5TH REPORT OF THE
2018 MUNICIPAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE AUDIT COMMITTEE
Meeting held on July 26, 2019, commencing at 10:00 AM, in Committee Room #5, Second
Floor, London City Hall.
PRESENT: A. Wright (Chair), D. Ross, C. Scrimgeour and C. Saunders (Secretary)
ALSO PRESENT: M. Butlin, K. Campbell, S. Corman, C. Hill and J. Raycroft.

1.

CALL TO ORDER
1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
That it BE NOTED that A. Wright disclosed conflict of interest on Item 3.4 of this
Report, although not pecuniary in nature, as the subject Respondent is
represented by Siskinds Law Firm.

2.

CONSENT ITEMS
2.1

4th Report of the 2018 Municipal Election Compliance Audit Committee

SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the 4th Report of the 2018 Municipal Election Compliance Audit
Committee, from the meeting held on June 27, 2019 BE APPROVED.
CARRIED
3.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
IN CLOSED SESSION
SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the 2018 Municipal Election Compliance Audit Committee (Committee)
rise and go In Closed Session, for the purpose of deliberating with respect to
the Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit of Amir Farahi and
the Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit of Blackridge
Strategies. CARRIED.
The Committee rises and goes In Closed Session at 11:40 AM.
The Committee, In Closed Session, rises at 11:58 AM and reconvenes at 12:00
PM.
3.2 Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit of Amir Farahi
SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to prepare a decision of the 2018 Municipal
Election Compliance Audit Committee (Committee) with respect to the
Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit (Application) of Amir
Farahi (Respondent) that outlines the reasons for the Committee’s decision to
reject the Application and not to order a compliance audit in accordance with
the Municipal Elections Act, 1996 as the Committee determined that they do
not have jurisdiction to deal with the Application given that the Respondent did
not register as a third party advertiser during the 2018 Municipal Election;
it being noted that the Committee received verbal presentations from Stephen
Turner and Agent for the Respondent, with respect to this matter. CARRIED

3.3

Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit of Blackridge
Strategy

SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to prepare a decision of the 2018 Municipal
Election Compliance Audit Committee (Committee) with respect to the
Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit (Application) of Blackridge
Strategy (Respondent) that outlines the reasons for the Committee’s decision
to reject the Application and not to order a compliance audit in accordance with
the Municipal Elections Act, 1996 as the Committee determined that they do
not have jurisdiction to deal with the Application given that the Respondent did
not register as a third party advertiser during the 2018 Municipal Election;
it being noted that the Committee received verbal presentations from Stephen
Turner and Agent for the Respondent, with respect to this matter. CARRIED
Appointment of Acting Chair
SCRIMGEOUR AND WRIGHT
That D. Ross BE ELECTED as Acting Chair for the portion of the July 26,
2019 Meeting of the 2018 Municipal Election Compliance Audit Committee as
it relates to Item 3.4 related to the Application by Stephen Turner for
Compliance Audit of Barry Phillips. CARRIED

At 12:34 PM, A. Wright leaves the meeting.
3.4 Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit of Barry Phillips
SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to prepare a decision of the 2018 Municipal
Election Compliance Audit Committee (Committee) with respect to the
Application by Stephen Turner for Compliance Audit (Application) of Barry
Phillips (Respondent) that outlines the reasons for the Committee’s decision to
reject the Application and not to order a compliance audit in accordance with
the Municipal Elections Act, 1996 as the Committee determined that they do
not have jurisdiction to deal with the Application given that the Respondent did
not register as a third party advertiser during the 2018 Municipal Election;
it being noted that the Committee received verbal presentations from Stephen
Turner and the Respondent, with respect to this matter. CARRIED

At 12:38 PM A. Wright enters the meeting.
IN CLOSED SESSION
SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the 2018 Municipal Election Compliance Audit Committee (Committee)
rise and go In Closed Session, for the purpose of deliberating with respect to
the Application by Bill Armstrong for Compliance Audit of Shawn Lewis.
CARRIED.
The Committee rises and goes In Closed Session at 12:39 PM
The Committee, In Closed Session, rises at 1:08 PM and reconvenes at 1:10 PM.

3.1

Application by Bill Armstrong for Compliance Audit of Shawn Lewis

SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to prepare a decision of the 2018 Municipal
Election Compliance Audit Committee (Committee) with respect to the
Application by Bill Armstrong for Compliance Audit (Application) of Shawn
Lewis (Candidate) that outlines the reasons for the Committee’s decision to
reject the Application and not to order a compliance audit in accordance with
the Municipal Elections Act, 1996 as there was insufficient credible information
provided to support an audit and therefore there are no reasonable grounds
that the Candidate has contravened a provision of the Municipal Elections Act,
1996 relating to election campaign finances and an audit would not be in the
public interest;
it being noted that the Committee received verbal presentations from Bill
Armstrong and Shawn Lewis and the attached written submissions from Bill
Armstrong and Shawn Lewis with respect to this matter. CARRIED
4.

DEFERRED MATTER/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
None.

5.

ADJOURNMENT
SCRIMGEOUR AND ROSS
That the meeting of the 2018 Municipal Election Compliance Audit Committee
BE ADJOURNED. CARRIED
The meeting adjourned at 1:12 PM.

_____________________________________
Andrew Wright, Chair

_____________________________________
Dan Ross, Member and Acting Chair (Item 3.4)

_____________________________________
Christene Scrimgeour, Member

_____________________________________
Catharine Saunders, Secretary
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July 22nd, 2019
Audit Compliance Committee
c/o City Clerk’s Office
300 Dufferin Avenue
London, Ontaro N6A 4L9

RE: Compliance Audit Application from W. Armstrong against S. Lewis

The application before you from W. Armstrong with regard to the Shawn Lewis Ward 2 Campaign is not
one concerned with the upholding the Municipal Elections Act, fairness or democracy. If the applicant
was truly concerned about those matters, he would not be in default on his own election campaign
audit filing (see Attachment 1).
The application does not ask the committee to fulfill it’s mandate in ensuring campaign financial
compliance but rather have the committee; overturn rulings of the City Clerk and Chief Elections Officer
of the City of London, interpret adherence to the municipal sign by-law, and re-interpret provincial
legislation to re-define the accepted definitions and practices of campaigns across Ontario as to what
constitutes a donation to include community events during campaigns and community involvement
prior to campaigns.
The applicant’s statement of objections makes many vague allegations and factually incorrect
statements, such as “duration of the campaign” to describe mobile billboard signs that were in place for
1 and/or 2 months of a 6 month campaign. The application was clearly prepared without attention to
accuracy as statements of complaint are not even correctly numbered (there are two objections listed
consecutively as point 8). The use of language like “collusion” and “confession”, in his statement of
complaint demonstrates the real motivation of the applicant. The applicant is attempting to weaponize
the Compliance Audit Committee in a personal political grudge against the candidate who defeated him
in a margin of nearly 2:1 ending his 7 term run in office.
A review of the points of complaint, and the material details provided including attachments of official
campaign invoices, copies of emails with the city clerks off, and more, will demonstrate that this
application holds no merit and should be dismissed in its entirety.

1. City of London Voter Information Meeting
London became the first municipality to adopt a ranked ballot electoral system in the 2018 Municipal
Election. The City of London elections team conducted a number of ranked ballot information sessions
across the community in the lead up to the election. These events were promoted by citizens at large,
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by the Urban League of London and community associations. Incumbent Councillors from the 2014-2018
promoted and attend several of these information sessions as well.
The applicant, the incumbent at the time, chose not to avail himself of any opportunities to help inform
constituents of the ranked ballot process. The applicant alleges the Shawn Lewis campaign benefited
directly from this meeting, which there is no evidence to support.
The Clerk was made aware of the applicants concerns prior to the meeting taking place and ruled that
it was not in violation of the Act to proceed.
The meeting was hosted by the Argyle Community Association, not the Shawn Lewis Ward 2 Campaign.
No campaign materials were present or distributed at this meeting, nor did city staff promote Shawn
Lewis as a candidate.
The decision to request this presentation from City Staff was a decision of the Argyle Community
Association Board, of which Councillor Lewis was a single member, not the sole decision maker.
The complaint that collection of names, phone numbers and emails of Argyle Community Association
members at the registration desk is standard practice at AGMs to ensure contact lists are up to date and
that only registered members are participating in the organizations voting matters and has no relevance
to the campaign.
The event took place outside of the campaign period and prior to the declaration of Mr.Lewis’
candidacy.
This is the second election cycle in a row in which Mr. Armstrong has complained about a rival
candidate’s involvement in the community prior to an election campaign. This is relevant in so much as
it establishes an ongoing pattern of frivolous and vexatious complaints by the applicant. It is also
relevant in that through media commentary in the past election it has been established that it is
considered a normal community standard for candidates to be involved in community life prior to
becoming candidates (see Attachment 2- London Free Press article)

2: Commercial Property Billboard Advertisement
The applicant alleges that Shawn Lewis entered a service agreement for mobile campaign signs outside
the campaign period and alleges that a city staff member confirmed this. The applicant then alleges that
sign locations (property on which signs are displayed) should be considered to have a donation value
beyond the cost of the signs and calls on the committee to assign a value.
The Committee should consider the following in regard to this complaint.
1) City staff never contacted the Shawn Lewis campaign with regard to any concern about sign
contracts or the mobile billboard signs in question.
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2) The mobile billboard signs in question were not displayed “for the duration of the campaign”
as the applicant alleges but were in fact not positioned and displayed until September for the
first locations and October for the second locations, with a contract for these entered into in
August of 2018, well inside the campaign period (sign contracts included as attachment 3).

