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The Background

The Superintendent of Financia Services (the " Superintendent™) issued a notice of proposd,
dated February 17, 2000, to make an order (the "Notice of Proposal™) against London Life
Insurance Company ("London Life") in which she proposed to order that the London Life
Company Staff Pension Plan, Regidtration No. 0343368 (the "Plan") be wound up in part. The
wind up was directed in relation to those members and former members of the Plan who were
employed by London Life and who ceased to be so employed, effective between January 1,
1996 and December 31, 1996 or the date the last Plan member ceased employment
(whichever islater) asareault of:

0] the reorganization of the business of London Life; or

(i) the discontinuance of al or asignificant portion of the business carried on by
London Life a one or more specific locations.

In issuing the Notice of Proposd, the Superintendent relied on clauses 69(1)(d) and 69(1)(e) of
the Pension Benefits Act, as amended (the "Act"). The relevant parts of subsection 69(1) of
the Act are asfollows:

69(1) The Superintendent by order may require the wind up of apension planin
whole or in part if

(d) asgnificant number of members of the pension plan cease to be employed
by the employer as aresult of the discontinuance of al or part of the business
of the employer or as aresult of the reorganization of the business of the
employer;

(e) dl or aggnificant portion of the business of the employer a a specific
location is discontinued;

On March 6, 2000, London Life ddivered to this Tribuna awritten notice requesting a hearing
in respect of the Notice of Proposal pursuant to subsection 89(6) of the Act. At apre-hearing
conference held on July 11, 2000, the executive members of the London Life Members
Committee, Alex Murphy, Don Mathewson and Barbara McGee (the "Members Committee
representatives’) were granted party statusin this matter.

The lssues and their Resolution

We address the issues presented by this case in the manner and the order in which they were
framed by the parties at the pre-hearing conference.

| ssue (a) Did asignificant number of members of the Plan cease to be employed
by London Life asaresult of areorganization or discontinuance of all
or part of London Life's business at any time between January 1, 1996
and December 31, 1996, pursuant to clause 69(1)(d) of the Act?

Issue(a.l)  Did those who voluntarily left employment with London Life between
January 1, 1996 and December 31, 1996, through resignation, early
retirement, or otherwise, cease to be employed by London Life within



the meaning of clause 69(1)(d) of the Act as a result of a reorganization
or discontinuance of all or part of London Life's business?

On February 26, 1996, London Life issued a press release announcing plans "to restructure its
Canadian operations to enhance the company's competitiveness, increase growth and improve
customer service." The press release went on to State that "re-engineering initiatives, interna
reorganization and outsourcing programs will result in expected staff reductions across Canada
of approximately 400 over the course of ayear.”

The anticipated staff reductions as a consequence of this restructuring were to occur in
adminigration - a head office and in the regiond offices. The restructuring did not involve the
sdes gaff of London Life.

London Life conceded that the implementation of these plans condtituted a "reorganization of
the business' of the company, in the sense of clause 69(1)(d) of the Act, but contended that a
"ggnificant number" of members of the Plan did not cease to be employed by London Life"asa
result of" the reorganization, as contemplated by clause 69(1)(d) of the Act. The company
agreed that, in the circumstances of this reorganization, it was appropriate to look to
terminations of employment of Plan members that occurred during the period from January 1,
1996 to December 31, 1996 in order to determine whether a significant number of members
ceased to be employed as aresult of the reorganization. However, it maintained that
terminations during the period that were involuntary - i.e. those that were company initiated -
were the only terminations that were relevant to that determination. In other words, voluntary
terminations - i.e. those that occurred through resignation, early retirement or otherwise -
should not be included.

The other parties to the proceeding maintained that voluntary and involuntary terminations
should be taken into account sSince;

it could reasonably be expected that some members who terminated voluntarily were
influenced, to a significant extent, by the lack of security in their tenure or the
increase in their workload, brought about by the reorganization, with the result that
it was questionable whether they redly left on avoluntary basis, and

it would be afutile exercise to try to determine the reasons why particular membersin
fact terminated their employment in order to assess the voluntariness of their
departures.

