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PART I - STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Overview 

1. The Government of Canada has a history of enacting wage restraint 

legislation to limit the collective bargaining rights of federal public service 

employees. Such legislation has been imposed to prevent free collective bargaining 

in approximately half of the 35 years between 1975 and 2010 and has been the 

subject of repeated criticism by the International Labour Organization and academic 

commentators. Although the Government failed to heed these concerns, senior 

government officials acknowledged in internal correspondence prior to the 

enactment of the 2009 Expenditure Restraint Act ("ERA") that this Court's recent 

jurisprudence on the freedom of association has significantly limited its ability to 

engage in such conduct. 

Expenditure Restraint Act, SC 2009, c 2, s 393; G. Swimmer and S. Bach, 
"Restructuring Federal Public-Sector Human Resources" in G. Swimmer, ed. Public
Sector Labour Relations in an Era of Restraint and Restructuring, (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2001), Intervener's Authorities ["IA"] Tab 14 at 179-181, 184-185, 
189, 197; L. Panitch and D. Swartz, From Consent to Coercion: The Assault on Trade 
Union Freedoms, 3rd ed. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2008), IA Tab 12 at 
28-34, 96-99, 184, 186; Decisions of the International Labour Organization's 
Committee on Freedom of ASSOCiation, Report No. 297, Case No. 1758 and Report 
No. 299, Case No. 1800, IA Tab 10; Exhibit "F" to the Affidavit of H. Laurendeau 
["Laurendeau affidavit"], Appeal Record ["AR"] Vol. 7, Tab 18, p 121 

2. The intervener, Public Service Alliance of Canada ("PSAC"), maintains that 

the freedom of association protects against the unilateral roll-back of agreed-upon 

rates of pay in subsisting collective agreements, as well as prospective restrictions 

on the right to collectively bargain. Roll-backs of agreements, for instance, 

substantially interfere with the right to collective bargaining by rendering 

meaningless the process of good faith bargaining that led to these agreements. The 

Government must justify such interference under section 1 of the Charter. 

Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Part 1 of the Constitution Act, 1982, being 
Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 (UK), 1982, c 11 [the "Charter"], s 1 

3. The fact that the Canadian Government has frequently resorted to legislated 

restraints on collective bargaining highlights the importance of carefully reviewing 

its purported justifications under section 1. The Government cannot simply assert 
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that economic circumstances compelled it to take such action. Nor can it rely on 

studies and reports not introduced through independent, expert evidence in support 

of such a claim. This is particularly so where provincial governments have addressed 

these same issues through less restrictive measures. 

4. Finally, PSAC notes that the evidentiary record differs in each of the legal 

proceedings that have challenged the constitutionality of the ERA. Regardless of the 

result in the present case, this Court should not preclude the possibility that expert 

evidence in other cases will allow for a different conclusion at the section 1 stage. 

Factual Background 

5. The present appeal involves a decision by Treasury Board in December 2008 

to cancel a previously approved wage increase for members of the Royal Canadian 

Mounted Police ("RCMP"). Treasury Board's decision was subsequently codified by 

the ERA, which imposed wage restraint across the federal public service. The ERA 

had the effect of rolling back subsisting collective agreements throughout the public 

service and imposing restrictions on future collective bargaining. 

Reasons for the Decision of the Federal Court of Appeal ["FCA Decision"] at paras 4-
6, 24-30, 45 

6. Unlike most federal public service employees, RCMP members are excluded 

from the collective bargaining regime established by the Public Service Labour 

Relations Act. Instead, management communicates with RCMP members through 

the Staff Relations Representative Program ("SRRP,,).l Staff representatives also 

participate in the RCMP Pay Council, a process that allows recommendations 

regarding rates of pay to be made to the RCMP Commissioner, who may, in turn, 

make recommendations on this issue to Treasury Board. The SRRP and the Pay 

Council do not negotiate with the Commissioner or the Treasury Board. Nor do the 

parties enter into a collective agreement on this or any other workplace issue. 

FCA Decision at paras 13-14, 16-19 

1 The constitutionality of this exclusion and the imposition of the SRRP are the subject of 
another Charter challenge before this Court. 
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7. The Federal Court ruled that the unilateral cancellation of the scheduled wage 

increases for RCMP members, together with the restraints in the ERA, violated 

section 2(d) of the Charter and was not saved by section 1. This ruling was 

overturned by the Federal Court of Appeal, which focussed its analysis on the 

limited rights enjoyed by RCMP members under the SRRP. 