3) Finally the applicant wishes the committee to assign a “donation value” to sign locations, not
the signs themselves but the physical locations at which they appear.
Mr. Armstrong is asking the committee to make an unprecedented decision that there is a
monetary donation value to a physical location where a sign is placed in excess of the cost of the
sign itself. What constitutes a donation cannot be considered to be such for a corporation, but
not for an individual. If the committee were to accept the applicant’s position it would redefine
what constitutes a donation. The result would mean that sign locations on all private property,
including individual front lawns of voters would then have to be considered to be a campaign
donation to any candidate and recorded appropriately. It would also require a “fair market
value” assessment of every sign location. Is a sign on a busy artery more valuable than a sign at
the end of a cul-de-sac because of traffic counts or property values? The applicant also
describes the sites in question as “commercial properties”, though with the exception of the
Dundas and Clarke Rd where the “Argyle Mall” is located and where ALL candidates located
signs, the properties in question are currently undeveloped vacant land parcels, which had signs
for all candidates, including Mr. Armstrong displayed.
The applicant is then asking the committee to assign at its discretion a value to such a
“donation”, thereby making the value subjective which would be inconsistent with concepts of
fairness. If the committee were to agree with the applicant that there is a “donation” value to
sign locations beyond the cost of the signs themselves, it would be essentially re-writing the
provincial act and opening every campaign not only in London, but across the province, subject
to review and new rules which would then have to be applied retroactively.
In addition the applicant is asking the Audit Committee to make a decision on whether sign
placement was consistent with Municipal Sign By-laws, which is outside the committee’s
jurisdiction. It should further be noted that despite the applicants complaints about these sign
locations, and the clever photography that omits the applicants signs from the photos, the
applicant had signs displayed on these properties as well not to mention Canada Post
Corporation Community Mailbox locations which would constitute Mr. Armstrong receiving a
donation from the Crown. (see attachment 4 sign locations) What is demonstrated here is a
selective objection to suit a narrative concocted by Mr. Armstrong.
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3. Blackridge Campaign Support

The applicant alleges campaign costs were incurred with Blackridge Strategies which were not
claimed in the campaign filing. This is false. Blackridge was contracted for two services, as was
indicated in the public statement made by Councillor Lewis in Mr. Armstrong’s “Confession”
document copied from Mr. Lewis’ website:
Ward 2 Phone Poll, at a cost of $1425.50 invoiced on August 8th, 2018 claimed under “office
expenses” as the Auditor and candidate agreed it did not have a category under which it more
appropriately fit.
Pull the Vote Voice Mails, at a cost of $395.50 invoiced on Oct 16, 2018 claimed as an
advertising expense as part of the audited statement filed with the clerk’s office.
The Blackridge invoices are included as attachment 5.
Further the applicant wishes the committee to believe that Blackridge discounted services
because the cost of the phone poll for Councillor Lewis because it was less costly than the poll
conducted on behalf of Councillor VanMeerbergen in his campaign. No two polls are the same
and costs cannot be compared in the way the applicant alleges. Polls vary in cost depending on
factors such as the number of questions asked, the number of phone numbers/residents
included in the polling district, and the number of contacts made required to achieve the
appropriate sample size for relevant data.
Further, it is not only unreasonable to expect a candidate to enquire what other candidates are
paying for work but would also represent a breach of privacy and Non-disclosure agreements to
have that information provided. The Blackridge contracts were paid at the price quoted.

4. Paolatto Campaign Donation and Shared Resources

The applicant alleges that the Shawn Lewis campaign received support from the Paul Paolatto Mayoral
campaign that constitutes unclaimed donations/expenses. A review of the specifics in this complaint
quickly show that no financial contribution rules were broken and the Mr. Lewis’s statement on this
matter is supported by the statement of the Paolatto Campaign Manager Nathan Caranci (see
attachment 6).
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1) Ribfest “meet the candidates tent”, had no connection to the Paul Paolatto campaign.
Ribfest organizers offer an open invitation to candidates across the city to have signage and
material at a “meet the candidates” location as a public service to provide individuals the
opportunity to meet local candidates. Multiple candidates, school board trustees, ward
council candidates, and mayoral candidates attended this event for various lengths of time
on the day it was offered. No candidate was required to pay any fee to attend, nor were
citizens attending required to pay an admission fee. No expenses were
incurred. Attending events to meet & greet the public when invited to do so is an
established part of political campaigns which has no precedent for being considered a
campaign contribution.
2) The “shared campaign office” allegation is apparently based on a sign location and a BBQ
event held by Mr. Paolatto at which Mr. Lewis was invited to attend and participate as a
keynote speaker. At no point on any campaign materials or on social media was 1625 ever
advertised as a campaign office location for Mr. Lewis. The Lewis Campaign did not use the
space for any campaign work, and no costs were incurred.
Mr. Paolatto did offer Mr. Lewis a campaign sign location outside the building, for a portion
of the campaign but as per the second complaint, a sign location has by convention in every
campaign been considered to be the cost of the sign itself, not a particular location.
There is no prohibition from candidates cooperating in an election campaign to support
each others ideas or candidacy. Mr. Paolatto and Mr. Lewis had an overlap in supporters.
Many residents lawns in Ward 2 displayed both signs, there were volunteers who gave time
to both campaigns, as well as donors who donated to both campaigns, so that Mr. Paolatto
invited Mr. Lewis to join him at a community BBQ event in Ward 2 and say a few words is
not only unsurprising, but is not a violation of the Act as there is no prohibition against
candidates attending each other’s events.
3) The final component of this allegation is with regard to a video produced by Mr. Paolatto
with Mr. Lewis in his role as the Argyle Community Association chairperson, discussing
community issues. This video was produced and circulated prior to Mr. Lewis’ candidacy and
did not present him as a candidate and therefore cannot be construed to be a campaign
expense or donation.
There is no prohibition for any individual to have a life and community roles outside of a
campaign period and fulfill those roles as noted earlier in response to complaint 1. As was
noted in local media by a expert from Western University (refer back to attachment 1) just
as an incumbent may benefit from “name recognition” in their role as a city councillor,
challengers may enjoy name recognition from roles prior to becoming a candidate. London
West MP Kate Young for example enjoyed the benefit of name recognition as a CTV News
personality prior to her election. Mr. Lewis is a regular weekly content provider on Corus
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Radio AM980’s Craig Needles Show and was host for 3 seasons of #LdnOnt TV on Rogers
Community Cable. Though it can be reasonable assumed that regular TV and radio
appearances would provide a much higher benefit than a single social media post speaking
as chairperson of a community association, Mr. Armstrong has not listed any objection to
these appearances. This may be the result of Mr. Armstrong already failing in a defamation
lawsuit against Corus Radio, Mr. Lewis and other content providers on the Craig Needles
Show (see attachment 9, Notice of Discontinuance), but is relevant as it does demonstrate
the personal grudge nature of Mr. Armstrong’s complaints.
With regard to the joint press release in October of 2018 with Mr. Lewis supporting Mr.
Paolatto’s housing policy, again there is no prohibition against candidates supporting each
other’s ideas or endorsing one another, it is in fact established practice. In 2014 multiple
candidates joined each other at several press conferences including Councillor Morgan’s
“voter app” launch and candidate Nancy McSloy’s transit policy push.
In 2018 candidate cooperation occurred multiple times, including Lewis and Ms. O’Brien in
Ward 1 sharing a policy video calling for more overpasses and underpasses at train
crossings, and Mr. Lewis with Councillors Morgan and Ridley on better snow plowing. This
again establishes a pattern of selective objections not of ensuring compliance but rather to
weaponize the committee to establish a narrative to undermine Councillor Lewis’ political
credibility in the community.

