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A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Deloitte Restructuring Inc. is the Trustee acting in the proposal of MicroPlanet Technology Corp. 

(“MTC” or the “Company”), an insolvent company.  The original proposal was filed with the 

Official Receiver on October 3, 2016 pursuant to Part III of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act 

(Canada) (the “BIA”) (the “Original Proposal”).  The Company’s amended proposal was filed with 

the Official Receiver on November 21, 2016 (the “Amended Proposal”) and was subsequently 

further amended and filed with the Official Receiver on December 6, 2016 (the “Amended Amended 

Proposal”). 

2. The Trustee’s Report on Proposal to the Court (the “Trustee’s Court Report”) was forwarded to the 

Official Receiver on December 6, 2016. 

B. PURPOSE OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT AND TERMS OF REFERENCE 

3. The purpose of this supplemental report to the Trustee’s Court Report (the “Supplemental Court 

Report”) is to respond to certain matters set out in the letter of Mr. Myron Tetreault dated December 

12, 2016 (the “Tetreault Letter”) and to provide the Court with additional information with respect 

to the Company’s proposal proceedings.  The Trustee received the affidavit of Mr. Brett Ironside 

dated December 13, 2016 (the “Ironside Affidavit”) after business hours on December 13, 2016 and 

has not had time to comprehensively respond to all other matters raised in the Ironside Affidavit. 

4. Unless otherwise defined in this Supplemental Court Report, capitalized terms will have the meaning 

ascribed in the Trustee’s Court Report. 

5. In preparing this Supplemental Court Report, the Trustee has relied on unaudited financial 
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information, the books and records of the Company and MicroPlanet, Inc. (“MI”) and discussions 

with the management of the Company and MI (“Management”) and certain interested parties and 

stakeholders.  The Trustee has not performed an independent review or audit of the information 

provided.   

6. The Trustee assumes no responsibility or liability for any loss or damage occasioned by any party as a 

result of the circulation, publication, reproduction, or use of this Supplemental Court Report. 

7. All amounts included herein are in Canadian dollars unless otherwise stated. 

C. MEETING OF CREDITORS 

8. Paragraph 2 of the Tetreault Letter states: “The creditor meeting was not conducted with impartiality 

and numerous creditor votes against the proposal were not duly counted. During the meeting and an 

adjournment thereto, representatives of Deloitte reviewed in detail only those votes against the 

proposal and challenged all of the contrary votes. They did not provide any review or analysis of the 

votes in favour of the proposal, thereby demonstrating a blatant bias in the outcome of the creditor 

meeting. Deloitte then determined not to allow many of the contrary votes, which changed the 

outcome of the creditor meeting. Had such creditors been allowed to vote, and had other creditors 

such as Green Volt who were not advised of the meeting been allowed to vote, the proposal would 

have failed. As such, the results of the creditor meeting should be invalidated and disallowed” 

9. Reference is made to the minutes of the reconvened general meeting of creditors held on December 2, 

2016 (the “Reconvened General Meeting”) in Exhibit “H” of the Trustee’s Court Report (the 

“Reconvened Meeting Minutes”). 

10. As set out on page one of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes, the Reconvened General Meeting and 

quorum was established.  The Chairperson also informed the meeting that any creditor may appeal 

any decision of the Chairperson to the Court. 

11. The Chairperson had informed the meeting that creditors must have filed a valid proof of claim prior 

to the meeting being called to order to vote.  The Chairperson tabled several documents as listed on 

pages one and two of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes, which included all proofs of claim and 
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proxy/voting letters that had been filed with the Trustee which were available for review by Mr. 

Tetreault.  Pages two and three of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes set out several proofs of claim 

which were filed just before the date of the Reconvened General Meeting and, accordingly, the 

Trustee briefly adjourned the Reconvened General Meeting to enable further review and discussion of 

these claims. 