London Life acknowledged for the purposes of this proceeding that, during the period from
January 1, 1996 to December 31, 1996, there were 384 involuntary terminations of
adminigrative employees who were members of the Plan that were atributable to the
reorganization. It maintained that thiswas not asgnificant number in the context of the Plan,
which had atotal membership of 8908 at the beginning of 1996. That membership can be
broken down as follows:

5870 active members

2038 pensioners

825 deferred pensioners

175 terminations not settled (i.e. options under the Plan on
termination not yet eected)

In aBulletin issued in September of 1990 (val. 1, issue 3, a p. 17), the former Pension
Commission of Ontario (the "PCQO"), indicated that:

The quedtion of what isa"ggnificant number” [in the sense of what is now dause



69(1)(d) of the Act] will take into consideration atotal plan basis and, if appropriate, a
specific geographic location or membership class. Asagenerd rule, a20% drop in
membership ... will trigger further examination of the case by PCO g&ff.

(The statement of which this observation is a part was designated as PCO Policy No.
W100-450, but that policy isnow classfied by the Financia Services Commission of
Ontario ("FSCQO"), the successor to the PCO in the latter's administrative and policy
roles, as an "inactive pension palicy;" see the FSCO Website at www.fsco.gov.on.ca.)

In a subsequent decision of the PCO, following a hearing under the Act relating to a proposal
by the Superintendent of Pensionsto order apartiad wind up of a Stelco pension plan, the PCO
regjected an argument that 20% was a threshold below which it could be expected that a partia
wind up would not be ordered (see Stelco Inc. v. Superintendent of Pensions, PCO Bulletin
(1993), val. 4, issue 1, p. 40, at p. 45). The PCO was of the opinion that the use of the term
"ggnificant” implies amore generd and flexible sandard and the need to consider each case on
itsmerits.” It concluded, in the case before it, that "the termination of 700 members out of a
tota of 3996 during an 18-month period must be considered a significant number by virtualy
any standard.”

In dismissing an gpped from this decison, the Ontario Divisona Court affirmed the propostion
that an absolute number of terminations, consdered without regard to their proportiona
impact, could be sufficiently high so asto condtitute a "significant number” in the sense of dlause
69(1)(d) of the Act (see Selco Inc. v. Ontario (Superintendent of Pensions) (1994),
C.C.P.B. 108, at p. 110 (an appedl from this decision was dismissed by the Court of Apped,
see (1995), 9 C.C.P.B. 126)). The Divisional Court made the following comments about the
meaning of the word "ggnificant” in this atutory provison:

The company [Stelco] took the position that the word "significant” must away's be given
ameaning resulting from a comparison of the number in question with some other
number. In this case, the company took the position that 700 or so employees who
were terminated in this reorganization could not be regarded as significant without
making some comparison of that number with the total number of employees of Stelco.
In the factum of the Superintendent, the meaning given to "sgnificant” isa " noticeably or
measurably large amount.” That may well be the gppropriate meaning for the word in
the context of this dispute. The word does not lend itself to a precise meaning. We see
nothing wrong in the satement by the Commission thet the termination of 700
employees could not be regarded as other than atermination of a significant number of
employees. The Commission was saying thet, regardiess of the sze of the overal
business operation, 700 personsis a Sgnificant number of persons. We agree. (At
p.110)

Therefore, in the present case, we are entitled to have regard to the absolute number of
terminations of Plan members over the period from January 1, 1996 to December 31, 1996 in
determining whether a"significant number" of such members ceased to be employed as aresult
of the reorganization of London Life. That number is, at least, 384, which London Life has
acknowledged to be the number of Plan members who were involuntarily terminated as a result
of the reorganization.

We are of the opinion that 384 isa"sgnificant number" of members of the Plan ceasing to be
employed, in the course of ayear, asaresult of the reorganization of the business of London
Life. Inlight of this concdlusion, we do not find it necessary to ded with the argument of the
Members Committee representatives that the number 384 should be supplemented by the
addition of some or dl of those adminigtrative employees of London Life who voluntarily



terminated their employment during the relevant period - the year 1996 - for the purpose of
determining whether a"sgnificant number” of members of the Plan ceased to be employed asa
result of the reorganization of London Life. Therefore, we do not comment on with how issue
(al), set out above, should be resolved.

While the foregoing reasoning is sufficient to dispose of issue (8), we have dso consdered the
question of whether the number of involuntary terminations as aresult of the reorganization is
"ggnificant” in relaion to the membership of the Plan. In this case, the significance of the number
384 may be properly assessed by comparing that number to the total number of active
members of the Plan who were adminidrative employees at the relevant time. The limitation of
the comparison to active members is appropriate since clause 69(1)(d) of the Act istriggered
when a sgnificant number of "members’ of apenson plan "cease to be employed” by their
employer (see dso the definitions of the terms "member” and "former member” in section 1 of
the Act). Itislogicd, therefore, to determine the significance of the number of members who
ceased to be employed against the number of members who were employed at the time.

