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ENDORSEMENT

[1]  This motion was brought by Mr. Timothy Yeoman, Plaintiff in the class proceeding,
Timothy Yeoman v. The Cash Store Financial Services Inc. et al, Court File No. 7908/12 CP (the
“Class Action”) for an order appointing him as representative (the “Class Representative™) of the
Class Members in this CCAA proceeding, and for an order appointing Harrison Pensa LLP as
representative counsel to the class members, and Koskie Minsky LLP as agent to Harrison Pensa
LLP (“Representative Counsel”).

[2] Other than 0678786 B.C. Ltd. (“McCann”) and Trimor Annuity Focus LP No. 5
(*“Trimor™), no party opposed the motion.
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[3] The Statement of Claim was filed on August 1, 2012 in London, Ontario. The Class
Action is being managed by Grace J. who has scheduled a motion for certification on September
15, 2014.

[4] On April 14, 2014, Cash Store Financial Services Inc. and other entities obtained
protection from their creditors under the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act (“CCAA”). As
a result, the Class Action and the certification motion have been stayed pending further order.

[5] The Class Action alleges, inter alia, that the Defendants’ practice of charging fees for
various financial products which are tied to their loan products, as well as interest on those fees,
is unlawful and in contravention of the Ontario Pay Day Loans Act (“PLA”).

[6] Inthe case of Mr. Yeoman, it is alleged that he engaged in a “Pay Day Loan” transaction
offered by Cash Store for a loan of $400 and for a duration of 9 days. Mr. Yeoman claims that
he was charged $68.60 in “fees and service charges” and was required to pay $78.72 in interest,
for a total cost of borrowing of $147.32.

[7] The Class Action asserts the following causes of action against the Applicants:
a. breach of the PLA;
b. breach of the Competition Act;
c. congpiracy; and
d. unjust enrichment.

[8]  Mr. Yeoman seeks to represent all customers of Cash Store who entered into similar loan
transactions in Ontario. Mr. Yeoman estimates that there are thousands of individual borrowers
- in the Class. Counsel to Mr. Yeoman submit that damages for-the Class Members are estimated

- at over $50 million, based on publicaly available information.

9] Counsel for Mr. Yeoman referenced section 6(3) of the PLA which states that the
consequence of a breach of the PLA by a lender is that borrowers are only required to repay the
principal loan advanced to them and are not required to pay any additional costs of borrowing
(i.e., interest and fees) charged by a pay day lender. Accordingly, they alleged that any
collections in respect of interest and fees are unlawful under the PLA.

[10] McCann, supported by Trimor, take the position that the relief requested by Mr. Yeoman
is a waste of the Court’s resources and time. McCann and Trimor (collectively, “Third Party
Lenders” and referenced as “TPLs”) point out that Mr. Yeoman is an unsecured contingent
creditor of the Applicants for an amount less than $150. They argue that Mr. Yeoman’s motion
is premature. Further, given the approximately $150 million of secured creditor claims that must
be satisfied first, they submit these insolvency proceedings have not contemplated any recovery
for unsecured creditors let alone unsecured contingent creditors and to permit Mr. Yeoman’s
motion would prejudice these proceedings and other parties, such as McCann and Trimor,
through unnecessary costs, delay and diversion.
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[11] The issue to be determined is whether the Court should appoint a representative for the
members of the Class Action and Representative Counsel in the CCAA proceeding.

[12]  Both parties agree that the Court has the authority to appoint representative counsel. The
authority for such an appointment is found under Rules 10.01 and 12.07, as well as s. 11 of the
CCAA (see: Nortel Networks Corporation (Re), 2009 Carswell Ont. 3028).

[13] The factors that have been considered by Canadian Courts when issuing representative
counsel orders in insolvency proceedings were summarized by Pepall J. (as she then was) in
Canwest Publishing Inc. (Re), 2010 Carswell Ont. 1344 (S.C.):

a. the vulnerability and resources of the group sought to be represented;

b. any benefit to the companies under CCAA protection;

c. any social benefit to be derived from representation of the group;

d. the facilitation of the administration of the proceedings and efficiencies;
e. the avoidance of a multiplicity of legal retainers;

f. the balance of convenience and whether it is fair and just, including to the
creditors of the estate;

g. whether representative counsel has already been appointed for those who have
similar interest to the group seeking representation and who is also prepared to
act for the group seeking the order; and

h. the position of others stakeholders and the Monitor.

[14] Pepall J., in Canwest, held that it is preferable to grant a representation order early in
CCAA proceedings, both for the parties to be represented and for the CCAA Applicants.

