No. 5-218212
Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
BETWEEN:
RAKESH DHUNNA
PLAINTIFF
AND:
STEPHEN BROWN
DEFENDANT
APPLICATION RESPONSE

Application response of the plaintiff, Rakesh Dhunna
THIS IS A RESPONSE TO the notice of application of Stephen Brown filed June 30, 2025.

The parties have scheduled a hearing date of September 25 and 26, 2025 for the hearing of
Stephen Brown's application and an application brought by Rakesh Dhunna seeking an Order
that Stephen Brown be found in contempt of court.

Part 1: ORDERS CONSENTED TO

The application respondent consents to the granting of none of the orders set out in Part 1 of the
notice of application.

Part 2: ORDERS OPPOSED

The application respondent opposes the granting of the orders set out in paragraphs 1-4 of Part
1 of the notice of application.

Part 3: ORDERS ON WHICH NO POSITION IS TAKEN

The application respondent takes no position on the granting of none of the orders set out in Part
1 of the notice of application.
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Part 4:

FACTUAL BASIS

QOverview

1.

'Steph_en Brown’s (“Brown”) application to set aside a default judgment is brought more

than three and a half years after default was taken. In that time, execution proceedings to
enforce the $4,262,369.40 judgment have been extensive. Brown has been examined in
aid of execution twice and Rakesh Dhunna ("Dhunna”) has obtained three Orders for
production of documents. Two applications seeking Orders for Brown’s committal for
contempt of court have been filed. Brown’s application to set aside the default judgment
was brought on the eve of a scheduled hearing of a contempt application. Brown’s
application derailed that hearing.

In support of this application, Brown has sworn evidence intended to satisfy the criteria
that must be met in order for the court to set aside a default judgment. Brown was cross-
examined on his affidavit on September 16, 2025. Viewed most charitably, Brown’s
evidence in support of his application is careless, misleading and unreliable.

Did Brown Wilfully Fail to Respond to Dhunna’s Claim?

3.

In his Affidavit #2, Brown states that when he was served with the Notice of Civil Claim he
did not understand the legal process (para. 3 & 4), that he did not have the financial means
to respond (para. 3 & 4) and that he did not believe that Dhunna was pursuing the matter,
apparently because Dhunna had a “pattern” of serving him with multiple court filings (para.
4 & 5).

The following circumstances relate to Brown’s financial means to respond to the claim
when he was served:

a) The action relates to Brown’s failure to complete the purchase of a house from Dhunna
for a purchase price of $18,000,000.00.

b) Brown was served with the Notice of Civil Claim on September 21, 2021. In January,
2022, Brown was sued by Alexander Barbachkov for failure to complete the purchase
of a house at an agreed price of $17,724,000.00. Brown entered that Contract of
Purchase and Sale on or about September 22, 2021 (one day following service of
Dhunna'’s action).

¢) As aresult of Court Orders, some of Brown's bank records have been produced. There
are two known accounts used by Brown and his immediate family members, consisting
of his wife, Mary Jubane Brown, and his two sons, Christopher, age 25 and Stephen,
age 23. Brown has testified that his wife has not worked in 27 years, his son,
Christopher, is a part-time student and works at part-time jobs at places like Starbucks,
and his son, Stephen, has mental health issues and does not work.
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One of the related accounts is a T.D. Bank Account No. 0937-6390813 in the names
of Stephen Brown, his wife, Mary Jubane Brown and his son, Stephen Alexander
Brown (the “Brown Family Account”). The other relevant account is Bank of Montreal
account no. 0778 1992533 held by Brown Family Investments Ltd. (the “Brown Family
Investments Account”). The directors of that company are Brown'’s wife and two sons.
Brown has acknowledged that he has access to this account.