The limitation of the comparison to members who are adminidrative employees aso makes
sense as the purpose is to determine the significance of the number of members of the Plan who
have ceased to be employed as the result of areorganization that is limited to the adminigtrative
sde of the business and the employeesinvolved in that part of the business represent a
subgtantia portion of the members of the Plan.

In the course of this proceeding, London Life disclosed information that suggested a range of
possible numbers as representing the totd Sze of its active adminigtrative staff complement who
were members of the Plan at or about the beginning of 1996. These numbers and the way in
which they have been ascertained are as follows:

2572.5, arrived at by adding the number of regular and temporary head office staff
(1896) and the number of regular and temporary regiond office staff (686.5) at the
beginning of 1996 as disclosed by a Human Resources Corporate Staffing
Summary excerpted from a Management Information Systems Report for
December, 1996 (2572.5 isapayroll number and does not necessarily reflect
membership in the Plan, athough it might be expected that the payroll number
would be higher than the Plan membership number, for example some of the 11
temporary employees who are included in the payroll number may not have
qudified for membership in the Plan),

2860 (approximately), arrived a on the basis of the statement in London Lifée's report
to its shareholders on the first quarter results for 1996 to the effect that
"gpproximeately 400 positions, representing 14% of total adminigtrative saff in
London Life's Canadian operations, will be diminated as a result of" the 1996
reorganization,

2913, disclosed by the totd of the active members column on a chart entitled "London
Life MEMBERSHIPBY PROVINCE ASAT 1995/12/31," and

3001, recited in the Facts Part of London Life's written submissions for the hearing in
this maiter as the number of active adminigrative members of the Plan as at
December 31, 1995.

If we take the number of Plan memberswho, it is agreed, ceased to be employed as aresult of
the reorganization, namely 384, as a percentage of this possble range of tota active Plan
members who were adminigrative Saff a the relevant time, we come up with percentages
ranging between 14.9 and 12.8. In our opinion, 384 isa"dggnificant number" of employees
ceasing to be employed in the course of ayear as aresult of areorganization when that number
represents a percentage, of the relevant base of Plan members, that comes anywhere within this



range, i.e. evenif itisaslow as 12.8%. This proportiona andysis reinforces our earlier
conclusion based on the absolute number of  terminations resulting from the reorganization that
the number of terminations was "sgnificant” in this case.

Issue (b) Was all or a significant portion of the business carried on by London
Life at one or more specific locations discontinued at any time between
January 1, 1996 and December 31, 1996, pursuant to clause 69(1)(e) of
the Act?

The Members Committee representatives maintained that two events in 1996 congtituted the
discontinuance of dl or a significant portion of the business carried on by London Life a
various specific locations with the result that the Superintendent was entitled, under clause
69(2)(e) of the Act, to require the partid wind up of the Plan. Those events consisted of;

the closure of five mortgage offices resulting in the termination of 26 adminidrative saff,
and

the amagamation of 11 regiond sdes offices, resulting in the termination of an
additiond 19 adminidrative Saff.

London Life conceded that the first event came within clause 69(1)(e) of the Act. However, it
maintained that the second event did not, at least where two or more offices in a particular town
or geographic region were consolidated. It argued that, in those circumstances, London Lifée's
businesswas il carried on after the amagamation at the specific location a which it was
previoudy carried on, namely the particular town or region, so that there was no discontinuance
of businessin the relevant sense.

In light of our conclusion asto the proper resolution of issue (), it is not necessary to address
this argument. Both of the events referred to above were part of the larger reorganization that
occurred in 1996 and were anticipated, in genera terms, by the plans for the restructuring of
London Life announced in the February 26, 1996 press release. The Plan members who
ceased to be employed as aresult of these events were included by London Life in the 384
Plan members who, it was agreed, ceased their employment in 1996 as aresult of the
reorganization. We have concluded that, in the circumstances, 384 is a "significant number” of
members of the Plan. Therefore, there is a clear basis for the Superintendent ordering a partia
wind up of the Plan under clause 69(1)(d) of the Act, athough the Superintendent, in fact,
relied on clause 69(1)(e) of the Act aswell in her Notice of Proposal. In our view, that reliance

was unnecessary.

| ssue (€) If the answer to (a), (a.1) or (b) isyes, should the Tribunal, under
subsection 89(9) of the Act, direct the Superintendent to order a partial
wind up of the Plan?