5. Election Signs
The applicant makes several complaints with regard to “election signage”, in addition to those already
made in complaint 2. Three of four of Mr. Armstrong’s objections in this section are unrelated to
Councillor Lewis’ campaign signage, while the fourth objection asks the committee to both interpret
municipal sign by-laws and overturn a ruling of the clerk that the signs in question were brought into
compliance.
1) #LdnOntTV Rogers program signage, Mr. Lewis hosted the program #LdnOntTV for 3 seasons on
Rogers TV and in August of 2017 did purchase a small sign order to promote the program. These
signs were taking advantage of the fact that two competing groups were displaying pro-BRT and
anti-BRT signs around the city, and as this was a topic of discussion on the TV show, show signs
were designed by Mr. Lewis to drive new viewership (this was approved by the station manager,
and included the TV show logo and air time, and the Rogers logo in addition to Mr. Lewis’
name). Signs were displayed in locations around London, not only in Ward 2. Allegations that
signs promoting a TV show constitute election campaigning simply don’t hold water, media
programs advertise themselves regularly and the signs were displayed beyond the electoral
district in which Mr. Lewis would eventually become a candidate.
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2) Respect the Limit Signs, a promotional initiative by the city of London, these signs were available
for pick-up at community centres by residents. As chairperson of the Argyle Community
Association, Mr. Lewis did acquire approximately 30 signs to distribute in the Argyle
neighbourhood and for pick-up at the Argyle Community Association AGM (at which the City of
London provided the Voter Information Session on ranked ballots referred to by the applicant in
complaint #1). Many of these signs were distributed by incumbent councillors as well. The
applicant had equal opportunity to help make these available to residents prior to the campaign
period.
When the applicant complained to the City Clerk about the distribution of the Respect the Limit
signs, the Clerk contacted Mr. Lewis. In an email exchange Mr. Lewis indicated the
overwhelming majority of signs had been distributed prior to the campaign commencing, and
that the signs were not being distributed by him or his campaign team during the course of
campaigning. Mr. Lewis even accounted for the two signs handed out during the campaign
period on June 10th as being done as a private citizen on a personal visit to a friend (The Richard
family, who have been part of Mr. Lewis’ hockey community for over 6yrs).
The applicant complained again in October, long after the Respect the Limit signs had been
exhausted. Whether residents retained those signs and put them back on display when the
school year resumed or acquired them elsewhere is beyond Councillor Lewis’ ability to answer.
3)

Anti-BRT signs appeared in Wards all across the city during the campaign, including a few on
lawns that also displayed Lewis lawn signs as well as lawn signs for other candidates. Neither
Mr. Lewis nor his sign team distributed Anti-BRT lawn signs as part of their campaign efforts.
Anonymous “confidential” statements of “witnesses” amount to hearsay, and potentially be the
result of ulterior motives of individuals involved. It would be outside the mandate of the Audit
Committee to consider these as reasonable evidence of financial campaign violations or to hold
them in confidence as compliance reviews are to be held in public session as matters of public
interest.

4) Campaign Headquarters Signage is allowed outside the time frame the sign-bylaw allows for
regular campaign signs. All 3 (despite the applicant stating 4 locations when there were in fact 3,
bringing into question the credibility of the complaint) sites represented campaign headquarter
sites designated for campaign gatherings, volunteer rally points for canvassing, and as point of
contact for campaign donation mailings. The Clerk’s office did contact Mr. Lewis, who
responded to the complaint, discussed with the clerk, and brought the sign locations into
compliance with her ruling. Again however the applicant is asking the committee to adjudicate
on the municipal sign by-law which is outside its mandate. The email exchange with the Clerk’s
office also indicates, contrary to Mr. Armstrong’s allegations, that all three residential addresses
in question were on record with the clerk’s office as “campaign headquarters” locations.
The emails between the City Clerk and the City of London Elections Office with regard to “Respect
the Limit” and “Campaign Headquarters” signage/location are included (attachment 7).
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6. Website
Mr. Lewis has owned the domain shawnlewis.ca since 2014. It was initially set-up as a campaign site
for a school board trustee campaign. After the 2014 campaign Mr. Lewis made changes to the site
but kept it as a vehicle for commenting on local issues. The site was used outside of the campaign
period for local commentary including but not limited to; media clips from Mr. Lewis’ TV and radio
appearances, issues in the city such as BRT, the designation of a Vimy Ridge Park, the resolution of
the contract dispute between the city and firefighters, the strike at the CAMI plant, and more.
Again, individuals are allowed to have a life prior to becoming a candidate and there are no
prohibitions against that being in the public eye. Further, when the campaign period began, Mr.
Lewis had the website appearance altered and changed the hosting from GoDaddy to Praxica Inc
(and the invoice from Praxica Inc for the hosting transfer and the redesign was accounted for in the
audited statement and is included as attachment 8) to delineate the campaign site from the precampaign site.
Mr. Armstrong wishes the committee to compare this site to those of Paul Cheng and Paul Paolatto,
however unlike those sites shawnlewis.ca has a demonstrated history of use outside of the
campaign period for personal opinion on local issues, both city hall related and non-city hall related
matters.
Further Mr. Armstrong alleges that the site was collecting donations outside the campaign period
for the campaign. This is false. For a short period of time the site did allow for donations to help
support Freedom of Information requests, but ultimately only one MFIPPA request was ever made
by Lewis, no donations were collected during that period of time, and the donate button was
removed after the MFIPPA request was complete. This is supported by the Paypal account
transactions for the account that was attached to the website until the campaign period began.
7. Thames Valley School Board Donation
On September 27th Mr. Lewis did attend, at the invitation of the Lord Nelson Home & School
Association, a “meet the teachers” BBQ and school community fun night at Lord Nelson School.
Contrary to the allegations of the applicant, this was not a Thames Valley District School Board
event, but an event held by the parent volunteers of the Home & School Association, an important
distinction. Furthermore contrary to his allegations, Mr. Armstrong was extended an invitation to
attend as were School Board Trustee candidates, but according to the Home & School President
Christine Shaw, failed to respond. Due to a scheduling conflict Trustee Rahman was unable to attend
but Mr. Lewis provided a space on his table for her material. Attending community events when
invited is an established convention of political campaigns and not something considered to be a
campaign contribution. Again the applicant is asking the committee to redefine the Municipal
Elections Act and assign donation value to attending events setting a new precedent which would
impact every campaign in the province and which the committee would be applying retroactively.
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8. Additional Campaign Expenses
Mr. Armstrong alleges additional campaign expenses require further audit, with no specifics and
alleges that volunteer work should be assigned a value as well because of the “skill” required. Again,
no specifics are mentioned, just vague allegations. Clearly the applicant is making considerable
assumptions in his statement and impinging Mr. Lewis’ reputation.
The applicant sites Mr. Lewis’ “over a decade of election campaign experience”, as that included
working on Mr. Armstrong’s wife’s 2011 provincial campaign. Mr. Armstrong is well aware that Mr.
Lewis’ experience has included designing and producing campaign literature and online content that
did not require outsourcing to “skilled work”. Further because of Mr. Lewis’ extensive experience,
many of the volunteers involved in his campaign had worked with him on previous campaigns and
brought experience of their own from past campaigns. There are no specifics sited, no reasonable
proof of these allegations.

9. Confidential Evidence Submission
As these are public meetings, and submissions are a matter of public record, confidential
submissions are not within the mandate of the Audit Compliance Committee.
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ARMSTRONG CAMPAIGN SIGNS
LOCATED ON THE SAME PROPERTY AS
LEWIS SIGNS SITED IN COMPLAINT
CIRCLED AND INDICATED BY ARROW.
OTHER CAMPAIGN SIGNS ALSO
VISIBLE.
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ARMSTRONG SIGN LOCATED ON CANADA POST LOCATION
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Lewis sign location on vacant land lot:
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NATHAN CARANCI
Municipal Election Compliance Audit Committee
c/o City Clerk’s Office
300 Dufferin Avenue
London, Ontaro N6A 4L9
July 22, 2019
Re: Application by Bill Armstrong for Compliance Audit of Shawn Lewis
Dear Committee Members,
My name is Nathan Caranci and I served as Co-manager of Paul Paolatto’s 2018 Campaign for
Mayor of London. Please accept this response to the complaints listed specifically within
paragraph 4 of Bill Armstrong’s submission to the Compliance Audit Committee, entitled
“Paolatto Campaign Donations and Shared Resources”.
1. “The Paul Paolatto and Shawn Lewis campaigns shared… a rented space with a tent and
equipment at Ribfest on August 4, 2018.”
This allegation is false. The space in question was not rented by either the Paul Paolatto or
Shawn Lewis campaigns. The space was also not used exclusively by the two respective
campaigns. Instead, this space served as a “Meet The Candidates” tent, wherein registered
candidates for the 2018 municipal election were offered space to meet and greet attendees of
Ribfest. These types of spaces are not uncommon when festivals overlap elections. The
Paolatto campaign used the space at Ribfest alongside many other candidates, which included
nearly a dozen candidates for Mayor, Council, and School Board Trustee. The space was also
used by some of the Paolatto campaign’s political opponents, such as then-candidates Paul
Cheng and Ed Holder.
2. “Shawn Lewis also shared the use of rented office space with Paul Paolatto… at 1625
Dundas St, London, Ontario N5W 3C3. A meet the candidates free barbeque was held at
the Dundas location on September 11 2018… Both candidates [sic] election signs were
affixed to the building throughout the election, indicating that this was a shared office
space.”
This allegation is false. At no point during the municipal election did Shawn Lewis use space at
1625 Dundas Street East. At the request of the Paolatto campaign, Shawn Lewis agreed to serve
as the keynote speaker for the Paolatto campaign’s event on September 11, 2018. We also
asked then-candidate Lewis to put up an election sign on the property, which he accepted. The
space at 1625 Dundas Street East never served as shared office space between the campaigns
of Paul Paolatto and Shawn Lewis.
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3. “Paul Paolatto had interviewed Shawn Lewis under the guise of Shawn Lewis being the
A.C.A President. However, Shawn Lewis and Paul Paolatto were fully aware that Shawn
Lewis would be registering as a candidate the following week.”
In early April of 2018, Paul Paolatto and Shawn Lewis recorded a conversation to be uploaded
on Paul Paolatto’s Facebook Page. There was no mention of candidature or potential
candidature by either party during their discussion. Neither Paul Paolatto or Shawn Lewis was a
registered candidate for public office at the time of this production as the registration period
had not yet begun. Therefore, any expenses related to the production and distribution of this
video are not eligible to be considered campaign expenditures.
4. “In October 2018 there was a joint press release at the London-Middlesex housing
authority property. Paolatto provided Shawn Lewis with online advertising through
social media postings.”
On October 18, 2018, the Paolatto campaign held a press conference outlining his plan to
improve the availability of affordable and social housing units in London. Shawn Lewis was
spoke at the press conference in an effort to endorse Mr. Paolatto’s plan. The Paolatto
campaign uploaded a condensed version of the CTV News report on Facebook and YouTube,
and promoted that video to be seen as an advertisement on both platforms. While Shawn Lewis
can be seen standing behind Mr. Paolatto during the press conference, neither his name nor his
comments appear in the promoted video. All costs related to the promotion of this video were
incurred exclusively by the Paul Paolatto campaign

