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Procsedings

the proc¢eedings sgain as a result of an abuge of
Process, there is & suggestion that ths ietter
written by the §,.P.C.A. to tha dafendant neve,
asking fcr meney for the board and care and
transportaticn cf the horses in return for acn
agreement 5o return the horses back tc the owner,
reaily amounts to what ¢ne could class.fy s an
extortion in that it is usiag the threat, if you
will, or implied threat of criminal presscution
in order ‘tc collect this money, I camet find
thax on the facts becauss, first of all, there lis
2 separation hetween the peoplie who provide the
facrs and the Eeopla who lay the charge. Crowm
counse} lays the charce. It is not up to the
$.P.%2,A. to decicde whethey nr not the charges
should be lzid. They were in the process of
putting that iniormation befszxe the Cyrown at tha
time that the letter wenc cut, I ecannot find
that they khad any eontrol ene way or ancther 3as
to whetler or not ultimacely charges would come
forward and the letter did not refer to =hargss
net proceeding or acything of thar nsture.

In additis=n, of ¢ourse, the BAcs provides
that ths 6.2.C.A. is entitled to collect for cars
of animals which are in their posaession ap a
regult of & selzure, presumably a lawful seizure,
tut up until that peint in time, they did nct
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29 know any differenc, o they are net doing :
23 anytiing wrong in writing a letze> t2 the

3¢ defendanz, asking for woney. The defendant has a
31 risht, of seourse, to rsfuse tco pay, which she

52 did.

z Sc, } cannct find anythiag inm theze o

24 puggess that there is an abuse of precess and

38 that ®=le charge was lald tecause, for exymple.

Tif the morey wag not paid. The defendant, I -
37 suppese, haa the right ke guspicious ascut that,
g . but vhere {5 nc evidence 3¢ it, _

3¢ I just want td corment on ons other thing

40 whnich really relates to why I did not enter a

¢l stay ¢f proceadings after having found a breach
4% ¢f the Charter in an ualawful search warrant znd
43 that is respect to the TV grew which wes
<3 menzionad in the arguments and 7 failed to
%3 mention them in my reasons, but defence counsel
4¢€ azgues that there is gufficient bad faith shown
47 : here, if you will, by the presence of TV crews at