In the months September — December, 2021, the deposits and withdrawals in the
Brown Family Investments account and the Brown Family Account were as follows:

Deposits Withdrawals Deposits Withdrawals

September, $20,300.00 $21,230.87 $282,045.37 $279,535.14
2021

Octaober, $5,500.00 $2,506.07 $179,397.21 $178,813.75
2021

November, $500.00 $2,976.00 $169,384.95 $165,216.39
2021

December, $45,300.00 $3,627.07 $192,452.14 $166,200.44
2021

e) By coincidence, Brown and his wife were sued by their landlord on September 24,
2021 (three days following service of Dhunna's action). The petitioners sought
possession of the house that the Browns were renting at 1411 Chartwell Drive, West
Vancouver, BC. Brown retained Bryan Baynham, K.C. to represent him and his wife
in the litigation. His counsel filed a Response on November 2, 2021 and an Amended
Response on December 3, 2021. Brown’'s counsel appeared at the hearing of the
petition on January 11, 2022 and was successful in having the petition dismissed.

f) In addition to claiming that he did not have the financial means fo respond, Brown
claims that when served with the Notice of Civil Claim he did not understand the legal
process. Brown was approximately 65 years of age in September, 2021. He had been
involved with litigation previously. He is a businessman and he has served as CEO of
publicly-traded companies. In his cross-examination, Brown acknowledged that he
understood that he had been served and that he had the legal right to defend the
action. A transcript of Brown’s cross-examination is at Exhibit C of Sarah McMullan’s
Affidavit #6.
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g) Brown also suggests that he was unsure whether Dhunna was pursuing the action.
He refers to Dhunna having a pattern of serving him with multiple court filings. At his
cross-examination, Brown acknowledged that this observation related to execution
proceedings on the judgment and that when he was served with the Notice of Civil
Claim in September, 2021, there had not been any previous court proceedings brought
against him by Dhunna.

Moreover, on October 8, 2021, Dhunna’s counsel emailed Brown to advise that
Dhunna was requiring him to respond to the action in compliance with the time
requirements stipulated in the B.C. Supreme Court Civil Rules. Brown acknowledged
that he understood then that Dhunna was proceeding with the action.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit “D”, Tab 10

Did Brown Bring the Application to Set Aside the Default Judgment as Soon as Reasonably
Possible, or Should his Delay be Excused?

5.

The default judgment was entered on November 29, 2021 and a copy was provided to
Brown on December 13, 2021.

Brown’'s Financial Means in the Three and a Half Years Since Default was Taken

6.

Brown's evidence is that he did not have the financial means to engage counsel until April,
2025 (Brown Affidavit #1, para. 3). The bank statements of the Brown Family Account and
the Brown Family Investment Account are included in the Application Record. The bank
statements of an additional entity, Criteria Management Ltd. (“Criteria”), are also included.
Brown is the founder, sole director and sole shareholder of Criteria. The financial
fransactions of Criteria are largely unexplained but Brown has acknowledged that he has
complete control of the banking of Criteria, and that Criteria’s money supports his living
expenses. The monthly deposits and withdrawals of the Brown Family Account, the Brown
Family Investments Account and Criteria’s account, based on the records available for the
period September, 2021 to early February, 2025 are attached as Schedule 1. The deposits
made to these accounts respectively in the period indicated are $6,024,463.00,
$3,374,878.00 and $3,758,220.00.

Circumstances of Damages Assessment Being Made

7.

The default judgment was granted with damages o be assessed. On July 18, 2023,
Ahmad J. heard Dhunna’s application for a damage assessment and she granted
judgment in the amount of $4,262,369.40.

Brown’'s sworn evidence is that he was unable to attend the July 18, 2023 hearing “due to
a combination of personal hardship, lack of legal knowledge and extreme financial
distress.”

Brown Affidavit #2, para. 10
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The actual circumstances are as follows:

a)

The application was originally scheduled to be heard on May 30, 2023.
Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tabs 23, 24, 25

On the day before or on the day of the scheduled hearing, Brown advised Dhunna’s
counsel that he had covid and the hearing was adjourned by agreement to June 6,
2023.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tab 26

On June 6, 2023 or the day before, Brown advised Dhunna'’s counsel that he still had
covid. The hearing was adjourned by agreement to June 13, 2023.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tab 27

On June 13, 2023, counsel for Dhunna and Brown appeared before Walker J. for the
hearing of the application. Brown sought an adjournment so that he could retain
counsel. Walker J. adjourned the hearing to July 18, 2023, peremptory on Brown.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tab 28

On July 18, 2023, Brown attended at the Vancouver Courthouse, but he departed
before the application was called in chambers. The application was heard that day by
Ahmad J.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tabs 29 & 30

As to Brown’s financial means to retain a lawyer, the deposits and withdrawals from
the Criteria Account, the Brown Family Investments Account and the Brown Family
Account for the months of June and July, 2023 are attached as Schedule 2.The
deposits to those three accounts in the two months total $864,326.00.

