CPPA 301 On Line Exam

As the head of a governmental agency, you have decided that it is important that staff understand basic administrative law concepts in order to avoid major errors in decision making. This is especially important given the number of times the agency has been taken to court recently regarding administrative law issues. In an effort to forestall further litigation, you are compiling a manual to provide guidance and context.
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Freedom of information and procedural fairness

To extend this discussion and to make it more specific to administrative law, contemplate this. Is it procedurally fair for governments to withhold from you information they have and will use in determining your rights? In that scenario, you will not likely be able to successfully argue your claim or launch an appeal should that be necessary. Think back to the Baker case. The immigration officer’s notes containing the damning statements about her were made available only in response to her lawyer’s freedom of information request. Records of this kind are not routinely provided to the public. If Ms. Baker had not been able to get a lawyer she would not likely have known that she could make a freedom of information request and would never have been able to frame her case the way she did. The fact is that the Supreme Court of Canada’s decision was based entirely on the notes. Where would she have been without them? 

Should it be necessary for you to have to ask for information or should governments be proactively obligated to share what they know? If you believe governments should not have to be prodded to release information, how far and wide should it be disseminated? Just to those they govern? How about the global community? Going back to the question of the disaster in Japan, is it just the Japanese people to whom that government owes a full explanation or should people everywhere be able to know what if any risks we might be exposed to? Of course, given social media, once information is out, it’s out and can and does spread everywhere. 

One more point before we go on. Freedom of information necessarily involves a dialogue of sorts. Its core is communication. Most discussions of these concepts assume that the information exchange is one way only, i.e., from the government to the public. But dialogue implies two-way communication. Sometimes the public has information and perspectives that might be very valuable to governments – information the latter may not have. 

Let’s take an example. We live in an age in which governments want to and are making massive cuts to social services. Typically, these initiatives are based on cost savings in terms of dollars and cents and nothing else. The effects resulting from the reduction or elimination of services is seldom considered or even known – particularly the impact on low-income people.  

At a public consultation session held by Toronto city councilors contemplating what services it will cut, a fourteen year old girl said that her local library is the only place she can use a computer in order to complete homework assignments because her family couldn’t afford to buy her one. She already waits half an hour or more to get online and fears that amalgamating her branch with others would result in longer lineups. She explained that her ability to succeed in school is directly correlated with what jobs she might get once she’s graduated and therefore, her ability to live a full and satisfying life. It was clear that the councilors hadn’t turned their minds to the perspective she offered.  

Here’s the bottom line. Dialogue is quintessentially democratic. Freedom of information doesn’t happen in its absence. We can’t help but nudge closer to democracy and procedural fairness when information exchanges are open, transparent and not controlled by one side or the other. 

Needless to say, there are many ambiguities and nuances in all of this. In order to tease out the more difficult questions, let’s have a look at the laws governing what we are entitled to know and what governments can know about you.
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Freedom of information and democracy

We started this course by exploring the ways in which the core concept in administrative law – procedural fairness – and democracy are fundamentally linked.  

There is nothing more foundational to democracy than being fully and fairly informed of what governments know and are doing with the information in their possession. Can you see why? In its essence, democracy is about meaningful public participation and involvement in governmental decision making. How can you meaningfully participate if you aren’t aware and are unable to discover what government knows? If you have little or none of the information government has at its disposal, there is a power imbalance in which governing elites keep the upper hand. The public may think it’s participating, but in this dynamic, those outside of government will always be at a disadvantage. This is a mechanism by which governments can maintain control and power. And of course, you can’t know how much you don’t know if you can’t access the information. 

What we’re talking about is transparency and governmental accountability. How can we hold governments to account if we don’t have the information upon which they base their decisions? How can we truly ensure and realize our rights if we don’t know the basis upon which they’re being determined?  

It’s even more complicated than that. It is said that we live in the “information age”. The internet and social media appear to enhance our ability to access information with relative ease. But “information” can be shaped and constructed by those who make it available in ways that serve a particular agenda. Do you believe everything you read or hear? Should you? Think about the issues and questions we explored when we looked at the notion of credibility.  

You may think that governments would never distort the information they release to the public. At the risk of having you think I’m excessively conspiratorial, let’s take a brief look at two classic examples. 

