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By the Court:

[1] On January 20, 2010, I issued a decision in this matter with respect to the

terms of a Pierringer Order.  Since that time, I have heard further oral submissions

on two occasions (March 3 and April 16) and received written submissions.

[2] I therefore issue this Supplementary Decision to reflect three changes to my

original decision.  These relate to:

1) Amendment to the style of cause;

2) Amendments to the Statement of Claim; and

3) The issue of admissions in pleadings.

[3] In paragraph 52, I said there was no need to amend the style of cause.  I have

subsequently been provided with further authority on this issue.  I now conclude

that the style of cause is to be amended by deleting the names of the Settling

Defendants.

[4] In paragraphs 40 to 60, I dealt with the amendment of the Statement of

Claim.  I have reconsidered this matter and now conclude that the portions which

the plaintiffs wish to delete are to be shaded.  In addition, a paragraph is to be
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added to the Statement of Claim to the effect that the plaintiffs are no longer

pursuing these allegations against the Settling Defendants.

[5] In paragraph 44 of the original decision, I concluded that certain paragraphs

of the Statement of Claim were not admissions.  After receiving further

submissions, I conclude that full argument on this issue should be left for a later

time.  Accordingly, a paragraph should be added to the Order, as proposed by

Mr. Merrick:

Nothing herein shall restrict or prevent the non-settling Defendants from alleging
that the shaded portions in the attached Statement of Claim constitute admissions
...

[6]  The decision of January 20, 2010 (2010 NSSC 19) is amended accordingly.

Hood, J.


