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NOTICE OF ACTION

TO THE DEFENDANTS

A LEGAL PROCEEDING HAS BEEN COMMENCED AGAINST YOU by the Plaintiff.
The claim made against you is set out in the Statement of Claim served with this Notice of Action.

IF YOU WISH TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, you or an Ontario lawyer acting for
you must prepare a Statement of Defence in Form 18A prescribed by the Rules of Civil Procedure,
serve it on the Plaintiff’s lawyer or, where the Plaintiff does not have a lawyer, serve it on the
Plaintiff, and file it, with proof of service, in this court office, WITHIN TWENTY DAYS after
this Notice of Action is served on you, if you are served in Ontario.

If you are served in another province or territory of Canada or in the United States of
America, the period for serving and filing your Statement of Defence is forty days. If you are
served outside Canada and the United States of America, the period is sixty days.
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Instead of serving and filing a Statement of Defence, you may serve and file a Notice of
Intent to Defend in Form 18B prescribed by the Rules of Civil Procedure. This will entitle you to
ten more days within which to serve and file your Statement of Defence.

IF YOU FAIL TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, JUDGMENT MAY BE GIVEN
AGAINST YOU IN YOUR ABSENCE AND WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE TO YOU. IF
YOU WISH TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING BUT ARE UNABLE TO PAY LEGAL FEES,
LEGAL AID MAY BE AVAILABLE TO YOU BY CONTACTING A LOCAL LEGAL AID
OFFICE.

TAKE NOTICE: THIS ACTION WILL AUTOMATICALLY BE DISMISSED if it has
not been set down for trial or terminated by any means within five years after the action was
commenced unless otherwise ordered by the court.

Date Issued by

Local Registrar
Address of  Superior Court of Justice

court office: 330 University Avenue
Toronto ON M5G 1R7

TO: MDA Space Ltd.,
7500 Financial Drive,
Brampton, ON, L6Y 6K7

AND TO:  Michael Greenley

AND TO:  Guillaume Lavoie

AND TO:  Alison Alfers

AND TO:  Yaprak Baltacioglu

AND TO:  Darren Farber

AND TO:  Brendan Paddick

AND TO:  John Risley

AND TO:  Jill Smith

AND TO:  Karl Smith

AND TO:  Yung Wu



CLAIM
RELIEF SOUGHT
l. The Plaintiffs’ claim is for:
(a) an order granting leave to proceed with statutory misrepresentation claims under

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(®

Part XXIII.1 of the Ontario Securities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. S.5 (“Securities Act”)
and, if necessary, the Equivalent Provincial and Territorial Legislation;'

an order certifying this action as a class proceeding pursuant to the Class
Proceedings Act, 1992, S.0. 1992, c. 6 (“Class Proceedings Act”) and appointing
the Plaintiffs as the representative plaintiffs of the Class, as defined below;

damages in the amount of $225,000,000 pursuant to section 138.5 of the Securities
Acr? for the statutory misrepresentation claims and/or common law
misrepresentation claims;

damages against Michael Greenley (“Greenley”), John Risley (“Risley”), and
Brendan Paddick (“Paddick”), specifically, in the amount of $90,000,000 pursuant
to section 138 of the Ontario Business Corporations Act (“OBCA”) and/or section
134 of the Securities Act and, if necessary, the Equivalent Provincial And
Territorial Legislation, for insider trading;

a declaration that the following core documents (“Impugned Core Documents”)
issued by MDA Space Ltd. (“MDA”) contained misrepresentations under the
Securities Act, as they contained untrue statements of material fact, and/or omitted
to disclose one or more material facts required to be stated or that were necessary
to make statements not misleading in the circumstances in which they were made:

(1) the August 7, 2025 Interim Management Discussion & Analysis; and
(ii)  the August 7, 2025 Final Short Form Prospectus;

a declaration that the following non-core documents (“Impugned Non-Core
Documents,” and, together with the Impugned Core Documents, the “Impugned
Documents”) contained misrepresentations under the Securities Act as they
contained untrue statements of material fact, and/or omitted to disclose one or more

