Federal Court Cour fédérale

Date: 20181106
Docket: T-1778-15
Ottawa, Ontario, November 6, 2018

PRESENT: The Honourable Mr. Justice Harrington

CLASS PROCEEDING

BETWEEN:
THI QUYNH CHI NGUYEN

Plaintiff

and

HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

Defendant

ORDER

WHEREAS on July 31, 2018, the Nguyen proposed class proceeding with respect to the
MTRYV fees that were paid between October 21, 2009 and March 31, 2014 and certain non-
MTRV fees paid between October 21, 2009 and March 31, 2015 was certified as a class

proceeding;

WHEREAS the Plaintiffs have prepared a “Notice to the Class”, a copy of which is

attached as Schedule “1” to this Order;
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WHEREAS the Plaintiffs have brought a motion for an order to approve the “Notice to

the Class”;

WHEREAS this Court is satisfied that approving “Notice to the Class” will secure the

just, most expeditious and least expensive determination of these proceedings on their merits;

UPON considering the “Notice to the Class”, the Affidavit of Ms. Charysse Carlton,

Rules 3, 55 and 334.19 of the Federal Courts Rules, and the submissions of counsel;

THIS COURT ORDERS that:

1. The motion is granted.
2. The “Notice to the Class” attached as Schedule 1 hereto is approved.
3. The whole of this Order shall be without costs.

"Sean Harrington"

Judge
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SCHEDULE 1
TO ORDER DATED NOVEMBER 6, 2018

COURT-APPROVED LEGAL NOTICE OF A CLASS PROCEEDING
LAWSUIT IN CANADA

TO ALL PERSONS WHO PAID A FEE TO THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA BETWEEN
OCTOBER 21, 2009 AND MARCH 31, 2015 FOR A MULTIPLE-ENTRY VISA
APPLICATION AND/OR CERTAIN NON-MULTIPLE-ENTRY VISA APPLICATIONS
(INDENTIFIED HEREIN), TAKE NOTICE THAT YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS MAY BE
AFFECTED BY THE CLASS PROCEEDING LAWSUIT IN CANADA DESCRIBED
BELOW.

1.

Overview of this lawsuit: NGUYEN v. HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

On July 31, 2018, the Federal Court certified a class proceeding lawsuit in the case
of Nguyen v. Her Majesty the Queen, Court File No. T-1778-15. This lawsuit alleges that
the Government of Canada collected more money through charging service fees to
applicants for a multiple-entry temporary resident visa applications [the “MTRV
applications”] and certain non-MTRYV applications [the “Non-MTRYV applications”] than
the Government of Canada spent to process and make decisions on the applications for
which the fees were paid. The lawsuit alleges that an illegal and recoverable profit was
made by the Government of Canada during the period October 21, 2009 and March 31,
2015, and asks as relief, among other things, that a partial financial refund of the fees
paid be given to the people who paid the service fees.

Ms. Thi Quynh Chi Nguyen has been recognized by the Court at this time as the
“Representative Plaintiff” for the class of people who paid the service fees at issue in this
lawsuit.

The Government of Canada has defended this lawsuit, stating that, as a general matter, it
has cost the Government of Canada more to process visa applications of class members
than it has collected in service fees from class members and that even if it cost less than
the fees collected these excess fees are not recoverable.

This class proceeding was commenced pursuant to the procedures set out in the Federal
Courts Rules. The specific rules governing class proceedings are set out in Part 5.1 of the
Federal Courts Rules 334.1 and following. All of these Rules are posted on the Federal
Court of Canada website (www.fct-cf.gc.ca).

This case has not yet gone to trial before the Federal Court of Canada and there has been
no judicial decision made on the merits of this lawsuit. More details of the legal issues
raised in this lawsuit appear in the Federal Court's Order of July 31, 2018, attached
as PART A to this Notice.


http://www.fct-cf.gc.ca/
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Class Definition: Are you a class member?

This lawsuit affects a large group of people defined by the Court, known as “the class”.
Your legal rights may be affected by this lawsuit if you are a member of the class.

CLASS MEMBERS ARE, in general terms and subject to some exceptions, people who
paid service fees to the Government of Canada at the time between October 21, 2009 and
March 31, 2014 for an MTRYV application. These people are referred to as the “MTRV
Sub-Class”. The relevant fee regulation from the Immigration and Refugee Protection
Regulations for “MTRYV applications” is attached as PART B to this Notice.

CLASS MEMBERS ALSO ARE, in general terms and subject to some exceptions,
people who paid one or more service fees to the Government of Canada for immigration
applications other than the MTRYV applications (the “Non-MTRYV applications’) between
October 21 2009, and March 31, 2015. These people are referred to as the “Non-MTRV
Sub-Class”. The “Non-MTRV Sub-Class” would include, for example, people who paid
service fees for permanent resident applications, work permit applications, study permit
applications, and single-entry temporary resident visa applications. The relevant fee
regulations from the Immigration and Refugee Protection Regulations for “Non-MTRV
applications” are attached as PART C to this Notice.

Shortly following certification of the “Non-MTRV Sub-Class” and the expiry of the opt-
out period, all of the claims of the “Non-MTRV Sub-Class” will be dismissed without
costs. The litigation discovery and disclosure process has determined to the satisfaction
of the parties that these claims will not succeed because it has cost the Government of
Canada more to process and make decisions on applications made by the Non-MTRV
Sub-Class members than it has collected in service fees from such sub-class members.

To decide if you are a class member in this case, you should read the exact definition of
the class in the Order of the Court attached as PART A, together with PART B, and
PART C to this Notice.

If you are not sure if you are a member of the class in this lawsuit, you should seek
advice from one of the three lawyers in Canada who represent the class in this case
(“Class Counsel”); these lawyers' names and contact information appear at the end of this
Notice.

What being a class member means for you

As a class member, you do not need to do anything to remain part of this lawsuit. If you
are part of the class in this case and do not actively participate in the litigation, there is no
risk that you will be required to pay anything in respect of this case. However, your legal
rights concerning the claims made in this case will be affected. If you have paid a Non-
MTRYV application fee between October 21, 2009 and March 31, 2015, any claims you
have with respect to allegations that the Government of Canada made illegal profits on
these fees will be dismissed if you do not opt out of the Non-MTRYV Sub-Class and this
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class proceeding. If this class proceeding proceeds to trial and a final decision is made by
a judge of the Federal Court, the Federal Court of Appeal or the Supreme Court of
Canada with respect to the MTRV Sub-Class, or if this lawsuit is settled, as a class
member, your legal rights concerning this case will be affected by the final outcome of
this case, whether the class wins any relief and benefits, or loses and gets nothing.

How to “Opt-Out” of this lawsuit

If you do not wish your legal rights to be affected by this case, you must remove yourself
from this lawsuit, through a time-limited process called “opting-out”. The details on how
to exercise your right to “opt-out” of this lawsuit appear below. If you opt-out of this
lawsuit, your legal rights will not be directly affected by the outcome of this case and you
have the right to bring your own lawsuit with your own lawyer at your own expense.
However, there is a risk that the time limit for you to commence your own lawsuit may
have passed and it is uncertain whether you may take advantage of any of the Orders that
have been made in this case. Further, if you bring your own lawsuit, you may be required
to post security for the Government of Canada's legal costs and you may, in certain
circumstances, also be responsible to pay the Government of Canada's legal costs if your
case is dismissed.

If you do not wish to remain part of this lawsuit, you must clearly, legibly and accurately
complete the “Opt-Out Form”, which is attached as PART D to this Notice. All the
requested information must be provided by you and your completed Form must be
received by Class Counsel in Canada not later than NOVEMBER 30, 2018. Opt-Out
Forms received by Class Counsel after NOVEMBER 30, 2018, will not be valid and will
not result in you removing yourself from this lawsuit. You must mail, e-mail, or fax your
completed “Opt-Out Form” to Class Counsel in Canada; see the end of this Notice. If you
require more information about what “opting-out” means for you or how to do so, you
should contact Class Counsel in Canada.

Possible financial consequences to you and summary of agreement on legal fees and
disbursements

If this lawsuit is successful or if a settlement favourable to the class is reached, the Court
will determine or approve the relief to which class members may be entitled and how
such relief should be distributed to or for the benefit of the class members. If this lawsuit
does not succeed, there will be no financial benefit available to class members.

Class Counsel have entered into a retainer agreement with the Representative Plaintiff
respecting legal fees and disbursements. Such fees are subject to Court approval and
cannot exceed 33% of any monetary amount the class may be awarded. Class Counsel
will not receive payment for fees and disbursements if the lawsuit is unsuccessful. Class
Counsel will pay for all disbursements and will seek to recover those costs in the event of
success and will apply to the Court for payment of fees and disbursements out of the
proceeds of any settlement or judgment in favour of the class (to the extent that such fees
and disbursements are not otherwise payable by the Defendant). Other than the Court-
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approved contingency fees, which may be deducted from any judgment or settlement
amount, class members will not have to pay any legal fees or disbursements of any kind.

How to get more information about this class proceeding lawsuit in Canada

To obtain more information about this class proceeding lawsuit, including this Notice and
the “Opting-Out” process, you should contact Class Counsel in Canada listed at the end
of this Notice. You can submit your written questions to them by mail, e-mail or
facsimile transmission. You can also telephone Class Counsel. Additional information
and updates on the current status of this lawsuit (including details of the claim made on
behalf of the class and the defence of the Government of Canada) are available on the
following website: www.visalitigation.com

Who WILL NOT answer your questions about this class proceeding lawsuit

The Federal Court and its employees in Canada WILL NOT respond to your questions
about this lawsuit. The Government of Canada, including Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship Canada and its employees in Canada and abroad and its lawyers, WILL NOT
respond to your questions about this lawsuit.

Contacting Class Counsel in Canada

All your questions and all correspondence from you relating to this lawsuit must
be directed only to the Class Counsel lawyers in Canada, whose role and obligation is to
represent the class members and answer your questions about this case; contact Class
Counsel as indicated below.