It is now well documented that former President George W. Bush lied to the American public and to the world when he claimed that it was necessary to declare war against Iraq on the basis that Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction. None were found, none documented. This was deception on a global scale that cost many innocent lives and infinite financial resources that could have been applied to health care, education and other more constructive uses. It also obstructed intelligent debate about the advisability of going to war and the allocation of government resources. 

A more recent and local example of dubious government reporting concerns a leak at the Pickering nuclear generating station. Nuclear material was released into Lake Ontario, the main source of drinking water for millions of people on March 14, 2011. However, the public wasn’t told until two days later at which time the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission stated that “the radiological risk to the environment and people's health is negligible.”  

The public was understandably outraged. Clearly, there was an admission of some environmental and health risks. Without knowing what “negligible” means, people were reasonably upset. Some said that had they been properly and promptly informed, they would have made different choices, perhaps relying on bottled water, etc.  

Concerns were heightened because the leak coincided with the nuclear disaster in Japan resulting from the earthquake and tsunami that destroyed so many people’s lives. Contributing to the furor was the fact that Canadian health and food inspection officials were more than a little ambiguous in terms of what if any health risks west coast and other Canadians might have faced from radiation drifting across the Pacific ocean in the wake of what happened in Japan. For example, Health Canada’s website included this statement four months after the Japanese disaster saying: 

"…the quantities of radioactive materials reaching Canada as a result of the Japanese nuclear incident are very small and do not pose any health risk to Canadians."  

Are you reassured? Apparently, some radiation made its way here. Do you trust the assessment that there are no health risks? Why or why not? 

You get the point. If it is to be at all meaningful, freedom of information laws have to ensure not only access to information the government wishes to release, but access to complete and reliable information. Nothing else facilitates true democratic participation in governmental decision making.
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Specifically, you will address the following questions:

1.) What is discretion? Include in your answer a discussion of how courts assess discretionary decisions.

A discretionary action is informal and, therefore, unprotected by the safeguards inherent in formal procedure. A public official, for example, has administrative discretion when he or she has the freedom to make a choice among potential courses of action. Abuse of Discretion is the failure to exercise reasonable judgment or discretion. It might provide a Cause of Action for an unconstitutional invasion of rights protected by the due process clause of the Constitution.

In an earlier module we looked at the nature of law. Many people believe that it involves fixed rules that aren’t subject to choice or discretion. As we saw, nothing could be further from the truth. Law is just as subject to interpretation and choice as anything else.  

For starters, the particular law you find yourself dealing with in any given situation will provide some sense of how much discretion is available to you. Two configurations are particularly common. The law might say, for example, “The Minister shall…” or “The Minister may…”. The use of the word “shall” means that there is no choice but to do the action under discussion while the usage of “may” indicates that there are a variety of options from which to choose including not doing it at all. As we’ll soon see, there are other legal indicators of how wide the discretion is. 

You should also be aware that courts have said that discretion cannot be improperly fettered, in other words, limited. If the law you are applying assigns you discretion, the only acceptable limitations are those established by the scope of the law, not those of your own choosing. 

Let me explain. If you work at the Ontario Human Rights Commission, you are assigned powers to address alleged human rights violations in Ontario. That means two things: 

· you cannot take it upon yourself to address occupational health and safety matters, environmental issues or health care because the law doesn’t assign you those powers; 

· on the other hand, you cannot choose not to address human rights violations simply because you have too much work, don’t want to, etc. 

The boundaries established by the law in question are often referred to as “jurisdiction”. Public officials get in trouble with the courts when they either exceed the boundaries established by the law they are dealing with (our first example above) or when they decline or refuse to exercise the jurisdiction assigned to them (our second example). 

To explore all these themes more deeply, it is helpful to have a look at what the courts say.
*Use baker case*
2.) What is credibility? Include in your answer how to assess credibility.

I’ll bet you can guess where we start on this issue. If you said every day usage, you’re right on point! 

How many times just today have you assessed someone’s credibility? It comes up each time you hear or read something. Do you believe the content of the message? Does it seem logical or plausible to you? Do you trust the source?  Have you previously found the writer or speaker to be untruthful, unreliable, or not as knowledgeable as they suggest they are? Are they misrepresenting known facts and/or are they misrepresenting their credentials? What criteria do you use to make these assessments? 

