
  Court File No. _____________ 

FEDERAL COURT OF APPEAL 

BETWEEN: 

OLIVIER ADKIN-KAYA, NINA TRAN, LENA ANDRES 

and REBECCA WOLF GAGE 

Applicants 

And 

 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CANADA 

and 

TRANS MOUNTAIN PIPELINE ULC 

Respondents 

 

APPLICANTS’ MEMORANDUM OF FACT AND LAW 

Motion for leave to apply for judicial review of Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820 

made by the Governor in Council under subsection 54(1) of the National Energy 

Board Act 

 

 

Patrick Canning 

Counsel for the Applicants  

PO Box 312, F5 - 480 North Rd. 

Gabriola, BC  V0R 1X0 

2205



2 

Tel: 778-875-4897 

Email: patrick.c.canning@gmail.com 

 

Erin Gray 

Counsel for the Applicants 

Arbutus Law Group LLP 

132-328 Wale Rd. 

Victoria, BC  V9B 0J8 

Tel: 778-679-7396 

Email: erin@arbutuslaw.ca  

  

2206



3 

TO:   FEDERAL COURT OF APPEAL 

Pacific Centre 

P.O. Box 10065 

701 West Georgia Street 

Vancouver, BC  V7Y 1B6 

 

AND TO:  ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CANADA 

c/o Department of Justice Canada 

900 - 840 Howe Street 

Vancouver, British Columbia V6Z 2S9 

Tel: 604-666-2061 

Fax: 604-666-2760 

 

AND TO:  TRANS MOUNTAIN PIPELINE ULC 

2700, 300 – 5 Avenue SW 

Calgary, AB T2P 5J2 

Tel: 1-866-514-6700 

 

AND TO: NATIONAL ENERGY BOARD 

  210, 517 Tenth Avenue S.W. 

Calgary, Alberta  T2R 0A9 

Tel: (403) 292-4800 

Fax: (403) 292-5503 

 

  

2207



4 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Contents 

PART I - STATEMENT OF FACTS ............................................................................................. 5 

A. The Applicants and the Climate Emergency .......................................................................... 5 

B. The Trans Mountain Pipeline Expansion ............................................................................... 8 

PART II – STATEMENT OF THE POINTS IN ISSUE .............................................................. 13 

PART III – STATEMENT OF SUBMISSIONS .......................................................................... 13 

A. The appropriate test for leave is the “arguable case” test ..................................................... 13 

B. There is an arguable case that the TMX approval violates the Charter ............................. 14 

1. There is an arguable case that the purchase of the Pipeline deepened the Crown’s Charter 

obligations ............................................................................................................................. 14 

2. It is arguable that the TMX purchase and other events change the assumptions in previous 

rulings by the NEB related to GHGs ..................................................................................... 16 

3. It is arguable that this is the Applicant’s first and best opportunity to challenge the 

massive downstream GHGs which would result from this project ....................................... 18 

C. Section 7 of the Charter ........................................................................................................ 19 

(a) A full evaluation and consideration of the health, safety and psychological impacts 

associated with the TMX ....................................................................................................... 23 

(b) Consideration of the TMX by an unbiased decision-maker ............................................ 23 

(c) Application of the Precautionary Principle to decisions which may negatively affect 

human health, safety or well-being........................................................................................ 24 

(d) Opportunity for the public to be heard. ............................................................................ 25 

D. Section 15 of the Charter ...................................................................................................... 25 

E. The Operation of Sections 7 and 15 of the Charter Together ............................................... 27 

F. It is arguable that CEAA, 2012 / NEB Act must be interpreted in accord with the Charter 27 

PART IV - ORDER SOUGHT ..................................................................................................... 28 

PART V - LIST OF AUTHORITIES ........................................................................................... 28 

 

 

2208



5 

PART I - STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Overview 

1. The applicants make these written representations in support of their motion for leave 

to apply for judicial review of Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820 issued by the 

Governor in Council (“GIC”) on June 18, 2019 and published in a supplement to the 

Canada Gazette, Part I, Vol. 153, No. 25, on June 22, 2019 (the “Order in Council”). 

2. The Order in Council directed the National Energy Board (the “Board”) to issue a 

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Trans Mountain Expansion 

Project (the “TMX”) under section 54(1) of the National Energy Board Act, RSC 

1985, c. N-7 (the “NEB Act”) and that pursuant to s. 31(1) of the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act, 2012, SC 2012, c 19 (“CEAA, 2012”), the significant 

adverse environmental effects caused by the project are justified. 

 Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820 

[Applicants’ Motion Record [“AMR”], Vol. 1, Tab 3, p. 11]  

3. The Applicants seek to challenge the Order in Council on grounds arising from the 

failure of the GIC (and the Board) to consider the massive greenhouse gas emissions 

associated with the TMX and to evaluate and address the impacts of those GHG on the 

Charter rights of the Applicants. The basis for this legal challenge became stronger 

and clearer with the purchase of the Trans Mountain Pipeline (the “Pipeline”) by the 

government.  

A. The Applicants and the Climate Emergency 

1. Olivier Adkin-Kaya, Nina Tran, Lena Andres and Rebecca Wolf Gage (the 

“Applicants”) are youth aged 13 to 18, who are harmed psychologically and in some 

cases physically threatened by human-caused climate change.  

 Affidavit No. 1 of Marion Harding-Soare, affirmed July 7, 2019  

(“Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1”), Exhibit B 

[AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4B, p. 117] 
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2. Like many youth in Canada, the Applicants have first hand experience with events that 

are becoming more frequent due to climate change. Nina Tran (age 18) has suffered 

from heat exhaustion during heat waves and seen friends flooded out of their homes 

due to extreme rain. Rebecca Wolf Gage (age 13) and Olivier Adkin-Kaya (age 18) 

have breathed unhealthy air, polluted by wildfires in BC and Alberta. Rebecca Wolf 

Gage saw her summer camp canceled due to the smoke.  

 Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit B [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4B, p. 117] 

3. All four Applicants, as well as the other three Climate Strikers who joined them in 

making submissions to Cabinet are deeply anxious about their future and  the impacts 

that climate change will cause during their lives. They have each acted on the threats 

that they experience by “striking” outside government buildings to call on elected 

officials to treat climate change as the emergency that it is, and by actively organizing 

other youth to join them.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit B [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4B, p. 117] 

4. The science that causes the Applicants such concern is well known to the Government 

of Canada. The Government of Canada recently summarized its view of the urgency 

and science of climate change in its Factum filed at the Ontario Court of Appeal in the 

Reference re Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act (“Canada’s Factum”). The 

Applicants adopt paras. 7-8 of that Factum verbatim, reproduced here: 

Global climate change is happening now. The decisions we make today are 

critical to ensuring a safe and sustainable world for everyone, now and in 

the future. Climate records show that 17 of the 18 warmest years on record 

have occurred since 2001. The years 2014-17 are the hottest four years on 

record. 

Burning fossil fuels releases GHGs into the earth’s atmosphere, which 

cause global climate change. The scientific properties of GHGs and the role 

they play in global climate change are well established. GHGs trap solar 

energy in the earth’s atmosphere. Higher levels of GHGs trap more solar 

energy, increasing air and water temperatures, which is significantly affecting 
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our global climate. Carbon dioxide (CO2) is the most abundant GHG emitted 

by human activity. Atmospheric CO2 levels are higher now than at any time in 

the last 400,000 years – and are still climbing. Global net human-caused GHG 

emissions must fall by about 45% from 2010 levels by 2030 and reach “net 

zero” around 2050 to limit global warming to 1.5 ̊C and avoid the significantly 

more deleterious impacts of exceeding this temperature threshold. Thus, GHG 

emissions create a risk of harm to human health and the environment 

upon which life depends. 

Affidavit No. 2 of Marion Harding-Soare, affirmed July 7, 2019 (“Harding-

Soare Affidavit No. 2”), Exhibit A, at paras. 7-8 [emphasis added]  

[AMR, Vol. 5, Tab 5A, p. 1804] 

 Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 2, Exhibit B  

[AMR, Vol. 5, Tab 5B, p. 1864] 

5. In the view of the Applicants, the Government of Canada, despite its awareness of the 

urgency and science of climate change, is not taking sufficient action to reduce 

national and global GHG emissions. In particular, the approval of the TMX and the 

plan for a Crown corporation to construct and operate it is entirely inconsistent with 

Canada doing its part to avoid dangerous climate change, and violates their rights 

under the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (the “Charter”).  

Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (“Charter”), ss. 7, 15, 24, 32, 52  

[AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8A, p. 2237] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit B [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4B, p. 117] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit T, at p. 5  

[AMR, Vol. 3, Tab T, p. 1238] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit R, at paras. 11-13  

[AMR, Vol. 3, Tab R, p. 1155] 

6. Accordingly, on June 10, 2019 the Applicants pressed the GIC to take steps to address 

the impact of TMX on their Charter rights prior to its approval, and the Applicant, 

Rebecca Wolf Gage, made similar submissions to the Board and the Minister of 

Environment and Climate Change on October 3, 2018.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit A [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4A, p. 97] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit E [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4E, p. 153] 
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7. The applicants now seek leave to apply for judicial review of the Order in Council 

pursuant to s. 55 of the NEB Act on three grounds: 

a. The GIC had no jurisdiction to issue the Order in Council without addressing, 

in a manner consistent with the principles of fundamental justice, the impact of 

the TMX on national and global GHG emissions and the resulting impact on 

the life, liberty and security of the person under section 7 of the Charter; and 

b. The GIC had no jurisdiction to issue the Order in Council without ensuring 

that its consideration of the public interest under the NEB Act and evaluation of 

any justification under CEAA, 2012 did not discriminate, contrary to section 15 

of the Charter, against young people who will suffer disproportionately from 

climate change; and 

c. The GIC had no jurisdiction to issue the Order in Council on the basis of a 

report from the Board which interpreted the legal requirements of the CEAA, 

2012 and the NEB Act in a manner contrary to sections 7 and 15 of the Charter.  

B. The Trans Mountain Pipeline Expansion 

8. On December 16, 2013 the Respondent, Trans Mountain Corporation, then privately 

owned by Kinder Morgan Ltd., filed an application with the Board for approvals under 

the NEB Act and CEAA, 2012 for the Trans Mountain Expansion Project (the “TMX”), 

which would expand the capacity of its Trans Mountain pipeline (the “Existing 

Pipeline”), which carries diluted bitumen from Edmonton, Alberta to the Westridge 

Marine Terminal (the “Terminal”) in Burnaby, British Columbia. 

9. The purpose of the TMX is to transport diluted bitumen from the oil sands to tidewater 

to be exported, which is expected to facilitate an expansion of the development of the 

Alberta oil sands and of the quantity of diluted bitumen exported. Alberta’s oil sands 

are energy intensive and their expansion will result in globally significant GHG 

emissions, contributing to climate change. The increase in GHG emissions from the 

Alberta oil sands development resulting from the TMX are known as its “upstream 

emissions”. 
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 Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit C, at para. 6  

[AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4C, p. 131] 

10. Diluted bitumen transported through the TMX will, when refined and burned, result in 

huge quantities of GHG emissions. The increase in global GHG emissions resulting 

from the refining and burning of the exported bitumen and oil associated with the 

TMX are its “downstream emissions.” 