CLASS COUNSEL can be contacted by regular mail, e-mail, fax or telephone as follows:

Mr. Lorne Waldman, Mr. Richard Kurland, and Mr. Gerry Cuttler
Barristers and Solicitors

c/o Visa Litigation

281 Eglinton Avenue East

Toronto, Ontario

CANADA M4P IL3

E-mail: info@visalitigation.com
Telephone Number: 1-877-274-2971
Facsimile Transmission Number:  1-877-274-2971


http://www.visalitigation.com/
mailto:info@visalitigation.com

Federal Court Cour fédérale

Date: 20180731

Dockets: 1MM-5015-06

IMM-3195-08
IMM-3197-08
Ottawa, Ontario, July 31, 2018
PRESENT: The Honourable Mr. Justice Harrington
CLASS PROCEEDING
BETWEEN:
ALAN HINTON
IRENA HINTON
Plaintiffs
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
and
Docket: IMM-3196-08
BETWEEN:
SVETLANA POTAPOVA

NIKOLAY POTAPOV
Plaintiffs
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AND
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
and
Docket: T-1778-15
PROPOSED CLASS PROCEEDING
BETWEEN:
THI QUYNH CHI NGUYEN
Plaintiff
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
and
Docket: IMM-1669-05
BETWEEN:
BAZ SINGH MOMI; DR. PARVEZ ALI KHAN;
DR. ARCHANA PARIKH; PAIMAN HAIBODI;
N. MAGPOC RAMOS; PANKAJ SHARMA; JIGNESH T. SHAH;
VA VING TENG; CHENG HUA CHU; HSUEH WEI PAN;
HUNG CHIH CHEN
Plaintiffs
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
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Docket: IMM-1270-07

BETWEEN:
DMYTRO MAKAROV
Applicant
and
THE MINISTER OF CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION
Respondent
and
Docket: IMM-1116-08
BETWEEN:
SVETLANA POTAPOVA
NIKOLAY POTAPOV
Plaintiffs
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant

ORDER

WHEREAS the parties have entered into an agreement (the “Agreement”) with respect

to these proceedings, a copy of which is attached as Schedule “A” to this Order;
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WHEREAS the Agreement shall only be binding if this Court approves all the terms and

all the steps that are enumerated therein;

WHEREAS the parties have advised this Court of the Agreement;

WHEREAS the parties have brought a motion, by consent, for an order to approve all

the terms of the Agreement and to implement the Agreement in its entirety;

WHEREAS the parties have reached agreements regarding the “numbers” arising out of
the available CMM data (with caveats) as is set out Schedule “B” and Schedule “C” attached to

this Order;

WHEREAS this Court is satisfied that approving all the terms of the Agreement and
implementing the Agreement in its entirety will secure the just, most expeditious and least

expensive determination of these proceedings on their merits;

UPON considering the Agreement, the Affidavits of Richard Kurland, the Affidavit of
Alan Hinton, the Affidavit of Thi Quynh Chi Ngyuen, the Affidavit of Karine Paré, Rules 3, 55

and 334.19 of the Federal Courts Rules, and the submissions of counsel;

THIS COURT ORDERS that:

1. The motion is granted.
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2. The Agreement attached as Schedule “A” hereto and all the terms and steps enumerated

therein are approved in their entirety.

3. Pursuant to paragraph 1 of the Agreement:

a. The parties’ agreement to adjourn sine die and hold in abeyance the pending
appeal of the Order of Justice Harrington dated March 1, 2017 (A-96-17), which
expanded the Hinton class from April 1, 2004 to March 31, 2007, with respect to

MTRYV fees (the “Defendant’s Appeal”) is accepted;

b. The Defendant shall have a right to assert a limitation period defence with respect
to MTRV fees paid between April 1, 2004 and March 31, 2007, even if the
limitation bar issue based on the test for certification that is the subject of the

Defendant’s Appeal is ultimately determined against the Defendant;

c. There shall be no prejudice to either party arising solely out of the passage of time

as a result of the adjournment and holding in abeyance of the Defendant’s Appeal.

4. Pursuant to paragraph 2 of the Agreement, nothing limits the parties or prevents the
parties from seeking such other determinations of fact, law or mixed fact and law as they
see fit in the Hinton class proceeding, including, without limitation, on such matters as
“numbers”, costs blending, disputed costs, etc. with respect to MTRV fees paid between
April 1, 2004 and March 31, 2007, where those determinations may be relevant to any

action to recover profits made during this time period, for example, determinations
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relating to whether there were any patterns in the Defendant’s actions or decision-

making.

Pursuant to paragraph 3 of the Agreement, the Hinton claims with respect to all the non-

MTRYV fees are dismissed on the merits.

Pursuant to paragraph 4 of the Agreement, the Nguyen proposed class proceeding with
respect to the MTRV fees that were paid between October 21, 2009 and March 31, 2014
is certified as a class proceeding. The class proceeding regarding these MTRYV fees shall

be referred to as the “MTRYV Sub-Class”.

Pursuant to paragraph 5 of the Agreement:

a. The Nguyen claims with respect to the MTRV fees paid between April 1, 2004

and October 20, 2009 are held in abeyance, without certification;

b. There shall be no prejudice to either party arising solely out of the passage of time
as a result of this adjournment (including, but not limited to, with respect to

limitation issues).

Pursuant to paragraph 6 of the Agreement, nothing in the Agreement limits the parties or
prevents them from seeking such other determinations of fact, law or mixed fact and law
as they see fit in the Nguyen class proceeding, including, without limitation, on such

matters as “numbers”, costs blending, disputed costs, etc. with respect to MTRV fees
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paid between April 1, 2004 and October 20, 2009 where those determinations may be
relevant to any action to recover profits made during this time period (for example,
determinations relating to whether there were any patterns in the Defendant’s actions or

decision-making).

Pursuant to paragraph 7 of the Agreement, the claims related to non-MTRYV fees paid
between April 1, 2004 and October 20, 2009 are dismissed in the Nguyen certification
motion and the claims related to non-MTRYV fees paid between October 21, 2009 and
March 31, 2015 are certified in the Nguyen certification motion. The class proceeding
regarding the claims of those who paid non-MTRYV fees between October 21, 2009 and

March 31, 2015 shall be referred to as the “Non-MTRYV Sub-Class”.

A Notice shall be prepared by the parties, in a form acceptable to and approved by this
Court, notifying the MTRV Sub-Class and the Non-MTRYV Sub-Class regarding this class
proceeding, regarding the fact that the parties intend to bring a motion after the end of the
opt-out period to dismiss the claims of the Non-MTRV Sub-Class on the merits, and

regarding the right to opt-out of this class proceeding.

Pursuant to paragraph 8 of the Agreement, the Hinton and Nguyen class proceeding with
respect to the MTRV fees, if tried, shall be tried together or immediately one after the

other.
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12. Pursuant to paragraph 9 of the Agreement, disclosure and discovery regarding MTRVS

shall include the fiscal years April 1, 2004 to March 31, 2014.

13. Pursuant to paragraph 11 of the Agreement:

a) the claims in Momi, Potapova and Makarov (and any other overlapping action(s) or
proceeding(s) where the plaintiffs or applicants are represented by the Plaintiffs’
counsel), are dismissed, on the merits, with respect to non-MTRYV fees. (Specifically,
the applications/proposed class proceedings in Momi (IMM-1669-05 re 52 fees paid
between April 1, 1994 and March 11, 2005), in Makarov (IMM-1270-07 re
sponsorship, PR processing and right of landing fees paid on September 15, 2005)

and, in Potapova (IMM-1116-08 re STRV fee paid on Feb 25 2004);

b) Any MTRYV fee claims in these proceedings shall be dismissed, but not on the merits,
and the individual claims of the named individual plaintiffs who paid MTRYV fees in
these proceedings shall be resolved in accordance with the determinations made in

Hinton or Nguyen.

14. The whole of this Order shall be without costs.

15. A copy of this Order shall be placed in each of the Court Files referred to herein.

“Sean Harrington”

Judge



SCHEDULE “A”
TO THE ORDER DATED JULY 31, 2018

Court File Numbers: IMM-5015-06

IMM-3195-08
IMM-3197-08
CLASS PROCEEDING
FEDERAL COURT
BETWEEN:
ALAN HINTON
IRENA HINTON
Plaintiffs
AND
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
and
Court File Number: IMM-3196-08
BETWEEN:
SVETLANA POTAPOVA AND NIKOLAY POTAPOV
Plaintiffs
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
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Court File Number: T-1778-15

PROPOSED CLASS ACTION
FEDERAL COURT
BETWEEN:
THI QUYNH CHI NGUYEN
Plaintiff
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
AGREEMENT

THE PARTIES IN THESE MATTERS AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

(1) The parties agree to adjourn sine die the pending appeal of the Order of Justice
Harrington dated March 1, 2017 (A-96-17), which expanded the Hinton class from April
1. 2004 to March 31, 2007, with respect to MTRYV fees, except as hereinafier agreed
upon. For greater clarity, the parties agree to hold in abeyance the Defendant’s appeal
pertaining to the inclusion of these fiscal years in the Hinfon class based on the
Defendant’s limitation period bar argument (based on the test for certification). In
addition, the Defendant would also have a right to assert a limitation period defence with
respect to MTRYV fees paid between April 1, 2004 and March 31. 2007, even if the
limitation bar issue based on the test for certification that is the subject of the Defendant’s
appeal is ultimately determined against the Defendant. There would be no prejudice to
either party arising solely out of passage of time as a result of this adjournment.

(2) Nothing in this agreement otherwise limits the parties or prevents them from seeking
such other determinations of fact, law or mixed fact and law as they see fit in the Hinton
class action, including. without limitation, on such matters as “numbers”, costs blending,
disputed costs, etc. with respect to MTRYV fees paid between April 1, 2004 and March 31,
2007, where those determinations may be relevant to any action to recover profits made
during this time period, for example, determinations relating to whether there were any
patterns in the Defendant’s actions or decision-making.

(3) Plaintiffs agree to, and would move before the case management judge to dismiss, on
merits, the Hinfon claims with respect to all non-MTRV fees.

Page: 10
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(4) The partics agree to consent to the certification of the Nguyen class action with
respect to the MTRYV fees that were paid between October 21, 2009 and March 31, 2014.

(5) The parties agree to hold in abeyance, without certification, Nguyen claims with
respect to the MTRYV fees paid between April 1, 2004 and October 20. 2009. There would
be no prejudice 1o either party arising solely out of passage of time as a result of this
adjournment (including, but not limited to, with respect to limitation issues).

(6) Nothing in this agreement limits the parties or prevents them from seeking such other
determinations of fact, law or mixed fact and law as they see fit in the Nguyen class
action, including, without limitation, on such matters as “numbers”, costs blending,
disputed costs, etc. with respect to MTRYV fees paid between April 1, 2004 and October
20, 2009 where those determinations may be relevant to any action to recover profits
made during this time period (for example, determinations relating to whether there were
any patterns in the Defendant’s acticns or decision-making).

(7) The parties consent and will move to dismiss on the merits all non-MTRYV claims to
March 31, 2015 in the certification motion before the case management judge in Nguyen
or post-certification, at the Defendant’s option.

(8) The Hinton and Nguyen class actions with respect to the MTRY fees, if tried, would
be tried together or immediately one after the other.

(9) Disclosure and discovery obligations regarding MTRVs may include the fiscal years
April 1, 2004 to March 31, 2014.

(10) Having already agreed on the “numbers™ as they arise out of the available CMM
data that are relevant to the TRV costing issues in Hinton and Nguyen for the period from
April 1, 2001 to March 31, 2011, the parties will make best efforts to agree on the
“numbers” as they arise out of the available CMM data that are relevant (o the TRV
costing issues for the period from April 1, 2011 to March 31, 2014.

(11) The parties agree to dismiss the claim in Momi, Potapova and Makarov (and any
other overlapping action(s) or proceeding(s) where the plaintiffs or applicants are
represented by the Plaintiffs’ counsel), on the merits, with respect to non-MTRYV fees
(Specifically, the applications/proposed class actions in Momi (IMM-1669-05 re 52 fees
paid between April 1, 1994 and March 11, 2005), Makarov (IMM-1270-07 re
sponsorship, PR processing and right of landing fees paid on September 15, 2005) and
Potapova claim (IMM-1116-08 re STRV fee paid on Feb 25 2004). Any MTRYV fee
claims in these proceedings shall be dismissed, but not on the merits, and such claims
shall be subsumed and resolved in Hinton or Nguyen.