Let’s take a concrete example. At the start of each course you’re taking, you likely form a quick impression of the professor. If you’re in a classroom, you might react to the prof’s manner, attitude, tone, and body language to name but a few factors. You’ll assess whether s/he knows what they’re talking about. If you’re doing the course online, many of these still apply. What are you doing? You’re assessing the person’s credibility. 

Credibility is used interchangeably with believability. Trust is a significant consideration in its assessment.  

Before we move to what the law has to say about credibility, let’s play this out a little more. Imagine that you are an employee at the Workplace Safety and Insurance Board. You have a case involving a person claiming he injured his back on the job and is now unable to work. You question both the severity of the injury and whether or not it is related to his employment activities. In other words, you doubt what the worker is saying and whether or not what we used to call worker’s compensation should be paid. 

The worker has provided a report from his family doctor. You request that he see an orthopedic specialist. The reports are conflicting. The former confirms the worker’s version of events saying both that the nature of the injury is compatible with what the worker was doing at the time he experienced pain and also that he is unable to do his job at this time. The orthopedist claims that the injury could not have resulted from the work activities and that the injury is not disabling. 

Now you’re faced with credibility issues not only in connection with the worker but also the two physicians. Which one do you believe? How will you decide which report is more reliable? On the one hand, the family doctor has a long-term relationship with the worker therefore knowing his history both medically and personally. While the orthopedist has never before examined him, she has specialized knowledge.  What will you do? What criteria will you use to make your determination? 

Take another example. You’re doing research for a paper you’re writing. The academic community is divided on the issue you’re dealing with. How will you sort out fact from fiction or perhaps more accurately, which interpretation of the facts do you prefer? Do you favour articles dating back a number of years that have been relied on time and time again? Or do you prefer new material that while leading edge has not been as tested?  

Assessing credibility, whether in a legal setting or elsewhere is complex. Let’s have a look at what the law says. 

Although it’s probably clear to you why the issue of credibility would come up in administrative law, let me explain. 

As we said from the start, the duty of procedural fairness is triggered any time your legal rights are at issue. Suppose you’ve applied for OSAP or Employment Insurance or are making a refugee claim and your application has been denied. Perhaps you’re a business owner who public officials accuse of not complying with environmental, occupational and health or other legal standards. In all these instances, your rights come up. The legal outcome or decision will be made by an employee of the government. In order to decide the matter, it is likely that your credibility will be assessed. Were you truthful or not on your application for OSAP, for Employment Insurance or refugee status? Did you tell the truth to the environmental or occupational health and safety officer? 

The cases focus on how governments are to assess your credibility in a manner that protects your rights to procedural fairness. Let’s have a look.

Cases to refer to: Khan v. University of Ottawa, Ababio v. Canada, Armson v. Canada, Hilo v. Canada, 
3.) What is bias? Include in your answer how bias is determined.

Yet again, we begin our discussion by having a look at how this important legal issue is viewed in its everyday usage. 

Last week I asked how many times in one day you have assessed someone’s credibility. Ponder the same question in relation to bias. Perhaps you heard or read something today that caused you to say that someone is biased. Or you might think of it in terms of lack of objectivity, neutrality or impartiality. You might wonder if they have a vested interest and are therefore twisting the truth or acting in ways that serve their own agenda.  

We make these judgments all the time. Unlike in a court room, we’re not often called upon to explain why we think what we do. Leaving that aside for the moment, do you believe that it is possible to be objective? In other words, do you think that you can make a decision that is based on the facts and nothing else – not your opinions, perspectives, worldview, emotions, prejudices, impressions, attitudes, perceptions, etc.? Let’s put it differently. Do you think that it is possible to form judgments entirely free of subjectivity? 

We can approach this from a different angle. What is the difference between fact and opinion? You might say that the former is based on empirical evidence and is provable. Or perhaps you’d answer that fact is “true” while opinion may or may not be.  

However, these issues are more complex than you might think. All lawyers, including me, will tell you that every case is based on a dispute over what the facts are. Two people may have been at the same place, at the same time and have widely divergent interpretations of what they saw and heard. While the world would be much neater and simpler if we could dismiss these ambiguities as coming down to who is telling the truth and who isn’t – and sometimes it is about truthfulness – often, neither party is lying. They just have different views of what happened. In other words, they may impart different meaning to the events based on their perspectives, feelings, etc.  