[15] Counsel to McCann responds that irrelevant facts, circumstances and equities indicate
that the motion should be dismissed. Counsel submits that the representation order is premature,
that the proposed Class Action is unlikely to be certified, that the intent of the motion is to
protect Class Counsel fees not proposed Class Members and, finally, that the Canwest factors fail
to support Mr. Yeoman.

[16] Turning first to the Canwest factors, I am satisfied that the Class Members are a
vulnerable group who individually lack the financial resources to pursue litigation. I accept the
argument of counsel to Mr. Yeoman that without a representation order, these individuals will
likely not have representation in the CCAA proceeding. It is recognized that the Class Members
are an economically vulnerable group. As pointed out by counsel to Mr. Yeoman, pay day
lenders are typically used by people of low financial means and the Class Members in this case
are thousands of individual who, according to counsel to Mr. Yeoman, have entered into pay day
loan transactions with the Applicants and were charged unlawful cost of borrowing in
contravention of the PLA. Individually, it is acknowledged that their claims are relatively small,
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but collectively, the total of their claims is very significant. In my view, a consideration of the
Canwest factors favours Mr, Yeoman’s position.

[17] T accept the submission of counsel to Mr. Yeoman that it is not cost effective or practical
for borrowers to engage in individual actions against the Applicants, which would likely involve
a multiplicity of Small Claims Court actions. Counsel to Mr. Yeoman submits that the only
practical recourse for such individuals to advance their claims for compensation is through a
class proceeding with class counsel advancing their collective claims.

[18] Given the size of each individual claim, I accept the submission that without a
representation order, the individual class members will not have representation in the CCAA
proceedings.

[19] I also accept that the appointment of representative counsel will benefit the Applicants
insofar as they will be able to deal with the adjudication of the Class Action in a consistent and
streamlined manner.

[20] I am also satisfied that a representation order will facilitate the administration of the
CCAA proceeding and enhance its efficiency. The appointment of representative counsel will
avoid the need for the Applicants to deal with a potentially large number of individual
unrepresented borrowers advancing individual and possibly inconsistent claims.

[21] Turning now to the arguments raised by counsel to McCann, I cannot accept that the
making of a representation order is premature. The CCAA proceedings are ongoing. There is an
ongoing sale and investment process being conducted by Rothschild. The sale and investment
process will likely be followed by some sort of claims process and a distribution process. The
adjudication of the Class Action may have an impact on the CCAA proceedings. In my view,
there is no reason to delay the Class Action proceeding.

[22] Counsel to McCann submits that Mr. Yeoman has no legitimate role to play in these
proceedings and further, that the appointment of Mr. Yeoman as legal representative of the Class
would cause direct and tangible prejudice to these proceedings and interested parties. I have not
been persuaded by these submissions. There is an administrative benefit to be realized if
proceedings are coordinated and since there is no funding request for Representative Counsel at
this time, I question the alleged prejudice. I also note that the Chief Restructuring Officer, the
Applicants and the Monitor, the parties having a direct interest in the outcome of this motion, do
not oppose the granting of the requested relief.

[23] With respect to the submission that the proposed class action is unlikely to be certified,
this is an issue to be addressed by Grace J. in September 2014,

[24] With respect to the argument that the motion is to protect Class Counsel fees not
proposed class members, this argument has to be considered with the statement that the moving
party is not seeking funding for the cost of Representative Counsel at this time.

[25] Finally, it seems to me that motions of this type are very fact-specific. Counsel to
McCann relies on Muscletech Research and Development Inc. (Re), 2006 Carswell Ont. 4929;
Muscletech Research and Development Inc. (Re), 2006 Carswell Ont. 7877 and Re Canadian



- Page 5 -

Red Cross Society, 1999 Carswell Ont. 3234. Counsel submits that Mr. Yeoman has failed to
cite a single reported decision where a CCAA court considered and granted a contested
representation order, for a proposed uncertified class action.

[26] Inmy view, a complete response to the case law cited by counsel to McCann is contained
in the Reply Factum filed by counsel for the Class Action Plaintiffs, at paragraphs 5 —11. In this
case is also important to note that the issue before this Court is whether to grant a representation
order. It is not to make a determination as to whether the Class Action should be certified.

[27]  In the result, I am satisfied that this is an appropriate matter in which to appoint a class
representative and representative counsel. The motion is granted and an order shall issue
appointment Mr. Yeoman as the Class Representative of the Class Members in the CCAA
proceeding and an order appointing Harrison Pensa LLP as representative counsel to the Class
Members and Koskie Minsky LLP as agent to Harrison Pensa LLP (“Representative Counsel”).

S
',-/",",-T:\ 5 =
~ X7 O (e IS

Morawetz, R.S.J.
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Date: August 26, 2014