Based on the information provided above, I respectfully request that the Committee disregard
the Applicant’s complaints pertaining to the relationship between the campaigns of Shawn
Lewis and Paul Paolatto.
Regards,

Nathan Caranci
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RESPECT THE LIMIT SIGN EMAILS WITH CITY CLERK:

Fri, Jun 15, 2018, 3:10
PM

Saunders, Cathy csaunder@london.ca
via cityoflondon.onmicrosoft.com
to Shawn, Elections

Good Afternoon:
We have received a complaint that you may be distributing City of London “Vision Zero London:
Respect the Limit” signs as part of your campaigning as a candidate in the Municipal Election. As
these signs are produced by the City of London, they are considered to be a Corporate Resource.
To ensure that you are aware of the restrictions under the Municipal Election Act and the City of
London Policy with respect to use of corporate resources for campaign purposes, I have attached to
this email the City of London Policy.
For your information section 88.8(4) of the Municipal Elections Act states in part:
“For greater certainty, and without limiting the generality of subsection (3), the following persons and
entities shall not make a contribution:
5.

The Crown in right of Canada or Ontario, a municipality or a local board.”

Section 88.18 of the Municipal Elections Act requires municipalities to establish rules and
procedures with respect to the use of municipal resources, during the election period, noting that
municipalities cannot contribute to a campaign.
I bring these regulations to your attention, given that complaint that has been raised.
Cathy

Cathy Saunders, MPA, RPP
City Clerk
City Clerk’s Office
City of London
P.O. Box 5035, London, Ontario N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x 4937 | Fax: 519.661.4892
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csaunder@london.ca | www.london.ca

Shawn Lewis <shawn@shawnlewis.ca> Sun, Jun 17, 2018, 6:26 PM
to Cathy
Hi Cathy,
Thank you for your email.
In my role with as chair (now past chair) of the Argyle Community Association, I did acquire a quantity of
Vision Zero signs for our residents since the signs were only available at community centres and residents in
the Argyle neighbourhood lack such a facility. People were made aware via social media that we had signs
should they want one. In fact they were available and some were taken by residents at the AGM you attended
to present to us on ranked ballots, prior to the campaign period beginning.
The signs I distributed were done by request and they were quite well received. More than once delivering a
sign led to a neighbour asking for one as well.
I acquired additional signs as a private citizen when the community association supply ran out. I delivered
those to several homes, including to people living in other Wards.
As of June 10, the final two Vision Zero signs I had left were delivered while I was visiting my friend April
Richard at 39 Wexford. One went on her property and one went on the property of her neighbour across the
street who asked for one.
A team of my volunteers was in the area canvassing the previous day (June 9th, on an event publicly advertised
on social media), so perhaps that led to confusion on the part of the complainant, however I was not
campaigning on June 10 at the time I delivered those signs, I was visiting a personal friend.
Best regards,
Shawn

Saunders, Cathy csaunder@london.ca via bounce.secureserver.net Thu, Oct 18, 2018, 1:09 PM
to shawn@shawnlewis.ca, Elections

Good Afternoon:
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We have received a concern that “Respect the Limit” signs have recently appeared on some streets
in Ward 2.
This program was ceased after the opening of nominations to ensure that candidates were not
using the signs as part of their campaign.
I have been advised that you were issued a number of “Respect the Limit” signs prior to May 1 st in
your capacity as a member of a neighbourhood association and not as a candidate.
If you or any of your campaign team have been handing these signs to residents when as part of
your campaigning, that activity is in violation of the Municipal Elections Act and the City of London’s
“Policy to Restrict the Use of City of London Resources for Municipal Election Purposes” as the
signs are corporate resources.
If this activity is happening, I ask that you cease.
I have attached the Policy for your information.
Thank you.
Cathy

Cathy Saunders, MPA, RPP
City Clerk
City Clerk’s Office
City of London
P.O. Box 5035, London, Ontario N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x 4937 | Fax: 519.661.4892
csaunder@london.ca | www.london.ca

Shawn Lewis <shawn@shawnlewis.ca> Thu, Oct 18, 2018, 1:41 PM
to Cathy
Dear Ms. Saunders,
Thank you for your email. As per our much earlier email exchange on this issue on June 15, you are correct
that I had signs on behalf of the Argyle Community Association prior to May 1st. That supply of signs was
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long ago exhausted by the community association and I do not have any Respect the Limit signs in my
possession.
I am sorry that someone is wasting your time on this. Frankly, I am spending too much of my own time
replacing damaged and stolen campaign signs to be running a parallel sign campaign of any sort.
Sincerely,
Shawn Lewis
Candidate for Ward 2, London City Council
e: shawn.w.lewis@gmail.com
c: 226-448-1972
t: @shawnwlewis
2 Attachments

Saunders, Cathy csaunder@london.ca via bounce.secureserver.net Thu, Oct 18, 2018, 1:47 PM
to Elections, Shawn

Dear Mr. Lewis:
Thank you very much for your quick response.
Cathy
Cathy Saunders, MPA, RPP
City Clerk
City Clerk’s Office
City of London
P.O. Box 5035, London, Ontario N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x 4937 | Fax: 519.661.4892

CAMPAIGN HEADQUARTERS AND ELECTION SIGNAGE
From: Shawn Lewis[SMTP:SHAWN@SHAWNLEWIS.CA]
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 9:29:21 PM
To: Elections; Corman, Sarah
Subject: Campaign Registration
Auto forwarded by a Rule
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Hi Sarah & team,
A quick question/request, on May 1st when I registered, I only had 1 of my campaign locations confirmed, but I
now have the 2nd confirmed.
Can I get my mailing address on the website changed to:
359 Speight Blvd, London ON, N5V3J8
For your information, 359 Speight will be serving as my fundraising & financial/telephone hub, while 188
Vancouver will be serving as my foot canvass and sign crew hub.
Therefore, for mailing purposes, having the address where both donations and invoices are being directed listed
on the candidate info makes the most sense.
If I have to amend any forms, please let me know and I can do that on Monday.
Cheers,
Shawn Lewis
226-448-1972

Raycroft, Jeannie jraycroft@london.ca
via cityoflondon.onmicrosoft.com
to SHAWN@SHAWNLEWIS.CA

Hello Shawn,

Your information has been updated.

Kind regards,

Jeannie Raycroft
Elections and Special Projects
City Clerks Office
City of London

Mon, May 7, 2018, 9:45
AM
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London ON N6A 4L9

P: 519.661.4535

Shawn Lewis <shawn@shawnlewis.ca> Fri, Jun 15, 2018, 11:51 AM
to elections
Hello,
I'm writing in follow-up to my telephone conversation with Jennie this morning re: election signs, which I have
posted on the properties functioning as my campaign headquarters locations.
As noted on my campaign filing:
359 Speight Blvd is a location being used by my campaign team for fundraising efforts, including calling and is
the mailing address for cheques.
188 Vancouver St. is being used as my primary campaign location. Signs, sign posts, assorted campaign
materials (including things like buttons, water for volunteers, paper plates and cups for events) and some
canvassing material is being stored there and it is a location being used by myself and volunteers to do online
work as well.
1733 Wavell St. is my third campaign location, which is the location at which we are staging foot canvassing
activities from. Volunteers gather there and pick-up canvass kits (ie: maps, flyers, clipboards, etc) and form up
in teams to head out for door to door efforts.
Best regards,
Shawn Lewis