Other Reasons Alleged to Excuse Delay

10.

11.

Brown has raised other issues in support of his position that his delay in bringing his
application should be excused.

First, it is appropriate to set out a brief chronology of the execution proceedings:

a)
b)

c)

Damages were assessed at $4,262,369.40 on July 18, 2023.
Brown was examined at an examination in aid of execution on September 11, 2023.

Brown did not produce requested documents and an Order for production was made
by Associate Judge Vos on November 22, 2023.
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d)

)
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Brown did not produce documents as required by the Vos A.J. Order, and an
application to find Brown in contempt was filed January 11, 2024. The application was
returnable on February 8, 2024.

On February 6, 2024, Brown produced some documents and the contempt application
was adjourned.

On March 12, 2024, Dhunna filed an application seeking production of bank records
from the Bank of Montreal.

Brown appeared before Stephens J. on June 13, 2024 to oppose the application. An
Order was made and the Bank of Monreal produced bank statements in July, 2024.
The bank statements produced by the Bank of Montreal included those of Criteria and
Brown Family Investments.

A second examination in aid of execution was conducted on September 24, 2024. At
that time, Brown refused to respond to questions regarding the Brown Family
Investments bank records.

Brown did not produce requested documents / information, and an application was
filed on December 9, 2024 to compel praduction, and for an Order that Brown respond
to questions regarding Brown Family Investments.

On January 31, 2025, an Order was made by Associate Judge Bilawich, granting
Dhunna’s application. Brown consented.

An examination in aid of execution was scheduled for February 20, 2025. Brown did
not attend.

On March 5, 2025, Dhunna filed an application seeking an Order that Brown be found
in contempt of court.

m) The contempt application was scheduled to be heard on April 8, 2025. On April 7,

2025, counsel advised that he had been retained by Brown and that he would be
seeking an adjournment of Dhunna’s contempt application. The application was
rescheduled for July 9 & 10, 2025.

On June 30, 2025, Brown filed his application to set aside the default judgment. The
hearing of the contempt application was adjourned and it and Brown's application were
scheduled for September 25 and 26, 2025.

In his Affidavit #2, Brown has raised a few topics, apparently to support a finding that his
delay should be excused. For example, he stated that he has tried to speak with the
plaintiff but to no avail, and that the plaintiff has been unwilling to engage in a reasonable
or constructive resolution (para. 6 and 12),
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14.

15.

16.
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In his cross-examination, Brown acknowledged that Dhunna's counsel routinely advised
him that any communications, particularly those regarding potential resolution, should be
made in writing. The evidence discloses that this was communicated to Brown on at least
February 11, 2022, March 28, 2023, July 19, 2023, July 27, 2023, October 10, 2023,
January 15, 2024 and February 29, 2024,

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tabs 17-22 & 30

Brown also stated in his Affidavit #2 that Dhunna and his counsel provided him with no
accommodation, particularly in relation to his father's death and the murder of his wife's
niece in Oregon.

First, regarding his father’s death, at his cross-examination, Brown was unsure when his
father had died. He believed it was in August, 2023, although he was uncertain of both the
month and the year. There were no proceedings taken in this action during August, 2023.

Regarding the murder of his wife's niece in Oregon, Brown acknowledged during his
cross-examination the following circumstances:

a) An examination in aid of execution was scheduled for September 11, 2024.

b) On September 10, 2024, Brown advised Dhunna’s counsel that his wife’s niece had
been murdered and that he would have to go to Oregon. By agreement, the
examination was adjourned to September 18, 2024.

c) On September 17, 2024, Brown advised that there had been a delay with the funeral
and he needed a further adjournment. Dhunna’s counsel agreed to adjourn to Monday,
September 23. Brown sought to adjourn to either Tuesday or Wednesday of the same
week. By agreement, the examination was adjourned to Tuesday, September 24. The
examination was held that day.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tab 38

Meritorious Defence?

17.