! Collectively, the Securities Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. S-4, the Securities Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 418, The Securities Act,
C.C.S.M,, c. S 50, the Securities Act, SN.B. 2004, c. S-5.5, the Securities Act, R.S.N.L. 1990, c. S-13, the Securities
Act, SN.W.T. 2008, c. 10, the Securities Act, R.S.N.S. 1989, c. 418, the Securities Act, S. Nu 2008, c. 12, the Securities
Act, R.S.P.E.I. 1988, c. S-3.1, the Securities Act, R.S.Q., c. V-1.1, The Securities Act, S.S. 1988-89, c. S-42.2, and the
Securities Act, S.Y. 2007, c. 16, all as amended (“Equivalent Provincial and Territorial Securities Legislation”).

2 Unless stated otherwise, references to the Securities Act are inclusive of the Provincial and Territorial Securities

Legislation.
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material facts required to be stated or that were necessary to make statements not
misleading in the circumstances in which they were made:

(1) the August 1, 2025 News Release;

(i)  the August 7, 2025 News Release;

(iii)  the August 7, 2025 CEO Certification of Interim Filings; and
(iv)  the August 7, 2025 CFO Certification of Interim Filings;

a declaration that the oral statements made by Greenley and Guillaume Lavoie
(“Lavoie”) during MDA’s earnings call on August 7, 2025 (the “Impugned Oral
Statements”) contained misrepresentations under the Securities Act as they
contained untrue statements of material fact, and/or omitted to disclose one or more
material facts required to be stated or that were necessary to make statements not
misleading in the circumstances in which they were made;

a declaration that the Impugned Documents and Impugned Oral Statements contain
misrepresentations and omissions at common law;

a declaration that the Defendants are liable in damages to the members of the Class
who purchased MDA shares on the secondary market pursuant to section 138.3 of
the Securities Act between August 1, 2025 and September 8, 2025 (the “Class
Period”) for the omissions and misrepresentations particularized below;

a declaration that MDA is vicariously liable for the acts and omissions of the
Individual Defendants,? alleged herein;

a declaration that MDA and/or some or all of the Individual Defendants are liable
for misrepresentations made in the Impugned Documents and/or the Impugned Oral
Statements pursuant to section 138.3 of the Securities Act;

a declaration that Individual Defendants knew at the time that the Impugned Non-
Core Documents were released and the Impugned Oral Statements were made that
they contained misrepresentations, or they deliberately avoided acquiring
knowledge of the misrepresentations, or through an action or failure to act were
guilty of gross misconduct in connection with the release of the Impugned Non-
Core Documents or making of the Impugned Oral Statements such that:

() the Individual Defendants are liable for misrepresentations made in the
Impugned Oral Statements and in the Impugned Non-Core Documents
pursuant to section 138.4 of the Securities Act;

3 The Individual Defendants are all defendants other than MDA.
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(i)  pursuant to section 138.6 of the Securities Act, the Individual Defendants
are jointly and severally liable for the whole amount of damages assessed
in this action; and

(iii)  there is no liability limit pursuant to section 138.7 of the Securities Act with
respect to the claims against the Individual Defendants;

a declaration that the Impugned Documents and the Impugned Oral Statements
contain misrepresentations and omissions at common law;

a declaration that the Defendants are liable for negligent misrepresentation with
respect to the common law misrepresentations and omissions;

a declaration that Greenley, Risley, and Paddick engaged in insider trading contrary
to section 138 of the OBCA and sections 76 and 134 of the Securities Act;

aggregate damages in an amount to be determined by the Court pursuant to sections
134 and 138.5 of the Securities Act, section 138 of the OBCA, and section 24(1) of
the Class Proceedings Act,

punitive damages against MDA and the Individual Defendants, in an amount not
exceeding $25,000,000;

if necessary, following the determination of the common issues, a direction
pursuant to section 25(2) of the Class Proceedings Act directing a reference or
giving such other directions as may be necessary to determine issues not determined
at the trial of the common issues;

prejudgment interest and postjudgment interest pursuant to sections 128 and 129 of
the Courts of Justice Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. C. 43; and

costs of this action on a substantial indemnity basis plus, pursuant to section 26(9)
of the Class Proceedings Act, the costs of notice and of administering the plan of
distribution of the recovery in this action, and all applicable taxes; and

such further and other relief as counsel may advise and this Court may permit.