London Life argued, in itsinitid written submissons, that the Tribund should exercise its
discretion, under subsection 89(9) of the Act, to refrain from directing the Superintendent to
order apartia wind up of the Plan even if there were grounds, under clause 69(1)(d) or clause
69(1)(e) of the Act, for ordering such awind up. However, this argument was not pursued at
the hearing. Having found that the pre-conditions for a partia wind up order under clause
69(1)(d) of the Act have been satisfied, we are prepared to direct the Superintendent to make
such an order since we have not been offered any good reason for not doing so. A smilar
approach was taken by the PCO in Imperial Oil Ltd. v. Ontario (Superintendent of
Pensions) (1996), 15 C.C.P.B. 31, a p. 43 (an apped from this decision was dismissed by
the Ontario Divisiona Court, see (1997), 16 C.C.P.B. 93).



I ssue (d) If the answer to (C) isyes, what are the appropriate commencement and
end dates for the partial wind up order concerning the Plan?

The partid wind up order that the Superintendent proposed to make in this matter was
identified in her Notice of Proposal. The proposed order was to the effect that the Plan be
wound up in relation to those members and former members of the Plan who ceased to be
employed by London Life effective between January 1, 1996 and December 31, 1996 or the
date the last Plan member ceased employment, whichever is later, as aresult of the
reorganization of the business of London Life or the discontinuance of that business as carried
on at one or more specific locations. However, a the hearing before the Tribund, the
Superintendent supported the position of the Members Committee representatives as to the
commencement and end dates for the partia wind up contemplated by the Notice of Proposal.

The Members Committee representatives maintained that the commencement date for the
partia wind up should be January 1, 1995 and that the end date should be December 31, 1997
a the earliest, suggesting that the Tribuna should direct the Superintendent to continue
investigating terminations after the latter date. In essence, the Members Committee
representatives argued that London Life was engaged in a single initiative through the 1995 to
1997 period to improve its bottom line, by cost cutting or through an appropriate acquistion,
the results of which could be properly characterized as an on-going reorganization through the
period.

In 1994, the management of London Life began discussing the "reengineering” of the business
processes of the company, including the question of how any such program should be
presented to employees given that concerns about job security were anticipated. In that same
year, an organizationa change management group was established "to give input and advice to
the leeders of the areas impacted by reengineering on the human side of change.” It seems clear
that some of the cost savings to be achieved through reengineering were expected to occur
through the imination or consolidation of some adminidrative positions. We note thet this
would represent a fundamental change in corporate culture since employment in London Lifes
adminigration had generaly been regarded as "employment for life" as two of the witnesses
testified in this case. The reengineering of business processes was built into the corporate
objectives and drategiesin the 1995 Business Plan for London Life.

In the course of 1995, reengineering and other strategies resulted in the closure of two clams
adminigration offices in Edmonton and Vancouver, with aloss of 30 postions held by Plan
members, the amagamation of regiond sales offices with aloss of approximately 12 jobs and
the closure of severa mortgage offices with aloss of five to eight jobs. The company aso
terminated an additiond 75 or so adminigtrative gaff, who were primarily mortgage office and
heed office employees, during the year, for a grand total of gpproximately 122 involuntary
terminations in 1995, compared to an average of 13 in the previous five years. London Life
agreed that each of the office closure initiatives (relating to claims offices and to mortgage
offices) involved a discontinuance of business at a number of specific locations so that grounds
exiged for a partial wind up order, under clause 69(1)(e) of the Act, in respect of the affected
Plan members. During the course of 1995, the management team of London Life began
planning the restructuring that was later to be announced in the press release of February 26,
1996.

If the events of 1995 were to congtitute a reorganization separate from that in 1996, the number
of involuntary terminations of Plan members that resulted from the 1995 reorgani zation was not
likely "sgnificant” so asto judtify the invocation of clause 69(1)(d) of the Act in respect of that
reorganization. But that would not dispose of the argument of the Members Committee
representatives that the reorganization that occurred through 1996 should be taken to have



garted on January 1, 1995, which presupposes a single continuing reorganization. Of course, if
we were to find that the events leading to terminations in 1995 were part of such a
reorganization, we would have to re-visit the issue of whether, in those dtered circumstances, a
"ggnificant number" of Plan members ceased to be employed as aresult of the reorganization,
taking account of the additiona terminationsin 1995 but bearing in mind that the total was
spread over alonger period, i.e. two years rather than one year.

