruck - Debtor making assignment in bankruptcy - Whether Bank or Credit Union entitled to proceeds of
sale of truck - Whether there are common law and equitable exceptions to the priority of s. 427 Bank Act security -
Whether the interest of a secured lender providing purchase money financing is sufficiently similar to the interest of a
conditional sales vendor, thus entitling the secured lender to a similar common law priority exception - Whether it is
reasonabl e to place lenders that are unable to obtain s. 427 Bank Act security at acommercia disadvantage

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

September 24, 2001 Proceeds of sale to be paid to the Applicant

Court of Queen’s Bench of Saskatchewan

(KyleJd)

November 25, 2003 Appea alowed; Proceeds of sale to be paid to the
Court of Appeal for Saskatchewan Respondent

(Vancise, Sherstobitoff and Lane JJ.A.)

January 19, 2004 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada
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30147 Sydney Abrahams, Frank Bartelen, Dorie Franz Bartelen, Nicholas Bartolomucci, Jack D.
Beaton, Kai YeeChow, Yiu KeeChow, Alan Ying Tsi Chung, PingM el Chung, Nick Cianci, Mila
Cueva, BrigidaM. Cueva, Frank Gentile, MillieGentile, NicholasGray, Robert JamesHart, Dale
S. Humphey, Girdhari L. Patodia, Robert Lee, Shu Wha Lee, John Arthur Lewis, Kenneth
Sawatzky, Yusuf Abdulgani Shaikh, L eonard Schechtman, Beverley Schechtman, Donald Acria
Tsuji, Gary Akikazu Tsuji, Elaine Starr, Ronald E. Starr, also known as Ron E. Starr, Paul
Sachimi Tokiwa, Marten Vanderbroek and Linda Vanvendbroek v. Bank of Montreal (Ont.)
(Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

The application for an extension of time is granted and the application for leave to appeal from the judgment
of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, Number C38267, dated November 20, 2003, is dismissed with costs.

Lademandedeprorogation dedélai est accordée et lademande d'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel
de I'Ontario, numéro C38267, daté du 20 novembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Commercia law - Bills of exchange - Promissory note - Holder in due course - Bank taking assignment of alleged
promissory notes - Whether Range v. Belvedere [1969] S.C.R. appliesto real estate transactions - whether the Court of
Appeal erred in failing to correctly apply the decision in Range to the facts of this case - Whether the Court of Appeal
erredin concluding that this case was factually distinguishable from Range - Whether the Applicants were entitled not
to have their “ promissory notes’ read independently of their purchase contract documentation - Whether, given the total
failure of consideration, the “notes’ were simply evidence of debt capable of assignment to the Respondent, only subject
to the equities existing between the original parties.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

April 24, 2002 Respondent’s claim for payment of monies owing on
Ontario Superior Court of Justice Promissory Notes given by the Applicants allowed
(Lissaman J.)

November 20, 2003 Appeal dismissed

Court of Appeal for Ontario
(Simmons, Gillese and Armstrong JJ.A.)

January 21, 2004 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada

30163 Bahadur Singh Bhalru v. Her Majesty the Queen (B.C.) (Criminal) (By Leave)

Coram: McL achlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

Theapplication for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for British Columbia(Vancouver),
Number CA030584, dated November 28, 2003, is dismissed.

Lademande d'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel delaCol ombie-Britannique (V ancouver), numéro
CA030584, daté du 28 novembre 2003, est rejetée.
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NATURE OF THE CASE

Criminal Law - UnreasonableVerdict - Hearsay - Whether the Court of Appeal erredin law by upholding thelearnedtrial
judge’ sverdict of guilt in circumstances where such verdict was unreasonable and cannot be supported by the evidence
or wasamiscarriage of justice - Whether the Court of Appeal erred in law by upholding thelearned trial judge’ sdecision
to first admit, and then rely upon, a prior written statement given ayear after the incident for the truth of its contents.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

October 18, 2002 Applicant convicted of criminal negligence causing death
Supreme Court of British Columbia

(Loo J)

November 28, 2003 Appeal dismissed

Court of Appeal for British Columbia
(Finch C.J.0., Rowles and Huddart JJ.A.)