Brown claims that he has a meritorious defence based on the following:

a) The contract did not become binding because he did not waive conditions and he did
not pay the deposit.

b) Dhunna had the right to treat the contract as terminated.

c) The damages representing the difference between the price that Brown agreed to pay
($18,000,000.00) and the price that the property was eventually sold for
($14,300,000.00) are not proven.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

-8-

d) The costs incurred by Dhunna while he held the property seeking a sale are not
proven.

e) Dhunna failed to mitigate.
The evidence does not support these contentions.

Brown stated in his affidavit that he did not pay a deposit. That is not true. At his cross-
examination he identified an addendum which reduced the deposit to $1,000.00 and he
identified a certified cheque in that amount that he paid to his realtor.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tab 45

Brown stated in his affidavit that he did not waive any conditions. That is not true. On
cross-examination, he identified an addendum that he signed waiving conditions.

Sarah McMullan Affidavit #6, Exhibit D, Tab 44

While Dhunna, like any seller in his position, may have had the right to terminate the
contract, he did not choose to do so. The evidence is that he held Brown to the agreement
and claimed damages for Brown’s breach.

Dhunna’s affidavits in support of his damages assessment application prove his loss on
the sale of the property.

Paras. 13-25 of Dhunna's Affidavit #1 outline the strategies he employed to sell the house
and the offers that he received. His primary interest was to maximize the price that he was
able to obtain for the house.

By early 2023, he had received three offers, none of which he regarded as acceptable. As
the house had not sold, in order to proceed with a damages assessment, Dhunna obtained
an appraisal of the house in February, 2023. The appraised value was $15,350,000.00.
He filed an application seeking damages in an amount equal to the difference between
the price Brown had agreed to pay and the February, 2023 appraised value of the house.

Subsequently, in March, 2023, Dhunna received another offer on the house. This is
described in his Affidavit #2. After a number of counteroffers, Dhunna agreed to a price of
$14,300,000.00. He explained that, based on the market, it did not appear that he would
receive a better offer in the foreseeable future. The costs of holding and maintaining the
property, which were considerable, were becoming an increasing financial burden. The
damages assessment application was revised to seek damages equal to the difference
between the price that Brown had agreed to pay and the eventual sale price.

In addition to the loss on the sale of the house, Dhunna presented a claim for the costs
that he had incurred while seeking a buyer following Brown’s default. The costs are set

f
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28.

Part 5:;

-9.

out at paras. 36-38 of Dhunna'’s Affidavit #1. The costs, which are supported by receipts
exhibited to the Affidavit, include:

- Mortgage interest

- Property taxes

- BC Hydro

- Fortis BC

- Water and sewer

- Pool maintenance

- Security

- Gardening / landscaping

- Power washing

The house remained unoccupied while Dhunna was seeking to sell it.

Like any seller in this situation, Dhunna was highly motivated to limit his losses and to do
so as quickly as possible. In his Affidavit #1, he explains the steps he took with different
realtors and the negotiations he had with prospective buyers. Recognizing that he did not
have the benefit of a crystal ball, the evidence supports a conclusion that Dhunna behaved
reasonably in seeking to mitigate his loss.

LEGAL BASIS

The Damages Assessment Must be Set Aside as a First Step

20.

30.

31.

When an assessment of damages has been made, and it remains in place, this Court is
prevented from setting aside a prior default judgment. A damages assessment is a final
order. :

In those circumstances, the court must first consider whether to exercise its inherent
jurisdiction to set aside the damages order. Only if it finds it appropriate to do so is it then
appropriate to consider whether to set aside the default judgment, applying the factors set
out in Miracle Feeds v. D. & H. Enterprises Limited and Giesbrecht, 2001 BCSC 1309.

The test for exercising inherent jurisdiction to reconsider a damages assessment is "on
the basis that allowing the order to stand would amount to a miscarriage of justice”. The
test is an objective one. A party alleging a miscarriage of justice has the burden of proving
that allegation on a balance of probabilities. Merely establishing the existence of an
arguable case is insufficient to demonstrate a miscarriage of justice; rather, the test is
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whether a reasonable, well-informed member of the public would find allowing the
damages assessment to stand to be shocking and unconscionable.