Shawn Lewis <shawn@shawnlewis.ca> Fri, Jun 15, 2018, 12:22 PM
to Cathy, elections
Hi Cathy & team,
I am writing in response to the call from Jennie re: the complaints with regard to the 3 sign locations I have in
Ward 2 for my campaign.
It is my position that I am operating in good faith and respecting the by-law to-date. I have already secured
homeowners consent for signs on over 90 lawns in Ward 2 and have not erected signs at any of these sites.
Every homeowner has been made aware that their signs will arrive on July 27th or over the course of that
weekend.
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With regard to the complaint made, all 3 locations are private properties serving in different capacities as
campaign headquarters (addresses and campaign activities at those locations have been specified to the
Elections Office, two were already registered with the City, the 3rd came "online" as a campaign
location on June 9th and the conducting of election campaign activities at all 3 spots is documented). All
three locations also respect the setback requirements laid out in the by-law.
So in follow-up to the complaint, I would respectfully submit the following:
A campaign office in the by-law is defined as:
“Campaign Office” means a building or structure, or part of a building or structure, used by a
Candidate to conduct an election campaign;
As a building or structure cannot exist without land to be located on, the interpretation I have of the by-law is
that would include the property on which the campaign office activities were occurring, including frontage and
parking.
Campaign activities might (and in fact already have) include gathering on lawn of the property for a BBQ, or
for volunteer organizing. Therefore the lawns themselves are part of the building or structure being used to
conduct campaign activities.
Therefore: Subsections 2.2 (a) and (b) do not apply to an Election Sign promoting a Candidate on a
Campaign Office or a Billboard. exempts these properties from the July 27th date for sign locations. That
would include lawn and driveway space as the lawns/driveways are attached to these properties as those spaces
are being used for elections activities.
The situation that exists is really no different than a candidate who has a commercial space with a sign in the
parking lot or sign pylon to be allowable, even though the sign pylon may stand separate from and not be
attached to the building or structure in which the campaign unit is located.
One would be hard pressed to imagine that a sign pylon itself would be host to campaign activities, but a unit
on the same property which the pylon was placed may be host campaign activities.
Further to that, the by-law does not specific that the building or structure must be permanent in nature.
I do not believe the interpretation that was communicated to me that the sign must be on the actual building is
accurate, nor does it reflect the intent or general purpose of the by-law, which was to reduce sign pollution
during the campaign period.
While the signs are currently on T-bar on lawns, it would require only an hour or two of a volunteer's time to
create 3 wooden A-frame structures, to mount signs on at these locations. If I were to do that, the situation
would be the same as a sign pylon on a commercial plaza. While these structures would remove any need to
have the clerk interpret the by-law, because as structures they would meet the letter of the by-law, they would
be larger and create increased visual pollution, running counter to the intent of the by-law.
I would therefore ask the clerk to consider the information I have provided, review the intent and clauses of the
by-law and provide a response in writing as to the acceptability of leaving these signs on T-bar posts on the 3
locations on which campaign activities are being conducted.
If it is the clerk's view that the signs cannot remain on posts, I will work to have them moved to temporary
wooden structures in the next 72hrs.
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Best regards,
Shawn Lewis
226-448-1972

Saunders,
Fri, Jun 15, 2018, 1:27 PM
Cathy
Good Afternoon:

Respectfully, I do not agree with your interpretation of the By-law. As a result, all signs
are to be placed in compliance with the Election Sign By-law. .

I am concerned with your request for 72 hours to have all signs in compliance with the
By-law and request that the signs be removed and placed in compliance with the Bylaw.
Fri, Jun 15,
2018, 1:48
PM
I understand that there may also be a sign at Carlyle Drive. Could you please advise if
this is the case?

Thank you for your cooperation in these matters.

Shawn Lewis <shawn@shawnlewis.ca>
to Cathy
Hi Cathy,
Thank you for the quick reply. Although I disagree, I appreciate your consideration and respect your ruling on
this matter.
There is no sign on Carlyle Drive drive, there never has been. I have not even gotten to Carlyle drive yet
canvassing and all of my signs are accounted for (of the 100 I purchased 3 are on the properties indicated at
1733 Wavell, 188 Vancouver, and 359 Speight, the remaining 97 are on the skid they were delivered on, in
storage, awaiting July 27).
The primary reason for 72hrs request is simply logistics. I am at work today, have 3 events scheduled for this
evening, and 3 more tomorrow. There is also the additional factor of volunteers also have jobs, my campaign
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manager just had his first child born this week and this weekend is also Fathers Day, so getting a volunteer with
a truck will require me to work around that as well. I expect I should be able to get a couple of volunteeers to
help and visit all 3 locations by Sunday and have the signs attached to buildings or structures, so that
everything is in compliance by Monday morning.
Best regards,
Shawn

Shawn Lewis <shawn@shawnlewis.ca> Sun, Jun 17, 2018, 6:44 PM
to elections, Cathy
Hi Cathy & team,
I am writing in follow-up to our emails and my telephone conversation with Jennie on Friday, to confirm that
as of 6pm Sunday June 17th, all 3 campaign headquarters locations signs are in compliance with the by-law.
All three signs are now attached directly to the buildings (homes) we are using for campaign activities
per Jennie's direction to me.
At 379 Speight and 1733 Wavell the signs are attached to the metal railings of the front porches and at
188 Vancouver St the sign is now fixed to a wooden frame that is attached directly to the front porch via
screws securing it to the masonry.
Best regards,
Shawn Lewis
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Court File No. 4624/14

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE
B E T W E E N:
WILLIAM JOHN ARMSTRONG
Plaintiff
and
CORUS ENTERTAINMENT INC., CRAIG NEEDLES, SHAWN LEWIS,
NANCY MCSLOY, JOSEPH WILSON, ROBERT SPENCER,
CHERYL MILLER, CHRISTOPHER GEORGE and STEWART BLAIR
Defendants

NOTICE OF DISCONTINUANCE
The Plaintiff wholly discontinues this action against the Defendant Shawn Lewis.

July 3, 2015

MCKENZIE LAKE LAWYERS LLP
140 Fullarton Street, Suite 1800
London ON N6A 5P2
Sean C. Flaherty (56379Q)
Tel: 519-672-5666
Fax: 519-672-2674
Lawyers for the Plaintiff

TO:

POLISHUK CAMMAN & STEELE
535 Talbot Street
London, Ontario N6A 2S5
Susan A. Toth
Tel: 519-858-8005
Fax: 519-858-4013
Lawyers for the Defendants
Shawn Lewis, Nancy McSloy, Joseph Wilson and Robert Spencer
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-2AND TO:

CHERYL MILLER
380 Wellington Street, Room 222
London, Ontario N6A 5B5
Defendant

AND TO:

STEWART BLAIR
380 Wellington Street, Room 222
London, Ontario N6A 5B5
Defendant

AND TO:

BERSENAS JACOBSEN CHOUEST THOMSON BLACKBURN LLP
Barristers and Solicitors
33 Yonge Street, Suite 201
Toronto, Ontario M5E 1G4
Peter M. Jacobsen
Tel: 416-982-3800
Fax: 416-982-3801
Lawyers for the Defendants
Corus Entertainment Inc., Craig Needles and Christopher George

NOTE: If there is a counterclaim, the Defendant should consider rule 23.02, under which
the counterclaim may be deemed to be discontinued.
NOTE: If there is a crossclaim or third party claim the Defendant should consider rule
23.03, under which the crossclaim or third party claim may be deemed to be dismissed.
RCP-E 23A (July 1, 2007)
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WILLIAM JOHN ARMSTRONG
Plaintiff

-and-

SUBMITTED BY CANDIDATE JULY 24, 2019
CORUS ENTERTAINMENT INC. et al.
Defendants
Court File No. 4624/14
ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE
PROCEEDING COMMENCED AT
LONDON

NOTICE OF DISCONTINUANCE

MCKENZIE LAKE LAWYERS LLP
140 Fullarton Street, Suite 1800
London , Ontario N6A 5P2
Sean C. Flaherty (56379Q)
Tel: 519-672-5666
Fax: 519-672-2674
Lawyers for the Plaintiff,
William John Armstrong
RCP-E 4C (July 1, 2007)
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ϭ͘ ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚƉĞƌƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŽƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĨŝůŝŶŐʹƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϭĞĨĂƵůƚ&ŝůŝŶŐ
^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐŝƐĐŽƌƌĞĐƚƚŚĂƚŝůůƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐ͛ƐĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƌĞƉŽƌƚǁĂƐĨŝůĞĚǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂŶĂƵĚŝƚŽƌ͛ƐůĞƚƚĞƌ͘
ŶĂƵĚŝƚŽƌǁĂƐĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚĞĚƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƚŚĞǁŽƌŬďǇŝůůƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŝƐƐƵĞǁŝƚŚ
ƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚĞĚĂƵĚŝƚŽƌƚŚĂƚŵĂĚĞŚŝŵƵŶĂďůĞƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ͘dŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞŝƐŶŽƚƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚƚŽ
ƚŚĞ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ ĨŽƌ Ă ĐŽŵƉůŝĂŶĐĞ ĂƵĚŝƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ^ŚĂǁŶ >ĞǁŝƐ
ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĨŝůŝŶŐ͘