Reasons for the Decision of the Federal Court ["FC Decision"] at para 148; FCA 
Decision at paras 90-99 

PART II - ISSUES 

8. PSAC maintains that the ERA infringes section 2(d) of the Charter and that 

the infringement is not saved under section 1. 

PART III - STATEMENT OF ARGUMENT 

A. The test for a violation of the right to collectively bargain 

9. Section 2(d) of the Charter guarantees a meaningful process of collective 

bargaining. Government action that substantially interferes with collective 

bargaining violates the freedom of association. PSAC agrees with the Appellants and 

various other interveners that there is no basis to import a test of impossibility into 

determinations of whether Government actions have interfered with these rights. 

PSAC further agrees that the interference need not result in workers giving up on 

future collective action for section 2(d) to be violated. Imposing such additional 

hurdles in the manner suggested by the Attorney General of Canada in the courts 

below cannot be reconciled with a purposive interpretation of the Charter. PSAC 

adds the following submissions with respect to the interpretation of section 2(d). 

Ontario (Attorney General) v Fraser, 2011 SCC 20, Appellants' Authorities ["AA"] Tab 
20 at paras 40-43; see also Dunmore v Ontario (Attorney General), 2001 SCC 94, AA 
Tab 13 at paras 25 

10. First, the roll-back of an agreed-upon wage increase in a subSisting collective 

agreement, by its very nature, substantially interferes with both the process and 

outcome of collective bargaining. While section 2(d) does not guarantee that a 

process of collective bargaining will lead to a particular result, this Court has never 

suggested that this distinction allows the Government to override subsisting 
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collective agreements, which are the product of a past process of good faith 

bargaining. On the contrary, this Court has expressly stated that laws that 

unilaterally nullify significant negotiated terms in existing collective agreements can 

satisfy the substantial interference standard. 

Health Services and Support-Facilities Subsector Bargaining Assn v British Columbia, 
2007 SCC 27, AA Tab 17 at paras 95-96 

11. Indeed, collective bargaining would be rendered meaningless if the agreed

upon outcome of this process received no protection and could be unilaterally 

revoked by the employer. It cannot be that the Government is required to bargain 

in good faith prior to imposing wage restraints on a prospective basis, but that it 

has no obligations thereafter to respect the very terms it has agreed to. 

12. To this end, there are important distinctions between the Pay Council process 

and a collective bargaining process that ultimately results in a negotiated 

agreement between the parties. In the latter case, employees necessarily 

compromise with respect to certain issues in exchange for certainty on others. The 

resulting agreements constitute a package that, taken as a whole, the parties are 

willing to accept. One element of the final agreement cannot subsequently be 

removed without undermining the entire process that led to the agreement. 

International Labour Organization, Committee on Freedom of Association Digest of 
Decisions, 2006, IA Tab 11 ["ILO Digest"] at para 941 

13. These deliberative elements of the bargaining process go directly to the 

Charter values that the freedom of association seeks to fulfill: human dignity, 

equality, liberty, autonomy, and democratic participation. As intervener, PSAC does 

not take a position as to whether the Government's decision to rescind its approval 

of the proposed wage increase for RCMP members constitutes a violation of the 

freedom of association. Where a collective agreement is involved, however, there 

can be no doubt that unilaterally voiding the bargain reached by the parties will 

render meaningless the process through which it was reached. 

Health Services, supra at para 81 

14. Second, there is no requirement that a roll-back of a subsisting collective 
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agreement also impact future bargaining in order to violate section 2(d). Even a 

temporary restriction on the right to bargain an important term or condition of 

employment will substantially interfere with collective bargaining and require 

justification under section 1. The section 2(d) violation stems not only from the 

amount of money or the length of time affected by such restraint legislation, but by 

its violation of the underlying values that the freedom of association protects. 