London Life portrayed the changes brought about by the reengineering that took place in 1995
asincrementa and smply part of norma good management decisons and, in any event, as
unconnected to the restructuring announced in the press release of February 26, 1996.

Initsdecison in the Imperial Oil case (referred to above), the PCO noted the importance of
certainty in the manner of sdecting the commencement and end dates of any reorganization, for
the purposes of applying clause 69(1)(d) of the Act, and the consequent advantage of using a
public announcement date as the commencement date. In particular, the PCO noted, in
response to the suggestion that the commencement date of the proposed partid wind up in that
case be moved back from the announcement date to capture a period in which there was an
increase from the usua number of involuntary terminations:

We do not accept that the commencement date should be moved back. Clause
69(1)(d) makesit clear that the terminations must "result” from the discontinuance or
reorganization. It is hard to be satisfied that the terminations in the fal of 1991 resulted
from the reorganization that had not yet been announced or undertaken. The steps
involved in the reorganization ... had not yet taken place 0 even if the terminations
were in anticipation of changes to the business, they could not be the result of the
reorganizetion. Being related to a reorganization is not the same thing as resulting from a
reorganization.

It was the announcement followed by the events described ... that condtitutes the
reorganization of the business and it is the terminations that occurred due to those
events that are encompassed by the terms of clause 69(1)(d) of the Act.

In coming to our decision on this matter, we wish to note that thereisaneed in dl parts
of the pension community for certainty about commencement and end dates and how
they are selected. The concept of a partial wind up which occurs over a period of
severd yearsis difficult for many in the pension industry to understand and accept,
making it al the more important that there be some clarity about how the period will be
determined. Using the public announcement date is an accepted way of determining a
commencement date. If using the public announcement date as the starting point proves
problematic, undoubtedly some other mechanism will be used. In this case, the facts are
consonant with the view that reorganization did not take place prior to the public
announcement on February 4, 1992.

(At pp. 44-45 of (1996), 15 C.C.P.B. 31.)

In our view, nether the common denominator of cost savings asthe rationde for terminationsin
1995 and 1996 nor the fact that mortgage offices were closed and regiona sales offices were
amagamated resulting in terminations in both those yearsis sufficient to link the initiatives over
the two year period as part of a single reorganization. Indeed, we are not persuaded that there
is any compelling reason for moving the commencement date of the reorganization of London
Life back from the beginning of 1996, as proposed in the Notice of Proposd, whichis
ostensibly the most logica time for the commencement of the partid wind up as it was marked



by the public announcement of what was clearly amgor restructuring plan that was anticipated
to result, and did in fact result, in the termination of close to 400 employees over aone year
period. In fact, we would have selected the actud date of the announcement, February 26,
1996, as the commencement date but for the fact that London Life presented evidence thet the
reorganization actudly started in January with the termination of five or Sx Plan members and,
therefore, it agreed that, were there to be a partid wind up order againg it as aresult of the
reorganization, January 1, 1996 would be the appropriate commencement date.

In 1995, London Life was in negotiations with The Prudentia Insurance Company of America
("Prudentid™) for the purchase of its Canadian business. However, those negotiations broke
down in the latter part of the year and only resumed about the time of the press release of
February 26, 1996 that announced plans for the restructuring of London Life. Those plans
made no reference to a possible acquisition, athough staff were advised, in a communication
the same day, that Business Plan priorities would not change and, therefore, London Life would
continue, among other things, to look to acquire another Canadian life insurer or block of
business. In May of 1996, London Life announced that it had agreed to acquire substantiadly al
the Canadian business of Prudential. The sale closed on July 31, 1996. As of December 31,
1996, approximately 930 former employees of Prudential who had been offered and accepted
employment with London Life became members of the Plan, with membership retroactive to
August 1, 1996. Some 275 of these new members were terminated by London Lifein 1997 in
what it clamed was part of the continuing process of integration of the London Life and
Prudential operations following the acquisition.