(12) The parties agree that this agreement and each of its terms shall only be binding if
the Court approves all the terms and all the steps that are enumerated herein. The parties
shall advise the Court of this agreement and seek orders to approve and implement it in



its entirety. IT the Court does not approve this agrecment and make orders o implement it
in its entirety. the parties agree that the entire agreement is void.

{13) This agreement may be signed in counterpart and exchanged via email.

AGREED: Dated: November 27. 2017

SOLICITORS FOR THE PLAINTIFFS

in IMM-5015-06, IMM-3195-08, IMM-3196-08, IMM-3197-08,
T-1778-15, IMM-1669-05, IMM-1270-07 and

IMM-1116-08:

Per:  Richard Kurland. Bamslcr r & Solicitor

DEFENDANT in IMM-3015-06, IMM-3195-08, IMM-3196-08,
IMM-3197-08, T-1778-15, IMM-1669-05, IMM-1270-07
IMM- 1116-08

(/ //é/ 7 ///

Pgr‘f Heidi Smith. Director. Litigation Managcmcm Department of Citizenship and
Immigration
Authorized signatory for the Defendant

/»—~ -
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SCHEDULE “B”
TO THE ORDER DATED JULY 31, 2018

Court File Number: T-1778-15

PROPOSED CLASS ACTION
FEDERAL COURT
BETWEEN:
THI QUYNH CHI NGUYEN
PlaintifT
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant

AGREED STATEMENT OF FACTS

EACH OF THE PARTIES AGREE TO AND ADMIT, for the purposes of these proceedings
(IMM-5015-06 and T-1778-15) only, the truth of the following facls:

Explanatory Notes

1. For reference, the direct and indirect costs for the items listed on Schedule “A" to this
“Agreed Statement of Facts™ are hereinafter referred to as the “Disputed Costs”.

7 8 For reference, applications for extensions of status and change of conditions (“Extension
applications™), applications for restorations of status (“Restoration applications”),
applications for Single Entry Temporary Resident Visitor Visas (“STRV applications™),
and applications for Multiple Entry Temporary Resident Visitor Visas (“MTRV
applications™) are referred to collectively as “the Defendant’s Temporary Resident Visa
Business Line".

3. The following agreed facts and admissions identify the Disputed Costs and the average
unit costs for the Defendant’s Temporary Resident Visa Business Line. There is no
agreement in relation to the Defendant’s practice of fee grouping.
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1.

12.
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The following agreed facts and admissions regarding the Defendant’s average unit costs
and Disputed Costs are based on either the existing IRCC CMM data (modified where
indicated by adjustments made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing
Summary in March 2010) or, where indicated and where there is no CMM data for the
year, on estimates that are based on the average unit cost of the prior and following years.
For the 2010-2011 fiscal year, the Defendant’s average unit cost for the specified
processes is based on [RCC CMM data and is also estimated based on the prior year
allocation of indirect costs for the specified processes.

Nothing in this Agreed Statement of Facts precludes the Defendant from seeking to
adduce admissible evidence to attempt to prove that additional costs that are not presently
included in the CMM ought to be included or from seeking to adduce admissible expert
evidence which would have the effect of amending the Disputed Costs or the average unit
cost for the Temporary Resident Visa Business Line following external expert review,

and nothing in this Agreed Statement of Facts precludes the Plaintiffs from disputing
such evidence, should this occur.

Process 1.8.3 - “Conduct Medical Surveillance”

For fiscal year 2001-2002, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.08.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.10.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.8.3 “Conduct
Medical Surveillance” has been estimated at $0.24 and is based on the average unit cost

of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM
data.

For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.38.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.8.3 “Conduct
Medical Surveillance™ has been estimated at $0.53 and is based on the average unit cost
of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM
data.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.68.

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on [IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.85.
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For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.8.3 “Conduct
Medical Surveillance™ has been estimated at $0.62 and is based on the average unit cost
of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM
data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance™ is no more than $0.39.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance™ has been estimated at $0.39 and is
based on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each process.

Process 1.9.2.1 - “General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research"

For fiscal year 2001-2002, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.1 “General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research” is no
more than $1.90.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on [IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.1 “General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research” is no
more than $3.18.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant's average unit cost for process 1.9.2.1 “General
Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research” has been estimated at $3.26 and is
based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.1 “General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research™ is no
more than $3.33.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.9.2.1 “General
Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research” has been estimated at $3.73 and is
based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.1 “General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research” is no
more than $4.12.

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.1 “General Immigration [nformation, Statistics, and Research” is no
more than $4.14.
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For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.9.2.1 “General
Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research™ has been estimated at $6.57 and is
based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.1 “General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research” is no
more than $9.01.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 1.9.2.1 “General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research™ has been
estimated at $7.28 and is estimated based on the prior year allocation of indirect cost {0
each process.

Process 1.9.2.2 - “

Behalf of Others™

For fiscal year 2001-2002, based on [RCC CMM data the Defendant's average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.2 “Process Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others” is no more than $0.42.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.2 “Process Immigration Enquiries —~ Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others” is no more than $1.04.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.9.2.2 “Process
Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on Behalf of Others” has been
estimated at $1.28 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following
year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant's average unit cost

for process 1.9.2.2 “Process Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others” is no more than $1.53.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.9.2.2 “Process
Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on Behalf of Others™ has been
estimated at $3.68 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following
year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost

for process 1.9.2.2 “Process Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others” is no more than $5.84.
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For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.2 “Process Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others” is no more than $7.37.

For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.9.2.2 “Process
Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on Behalf of Others” has been
estimated at $10.52 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following
year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.2 “Process Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others” is no more than $13.68.

For fiscal year 2010-201 1, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 1.9.2.2 “Process Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others” has been estimated at $13.84 and is based on the prior year allocation
of indirect cost to each process.

Process 1.9.2.3 - “Processing Immigration Complaints”

For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant's average unit cost for process 1.9.2.3
“Processing Immigration Complaints” is not available because this process did not exist
in the process dictionary in 2001-2002.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.3 “Processing Immigration Complaints” is no more than $1.30.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant's average unit cost for process 1.9.2.3
“Processing Immigration Complaints” has been estimated at $1.03 and is based on the
average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based
on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.3 “Processing Immigration Complaints” is no more than $0.77.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant's average unit cost for process 1.9.2.3
“Processing Immigration Complaints” has been estimated at $1.00 and is based on the
average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based
on [RCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.3 “Processing Immigration Complaints” is no more than $1.23.

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant's average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.3 “Processing Immigration Complaints™ is no more than $1.19.
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For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.9.2.3
“Processing Immigration Complaints” has been estimated at $1.77 and is based on the
average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based
on [IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.9.2.3 “Processing Immigration Complaints” is no more than $2.35.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 1.9.2.3 “Processing Immigration Complaints™ has been estimated at $4.40 and
is based on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each process.

Pr .10.1.2 - “Conduct Pl mination”

For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.10.1.2
“Conduct PIL examination” is not estimated as CBSA functions were part of IRCC and
are therefore incorporated in the main process.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” is not estimated as CBSA functions
were part of IRCC and are therefore incorporated in the main process.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.10.1.2
“Conduct PIL examination™ has been estimated at no more than $1.17 and is based on the
average unit cost of the following year, which has been calculated based on IRCC CMM
data modificd by adjustments made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing
Summary in March 2010.

For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made
outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, the
Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” is no
more than $1.17.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.10.1.2
“Conduct PIL examination” has been estimated at $1.18 and is based on the average unit
cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC
CMM data modified by adjustments made outside the model in preparing the HMQ
Costing Summary in March 2010.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made
outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, the
Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” is no
more than $1.20.
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For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made
outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, the
Defendant's average unit cost for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination™ is no
more than $1.19.

For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.10.1.2
“Conduct PIL examination” has been estimated at $1.32 and is based on the average unit
cost of the prior year, which has been calculated based on IRCC CMM data modified by
adjustments made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March
2010, and the following year, which has been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
based on IRCC CMM data for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” is no more
than $1.45.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” has been estimated at $1.58 and is based
on the prior year allocation of indirect cost 10 each process.

Process 1.11.2 - “Respond t ici view. L i res”

For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.11.2 “Respond
to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” is not available because this
process did not exist in the process dictionary in 2001-2002.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” is not
available because this process did not exist in the process dictionary in 2002-2003.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.11.2 “Respond
to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” has been estimated at no more
than $0.18 and is based on the average unit cost of the following year, which has been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made outside the model in
preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010.

For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made
outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, the
Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals
Before Canadian Courts” is no more than $0.18.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant's average unit cost for process 1.11.2 “Respond
to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” has been estimated at $0.24 and is
based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made outside the model in
preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010.
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For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made
outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, the
Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals
Before Canadian Courts” is no more than $0.29.

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made
outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, the
Defendant's average unit cost for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals
Before Canadian Courts™ is no more than $0.24.

For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.11.2 “Respond
to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” has been estimated at $0.42 and is
based on the average unit cost of the prior year, which has been calculated based on
IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made outside the model in preparing the
HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, and the following year, which has been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” is no
more than $0.61.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, based on IRCC CMM data for process 1.11.2 “Respond to
Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts™ has been estimated at $0.34 and is
based on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each process.

Process 1.12.3.7 - “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes.

Organized Crime)”

For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.12.3.7
“Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)” is not
available because this process did not exist in the process dictionary in 2001-2002.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)” is not available because this process did not exist in the process
dictionary in 2002-2003.

For fiscal year 2003-2004 the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.12.3.7 “Process
Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)” has been
estimated at no more than $0.05 and is based on the average unit cost of the following
year, which has been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.
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For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on [IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)" is no more than $0.05.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.12.3.7
“Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)” has
been estimated at $0.03 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior and the
following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant's average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relicf (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)" is no more than $0.02.

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on [IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)” is no more than $0.02.

For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.12.3.7
“Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)” has
been estimated at $0.05 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior and the
following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)” is no more than $0.08.

For fiscal year 2010-2011 the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 1.12.3.7 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Process Requests for
Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)” has been estimated at $0.16
and is based on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each process.

For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.13.2 “Provide
Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration™ is not available because this process
did not exist in the process dictionary in 2001-2002.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.13.2 “Provide
Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” is not available because this process
did not exist in the process dictionary in 2002-2003.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.13.2 “Provide
Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” has been estimated at no more than
$1.21 and is based on the average unit cost of the following year, which has been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data.
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For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” is no
more than $1.21.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.13.2 “Provide
Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” has been estimated at $1.85 and is
based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” is no
more than $2.48.

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” is no
more than $2.94.

For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 1.13.2 “Provide
Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” has been estimated at $2.27 and is
based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been
calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” is no
more than $1.60.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on [RCC CMM data
for process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” has
been estimated at $1.60 and is based on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each
process.

Process 2.2. - 1 r Envi *

For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.1.3
“Scanning Our Environment” is not available because this process did not exist in the
process dictionary in 2001-2002.