Health Services, supra at paras 95-96, 127-128, 130-131; see also: Association des 
realisateurs c Canada (Procureur general), 2012 QCCS 3223 ["CUPE"L AA Tab 9 at 
paras 117-118; Association of Justice Counsel v Canada (Attorney General), 2011 
ONSC 6435 ["AJC"], AA Tab 10 at para 61; overturned in 2012 ONCA 530 on other 
grounds; Federal Government Dockyards Trades and Labour Council v Her Majesty in 
Right of Canada, 2011 BCSC 1210 ["Dockyards"], IA Tab 3 at para 214; Health 
Services, supra at para 96 

15. Moreover, there is no principled basis on which a particular prohibition on 

collectively bargaining rates of pay could be treated differently if it were entirely 

retroactive as opposed to being both retroactive and proactive. Given the frequency 

with which wage restraint legislation has been imposed on federal public service 

workers, an artificial distinction of this nature would render the right easily nullified. 

Indeed, in outlining the broad parameters of the right to bargain collectively in 

Health Services, this Court endorsed a number of principles of international law, 

leaving no doubt that interference with past agreements is sufficient: 

Interventions by the legislative and administrative authorities which have the effect 
of annulling or modifying the content of freely concluded collective agreements, 
including wage clauses, are contrary to the principle of voluntary collective 
bargaining. These interventions include: [ ... ] the interruption of agreements which 
have already been negotiated; the requirement that freely concluded collective 
agreements be renegotiated; and the forced renegotiation of agreements which are 
currently in force. 

Health Services, supra at para 77; see generally paras 70-79, 111; see also: ILO 
Digest, supra at paras 939-943, 1001, 1007-1011, 1021 

16. Third, the fact that the ERA applies to both unionized and non-unionized 

employees does not detract from the conclusion that it substantially interferes with 

collective bargaining rights. This Court has repeatedly held that collective activity 

differs qualitatively from a collection of individual activity, such that "equal 

legislative treatment of individuals and groups does not mean that the 'associational 

aspect' of an activity has not been interfered with". Likewise, the majority in Fraser 
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noted the need for a purposive interpretation of section 2(d), emphasizing that a 

content-neutral right that failed to consider the goals of a particular association 

would be a meaningless one. 

Health Services, supra at para 32; Dunmore, supra at paras 16-18; see also: Fraser, 
supra at paras 30, 63, 75 

17. The question is whether the legislation under attack undermines the goal of 

good faith bargaining. Where legislation serves to restrict the free collective 

bargaining of workplace issues, that threshold will be met. Indeed, it is unnecessary 

to demonstrate that the Government intended to interfere with collective bargaining 

rights. As this Court has plainly stated: 

It is enough if the effect of the state law or action is to substantially interfere with the 
activity of collective bargaining, thereby discouraging the collective pursuit of 
common goals. 

Health Services, supra at para 90 [emphasis added] 

18. In the present case, however, the evidence confirms that the ERA did target 

collective bargaining. In her affidavit filed on behalf of the Government, Heleme 

Laurendeau expressly stated that "it was understood that limiting wage increases 

across-the-board would moderate the growth of the wage bill and avoid the 

uncertainty inherent in the collective bargaining and arbitration processes". Paul 

Rochon's affidavit filed by the Government likewise stated: 

Given that many collective agreements were being contemporaneously negotiated, it 
also provided an opportune time to re-evaluate the appropriate rate of growth in 
compensation costs. 

[ ... ] In addition to moderating wage growth, limiting wage increases would ensure 
predictability by crystallizing the Government's compensation cost estimates and thus 
avoiding the innate uncertainty of the collective bargaining and arbitration processes. 

Laurendeau affidavit, AR Vol. 7, Tab 18, para 13; Affidavit of P. Rochon ["Rochon 
affidavit"], AR Vol. 8, Tab 19 at paras 27-28 

19. The fact that the federal public service is overwhelming unionized further 

suggests that the ERA targeted organized associations of employees. No evidence 

was led by the Government to demonstrate a concern with non-unionized 

employees in this regard. 
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C. Rootham, Labour and Employment Law in the Federal Public Service (Toronto: 
Irwin Law Inc, 2007), IA Tab 13 at 43-48 

B. The Government's arguments under section 1 

20. There are fundamental issues with the section 1 arguments advanced by the 

Government before the Federal Court of Appeal. First, the Government claims that 

the ERA was required by economic circumstances, while failing to tender any expert 

evidence in support of this assertion. The question of whether the Government is 

required to lead expert evidence at the section 1 stage will depend on the nature of 

the objective it is advancing and, in some circumstances, the evidence led by the 

party challenging the legislation. It is only appropriate, however, to expect such 

evidence where the Government claims it was required to violate Charter rights on 

the basis of broader economic concerns. This is particularly so given this Court's 

clearly stated reluctance to justify a Charter violation on the basis of financial or 

budgetary considerations, and internal Government records in the present case 

identifying its objective as "avoiding a deficit in the coming fiscal years". 