Port Alberni Shelter Society v. Literacy Alberni Society, 2022 BCSC 239

British Columbia authorities do not support Brown’s position at bar. The material submitted
by Dhunna in support of his application was appropriate. Brown had the opportunity to
defend. He obtained an adjournment to retain counsel. He clearly had the financial means
to retain counsel but obviously chose not to. He attended at the courthouse on the day the
application was heard but he chose not to participate.

Lin v. Tang (1997), 147 D.LR. (4) 577, 1997 CanLll 2675 (B.C.C.A.)

Wang v. Corsa Auto Gallery Ltd., 2023 BCSC 382

The Miracle Feeds Test is Not Met

33.

Miracle Feeds v. D. & H. Enterprises Lid. sets out the tests for setting aside a default
judgment, at paras. 5-9:

...in order for a defendant to succeed on an application to sef aside a default judgment, he
must show:

1) That he did not wilfully or deliberately fail to enter an appearance or file a defence to
the plaintiff's claim;

2) That he made application fo set aside the defaulf judgment as soon as reasonably
possible after obtaining knowledge of the default judgment, or give an explanation for
any delay in the application being brought;

3) That he has a meritorious defence or at least a defence worthy of investigation; and

4) That the foregoing requirements will be established fo the satisfaction of the court
through affidavit material filed by or on behalf of the defendant.

Delay & Prejudice

34.

35.

The Court has discretion to set aside a default judgment. Under Rule 4-7(1), the onus is
on an applicant to establish that, despite the document having been properly served, they
were not aware of the document. The applicant must provide a plausible explanation for
his or her lack of knowledge of the proceedings or that they did not wilfully or deliberately
fail to respond. A defendant who decides not to defend an action, or chooses to ignore it,
fails to meet the first branch of the Miracle Feeds test.

The court must also consider Brown'’s explanation for his extensive delay, which Dhunna
submits is neither reasonable nor credible. Given Brown’s financial position throughout,
and the continuation of execution proceedings, there is no good explanation for a three-
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and-a-half-year delay. In addition, the authorities make it clear that prejudice to Dhunna is
o be considered.

On the face of it, Dhunna will be prejudiced by having incurred the time and expense of
substantial legal proceedings since default judgment was granted. Courts have noted that
where, as here, the delay in bringing the application has been considerable, it will be highly
prejudicial to the plaintiff to have to relitigate the debt when the details are no longer fresh
in the parties’ minds.

Yang v. Wang, 2020 BCSC 1176
Asia Growth VIl LP v. Qiao, 2023 BCSC 2173
Pepinieres Guillame SA v. Holman, 2012 BCSC 1291

Labadie v. Hegel, 2017 BCSC 909

Meritorious Defence

37.

38.

39.

40.

The “meritorious defence” is the third factor of the Miracle Feeds test. While it is not
necessary for the defence to be guaranteed to succeed, it must demonstrate a certain
level of substance.

To satisfy this aspect, the defendant must provide sufficient detail and supporting evidence
in their affidavit material to enable the judge to properly consider whether such a defence
genuinely exists. It requires more than a bare allegation. The court needs to be convinced
there is a plausible defence that warrants an investigation.

Where a witness's evidence is internally inconsistent and irreconcilable with prior
statements, and they offer no explanation for the inconsistency, the Court may disregard
that party's evidence where it conflicts with other reliable or credible evidence. Additionally,
where a party has "exhibited a willingness to sign documents with little or no apparent
regard for the truth or accuracy of the documents”, their evidence should be approached
with "considerable caution”.

Bahga Enterprises Ltd. v. Nijjar, 2022 BCSC 1717

At bar, Brown has not been careful with his evidence and it should not be relied upon. He
has failed to meet the considerable threshold required by the authorities referred to above.

Summary

41.

Brown’s application is not sufficient to warrant the exercise of the court's inherent
jurisdiction to set aside a final Order. Allowing the damages assessment to stand does not
amount to a “miscarriage of justice,” as Brown must show. This should be determinative
of Brown’s application.
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42. In any event, Brown has not satisfied the Miracle Feeds test. There is no adequate,
credible explanation for his failure to respond to the claim or for his delay and he has failed
to demonstrate a meritorious defence.