For fiscal year 2002-2003 the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.1.3
“Scanning Our Environment” is not available because this process did not exist in the
process dictionary in 2002-2003.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, data the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.1.3
“Scanning Our Environment™ has been estimated at no more than $0.70 and is based on

the average unit cost of the following year, which has been calculated based on IRCC
CMM data.
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For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.2.1.3 “Scanning Our Environment” is no more than $0.70.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.1.3
“Scanning Our Environment” has been estimated at $0.88 and is based on the average
unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC
CMM data.

For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.2.1.3 “Scanning Our Environment” is no more than $1.06.

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant's average unit cost
for process 2.2.1.3 “Scanning Our Environment” is no more than $1.20.

For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.1.3
“Scanning Our Environment” has been estimated at $1.35 and is based on the average
unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC
CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on [IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.2.1.3 “Scanning Our Environment” is no more than §1.51.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.1.3
“Scanning Our Environment” has been estimated at $0.61 and is based on the prior year
allocation of indirect cost to each process.

rocess 2.2.3 - “Managi lic Relations™

For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.3 “Managing
Public Relations” is not available because this process did not exist in the process
dictionary in 2001-2002.

For fiscal year 2002-2003, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.3 “Managing
Public Relations” is not available because this process did not exist in the process
dictionary in 2002-2003.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.3 “Managing
Public Relations™ has been estimated at no more than $0.40 and is based on the average
unit cost of the following year, which has been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.2.3 “Managing Public Relations™ is no more than $0.40.
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100. For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.3 “Managing
Public Relations” has been estimated at $0.30 and is based on the average unit cost of the
prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

101. For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.2.3 “Managing Public Relations” is no more than $0.20.

102.  For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.2.3 “Managing Public Relations” is no more than $0.61.

103.  For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.2.3 “Managing
Public Relations” has been estimated at $0.61 and is based on the average unit cost of the
prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

104. For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.2.3 “Managing Public Relations” is no more than $0.61.

105. For fiscal year 2010-201 1, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 2.2.3 “Managing Public Relations™ has been estimated at $0.30 and is based
on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each process.

Process 2.3.2 - “Responding to Media Inquiries”

106. For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Dcfendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.2
“Responding to Media Inquiries” is not available because this process did not exist in the
process dictionary in 2001-2002.

107. For fiscal year 2002-2003, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.2
*Responding to Media Inquiries” is not available because this process did not exist in the
process dictionary in 2002-2003

108. For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’'s average unit cost for process 2.3.2
“Responding to Media Inquiries” has been estimated at no more than $0.10 and is based
on the average unit cost of the following year, which has been calculated based on IRCC
CMM data.

109. For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.2 “Responding to Media Inquiries” is no more than $0.10.

110. For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.2
“Responding to Media Inquiries” has been estimated at $0.15 and is based on the average
unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC
CMM data.

111.  For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.2 “Responding to Media Inquiries” is no more than $0.20.
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112.  For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.2 “Responding to Media Inquiries™ is no more than $0.31.

113. For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.2
“Responding to Media Inquiries” has been estimated at $0.32 and is based on the average
unit cost of the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC
CMM data.

114. For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.2 “Responding to Media Inquiries” is no more than $0.32.

115. For fiscal year 2010-201 1, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 2.3.2 “Responding to Media Inquiries” has been estimated at $0.13 and is
based on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each process.

ri - "Visit and Prot rvi

116. For fiscal year 2001-2002, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.3 “Visit and
Protocol Services” is not available because this process did not exist in the process
dictionary in 2001-2002.

117. For fiscal year 2002-2003, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.3 “Visit and
Protocol Services” is not available because this process did not exist in the process
dictionary in 2002-2003.

118. For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.3 *Visit and
Protocol Services” has been estimated at $0.16 and is based on the average unit cost of
the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

119. For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.3 “Visit and Protocol Services” is no more than $0.16.

120. For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.3 “Visit and
Protocol Services” has been estimated at $0.21 and is based on the average unit cost of
the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

121.  For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.3 “Visit and Protocol Services” is no more than $0.25.

122.  For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.3 “Visit and Protocol Services” is no more than $0.24.
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123.  For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost for process 2.3.3 *“Visit and
Protocol Services” has been estimated at $0.26 and is based on the average unit cost of
the prior and the following year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data.

124.  For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 2.3.3 “Visit and Protocol Services” is no more than $0.27.

125. For fiscal year 2010-2011, the Defendant’s average unit cost based on IRCC CMM data
for process 2.3.3 “Visit and Protocol Services” has been estimated at $0.15 and is based
on the prior year allocation of indirect cost to each process.

126. By removing the following activities which the Defendant admits are not included in the
Defendant’s Temporary Resident Visa Business Line: (i) processing citizenship
complaints, (ii) citizenship case information, (iii) general citizenship information,
statistics, research, (iv) authorization to return to Canada (old Minister's Consent), and
(v) process requests for rehabilitation (i.e., items 2, 3, 5, 11 and 14 in the attached
Schedule A), the Defendant’s average unit costs for the Defendant’s Temporary Resident
Visa Business Line are as follows:

a) For fiscal year 2001-2002, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average
unit cost is estimated as $120.38.

b) For fiscal year 2002-2003, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average
unit cost is estimated as $125.40.

c) For fiscal year 2003-2004, the Defendant’s average unit cost has been estimated
at $117.54 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following
year, which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data modified by
adjustments made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in
March 2010.

d) For fiscal year 2004-2005, based on [IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments
made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010,
the Defendant’s average unit cost is estimated as $110.43.

e) For fiscal year 2005-2006, the Defendant’s unit cost has been estimated at
$109.67 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior and the following year,
which have been calculated based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments
made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010.

f) For fiscal year 2006-2007, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments
made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010,
the Defendant’s average unit cost is estimated as $110.43.
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h)

i)

i)

For fiscal year 2007-2008, based on IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments
made outside the model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010,
the Defendant’s average unit cost is estimated as $124.27.

For fiscal year 2008-2009, the Defendant’s average unit cost has been estimated
at $144.91 and is based on the average unit cost of the prior year, which has been
calculated based on [IRCC CMM data modified by adjustments made outside the
model in preparing the HMQ Costing Summary in March 2010, and the following
year, which has been calculated based on [IRCC CMM data.

For fiscal year 2009-2010, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average
unit cost is estimated as $165.55.

For fiscal year 2010-2011, based on IRCC CMM data and the prior year
allocation of indirect costs to each process the Defendant’s average unit cost is
estimated as $136.38.

AND ADMITTED: Date: July 26, 2017

SOLICITORS FOR THE PLAINTIFFS
in IMM-5015-06 and T-1778-15
Gerry Cuttler, Barrister & Solicitor

Per: )
7

DEFE!

in IMM-5015-06 and T-1778-15

Karine Pare

Director General, Cost Management Services Branch

NHQ - Finance, Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada

Per:
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Schedule A

Extension Applications - “Requests For Extensions/Change Of Conditions In Canada”
Authorization To Return To Canada (Old Minister’s Consents)

Citizenship Case Information

Conduct PIL (Primary Inspection Line) Examination

General Citizenship Information, Statistics, Research

General Immigration Information, Statistics, Research

Processing Immigration Complaints

Process Immigration Enquiries

POE (Port Of Entry) Activities Associated With Facilitating Withdrawals By Individuals
Who Would Otherwise Be Refused Entry

Post-Arrival Medical Surveillance

Process Requests For Rehabilitation

Process Requests For Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)
Processing At Port Of Entry Secondary Where No Document Is Issued

Processing Citizenship Complaints

Restoration Applications - “Restoration Of Status”

Respond To Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts

Respond To Media Inquiries

Scanning Our Environment

Managing Public Relations

Provide Outreach, Promotion And Recruitment: Immigration

Visit And Protocol Services
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SCHEDULE “C”

TO THE ORDER DATED JULY 31, 2018

Court File Numbers: IMM-5015-06

IMM-3195-08
IMM-3197-08
CLASS PROCEEDING
FEDERAL COURT
BETWEEN:
ALAN HINTON
IRENA HINTON
Plaintiffs
AND
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
and
Court File Number: IMM-3196-08
BETWEEN:
SVETLANA POTAPOVA AND NIKOLAY POTAPOV
Plaintiffs
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant
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-9 .
Court File Number: T-1778-15
PROPOSED CLASS ACTION
FEDERAL COURT
BETWEEN:
THI QUYNH CHI NGUYEN
Plaintiff
AND:
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN
Defendant

AGREED STATEMENT OF FACTS

EACH OF THE PARTIES AGREE TO AND ADMIT, for the purposes of these proceedings
(IMM-5015-06, IMM-3195-08, IMM-3196-08, IMM-3197-08, and T-1778-15) only, the truth of
the following facts:

Explanatory Notes

1. For reference, the direct and indirect costs (when applicable) for the items listed on
Schedule “A” to this “Agreed Statement of Facts” are hereinafter referred to as the
“Disputed Costs™.

2. For reference, applications for extensions of status and change of conditions (“Extension

applications”), applications for restorations of status (“Restoration applications”),
applications for Single Entry Temporary Resident Visitor Visas (“STRV applications”),
and applications for Multiple Entry Temporary Resident Visitor Visas (“MTRV
applications”) are referred to collectively as “the Defendant’s Temporary Resident Visa
Business Line”.

3 The following agreed facts and admissions identify the Disputed Costs and the average
unit costs for the Defendant’s Temporary Resident Visa Business Line as of the date the
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agreement is signed. There is no agreement in relation to the Defendant’s practice of fee
grouping or other issues of fact and law in dispute in this litigation and outside the four
comners of this Agreed Statement of Facts.

- The following agreed facts and admissions regarding the Defendant’s average unit costs,

including both direct and indirect costs (unless otherwise indicated), and Disputed Costs
for the 2011-2012, 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 fiscal years are based on the existing IRCC
CMM data. Indirect costs are included in the Defendant’s average unit cost for the
specified processes in the agreed facts and admissions below (unless otherwise indicated)
and are estimated based on the 2009-10 fiscal year allocation of indirect costs for the
specified processes, the latest year for which allocations were made within the CMM.

Nothing in this Agreed Statement of Facts precludes the Defendant from seeking to
adduce admissible evidence to attempt to prove that additional costs that are not presently
included in the CMM ought to be included or from seeking to adduce admissible expert
evidence which would have the effect of amending the Disputed Costs or the average unit
cost for the Temporary Resident Visa Business Line following external expert review,
and nothing in this Agreed Statement of Facts precludes the Plaintiffs from disputing
such evidence, should this occur.

Process 1.8.3 - “Conduct Medical Surveillance”

For fiscal year 2011-2012, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.16.

For fiscal year 2012-2013, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.23.

For fiscal year 2013-2014, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.8.3 “Conduct Medical Surveillance” is no more than $0.21.

Process 1.9.2.1 - "“General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research”

For fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-14, process 1.9.2.1 “General
Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research” was no longer tracked separately and
therefore removed from the Process Dictionary.

For fiscal years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013, managers were informed that efforts
previously related to process 1.9.2.1 were to be combined with process 1.13.2
“Information and Outreach”.