There were 103 other involuntary terminationsin 1997, of which 42 related to the closure of
London Lifés five remaining mortgage offices, goparently as the final step in the process of
consolidating mortgage functions a head office. Asin the case of the mortgage office closures
in earlier years, London Life agreed that it had discontinued its mortgage business at a number
of specific locations so that grounds existed for a partid wind up order, under clause 69(1)(€)
of the Act, in respect of the affected Plan members.

Once again, a sufficient link was not established between the restructuring plans of 1996 and
their implementation, on the one hand, and events outside that year, on the other hand, so asto
judtify extension of the period of the reorganization beyond the year 1996. We make no
comment on the question of whether there might have been a separate reorganization, involving
the integration of the Prudentia business following the acquisition, that resulted in the cessation
of employment of a"significant number" of Plan members since the communications between
London Life and PCO or FSCO saff preceding the issue of the Notice of Proposal did not
address that question. It was not, therefore, a proper subject for the hearing on this particular
Notice of Proposal.

In September of 1997, Great West Life made a successful bid to acquire the shares of London
Insurance Group, the parent company of London Life. No employees of Great West Life
became members of the Plan. In 1998 and 1999, a number of adminigtrative Plan members lost
their jobs at London Life, apparently as aresult of the integration of London Life's operations
with those of Great West Life. London Life has agreed with the Superintendent's staff to
proceed voluntarily with a partid wind up of the Plan with respect to terminations that resulted
from thisintegration. A sufficient link between those terminations or any other terminationsin
1998 and 1999 was not made to the events of 1996 0 asto judtify treating them as aresult of
the reorganization that was announced on February 26, 1996.

We conclude, therefore, that the gppropriate commencement and end dates for the partial wind
up order concerning the Plan that was the subject of the hearing before us are January 1, 1996
and December 31, 1996, respectively.
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Issue (e) Did London Life have a legitimate expectation that the Superintendent
would not issue a notice of proposal to make a partial wind up order
under section 69 of the Act given the December 5, 1996 letter from the
Superintendent to London Life?

I ssue (f) Given the December 5, 1996 |etter from the Superintendent to London
Life, isthe Superintendent estopped from now ordering a partial wind
up of the Plan if London Liferelied upon the aforementioned letter to
its detriment?

The December 5, 1996 |etter from the Superintendent to London Life was a letter, signed by a
pension officer a the PCO, to the effect that, after a careful review of the information provided
by London Life relative to the termination of a number of employees over the past year or
more, the Superintendent of Pensions had concluded that there were not sufficient grounds to
order apartid wind up of the Plan and did not intend to make such an order. Thisletter was
one of a series of letters exchanged between London Life and the PCO, or its successor
FSCO, relating to the termination of employees by London Life and the possible consequences
of those terminations under the Act.

London Life clamed that, in reliance on the representations in this letter, it had not taken steps
to preserve dl of the documentation relating to terminations that had occurred during the period
that the Members Committee representatives later dleged was covered by London Life's
reorganization. It then urged this Tribuna to decline to draw any negative inferences from
London Lifesinability to state with certainty any of the facts that might be relevant to the
determination of this case because of the lack of rdlevant documentation, linking this position
with the doctrine of legitimate expectations and the doctrine of estoppel. We do not have to
decide whether we are limited in thisway, in our assessment of the facts, as we have not drawn
any inferences againgt London Life because of its inability to Sate any relevant facts with
certainty or to produce any particular supporting documentation.

Disposition

Inlight of our conclusions as to the proper resolution of the various issues raised by this case,
we direct the Superintendent to carry out the proposal contained in the Notice of Proposd,
subject to the order contemplated by that proposal being modified so that it directs that “the
London Life Insurance Company Pension Plan, Registration Number 0343368 (the "Plan") be
wound up in part in relation to those members and former



members of the Plan who were employed by the London Life Insurance Company (the
"Employer") and who ceased to be employed by the Employer effective between January 1,
1996 and December 31, 1996 as aresult of the reorganization of the business of the
Employer.”

We make no order asto the costs of this proceeding but the pand will entertain written
representations on that matter from any of the parties who wish to make them.

DATED at Toronto, this 7" day of February, 2001.

“Colin H.H. McNairn” “Louis Erlichman”
Colin H. H. McNaim, Vice Chair of the Louis Erlichman, Member of the Tribuna
and Chair of the Pand Tribund and of the Pand

“William M. Forbes’

William M. Forbes, Member of the Tribuna
and of the Pand
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