12. The Chairperson was in doubt as to whether four proofs of claim totaling $836,231 should be 

admitted or rejected which were marked as “objected to” but allowed them for voting purposes (the 

“Objected To Claims”) in accordance with section 108(3) of the BIA.  The Objected To Claims, 

which are more particularly described in pages two and three of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes, are 

summarized below and are attached to this report as Appendix 1: 

a. Secured claim of Mr. Cole Harris in the amount of $425,000 as filed with the Trustee on the 

afternoon of December 1, 2016.  The particulars appended to this proof of claim contained 

documentation which referred to a significantly lower quantum and the election by Mr. Harris 

to convert debt instruments to shares.   During a telephone discussion with the Trustee on 

December 12, 2016, Mr. Harris confirmed that his debt instruments were in fact converted to 

equity and that he wished to withdraw his claim.  The Trustee followed up with an email to 

Mr. Harris to confirm his withdrawal in writing, but Mr. Harris has not yet responded to the 

email as of the date of this report.  

b. Unsecured claim filed by Mr. Brett Ironside in the amount of $411,229.  We understand that 

Mr. Ironside is a former director, President and Chief Executive Officer of MTC.  The 

Trustee was uncertain as to whether the claim should be admitted or rejected as the quantum 

was contingent in nature and, while a statement of claim was filed, no further action was 

taken by Mr. Ironside with respect to this litigation. 

c. Unsecured claim filed by Mr. Tetreault in the amount of $1.00 as it appears that this claim 

was paid out in full. 

d. Unsecured claim filed by Mr. Tetreault on behalf of Calafate Holdings Ltd. (“Calafate”) in 

the amount of $1.00 as it appears the claim was paid out in full. 
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13. At the Reconvened General Meeting, Ms. Alexis Teasdale of the Company’s legal counsel, Bennett 

Jones LLP, informed the meeting that it appeared that Mr. Tetreault and his wholly-owned entity, 

Calafate, were repaid in full, inclusive of interest.  Mr. Tetreault responded that he was unsure if he 

and Calafate had been paid in full and questioned whether he was still owed interest and other 

amounts under a consulting agreement with the Company.  Mr. Tetreault indicated that his intention 

was to make claims in the amount of $1.00 and that he wanted to have a say in the proposal. 

14. As set out on page 3 of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes and paragraph 15 of the Trustee’s Court 

Report, the Chairperson determined that there were four separate claims totaling $525,000 which 

would not be admitted for the purpose of voting (the “Unadmitted Claims”) as no supporting 

documentation was provided with those claims.  On December 1, 2016, an unidentified person hand-

delivered the Unadmitted Claims to the reception area of the Trustee’s office in Calgary, Alberta and 

copies of the Unadmitted Claims and are attached to this report as Appendix 2.  A summary of the 

Unadmitted Claims is as follows: 

a. Secured claim of Mr. Brett Ironside in the amount of $425,000.  This claim was also 

previously filed with the Trustee before the general meeting held and adjourned on October 

21, 2016 (the “General Meeting”), and notwithstanding several requests to Mr. Ironside and 

his legal counsel for provision of supporting documentation since the date of the General 

Meeting, the Trustee did not receive any supporting documentation with particulars for this 

claim.  The Trustee also notes that Mr. Ironside was not present in person or by proxy at the 

Reconvened General Meeting.  On December 13, 2016, Mr. Ironside forwarded certain 

documentation which is subject to the Trustee’s review and further correspondence with Mr. 

Ironside. 

b. Secured claim of Ms. Jennifer Ironside in the amount of $50,000 filed on December 1, 2016.  

No supporting documentation or particulars were provided.  The Trustee understands that Ms. 

Jennifer Ironside is married to Mr. Ironside.  The Trustee has requested supporting 

documentation from Ms. Jennifer Ironside. 

c. Unspecified claim of Ms. Toni Ironside with no amount indicated filed on December 1, 2016. 