For fiscal year 2013-2014, process 1.13.2 was removed from the Process Dictionary and
managers were informed that efforts previously related to process 1.13.2 were to be
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

captured under the applicable business function. Thus, in the case of the TRV these
efforts were allocated directly to the main TRV process (1.1.3).

Process 1.9.2.2 - “Process Immigration Enguiries — Immigration Case Information on
Behalf of Others”

For fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-14, process 1.9.2.2 “Process
Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on Behalf of Others” was no
longer tracked separately and therefore removed from the Process Dictionary,

For fiscal years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013, managers were informed that efforts
previously related to process 1.9.2.2 were to be combined with process 1.13.2
“Information and Outreach”. :

For fiscal year 2013-2014, process 1.13.2 was no longer tracked separately and was
therefore removed from the Process Dictionary. Managers were informed that efforts
previously related to process 1.13.2 were to be captured under the applicable business
function. Thus, in the case of the TRV these efforts were allocated directly to the main
TRV process (1.1.3).

Process 1.9.2.3 - “Processing Immigration Complaints™

For fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-14, process 1.9.2.3 “Processing
Immigration Complaints” was no longer tracked separately and therefore removed from
the Process Dictionary.

For fiscal years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013, managers were informed that efforts
previously related to process 1.9.2.3 were to be combined with process 1.13.2
“Information and Outreach”.

For fiscal year 2013-2014, process 1.13.2 was no longer tracked separately and was
removed from the Process Dictionary. Managers were informed that efforts previously
related to process 1.13.2 were to be captured under the applicable business function.
Thus, in the case of the TRV these efforts were allocated directly to the main TRV
process (1.1.3).

Process 1.10.1.2 - "Conduct PIL examination”

For fiscal year 2011-2012, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” is no more than $1.87.

For fiscal year 2012-2013, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” is no more than $2.13,
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For fiscal year 2013-2014, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.10.1.2 “Conduct PIL examination” is no more than $3.02.

The unit costs for process 1.10.1.2 do not include indirect cost from IRCC as Other
Govemnment Department (OGD) costs do not attract indirect cost in the model.

Process 1.11.2 - “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts"”

For fiscal year 2011-2012, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” is no
more than $0.37.

For fiscal year 2012-2013, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” is no
more than $0.45.

For fiscal year 2013-2014, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.11.2 “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts” is no
more than $0.57.

The above unit costs do not include costs from Courts Administrative Service (CAS) and
Commissioner for Federal Judicial Affairs (CFJA), which had been captured in previous
years, but only include direct costs from IRCC. IRCC was unable to estimate the indirect
cost for process 1.11.2 because indirect costs were never allocated to this process in
previous years. IRCC also determined that due to immateriality of the unit cost, efforts
would not be made to estimate the indirect costs associated to this process.

Process 1.12.3.7 - “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,

Organized Crime) "

For fiscal year 2011-2012, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)” is no more than $0.01.

For fiscal year 2012-2013, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)” is no more than $0.08.

For fiscal year 2013-2014, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.12.3.7 “Process Request for Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes,
Organized Crime)” is no more than $0.02.
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Process 1.13.2 - “Provide Qutreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration”

For fiscal year 2011-2012, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” is no
more than $7.11.

For fiscal year 2012-2013, based on IRCC CMM data the Defendant’s average unit cost
for process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration” is no
more than $8.38.

For fiscal year 2013-2014, process 1.13.2 “Provide Outreach, Promotion and
Recruitment: Immigration” was no longer tracked separately and therefore removed from
the Process Dictionary. Managers were informed that efforts previously related to
process 1.13.2 were to be captured under the applicable business function. Thus, in the
case of the TRV these efforts were allocated directly to the main TRV process (1.1.3).

Process 2.2.1.3 - “Scanning Qur Environment"

For fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-13 and 2013-14, process 2.2.1.3 “Scanning Our
Environment” was no longer tracked separately and therefore removed from the Process
Dictionary. Efforts previously related to this process are captured under process 3.9.3
“Planning Service” or under the main TRV process.

Process 2.2.3 - “Managing Public Relations”

For fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-13 and 2013-14, process 2.2.3 “Managing Public
Relations” was no longer tracked separately and therefore removed from the Process
Dictionary. Efforts previously related to this process are captured under processes 2.4.7
“Departmental Reporting” and 2.4.4 “Program Activity Management” or under the main
TRYV process.

Process 2.3.2 - “Responding to Media Inquiries"”

For fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-13 and 2013-14, process 2.3.2 “Responding to Media
Inquiries” was no longer tracked separately and therefore was removed from the Process
Dictionary. Efforts previously related to this process are now captured under process
3.9.6 “Communications Services” or under the main TRV process.

Process 2.3.3 - “Visit and Protocol Services"

For fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-13 and 2013-14, process 2.3.3 “Visit and Protocol
Services” was no longer tracked separately and therefore removed from the Process
Dictionary. Efforts previously related to this process do not appear to be captured
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specifically within another process. These efforts could therefore be included in another
Category 2 or Category 3 process or the main TRV process.

Average Unit Costs for the Temporary Resident Visa Business Line

By removing the following activities Process 1.8.3 - “Conduct Medical Surveillance”;
Process 1.9.2.1 - "General Immigration Information, Statistics, and Research"; Process
1.9.2.2 - “Process Immigration Enquiries — Immigration Case Information on Behalf of
Others"; Process 1.9.2.3 - "Processing Immigration Complaints"; Process 1.10.1.2 -
“Conduct PIL examination"; Process 1.11.2 - “Respond to Judicial Reviews/Appeals
Before Canadian Cowrts”; Process 1.12.3.7 - “Process Request for Ministerial Relief
(Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)"; Process 1.13.2 - "Provide Outreach,
Promotion and Recruitment: Immigration”; Process 2.2.1.3 -  "Scanning Our
Environment"; Process 2.2.3 - “Muanaging Public Relations"; Process 2.3.2 -
“Responding to Media Inquiries”; Process 2.3.3 - "Visit and Protocol Services", the
Defendant’s average unit costs for the Defendant’s Temporary Resident Visa Business
Line are as follows:

a) For fiscal year 2011-2012, based on IRCC CMM data and the 2009-10 year
allocation of indirect costs to the disputed processes the Defendant’s average unit
cost is estimated as $96.04.

b) For fiscal year 2012-2013, based on IRCC CMM data and the 2009-10 year
allocation of indirect costs to the disputed processes the Defendant’s average unit
cost is estimated as $95.76.

c) For fiscal year 2013-2014, based on IRCC CMM data and the 2009-10 year
allocation of indirect costs to the disputed processes the Defendant’s average unit
cost is estimated as $107.38.

AGREED AND ADMITTED: Date: February (_-_3, 2018

s L —1
SOLICITORS FOR THE PLAINTIFFS

in IM

M-5015-06, IMM-3195-08, IMM-3196-08, IMM-3197-08, and T-1778-15

Per: ) Gerry Cuitler, Barrister & Solicitor

DEFE

in IM
Per:

DAN
M-5015-06, IMM-3195-08, IMM-3196-08, IMM-3197-08, and T-1778-15
Karine Paré
Senior Director and Deputy Director General, Settlement Network
Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada
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Schedule A

(1) Extension Applications - “Requests For Extensions/Change Of Conditions In Canada”

(2) Conduct PIL (Primary Inspection Line) Examination

A3) General Immigration Information, Statistics, Research

(4)  Processing Immigration Complaints

(5)  Process Immigration Enquiries

(6) POE (Port Of Entry) Activities Associated With Facilitating Withdrawals By Individuals
Who Would Otherwise Be Refused Entry

(7)  Post-Arrival Medical Surveillance

8 Process Requests For Ministerial Relief (Security, War Crimes, Organized Crime)

)] Processing At Port Of Entry Secondary Where No Document Is Issued

(10) Restoration Applications - “Restoration Of Status”

(12)  Respond To Judicial Reviews/Appeals Before Canadian Courts

(13) Respond To Media Inquiries

(14) Scanning Our Environment

(15) Managing Public Relations

(16) Provide Outreach, Promotion And Recruitment: Immigration

(17)  Visit And Protocol Services
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PART B

Nguyen v. Her Majesty the Queen, Federal Court File No. T-1778-15

“IRPR Regulations pertaining to MTRY applications”

Date Fee Regulation Section
$150 Immigration and Refugee Protection Regulations SOR/2002-
June 11, .
2002 multiple 2217,
entry June 11, 2002 s. 297(1)

“Multiple entry — $150
297. (1) A fee of $150 is payable for processing an application for a temporary resident

visa to enter Canada more than once.

12




PART C

Nguyen v. Her Majesty the Queen, Federal Court File No. T-1778-15
“IRPR Regulations pertaining to Non-MTRY applications”

REGULATION
APPLICATION TYPE EEE SECTION
Immigration Act Fees
Regulations SOR/97-22,
P.C. 1996-2003 Coming
into Force; January 2, 1997
Permanent Resident Application-Business $1000 Sch. (Section 3) item
Class 2(4)(@) Column 11l
Sch. (Section 3) item 1(2)
Column 1I; Item 2(2),
Dependents (<19, not a spouse) $100 Column IlI; Item 2(5),
Column 1I; Item 2(7)
Column 111
$150- Sch. (Section 3) item 5(1)
Employment Authorizations individual; | Column II; Item 6 Column
$450-group "
Sch. (Section 3) Item
Extension of Visitor Status $75 3(1)(@)(b) Column 11,
Column 111
. . . $75 single Sch. (Section 3) item 3,
Visitor Visa — Single entry entry (1)(@)(b), Column 111
. . $400 family Sch. (Section 3) item
Visitor Visa maximum 4(a)(b), Column Il
Student Authorization $125 Sch. (Section 3) Item 7(1),
Column 111
Immigration and Refugee
Protection Regulations
SOR/2002-227, June 11,
2002
Permanent Resident V_|sa_— memb_er of the $1050 s. 295(1)(b)(i)
investor class — principal applicant
Permanent Resident Visa — member of the
investor class — a family member of the $550 s. 295(1)(b) i)

principal applicant who is 22 yrs of age or
older or is less than 22 yrs of age and is a
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spouse or common-law partner