These are difficult philosophical questions that we can only play on the fringes of in this course, including whether truth is relative or absolute, and related issues. All we can do here is introduce them. But we can’t avoid interrogating these concepts because determining whether or not someone is biased is rife with complexities you might not have thought of before now.  

As we move into an examination of how the law responds to allegations of bias on the part of decision makers, ask yourself whether you think courts are sufficiently aware of the nuances. Remember too that law doesn’t easily tolerate ambiguity. The goal is to establish the facts, i.e., the truth without concession that there are shades of gray. Instead of that very narrow and constrictive approach, I invite you to contemplate that the line dividing fact and opinion, objectivity and subjectivity and bias and impartiality might not be as clear as you imagine.  
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The Notion of Bias in Administrative Law

Overview 

In the legal context, you might allege bias on the part of someone who is deciding your rights and entitlements. Perhaps you think they’ve already made up their mind before hearing all the facts. Or maybe you think they don’t have an open mind because they seem hostile to you personally or because you are aware of previous decisions they’ve made that suggest they consistently oppose claims such as yours. 

When you have reason to believe this is so, you are in the awkward position of having to raise your concerns with the person determining your rights before taking them to a higher authority, including the courts. I’m sure you see why this causes many if not most people who doubt the impartiality of a decision maker to leave the issue unaddressed.  

Think about it for a moment. What is the likelihood of someone agreeing with your allegations against them – about this or anything? The fact is that decision makers are supposed to remove themselves from decisions where they have a conflict of interest, i.e., stand to gain personally from the outcome going one way over another or who have personal connections or affiliations with either a person or an organization that opposes your claim. 

Here’s how it works. Suppose you have made a complaint against your employer to the Ministry of Labour because you haven’t been paid overtime. There will be a hearing at the Ontario Labour Relations Board. It comes to your attention that one of the panel members used to be your employer’s lawyer. The person should have declared their conflict of interest to the Board and therefore not agreed to serve on this hearing. Because that didn’t happen, you’ll have to raise the issue with the panel that includes this individual. You’d be asking for the person to be removed from the case. If the panel refuses to grant your request, you’ll have to go to court.  

Think of how uncomfortable you’ll be making the allegation. Of course, it’s equally uncomfortable not to. Either way, you’re left with the uneasy feeling that you won’t get a fair hearing. The power dynamics here are difficult to say the least. And remember, even if you take this all the way through the court system, in administrative law, the most that can happen even if they rule in your favour, is that the case will be referred back with instructions that the original decision making level not involve the biased individual.  

Let’s go back to our example. You won. The court agrees that the person you’ve named is biased. The case has been returned to the Ontario Labour Relations Board with instructions from the court that the person not be involved in the hearing.  

Do you think a fair hearing is possible in these circumstances? Will the Board resent being taken to court, losing and having to expend their time and money on this? Might that affect how they decide your case? If so, isn’t that bias in another form? And yet if you remain silent about your concerns and never raise them, a biased panel member might swing the outcome in ways that will extinguish your rights – both in terms of procedural fairness and regarding the substance of your claim.   

Talk about an impossible situation!

Two more points before we go on. As with all the issues we address in this course, who do you imagine is most likely to be able to take the risk of raising bias allegations? Of course, it’s those with time and money to spare. If you’re a factory worker who hasn’t been paid overtime and has launched a case against your employer, how likely is it that you have the money to go to court on these issues? You likely need the outstanding payments quickly because you don’t have an excess of money in the bank, if any. Can you afford the time to pursue this issue through the courts? That means that more affluent claimants will be able to more vigorously protect their rights to procedural fairness – and everything else too – than their poorer counterparts. 

This course is about procedural fairness. Does that seem like fair process to you? 

Finally, as we said above, if you’re going to raise bias allegations, you have to do so at the earliest moment you have concerns. Courts insist on this in order to reduce the likelihood of sore losers using bias as a strategy to lash out at the decision maker(s) who denied their claim. Courts worry that allowing you the leeway to wait until after the decision has been made to bring forward concerns regarding bias would taint the legitimacy and authenticity of cases in which it is being raised. 

So what happens if you have the time and money to go after issues of bias? The law approaches these cases in two ways. It: 

· defines bias

· sets out the legal test for determining whether or not it exists in a given case 

We’ll tease out the details of this in relation to the two cases we read on bias. Before we get there, there is one more important general point to be made.  