No supporting documentation or particulars were provided.  The Trustee understands that Ms. 
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Toni Ironside is the mother of Mr. Ironside.  The Trustee has requested supporting 

documentation from Ms. Toni Ironside. 

d. Secured claim of Mr. Eric Tremblay in the amount of $50,000 filed on December 1, 2016.  

No supporting documentation or particulars were provided.  The Trustee has requested 

supporting documentation from Mr. Tremblay. 

15. As set out on page five of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes and paragraph 15 of the Trustee’s Court 

Report, the Company’s Amended Amended Proposal was accepted by the requisite number and dollar 

value of Unsecured Creditors entitled to vote at the Reconvened General Meeting in accordance with 

subsection 54(2)(d) of the BIA, as follows: 

Description Number Value 
In Favour 9 $ 2,330,832 
Against 4 836,231 
Total 13 $ 3,167,063 
% In Favour  69% 74% 

All four of the Objected To Claims totaling $836,231 voted “against” the Amended Amended 

Proposal and are reflected in the above voting results, including the secured claim of $425,000 from 

Mr. Harris which the Trustee understands will be withdrawn.  

16. As set out above, there were four separate claims totaling $525,000 which were not admitted or 

allowed to vote at the Reconvened General Meeting since they were not duly proved and did not 

contain any supporting documentation.  On page five of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes and at the 

request of Mr. Tetreault, the Trustee outlined what the theoretical outcome of the vote on the 

Amended Amended Proposal would have been if the four Unadmitted Claims for $525,000 were 

properly filed as unsecured claims, supported and allowed to vote.  The Trustee indicated that the vote 

would have been as follows (assuming all of the Unadmitted Claims voted no, were amended to be 

unsecured claims and that there were no adjustments to or denials of the Objected To Claims): 
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Description Number Value 
In Favour 9 $ 2,330,832 
Against 8 1,361,231 
Total 17 $ 3,692,063 
% In Favour 53% 63% 

 

As a result, if the Unadmitted Claims were allowed to vote and there were no changes or amendments 

to the Objected To Claims, the Amended Amended Proposal would not have been approved by the 

creditors as the value of the claims voting in favour would not have totaled 66⅔% in value in such a 

scenario.  However, if Mr. Harris withdraws his claim for $425,000 as the Trustee understands he 

intends to do, the number and value of the percentage of votes in favour would be 56% and 71%, 

respectively, and the Amended Amended Proposal would have still been accepted by the requisite 

majorities. 

17. As set out on page two of the Reconvened Meeting Minutes, Mr. Tetreault inquired if a notice had 

been sent to Greenvolt Energy Corp. (“GEC”).  Mr. Tetreault informed the meeting that GEC had 

previously provided a $50,000 deposit to MTC that was not returned when an order was not 

completed.  The Trustee responded to Mr. Tetreault by stating that GEC was not listed in the 

Company’s statement of affairs, and therefore no notice was sent.  At the Reconvened General 

Meeting, Mr. Tetreault advised that he and Mr. Brett Ironside were the directors of GEC, both of 

which had received notice of and were currently involved in the proposal proceedings.  Mr. Tetreault 

did not make any inquiries regarding GEC with the Trustee prior to the date of the Reconvened 

General Meeting.  As at the date of this Supplemental Report, the Trustee has not received a proof of 

claim from GEC nor any additional details from Mr. Tetreault and Mr. Ironside in this regard.  The 

affidavit of Mr. Wolfgang Struss dated December 14, 2016 (the “Second Struss Affidavit”) indicates 

in paragraph six and seven that no debt appears to be owing to GEC based on his review of certain 

financial statements of MTC as well as a settlement of a trade debt owing to GEC by payment of 

certain deferred compensation in 2005 and 2006 of a director who was also an owner of GEC. 