Permanent Resident Visa — member of the
investor class - a family member of the

10 principal applicant who is less than 22 yrs old $150 5. 295(1)(b)(iii)
and is not a spouse or common-law partner
Permanent Resident Visa - member of any
11| other class or by a person referred to in s. 71 - $550 s. 295(1)(c)(i)
principal applicant
Permanent Resident Visa - member of any
other class or by a person referred to in s. 71 -
a family member of the principal applicant .
| who is 22 yrs of age or older or is less than 22 3550 . 295(1)(e)(in)
yrs of age and is a spouse or common-law
partner
Permanent Resident Visa - member of any
other class or by a person referred to in s. 71 -
13| a family member of the principal applicant $150 s. 295(1)(c)(iii)
who is less than 22 yrs old and is not a spouse
or common-law partner
Payment by sponsor in respect of an
14| application as a member of a family class or | $475 + $75 s. 295(3)(a) & s. 304(1)
their family members
15 Temporary Resident Visa $7gnst|rr;gle s. 296(1)
16 Temporary Resident Visas $400 f amily s. 296(3), 297(2)
maximum
$150-single;
17 Work permits $450- 5. 299(1); s. 299(3)
maximum
group
18 Study Permits $125 s. 300(1)
Permanent Resident Visa — member of the
19| live-in caregiver class or as a protected person $550 s. 301(1)(b)(i)
under 175(1) in respect of a principal applicant
Permanent Resident Visa - member of the
live-in caregiver class or as a protected person
under 175(1) in respect of a family member of .
20 the principal applicant who is 22 yrs of age or $550 s. 301(1)(b)(ir)
older or is less than 22 yrs of age and is a
spouse or common-law partner
Permanent Resident Visa - member of the
live-in caregiver class or as a protected person
21| under 175(1) in respect of a family member of $150 s. 301(1)(b)(iii)
the principal applicant who is less than 22 yrs
old and is not a spouse or common-law partner,
22 Payment by sponsor in respect of an $475 + $75 s. 301(2)(a) & s.304(1)




Page: 3

application as a member of the spouse or
common-law partner in Canada class or their
family members

Extension of Authority to remain in Canada as

23 a temporary resident $75 s. 305(1)
Immigration and Refugee
Protection Regulations
SOR/2014-19, January 28,
2015
$155; $465-
24 Work Permit maximum S.299.(1); s. 299.(3)
group
25 Study Permit $150 s. 300.(1)
. Immigration and Refugee
26 $e1r?t(r) mslilr;“?ée Protection Regulations
glr’nry 9% | SOR/2014-19, s. 2. January

29, 2014, 5. 296(1)

Single or multiple entry — $100
296. (1) A fee of $100 is payable for
processing an application for a temporary
resident visa to enter Canada one or more
times.”




PART D

Nguyen v. Her Majesty the Queen, Federal Court File No. T-1778-15

CLASS MEMBER “OPT-OUT” FORM

(Request for Exclusion from Class Proceeding Lawsuit)

You may opt-out of the Class Proceeding Lawsuit by completing this form and mailing it,
e-mailing it, or faxing it, to Class Counsel in Canada

| have read and understood the Court-Approved Legal Notice titled: “COURT-APPROVED
LEGAL NOTICE OF CLASS PROCEEDING LAWSUIT IN CANADA”, and | believe that |
am a member of the class in this lawsuit.

| do not wish to be included as a member of the class in this case. | want to Opt-Out (be
excluded) from the class and realize that by doing so, | cannot receive any possible benefits
which members of the class may obtain as a result of this class proceeding; financial or
otherwise.

| understand that by completing and submitting this “Opt-Out Form” to Class Counsel, I shall not
be bound by the outcome of this case, that Class Counsel on this case cannot represent me or
assist me, but that I can pursue my own legal claim if I wish at my own expense.

Multiple-Entry Visa (MTRV) Location submitted
Application or Non-MTRV (Country and city)
Application File Number

Date submitted
dd / mm/yyyy

My Full Name:

(Print Clearly)
My Current Address:

My Signature:

Date:
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ANNEXE 1

AVIS JUDICIAIRE PORTANT SUR UN RECOURS COLLECTIF AU CANADA

A QUICONQUE A VERSE DES FRAIS AU GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA ENTRE LE
21 OCTOBRE 2009 ET LE 31 MARS 2015 POUR UNE DEMANDE DE VISA POUR
ENTREES MULTIPLES ET / OU CERTAINES DEMANDES D’IMMIGRATION AUTRES
QUE LES DEMANDES DE VISA POUR ENTREES MULTIPLES (IDENTIFIEES ClI-
APRES), AVIS EST DONNE QUE LE RECOURS COLLECTIF PRESENTE AU CANADA
ET DECRIT CI-DESSOUS PEUT AVOIR UNE INCIDENCE SUR VOS DROITS.

1.

Apercu de ce procés : NGUYEN c. SA MAJESTE LA REINE

Le 31 juillet 2018, la Cour fédérale a certifié une poursuite en recours collectif dans
I’affaire Nguyen c. Sa Majesté la Reine, dossier de la Cour n® T-1778-15. Il est allégué
dans I’action en justice intentée que le gouvernement du Canada a recueilli plus d’argent
en facturant des frais de service aux personnes ayant présenté des demandes de visa de
résident temporaire pour entrées multiples [les « demandes de VRTEM »] et certaines
demandes ne visant pas l’obtention d’un VRTEM [les «demandes ne visant pas
I’obtention d’un VRTEM »] qu’il n’en a dépensé pour traiter et prendre des décisions
concernant les demandes pour lesquelles les frais ont été payés. De surcroit, il est allégué
dans I’action en justice intentée que des profits illégaux et recouvrables ont été réalisés
par le gouvernement du Canada entre le 21 octobre 2009 et le 31 mars 2015, et comme
réparation, on y demande, entre autres, qu’un remboursement financier partiel des
frais payés soit accordé aux personnes qui ont payé les frais de service.

M™ Thi Quynh Chi Nguyen a été reconnue par la Cour en tant que
« représentante demanderesse » du groupe des personnes qui ont payé les frais de service
dont il est question dans le recours collectif.

Le gouvernement du Canada est le défendeur dans le recours collectif, et il plaide que, de
maniére générale, le colt associé au traitement des demandes de visa présentées par les
membres du groupe a été supérieur a la somme des frais de service percus a ceux-ci, et
que méme s’il en coltait moins que les frais percus, les frais excédentaires ne sont pas
recouvrables.

Le recours collectif a été intenté conformément aux procédures énoncées dans les Régles
des Cours fédérales. Les regles particulieres régissant les recours collectifs sont énoncées
dans la partie 5.1 des Régles des Cours fédérales, aux articles 334.1 et suivants.. Toutes
ces regles sont affichées sur le site Web de la Cour féderale du Canada (www.fct-

cf.gc.ca).

Le recours collectif n’a pas encore été plaidé devant la Cour fédérale du Canada et
aucune décision judiciaire n’a été rendue quant a son bien-fonde. L’ordonnance rendue le
31 juillet 2018 par la Cour fédérale renferme davantage de renseignements sur les
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questions juridiques soulevées par le recours; elle est jointe au présent avis sous le titre
PARTIE A.

Définition du groupe : Etes-vous un membre du groupe?

Le recours collectif vise un grand groupe de personnes que la Cour a nommeé comme
étant le «groupe ». Si vous étes un membre du groupe, le recours peut avoir une
incidence sur vos droits.

LES MEMBRES DU GROUPE SONT, de maniere générale et sauf exception, les
personnes qui ont verse des frais au gouvernement du Canada entre le 21 octobre 2009 et
le 31 mars 2014 pour une demande de VRTEM. Ces personnes sont appelées le « sous-
groupe des VRTEM ». Les dispositions réglementaires pertinentes sur les frais prévues
dans le Reglement sur ['immigration et la protection des réfugiés pour les « demandes de
VRTEM » sont jointes & la PARTIE B du présent avis.

LES MEMBRES DU GROUPE SONT AUSSI, de maniére générale et sauf exception,
les personnes qui ont payé un ou plusieurs frais de service au gouvernement du Canada
pour des demandes d’immigration autres que les demandes de VRTEM (les « demandes
ne visant pas I’obtention d’un VRTEM ») entre le 21 octobre 2009 et le 31 mars 2015.
Ces personnes sont appelées le «sous-groupe des non VRTEM ». Ce sous-groupe
VRTEM comprendrait, par exemple, les personnes ayant payé des frais de service pour
des demandes de résidence permanente, des demandes de permis de travail, des
demandes de permis d’études et des demandes de visa de résident temporaire pour
entrée unique. Les dispositions réglementaires pertinentes sur les frais prévues dans le
Réglement sur I'immigration et la protection des réfugiés pour les « demandes ne visant
pas I’obtention d’un VRTEM » sont jointes a la PARTIE C du présent avis.

Peu de temps apreés la certification du « sous-groupe des non VRTEM » et I’expiration du
délai d’exclusion, toutes les revendications du « sous-groupe des non VRTEM » seront
rejetées sans frais. Le processus de communication préalable et de divulgation en cas de
litige a permis de déterminer, a la satisfaction des parties, que ces réclamations
n’aboutiraient pas, car les colts engagés par le gouvernement du Canada pour traiter les
demandes présentées par le sous-groupe des non VRTEM et prendre des décisions a leur
égard a été supérieur aux frais qu’il a pergus auprées des membres du sous-groupe.

Pour déterminer si vous étre un membre du groupe dans le recours collectif, lisez la

définition exacte du groupe donnée dans 1’ordonnance de la Cour, joint au présent avis en
tant que PARTIE A, ainsi que la PARTIE B et la PARTIE C.

Si vous n’étes pas certain d’étre un membre du groupe, informez-vous aupres de 1’un des
trois avocats au Canada qui représentent le groupe dans le recours collectif (« les avocats
du groupe »); vous trouverez les noms et les coordonnees de ces avocats a la fin du
présent avis.



Page: 4

Etre membre du groupe : ce gue cela impligue pour vous

En tant que membre du groupe, vous n’avez aucune démarche a faire pour rester membre
du recours collectif. Si vous étes membre du groupe du recours collectif et que vous ne
participez pas activement a I’instance, vous ne courez aucun risque de vous faire
demander de payer quoi que ce soit dans le cadre du recours. Cependant, cela aura une
incidence sur vos droits concernant les réclamations faites dans le cadre du
présent recours collectif. Si vous avez payé des frais pour une demande ne visant pas
I’obtention d’un VRTEM entre le 21 octobre 2009 et le 31 mars 2015, toute réclamation
concernant des allégations selon lesquelles le gouvernement du Canada aurait récolté des
profits illégaux gréce a ces frais sera rejetée si vous ne vous retirez pas du sous-groupe
des non VRTEM et de ce recours collectif. Si le recours est instruit et qu’une
décision définitive est rendue par un juge de la Cour fédérale, par la Cour d’appel
fédérale ou par la Cour supréme du Canada concernant le sous-groupe des VRTEM, ou
bien si le recours fait I’objet d’un réglement, en tant que membre du groupe, I’issue du
recours collectif aura une incidence sur vos droits, et ce, que le groupe obtienne gain de
cause et regoive une réparation ou indemnisation ou bien qu’il soit débouté et n’obtienne
rien.

Comment « s’exclure » du recours collectif

Si vous ne souhaitez pas que le présent recours collectif ait une incidence sur vos droits,
vous devez vous retirer du recours au moyen d’un processus appelé « exclusion », et ce,
dans le délai prescrit. Vous trouverez ci-dessous les renseignements expliquant comment
exercer votre droit de vous exclure du recours. Si vous vous excluez du recours, I’issue
du recours n’aura aucune incidence directe sur vos droits et vous aurez le droit d’engager
votre propre action en justice, aidé de votre propre avocat, et ce, a vos frais. Cependant, il
y a un risque que le délai pour présenter votre propre action en justice soit expiré et il
n’est pas certain que vous pourrez tirer avantage de toute ordonnance qui a pu étre rendue
dans le cadre de la présente affaire. En outre, si vous intentez votre propre action en
justice, vous pourriez étre obligé de déposer un cautionnement pour couvrir les
frais judiciaires engagés par le gouvernement fédéral et, dans certaines circonstances,
vous pourriez également étre obligé de payer les frais judiciaires du
gouvernement fédéral si votre action est rejetee.

