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Since 1993, the Formal Offer has been a tool available to litigants that can assist parties and their
representatives more effectively manage risk and simultaneously reduce pressure on the courts. From
a macro perspective this is desirable as it reduces the total number of claims before the courts and
accordingly allows their resources to be focused on truly controversial and intractable matters.'
Concerns about access to justice from a micro perspective have motivated amendments to the Rules
that have added several layers of complexity to this topic and the case law.?

In this paper, I will attempt to identify how the discretionary elements found in Rule 9-1(6) have been
considered since the implementation of the BC Supreme Court Civil Rules, B.C. Reg. 168/2009, in
order that parties may be able to have a clearer idea of what a given Offer may mean to their case.

I. Fundamentals

When a reasonable Formal Offer is not accepted, the offeror may get an award for taxable costs under
Appendix B to the BC Supreme Court Civil Rules and conversely the rejecting party is therefore
exposed to that higher exposure—be it an award for taxable costs for which the offering party would

1 This rationale is reflected in the references found in some cases to Offers, which had they been accepted,
would have resulted in a “saving to the parties and to the court” (e.g., see King v. ICBC, 2010 1742, at
para 31 and Martin v. Lavigne, 2010 BCSC 1610 at para. 8).

2 Consider Mr. Justice Dley’s comments about the “chilling effect” a costs award can have on meritorious
claims in Jayetileke v. Blake, 2010 BCSC 1478, at para. 32.
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not otherwise have been entitled or an award for double the taxable costs. This carrot-and-stick
approach has the potential to modify the behaviour of parties and encourage litigants to compromise
their claims.

The provisions governing Formal Offers under the BC Supreme Court Civil Rules are as follows:
Part 9 — Pre-Trial Resolution Procedures
Rule 9-1 — Offers to Settle
Definition
(1) In this rule, “offer to settle” means

(@) an offer to settle made and delivered before July 2, 2008 under Rule 37 of
the former Supreme Court Rules, as that rule read on the date of the offer
to settle, and in relation to which no order was made under that rule,

(b) an offer of settlement made and delivered before July 2, 2008 under Rule
37A of the former Supreme Court Rules, as that rule read on the date of
the offer of settlement, and in relation to which no order was made under
that rule, or

(c) an offer to settle made after July 1, 2008 under Rule 37B of the former
Supreme Court Rules, as that rule read on the date of the offer to settle,
or made under this rule, that
(i) is made in writing by a party to a proceeding,

(i) has been served on all parties of record, and
(i1)) contains the following sentence: “The ............ [party(ies)]............
............ [name(s) of party(ies)]............, reserve(s) the right to brmg this
offer to the attention of the court for consideration in relation to
costs after the court has pronounced judgment on all other issues in
this proceeding.”
Offer not to be disclosed

(2) The fact that an offer to settle has been made must not be disclosed to the court or
jury, or set out in any document used in the proceeding, until all issues in the
proceeding, other than costs, have been determined.

Offer not an admission
(3) An offer to settle is not an admission.
Offer may be considered in relation to costs

(4) The court may consider an offer to settle when exercising the court’s discretion in
relation to costs.

Cost options

(5) In a proceeding in which an offer to settle has been made, the court may do one or
more of the following:

(a) deprive a party of any or all of the costs, including any or all of the
disbursements, to which the party would otherwise be entitled in respect
of all or some of the steps taken in the proceeding after the date of
delivery or service of the offer to settle;

(b) award double costs of all or some of the steps taken in the proceeding
after the date of delivery or service of the offer to settle;

() award to a party, in respect of all or some of the steps taken in the
proceeding after the date of delivery or service of the offer to settle, costs
to which the party would have been entitled had the offer not been made;

(d) if the offer was made by a defendant and the judgment awarded to the
plaintiff was no greater than the amount of the offer to settle, award to the
defendant the defendant’s costs in respect of all or some of the steps taken
in the proceeding after the date of delivery or service of the offer to settle.

[am. B.C. Reg. 119/2010, Sch. A, s. 21.]



Considerations of court

(6) In making an order under subrule (5), the court may consider the following:

(2) whether the offer to settle was one that ought reasonably to have been
accepted, either on the date that the offer to settle was delivered or served
or on any later date;

(b) the relationship between the terms of settlement offered and the final
judgment of the court;

(c) the relative financial circumstances of the parties;
(d) any other factor the court considers appropriate.

Costs for settlement in cases within small claims jurisdiction

(7) A plaintiff who accepts an offer to settle for a sum within the jurisdiction of the
Provincial Court under the Small Claims Act is not entitled to costs, other than
disbursements, unless the court finds that there was sufficient reason for bringing the
proceeding in the Supreme Court and so orders.

Counter offer

(8) An offer to settle does not expire by reason that a counter offer is made.

Unlike the old Rule 37, Rule 9-1 and its predecessor Rule 37B do not utilize a specific form for the text
of the Offer other than the text set out at 9-1(1)(c). Rule 37B and Rule 9-1 also added the
considerations relating to the reasonableness of the Offer set out currently at Rule 9-1(6). This has
introduced several distinct discretionary elements that complicates the question of the effect of any
given offer. To this end, it could be argued that the carrot-and-stick effect has been reduced. On the
other hand, proponents of this approach say that more flexibility is required to ensure that unjust
consequences do not befall litigants after trial.

The balancing act that the judiciary must now make when exercising their discretion in determining
costs under Rule 37B (and by extension its successor Rule 9-1) was summarized by Mr. Justice Goepel,
in A.E. v. D.W.J., in the following manner:

I appreciate and accept that notwithstanding the differences between Rule 37B and its
predecessors, the underlying legislative policy behind Rule 37B is to encourage the
early settlement of disputes by rewarding the party who makes a reasonable
settlement offer and penalizing the party who declines to accept such an offer:
MacKenzie v. Brooks (1999) BCCA 623, 130 B.C.A.C. 95; Skidmore v. Blackmore
(1995), 2 B.C.LR. (3d) 201, 55 B.C.A.C. 191 (C.A.); Radke v. Parry, 2008 BCSC
1397, 64 C.P.C. (6th) 176. Parties should not however be unduly deterred from
bringing a meritorious, albeit uncertain claim, because of the fear that a punishing
cost order could potentially wipe out their award of damage award. In that regard I
note the comments of McLachlin J.A., as she then was, in Houweling Nurseries Ltd. v.
Fisons Western Corp. (1988), 37 B.C.L.R. (2d) 2 at 25, 49 D.L.R. (4th) 205 (C.A.):

Costs in our system of litigation serve the purpose, not only of
indemnifying the successful litigant to a greater or lesser degree, but
of deterring frivolous actions or defences. Parties, in calculating the
risks of proceeding with a particular action or defence, should be
able to fgrecast with some degree of precision what penalty they
face should they be unsuccessful. Moreover, there is a sound reason
for keeping costs within relatively modest limits. The possibility of
high costs may unduly deter a party from bringing an uncertain but
meritorious claim or defence.