January 27, 2004 Application for leave to appedl filed
Supreme Court of Canada

30193 Apotex Inc. v. Merck & Co. Inc., Merck Frosst Canada & Co., Syngenta Limited, Astrazeneca
UK Limited and Astrazeneca Canada Inc. (FC) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: McLachlin C.J. and Major and Fish JJ.

The application for an extension of time is granted and the application for leave to appeal from the judgment
of the Federal Court of Appeal, Number A-108-03, dated December 22, 2003, is dismissed with costs.

Lademande deprorogation dedéai est accordée et lademande d'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel
fédérale, numéro A-108-03, daté du 22 décembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

THISFILE HAS BEEN SEALED / CE DOSSIER EST SCELLE

30065 UL Canadalnc.v. Attor ney General of Quebec and Fédér ation desproducteur sdelait du Québec
(Que.) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: Bastarache, LeBel and Deschamps JJ.

The application for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Quebec (Montreal), Number
500-09-008256-992, dated October 1, 2003, is granted with costs to the applicant in any event of the cause.

La demande dautorisation d'appel de l'arét de la Cour dappel du Québec (Montréa), numéro
500-09-008256-992, daté du 1 octobre 2003, est accordée avec dépensen faveur delademanderesse quelle que soit I'issue
de I'appel.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Canadian Charter - Constitutional law - International law - Statutes - Interpretation - Civil rights- Freedom of expression -
Division of powers- Provincial power to maker regulationsto protect the dairy industry against competitors - Obligation
to exercise delegated powersin accordance with international and interprovincial agreements- Whether s. 40(1)(c) of the
Regulation respecting dairy products and substitutes, R.R.Q. 1981, c. P-30, r. 15, by imposing restrictions on the colour
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of margarine exposed, sold and distributed in the Province of Quebec, is ultra vires the powers of the Government of
Quebec in light of the North American free trade Agreement, the Agreement establishing the World Trade Organization
and the Agreement on internal trade - Whether theimpugned Regul ation viol atesthe guarantee of freedom of expression -
Whether the Superior Courts have jurisdiction to declare legislation invalid due to unreasonableness - Whether the lower
courts erred in finding that the impugned Regulation had incidental effects on international and internal trade.
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PROCEDURAL HISTORY

May 26, 1999
Superior Court of Quebec
(Guthrie J.)

October 1, 2003
Court of Appeal of Quebec
(Mailhot, Brossard and Nuss JJ.C.A.)

November 27, 2003
Supreme Court of Canada

Applicant’s application for declaratory judgment and
mandamus seeking to have section 40(1)(c) of the
Regulation Respecting Dairy Products Substitutes declared
invalid, dismissed; Applicant’s application to quash the
seizure of containers of margarine by the Ministére de
I’ Agriculture, des Pécheries et de I’ Alimentation, granted

Applicant’s appeal dismissed

Application for leave to appedl filed

30103 Lafferty, Harwood & PartnersLtd. and The Estate of Richard L afferty v. Jacques Parizeau and

Lucien Bouchard (Que.) (Civil) (By Leave)

Coram: Bastarache, LeBel and Deschamps JJ.

The application for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Quebec (Montreal), Number
500-09-009510-009, dated October 24, 2003, is granted with costs to the applicants in any event of the cause.

La demande dautorisation d'appel de l'arrét de la Cour dappel du Québec (Montréal), numéro
500-09-009510-009, daté du 24 octobre 2003, est accordée avec dépensen faveur desdemanderessesquellequesoit I'issue

de I'appel.

NATURE OF THE CASE

Torts- Civil law - Civil liability - Defamation - Freedom of expression - Right to safeguard of on€’ sreputation - Whether
the lower courts erred in determining that the defamatory comments constituted afault - Whether the lower courts erred
in ng the moral and punitive damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

March 16, 2000 Respondents  action for defamation granted in part:

Superior Court of Quebec Applicants condemned to pay to each of the Respondents

(Lefebvre J.) $10,000 in moral damages and $10,000 in punitive
damages

October 24, 2003 Applicants appeal dismissed; Respondents incidental

Court of Appeal of Quebec appeal granted: amount of moral damages and punitive
(Nuss, Pelletier [dissenting], and Letarte [ad hoc] JJ.A.) damages awarded to each of the Respondents’ increased to
$75,000 and $25,000 respectively

December 23, 2003 Application for leave to appeal filed
Supreme Court of Canada
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30104 Adil Charkaoui c. MinistredelaCitoyennetéet del'l mmigr ation et Solliciteur général du Canada
(C.F.) (Civile) (Autorisation)

Coram: Les juges Bastarache, LeBel et Deschamps

La demande d'autorisation d'appel del'arrét dela Cour d'appel fédérale, numéro A-349-03, daté du 31 octobre
2003, est rejetée.