Si vous ne souhaitez pas faire partie du recours collectif, vous devez clairement,
lisiblement et correctement remplir le formulaire d’exclusion, qui est joint au présent avis
en tant que PARTIE D. Vous devez fournir tous les renseignements nécessaires, et les
avocats du groupe au Canada doivent recevoir le formulaire au plus tard le
30 NOVEMBRE 2018. Les formulaires d’exclusion recgus par les avocats du groupe apres
le 30 NOVEMBRE 2018 ne seront pas valides et ils n’auront pas pour effet de vous
exclure du recours collectif. Vous devez faire parvenir votre formulaire d’exclusion par
courrier, par courriel ou par télécopieur aux avocats du groupe (voir a la fin du
présent avis). Si vous avez besoin de plus amples renseignements sur les incidences que
pourrait avoir une exclusion pour vous ou sur la facon de vous exclure du recours,
veuillez contacter les avocats du groupe au Canada.
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Conséguences pécuniaires potentielles pouvant vous toucher et sommaire de la
convention portant sur les honoraires et les débours

Si le recours collectif est accueilli ou si un reglement en faveur du groupe est conclu, la
Cour déterminera ou approuvera la réparation a laquelle pourraient avoir droit les
membres du groupe ainsi que la maniere dont une telle réparation devrait étre répartie
entre les membres du groupe ou a leur avantage. Si le recours est rejeté, les membres du
groupe ne recevront rien.

Les avocats du groupe ont conclu un contrat de service juridique avec la
représentante demanderesse au sujet des honoraires et des débours. Ces honoraires
doivent recevoir I’approbation de la Cour et ne peuvent pas étre supérieurs a 33 % de
toute réparation pécuniaire que le groupe pourrait se voir accorder. Si le recours collectif
est rejeté, les avocats du groupe ne recevront aucun paiement pour leur honoraires et
débours. Les avocats du groupe paieront tous les débours et demanderont leur
recouvrement si le recours est accueilli : ils demanderont a la Cour que leurs honoraires
et débours leur soient remboursés a méme le produit de toute entente ou décision en
faveur du groupe (dans la mesure ou ces honoraires et débours ne sont pas payables par
ailleurs par le défendeur). A I’exception des honoraires conditionnels approuvés par la
Cour, lesquels seront déduits du produit de toute entente ou décision, les membres du
groupe n’auront a payer aucuns honoraires ou débours.

Comment obtenir plus de renseignements au sujet du recours collectif au Canada

Pour obtenir plus de renseignements au sujet du recours collectif, y compris au sujet du
présent avis ou du processus « d’exclusion », vous devriez communiquer avec les avocats
du groupe au Canada, dont vous trouverez les noms a la fin du présent avis. VVous pouvez
leur communiquer vos questions écrites par courrier, par courriel ou par télécopieur.
Vous pouvez également téléphoner aux avocats du groupe. Vous trouverez des
renseignements supplémentaires et a jour sur I’état actuel du recours collectif (y compris
des renseignements sur la déclaration présentée au nom des membres du groupe et sur la
défense du gouvernement du Canada) sur le site Internet
suivant: http://www.visalitigation.com.

Qui ne REPONDRA PAS a vos guestions sur le recours collectif

La Cour fédérale du Canada et ses employés au Canada ne REPONDRONT PAS a vos
questions sur le recours collectif. Le gouvernement du Canada, y compris Immigration,
Réfugiés et Citoyenneté Canada, ses employés au Canada et a I’étranger ainsi que ses
avocats ne REPONDRONT PAS & vos questions sur le recours collectif.

Communiquer avec les avocats du groupe au Canada

Toutes les questions que vous souhaitez poser et toute la correspondance de votre part
concernant le recours collectif doivent étre uniqguement adressees aux avocats du groupe
au Canada, dont le rdle et les obligations sont de représenter les membres du groupe et de
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répondre a leurs questions concernant le recours. Voir les coordonnées qui se trouvent ci-
dessous pour communiquer avec les avocats du groupe.

Vous pouvez communiquer avec les AVOCATS DU GROUPE par courrier, par courriel,
par télécopieur ou par téléphone; voici leurs coordonnées :

M® Lorne Waldman, M® Richard Kurland et M® Gerry Cuttler
Avocats

a/s Litige relatif aux visas
281, avenue Eglinton Est
Toronto (Ontario) M4P IL3

CANADA
Courriel : info@visalitigation.com
Téléphone : 1-877-274-2971

Télécopieur : 1-877-274-2971


mailto:info@visalitigation.com

PARTIE A

Numéro de dossier :

Ottawa (Ontario), le 31 juillet 2018

En présence de Monsieur le juge Harrington

RECOURS COLLECTIF

ENTRE : ALAN HINTON
IRENA HINTON

ET:

SA MAJESTE LA REINE

Numéro de dossier:

ENTRE : SVETLANA POTAPOVA
NIKOLAY POTAPOV

ET:

Date : 20180731

IMM-5015-06
IMM-3195-08
IMM-3197-08

Demandeurs

Défenderesse

IMM-3196-08

Demandeurs
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SA MAJESTE LA REINE

Défenderesse

Numéro de dossier : T-1778-15

RECOURS COLLECTIF ENVISAGE

ENTRE : THI QUYNH CHI NGUYEN
Demanderesse

ET:
SA MAJESTE LA REINE

Défenderesse

Numéro de dossier: IMM-1669-05

ENTRE : BAZ SINGH MOMI; DR. PARVEZ ALI KHAN;
DR. ARCHANA PARIKH; PAIMAN HAIBODI;
N. MAGPOC RAMOS; PANKAJ SHARMA; JIGNESH T. SHAH;
VA VING TENG; CHENG HUA CHU; HSUEH WEI PAN;
HUNG CHIH CHEN

Demandeurs

ET:
SA MAJESTE LA REINE

Défenderesse



ENTRE :

ENTRE :

ET:
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Numéro de dossier : 1MM-1270-07

DMYTRO MAKAROV

Demandeur
et

LE MINISTRE DE LA CITOYENNETE ET DE L’IMMIGRATION

Défendeur
et
Numéro de dossier : IMM-1116-08
SVETLANA POTAPOVA
NIKOLAY POTAPOV
Demandeurs
SA MAJESTE LA REINE
Défenderesse

ORDONNANCE

ATTENDU QUE les parties ont conclu une entente (I’Entente) en ce qui concerne a la présente
instance, dont une copie est jointe a I’annexe A de la présente ordonnance;

ATTENDU QUE I’Entente n’a d’effet que si la Cour approuve toutes les conditions et toutes les
étapes qui y sont énumérées;

ATTENDU QUE les parties ont informe la Cour de I’Entente;
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ATTENDU QUE les parties ont présenté une motion, par consentement, en vue d’obtenir une
ordonnance pour approuver toutes les conditions de 1’Entente et la mettre en ccuvre dans son
intégralité;

ATTENDU QUE les parties ont conclu des ententes concernant les « chiffres » découlant des
données disponibles du MGC (avec mises en garde), tel qu’il est établi a I’annexe B et a
I’annexe C jointes a la présente ordonnance;

ATTENDU QUE cette Cour est convaincue que l’approbation de toutes les conditions de
I’Entente et sa mise en ccuvre dans son intégralité assurera la solution au litige qui soit la plus
juste et la plus expéditive et économique possible;

APRES AVOIR examiné I’Entente, les affidavits de Richard Kurland, I’affidavit d’Alan Hinton,
I’affidavit de Thi Quynh Chi Ngyuen, I’affidavit de Karine Paré, les régles 3, 55 et 334.19 des
Régles des Cours fédérales et les arguments des avocats;

LA COUR ORDONNE que:
1. La requéte est accordée.

2. L’Entente jointe en annexe A et toutes les conditions et étapes énumérées sont approuves
dans leur intégralite.

3. Conformément au paragraphe 1 de I’Entente :

a. L’accord des parties visant a ajourner la requéte sine die et a tenir en suspens
’appel de I’ordonnance du juge Harrington en date du 1* mars 2017 (A-96-17),
qui élargit le recours collectif Hinton du 1* avril 2004 au 31 mars 2007 en ce qui
concerne les frais de VRTEM (appel du défendeur) est accepté;

b. Le défendeur a le droit de faire valoir un moyen de défense fondé sur un délai de
prescription aux frais de VRTEM payés entre le 1% avril 2004 et le 31 mars 2007,
méme si la question liée au délai de prescription fondée sur le critére
d’autorisation du recours collectif faisant 1’objet de I’appel interjeté par le
défendeur est finalement tranchée a son encontre;

C. Aucune des parties ne doit subir de prejudice découlant uniquement du
temps écoulé a la suite de 1’ajournement et de la suspension de 1’appel du
défendeur.

4. Conformément au paragraphe 2 de 1’Entente, rien ne limite les parties ni ne les empéche

de rechercher des décisions de fait, de droit ou de fait et de droit, si elles jugent bon de le
faire dans le cadre du recours collectif Hinton, y compris, sans limitation, sur des



10.

Page: 5

questions telles que de « chiffres », de colts harmonisés, ou de codts contestés, etc., en ce
qui concerne les frais de VRTEM payés entre le 1% avril 2004 et le 31 mars 2007, dans le
cas ou ces décisions peuvent étre pertinentes pour toute action de recouvrement des
profits réalisés au cours de cette période (par exemple, les décisions visant a déterminer
s’il y avait des tendances dans les actions ou la prise de décision du défendeur).

Conformément au paragraphe 3 de [I’Entente, les revendications dans le
recours collectif Hinton concernant tous les droits non liés au VRTEM sont rejetées sur le
fond.

Conformément au paragraphe 4 de 1’Entente, le recours proposé par Nguyen a 1I’égard des
frais de VRTEM payés entre le 21 octobre 2009 et le 31 mars 2014 est certifié en tant que
recours collectif. Le recours collectif concernant ces frais de VRTEM doit étre appelé
« sous-groupe visant les VRTEM ».

Conformément au paragraphe 5 de I’Entente:

a. Les réclamations de Nguyen concernant les frais de VRTEM payés entre le
1% avril 2004 et le 20 octobre 2009 sont en suspens, sans certification;

b. Aucune des parties ne doit subir de préjudice découlant uniquement du temps
écoulé a la suite de cet ajournement (y compris, mais sans s’y limiter, en ce qui
concerne les questions de prescription).

Conformément au paragraphe 6 de I’Entente, rien dans I’Entente ne limite les parties ni
ne les empéche de rechercher des décisions de fait, de droit ou de fait et de droit, si elles
jugent bon de le faire dans le cadre du recours collectif Nguyen, y compris, sans
limitation, les questions telles que de «chiffres», de colts harmonisés, ou de
colits contestés, etc. en ce qui concerne les frais de VRTEM payés entre le 1* avril 2004
et le 20 octobre 2009, dans le cas ou ces décisions peuvent étre pertinentes pour toute
action de recouvrement des recettes réalisées au cours de cette période (par exemple, les
décisions visant a déterminer s’il y avait des tendances dans les actions ou la prise de
décision du défendeur).