11. Despite section 5 of the CEAA, 2012 requiring assessment of “a change that may be 

caused to the environment that would occur … outside Canada” or in another 

province, the Board consistently excluded the upstream and downstream emissions 

associated with the TMX from the scope of the TMX environmental assessment. The 

Board expressly rejected motions to broaden the scope of the environmental 

assessment to include upstream and downstream emissions on the grounds that: (a) 

assessment of downstream emissions would be the responsibility of the jurisdiction 

where the oil products were used; (b) the connection between the TMX was not direct 

and it was uncertain that GHG emissions would rise globally if the TMX was 

approved; and (c) the Board’s role in the approval was not clearly connected to any 

alleged violation of section 7 of the Charter.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit I [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4I, p. 209] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit J [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4J, p. 2013] 

12. The NEB posted its report to its registry on May 19, 2016 (the “Original NEB 

Report”), and reiterated that it had not considered upstream or downstream emissions, 

but only those involved in the construction and operation of the TMX, and that 

evidence on upstream and downstream emissions had not been considered. 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit U, at p. 173  

[AMR, Vol. 4, Tab U, p. 1246] 

13. In 2015 the Canadian government adopted interim principles to address gaps in the 

Board’s processes. In relation to the TMX, the government instructed Environment 

and Climate Change Canada to calculate the upstream GHG emissions associated with 

the TMX (the “ECCC Review”), and appointed a Ministerial panel to review the NEB 
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Report to facilitate public engagement on gaps in the NEB process (the “Ministerial 

Panel”).  

  Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 2, Exhibit F [AMR, Vol. 5, Tab 5F, p. 2191] 

14. The ECCC Review calculated upstream emissions associated with the TMX at 

between 13 and 15 MT per year, and that the total emissions associated with the 

existing pipeline and TMX were between 21 and 26 MT per year, although the ECCC 

Review suggested that some or all of those emissions might  occur in any case. The 

ECCC Review also projected that direct GHG emissions from the oil sands as a whole 

will almost double to 116 MT by 2030, playing a major role in Canada’s national 

GHG emissions rising to 815 MT (from 726 MT in 2013). 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit P [AMR, Vol. 3, Tab P, p. 1028] 

15. The Ministerial Panel heard from Canadians on the gaps in the Board’s process and 

delivered a November 2016 report in which the Ministerial Panel listed the NEB’s 

failure to consider climate change as the first of six “omissions” identified: “Can 

Canada demonstrate how it will meet international commitments while approving this 

project?” It clearly identified mental and physical health issues associated with climate 

change and  TMX.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit N [AMR, Vol. 3, Tab N, p. 947]  

16. The government granted approval for the TMX under the NEB Act and the CEAA, 

2012 on November 29, 2016. 

Order in Council, P.C. 2016-1069 [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab Q, p. 3091] 

17. This decision was promptly challenged in the courts by several parties. The narrow 

scope of the Board’s consideration of GHG emissions was not challenged.  

18. On April 8, 2018 Kinder Morgan announced that it was suspending non-essential 

spending on the TMX and was considering dropping the project. On May 29, 2018,  

the Government of Canada agreed to purchase the Existing Pipeline for approximately 

$4.5 billion.  
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19. From the first announcement of the purchase of the Existing Pipeline to present, the 

representatives of the GIC have been open publicly that the Government of Canada 

purchased the Existing Pipeline to ensure that the TMX would be built when it became 

clear that Kinder Morgan was unable or unwilling to bear the risks associated with the 

TMX.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 2, Exhibit C [AMR, Vol. 5, Tab 5C, p. 2180] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 2, Exhibit D [AMR, Vol. 5, Tab 5D, p. 2184] 

20. On August 30, 2018, the Government of Canada completed the purchase and the 

Federal Court of Appeal quashed the government’s approval of the TMX, ruling that 

the NEB report was inadequate because it had failed to consider and report on marine 

shipping impacts associated with the TMX and that the  federal government had failed 

to adequately consult and accommodate affected First Nations.  

Tsleil-Waututh Nation v. Canada, 2018 FCA 153 [AMR, Vol. 8, Tab X, p. 3473] 

21. On September 20, 2018, the GIC directed the Board to reconsider its report, through 

Order in Council 2018-1177, and specifically to examine marine shipping and the 

impact of shipping on species at risk. Order in Council 2018-1177does not indicate 

that the GIC gave any consideration as to whether its purchase of the Existing Pipeline 

altered the appropriate scope of the reconsideration.  

Order in Council, P.C. 2018-1177 [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab R, p. 3102] 

22. On September 26, 2018, the Board invited the public to apply to intervene and to make 

submissions as to the scope of the reconsideration hearing. 

23. Rebecca Wolf Gage, one of the Applicants, and her father, Andrew Gage (a lawyer), 

wrote to the Board and to the Minister of Environment and Climate Change suggesting 

that the TMX’s contribution to climate change threatened the s. 7 and 15 Charter 

rights of Rebecca and other youth, and that the purchase of the Existing Pipeline had 

altered the government’s duty to consider those potential impacts to their Charter 

rights (the “Wolf Gage Submissions”). The Wolf Gage Submissions noted that 

responsibility for meeting Charter obligations ultimately rested with Cabinet, but that 

the NEB was the appropriate body to meet any procedural requirements arising from 
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the principles of fundamental justice under section 7. The Board and Minister 

McKenna acknowledged receipt. 

 Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit E [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4E, p. 153] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit V [AMR, Vol. 4, Tab V, p. 1799] 

24. The Board did not include climate change in the scope of its reconsideration hearing. 

On October 29, 2018 the Board released reasons in which it referenced its earlier 

Rulings 25 and 29, which were decided prior to the purchase of the Existing Pipeline, 

concluding:  

The Board is also not persuaded that it has a constitutional obligation under the 

Charter to consider the total contribution of the Project to climate change. 