Regardless of the merits of the plaintiff’s case the defendant’s offer to settle cannot be
ignored, because to do so would undermine the purpose of the Rule. Having decided
to proceed in face of a not insignificant and ultimately successful offer to settle, the
plaintiff cannot avoid some consequences.’

3 2009 BCSC 505 at para. 61 to 62.
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Recently, in Giles v. Westminster Savings Credit Union, Mr. Justice Frankel, for a unanimous 3-member
sitting of the BC Court of Appeal, recently identified four guiding principles that guide the discretion
the courts have when considering awards of costs:

The purposes for which costs rules exist must be kept in mind in determining
whether appellate intervention is warranted. In addition to indemnifying a successful
litigant, those purposes have been described as follows by this Court:

“[Dleterring frivolous actions or defences”: Houweling Nursuries
Ltd. v. Fisons Western Corp. (1988), 37 B.C.L.R. (2d) 2 at 25 (C.A.),
leave ref’d, [1988] 1 S.C.R. ix;

“[TTo encourage conduct that reduces the duration and expense of
litigation and to discourage conduct that has the opposite effect”:
Skidmore v. Blackmore (1995), 2 B.C.L.R. (3d) 201 at para. 28
(C.A);

“[Elncouraging litigants to settle whenever possible, thus freeing up
judicial resources for other cases: Bedwell v. McGill, 2008 BCCA
526, 86 B.C.L.R. (4th) 343 at para. 33;

“[T]o have a winnowing function in the litigation process” by
“requir[ing] litigants to make a careful assessment of the strength or
lack thereof of their cases at the commencement and throughout
the course of the litigation,” and by “discourag[ing] the continuance
of doubtful cases or defences”: Catalyst Paper Corporation v.
Companbhia de Navegacio Norsul, 2009 BCCA 16, 88 B.C.L.R. (4th)
17 at para. 16.}

In the sections that follow I will consider recent case law that has applied these principles, and attempt
to identify some patterns that may be of guidance when considering whether to serve a Formal Offer
or when preparing its contents.

Il. Triggering an Effective Formal Offer

The mechanism that brings the costs implications of a Formal Offer into effect is relatively
straightforward—did the offering party “beat” the Offer it made? This discussion requires a
consideration of whether a plaintiff has been awarded more at trial than the Formal Offer or if the
amount obtained at trial was less than a defendant’s or third party’s Formal Offer. The analysis is
however complicated by the factors enumerated in Rule 9-1(6)(b). As such offers that do not meet the
basic criterion could theoretically be effective if they do not “beat” the trial result but are reasonably
close. Given court’s reluctance to engage in ‘hindsight 20/20” analysis,” it is unlikely that this latter
reasoning will have much traction.

The other Rule 9-1(6) factors however have led to a number of decisions, not all of which are
consistent with one another regarding the other factors.

4 2010 BCCA 282 at para. 74.

5  For example, consider the comments of Mr. Justice Hinkson (as he then was) in Bailey v. Jang, 2008 BCSC
1372 at para. 24, Madam Justice Humpbhries in Lumanlan v. Sadler, 2009 BCSC 142 at para. 35, Mr. Justice
R. D. Wilson in Sartori v. Gates, 2011 BCSC 419 at paras. 66 to 68, and Mr. Justice Harris in Aujla v. Kaila,
2011 BCSC 466 at para. 9 to 13.
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Ill. The Question of Liability versus Quantum

When considering a Formal Offer, the court will look not only at a party’s damages but also the
determination regarding liability. In some cases, the final number may have been reduced to take into
consideration the contributory negligence of the offeree.

There have been a number of cases in which an Offer was deemed to be of “nuisance value™ as it
appeared that the Offer was reflecting an amount that would be awarded after a deduction that
reflected risk of an adverse finding at trial regarding liability. Costs are more likely to be awarded if
the rejecting party’s case is obviously weak at the time of the offer.”

In the majority of cases however, offers that are for amounts that do not correspond to the claims put
forward (e.g., $1, $5, $1,000), will not put the opposing party at risk for a costs award® unless the Offer
involves a compromlse in which the offeror is waiving a counterclaim,’ or there is a sizeable claim for
disbursements.™

Overall, from a defence or third party perspective, in cases in which a liability split is likely, there is a
likelihood that an Offer for a sum that has been discounted to reflect the liability split may not result
in an adverse cost award for the rejecting party."

IV. Knowledge of Rejecting Party

For any Offer to be effective with respect to costs consequences it must have been reasonable at the
time it was made. This requires the court to consider the data available to the rejecting party at that
time. If that party did not have access to the same data as that which the court ultimately did, the
efficacy of the Offer is diminished.

In essence, one must return to a snapshot in time of the information that the rejecting party could
utilize in determining whether to accept the offer. The courts will consider what medical information
was available to the rejecting party, whether the trial briefs had been flled "> whether experts have been
subjected to pre-trial depositions,"” what reports have been disclosed," and whether one could have

6  As that phrase was used by the BC Court of Appeal in Hartshorne v. Hartshorne, 2011 BCCA 29 at para. 27.

7 Martin v. Lavigne, 2010 BCSC 1610 at para. 11 to 12, Burdett (Guardian Ad Litem) v. Mohamed, 2010 BCSC
310 at paras. 55 to 61, and King v. ICBC, 2010 BCSC 1742 at para. 23.

8  Consider the findings in Brooks-Marin v. Martin, 2011 BCSC 497, Aujla v. Kaila, 2011 BCSC 466, Habib .
Jack, 2011 BCSC 1294, and Stuart v. Hugh, 2011 BCSC 575.

9 Exclusive Flor Sales Ltd. v. Fipke, 2010 BCSC 1551 at para. 4; also note the commentary of Mr. Justice Cullen in
Oh v. Usher, 2010 BCSC 122 who concluded a $1 Offer was not “an attempt to achieve a compromised
settlement, rather was an attempt to dissuade the plaintiff from proceeding at all” (at para. 12).

10 Brooks v. Gilchrist, 2011 BCSC 56 at para. 17.

11  Even if the case is “fraught with risk” to quote Mr. Justice Harris in Aujla v. Kaila, 2011 BCSC 466 at para.
11 but it “could not fairly be described as lacking any real prospect of success” ibid.; or available data “cast
considerable doubt on the likelithood of success” as Mr. Justice ruled in Brooks-Martin v. Martin, 2010 BCSC
497 at para. 22 but the evidence did not establish that the party was “bound to fail” ibid. at para. 36.

12 Houston v. O’Connor, 2011 BCSC 509 at para. 86.
13 Gregory v. ICBC, 2010 BCSC 1369 at para. 10.
14 Demarzo v. Michaud, 2010 BCSC 1123 at para. 18.



6.1.6

sought further medical opinion evidence.” Note however that a particularly well-drafted Offer may
be effective even though all of the finalized expert reports had not at that time been served.'

V. Relative Financial Circumstances

The question of relative financial circumstances is one that may invalidate an otherwise effective Offer
or reduce the costs to be awarded."”

There are relatively few cases in which a determination of this subject was made on the basis of a
detailed and nuanced analysis of standard financial criteria (e.g., assets, liabilities, income streams,
etc.).”® In time, this may well change.”

In any case, the motive for this consideration is to ensure access to justice and to deter oppressive
litigation tactics by well-funded parties with the intention of freezing out poorer opponents. As such
if there is not evidence of financial difficulty on the part of the rejecting party it will not influence the
determination.” The question of whether the award of costs would create a hardship for the rejecting
party is a relevant crlterlon but not in cases in which the offering party performed its obligations to
the rejecting party.”' This criterion will be most relevant in cases in which the offeror’s misfeasance or
malfeasance has created the disparity or financial circumstances.”? Accordingly, the conduct of
offering party in terms of its obligations vis-a-vis the other party and the cause for the offeree’s
financial situation should be considered when considering whether to serve a Formal Offer.

VI. The Role of Insurance

The question of financial disparity can also consider the availability of insurance to one of the
litigants.” This availability will not in all cases preclude an award of costs but may result in an award
of taxable costs instead of double costs from the date of the offer.** As with other factors relating to

15 Miller v. Boughton, 2011 BCSC 632 at para. 48.
16 Jack v. Tekavec, 2011 BCSC 171 at paras. 42 to 45.
17 Gregory v. ICBC, 2010 BCSC 1369 at para. 13.

18  Consider the detailed analysis of Mr. Justice Pearlman in Mclsaac v. Healthy Body Services Inc., 2010 BCSC
1033 at paras. 76 to 79.

19  For now there is a tension between on the one hand Rule 7-1, which has been scaled back in comparison to
the Peruvian Guano relevance standard under the old BC Supreme Court Rules, along with limits on the
length of examinations for discovery under Rule 7-2, and the other hand, the need for parties to discover
opposing parties with respect to their financial means for the purposes of Rule 9-1(6)(c).

20  MAC Marketing Solutions Inc. v. 0718698 BC Ltd., 2010 BCSC 1968 at para. 7.

21  King v. ICBC, 2010 1742 at para. 29; failure by the offeror to perform obligations can negatively influence
that party’s ability to seek costs pursuant to an Offer as well (Jayetileke v. Blake, 2010 BCSC 1478 at para. 31).

22 Gatzke v. Sidbu, 2011 BCSC 1214 at para. 16.

23 The early case law on this topic generally did not consider it appropriate to consider the availability of
insurance however more recent cases have tended to do so more readily. Most notably, in Smith v. Tedford,
2010 BCCA 302, Lowry J.A., stated that were a judge not to consider the availability of insurance when
considering the relative financial circumstances of the parties, it would render the analysis “very artificial
indeed” (at para. 19).

24 Gregory v. ICBC, 2010 BCSC 1369 at paras. 9 and 13.
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relative financial circumstances, the impact of the insurance on the conduct of the litigation will
influence the weight to be given to this fact when considering the relevant offer.” The courts also
appear to be more willing to assume that insurance coverage is available in cases involving ICBC, and
less so for other insurers.”

VIl. Complex Causation

In cases involving multiple accidents or indivisible injury that may be the subject of multiple actions, it
may not be appropriate to give effect to offers in any single action involved therein. In Danicek v. Li,”
injuries from a motor vehicle accident exacerbated injuries arising from a nightclub fall. Mr. Justice
Kelleher noted that although the defendant’s Offer in that case had been beaten by a factor of 50, that
it was not unreasonable for the plaintiff to reject it given the complexities concerning causation of the
injuries in that case.”

VIIl.Claims Under $25,000 in Value

If a court determines that a party should have known that its claim was worth less than $25,000 or did
not have another good reason for litigating at the Supreme Court level at the time the lawsuit was
commenced, then as per Rule 14-1(10) and Rule 9-1(7) that party is precluded from seeking costs (or
double costs ) and can seek only disbursements. This is a ruling that does not involve an exercise of
discretion.”

The analysis however concerns the plaintiff’s knowledge at the time the action was commenced—the
€ analy . vhe plantil's & \
plaintiff is not obligated to continue monitoring the action nor to transfer the action down to
Provincial Court thereafter.” If the plaintiff requires relief that is not available at the Provincial Court
level, such as an injunction, then that party may be able to seek its costs even though the final

) > party may g
quantum was below $25,000.

One should also recall that if a party accepts an Offer that does not exclude costs, the court’s discretion
to determine whether a claim is within Small Claims jurisdiction is lost.” As such, a party is not able
to accept an Offer under $25,000 and then argue that only the amount of the Offer plus disbursements
are payable.

25 Hunter v. Anderson, 2010 BCSC 1591 at paras. 21 to 22.

26  Consider Mr. Justice Burnyeat’s analysis in Martin v. Lavigne, 2010 BCSC 1610 at paras. 23 to 27, in
particular his concerns regarding whether the evidence established that the insurance that may be available
did in fact cover the subject matter of the case. Of course ICBC insureds may also be left in the same
position if, for example, they do not have coverage due to a breach of the policy. One cannot assume that

in every such case ICBC would have introduced itself as a statutory third party under s. 77 of the Insurance
(Vebicle) Act.

27 2011 BCSC 444.

28  Ibid., at para. 27.

29  Cue v. Breitkrenz, 2010 BCSC 1323 at para. 8.

30  Cairns v. Gill, 2011 BCSC 420 at para. 23.

31  Dempsey v. Ob, 2011 BCSC 627 at para. 11.

32 Rowe v. Thomson, 2011 BCSC 617 at para. 5.

33 Sahonta v. Sandulo, 2011 BCSC 87 at paras. 28 and 36; Buttar v. Di Spirito, 2009 BCSC 72 at para. 17.
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IX. Other Factors

Rule 9-1(6)(d) allows the court to consider “any other factor the court considers appropriate”—this has
included deceitfulness, conduct of during the litigation, lack of a counteroffer, and overwhelming
success at trial.

A party’s dishonesty may affect its ability to receive costs.” As such where the admissible evidence
indicates there has been with respect to material facts in the case, this may disentitle a party who
otherwise may be able to receive costs.

The conduct of parties or their counsel during the litigation may be considered, including the
scheduling of hearings when opposing counsel are not available and providing inadequate responses to
Notices to Admit or Demands for Particulars,” failing to comply with orders relating to disclosure,”
or being repetitive in presenting evidence, advancing claims that were not pursued, and unduly
lengthening trial.”

A failure to compromise, for example in the form of a counteroffer, may be considered by the court,
although it is not as yet clear what weight may be provided to this criterion.” A pre-litigation Offer
by a party may be considered as well.”

If a party beats his Offer to a degree that it results in a net savings to that party (that the re;ectmg party
did not accept it), then that may invalidate an Offer that should have otherwise been accepted.®

X. Best Practices

It goes without saying that clarity is a key element of any effective Offer to settle. One should set out
in an unambiguous manner what subject matter is being sought and what element of compromise is
being provided. To this end, “all in” offers lack the clarity that is desirable since a court would have to
determine the taxable costs and disbursements that would have been payable and subtract them from
the amount offered to determine the actual Offer for the claim. This introduces a layer of uncertainty
that is not in the interest of the offering party in my opinion.

One must be careful not to demand things that in the circumstances it would not be logical for the
opposing party to do. As such, an offer can be invalidated by a demand that an employer/defendant
provide a “satisfactory letter of reference” as part of a settlement in a wrongful dismissal case in which
inadequate performance is alleged.*

Creative attempts at compromise that meet the needs of the circumstances of the dispute may,
however, be given full effect. As such, in a dispute between neighbours relating to their view, an Offer

34 Lakbani v. Elliott, 2010 BCSC 281 at para. 16 and Mclsaac v. Healthy Body Services Inc., 2010 BCSC 1033 at
paras. 80 to 83.

35 Martin v. Lavigne, 2010 BCSC 1610 at para. 14.

36  Roach v. Dutra, 2010 BCCA 264 at paras. 24 and 30.

37 Western Homes & Management Ltd. v. Yusuf, 2009 BCSC 1895 at para. 19.

38  Exclusive Flor Sales Ltd. v. Fipke, 2010 BCSC 1551 at para. 7.

39  Hutson v. Michaels of Canada, 2009 BCSC 1587 at para. 12.

40  Gatzke v. Sidhu, 2011 BCSC 1214 at paras. 13 to 15.

41 Bomford v. Wayden Transportation Systems Inc., 2010 BCSC 1721 at paras. 18 and 19.
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to keep vegetation trimmed to a fixed height behind a wall in exchange for a dismissal order did result
in an order for double costs.*

It is wise to give a party adequate time to consider the Offer tendered. This will be a fact-driven
exercise defined in large part by the data available to party considering the offer. In personal injuries
cases, periods of between several days* and six months* have been deemed reasonable for a party to
consider the Offer proffered.

With respect to form, a party will be in the best position to rely upon its Offer when the Offer itself
sets out the reasons why the Offer should be accepted. As such the Offer should be drafted with a
consideration of what the judge at trial would be considering when trying to determine its
reasonableness. This ‘snapshot’ of the issues and data available at that time, if effectively drafted, will
greatly aid the trier of fact to understand the compelling reasons for why the Offer should be accepted.
The Offer should set out the relevant facts, expert evidence, statutes and case law that supports the
offering party’s position, and why the amount offered is a compromise distinct from what could be
obtained by that party in court. This may mean that the Offer in form will resemble a mediation brief
or trial brief.”

The problem with the approach noted in the previous paragraph is that it requires knowledge of the
case that few litigants will have until after extensive discovery has taken place. If one wishes to file a
Formal Offer early in the proceedings, it is unlikely that one will have the data, documents, and
admissions that would allow for a detailed offer in the form noted above. Hopefully cases involving
early offers to settle will recognize the desirability of having early Formal Offers made and will
therefore give effect to them even if they lack the detail of Formal Offers made after discovery has
been conducted (and certainly after expert reports have been exchanged).

Xl. Conclusion

The question of how the discretionary factors will be treated by a court considering a Formal Offer is a
complex and largely fact-driven exercise. Navigating the case law on this topic is a confusing and
frustrating undertaking given the number of divergent cases one finds. Unfortunately it would appear
that in many cases the judges considering the issues in their cases were not provided with sufficient case
law on the subject to keep their decisions in line with previous authority. Accordingly, what I have
attempted to do is to identify trends in the law since the BC Supreme Court Civil Rules came into effect
rather than to provide an exhaustive explanation of all available cases on the topics I have addressed.

It is anticipated that this area of the law will continue to evolve in the years to come. It is hoped that
this paper may be of assistance to you in determining the circumstances in which such an Offer may
serve its purposes both to one’s client and by extension to the court system as a whole.

42 Silcox v. Field, 2010 BCSC 1550 at paras. 2 and 10.

43 While in the following cases, not all of the offers gave rise to costs consequences, the court did rule that the
following periods were reasonable for acceptance: for offers made on the eve of trial it was seven days in
Hunter v. Anderson, 2010 BCSC 1591 at para. 24, six days in Roach v. Dutra, 2009 BCSC 693 at paras. 36 to
37; for offers made three weeks before trial it was deemed to be seven days in Coquitlam v. Crawford, 2008
BCSC 1507 at para. 20, and in Buailey v. Jang, 2008 BCSC 1372 at paras. 6 and 41.

44 Miller v. Boughton, 2011 BCSC 632 at paras. 37 and 48, for an Offer made prior to when a key medical
report had been maintained and after which the court concluded a second opinion would have taken six
months to obtain.

45 A useful discussion of the elements of an effective Offer can be found in Mr. Justice Savage’s ruling in Jack
v. Tekavec, 2011 BCSC 171 and the form of Offer is reproduced therein. I have attached a copy of this case
to these materials.
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XIl. Appendix—Jack v. Tekavec, 2011 BCSC 171

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

Citation: Jack v. Tekavec,
2011 BCSC 171

Between:

Edward Alexander Jack

And:

Louis Peter Tekavec and
Louis Peter Tekavec doing business
as Goldcrest Apartments

Before: The Honourable Mr. Justice Savage
Reasons for Judgment

Counsel for the Plaintiff:
Counsel for the Defendants:

Written Submissions of the Plaintiff:
Written Submissions of the Defendants:
Reply Submissions of the Plaintiff:

Place and Date of Judgment:

Date: 20110211
Docket: S7677
Registry: Campbell River

Plaintiff

Defendants

S.]. Gordon
D.H. Christie

January 28, 2011
February 2, 2011
February 3, 2011

Campbell River, B.C.
February 11, 2011



6.1.11

1. Introduction

[1] Following my decision in Jack v. Tekavec, 2010 BCSC 1773, Jack applies to settle the form of order
and address costs.

[2] With respect to the form of order, there is no issue that Jack is entitled to interest on past wage loss
and special damages pursuant to the Court Order Interest Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 79, see s. 1(1).

[3] With respect to costs, at the conclusion of the Judgment I provided that if costs were not agreed to
they could be spoken to. Costs follow the event and Jack was successful at trial.

[4] The result at trial was an award of damages of $322,463.78. Jack delivered an offer to settle the action
by letter dated December 4, 2009, in the amount of $300,000 plus assessable costs and disbursements. The letter
was addressed to Tekavec’s solicitor as Tekavec was represented at the time. There is no issue regarding receipt.
A copy of this letter is attached and marked as Schedule “A”.

[5] Jack says that the offer to settle ought reasonably to have been accepted when made, that at trial he
beat the offer, and that the other circumstances militate in favour of an award of double costs. Tekavec appears
not to have attended to the matter as he should, and his response to offer a “six pack” at a trial management
conference is indicative of that. According to counsel Tekavec repeated that offer on several occasions.

[6] Tekavec, through his new counsel, argues that the offer was unclear, equivocal, not open for any
definite period, provided no genuine incentive to settle, and was untimely. Counsel argues that Jack should only
be entitled to costs but not double costs.

I Rule 37B & Rule 9(1)-(5)

[7] The purpose of the rules with respect to costs is well set out in the decision of Mr. Justice Hall in
Catalyst Paper Corporation v. Compahnie de Navegacao Norsul, 2009 BCCA 16. Hall J.A., noted that the Rules of
Court are designed to require the parties to make careful assessments of the strengths of their cases at the
commencement and throughout the course of litigation. The Rules are intended to encourage reasonable
settlements and discourage doubtful cases or defences.

[8] In a recent decision, Hartshorne v. Hartshorne, 2011 BCCA 29, the Court of Appeal referred to the
guiding principles in awarding double costs at para. 25:

An award of double costs is a punitive measure against a litigant for that party’s

failure, in all of the circumstances, to have accepted an offer to settle that should
have been accepted. Litigants are to be reminded that costs rules are in place ‘to

encourage the early settlement of disputes by rewarding the party who makes a

reasonable settlement offer and penalizing the party who declines to accept such
an offer.’

[9] As noted by Greyell J., in Pham-Fraser v. Smith, 2010 BCSC 694, Rule 37B is intended to cause the
parties to pause to consider their respective positions in light of all of the information available and to assess the
likely outcome of the trial. See also Lakbani v. Elliott, 2010 BCSC 281 and Hutson v. Michaels of Canada, ULC,
2009 BCSC 1587.

[10] Pursuant to Rule 9-1, the Court must apply Rule 9-1(5) and Rule 9-1(6) which read as follows:

(5) In a proceeding in which an offer to settle has been made, the court may do one or more of the
following:
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(2) deprive a party of any or all of the costs, including any or all of the disbursements, to which the
party would otherwise be entitled in respect of all or some of the steps taken in the proceeding
after the date of delivery or service of the offer to settle;

(b) award double costs of all or some of the steps taken in the proceeding after the date of delivery
or service of the offer to settle;

(c) award to a party, in respect of all or some of the steps taken in the proceeding after the date of
delivery or service of the offer to settle, costs to which the party would have been entitled had
the offer not been made;

(d) if the offer was made by a defendant and the judgment awarded to the plaintiff was no greater
than the amount of the offer to settle, award to the defendant the defendant's costs in respect of
all or some of the steps taken in the proceeding after the date of delivery or service of the offer
to settle.

[am. B.C. Reg. 119/2010, Sch. A, s. 21.]
(6) In making an order under subrule (5), the court may consider the following:

(2) whether the offer to settle was one that ought reasonably to have been accepted, either on the
date that the offer to settle was delivered or served or on any later date;

(b) the relationship between the terms of settlement offered and the final judgment of the court;
(c) the relative financial circumstances of the parties;

(d) any other factor the court considers appropriate.

[11] The parties, in their submissions, addressed the form of the offer and the factors referenced under
Rule 9-1(6).

II1. Form of the Offer

[12] The operative words of the offer are as follows:

At this time we offer to settle Eddie’s claims for $300,000 plus assessable costs and
disbursements. The Plaintiff, Eddie Jack Jr., reserves the right to bring this offer to
the attention of the court for consideration in relation to costs after the court has
rendered judgment on all other issues in this proceeding.

[13] The last sentence of this paragraph is in accordance with the form required by Rule 9-1(1).

[14] Tekavec says the offer is unclear or ambiguous because it includes the phrase “plus assessable costs and
disbursements”. I disagree.

[15] Tekavec, in support of his position, relies on the decision of Williamson J., in Leung v. MDSI Mobile
Data Solutions Inc., 2002 BCSC 1780. In that case it was unclear whether the offer included any sums already paid
in a wrongful dismissal action.

[16] In Hine v. Bentley, [1979] B.C.J. No. 460, 14 B.C.L.R. (S.C.), there was ambiguity which turned on the
wording of the offer and what was included in an offer under the former rules.

[17] In the instant case the offer is for a specific amount and assessable costs and disbursements. In Brooks v.
Gilchrist, 2011 BCSC 56, Sigurdson J. accepted that a nominal offer including “disbursements” is compliant with
the Rules.

[18] In my opinion the offer does not lack certainty. It is for a specific amount plus a determinable amount.
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[19] In the circumstances I would not disallow consideration of the offer based on the fact it was for a
specific amount plus assessable costs and disbursements.

Iv. Factors Concerning Costs

[20] I turn now to the factors raised by counsel regarding the broad discretion a court has to award double
costs.

A. Whether the offer reasonably ought to have been accepted

[21] The reasonableness of the decision not to accept the offer must be assessed by reference to the

knowledge of the defendant at the time the offer was open for acceptance. In this case the offer was not
withdrawn.

[22] At the time of the offer the examination for discovery of the defendant had been completed. The
pleadings were complete. The offer fully sets out the plaintiff’s theory of liability. The offer describes the injuries
of the plaintiff in some detail. The offer refers both to the plaintiff’s wage loss and future capacity loss, the future
care and housekeeping services claim.

[23] In short, the offer is fully descriptive of the plaintiff’s claim, theory of liability and losses. It was a
reasonable offer.

[24] The defendant says that the “...offer was unreasonable in that it did not indicate the full amount of the
liability attributed to the defendant...”. The offer after discussing liability at length, however, said “It is clear
from Mr. Tekavec’s evidence and other evidence to be adduced at trial if necessary that Mr. Tekavec will be held
100% liable for the injuries and damages suffered by Mr. Jack”. The offer was made to Tekavec alone, who is the
only defendant.

[25] The defendant says one should also look to the timing of the offer. The offer was made after the
discovery of Tekavec while he had counsel. Tekavec released counsel shortly thereafter and the defendant says
that Tekavec should have received another offer in unequivocal and clear terms.

[26] With respect, I do not consider the offer to be equivocal or unclear. Nor do I think that the fact

Mr. Tekavec became unrepresented places a new burden on counsel making an offer to settle. Mr. Tekavec had
time to review the offer with his then counsel, prior to them parting ways, and time to consult with other
counsel should he have wished.

[27] With respect to timing, it is clear that the defendant did not yet have the final medical reports of the
plaintiff. In counsel’s submission she indicates that the reports were personally served on the defendant on
June 14, 2010. That said, the injuries suffered were fully described and the effects on the plaintiff were also
reviewed in the offer.

[28] In my view, consideration of this factor favours the plaintff.
B. Relationship between Settlement Offer and Judgment
[29] The amount of the offer compares favourably with what was awarded at trial. The amount of the offer

is $300,000 plus assessable costs and disbursements. Excluding assessable costs and disbursements, the amount
awarded at trial is $322,463.75. Pursuant to the Court Order Interest Act, there is court order interest added on
past wage loss and special damages.

[30] The offer is significantly less than that awarded after trial.

[31] In my view consideration of this factor favours the plaintiff.
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C. Relative Financial Circumstances of the Parties

[32] The plaintiff is a working man of First Nations origin. He is paid hourly for operating heavy
equipment during the working season in northern British Columbia where he regularly works.

[33] The defendant owns six real properties including the apartment building where the accident occurred.
There are no financial charges, liens or other interests indicated on title. A garnished bank account produced
over $92,000.

[34] Consideration of this factor favours the plaintiff.
D. The Defendant was Self-Represented
[35] At trial the defendant was self-represented. At discovery and at the time the offer was made the

defendant had counsel. The defendant had counsel at the time the pleadings were filed. There is no question that
the defendant had the wherewithal to hire counsel but simply chose to defend the matter himself.

[36] In these circumstances this is a neutral factor.
E. The Complexity of the Issues
[37] The defendant argues that the complexity of the issues would make it difficult to assess the offer. The

events giving rise to the claim are relatively straightforward. The defendant’s involvement and position as
landlord was well known at discovery. As the owner and manager of the building where the events occurred the
defendant had familiarity with the surrounding factual matrix.

[38] The form of the offer sets forth with clarity the theory of liability, the injuries, the impact of the
injuries on the plaintiff and the damages suffered. In my view this factor is neutral.

F. The Defendant did not take the Litigation Seriously

[39] The plaintiff describes a course of conduct by the defendant that indicates he did not take the litigation
seriously.

[40] There is reference to several offers to resolve the matter from the defendant based on a “six pack” of

beer and later a nominal offer of $10,000. The plaintiff sought mediation but the defendant did not respond to
requests to participate in the process to appoint a mediator. The materials filed by the defendant do not take
issue with these matters as facts.

[41] I think it clear that the defendant did not treat the litigation as he should have. That said, he knew that
the plaintiff had fallen from a considerable height and was badly injured. Despite appearances, the defendant is a
sophisticated businessman who has had considerable material success.

V. Conclusion

[42] I have found the offer clear and not equivocal. It was fully descriptive of the plaintiff’s case and the
claims made. The plaintiff did considerably better than the offer which was a reasonable offer. The only thing
lacking in the offer were medical reports describing the permanent effects of the injuries. These were prepared
and personally served on the defendant in June 2010.

[43] The defendant was represented by counsel when he received the offer. Although the defendant was
later self-represented he had the means to hire counsel and is a successful businessman. The relative financial
circumstances of the parties favour the plaintiff.



6.1.15

[44] As the medical evidence was delivered in June 2010, at that point it would have reinforced the fact that
Jack suffered serious injuries with permanent sequellae. In my opinion the plaintiff is entitled to double costs at
Scale B.

[45] I would award double costs from Appendix B at Scale B from July 1, 2010.

[46] The plaintiff is entitled to the costs of this application.

The Honourable Mr. Justice Savage
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HAROLD A HENNING
Barrtster & Solicitor
201-801 Islard Highway WITHOUT PREJUDICE
Campbell River, B.C. Vi 262
Dear Mr. Henning:

RE: Eddie Jack Jr,
Date of Losa: Junp 2, 2007

As you know we act for Edward Jack Jr. ("Eddia") with megards to injuriss and damages

he sustained as a result of & 3 storey fall from & balcony ot the Goldormst Apartments n
Gold Rivar on June 2, 2007 {the “Accident™),

Background

Hawmﬂahuvycquiptmntnpu
the Termtones. Prior o tha Accident, Eddie was in

The Acciden

Eddie was home from wark enjoying & holiday. On the afternoon of June 2. 2007 he
wenl over 1o visit friends for drinks. His frisnds are tenants at the Goldorest Apartments
in Gold River, B.C.

rator in northem British Columbia and
g90d health,

Eddiemmmnnntnhhamw of the apartment for a tigaretie. He leaned back on to
the railing. It gave way and Eddie plummated to the graund.

RSN ) T o I RS dor

206 laland Highway, C River, Britgh Columbia, VoW 203
Telaphone: (250 287-8355 + Fme {250) 287-8112 - www Crimwyers oa
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Liability

Tha Defendant owner of the Golderest Apamments fs Louls Tekavec Mr, Tekavec
h-ﬂhdlnmmhﬂmfmdhmyhﬂhhumdhmmmﬂnmmmm
nmhmamﬁdwmmdmupmwmmmmmquuwm' It wasg
appraad shofly after purchase (Q B4, 85 & 00 sxamnation for discovary transcript
Louis Peter Tekavec) mmﬁ&dmmmnﬂdhaﬂmmm:mame
pmwmm-mmnadmimummmdmhdmmmuimmmhm
mﬂmﬁby&upmhullﬂmm.ﬂadﬂmhnmdmiwhmmmmd
m.hmla.bmmzmmwmutmnmmhmhumm. Wes ars
advised thal the bulidings are not habitable. Mr Tmmmmtmh:uﬁm
building is the “youngest® bullding and was finished In 1972 (Q 83 sxamination for
discaovery transcript Louls Peter Tekavec),

Mr. Tekaveo testified that the tenant of the subject apartment fs Julia Mark who has 3
chiidran and at some time after she moved in, "She took in thig guy by the name of
Bruce Billy". (Q 73-78 axamination for discovery transcript Louls Patar Tekaves).

m_mhulhﬂinhmmmm1mrwﬂuﬁmud
{August 25, zm}nMWmmme:Mmmmmummmmmlmhr
discovery (Q 79 & 80 examination for discovery transcript Louls Peter Takavec),

mmmmumnwmwmmminwmwm“mhr
pictures taken shorlly after the Accident Admittedly, on & cursory glance the buidings
bd:gmdhLdmdnwinm:umhd:ﬂdmmbawmmwm:.

|

Mr. Tekavec teslified that the property the Accident happened on was the property
l mi:hhaﬂapmmuuiummt{trmdharnwpmmﬂyhnﬂmrbuldmm
‘ i) (Q 13-18 examination for discovery transcript Louts Peter Tekavec),

HefurﬂnrtesliﬁodIhmhehmnmmandwhhrmspmbhhrmmim
dﬂuauwmmmm:mmm assistance (O 20-37
mmﬂmfﬂrdmbﬂmﬁl LnuRMrTaltwm}l.Hllwﬂ‘H-dhathuium
Wﬂhmmwm%mﬁmmumm1m
(Q 54-57 examination for discovery transcript Louls Peter Tekavec).

Mr. Tekavec testifiad that prior to the Accident he hired outside help to paint, plumb,
ciaan campsls and "things of this naturs” (Q 38-47 examination for discovery transcript
Louls Peter Tekavec). Viood repairs are his responsibility as he is & carpenter and had
previously bean a member of the carpenter's union. (0 48-52 examination for discovery
transcript Louis Peter Tekaves) He has an employment history of being in
maintenance (Q184 examination for discovary transcript Louis Pater Tekavec),
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Under the Occupiers Lisbilty Act [RSBC 1096] c. 337 [hersinafer the “Act)
Tekavec awed to Eddie & duty of care to ensure he was reasonably safe In using
premises. As 8 landiord, we say that he has & higher standard of earg. Wa raly an
following sections of the At

Occupiers’ duty of care
3 (1) An occupier of pramises owes a duty to take thal care that in 2l tha
drcumstances nfhmismmbhmmmlapmun,wm

person's property, on the premises, and p on the premises of a

persan, whathar or not that person personally enters on the premises, will
be remsonably eafe in using the premises.

{2) The duty of care referred to in subsaction (1) applies in relation to the
{m) condition of the premisas,
(b) activities on the pramiges, or
() conduct of third nlnrﬂaa on the premises,

(3) Despite subsection (1), an occupber hae no duty of cam o a pareon in
respect of isks willingly sssumed by thal person other than a duty nat to

{a}wmmudnrumwﬂhintmthduhmtoﬁmpemum
damage to the parson's proparty, ar

(b) act with reckiess disregand to the safety of the person or the
integrity of the person's property.

{4) Nothing in this section relieves an occupier of premises of a duty to
exercise, in a particular case, a higher standard of care which, in that
case, ks incumbent on the pemon because of an enactmant or rule of law
imposing apecial standards of care on particular classes of parson,

Tenancy relationship

EEES

6 (1) If premises are occupied or used under a tenancy under which a
landlord is responsible for the maintenance or repair of the premises, it ks
" the duty of the landiord to show toward any persen whe, or whose
property, may be on the premises the same care in respact of risks arising
: from tailure on the landiond's part in earrying out the landiord's
) responaibility, as is required by this Act to be shown by an ocoupier of
premises toward persons entering on or using the premises.



6.1.19

JHCCDedl ]l IS FromisHUUs, ELIUERH (=1 - N T 183 10 P 91 354D Fo Q0" S
FHOOK WiCkHAM BigHor B F, "'""‘u
“cw"“-um‘ m’ Cohumbia Telaphone (250) 1478368

" L T2 Fuim (2507 2878112
Fage 4

(2) i premises are secupied under a subtenancy, subsection (1) applies to
the

a landlord who is respansible for the mainlenance or repair of
premisas comprised in the subtenancy,

(3} For the purposes of this section

(a) a landlord is not in detault of the landiord's duty undar
amgncﬁunmunhu’duﬁﬂmmﬂdbnmnlth

suft of the occupier,

apart from this section, and

{4) This section applies to all tenanciss,

his tenants and their Quests to provide a reasonably safe premisas,

{c}oblln:ﬂmh'pnudhrmmmhmm{du
lenancy are desmed io ba imposed by the tenancy,

{b) nothing relleves a landiord of a duty the landiord may have

i mﬂahﬂmuﬁmmmﬂmfﬂmc 1995]:.337Mr.TmﬂmhadlduHﬂfnarlh

Mr. Tekavec testified he had no reguiar schedule of maintenance. He dealt with

problems --hyarulewrulhdnntmunumlatrdenwmulnmnuhdm

(0107 and 108 examination for discovery transcript Louis Patar Tekavec).

Fater Tekaves),

examination for discovery transoript Louis Peter Tekavec),

He did not fill out condition reports with Ms. Mark at the me of her occupancy as per
the warmmmmsac 1886 c.408] or & “form of any kind® (0112 and 113

YWhen paople mave ot his system of malntenance i to make the apartments “clean
and funclional® (2104 examination for discovery transerpt Louls Peter Takayec),

Al the tima Hﬁ:aMammvadln Imwunmmﬂmmmlonﬂmmmurmm
south end of the subject baleony (Q111 axamination for discovery transcript Louis Patar
Tekavec) but he testifies it was safe (3108 Sxamination for discovery transcript Louts

Mr. Tekavec testified that Mr, Blity had done somathing towards balcony repair pre-
Accident. He said a week pre-Accident he then agreed it could have been six months

pre-Accident (G121, 162 and 188 examination for discovery transeript Louis Peler

Tekavec),

| He said Mr. Billy had no permission from him and & was stupid behaviour {Q161
' aig examination for discovery transeript Louis Peter Tekavec) He was afraid It was not
| done right (Q164 examination for discovery transcript Lovis Patar Tekavec) and then
‘ lestifled he could see from the ground it was "all wrong® (Q170 examination for



6.1.20

JHMCo-eEll 189I5E FromisHuLE HILAHHT SR ML L 187 L S ] e

S g
Grepow WiCKHAM BizHoe & Fu.n Barisbers and Sobdton

08 |slang Highwary Telwphone (250) 287-8355
Campbel River, Britsh Columbia, ViR 303 P (2507 267-8112

Page 5

discovery franscripl Louis Peler Tekavec) and it was the work of & two year oid child
(2188 examination for discovery transeript Louls Peter Tekavec)

Mr. Tekavec tealified thet he could have given the tenant proper notice to entsr the
apartment to inspact the subject balcony or maka rapairs to tha subject balcony but he
did nal. He testified, “Yeah, | could have done & | didn't” (Q174 examination for
discovery transcript Louis Peler Tekavec),

Mr. Tekavec knew the subjact balcony required structural repair since before Ms, Mark
moved in. This is a third floor balcony. It was foreseeabls to Mr. Tekavec that the
failure of the ralling could result in a catastrophic accident. It is also foresscable that a

person may lean on a balcony railing which existe for the safety of parsons on
balconles,

It is clear from Mr. Tekavec's evidence and other evidence to be sdduced at trial If
necessary that Mr. Tekavec will be heid 100% liable for the Injuries and damages
de*m..:m. He failed in his duty of care. The standerd of care as & landlord s
high. Mr. Tekavec's negligance direclly led to the injuries and damages sufferad by Mr.
Jack as a resul of the Accident.

Inuries

Eddie’s pehvis was fractured on impact. He suffered bliateral knee effusions, a fracture

:uﬁuhqm LS transverze processes, disruption of the right sacroiliac joint, and pleural
S10NS.

He was transferred to the Campbell River Emargency Room by ambulance and then
medivaced o Vancouver General Hospital where he underwent surgical repair of his
pelvie.

Eddie went into & coma He mgained consciousness and was ten induced Into a coma

a8 he was so mentally traumatized it was feared he would disrupt his surgical repairs in
his agitated state.