Conformément au paragraphe 7 de I’Entente, les réclamations liées aux frais payés pour
une demande ne visant pas l’obtention d’'un VRTEM entre le 1% avril 2004 et le
20 octobre 2009 sont rejetées dans la requéte en certification du recours collectif Nguyen
et les réclamations relatives aux frais payés pour une demande ne visant pas 1’obtention
d’un VRTEM entre le 21 octobre 2009 et le 31 mars 2015 sont certifiees dans la requéte
en certification du recours Nguyen. Le recours collectif concernant les réclamations des
personnes qui ont payé des frais non liés au VRTEM entre le 21 octobre 2009 et le
31 mars 2015 sera désigné sous le nom de « sous-groupe des non VRTEM ».

Un avis doit étre préparé par les parties, sous une forme acceptable et approuvée par la
présente Cour, notifiant le sous-groupe des VRTEM et le sous-groupe des non VRTEM
du présent recours collectif, concernant le fait que les parties ont 1’intention de présenter
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une motion aprés la fin du délai d’exclusion pour rejeter les réclamations du sous-groupe
des non VRTEM sur le fond, et concernant le droit de se retirer de ce recours collectif.

Conformément au paragraphe 8 de I’Entente, s’ils sont instruits, les recours collectifs
Hinton et Nguyen en ce qui concerne les frais de VRTEM le seront au méme moment ou
I’un immédiatement apres 1’autre.

Conformément au paragraphe 9 de I’Entente, la communication préalable et la
divulgation concernant les VRTEM visent les exercices financiers du 1* avril 2004 au
31 mars 2014.

Conformément au paragraphe 11 de I’Entente:

a) les revendications dans Momi, Potapova et Makarov (et toute autre action en
justice ou procédure concomitante dans laquelle les demandeurs sont représentés
par les avocats des demandeurs), sont rejetées sur le fond, en ce qui concerne les
frais autres que pour le VRTEM. (Plus précisément, les demandes /
recours collectifs proposés dans Momi [IMM-1669-05 concernant 52 frais payés
entre le 1% avril 1994 et le 11 mars 2005), dans Makarov [IMM-1270-07
concernant les frais associés au parrainage, les frais de traitement des demandes
de résidence permanente et le droitexigé pour [I’établissement payés le
15 septembre 2005] et dans Potapova [IMM-1116-08 concernant les frais du
VRTEU payés le 25 février 2004];

b) Toute réclamation de frais de VRTEM dans ces instances sera rejetée, mais pas
sur le fond, et les réclamations individuelles des demandeurs visés qui ont payé

les frais de VRTEM seront résolues conformément aux décisions prises dans le
recours Hinton ou Nguyen.

L’ensemble de cette ordonnance sera sans frais.
Une copie de cette ordonnance doit étre placée dans chacun des dossiers judiciaires

mentionnés dans la présente.

“Sean Harrington”

Juge
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PARTIE B

Nguyen c. Sa Majesté la Reine, dossier de la Cour fédérale n° T-1778-15

« Dispositions du RIPR relatives aux demandes de VRTEM »

Date Frais Disposition du Reglement
11 ivin Entrées Reéglement sur ’'immigration et la protection des réfugiés
20102 multiples DORS/2002-227,
150 $ 11 juin 2002, paragraphe 297(1)

« Entrées multiples : 150 $
297 (1) Des frais de 150 $ sont a payer pour I’examen de la demande de visa de résident
temporaire pour entrées multiples au Canada. »




PARTIE C

Nguyen c. Sa Majesté la Reine, dossier de la Cour fédérale n°® T-1778-15

« Dispositions du RIPR relatives aux demandes ne visant pas ’obtention

d’un VRTEM » VRTEM
DISPOSITION DU
TYPE DE DEMANDE FRAIS REGLEMENT
Reglement sur les prix a
payer

Loi sur Uimmigration
DORS/97-22, C.P. 1996-
2003, entré en vigueur le

2 janvier 1997

Demande de résidence permanente — Gens 1000 $ ann. (article 3) alinéa 2(4)a)
d’affaires colonne 111

Personnes a charge < 19 ans, autre qu’un 100 $ ann. (article 3)
conjoint) paragraphe 1(2)
colonne III;
paragraphe 2(2),
colonne III;
paragraphe 2(5),
colonne Il1; paragraphe 2(7)
colonne Il1

Autorisations d’emploi 150 $ - ann. (article 3)
individu paragraphe 5(1)
450 $ - colonne IlI; article 6
groupe colonne Il1

Prolongation du statut de visiteur 75% ann. (article 3) sous-
alinéa 3(1)a)b) colonne I,
colonne Il

Visa de visiteur — pour entrée unique 75 $ - unique ann. (article 3) article 3,
(1)a)b), colonne 11I;

400 $ - ann. (article 3) article 3,
: . montant
Visa de visiteur . paragraphe 4a)b),
maximal pour
) colonne 111
une famille
Permis de séjour pour étudiant 125$ ann. (article 3)

paragraphe 7(1),

colonne 11

Réglement sur

DUimmigration et la
protection des réfuqiés
DORS/2002-227,
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11 juin 2002

Visa de résident permanent — membre de la

8 | catégorie des investisseurs — demandeur 1050 % sous-al. 295(1)b)(i)
principal
Visa de résident permanent — membre de la
catégorie des investisseurs — membre de la
famille du demandeur principal qui est agé .
9 de vingt-deux (22) ans ou plus ou qui, s’il 550 $ sous-al. 295(1)b)(i)
est agé de moins de vingt-deux (22) ans, est
un époux ou un conjoint de fait
Visa de résident permanent — membre de la
catégorie des investisseurs — membre de la
10| famille du demandeur principal qui est agé 150 $ sous-al. 295(1)b)(iii)
de moins de vingt-deux (22) ans et qui n’est
pas un époux ou un conjoint de fait
Visa de résident permanent — membre de
11| toute autre catégorie ou personne visée a 550 $ sous-al. 295(1)c)(i)
I’article 71 — demandeur principal
Visa de résident permanent — membre de
toute autre catégorie ou personne visée par
I’article 71 — membre de la famille du
12| demandeur principal qui est &gé de plus de 550 $ sous-al. 295(1)c)(ii)
vingt-deux (22) ans, ou s’il est 4gé de
moins de vingt-deux (22) ans, qui n’est pas
un époux ou un conjoint de fait
Visa de résident permanent — membre de
toute autre catégorie ou personne visée par
13 | I’article 71 - m_embre _de IaAfa,miIIe dl_J 150 $ sous-al. 295(1)c)Giii)
emandeur principal qui est agé de moins
de vingt-deux (22) ans et qui n’est pas un
époux ou un conjoint de fait
Paiement par le répondant a I’égard d’une
demande au titre de la catégorie du
14 regroupement familial ou a 1’égard des 4758+75% | al. 295(3)a) et par. 304(1)
membres de sa famille
15 Visa de résident temporaire 753 —entrée par. 296(1)
unique
400 $ -
16 Visa de résident temporaire montant par. 296(3) et 297(2)
maximal pour
une famille
150 $ -
17 Permis de travail S|mple,_ 450 par. 299(1) et par. 299(3)
— maximum
groupe
18 Permis d’études 125 $ par. 300(1)
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19

Visa de résident permanent — membre de la
catégorie des aides familiaux résidants ou
personne protégée aux termes du
paragraphe 175(1) dans le cas du
demandeur principal

550 $

sous-al. 301(1)b)(i)

20

Visa de résident permanent — membre de la
catégorie des aides familiaux ou personne
protégée aux termes du paragraphe 175(1)
dans le cas d’un membre de la famille du
demandeur principal qui est &gé de vingt-

deux (22) ans ou plus ou qui, s’il est 4gé de

moins de vingt-deux (22) ans, est un époux
ou un conjoint de fait

550 $

sous-al. 301(1)b)(ii)

21

Visa de résident permanent — membre de la
catégorie des aides familiaux résidants ou
personne protégée aux termes du
paragraphe 175(1) dans le cas d’un membre
de la famille du demandeur principal qui est
agé de moins de vingt-deux (22) ans et n’est
pas un époux ou un conjoint de fait

150 $

sous-al. 301(1)b)(iii)

22

Paiement par le répondant a 1’égard d’une
demande au titre de la catégorie des époux
ou conjoints de fait au Canada ou des
membres de sa famille

475 % +
75%

al. 301(2)a) et par. 304(1)

23

Prolongation de I’autorisation de séjourner
a titre de résident temporaire

75%

par. 305(1)

Reglement sur
I’immigration et la
protection des réfugiés
DORS/2014-19, s. 2.
29 janvier 2014

24

Permis de travail

155 $; 465 $ —
montant
maximal pour
un groupe

par. 299(1); par. 299(3)

25

Permis d’études

150 $

par. 300(1)

Reglement sur
I’immigration et la

protection des réfuqiés
DORS/2014-19,
28 janvier 2015

26

« Entrée unique ou entrées multiples : frais
de 100 $
296. (1) Des frais de 100 $ sont a payer
pour I’examen de la demande de visa de

100 $ — entrées
multiples et
entrée unique

par. 296(1)
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résident temporaire pour entrée unique ou
entrées multiples au Canada. »
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PARTIE D

Nguyen c. Sa Majesté la Reine, dossier de la Cour fédérale n° T-1778-15

FORMULAIRE « D’EXCLUSION » DES MEMBRES DU GROUPE

(Demande d’exclusion du recours collectif)

Vous pouvez vous exclure du recours collectif en remplissant le présent formulaire et en
I’envoyant par courrier, par courriel ou par télécopieur aux avocats du groupe au Canada.

J’ai lu et je comprends I’avis judiciaire intitulé : « AVIS JUDICIAIRE PORTANT SUR UN
RECOURS COLLECTIF AU CANADA », et je crois étre un des membres du groupe du
recours collectif.

Je ne souhaite pas faire partie des membres du groupe du recours collectif. Je veux
m’exclure (ne pas faire partie) du recours collectif et je comprends que, ce faisant, je ne pourrai
recevoir aucun avantage que les membres du groupe pourraient éventuellement obtenir par suite
du recours collectif, que cet avantage soit pécuniaire ou autre.

Je comprends qu’en remplissant le présent « formulaire d’exclusion » et qu’en I’envoyant aux
avocats du groupe, je ne serai pas lié par I’issue du recours collectif, que les avocats du groupe
ne peuvent pas me représenter ni m’aider, mais qu’en revanche je pourrai intenter, a mes frais,
ma propre action en justice si je le souhaite.

Demande de visa pour entrées

multiples (VRTEM) ou numéro de Lieua partllr,duquel I",’l demande Datg d_e
: : a été presentee soumission
dossier de demande ne visant pas (Pays et ville) ' mm / aaaa
I’obtention d’un VRTEM: y )

Nom complet :

(Ecrire lisiblement)
Adresse actuelle :

Signature :

Date:




