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Considered in writing on : May 31, 2010

On leave to appeal from the order of the Honourable Justice Geoffrey P. Morawetz of the
Superior Court of Justice, dated March 31, 2010

ENDORSEMENT

[I]  Leave to appeal is denied.

[2]  The moving parties have not demonstrated that they have been subjected to any
procedural unfairness. They have been represented throughout in a case that has been
carefully judicially managed from the beginning. Their counsel accepts the settlement.
No other LTD beneficiaries assert any unfair process, and the applicants can show none

that they have been exposed to.

[3]  Nor have they been able to show any substantive unfairness in the settlement. The
motion judge exercised his discretion to carefully balance the various interests at stake in
approving the settlement. In our view he made no demonstrable error in doing so. The

settlement cannot be said to be unreasonable.

[4]  The motion is dismissed. No costs are sought by the respondent and none are
T
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ordered.