18. Based on the activities described above and in the Reconvened Meeting Minutes and the Trustee’s 

Court Report, the Trustee is of the view that it acted in an appropriate and impartial manner and in 

accordance with the BIA in conducting the Reconvened General Meeting, and refutes Mr. Tetreault’s 

statement that “…the results of the creditor meeting should be invalidated and disallowed.” 
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D. ASSET VALUATION 

19. Paragraph 3 of the Tetreault Letter states: “The proposal does not properly value the assets of 

MicroPlanet, including the IP, tax losses and business opportunities. Deloitte acknowledged that it 

did not consider the value of the more than $30 million of tax losses in MicroPlanet and that it was 

not aware of an offer previously received by MicroPlanet of more than $1.5 million, which far 

exceeds the value being provided under the current offer. At the creditors' meeting, representatives of 

Deloitte conceded that such tax losses would typically have a value of $0.05 to $0.20 per dollar of 

losses, which in the case of MicroPlanet could imply a value of $1,500,000 to $6,000,000, which far 

exceeds the consideration being offered as part of this proposal. MicroPlanet has made no efforts to 

make use of these tax losses or to structure the proposal in a manner that would allow them to be 

used in the future. The prior offer from Dominion of more than $1.5 million was never disclosed to 

shareholders or creditors prior to the creditor meeting and raises serious issues about the process 

conducted by MicroPlanet to arrive at the current proposal”. 

20. The Company provided to the Trustee a list of its patents of MI which were set out in Schedule 1 (the 

“Valuation of the MI Share”) to the Trustee’s report on proposal to creditors dated October 4, 2016 

(the “Trustee’s Report to Creditors”).  The Trustee understands that the Company holds six patents 

in the United States, two patents in China, one patent in the United Kingdom and France and one 

patent in Germany (the “Patents”).  The Trustee has the following comments on the Patents and their 

potential value based on its review and discussions with Management: 

a. The Patents were not assigned any value in the last audited consolidated financial statements 

for the year ended December 31, 2013 (the “2013 Financial Statements”) or the MI internal 

financial statements as at August 31, 2016; 

b. MI has incurred significant losses over the past several years which brings into question the 

value of the Patents; 

c. The Patents generally expire after 17 years and one of the US patents (the “Mother Patent”) 

expired in 2015 and there is uncertainty as to whether the remaining US or other “sibling” 

patents stand on their own without the Mother Patent; 
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d. The MI technology covered by the Patents requires the proprietary knowledge of certain MI 

employees for product assembly, meaning they may be of a nominal value to third parties; 

e. MI is not licensing any of the Patents to third parties; and 

f. The patents registered in China and Germany are of little value since MI does not sell 

products in those countries. 

21. As a result of the above, the Trustee did not attribute any value to the Patents in a liquidation scenario 

as outlined in the Valuation of the MI Share.  

22. As for the $30 million of tax losses of the Company and MI (collectively, the “Tax Losses”), the 

Trustee did not include the Tax Losses in its Valuation of the MI Share, but did indicate at the 

Reconvened General Meeting that tax losses can have some value depending on the situation.  The 

discussion was limited at the Reconvened General Meeting, but the Trustee has reviewed and 

discussed the Tax Losses in more detail since the Reconvened General Meeting and has the following 

additional comments: 

a. The Tax Losses appear to be split between both MTC and MI based on the 2012 income tax 

filings that include approximately $7.5 million of losses in MTC and USD $22 million of 

losses in MI;  

b. The Tax Losses were not attributed any value in the 2013 Financial Statements; 

c. Buyers of tax losses are generally looking for larger amounts due to the risks and complex tax 

rules around tax losses and $30 million is generally not considered a significant amount for a 

transaction, especially when they are split between two companies in two different 

jurisdictions which would also increase the transaction costs; 

d. Tax losses can be used against future income, subject to various rules, and MI has not made a 

any income for years and may not for several more, as outlined in paragraph 20 of the 

Trustee’s Report to Creditors; 

e. There are complex tax rules in Canada and the United States around the use of tax losses after 
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a change in control or ownership; and 

f. Tax losses are subject to a “grind down” if debt is forgiven as part of a transaction pursuant to 

“debt forgiveness” rules in Canada and “cancellation of indebtedness income” rules in the 

United States which negatively impacts the potential value. 