While Parties indicated that there was a possibility that sections 7 and 15 of the 

Charter could be breached, they failed to provide appropriate detail as to how, 

or relevant case law from a Canadian jurisdiction on these points. 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit S, at p. 9  

[AMR, Vol. 3, Tab S, p. 1226] 

25. In January 2019 the Board rejected a further motion by the intervenor Stand.Earth by 

the intervenor Stand.Earth to consider the upstream and downstream emissions. 

Charter arguments were not made as part of this motion, and the Board reaffirmed 

Ruling 25.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit K [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4K, p. 218] 

26. The Board issued its Reconsideration Report on February 22, 2019, finding that the 

TMX is in the public interest and attaching 16 new recommendations. The differences 

from the first NEB Report do not include a change in the limited scope of considering 

GHG emissions or climate change, except to include consideration of GHG emissions 

associated with tanker traffic to a 12 nautical-mile limit. 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit L [AMR, Vol. 2, Tab L, p. 229]  

27. On June 10, 2019 the Applicants and their lawyers wrote to the GIC to reiterate that 

the government’s Charter obligations in relation to approval of the TMX had not been 

satisfied (the “Climate Striker Submissions”). The Climate Striker Submissions 
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included both legal submissions and statements by each of the Climate Strikers (some 

of whom bring this Application).   

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit A [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4A, p. 97] 

28. These submissions were supported by parallel submissions by world renowned climate 

scientist, Dr. James Hansen.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit C  [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4C, p. 147] 

29. The GIC, through Order in Council No. 2019-0820 (the “Order in Council”), on June 

18, 2019, again instructed the Board to issue a Certificate to Trans Mountain. The 

Order in Council makes no mention of Charter obligations. GHG emissions associated 

with nautical emissions are mentioned briefly. There is no mention of downstream 

GHG emissions, and the only mention of upstream GHG emissions states that the GIC 

“is satisfied that the Project is consistent with Canada’s commitments in relation to the 

Paris Agreement on Climate Change.” 

  Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820 [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 2, p. 11] 

PART II – STATEMENT OF THE POINTS IN ISSUE 

30. The issue before the Court is whether the Applicants should be granted leave to apply 

for judicial review of the Order in Council. 

PART III – STATEMENT OF SUBMISSIONS 

A. The appropriate test for leave is the “arguable case” test 

31. The Applicants ask, pursuant to s. 55(1) of the NEB Act, for leave of this court to 

apply for judicial review of Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820 issued by the Governor 

in Council (“GIC”) on June 18, 2019 and published in a supplement to the Canada 

Gazette, Part I, Vol. 153, No. 25, on June 22, 2019 (the “Order in Council”). 

2217



14 

32. There is no clear legal test for leave to appeal in either the Federal Court Rules or 

jurisprudence. This court has, however, recently applied the “arguable case’ test in 

other contexts.  

 Lukács v. Canada (Transportation Agency), 2016 FCA 174  

[AMR, Vol. 7, Tab N, p. 2973]  

CKLN Radio Incorporated v Canada, 2011 FCA 135, at para. 6 

[AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9D, p. 2405] 

33. This court has defined the arguable case test as “whether [the Applicant] has 

established that on the evidence before the Board there is an arguable case which 

might succeed on appeal...” 

 Canada (Minister of Human Resources Development) v. Rafuse, 2002 FCA 31, 

para. 12 [emphasis added] [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9B, p. 2360] 

34. As is discussed further below, this is the first opportunity the Applicants have had to 

raise many of the Charter issues raised by the Order in Council and the process leading 

up to it, because the purchase of the pipeline in August, 2018, fundamentally altered 

and deepened the government’s Charter obligations in relation to the TMX and its 

decision.  

B. There is an arguable case that the TMX approval violates the Charter 

35. It is arguable that Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820, and the process leading up to the 

decision to issue the Order in Council, violates the Applicant’s section 7 and 15 

Charter rights, and therefore that the GIC had no jurisdiction to issue the Order in 

Council.  

1. There is an arguable case that the purchase of the Pipeline deepened the 

Crown’s Charter obligations 

36. The applicants argue that the government’s purchase of the Pipeline changed the legal 

landscape, and that the application of the Charter is more stringent when the 

government is the owner. Further, the causal connection between government action 

and the full range of GHG emissions associated with the TMX is far clearer.   
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37. As noted above, the Board has repeatedly declined to examine upstream and 

downstream GHG emissions and the contribution of TMX to climate change, 

including on at least two occasions on the basis of Charter rights. In two cases, leave 

was sought (unsuccessfully) to judicially review the NEB’s rulings (Rulings 25 and 

29). The question of whether GHG emissions should have been considered more 

broadly was not raised in Tsleil-Waututh Nation v. Canada (Attorney General).  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit I [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4I, p. 209] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit J [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4J , p. 213] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit K [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4K , p. 218] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit S, at pp. 8-9  

[AMR, Vol. 3, Tab S, p. 1226] 

Tsleil-Waututh Nation v. Canada, 2018 FCA 153 [AMR, Vol. 8, Tab X, p. 3473] 

38. It is arguable that many of the issues raised in this motion for leave to judicially 

review Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820 can only be raised at this time, instead of 

previously, because the Federal Government is now the owner.  

39. The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms applies to all government action, 

including, in relation to government entities, activities which might otherwise be 

“private, commercial, contractual or non-public (in) nature.” 

Charter, supra at s. 32(1) [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8A, p. 2237] 

Eldridge v. British Columbia (Attorney General), [1997] 3 S.C.R. 624, 

 at paras. 40-41 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9F, p. 2435] 

40. In assessing whether the Charter applies to a particular rights violation, the Courts will 

look to the causal connection between the government action and the alleged violation. 

In cases where the violation is ultimately caused by a private party, the Charter may 

nonetheless apply if the government action is a “necessary precondition for the 

deprivation” and the deprivation is an “entirely foreseeable consequence” of that 

action: 

Suresh v. Canada, 2002 SCC 1, at para. 54 [AMR, Vol. 8, Tab V, p. 3384] 

41. As a result of the purchase of the Pipeline, the act of physically transporting oil and 

bitumen through the current, or an expanded, pipeline, has become a government 

action and it is arguable that the downstream and upstream greenhouse gas emissions 
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associated with the TMX will now be the result of an ongoing and direct government 

action. Even if the TMX is sold at a future date, the act of building the expansion will 

have enabled that transportation of bitumen and oil in a much more direct way than is 

typically the case with regulation of private actions.  

2. It is arguable that the TMX purchase and other events change the assumptions 

in previous rulings by the NEB related to GHGs 

42. The NEB’s previous rulings declining to assess upstream and downstream greenhouse 

gas emissions were based on claims of a lack of a proven causal connection between 

the NEB process and any eventual increase in GHG emissions and/or claims that 

private parties, markets and/or other governments would act in ways that removed the 

responsibility of the TMX for GHG emissions.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit I [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4I, p. 209] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit J [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4J, p. 213] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit K [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4K, p. 218] 

43. Ruling 29 represents that Board’s most detailed (and only really substantive) 

consideration of a Charter argument to date. Without endorsing the Board’s reasons, 

which the Applicants disagree with, it is important to understand how the purchase of 

the Pipeline and other subsequent events change the Board’s assumptions.  

44. The Board, relying on the Supreme Court of Canada decision in Operation Dismantle, 

ruled that the connection between its Issues List and climate change was too 

speculative to give rise to a Charter violation. The Board identifies five events which 

would need to occur to link TMX to  “the human impact of climate change, which had 

not yet occurred at the time the Ruling was made” Those were: 

 1. the Board will recommend approval of the Project; 

2. the Governor in Council will approve the Project; 

3. Trans Mountain will meet all conditions imposed on it by the Board and 

construct the pipeline expansion; 
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4. the constructed pipeline expansion will, in fact, fuel upstream oil sands 

development; and 

5. oil sands development will, by contributing to climate change, adversely 

affect human health. 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit J, at p. 2 [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4J, p. 213] 

45. Of those above five assumptions, one and two have now taken place, and number 

three is in process. Indeed, the government purchased the pipeline with the stated 

objection of making sure that number three continues to completion after private 

parties proved unable or unwilling to do so.  

46. Number four should presumably include “downstream burning of oil,” but the Board’s 

point here appears to be that the question of whether or not oil sands and/or global 

GHG emissions increase as a result of TMX is a complex one. While the factual 

question is complicated, it is arguably not “unprovable”. It is also arguable that the 

Board and GIC should have applied the precautionary principle, as required by CEAA, 

s. 4(1)(b) and (2) and (as argued below) section 7 of the Charter.  

Operation Dismantle v. R., [1985] 1 SCR 441 [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab P, p. 3041] 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012, S.C. 2012, c. 19, s. 52 (“CEAA, 

2012”),  

at ss. 4(1)(b) and (2) [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8B, p. 2248] 

47. It is arguable that since the purchase of the Pipeline, the causal connection has shifted 

and simplified. The question is now arguably “is the Crown action in transporting oil 

towards market a necessary step in that oil being burnt, and the oil sands developed, 

resulting in GHG emissions and do those emissions impact on Charter rights?”  

48. It is arguable that the Crown is not excused from actions which will violate a Charter 

right simply because the final act in a chain of events happens elsewhere or is the 

result of the actions of third parties or markets.  

49. In the alternative, the challenges of what the market and private actors might do in the 

absence of the TMX is not speculative or “unprovable” as those terms were used in 

Operation Dismantle. There was evidence before the Board and Cabinet outlining the 
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circumstances in which the TMX would lead to a net increase in global GHG 

emissions. Had the NEB’s scope included upstream and downstream emissions it is 

likely that other evidence would have been advanced.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit T, at footnote 2 and p. 4  

[AMR, Vol. 3, Tab T, p. 1238] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit P, at pp. 42-43  

[AMR, Vol. 3, Tab P, p. 1028]  

50. In relation to the fifth event, the evidence linking increased GHG emissions to harm to 

life, liberty and security of the person is discussed more extensively below.  

51. In Energy Probe v. Canada, the Ontario Court of Appeal applied Operation Dismantle 

to hold that pleadings alleging a section 7 violation raised an arguable issue in 

circumstances where the causal connection was theoretically provable. 

Energy Probe v. Canada (Attorney General)(1989), 58 D.L.R. (4th) 513 (Ont. C.A.)  

(“Energy Probe”) [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9G, p. 2505] 

3. It is arguable that this is the Applicant’s first and best opportunity to challenge 

the massive downstream GHGs which would result from this project 

52. The Downstream Greenhouse Gas Emissions to be generated as a result of oil 

transported through the TMX (if built) are enormous. Dr. Mark Jaccard calculates the 

emissions associated with the TMX expansion at 71.1 MT per year (equivalent to 

about 10% of Canada’s annual GHG emissions). Dr. James Hansen confirms that the 

total emissions of the existing Pipeline and TMX transporting oil at full capacity 

(without reserving space for condensate) could be 140 MT/year (about 20% of 

Canada’s annual GHG emissions). These are larger than the emissions of many 

countries.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit T [AMR, Vol. 3, Tab T, p. 1238] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit C [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4C, p. 131] 

53. The Board, in Ruling 29, held that a Charter argument was speculative prior to the 

GIC’s eventual decision, which supports the Applicants’ decision to focus their 

challenge on the Order in Council.  
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Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit J [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4J, p. 213] 

54. The Applicants’ current motion is the first opportunity available to the Applicants to 

challenge the failure of the GIC to protect their Charter Rights since the purchase of 

the Pipeline. While it might theoretically have been possible to challenge the Board’s 

October, 2018, scoping decision, the Crown has a demonstrated track record of 

addressing constitutional rights and issues related to TMX through processes outside 

of the NEB. In relation to its first decision, the GIC set up separate processes to: 

a. Address First Nations consultation rights; 

b. Evaluate upstream GHG emissions, resulting in the ECCC Report which is 

referenced in the Order in Council as a basis for the decision; and 

c. Solicit public input on matters which the NEB had failed to consider, including 

topics related to climate change. 

Similarly, in relation to the reconsideration, the government established a separate 

phase of First Nations consultation rather than relying upon the NEB. The Applicants 

are entitled to assume that the GIC might choose to address other constitutional or 

climate-related issues outside through similar means.   

C. Section 7 of the Charter 

55. Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms protects the right to life, 

liberty and security of the person of Canadians, subject only to steps taken in 

accordance with the “principles of fundamental justice.” 

Charter, supra at s. 7 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8A, p. 2237] 

56. The Canadian Medical Association and the Canadian Public Health Association, in 

response to a groundbreaking report by Lancet medical journal on the health 

implications of climate change, wrote: 

Health concerns in the rest of Canada vary by region, but include increased 

heat stroke and death; more intense and prolonged pollen seasons with the 

potential to cause additional hay fever and asthma exacerbations; trauma, post-
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traumatic stress disorder and displacement from wildfire and floods; spread of 

Lyme disease; cardiorespiratory impacts from worsening air pollution due to 

wildfires, and increased ground-level ozone. 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit M [AMR, Vol. 3, Tab M, p. 910] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit G [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4G, p. 186] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit F [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4F, p. 161] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit O [AMR, Vol. 3, Tab O, p. 1008] 

57. Environment and Climate Change Canada recently said that Canada is warming at 

twice the global average, due to global greenhouse gas emissions from the burning of 

oil, gas and coal, and that the effects are already being suffered by Canadians. 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit H [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4H, p. 192] 

58. The Canadian courts are increasingly recognizing as well the serious health, safety and 

“existential” threats connected with climate change, noting the role of climate change 

in “causing or exacerbating” extreme weather events such as droughts, floods, 

wildfires and heat waves and the expansion of the ranges of life-threatening vector-

borne diseases. 

Reference re Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, 2019 ONCA 544 at para. 

11 [AMR, Vol. 8, Tab U, p. 3290] 

59. It is arguable that climate change, which will be made worse due to GHG emissions 

associated with the TMX, is directly responsible for increased risks of death and harm 

(right to life and security of the person), displacement (liberty) and the psychological 

stress of facing an uncertain future (security of the person).  

Natalie Chalifour and J. Earle, “Feeling the Heat: Climate Litigation under the 

Charter’s Right to Life, Liberty and Security of the Person”  

[AMR, Vol. 9, Tab AB, p. 3826] 

Energy Probe, supra [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9G, p. 2505] 

Coalition of Citizens for a Charter Challenge v. Metropolitan Authority 

(1993), 10 C.E.L.R. (N.S.) 257 (N.S.S.C.) [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9E, p. 2411] 

Juliana v. United States, Case No. 6:15-cv-01517-TC, Opinion and Order, 

November 10 2016 [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab K, p. 2862] 
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60. The Applicants have experienced direct and indirect impacts due to climate change 

which go to their life, liberty and security of the person. Such violations of section 7 

are already affecting Canadians and will only increase as climate change worsens.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit B [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4B, p. 117] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit H [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4H, p. 192] 

61. Further, it is arguable that Canada has an obligation to do its part in globally reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions. Courts in numerous countries have ruled that their 

governments are responsible for addressing the GHG emissions that they have control 

over and cannot dismiss them as insignificant simply because the problem is global. 

The Hague Court of Appeal said: 

[T]his is a global problem and … the State cannot solve this problem on its 

own. However, this does not release the State from its obligation to take 

measures in its territory, within its capabilities, which in concert with the 

efforts of other states provide protection from the hazards of dangerous 

climate change. 

The State of the Netherlands v Urgenda Foundation 200.178.245/01, 9 October 

2018, at p. 62 (Court of Appeal) [AMR, Vol. 8, Tab W, p. 3453] 

Urgenda Foundation v The State of the Netherlands, District Court of The Hague 

(24 June 2015), case C/09/456689/ HA ZA 13‐1396 (English translation), at para. 

4.79 [AMR, Vol. 9, Tab Y, p. 3745] 

Gloucester Resources Limited v. Minister for Planning, [2019] NSWLEC 7, 8 

February 2019, paras. 525-526 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9I, p. 2623] 

62. It is arguable that expanding TMX will make it difficult or impossible for Canada to 

meet its greenhouse gas reduction targets. In addition, the downstream emissions 

enabled by the TMX are not included in those national targets, but nonetheless have a 

negative effect on Canadians.  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit R [AMR, Vol. 3, Tab R, p. 1155] 

63. Environment Canada and Climate Change has warned that uncertainty about how bad 

climate change will get depends upon the speed with which the world moves towards 

low emissions pathways and stabilize global greenhouse gas concentrations.  
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Beyond the next few decades, the largest uncertainty about the magnitude of future 

climate change is rooted in uncertainty about … whether the world will follow a 

pathway of low, medium or high emissions … Until climate is stabilized, there 

will not be a new “normal” climate. 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit H, at Executive Summary p. 16  

[AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4H, p. 192] 

64. The huge amount of GHG emissions resulting directly from government action 

through the approval and subsequently construction and operation of TMX can only 

be authorized, pursuant to section 7, in accordance with the principles of fundamental 

justice.  