Newfoundland (Treasury Board) v NAPE, 2004 SCC 66, AA Tab 18 at para 72; Exhibit 
"F" to the Laurendeau Affidavit, AR Vol. 7, Tab 18, p 120 

21. Second, regardless of whether the Government was required to tender expert 

evidence, it cannot simply lead opinion evidence through a lay witness, as it has 

attempted to do here. It is a foundational principle of our legal system that lay 

witnesses cannot provide evidence beyond the facts within their personal 

knowledge. Where the evidence sought to be admitted is opinion evidence, it must 

be tendered through an independent, expert witness. 

See, for instance: Rochon Affidavit, AR Vol. 8, Tab 19, paras 46-48, 50, 56-58; 
Westerhof v Gee (Estate), 2013 ONSC 2093, IA Tab 9 at paras 24; Carmen Alfano 
Trust (Trustee of) v Piersanti, 2012 ONCA 297, IA Tab 1 at para 103; R v Abbey, 
2009 ONCA 624, IA Tab 7 at para 71; R v A.K. (1999), 45 OR (3d) 641 (ONCA), IA 
Tab 8 at paras 71-73 

22. Importantly, a witness must not only have expertise in the area in question in 

order to give admissible opinion evidence, he or she must also be independent of 

the parties to the dispute. The Ontario Court of Appeal recently stated that, "[i]n 

determining whether an expert's evidence will be helpful, a court will, as a matter of 
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common sense, look to the question of the expert's independence or objectivity. A 

biased expert is unlikely to provide useful assistance." Numerous court rules have 

codified this principle, requiring proposed experts to affirm that their duty to the 

Court prevails over any obligation to the party that engaged them. 

Carmen Alfano, supra at para 105; National Justice Compania Naviera S.A v 
Prudential Assurance Co. Ltd. ("The Ikarian Reefer"), [1993] LLR 68, IA Tab 4 at 81-
82; R v Abbey, supra at para 87; Rules of Civil Procedure, RRO 1990, Reg 194, Rule 
4.01; see also: Federal Courts Rules, SORj98-106, Rules 52.2(1)(c), 52.2(2), 
Schedule: Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

23. The rules of evidence also prevent the Government from attempting to rely 

on the conclusions set out in technical studies or reports that it introduced through 

a lay witness. In addition to the fact that the hearsay rule prevents these reports 

from being accepted into evidence for the truth of their contents, a lay witness is 

simply not in a position to assess whether the studies they refer to are authoritative 

or applicable to a particular set of circumstances. The Ontario Court of Appeal has 

squarely addressed this issue: 

It is insufficient to come to this court and simply attempt to file articles found on the 
internet which relate to the effect of Cortisol on the brain. There is no opinion from 
anyone qualified to give one that these articles are authoritative. Absent such 
evidence, they are of no evidentiary value and are inadmissible. 

Children'S Aid Society of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo v S. L. c., 2010 ONCA 
630, IA Tab 2 at para 6 

24. Thus, while the Government can rely on evidence from senior officials to 

identify the reasons why it decided to enact the ERA, such individuals cannot 

provide opinion evidence on the reasonableness or necessity of the Government's 

chosen approach. 

25. Third, the Government's enactment of the ERA is at odds with the approach 

taken by provincial governments across Canada. It is telling that the Government 

cannot cite a single instance of provincial legislation introduced during this period 

that rolled back collective agreements or legislated wage restraints on collective 

bargaining in future years. Absent credible evidence explaining why the Government 

could not also have met its objectives through the less intrusive measures adopted 

by the provinces, it must be presumed that the ERA does not minimally restrict 
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employees' collective bargaining rights. 

See: Rochon Affidavit, AR Vol. 8, Tab 19, para 52 

26. Fourth, there is no basis to suggest that the aim of "providing leadership" can 

amount to a justification of a Charter violation. The applications judge in the present 

appeal rightly rejected this ground on the basis that it is "political in nature". Even 

the Inflation Reference decision, which is plainly distinguishable on its facts from the 

present situation, included substantial expert evidence in support of a "leadership" 

objective, which has not been presented here. 