23. Based on the above and the more specific factors impacting the Company and MI, the Trustee is of 

the opinion that the Tax Losses have nominal or no value in a liquidation or going concern scenario.  

24. The Trustee is not certain what Mr. Tetrault is referring to as the value of the business opportunities.  

However, the Trustee did, in discussions with Management and prior to the Original Proposal being 

filed, report in the “Assets and Liabilities” section of the Trustee’s Report to the Creditors, the fact 

that MI had received and was completing the two purchase orders (the “Purchase Orders”) with the 

funding received from Emerald Ventures Inc. (“EVI”).  Copies of the Purchase Orders were provided 

to the Trustee prior to the filing of the Original Proposal. 

25. The Trustee and the Company’s counsel sought additional information on the valuation challenges 

previously raised by Mr. Ironside in his October 20, 2016 letter, but has not received any information 

in this regard.  As a result and based on the above comments, the Trustee’s liquidation value estimate 

of the MI Assets in the Valuation of the MI Share has not been revised. 

E. DISCLOSURE BY THE COMPANY 

26. Paragraph 5 of the Tetreault Letter states: “The proposal is constructed from the perspective of the 

subsidiary MicroPlanet, Inc. rather than the parent company, MicroPlanet Technology Corp. and 

does not provide any opportunity for MicroPlanet Technology Corp. to restructure in a manner that 

would allow it to make use of the tax losses. During the last two years, MicroPlanet has provided no 

financial statements and made no disclosure of material facts, as it is required to do as a reporting 

issuer. It has also failed to hold a shareholders' meeting as it is required to do under the Business 

Corporation Act (Alberta). In his affidavit, Mr. Struss suggests that MicroPlanet could not provide 

any disclosure to shareholders due to its insolvency. However, it was able to secure funds necessary 

to pay the lawyers and trustees in this process in excess of $50,000. Yet, it could not issue a press 
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release at a cost of a few hundred dollars to advise shareholders of the steps it has taken and the 

status of its business? This position is untenable and indefensible. The most likely group that would 

be apt to offer an alternative proposal would be found within those who have invested more than $30 

million to date, yet MicroPlanet and Mr. Struss have failed to provide them with any information that 

would allow them to do so. MicroPlanet has failed to provide appropriate disclosure about the sales 

orders and business opportunities available to the business. This complete lack of disclosure, which 

was not remedied by the Trustee's report, also makes it impossible for creditors or other stakeholders 

to properly evaluate the adequacy of the proposal. Deloitte acknowledged that it had reviewed 

internally prepared financial statements of MicroPlanet but such information was not provided to 

creditors or shareholders. Nor were creditors provided any information about the prior offer for the 

business or sufficient information about the sales prospects for the Company's products. As such, the 

creditors did not have the appropriate information when they were asked to vote on the proposal”. 

27. The Trustee’s Report to the Creditors mailed on October 6, 2016 provided various known information 

to the creditors of the Company, including the MI Share Valuation.  A subsequent notice for the 

Reconvened General Meeting was sent to the creditors on November 21, 2016 along with the 

Trustee’s Supplemental Report to Creditors.  The cover letters sent with these documents provided the 

Trustee’s contact information and invited creditors to contact the Trustee for any further information, 

which has been provided upon request. 

28. The Trustee was not made aware of the previous letter of intent from Dominion in November 2014 

for the assets of MI (the “LOI”), but further details of the LOI are outlined in paragraph’s 79 and 80 

of the affidavit of Mr. Struss dated December 5, 2016 (the “First Struss Affidavit”).  The Trustee 

has requested a copy of the LOI but it understands that the LOI is subject to a confidentiality 

agreement.  The Trustee also understands from the First Struss Affidavit that, due to MI’s financial 

status and the related risks, the LOI did not proceed.   