Ϯ͘ ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐǀŽƚĞƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĞƚŝŶŐʹƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϮƐŝŐŶƐŝŶǀŽŝĐĞƐͲĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ
/ƚŝƐƵŶƚƌƵĞƚŚĂƚ͞dŚĞůĞƌŬ͙ƌƵůĞĚƚŚĂƚŝƚǁĂƐŶŽƚŝŶǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĐƚƚŽƉƌŽĐĞĞĚ͘͘͟dŽƚŚĞ
ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ͛ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽ͞ƌƵůŝŶŐ͟ŝŶƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛ƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞsŽƚĞƌ
/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘ĂƚŚǇ^ĂƵŶĚĞƌƐŽŶůǇƐƚĂƚĞĚƚŽŝůůƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐƚŚĂƚƐŚĞǁŽƵůĚŶŽǁĂƚƚĞŶĚ
ƚŚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕ĂĨƚĞƌďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐĂǁĂƌĞŽĨŝůůƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐ͛ƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘ǀŝĚĞŽŚĂƐďĞĞŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŽ
ƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂƚŚǇ^ĂƵŶĚĞƌƐŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨzŽƵdƵďĞůŝŶŬƐ͘dŚĞƌĞŚĂĚďĞĞŶƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂďŽƵƚƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽŝŶǀĂƌŝŽƵƐĨŽƌŵĂƚƐ͘ŝůůƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ
ǀŝĚĞŽŝŶƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĨŽƌŵĂƚƐ͗h^ĚĞǀŝĐĞ͕'ŽŽŐůĞƌŝǀĞ>ŝŶŬ͕ƌŽƉŽǆ>ŝŶŬ͕ĂŶĚzŽƵdƵďĞ>ŝŶŬ͘
ĂƚŚǇ^ĂƵŶĚĞƌƐŚĂĚĐŝƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĐŝƚǇŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ/dĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŚĂĚƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞ
ǀŝĚĞŽĨŽƌŵĂƚƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ͘tĞƌĞƋƵĞƐƚƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞƚŽǀŝĞǁƚŚĞƐĞǀŝĚĞŽ;ƐͿ͘

^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐƐƚĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ͞ŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂŵĞƐ͕ƉŚŽŶĞ͕ĂŶĚĞŵĂŝůƐŽĨƌŐǇůĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ
ƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŵĞŵďĞƌƐĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŐŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶĚĞƐŬŝƐƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĂƚ'DƐƚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ
ůŝƐƚƐĂƌĞƵƉƚŽĚĂƚĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽŶůǇƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚŵĞŵďĞƌƐĂƌĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ǀŽƚŝŶŐŵĂƚƚĞƌƐĂŶĚŶŽƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ͘͟ŝƐŶŽƚĨƵůůǇƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƚƌƵƚŚŽĨƚŚĞ
ŵĂƚƚĞƌĨŽƌƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůǀŽƚĞƌƐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘/ƚǁĂƐƌĞƋƵĞƐƚĞĚĨŽƌĂŶǇŵĞŵďĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐ
ƚŽƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĨŽƌƚŚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐďǇƚŚĞ͘dŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƌĞĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽǁĂƐŶŽƚĂŵĞŵďĞƌŽĨ
ƚŚĞƌŐǇůĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĚŚĂĚŵĞŵďĞƌƐŽĨƚŚĞƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŚĞŵƚŽƐŝŐŶ
ŝŶĨŽƌƚŚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘
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ϯ͘ ŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůWƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŝůůďŽĂƌĚĚǀĞƌƚŝƐĞŵĞŶƚʹƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϯ
tĞĐĂůůŝŶƚŽƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĞĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐŝƚǇĂŶĚĂĐĐƵƌĂĐǇŽĨĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϯƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ
ůĂďĞůůĞĚĂƐ͚ƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϯƐŝŐŶƐŝŶǀŽŝĐĞƐͲĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ͘ƉĚĨ͛͘WĞƌƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞŽĨƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϯŝŶ
ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ŐůĂƌŝŶŐ ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ ŝŶ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ
ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚŚĂƐĐůĂŝŵĞĚ͕ǁŚĂƚŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĚǁŚĂƚĨĂĐƚƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ
ƚŽƚŚŝƐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞďǇƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛ƐƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϯƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞĂ
ƚŽƚĂů ŽĨ ƚŚƌĞĞ ŵŽďŝůĞ ďŝůůďŽĂƌĚ ĂĚǀĞƌƚŝƐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚĞĚ͘ /Ŷ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ
ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĨŽƵƌƉŝĐƚƵƌĞƐŽŶ͞ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ&ʹ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐŝůůďŽĂƌĚ^ŝŐŶƐ͟ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĨŽƵƌ
ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘

dŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ Ă ĨĞǁ ŬĞǇ ƉŽŝŶƚƐ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ŶŽƚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚ ϯ͘ dŚĞ
ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ ĨŽƌ ƐŝŐŶƐ ĂƌĞ ŵŝƐƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ^ ŽƌŶĞƌ ƵŶĚĂƐ ĂŶĚ ,ĂůĞ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ Ă ŽŶĞ ŵŽŶƚŚ
ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ͘/ŶƐƚĞĂĚϭ^ŝŐŶŽŶůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ^ŽƌŶĞƌŽĨůĂƌŬĞZĚĂŶĚƵŶĚĂƐ^ƚŝƐĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚĞĚĂƐŽŶĞ
ŵŽŶƚŚ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƵŶƚƌƵĞ͕ĂƐƚŚĞůĂƌŬĞZĚĂŶĚƵŶĚĂƐ^ƚǁĂƐĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚĞĚĨŽƌƚǁŽŵŽŶƚŚƐ͘ϭ^ŝŐŶŽŶ
ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ^ŽƌŶĞƌůĂƌŬĞĂŶĚƵŶĚĂƐŝƐŵŝƐƐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝŶǀŽŝĐĞĂƐǁĞůů͘ƚŽƚĂůŽĨΨϳϵϭ͘ϬϬŝƐ
ŵŝƐƐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝŶǀŽŝĐĞƐĨŽƌůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ^ŽƌŶĞƌůĂƌŬĞĂŶĚƵŶĚĂƐ͘ƚƚĂĐŚĞĚƚŽƚŚŝƐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ
ĂƐƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͚͛ƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƚŝŵĞƐƚĂŵƉĞĚƐĐƌĞĞŶƐŚŽƚƐƐŚŽǁŝŶŐĂůůĨŽƵƌƐŝŐŶƐƵƉĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŵŽŶƚŚŽĨ
KĐƚŽďĞƌ͘/ŶĨĂĐƚ͕ƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞƚŚƌĞĞďŝůůďŽĂƌĚƐŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚĨŽƌĂƚůĞĂƐƚƚǁŽŵŽŶƚŚƐŽŶƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞůĂƌŬĞ
ZĚůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘/ƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐĞĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĨĂůƐŝĨŝĞĚƚŽƵƐĞĨŽƌƚŚĞϮϬϭϴDƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů
ůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŵƉůŝĂŶĐĞƵĚŝƚŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŽŶ:ƵůǇϮϲ͕ϮϬϭϵ͘

dŚĞ ƚƌƵƚŚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ŝƐ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĞƌĞ ĨŽƵƌ ďŝůůďŽĂƌĚƐ ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ͘ dŚƌĞĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ďŝůůďŽĂƌĚƐ ǁĞƌĞ
ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚŽŶƚŚĞůĂƌŬĞZĚůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌĂƚůĞĂƐƚϮŵŽŶƚŚƐĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ͘KŶKĐƚŽďĞƌϭϱ͕
ϮϬϭϵ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ Ă ĨŽƵƌƚŚ ƐŝŐŶ ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƵŶĚĂƐ ^ƚ ĂŶĚ ,ĂůĞ ^ƚ ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘  ƚŽƚĂů ďŝůů ŽĨ
ΨϮ͕ϳϲϴ͘ϱϬ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ŝŶǀŽŝĐĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌ ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞŶƚĂů ƚŝŵĞƐ͕ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ƚŚĞ
ĨĂďƌŝĐĂƚĞĚŝŶǀŽŝĐĞŚĂƐĂƚŽƚĂůŽĨΨϭ͕ϵϳϳ͘ϱϬ͘