The Notion of Independence  

Courts often refer to the independence of decision makers and the agencies, organizations and institutions they are a part of when called upon to assess bias allegations. Let’s have a look at how it comes up. 

Section 11(d) of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states: 

Any person charged with an offence has the right 

(d) to be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial tribunal

 

While the section is typically thought of as dealing primarily with the presumption of innocence, the reference to an independent and impartial tribunal is equally important.  

The use of the word “offence” suggests criminal law but courts have also applied the concept to administrative tribunals.  

In a 1995 Supreme Court of Canada case called Matsqui Indian Band v. Canadian Pacific, the court addressed the twin issues of impartiality and institutional independence. As you’ll see when we get into the first case we read on bias, impartiality refers to the decision maker’s state of mind. It applies to individuals, not agencies or institutions.  

However, in the second case we read, you’ll see that independence concerns the relationship between the governmental agency or organization and the government rather than a state of mind. Our legal system sets out to ensure that governments don’t influence judicial and administrative law decision makers so as to swing them in directions governments favour. That, at least, is the theory. 

We’ll examine this in more detail next week. For the moment, ask yourself whether true and meaningful independence from government is possible given that governments make judicial and administrative law appointments. Do you think they choose people who oppose their viewpoints?  

In Canada, the Governor General makes appointments to the Supreme Court of Canada on the recommendations of the Prime Minister. Compare that process with what happens in the U.S. where although the President appoints the U.S. Supreme Court judges, the process is subject to lengthy Senate confirmation hearings. Here, all judges are appointed while to the south of us some state and local judges are elected. 

There are pros and cons in both systems. While the American process is in some ways more democratic, it is also more overtly political. Judges campaign for election much as politicians do. Some critics say that campaigning judges will render decisions so as to guarantee their re-election rather than in accordance with sound legal reasoning. Some have said about our system however, that judges and administrative law decision makers are not accountable to those whose rights they determine but instead decide issues and cases in ways that will ensure their re-appointment by government.  

In 1996, one year after he was elected as Premier of Ontario, Mike Harris removed three panel members of the Ontario Labour Relations Board appointed by the previous government who were only part way through their three year terms of office. The former members went to court arguing that their dismissals was the result of political interference and that their reinstatement was necessary to protect the integrity and independence of the Board. The court agreed that the government had acted improperly ordering it to reimburse the members for their losses but declining to reinstate them. Although the former members didn’t get everything they wanted, the court sharply rebuked the government. An administrative tribunal, they said: 

...must of necessity maintain a public perception of independence from government if the public is to have any respect for its decisions... The image of independence is undermined when government commitments to fixed appointments are breached. The court should not, by its orders, encourage repetition of this conduct.

 

The reality is this: while we know governments strongly influence what decision makers do if only by means of the appointments process, they need to avoid adding to this or other more overt forms of interference in the decision making process. Failure to do so will lead the public to doubt  the impartiality and independence of the people who adjudicate their rights and entitlements. 

Courts have contemplated the notion of the independence of decision makers as part of the larger discussion of bias. Two issues come up over and over again: 

· the financial security of decision makers

· their security of tenure, i.e., job security 

In 1997, provincial court judges in four provinces went to court to object to reductions in their salaries imposed by governments claiming the move was necessary given fiscal constraints. The judges argued that the reductions impaired their independence in violation of section 11(d) of the Charter and more generally. One Alberta judge threatened to refuse to hear what remained of a criminal trial he was presiding over to protest the salary reduction. Then Alberta Premier commented that if the judge failed to get back into the court room, he’d be fired. 

The Supreme Court of Canada ruled that while judges’ salaries could be reduced, increased or frozen by governments, they could only do so by establishing what they referred to as a judicial compensation commission to be separate from government. This, the court said, would avoid the perception of interference. Judges, they wrote, should not be engaged in negotiations with government over their salaries, again, in order to avoid suggestions of interference and to maintain their independence.  

Finally, the court stated that judges’ salaries are to be at a sufficiently high level – not defining how sufficiency is to be measured – so as to avoid perceptions that they are susceptible to political pressure. 

We won’t get into the finer details of the case.  However, I have two questions for you: 

· Given that it is government that would establish and likely appoint members to the judicial compensation commission, what guarantee  is there that independence would be assured? 