The application for leaveto appeal from the judgment of the Federal Court of Appeal, Number A-349-03, dated
October 31, 2003, is dismissed.

NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit de I’'immigration - Résident permanent - Interdiction de territoire - Détention - Motifs raisonnables de croire que
le résident permanent constitue un danger pour la sécurité nationale ou la sécurité d’autrui, ou qu'il se soustraira
vraisembl ablement alaprocédure ou au renvoi - Contrdlejudiciaire desmotifsjustifiant |le maintien deladétention - Droit
d’appel al’encontre de I’ ordonnance de maintien en détention - Art. 80(3), 82 et 83 de la Loi sur I'immigration et la
protection des réfugiés (ch. 27 des L ois du Canada de 2001) - L esjugements attaqueés sont-ils entachés d’ erreurs de droit
? - Lesjugements attaqués en appel ont-ils été rendu en ignorant les droits du demandeur prévus aux articles 7, 11 et 15
de la Charte canadienne des droits et libertés (Partie |, 1982, ¢. 11 (R.U) L.R.C. App. Il no. 44) ?

HISTORIQUE DES PROCEDURES

Le 15 juillet 2003 Détention du demandeur maintenue conformément a
Cour fédérale du Canada I'article 83(1) de la Loi sur I'immigration et la
(Lejuge Nod) protection des réfugiés

Le 31 octobre 2003 Requéte enradiation de |’ avis d’ appel, accueillie; appel
Cour d appel fédérale rejeté pour défaut de compétence

(Lesjuges Décary [dissident], L étourneau et Nadon)

Le 24 décembre 2003 Demande d'autorisation d'appel déposée

Cour supréme du Canada

Le 9 février 2004 Demande de prorogation de délai pour déposer la
Cour supréme du Canada demande d’ autorisation accordée

(Le juge Bastarache)

30116 Ferme Geléry Inc. c. La municipalité de Laverlochére et Monigue Rivest, és qualités de

secr étaire-trésoriére dela municiaplité de L averlochére (Qc) (Civile) (Autorisation)

Coram: Les juges Bastarache, LeBel et Deschamps

Lademanded'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel du Québec (Québec), numéro 200-09-003883-029,
daté du 5 novembre 2003, est rejetée avec dépens.

The application for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Quebec (Quebec), Number
200-09-003883-029, dated November 5, 2003, is dismissed with costs.
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NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit municipal — L égislation — Textes réglementaires — Interprétation — Le reglement relatif au plan d’implantation et
d’intégration architecturale de la municipalité intimée est-il ultra vires ou inopérant? — Le réglement est-il inconciliable
avec laLoi sur la protection du territoire et des activités agricoles, L.R.Q., ch. P-41.1?

HISTORIQUE PROCEDURAL

Le 27 novembre 2001 Requéte en mandamus de |la demanderesse, accueillie;
Cour supérieure du Québec émission du certificat de conformité ordonnée
(Le juge Guertin)

Le 5 novembre 2003 Appel accueilli; jugement infirmé; requéte en mandamus
Cour d'appel du Québec rejetée
(Lesjuges Beauregard [dissident], Morin et Rayle)

L e 30 décembre 2003 Demande d’ autorisation d’ appel déposée
Cour supréme du Canada

30143 Dominique Briand c. Sa M ajestéla Reine (Qc) (Criminelle) (Autorisation)

Coram: Lesjuges Bastarache, LeBel et Deschamps

Lademanded'autorisationd'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel du Québec (Québec), numéro 200-10-001234-017,
daté du 20 novembre 2003, est rejetée.

The application for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Quebec (Quebec), Number
200-10-001234-017, dated November 20, 2003, is dismissed.

NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit criminel - Procédure - Preuve - Conflit d’intéréts en matiére criminelle - Admissibilité - Témoigne d’ expert - La
communication privilégiée «avocat-clients» qui vient alaconnaissance d’ unetierce partie en raison d’ une indiscrétion ou
d’ un manquement déontologique de I’ avocat de I’ accusé et sans le consentement et |a participation de ce dernier est-elle
admissible en preuve ? - Le Ministére public peut-il, adesfinsjudiciaires, informer et / ou mettre en présence un expert
de lateneur d'une telle communication ? - Tout tribunal, que ce soit en vertu de la common law ou de la Charte, a-t-il
juridiction pour interdire I’ utilisation, la propagation et I’ admissibilité d’ une telle communication, autant lors du procés
gu’al’ occasion des procédures préal ables au proces ? - Lorsgu’ un accusé alleégue le conflit d’ intéréts al’ encontre de son
procureur, est-il dans I’ obligation, sur la question «d’impact négatif», de démontrer, en appel, que ce dernier a agit de
fagon déraisonnable et que le verdict aurait é&é autre, ¢’ est-a-dire rencontrer les critéres qui sont applicables lorsqu’on
souléve I'incompétence de I'avocat? - Si ce n'est pas le cas, quels sont les criteres applicables, en pratique, pour
déterminer s'il y a«impact négatif»? - Est-ce qu’ un alibi inexact et préjudiciable obtenu en contravention del’ article 10b)
de la Charte est admissible en preuve, par I’ entremise de la troisiéme étape de |’ arrét Sillman, du fait que la poursuite
dispose de témoins oculaires qui placent I’ accusé sur la scéne du crime ? - Est-ce que I’ arrét Stillman laisse subsister la
distinction, faites dans Collins et Black, entre la déclaration auto-incriminante obtenue en violation de I’ article 10b) de
la Charte et |es autres éléments de preuve traditionnellement qualifiés de matériels ?

HISTORIQUE DES PROCEDURES

Le12juin 2001 Dans le cadre d'un voir-dire, le juge admet la
Cour supérieure du Québec déclaration extrajudiciaire du demandeur.
(Le juge Lévesque)
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Le 30 juin 2001 Demandeur déclaré coupable de meurtre au second
Cour supérieure du Québec degré, tentative de meurtre et possessionillégaled’ arme
(Lejuge Lévesque) afeu contrairement aux art. 231(7), 239a) et 92(2)(3) du

Code criminel

Le 20 novembre 2003 Appel rejeté; requéte de I'intimée pour production de
Cour d' appel du Québec pieces, accueillie; requétedel’ intimée pour I extraction
(Le juge en chef Robert, ainsi que les juges Dussaullt et de certaines piéces du mémoire du demandeur, rejetée;
Rochette) regquéte du demandeur pour permission de présenter une

preuve nouvelle, accueillie

Le 19 janvier 2004 Demande d'autorisation d'appel déposée
Cour supréme du Canada

30171 Isidore Garon Ltéec. Syndicat du bois ouvré delarégion de Québec inc. (C.S.D.) (Qc) (Civile)
(Autorisation)
Coram: Les juges Bastarache, LeBel et Deschamps

Lademanded'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel du Québec (Québec), numéro 200-09-003505-010,
daté du 9 décembre 2003, est accordée avec dépens en faveur de la demanderesse quelle que soit I'issue de I'appel.

The application for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Quebec (Quebec), Number
200-09-003505-010, dated December 9, 2003, is granted with costs to the applicant in any event of the cause.

NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit dutravail - Arbitrage- Droit administratif - Compétence- Lesart. 2091 et 2092 du Code civil du Québec, L.Q. 1991,
ch. 64, qui consacrent, entre autres, le droit du salarié de réclamer un délai de congé raisonnable ou une indemnité en
tenant lieu, sont-ils applicables a des salariés régis par une convention collective de travail conclue sous|’ égide du Code
du travail, L.R.Q., ch. C-27? - L’arrét Parry Sound (district), Conseil d’administration des services sociaux c.
SE.E.F.P.O,, section locale 324, [2003] 2 R.C.S. 157, at-il pour effet d'incorporer les art. 2091 et 2092 dans toute
convention collective et deconférer ains al’ arbitrelacompétence pour sesaisir d’ uneréclamation fondée sur cesarticles?

HISTORIQUE DES PROCEDURES

Le 31 octobre 2000 Objection soulevée par la demanderesse quant a la
Tribunal d' arbitrage juridiction du tribunal d’arbitrage pour entendre le grief
(Tremblay, arbitre) rejetée

Le 6 février 2001 Requéte de la demanderesse en révision judiciaire
Cour supérieure du Québec rejetée

(Le juge Martin)

Le 9 décembre 2003 Appe de la demanderesse rejeté et dossier retourné
Cour d appel du Québec devant I’ arbitre afin que celui-ci tranchelegrief aufond

(LesjugesRothman, Rousseau-Houleet Biron [ad hoc])

Le 6 février 2004 Demande d'autorisation d'appel déposée
Cour supréme du Canada
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30172 Fillion et Fréres(1976) inc. c. Syndicat national des employésde garage du Québecinc. (C.S.D.)
(Qc) (Civile) (Autorisation)

Coram: Les juges Bastarache, LeBel et Deschamps

Lademanded'autorisation d'appel del'arrét delaCour d'appel du Québec (Québec), numéro 200-09-003550-016,
daté du 9 décembre 2003, est accordée avec dépens en faveur de la demanderesse quelle que soit I'issue de I'appel.

The application for leave to appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal of Quebec (Quebec), Number
200-09-003550-016, dated December 9, 2003, is granted with costs to the applicant in any event of the cause.

NATURE DE LA CAUSE

Droit du travail - Arbitrage - Droit administratif - Compétence - La Cour d’ appel a-t-elle erré en appliquant I arrét Parry
Sound (district), Conseil d’ administration des services sociaux ¢. SE.E.F.P.O., section locale 324, [2003] 2 R.C.S. 157,
au présent dossier? - LaCour d’ appel a-t-elleerré en appliquant lesart. 2091 et 2092 du Codecivil du Québec, L.Q. 1991,
ch. 64, alors que le droit des parties est régi par une convention collective de travail? - La Cour d’ appel a-t-elle erré en
ne distinguant pasle corpus|égidatif examinéal’ arrét Parry Sound, du contexte |égidlatif prévalant dansla province de
Québec ?

HISTORIQUE DES PROCEDURES

Le 25 ao(t 2000 Moyens préliminaires soul evés par lademanderesse sur
(Tremblay, arbitre) la compétence de I’ arbitre rejetés

Le 9 mars 2001 Requéte de la demanderesse en révision judiciaire
Cour supérieure du Québec accueillie, sentencearhitraleintérimaireannul ée, recours
(LejugeAlain) del’intimé réservé

Le 9 décembre 2003 Appel accueilli, jugement infirmé, sentence arbitrale
Cour d appel du Québec rétablie, dossier retourné devant I’ arbitre pour trancher
(Lesjuges Rothman, Rousseau-Houleet Biron [ad hoc]) le grief au fond

Le 6 février 2004 Demande d'autorisation d'appel déposée

Cour supréme du Canada
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26.4.2004
Before/ Devant : FISH J.

Mation for an extension of timeto apply for leaveto Requéte visant a obtenir une prorogation du délai

intervene and for leaveto intervene imparti pour demander I’ autorisation d’inter venir et
visant a obtenir I'autorisation d’intervenir

BY /PAR: Attorney General of British Columbia

IN/DANS: Newfoundland and L abrador
Association of Public and Private
Employees
v. (29597)
Her Majesty the Queen in Right of
Newfoundland as represented by
treasury Board and the Minister of
Justice (N.L.)
GRANTED / ACCORDEE

UPON APPLICATION by the Attorney General of British Columbiafor an order extending thetimeto apply for leave
to intervene and for leave to intervene in the above appeal;

AND HAVING READ the materia filed,;

IT ISHEREBY ORDERED THAT:
The motion for an extension of time to apply for leave to intervene and for leave to intervene of the applicant,
the Attorney General of British Columbia, isgranted and the applicant shall be entitled to serve and fileafactum
not to exceed 20 pagesin length.

The request to present oral argument is deferred to a date following receipt and consideration of the written arguments
of the parties and the interveners.

Theintervener shall not be entitled to raise new issuesor to adduce further evidence or otherwiseto supplement therecord
of the parties.

Pursuant to Rule59(1)(a) theintervener shall pay to theappellant and respondent any additional disbursementsoccasioned
to the appellant and respondent by their intervention.
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MOTIONS

REQUETES

26.4.2004
Before/ Devant :

Mation to extend the time in which to perfect the
application for leave

Leon’s Furniture Limited
v. (30061)
1497777 Ontario Inc. (Ont.)

GRANTED / ACCORDEE

Requéteen prorogation du délai imparti pour mettre
en éat la demande d'autorisation

UPON APPLICATION by theapplicant for an order extending thetimeto perfect theapplicationfor leaveto appeal until
five (5) days after the date on which the Court of Appeal for Ontario issues and enters the order;

AND HAVING READ the material filed;

ITISHEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The motion for an order extending the time to perfect the applicant’s application for leave to appeal until five
(5) days after the date on which the Court of Appeal for Ontario issues and enters the order, is granted.

27.4.2004
Before/ Devant : THE REGISTRAR
Motion to extend the timein which to serve and file
the appellant’srecord and to accept it asfiled
Glen Thomas Saunders
v. (30128)

Her Majesty the Queen (Crim.) (N.L.)

Requéte en prorogation du délai imparti pour
signifier et déposer le dossier et en vue qu'il soit
accepter tel que déposé

GRANTED / ACCORDEE Time extended to April 21, 2004.
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MOTIONS

REQUETES

23.4.2004
Before/ Devant : FISH J.
Further order on motion for leaveto intervene
BY / PAR: Attorney General for Saskatchewan
IN/DANS: H.L.

v. (29949)

Attorney General of Canada (Sask.)

Autre ordonnance sur une requéte en autorisation
d'intervention

UPON APPLICATION by the Attorney General for Saskatchewan for leave to intervene in the above appea and

pursuant to the order of March 10, 2004;

ITISHEREBY FURTHER ORDERED THAT the said intervener is granted permission to present oral argument not
exceeding fifteen (15) minutes at the hearing of the appeal .

29.4.2004
Before/ Devant : IACOBUCCI J.
Motion to extend thetime in which to serve and file

thefactum and book of authoritiesof theinterveners
and to present oral argument at the hearing of the

appeal
Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Alberta, et al.
v. (29525)

Chereda Bodner, et al. (Alta)

Requéte en prorogation du délai imparti pour
signifier et déposer lesmémoireet recueil de sources
desintervenantset pour présenter uneplaidoirielors
del’audition de |’ appel

GRANTED / ACCORDEE Time extended to June 18, 2004 for the interveners Attorney General of Manitoba and
Attorney General of British Columbia and to June 25 for the interveners Attorney General of Quebec and Attorney

Generd of Ontario.
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MOTIONS

REQUETES

30.4.2004
Before/ Devant : IACOBUCCI J.
Motion to extend the time in which to serve and file
the factum and book of authorities of theintervener
Charter Committee on Poverty Issues and the
Canadian Health Coalition and to present oral
argument at the hearing of the appeal
Jacques Chaoulli, et autre

c. (29272)

Procureur général du Québec, et autre (Qc)

GRANTED / ACCORDEE Ddai prorogé au 24 mars 2004.

Requéte en prorogation du délai imparti pour
signifier et déposer lesmémoireet recueil de sour ces
et de doctrine de I'intervenant Comité de la Charte
et des questions de pauvreté et la Coalition
canadienne de la santé et pour présenter une
plaidoirielorsdel’audition de |’ appel

30.4.2004
Before/ Devant : THE CHIEF JUSTICE
Order - Adjournment of appeal
Ville de Montréal

c. (29413)
2952-1366 Québec Inc. (Qc)
GRANTED / ACCORDEE

L’ORDONNANCE SUIVANTE EST RENDUE:

Ordonnance - Ajournement de I'appel

L appel prévu pour le 21 mai 2004 est gjourné ala session de I’ automne 2004.

30.4.2004
Before/ Devant : THE REGISTRAR
Mation to allow thefiling of further evidence
Nicolaas Koks
v. (29929)

HIVO Enterprises Ltd., et a. (Alta.)