Part 6: MATERIAL TO BE RELIED ON
1. Affidavit #1 of Carrie-L.ee Godfrey
Affidavit #1 of Lisa Ziegler

Affidavit #1 of Christopher Green

Affidavit #1 of Rakesh Dhunna

a0 N

Affidavit #2 of Rakesh Dhunna
Affidavit #4 of Lisa Ziegler
Affidavit #1 of Sarah McMullan

Affidavit #2 of Sarah McMullan

© © N o

Affidavit #3 of Sarah McMullan

10. Affidavit #6 of Sarah McMullan

[X] The application respondent has filed in this proceeding a document that contains the
application respondent's address for service.

Date: September 18, 2025

Lawyer for the Application Respondent,
William Knutson, K.C.

This Application Response is prepared by of the firm of Clyde & Co Canada LLP, whose place
of business and address for delivery is 700 - 555 Burrard Street, Vancouver, B.C., V7X 1M8 (Tel:
604-684-0727, Fax: 604-684-7094), File No. 10282206
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Schedule 1:
Stephen Brown -
Table of Deposits and Withdrawals

Withdrawals | Deposits | Withdrawals Deposits Withdrawals

September, $20,300.00 $21,230.87 $282,045.37 $279,535.14
2021

October, $5,500.00 $2,506.07 $179,397.21 $178,813.75
2021

November, $500.00 $2,976.00 $169,384.95 $165,216.39
2021

December, $45,300.00 $3,627.07 $192,452.14 $166,200.44
2021

January, $62,838 $101,560.97 $165,461.70 $175,953.20
2022

February, $20,300.00 $17,146.07 $332,401.08 $319,634.71
2022

March, $16,000.00 $20,493.74 $196,706.51 $194,685.35
2022

April, 2022 $149,500 | $146,193.16 $109,033.70 $106,357.30




Schedule 1:
Stephen Brown -
Table of Deposits and Withdrawals

Deposits Withdrawals Deposits Withdrawals Deposits Withdrawals
May, 2022 $71,500.00 $34,179.43 ~ $128,135.42 $122,536.49 |
June, 2022 $85,300.00 | $105,713.63 $138,624.21 $134,970.81
July, 2022 $95,000.00 $113,353.42 $117,773.03 $118,690.17
August, $68,325.00 $67,398.84 $124,261.01 $129,736.04
2022
September, $100.00 $83,870.00 $85,379.12 $185,863.06 $160,609.82
2022
October, $154,620.00 | $124,508.11 $126,382.88 $152,159.13
2022
Novembert, $104,850.00 $137,966.79 | $123,717.32 $123,961.56
2022
December, $141,302.89 $120,628.50 $280,793.52 $260,838.35 $76,308.96 $61,139.96
2022
January, $133,745.04 | $154,438.52 $166,500 $187,176.99 Bank statements Bank statements
2023 missing. missing.




Table of Deposits and Withdrawals

Schedule 1:
Stephen Brown -

: e " Criteria Management Ltd. Brown Family Investments Ltd. Stephen Browrl, Mary Jubane Brown, Stephen
. Date | BankofMontreal #0778 1990757 | Bankof Montreal #07781992533 | Alexander Brown 5
' | BankStatements at Affidavit#1 of | Bank Statements at Affidavit #1 TD Bank #0937-6390813
. Sarah McMullan, Exhibit B of Sarah McMullan, Exhibit A _Bank Statements at Affidavit #6 of Sarah
-- sy s MeMullan ExhibitA
Deposits Withdrawals Deposits Withdrawals Depos its Wlthdrawals
Fe‘b'r_uar'y,_ $212,821.40 | $212,895.50 $206,600 $204,733.88 $64,948.82 $64,049.35
2023
March, $191,000.93 | $175,956.50  $181,570 | $184.672.26 $99,317.73 $98,301.57 |
2023
April, 2023 $153,270.09 | $153,941.50 | $151,200.00 $148,996.16 $125,060.54 $124,566.63
May, 2023 $163,636.56 | $177,976.73 $184,550.00 $186,534.72 $131,467.89 $133,811.13
June, 2023 $186,306.87 | $185,750.50 1 33,'350 $131,560.09 $147,164.38 $158,865.52
July, 2023 $163,425.34 | $163,982.50 $91,050.00 $81,905.03 $142,531.65 $145,749.00
August, $229,330.92 $222,263.30 $83,490.00 | $95,634.32 $199,915.85 $198,174.51
2023
September, $260,709.20 | $257,784.10 $113,350.00 $111,335.68 $189,029.78 $187,913.57
2023
October, $317,663.02 | $317,471.53 $104,925.00 $73,275.58 $222,522.50 $221,749.35
2023




Schedule 1
Stephen Brown —
Table of Deposits and Withdrawals

Date

"Criteria Management Ltd.