 Charter, supra at s. 7 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8A, p. 2237] 

65. The phrase “principles of fundamental justice” did not have a pre-existing meaning in 

law prior to the Charter. The Supreme Court of Canada has said that: 

[T]he principles of fundamental justice are to be found in the basic tenets and 

principles, not only of our judicial process, but also of the other components of 

our legal system.... Consequently, those words cannot be given any exhaustive 

content or simple enumerative definition, but will take on concrete meaning as 

the courts address alleged violations of s. 7.  

Re Motor Vehicle Reference [1985] 2 S.C.R. 486 at 512-13  

[AMR, Vol. 8, Tab T, p. 3261] 

Peter W Hogg, Constitutional Law of Canada (5th ed) (Toronto: Carswell, 

2007), at 47.19-47.20 (“Hogg”) [AMR, Vol. 9, Tab AE, p. 3952]  

66. The principles of fundamental justice include procedural protections which are similar 

to, but in the words of Peter Hogg, “go far beyond natural justice” or procedural 

fairness. It has been suggested that for decisions affecting public health, section 7 may 

require forms of procedural protections that are similar to, but different from, those 

required in decisions focusing on individuals.  

Hogg, supra at p. 47.88 [AMR, Vol. 9, Tab AE, p. 3953]  

Andrew Gage “Public Health Hazards and Section 7”, pp. 33 to 46  

[AMR, Vol. 9, Tab AC, p. 3908] 
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67. In assessing whether government action violates the principles of fundamental justice, 

the courts have looked to whether it has a grossly disproportionate, arbitrary, or 

overbroad affect on anyone: 

The question under s. 7  is whether anyone’s life, liberty or security of the 

person has been denied by a law that is inherently bad; a grossly 

disproportionate, overbroad, or arbitrary effect on one person is sufficient to 

establish a breach of s. 7 .  

Canada (Attorney Gen.) v. Bedford, 2013 SCC 72 [emphasis in original],  

at para. 123 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9C, p. 2364]  

68. It is arguable that the principles of fundamental justice in relation to government 

actions leading directly to massive GHG emissions include: 

(a) A full evaluation and consideration of the health, safety and psychological 

impacts associated with the TMX  

69. Ensuring that government understands fully the potential impacts of its decision on 

life, liberty and security of the person is central to ensuring that its decisions are not 

grossly disproportional, arbitrary or overbroad. This is the central purpose of the 

CEAA, 2012. Courts have described the centrality of environmental assessment to 

sound environmental decision-making as “an integral component of sound decision-

making” that provides decision-makers with “an objective basis for granting or 

denying approval for a proposed development.” 

Friends of the Oldman River Society v. Canada (Minister of Transport), [1992] 

1 S.C.R. 3 at 71; see also at 37 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9H, p. 2535] 

70. Courts around the world have affirmed that environmental assessment of GHG 

intensive projects must include assessment of downstream GHG emissions. 

See Gloucester Resources Limited v. Minister for Planning, [2019] NSWLEC 

7, 8 February 2019, at paras. 499-513 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9I, p. 2623]  

(b) Consideration of the TMX by an unbiased decision-maker 
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71. The right to an unbiased decision-maker is central to the procedural fairness 

requirements of fundamental justice. However, since the purchase of the Pipeline, 

together with the many statements made about the reason for the purchase, it can no 

longer be suggested that the GIC in Council is unbiased in this decision.  

Idziak v. Canada, [1992] 3 S.C.R. 631 (“Idziak”), at para. 53  

[AMR, Vol. 7, Tab J, p. 2828]  

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 2, Exhibit C [AMR, Vol. 5, Tab 5C, p. 2180] 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 2, Exhibit D [AMR, Vol. 5, Tab 5D, p. 2184] 

(c) Application of the Precautionary Principle to decisions which may negatively 

affect human health, safety or well-being 

72. The Supreme Court endorsed the precautionary principle in 114957 Canada Ltée 

(Spraytech, Société d'arrosage) v. Hudson (Town), adopting the following definition 

from the Bergen Ministerial Declaration on Sustainable Development (1990): 

In order to achieve sustainable development, policies must be based on the 

precautionary principle. Environmental measures must anticipate, prevent and 

attack the causes of environmental degradation. Where there are threats of 

serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be 

used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental 

degradation. 

114957 Canada Ltée (Spraytech, Société d'arrosage) v. Hudson (Town), 

[2001] 2 S.C.R. 241, para. 31 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 9, p. 2320] 

73. The Supreme Courts of India and Pakistan have interpreted those countries’ respective 

rights to “life and liberty” as requiring application of the precautionary principle. 

 Vellore Citizens Welfare Forum vs. Union of India, WP 914/1991 (1996.08.28) 

(Tamil Nadu Tanneries case), at paras. 11-13 [AMR, Vol. 9, Tab Z, p. 3803] 

Zia v. WAPDA, PLD 1994 Supreme Court 693, para. 8  

[AMR, Vol. 9, Tab AA, p. 3808] 
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(d) Opportunity for the public to be heard. 

74. The Right to be Heard on matters affecting one’s constitutional rights is also central 

both to the principles of fundamental justice, as well as to procedural fairness 

generally. 

Idziak, supra at para. 53 [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab J, p. 2828]  

75. In the current case, the Governor in Council stated in its Order in Council that it was 

satisfied that TMX was “consistent with Canada’s commitments in relation to the 

Paris Agreement on Climate Change,”based on the ECCC Review document, which 

the public had limited opportunity to comment on, and on an asserted relationship with 

the Pan Canadian Framework on Clean Growth and Climate Change, which the public 

had no opportunity to comment on. The public had no meaningful opportunity to 

comment on the downstream impacts of TMX, to which the Order in Council makes 

no reference. 