WůĞĂƐĞƌĞĨĞƌĂŐĂŝŶƚŽ͚ƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϯƐŝŐŶƐŝŶǀŽŝĐĞƐͲĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ͘ƉĚĨ͛ĂƐƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͘
WŽƐƚĐĂƌĚWŽƌƚĂďůĞƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĂĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶďǇĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚƌĞƉĞĂƚŽƌĚĞƌŽĨƐŝŐŶƐŽŶŝŶǀŽŝĐĞ
ϱϬϮϴ͕ ĚĂƚĞĚ ϮϬϭϴͲϬϵͲϭϱ͘ KƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇ ƚŚĞ ϭϴǆϮϰ ŽƵďůĞ ^ŝĚĞĚ ůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ^ŝŐŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ
ϮϬϭϴͲϬϴͲϬϭĨŽƌΨϴ͘ϭϵƉĞƌƵŶŝƚŽŶŝŶǀŽŝĐĞϰϵϯϭ;ϯϬϬƐŝŐŶƐƚŽƚĂůͿ͘KŶŝŶǀŽŝĐĞϱϬϮϴƚŚĞϯϬϬƌĞƉĞĂƚ
ƐŝŐŶƐǁĞƌĞƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚĂƚΨϱ͘ϰϭƉĞƌƵŶŝƚ͘ϯϰйĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚǁĂƐĂƉƉůŝĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚŽƌĚĞƌ͘dŚĞĨŝƌƐƚ
ŽƌĚĞƌǁĂƐĂďĂƌŐĂŝŶƚŽďĞŐŝŶǁŝƚŚĂƚΨϴ͘ϭϵƉĞƌƵŶŝƚ͘dŚĞƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƚŽŽŬŝƚƵƉŽŶŚŝŵƐĞůĨƚŽĐĂůů
ƐŽŵĞ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƉƌŝĐĞ ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĞǆĂĐƚ ƐĂŵĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ŽƌĚĞƌ͘ &ĂƐƚͲ^ŝŐŶƐ ŝŶ
>ŽŶĚŽŶǁŽƵůĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞϭϴǆϮϰŽƵďůĞ^ŝĚĞĚůĞĐƚŝŽŶ^ŝŐŶƐĨŽƌΨϴ͘ϴϵƉĞƌƵŶŝƚĂĨƚĞƌĂϮϬйĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚ
ǁĂƐĂƉƉůŝĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůΨϭϭ͘ϭϮƉĞƌƵŶŝƚ͘ƵƐƚŽŵ>ĂǁŶ^ŝŐŶƐďǇsŝƐƚĂWƌŝŶƚŝŶ>ŽŶĚŽŶǁŽƵůĚ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞϭ͕ϬϬϬůĂǁŶƐŝŐŶƐĂƚĂƵŶŝƚƉƌŝĐĞŽĨΨϭϭ͘ϮϯƉĞƌƵŶŝƚ͕ŶŽĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚĂƉƉůŝĞĚ͘ĂŶŶĞƌƵǌǌ͘ĐĂŝŶ
dŽƌŽŶƚŽǁŽƵůĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƚŚĞůŽǁĞƐƚĂŵŽƵŶƚŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞĚĂƚϲϬϬƐŝŐŶƐĨŽƌΨϭϭ͘ϮϯƉĞƌƵŶŝƚ͘dŚĞ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞƵŶŝƚƉƌŝĐĞĨŽƌϭϴǆϮϰŽƵďůĞ^ŝĚĞĚůĞĐƚŝŽŶ^ŝŐŶƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞƋƵŽƚĞĚĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ
ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ΨϭϬ͘ϰϭ ƉĞƌ ƵŶŝƚ͘ dŚĞ ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚ ϯϬϬ ƐŝŐŶƐ Ăƚ Ψϱ͘ϰϭ ƉĞƌ ƵŶŝƚ͕ ŽǀĞƌ ϱϬй
ĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ͘
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ϭϬϬůĂƌŐĞƐŝŐŶƐϯϮǆϰϴŽŶŝŶǀŽŝĐĞϰϴϭϵǁĞƌĞĂůƐŽŚĞĂǀŝůǇĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚĞĚĂƚĂƵŶŝƚƉƌŝĐĞŽĨΨϮϮ͘ϯϭ͘dŚĞ
ŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞĨŽƌƐŝŐŶƐŽĨƚŚŝƐƐŝǌĞĂƌĞĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŽĨΨϯϬƉĞƌƵŶŝƚƉůƵƐƚĂǆĞƐ͘ŐĂŝŶ͕&ĂƐƚ^ŝŐŶƐŝŶ
>ŽŶĚŽŶƋƵŽƚĞĚΨϯϭ͘ϲϬƉĞƌƵŶŝƚĂĨƚĞƌĂϮϬйĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚĂƉƉůŝĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůƉƌŝĐĞŽĨΨϯϵ͘ϱϬƉĞƌ
ƵŶŝƚ͘&ĂƐƚ^ŝŐŶƐŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞƐƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŶͲŚŽƵƐĞůŽĐĂůŝŶ>ŽŶĚŽŶ͕KŶƚĂƌŝŽ͘dŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽƚŽŶĞ
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĂƋƵŽƚĞďĞůŽǁƚŚĞΨϯϬƉĞƌƵŶŝƚŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞ͘
dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƚǁŽŵŝƐƐŝŶŐŝŶǀŽŝĐĞƐĨŽƌŽĨƐŝŐŶƐ͘KŶĞŽƌĚĞƌǁĂƐĨŽƌůĂƌŐĞϯϮǆϰϴƐŝŐŶƐ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌĨŽƌ
ϭϴǆϮϰ͘ƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ͕ƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƚŚƌĞĞŝŶǀŽŝĐĞƐǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƌĞƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĨŝǀĞ͘dŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚĂ
ƐŚŝƉŵĞŶƚŽĨůĂƌŐĞƐŝŐŶƐďĞĨŽƌĞŚŝƐ:ƵůǇϮϳƚŚƐŚŝƉŵĞŶƚŽĨϯϮǆϰϴůĂƌŐĞƐŝŐŶƐ͕ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚďǇŚŝƐ^ŽĐŝĂů
DĞĚŝĂ͘dŚĞƉƌŽŽĨŽĨƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĂƚŚĞŚĂĚůĂƌŐĞƐŝŐŶƐŽŶŚŝƐĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŚĞĂĚƋƵĂƌƚĞƌ;ƐͿ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĨƵůůǇ
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ͛ƐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͘ĨŝŶĂůŽƌĚĞƌŽĨƐŵĂůůϭϴǆϮϰǁĂƐƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚŽŶKĐƚŽďĞƌϭϵ͕
ϮϬϭϴ͕ ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ŽŶ ŚŝƐ ^ŽĐŝĂů DĞĚŝĂ͘ WƌŝŽƌ ƚŽ ƌĞĐĞŝǀŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ
ŝŶǀŽŝĐĞƐƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽǁĂǇƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞǁŚĂƚŚĂĚďĞĞŶŝŶǀŽŝĐĞĚ͘EŽǁƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŚĂƐ
ďĞĞŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞďůĂƚĂŶƚŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐǁŚĞŶŚĞǁĂƐŝŶǀŽŝĐĞĚĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽǁŚĞŶƐŝŐŶƐ
ǁĞƌĞŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚŽƌƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ͕ĂƐƐŚŽǁŶŽŶƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ^ŽĐŝĂůDĞĚŝĂ͘
dŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇŚĂƐϭϯϬůĂƌŐĞϯϮǆϰϴdͲďĂƌĂŶĚǁŽŽĚƚǇƉĞƐŝŐŶƉŽƐƚƐ͘dŚĞƐĞ
ĚĞƚĂŝůƐĐĂŶďĞĨŽŶĚŽŶƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĨŝůŝŶŐƐĂƐŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞƌĞĨĞƌƚŽƚŚĞ
ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ͛Ɛ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ΖƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ ͚͛ ʹ ĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ &ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ ʹ &Žƌŵ ϰ
>ĞǁŝƐ͛͘dŽŝŶƐƚĂůůƚŚĞϭϬϬŽƌĚĞƌĞĚůĂƌŐĞϯϮǆϰϴƐŝŐŶƐǁŽƵůĚĚĞŵĂŶĚϮϬϬƐŝŐŶƉŽƐƚƐ͘ϳϬƐŝŐŶƐƉŽƐƚƐ
ĂƌĞƵŶĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĞĚĨŽƌŝŶƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛ƐĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĨŝůŝŶŐ͘ƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶƚŚĞŽǀĞƌǁŚĞůŵŝŶŐ
ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨϯϮǆϰϴůĂƌŐĞƐŝŐŶƐǁĞƌĞŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚǁŝƚŚƚͲďĂƌŵĞƚĂůƉŽƐƚƐ͘dͲďĂƌŚĂƐĂŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞŽĨ
Ψϵ͘ϲϮƉĞƌƵŶŝƚĂƚd^^ƚŽƌĞ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚŚŝƐĞĂƌůŝĞƌƚͲďĂƌŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇ͘

ϰ͘ ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐʹƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϱůĂĐŬƌŝĚŐĞ/ŶǀŽŝĐĞƐ
>ŽĐĂů ƉŽůůŝŶŐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ĐŚĂƌŐĞ Ψϭ͕ϬϬϬ ĨŽƌ ϮϬϬ ĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚ ƉŚŽŶĞ ĐĂůůƐ͘ dŚŝƐ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ
ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ Ă ůŽĐĂů >ŽŶĚŽŶ ƉŽůůŝŶŐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ƵŶůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ƉŽůůŝŶŐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ
ǁŽƵůĚďĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƐƵĐŚĂƐŵĂůůĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ͘/ŶĨĂĐƚ͕ŝƚŝƐŽĚĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ
ǁŽƵůĚ ŶŽƚ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ Ă ƉŽůůŝŶŐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͕ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ ďǇ ůĂĐŬƌŝĚŐĞ
^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇĂƐĂŵŝĚĚůĞŵĂŶ͘ƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϱƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐŚŽǁƐŶŽďƌĞĂŬĚŽǁŶŽĨ
ƚŚĞƉŽůůŝŶŐĨĞĞƐ͘ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŝŶǀŽŝĐĞǁŽƵůĚůŝƐƚƐŽŵĞƵŶŝƚƉƌŝĐĞŽƌĚĞƚĂŝůƐŽĨƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ͘

ƐŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͛ƐƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚĨŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ
ƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚďǇůĂĐŬƌŝĚŐĞ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͘dŚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚĨŽƌƐŝŐŶƐǁĂƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ͘/ƚǁŽƵůĚďĞƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶƚƚŽ
ƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞŝĨƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚŚĂĚƐŝŵƉůǇƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŚĞůĂĐŬƌŝĚŐĞ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƚŽƐŚĞĚ
ůŝŐŚƚ ŽŶ ǁŚĂƚ ĞǆĂĐƚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ͘ /ƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂůƐŽ ďĞ ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶƚ ŝĨ ƚŚĞ ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŚĞƉŽůůŝŶŐĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚďĞƚǁĞĞŶůĂĐŬƌŝĚŐĞ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞƉŽůůŝŶŐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͘




SUBMITTED BY APPLICANT JULY 26

dŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐƚĂƚĞĚ͞tĂƌĚϮWŚŽŶĞWŽůů͕ĂƚĂĐŽƐƚŽĨΨϭϰϮϱ͘ϱϬŝŶǀŽŝĐĞĚŽŶƵŐƵƐƚϴƚŚ͕ϮϬϭϴ
ĐůĂŝŵĞĚƵŶĚĞƌ͞ŽĨĨŝĐĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ͟ĂƐƚŚĞƵĚŝƚŽƌĂŶĚĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞĂŐƌĞĞĚŝƚĚŝĚŶŽƚŚĂǀĞĂĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ
ƵŶĚĞƌǁŚŝĐŚŝƚŵŽƌĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞůǇĨŝƚ͘WƵůůƚŚĞsŽƚĞsŽŝĐĞDĂŝůƐ͕ĂƚĂĐŽƐƚŽĨΨϯϵϱ͘ϱϬŝŶǀŽŝĐĞĚŽŶ
KĐƚϭϲ͕ϮϬϭϴĐůĂŝŵĞĚĂƐĂŶĂĚǀĞƌƚŝƐŝŶŐĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĂƵĚŝƚĞĚƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚĨŝůĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ĐůĞƌŬ͛ƐŽĨĨŝĐĞ͘͘͟WůĂĐŝŶŐƉŽůůŝŶŐƵŶĚĞƌ͞ŽĨĨŝĐĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ͟ǁŚĞŶŝƚĐŽƵůĚďĞƐŝŵƉůǇĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚŽƵƚĂƐ
ŽƚŚĞƌĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐŚĂĚĚŽŶĞ͘dŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚŝŶĨĂĐƚĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚŽƵƚ ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐƚŚĂƚĚŝĚŶŽƚĨŝƚŝŶƚŽ
ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐ͗&h>yWE^^&KZ^/'E/E^d>>d/KEZt͕ĂŶĚWzW>&^͘

ϱ͘ ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐʹƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚϴƉƌĂǆŝĐĂŝŶǀŽŝĐĞͲǁĞďƌĞďƵŝůĚ͘ƉĚĨ
tĞďƐŝƚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽƌ͞ƌĞďƵŝůĚ͟ŝƐŶŽƚůŝƐƚĞĚŝŶĂŶǇƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ
ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĨŝůŝŶŐ͘ΨϲϵϱǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĨŝƚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇŽĨĚǀĞƌƚŝƐŝŶŐďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͞sŽƚĞsŽŝĐĞDĂŝůƐ͟
ĂůƌĞĂĚǇŽĐĐƵƉǇΨϯϵϱ͘ϱϬŽĨƚŚĂƚĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇŝƚĞŵ͘/ĨǁĞďƐŝƚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁĂƐƉƵƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞ
ĚǀĞƌƚŝƐŝŶŐĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ͕ŝƚǁŽƵůĚƚŽƚĂůƚŚĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƚŽΨϭ͕ϬϵϬ͘ϱϬ͘ĚǀĞƌƚŝƐŝŶŐŝƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇƚŽƚĂůůĞĚĂƚ
Ψϵϵϳ͘ϰϭ͘dŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚĐĂŶ͛ƚĐůĂŝŵƚŚĂƚǁĞďƐŝƚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚďǇWƌĂǆŝĐĂǁŽƵůĚĨŝƚƵŶĚĞƌ
ŽĨĨŝĐĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞ͘KĨĨŝĐĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƚŽƚĂůůĞĚΨϮ͕Ϯϲϳ͘ϭϯ͘WŽůůŝŶŐŽĐĐƵƉŝĞƐƚŚĂƚĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇĂƚ
Ψϭ͕ϰϮϱ͘ϱϬ͕ĂŶĚǁĞďƐŝƚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚďƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůƚŽΨϮ͕ϭϮϬ͘ϱϬ͘dŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚůĞĂǀĞ
Ψϭϰϲ͘ϲϯƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞ͞KĨĨŝĐĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ͟ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ͘

dŚĞ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĞĚŝƚŚĂĚƚŚƌĞĞĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŽĨĨŝĐĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ŶŽƚŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ƐŚĂƌĞĚĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶWĂŽůŽƚƚŽŽĨĨŝĐĞŽŶƵŶĚĂƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͘Ψϭϰϲ͘ϲϯƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĐŽǀĞƌƚŚĞĐŽƐƚƐ
ĨŽƌĨŽƵƌŽĨĨŝĐĞƐ͘dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŶŽŵĞŶƚŝŽŶŽĨŐŝĨƚƐŝŶŬŝŶĚ͞ƵƐĞŽĨŽĨĨŝĐĞƐƉĂĐĞ͟Žƌ͞ŽĨĨŝĐĞƌĞŶƚƉĂŝĚ͟
ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĨŝůŝŶŐďǇƚŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͘hƐĞŽĨŵƵůƚŝƉůĞĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƐŝƐ
ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ͛ƐĨŝůŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ͗

͞^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐŚĂĚŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚůĂǁŶƐŝŐŶƐŝŶĞĂƌůǇ:ƵŶĞŽĨϮϬϭϴ͘ŝůůƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚĂ
ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚƚŽƚŚĞŝƚǇůĞƌŬ͕ĂƚǁŚŝĐŚƉŽŝŶƚ^ŚĂǁŶ>ĞǁŝƐƌĞƉůŝĞĚƚŽĂƚŚǇ^ĂƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ƐŝŐŶĂŐĞǁĂƐŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚŽŶ͞ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶŚĞĂĚƋƵĂƌƚĞƌƐ͘͟ůůƚŚĞƐŝŐŶƐĚŝĚŶŽƚĐŽŵƉůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇďĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŚĞĂĚƋƵĂƌƚĞƌƐďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͘ĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ
ŚĞĂĚƋƵĂƌƚĞƌƐŵƵƐƚďĞƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶKĨĨŝĐĞĂƚƚŚĞŝƚǇŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ͘dŚĞĂůůĞŐĞĚĨŽƵƌ
͞ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŚĞĂĚƋƵĂƌƚĞƌƐ͟ǁĞƌĞŶŽƚƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĐŝƚǇĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶǁĞďƐŝƚĞ͘͟

ƚƚŚĞƚŝŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŽĨĨŝĐĞ;ƐͿƐŝŐŶĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚƚŽĂƚŚǇ^ĂƵŶĚĞƌƐ͕ŽŶĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐǁĂƐŽŶĨŝůĞĂƐ
ŚĞĂĚƋƵĂƌƚĞƌƐ͘EŽŵĞŶƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞŶƚŽƌĚŽŶĂƚĞĚƐƉĂĐĞŝƐĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞĨŝůŝŶŐ͘
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$SSHQGL[µ$¶
9HULILHG7LPH6WDPSHG%LOOERDUG3KRWRV








SUBMITTED BY APPLICANT JULY 26




ůĂƌŬĞнtĂǀĞůů
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ůĂƌŬĞнƵŶĚĂƐ
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ůĂƌŬĞнdƌĂĨĂůŐĂƌ
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ƵŶĚĂƐн,ĂůĞ
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$SSHQGL[µ%¶
6KDZQ/HZLV6RFLDO0HGLD
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