' Bank of Montreal #0778 1990 757

Brown Family Investments Lid.

Stephen Brown, Mary Jubane Brown, Stephen'f:

_ Bank of Montreal #0775 1992 533 o DERERIEERN
Bank Statements at Affidavit #1of | Bank Statements at Affidavit#1 | | TDBank#0937-6390813
Sarah McMullan, Exhibit B of Sarah McMullan, Exhibit A » Bank Statements at Affidavit #6 of Sarah
) . | McMullan,ExhibitA
Deposits Withdrawals Deposits Withdrawals De; [JO.S._It_S. Wlthdrawa ls
‘November, $217,014.51 $227,203.18 $62,500.00 $65,915.11 | $171,982.44 $1 73,696."01 1
2023
December, $153,251.52 | $127,107.34 $56,900.00 $85,083.34 $102,888.55 $104,578.11
2023 :
January, $105,285.62 $131,466.76 $41,820.00 $44,356.94 $117,045.53 $118,179.92
2024
February, $167,686.99 | $165,692.52 $64,250.00 $37,971.08 Bank statements Bank statements
2024 missing. missing.
March, $70,487.19 - $72,453.49 $21,450.00 $47,481.97 $95,515.22 $97,701.80
2024
April, 2024 $65,372.25 $65,335.92 $34,100.00 $34,331.16 $128,600.76 $124,340.83
May, 2024 $136,816.37 $136,849.77 $33,650.00 $33,943.1 1 $110,888.64 $111,468.68
June, 2024 $128,942.95 $128,913.18 $52,800.00 $27,156.91 $122,060.64 $111,984.46
July, 2024 $98,624.30 $98,700.79 $4,830.00 $30,354.22 $142,607.72 $142,911.80




Schedule 1:
Stephen Brown -
Table of Deposits and Withdrawals

Crlterla Man agement Ltd.

Brown Family Investments Ltd.

Stephen Brown, Mary Jubane Brown, Stephen

_ Bank of Montreal #0778 1880757 | Bank of Montreal #0778 1992 533 “Alexander Brown
Bank Statements at Affidavit #1 of | Bank Statements at Affidavit #1 TD Bank#0937-6390813
Sarah McMultan, Exhibit B of Sarah McMutlan, Exhibit A Bank Statements at Affidavit #6 of Sarah '
G e - o es 2 e S = o -/, McMullan, ExhibitA
Deposits Withdrawals Deposits Withdrawals Depos:ts Withdrawals
August, $129,175.05 | $129,163.25 $39,621.35 $39;771.42 $123,982.11 $119,946.48
2024 '
September, $22,117.15 |  $22,103.19 $37,392.70 $37,315.91 $177,365.79 $152,519.37
2024
October, $13,009.84 $13,022.98 $65,367.70 $37,336.05 $173,866.58 $172,634.52
2024
November, $126,338.33 | $109,434.77 $30,325.40 $43,298.78 $157,868.50 $160,783.50
2024
December, $94,834.19 | $111,704.37 $19,100.00 $34,278.70 $116,774.69 $133,688.80
2024
January, $74,452.32 $74,432.53 $37,790.00 $37,698.66 $132,905.59 $124,321.59
2025
February, $1,500.00 $1,562.38 $28,650.00 $28,488.10 $180,202.82 $180,780.31
2025
March, $62,750.00 $62,829.30
2025
Totals: $3,758,220.84 | $3,758,235.60 | $3,374,878.67 | $3,193,834.85 $6,024,463.27 $5,952,917.07




Schedule 2:
Stephen Brown -
Table of Deposits and Withdrawals for June - July, 2023

e

Deposits

June, 2023

$186,306.87

$185,750.50

$133,850.00

$131,560.09

$147,164.38

$158,865.52

July, 2023

$163,425.34

$163,982.50

- $91,050.00

$81,905.03

$142,531.65

$145,749.00

L