Order in Council, P.C. 2019-0820 [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 2, p. 11] 

D. Section 15 of the Charter 

76. Section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms guarantees equal 

protection of the law without prejudice on the basis of age. 

 Charter, supra at s.15 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8A, p. 2237] 

77. It is arguable that the greenhouse gas emissions associated with the TMX will impact 

the Applicants and other young people disproportionately, as the climate effects of 

those emissions may not be felt for a decade or more, but then will persist for 

hundreds of years. This means that younger people will live with more impacts 

(including environmental, economic and health impacts), more severe impacts, and for 

a longer period of time than older people. These impacts have an inverse correlation 

with an individual’s age.  
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78. Dr. Mark Jaccard laid out for the Board the challenge of treating young people’s future 

life prospects on an equal footing as current economic opportunities is a difficult one, 

especially in a climate context: 

“It is my view that the exclusion of [the effects from upstream and downstream 

GHG emissions] skews its regulatory assessment in favour of pipeline approval 

and ignores the most important costs and non-costed impacts that every 

responsible and honest society should be considering on behalf of people living 

today and in future.” 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit Q, at para. 35  

[AMR, Vol. 3, Tab Q, p. 1090] 

79. Emma Jane Burian, one of the non-Applicant signatories to the Climate Striker 

Submissions, expressed this sentiment as follows: 

The government’s actions are telling millions of young people like me and 

generations yet to come that we don’t matter. That short term economic return 

is more important than our lives. How can I feel equality with actions like this? 

Harding-Soare Affidavit No. 1, Exhibit B [AMR, Vol. 1, Tab 4B, p. 117] 

80. Discrimination under section 15 occurs when the effect of a government’s actions 

conflicts with the purpose of section 15: 

The purpose of s. 15(1) is to prevent the violation of essential human dignity 

and freedom through the imposition of disadvantage, stereotyping or prejudice, 

and to promote a society in which all persons enjoy equal recognition at law as 

human beings or as members of Canadian society, equally capable and equally 

deserving of concern, respect, and consideration.  

 Law v. Canada (Minister of Employment & Immigration), [1999] 1 S.C.R. 

497,  

at para. 88 [emphasis added] [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab M, p. 2943] 

81. It is arguable that the government has purported to assessing the public interest of the 

project without attempting to quantify a key aspect of the Project’s future impacts on 

youth is by its nature discriminatory.  
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E. The Operation of Sections 7 and 15 of the Charter Together 

82. The Supreme Court of Canada has said, referring to step one of the section 7 analysis,  

“[a] deprivation of the s. 7 right which has the effect of infringing a right guaranteed 

elsewhere in the Charter cannot be in accordance with the principles of fundamental 

justice.” 

 R. v. Morgentaler, [1988] 1 S.C.R. 30, at page 37  

[AMR, Vol. 7, Tab S, p. 3105] 

83. Also, in a concurring opinion New Brunswick v G(J), L’Heureux-Dubé, Gonthier and 

McLachlin JJ, wrote that equality principles from section 15 of the Charter “should be 

considered in interpreting the scope and content of the interpretation of the rights 

guaranteed by s. 7.” 

New Brunswick (Minister of Health and Community Services) v. G. (J.),  

[1999] 3 S.C.R. 46, at para 112 [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab O, p. 2979] 

F. It is arguable that CEAA, 2012 / NEB Act must be interpreted in accord with the 

Charter 

84. It is arguable that the Board and the GIC adopted an interpretation of the CEAA, 2012 

and NEB Act that failed to protect the right to life, liberty and security of the person 

and the equality rights of youth. CEAA expressly requires consideration of the 

environmental impacts of TMX, including on the atmosphere, and that the impact be 

evaluated in accordance with the precautionary principle and with an opportunity for 

public participation, while the NEB requires evaluation not only present but also 

future. These did not occur in the review of the TMX.  

National Energy Board Act, RSC 1985, c N-7 [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8D, p. 2300] 

CEAA, 2012, supra [AMR, Vol. 6, Tab 8B, p. 2248]  

Labrador Inuit Association v. Newfoundland, 1997 CanLII 14612 (NLCA),  

at paras. 11-12 [AMR, Vol. 7, Tab L, p. 2916] 

85. There is therefore an arguable case that the GIC violated the Applicant’s Section 7 and 

15 Charter rights by issuing the Order in Council on June 22, 2019, while failing to 

consider the impacts to youth of the upstream and downstream GHG emissions which 
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will result from the Order in Council and construction and operation of the TMX, and 

that the Order in Council is therefore unlawful and should be set aside and referred 

back to the Governor in Council for reconsideration in accordance with the Court’s 

directions. 

PART IV - ORDER SOUGHT 

86. The Applicants respectfully request an order:

a. For leave to apply to this Court, pursuant to section 24 of the Charter and

section 55 of the NEB Act, for leave for judicial review of the Order in Council

made on June 18, 2019, with respect to the Project;

b. Granting that, in the event that this motion is dismissed, the Applicants shall

not be required to pay the respondents costs, pursuant to Rule 400 of the

Federal Courts Rules;

c. Granting the Applicants’ their costs of this motion; and

d. Such further and other relief as this Honourable Court may deem just.

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 8th day of July, 2019. 

_________________________ _________________________ 

Patrick Canning Erin Gray 
Counsel for the Applicants  Counsel for the Applicants 
PO Box 312, F5 - 480 North Rd. Arbutus Law Group LLP 
Gabriola, BC  V0R 1X0 132-328 Wale Rd, Victoria, BC V9B 0J8
Tel: 778-875-4897  Tel: 778-679-7396
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