FC Reasons, para 120; Public Service Alliance of Canada v The Queen in Right of 
Canada as Represented by Treasury Board and Attorney General of Canada, [1984J 2 
FC 562, IA Tab 5 at 20; Public Service Alliance of Canada v Canada, [1987J 1 SCR 
424, IA Tab 6 at 440 

27. Finally, the Government's claim that wage increases were necessary to 

provide for predictable and appropriate rates of compensation cannot support the 

need to interfere with already agreed-upon wage increases. Arguments that the 

same predictability was needed for future collective agreements require support by 

experts qualified to give opinion in the area. 

Rochon Affidavit, AR Vol. 8 at paras 27, 30; Laurendeau Affidavit, AR Vol. 7 at paras 
12-14 

C. Constitutional attacks on the ERA in other Court proceedings 

28. The present appeal is one of a number of Constitutional challenges to the ERA 

that have proceeded in courts across the country. The evidence in each of these 

records differs significantly. For instance, like the appellants in the present case, the 

unions challenging the ERA in the Association of Justice Counsel and Dockyards 

cases did not tender expert section 1 evidence. In the Dockyards case there was 

also no direct challenge to the Government's section 1 evidence. Meanwhile, the 

Appellants in the present case have conceded section 1 issues that were contested 

in other proceedings. These cases can be contrasted with the CUPE case in Quebec, 

where both the union and the Government advanced expert evidence. 

AlC, supra at footnote 4; Dockyards, supra at para 98; CUPE, supra at paras 15, 17; 
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Fe Decision at paras 96-97 

29. PSAC and the Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada also have 

Applications before the Ontario Superior Court that challenge the constitutionality of 

the ERA.2 The record in those proceedings includes substantial expert evidence with 

regard to the issues raised in this appeal, including expert evidence challenging the 

Government's section 1 justifications. Those proceedings also include cross

examination of the Government's section 1 witnesses. This evidence is not on the 

record before this Court and its existence does not affect the outcome of the 

present case. The analysis in the present appeal, however, should not preclude the 

possibility of different conclusions being reached by different courts or tribunals 

where fundamentally different evidence is available on the record. 

30. In light of the different evidence available in PSAC's record, PSAC has limited 

its section 1 submissions in the present appeal to broader interpretive issues, 

reserving its arguments on the merits for its own proceedings. 

PART IV - SUBMISSIONS ON COSTS 

31. PSAC requests that there be no costs either in its favour or against it arising 

from this appeal. 

PART V - ORDER REQUESTED 

32. The Intervener, PSAC, respectfully requests permission to present 10 minutes 

of oral argument with respect to the above submissions. In this regard, PSAC notes 

that the Attorney General of Canada is also the respondent in a hearing on the 

same matter with PSAC before the Ontario Superior Court and PSAC has not had an 

opportunity to address its arguments in the present appeal. 

Dated at Ottawa, this 5th day of February, 2014. 

All OF WHICH IS RESPECTFUllY SUBMITTED. 

Per: 
--~~~~-r~~~~~~~--~~ 

Andrew Raven 1 A 

2 The applications were heard in October and November of 2013. The decision is presently 
under reserve. 
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PART VII - STATUTES 

CONSTITUTION ACT, 1982 

PART I 
CANADIAN CHARTER OF RIGHTS AND 

FREEDOMS 

Guarantee of Rights and Freedoms 

Rights and Freedoms in Canada 

1. The Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms guarantees the rights and 
freedoms set out in it subject only to such 
reasonable limits prescribed by law as can 
be demonstrably justified in a free and 
democratic society. 