While in hospital Eddie suffered respiratory faiure, aspiration and pneumcnia.  An
ameargancy trachectomy had to be perdomed to save his life. "

Eddie was In intensive care at Vancouver General Hospital for over 2 weeks, He spent
about another week at Vancouver General Hospital and was then transfored to

Campbell River Hospital, He amived st Cempbell River Hospital June 24, 2007, almasi
one month post Accident,

Eddie is claiming for the tollowing injuries
{a) fractued pelvis;
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(b} tractured rib;

f  injuryto legs
{g) collspsed hing:
{h)  trechectomy,
] concussion;

i) sleeplessness with resulling fatigus;

(k)  emaotional trauma; and

o cantinuing pain; and .

{m) mmmuumnmmmm.

In February 2008, Eddie was advised he required surgical hemia repair as a resuit of

Ihusﬁhhuﬂmmmwgarynmhwm. He underwent this surgery at tha
Campbell River Hoapital.

We have bean adused by the Ministry of Hoalth Sarvices. Thery are seeking payment of
68,081 46 under the HCCRA as a result of the Accident to date.

Non-Pecuniary Damages

Thara is no doubt that Eddhhnu.ﬂmadawtdﬂ1afmln. suftering and
inferference with hia fife as a result of the Accident,

* Ruse tells us that when Eddie finally regained consciousness he was disorented and

mmmuwuhhrtadbummmwmhyhﬂmnhntnhkharmnm'sml
phone could he be calmed.

Eddhhadawdﬁnﬂﬁnninhhnuﬁhlmhhhjuhwmum
complications

Hawumwdfwﬁmwmmumu,maMnﬂm.Mrhmiaanpﬁthm
and Eddie was limited to where he could go in his wheslchair, Ha was unabie to use
mﬁﬂn&unﬂimﬂupﬂﬂmﬂmbﬂmaﬂlmﬁnﬂuﬂinhﬁmmmw
anywhere or sven care for himself,

Eddie's recreation bas been limitad by the Accident Prior to the Accident he enjoyed
hunting, fishing, camping and activities with hiz children

Ithnshmnmz}immﬂuumﬂamMEudEaaﬂ]Im:painarﬂ
i mwmmhhumnamum&hmmwmwmmumw
does not sattie we will be reguesting s medical kgal report from an expert to provide
evidence as to Eddie’s long term prognosis. The trial ie scheduled for the April 2010
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m&mrﬂnmmvﬂlbﬂulﬁlgippﬂbmmlwmtummmfmuﬂyin
the New Year

Capolaw

Sorensan v Kiima

A Bs'y'ulfohrwﬁﬂgmﬂdummw“mhmw#hcmﬁng his right hip,
knee and anide. He undarwant surgery and ramsined in the hospital for 1.5 months.
He continued physictherapy for 7.5 months after laaving the hospital and returned ta the
hospital af that point for further surgery, The plaintff was expectad to experiancs
degenarative hip problems in the Ruturs.

Non-pecuniary damages: $117 388 (adjusted for infiation)

Dunisseau v Jako
A 51 year old was a pedestrian in an MVA causing a rib fracture, pehvic fraciure, knee
and foot dislocations and some internal injuries. She spent 25 days in the hospital and

was discharged in a whee| chair. She continued to have pain at the tme of the trial and
It was axpected 1o develop into arthritic pain.

Non-pecuniary damages: $100,272 (adjusted for inflation)

In consideration of the pain, suffering and interfarence the Accident has caussd Eddie

to dale and hls conlinuing pain, we assess Eddies Non-Pecuniary damages
consarvatively at $110,000.00.

Past Wage Loss

Eddhmmhud:phumcﬂuﬂnqhknhmwmmwm1mkn{heﬂmﬁnm
Were it not for the Accident, he would have taken this opportunity and been back in Fort
5L John. memmmwmﬂHMhammmmmm
Eddia missed 17 weeks of work. Eddie's hourly rate was $30.00 Based on & 5 day
work week and 12 hours per day Eddie’s past wage loss is:

17 weeks x 5 dayshweek x 12 hours/day ¥ $30.00mhour = $30,600
Eddhhulhuhidtoshpuﬂ:hﬂﬁumh;mmhhadtuuhmhhhwpi‘lullnr

subsequent surgeres, As a result of his hernia operation in October 2008, Eddie was
again unable to work. As @ result of this surgery he was unable to wark for 4 waaks,

after which he was cleared to retum to work on light duties only.
4 weeks x Sdays/week x 12 hoursiday x $30 00/haur = §7,100

Assuming a tax rate of 20%, we access Eddia's paet wage loss at $30,160

- o
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Future Capacity Loss

As a result of this Accident, Eddhhhmhﬂmhwﬂu:m:ﬂﬂmh. He
mnlhuﬂhvm‘klﬂl'rhpnﬁhimc.bulhuhh-nﬂndhmamnhm Ihat he is abie to
use and hlﬁnmmemﬁhahuﬁwhufmw}amg. We refer to the well known
criteria for assessing loss of capacity from the BCCA decision in Kl v Boisclair [1981]
BCJ No. 3344 which are:

"Some of the coneideralions to take Into scocount in making that assessment
inciude whether.

1. mmﬂmmmmmwhmuuﬁmm@inm
fmmalitwumwmiumm:

3. MPMhuhﬂhminmmmanMMHﬁu
ﬂinhmhhlmhwwhnhnwhmnpwtnm.md he not baen Injured:
and

4. The piaintiff is lass valuabie to himself as & person capable of eaming
ncomea m & compatitive labsur marked”

In Sorensen v Kima, Eupre evidence was put forth regarding the physical demands of
mmmuwnwm-mmﬁnmuwm the plaintiff resulting from
hig injury. He was awarded $160,000 for the cost of ratraining and decrease in eaming
ability,

We assess Future l:.nmﬂhr Loss at $160,000

Loss of Housekeepina/House Maintenance Capacity
Fallowing his Accident Eddie was completely unable o care for himself, For the first

manth after Eddie was released from the hospital his mother and sister jointly cared for
him. He was unable to do anything for himself. Until the beginning of October Eddie
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had asslstance on a delly basis, from a care worker, his mothar and his-sister. All thres
mmmﬂumpu’dbyhmwmm They have advanced an In trust
claim for $2,542.00 pakd for the care warker,

If this matter continues to trial wa wil be advancing m future claim under this haad of
damags,

&MMIE

Eddie was very ssrously injured whan he fell from tha third Btorey balcony al his fiend's
apanment. The apartmant was in disrepair in that the baicony ralling was rofting and
gove way when Eddie leaned on it Eddie Ismmﬁwmbmnnmﬂmmﬂy.
He has fought through the pain in his hips a8 well s infactions and multiple additionat
surgeries to return lo work and hig recreational activities, Despite this, his injuries
mehmeddhﬁummﬁ-qfulmmhmnmumrnmidumhh
financial hardship for Eddie,

Wa note mmmammwnnmmmmumwmuw
intantion to deliver one to you within that deadiine.