· Do we have to pay judges high salaries to guarantee independence? How high is high enough? 

There are no easy answers. 

The larger take away point is that bias and independence are related concepts. This is a theme we’ll return to next week. 

To begin to weave together all the themes we’ve discussed so far and to ground our discussion, we look at two cases involving Ernst Zundel, an infamous Neo-Nazi Holocaust denier whose writings and website have attracted ongoing litigation. He was deported back to his homeland, Germany, in 2005.  

Like most purveyors of hatred, Zundel’s favourite tactic when he found himself hauled before the courts was to try to deflect attention away from himself by calling into question the integrity of the decision makers. His lawyer would wait until he had a good sense of whether or not his client would win and where it was clear he would not – almost always – he would allege that the judges were biased. This, as we just said, is what courts don’t want you to do. 

Watch out for how the definition does or doesn’t accord with what we’ve already said and for whether or not you assess bias using the criteria courts apply.

We’ll return to these themes next week when we fill them out a bit more by looking at the two Zundel cases. 
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4.) What is the extent of the duty to give reasons?

Top of Form

The Duty to Give Reasons: Ms. Baker Returns

The next administrative law issue we deal with is the duty to give written reasons. As we’ve just seen, it comes up in relation to assessing credibility. But that’s not the totality of it. Reasons are important in all governmental decision making processes. 

We encountered this notion in an earlier module when reviewing the nature of procedural fairness. Ms. Baker raised the issue as part of her objections to the manner in which the government decided her application for humanitarian and compassionate consideration.  

The court begins its examination in paragraph 35. The first point to note is that courts always begin their discussions, no matter the question at hand, by referencing the particular case they’re dealing with before moving to the broader, more theoretical explanation. I’ve mentioned this before. The court does that here, too, saying that in cases involving the section of the Immigration Act under which Ms. Baker applied, courts have been divided about whether or not reasons are required or if so, whether the file notes of the officer making the decision are sufficient.  

Then they turn their attention to the broader issues saying that judges have not typically required reasons to be given as part of the duty of procedural fairness. On the other hand, courts have ruled that reasons are “useful”. The utility has been said to relate to 

· the likely reduction in flimsy or loosely made decisions

· the boosting of public confidence in the government’s decision making

· more easily understood appeals where they occur 

On the other hand, some courts have stated that requiring decision makers to provide reasons results in an inappropriate administrative burden that might increase delays and cost. Concerns have also been expressed that a reasons requirement would cause decision makers to not as fully or as freely explain reasons that would otherwise remain on the file only.  

In Ms. Baker’s case, the court takes the position that is possible to both require reasons in certain circumstances while also allowing for some flexibility in terms of how they will be provided. The court identifies two situations in which written reasons are required. They are necessary where: 

· the issue is important or significant to the person whose case it is

· there is a right of appeal 

On the second point, you can see that if you have the right to appeal and decide to do so, it is important for you, the other side and the court to know the reasons the initial decision was made. Otherwise, it will be impossible for you to effectively make your arguments or for the court to assess who is right. 

Look at what the court does for Ms. Baker. They say reasons were owed to her but that the notes of the Immigration officer are enough. Just remember that she would not have had them had her lawyer not specifically requested them as part of the process of appealing her case. 

How do you feel about this? Suppose you didn’t have a lawyer and didn’t know that the notes are available or even if so, how to get them. Is it fair process to say that these are the only reasons you’re entitled to?  

As we leave this issue, I encourage you to think about how reasons contribute to a more transparent and open process. Without them, how do we hold our government accountable for the decisions they make? Remember too that this issue brings us back again to the balance between fairness and efficiency we looked at earlier in the course when considering Mr. Blencoe and the delay in processing the human rights complaints against him.

Bottom of Form

In order to assist the staff, you will refer to the relevant cases.
Your introductory section should include a discussion of procedural fairness and how administrative law principles are relevant to democratic practice. 
This assignment is 1200 – 1250  words in length.
I don’t care how you format or structure it. Don’t get hung up on the fact that it is a “manual”. 

As for how to properly cite the cases you refer to, just state the full name of the case in the body of your answer. That is all you need to do. If you’re referencing some of the articles we’ve read, cite them in any format you please.
The assignment is due on April 14..