29. The Trustee did discuss with Management the option of conducting a formal sales process for the MI 

assets, but Management decided not to undertake such a process.  The Trustee is not certain if a sales 

process would result in a better recovery to the creditors than the Amended Amended Proposal for the 

following reasons: 
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a. MI is insolvent and has been unable to become profitable, raise funds or restructure despite 

the efforts of Mr. Struss as outlined in paragraphs 23 to 29 of the First Struss Affidavit and 

paragraph 10 of the Second Struss Affidavit; 

b. The LOI is two years old and, given MI’s financial challenges, the Trustee is of the view that 

the liquidation value of the assets of MI have materially decreased in the intervening period; 

c. The liquidation value of the assets is nominal and not enough to cover the secured debt of 

EVI, but there may be strategic or other buyers that may offer more than the Amended 

Amended Proposal; 

d. Sales processes take time and funding to conduct and may not result in a better outcome to 

the creditors than the Amended Amended Proposal; 

e. The existing shareholders may be logical buyers, but the Trustee understands that no formal 

offers have been made to date despite the assertions by some that the value of MI assets are 

much higher than that estimated by the Trustee; and 

f. The Trustee understands that the Company has not been approached by any other interested 

parties to date, although offers have not been formally solicited. 

30. The Trustee cannot say with certainty whether an improved offer would be received through a formal 

sales process and not all of the details of the LOI are known due to confidentiality reasons. However, 

based upon the above-referenced information, there are no objective indicators that such a process is 

warranted in light of the cost of such a process and the time it would take to run, when balanced with 

the nature of the assets. 

F. PRIOR OFFERS AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES 

31. Paragraph 8 of the Tetreault Letter states: “The Trustee, Deloitte, has also failed to make adequate 

investigations into the facts surrounding this proposal and to seek alternative proposals. Deloitte 

acknowledged at the creditors' meeting that it did not consider the tax losses, was unaware of a prior 

offer of $1.5 million for the assets and was not aware of all of the sales orders received by 
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MicroPlanet. These are material facts that should have been known by them and provided to 

creditors before asking them to vote on the proposal. Deloitte assigned a value to the MTC assets of 

US $3l,179 without considering that more than $30 million had been invested by shareholders and 

that a prior offer of $1.5 million had been received. Deloitte suggests the proposal is "reasonable" 

yet has made no efforts to determine the true value of these assets or if there are alternate proposals 

that might be made by other interested parties. How can the trustee and MicroPlanet make the 

assertion that this is higher than would be received in a bankruptcy, when no meaningful effort has 

been made by either of them to seek alternative proposals?” 

32. The issues raised above have been previously addressed by the Trustee in this report. 

CONCLUSION 

33. This report has been prepared to provide the Court with the Trustee’s responses and comments in 

regards to certain matters set out in the Tetreault Letter and to provide additional information with 

respect to the Company’s proposal proceedings.  The Trustee’s recommendation on the Amended 

Amended Proposal remains unchanged. 

 
Dated at Calgary, this 14th day December, 2016. 
 
 
DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC., 
In its capacity as Trustee under the  
Amended Amended Proposal of  
MicroPlanet Technology Corp.,  
and not in its personal capacity 

 
Per: 
Jeff Keeble, CPA, CA, CIRP, LIT, CBV 
Senior Vice-President   
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Brett Ironside Employment Claim

















Myron Tetreault Debenture Claim

























From: Myron Tetreault
To: Sithole, Joseph (CA - Alberta)
Cc: Keeble, Jeff (CA - Alberta)
Subject: RE: MicroPlanet Technology Corporation Proposal - Court file #25-2172984
Date: Thursday, December 1, 2016 5:06:51 PM
Attachments: 16-12-01 calafate share cert.pdf