Fundamental Freedoms 

Fundamental freedoms 

2. Everyone has the following fundamental 
freedoms: 

• (d) freedom of association 

Federal Court Rules 

Expert Witnesses 

Expert's affidavit or statement 

52.2 (1) An affidavit or statement of an 
expert witness shall 

(c) be accompanied by a certificate in Form 
52.2 signed by the expert acknowledging 
that the expert has read the Code of 
Conduct for Expert Witnesses set out in the 
schedule and agrees to be bound by it; 

lOI CONSTITUTIONNEllE DE 1982 

PARTIE I 
CHARTE CANADIENNE DES DROITS ET 

LIBERTES 

Garantie des droits et libertes 

Droits et libertes au Canada 

1. La Charte canadienne des droits et 
libertes garantit les droits et libertes qui y 
sont enonces. lis ne peuvent etre restreints 
que par une regie de droit, dans des limites 
qui soient raisonnables et dont la 
justification puisse se demontrer dans Ie 
cadre d'une societe libre et democratique. 

Libertes fonda mentales 

Libertes fonda mentales 

2. Chacun ales libertes fondamentales 
suivantes : 

• d) liberte d'association 

Regles des Cours federales 

Temoins experts 

Affidavit ou declaration d'un expert 

52.2 (1) L'affidavit ou la declaration du 
temoin expert doit : 

c) etre accompagne d'un certificat, selon 
la formule 52.2, signe par lui, 
reconnaissant qu'i1 a lu Ie Code de 
deontologie regissant les temoins 
experts etabli a I'annexe et qu'i1 accepte 
de s'y conformer; 



Failure to comply 

(2) If an expert fails to comply with the Code 
of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, the Court 
may exclude some or all of the expert's 
affidavit or statement. 

CODE OF CONDUCT FOR EXPERT 
WITNESSES 

General Duty to the Court 

1. An expert witness named to provide a 
report for use as evidence, or to testify in a 
proceeding, has an overriding duty to assist 
the Court impartially on matters relevant to 
his or her area of expertise. 

2. This duty overrides any duty to a party to 
the proceeding, including the person 
retaining the expert witness. An expert is to 
be independent and objective. An expert is 
not an advocate for a party. 

RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 

RULE 4.1 DUTY OF EXPERT 

4.1.01 (1) It is the duty of every expert 
engaged by or on behalf of a party to 
provide evidence in relation to a proceeding 
under these rules, 

(a) to provide opinion evidence that is fair, 
objective and non-partisan; 

(b) to provide opinion evidence that is 
related only to matters that are within the 
expert's area of expertise; and 

(c) to provide such additional assistance as 
the court may reasonably require to 
determine a matter in issue. O. Reg. 438/08 

14 

Inobservation du Code de deontologie 

(2) La Cour peut exclure tout ou partie 
de I'affidavit ou de la declaration du 
temoin expert si ce dernier ne se 
conforme pas au Code de deontologie. 

CODE DE DEONTOlOGIE REGISSANT 
lES TEMOINS EXPERTS 

Devoir general envers la Cour 

1. Le temoin expert designe pour produire 
un rapport qui sera presente en preuve ou 
pour temoigner dans une instance a 
I'obligation primordiale d'aider la Cour avec 
impartialite quant aux questions qui relevent 
de son domaine de competence. 

2. Cette obligation I'emporte sur toute autre 
qu'i1 a envers une partie a I'instance 
notamment envers la personne qui retient 
ses services. Le temoin expert se doit d'etre 
independant et objectif. II ne doit pas plaider 
Ie point vue d'une partie. 

REGlES DE PROCEDURE CIVILE 

REGLE 4.1 OBLIGATION DE L'EXPERT 

4.1.01 (1) II incombe a tout expert 
engage par une partie ou en son nom pour 
temoigner dans Ie cadre d'une instance 
introduite sous Ie regime des presentes 
regles : 

a) de rendre un temoignage d'opinion qui 
soit equitable, objectif et impartial; 

b) de rendre un temoignage d'opinion qui ne 
porte que sur des questions qui relevent de 
son domaine de competence; 

c) de fournir I'aide supplementaire que Ie 
tribunal peut raisonnablement exiger pour 



s.8. 

Duty Prevails 

(2) The duty in subrule (1) prevails over 
any obligation owed by the expert to the 
party by whom or on whose behalf he or she 
is engaged. O. Reg. 438/08, s. 8. 
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decider une question en litige. Reg!. de l'Ont. 
438/08, art. 8. 

Prima ute de I'obligation 

(2) L'obligation prevue au paragraphe (1) 
I'emporte sur toute obligation de I'expert 
envers la partie qui I'a engage ou au nom de 
laquelle il a ete engage. Reg!. de l'Ont. 
438/08, art. 8. 