Requéte en vue d’obtenir la permission de déposer
des éléments de preuve supplémentaires

DISMISSED WITHOUT COSTS/ REJETEE SANS DEPENS
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NOTICE OF APPEAL FILED SINCE
LAST ISSUE

AVISD’APPEL DEPOSESDEPUISLA
DERNIERE PARUTION

26.4.2004
Government of Saskatchewan
v. (29973)

Rothmans Benson & Hedges Inc. (Sask.)

29.4.2004
Daniel Ménard
c. (30089)

Sa M ajestéla Reine (Qc)

30.4.2004
SaMajestéla Reine
c. (30108)

G.R.(Qc)

30.4.2004

Christopher Carter, et autre
c. (30060)

Louise Glegg
- et entre-

Smith & Nephew Inc.
c. (30060)

Louise Glegg (Qc)

30.4.2004
Sameer Mapara
V. (29750)

Her Majesty the Queen (B.C.)

22.4.2004
Eifion Wyn Roberts
v. (30282)
Her Majesty the Queen (Alta)

(Asof Right)
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NOTICE OF DISCONTINUANCE
FILED SINCE LAST ISSUE

AVISDE DESISTEMENT DEPOSES
DEPUISLA DERNIERE PARUTION

26.4.2004
Her Majesty the Queen
v. (29376)
Kenneth Roy Hurrell (Ont.)

(Appeal)
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DEADLINES: APPEALS

DELAIS: APPELS

The Spring Session of the Supreme Court of Canada started
April 13, 2004.

Pursuant to the Supreme Court Act and Rules, the following
requirements for filing must be complied with before an
appeal can be heard:

Appeéllant’s record; appellant’s factum; and appellant’s
book(s) of authorities must be filed within 12 weeks of the
filing of the notice of appeal or 12 weeks from decision on
the motion to state a constitutional question.

Respondent’s record (if any); respondent’s factum; and
respondent’s book(s) of authorities must be filed within
eight weeks after the service of the appellant's documents.

Intervener's factum and intervener’s book(s) of
authorities, (if any), must be filed within eight weeks of the
order granting leave to intervene or within 20 weeks of the
filing of anotice of intervention under subrule 61(4).

Parties condensed book, if required, must be filed on the
day of hearing of the appeal.

The Registrar shall enter the appeal on alist of cases to be
heard after the respondent’ s factum is filed or at the end of
the eight-week period referred to in Rule 36.

La session du printemps de la Cour supréme du Canada a
commencé le 13 avril 2004.

Conformément alaLoi sur la Cour supréme et aux Regles,
il faut se conformer aux exigences suivantes avant qu'un
appel puisse étre entendu:

Ledossier de |’ appelant, son mémoire et son recueil de
jurisprudence et de doctrine doivent étre déposés dansles
douze semaines du dépdt de I'avis d’appel ou douze
semaines deladécision delarequéte pour formulationd’ une
question constitutionnelle.

Le dossier de l'intimé (le cas échéant), son mémoire et
son recueil de jurisprudence et de doctrine doivent étre
déposés dans les huit semaines suivant la signification des
documents de I’ appel ant.

Le mémoire de l'intervenant et son recuell de
jurisprudence et de doctrine, le cas échéant, doivent étre
déposés dans les huit semaines suivant |'ordonnance
autorisant I’ intervention ou dans les vingt semaines suivant
le dépdt de |’ avis d'intervention visé au paragraphe 61(4).

Le recueil condensé des parties, le cas échéant, doivent
étre déposés le jour de I’ audition de | appel.

Leregistraireinscrit I’ appel pour audition aprésle dépbt du
mémoire de I'intimé ou & I'expiration du délai de huit
semaines prévu alaregle 36.

- 788 -



SUPREME COURT OF CANADA SCHEDULE
CALENDRIER DE LA COUR SUPREME

- 2003 -

04-07-2002
OCTOBER - OCTOBRE NOVEMBER - NOVEMBRE DECEMBER - DECEMBRE
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Sittings of the court:

Séances de la cour:

Motions: M
Requétes:

Holidays: H
Jours fériés:

18
87

sitting weeks/semaines séances de la cour
sitting days/j our nées séances de la cour
motion and conference days jour nées
requétes.conférences

holidays during sitting days/ joursfériés

durant les sessions