16-12-01 myron debenture.pdf
16-12-01 calafate debenture.pdf
12-08-15 consulting agreement.pdf

Hi Joseph,
 
I am a co-founder and former director of MicroPlanet Technology Corp.  I have invested over $1
million in MicroPlanet and currently hold approximately 8 million common shares of the
Corporation.  For your information, I have attached a sample share certificate in the name of
Calafate Holdings Ltd.  I hold my personal shares through various brokerage accounts.  I participated
both personally and through my holding company, Calafate Holdings Ltd., in the debenture
financings.  For your information,  I have attached the subscription agreements and certificates for
one such subscription for each of Calafate Holdings Ltd. and Myron Tetreault.  Upon my resignation
as Chairman of MicroPlanet, I entered into a consulting agreement with the Company.  This
agreement has never been terminated.  I provided advice and counsel to the former CEO, Brett
Ironside as well as the former Chairman, Alan Richardson and have also been consulted by the
current director, Wolfgang Struss.  I have never been paid for such counsel.   For your information, I
have attached a signed copy of this agreement.
 
I filed my proof of claim for $1.00 because that is the amount you set out on your own schedule for
the meeting.  I am simply looking to have status at this meeting to be able to speak to and vote with
respect to the proposed plan.  I intend to appear in person at the meeting tomorrow.
 
Regards,
 
Myron Tetreault
 

From: Sithole, Joseph (CA - Alberta) [mailto:josithole@deloitte.ca] 
Sent: Thursday, December 1, 2016 3:02 PM
To: Myron Tetreault <mtetreault@fitzroydev.com>
Subject: RE: MicroPlanet Technology Corporation Proposal - Court file #25-2172984
 
Hello Myron,
 
I believe Dana Gaspar has contacted you in the past regarding your proof of claim, however I am not sure
if you responded previously. We need a schedule supporting the amount owed to you in order to accept
your proof of claim. In addition, you filed your proof of claim for $1.00, the proof of claim should be filed
for the actual amount owing to you.
 
Please contact me for any questions you may have.
 
Regards,
 
--

mailto:mtetreault@fitzroydev.com
mailto:josithole@deloitte.ca
mailto:jkeeble@deloitte.ca


























































Joseph Sitholé, CA
Senior Associate | Restructuring Services
D: (587) 293 3203 | F: (403) 718 3681
josithole@deloitte.ca | deloitte.ca
--
Deloitte is proud to be selected as one of 
Canada’s Top 100 Employers in 2016
 
Please consider the environment before printing.
 

From: Myron Tetreault [mailto:mtetreault@fitzroydev.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 2:31 PM
To: Keeble, Jeff (CA - Alberta) <jkeeble@deloitte.ca>; CA Calgary Restructuring (CA - Calgary)
<CalgaryRestructuring@deloitte.ca>
Subject: MicroPlanet Technology Corporation Proposal - Court file #25-2172984
 
Dear Sirs / Mesdames,
 

I just received the documents mailed on October 4th, 2016 regarding the above-mentioned
proposal.  I understand that the meeting of creditors scheduled for October 21, 2016 has been
cancelled or postponed.

In connection with this matter, please find attached the Form 31 / 36 and Form 37 for both Calafate
Holdings Ltd. and Myron Tetreault voting AGAINST this proposal.
 
Please confirm receipt of this email and that my vote has been properly received and recorded. 
Also, please advise as to the time, date and place of any rescheduled meeting.
 
Regards,
 
Myron Tetreault

Confidentiality Warning: 

This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the intended recipient(s),
are confidential, and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, retransmission, conversion to hard copy, copying, circulation or other
use of this message and any attachments is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, and delete this message and
any attachments from your system. Thank You

If you do not wish to receive future commercial electronic messages from Deloitte, forward
this email to unsubscribe@deloitte.ca

Avertissement de confidentialité: 

Ce message, ainsi que toutes ses pièces jointes, est destiné exclusivement au(x) destinataire(s)
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