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Permission to Examine Deraspe................................... 378 
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du Qué bec to Assume Its Duty to Defend the 
Municipality of Wentworth-Nord ................................ 884 

C. Settlement.................................................................... 884 
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Sainte-Adèle (Ville) .............................................................. 997 

7. Eighty Days Without Drinking Water: Dubois c. St-Esprit 
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(Procureure générale) ......................................................... 1154 
A. Motion for Authorization to Institute a Class 

Action ....................................................................... 1154 
B. Motion for Permission to Examine the Three 

Petitioners and to Adduce Relevant Evidence 
at the Authorization Hearing..................................... 1157 

C. Motion for Authorization to Institute a Class 
Action ....................................................................... 1158 

D. Appeal Before the Court of Appeal ........................... 1159 
E. Motion for Permission to Examine 38 Class 

Members ................................................................... 1160 
F. Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike Out an Expert Report ..... 1161 
G. Defendant’s Motion to Strike Out an Expert 

Report....................................................................... 1161 
H. Defendant’s Motion Requesting the Names of 

the Class Members Registered on Class Counsel 
Website ..................................................................... 1161 

I. Appeal Before the Court of Appeal ........................... 1162 
J. Trial on the Merits .................................................... 1163 
K. Appeal Before the Court of Appeal ........................... 1169 

3. Highway Noise in Brossard: Belmamoun c. Brossard 
(Ville) ................................................................................ 1169 
A. Motion by the Town of Brossard for Permission to 

Adduce Evidence at the Authorization Hearing ......... 1170 
B. Motion for Authorization to Institute a Class 

Action ....................................................................... 1171 
C. Appeal Before the Court of Appeal ........................... 1172 
D. Application to Amend the Class Definition................ 1172 
E. Objections of the Town of Brossard to an 

Application for the Production of Four Reports ........ 1173 
F. Motion by the Town of Brossard to Declare 

That the Claim Is Partially Time-Barred .................... 1173 
G. Motion for Leave to Appeal to the Court of 

Appeal....................................................................... 1175 
H. Case Management Decision in the Superior Court..... 1175 
I. Appeal Before the Court of Appeal ........................... 1175 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

xl 



4. Road Noise in Varennes: Dulude c. Ville de Varennes........... 1178 
A. Motion for Authorization to Institute a Class 

Action ....................................................................... 1178 
B. Motion for the Publication of the Notice................... 1180 

CHAPTER XXVI — Wind Farm Noise ............................................. 1181 

1. Introduction ........................................................................ 1181 

2. A Wind Farm in Saskatchewan: McKinnon v. Red Lily 
Wind Energy Group ............................................................ 1182 
A. Interlocutory Injunction............................................. 1185 
B. Damages Arising From the Plaintiff Obtaining an 

Ex Parte Injunction (The Process) ............................. 1191 
C. Damages Arising From the Plaintiff Obtaining an 

Ex Parte Injunction (The Assessment) ....................... 1193 
D. Application by Red Lily for an Order Dismissing 

the Plaintiff’s Claim for Delay ................................... 1194 

3. A Wind Farm in Arthabaska: Rivard c. É oliennes de 
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