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The parties’ submissions in respect of which the court wishes to have further
clarification, and the parties’ speaking time;

Given that two rounds of written submissions have already taken place and the
claimants have introduced a considerable volume of documents into the proceedings,
Van Cann and Jansen request that your court indicate in advance the purpose of the oral
hearing and, with regard to which submissions, the court wishes to receive further
clarification from which party, in order to ensure that the oral hearing proceeds as
efficiently as possible and to limit the speaking time of the numerous parties. Van Cann
and Jansen consider a speaking time of 10 minutes per group of parties jointly
represented by the same solicitor to be sufficient.

7. 

The speaking time of 120 minutes requested by the claimants is excessive in view of all
the documents and arguments already submitted by the parties in these proceedings.
This request appears to be partly motivated by the desire to allow experts brought along
to speak as well.

8. 

A.iii. the scope for witnesses and experts to be heard during the oral hearing

It follows from paragraph 2.10 of the Interim Judgment that the court sees no reason to
exercise its power to hear party-appointed experts or witnesses during the oral hearing,
or to do so during a separate oral hearing, and therefore rejects this request.

9. 

In the statement of the parties submitted by the claimants, the claimants respond to this
by stating that they do intend to bring experts to the hearing and request that the court
facilitate this by providing an online connection and allowing an interpreter.

10. 

For the reasons set out in the Interim Judgment and given that the statements of these
experts now form part of these proceedings, Cann and Jansen request that it be made
clear once again in advance that, even if these experts are present during the oral
hearing, the claimants are free to consult with the experts, but that the experts may not
play any further role during the oral hearing. It follows from the Interim Judgment, after
all, that the court does not grant permission for the hearing of witnesses or party-
appointed experts. Furthermore, the experts may not speak during the speaking time
allocated to the claimants, as they cannot represent the claimants in court.

11. 

DATES OF UNAVAILABILITY
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May: 1–10, 13, 18, 19–22, 27–29
June: 10–12, 17–19, 24,
July: 2, 4–31
August: 1–19, 26

The dates on which the lawyers for Van Cann and Jansen are unavailable during the
months of May to October are as follows:

12. 