OVERVIEW

2, On August 1, 2025, MDA announced a significant contract: it had agreed to design,
manufacture, and test over 100 satellites for EchoStar Corporation (“EchoStar”), an American
telecommunications behemoth, for $1.8 billion,* with the option to sell over 200 satellites for $3.5
billion (the “Satellite Contract”). Immediately, MDA’s share price rose over 18%, from $38.80

to $45.93, and it continued to rise to $46.18 by August 6, 2025.

3. The satellites MDA agreed to design, manufacture, and test would run on certain spectrum
frequencies, which EchoStar held exclusive rights to. Any threat to EchoStar’s spectrum licenses

was thus a threat to MDA’s billion-dollar Satellite Contract.

4. When MDA announced the Satellite Contract, it knew that EchoStar was engaged in a
bitter regulatory battle with Federal Communications Committee (“FCC”), which directly
threatened EchoStar’s spectrum licenses. EchoStar itself described the FCC’s actions as having
created a “dark cloud of uncertainty” over its spectrum rights, and the company was under
immense regulatory and political pressure to sell these rights to a competitor. Without its spectrum

rights, EchoStar would have no need for MDAs satellites.

5. Despite this, MDA’s disclosures about the Satellite Contract made no reference to the
material risk that, as a result of the FCC’s actions, EchoStar would lose its spectrum licenses and

terminate the Satellite Contract for convenience.

6. The only mention of this risk was by the CEO of MDA, Michael Greenley (“Greenley”),

who, in response to an analyst’s question about the FCC proceedings on an August 7, 2025

4 Unless stated otherwise, all monetary amounts are in Canadian dollars.
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earnings call, downplayed it as “very, very small.” Further emphasizing the finality of the Satellite
Contract, in the same call, Guillaume Lavoie (“Lavoie”), the CFO of MDA, confirmed that MDA
“[would] be receiving and are receiving advances related to the initial award” and provided a

timeline for contract execution commencing in 2026 with anticipated completion by 2029.

7. MDA’s, Greenley’s, and Lavoie’s statements about the Satellite Contract are irreconcilable
with the reality that, by August 2025, EchoStar was in regulatory jeopardy and there was a strong
possibility that the FCC’s actions would lead to the loss of EchoStar’s spectrum rights and the

termination of the Satellite Contract.

8. Meanwhile, throughout August 2025, Greenley and MDA directors John Risley (“Risley’)
and Brendan Paddick (“Paddick”) sold over $85 million worth of MDA shares, while the share

price was at record highs following the announcement of the Satellite Contract.

9. On September 8, 2025, in order to resolve the FCC’s inquiries, EchoStar agreed to sell its
spectrum licenses to a competitor, and it subsequently terminated the Satellite Contract for
convenience. MDA’s share price immediately declined 25%, from $44.01 to $32.99, and it would
continue to decline over the following days to $30.80, resulting in millions of dollars in damages

to investors pursuant to the Securities Act.

10. MDA insiders like Greenley, Risley, and Paddick, however, made tens of millions.

THE PARTIES
The Plaintiffs
11.  Robert Yoon is a retail investor in Maple Ridge, British Columbia. On August 5, 2025, Mr.

Yoon purchased four shares of MDA common stock on the TSX at an average price of $47.21 per
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share, for a total of $188.84. On September 12, 2025, Mr. Yoon sold his MDA shares at a price of

$30.92 per share, for a total of $123.68, incurring a loss of $65.16.

12.  Liu Yizheng is a retail investor in Hampstead, Quebec. On August 5, 2025, Mr. Yizheng
purchased one share of MDA common stock at a price of $46.19, and on August 8, 2025, he
purchased one share of MDA common stock at a price of $42.44, for a total of $88.63. On
September 12, 2025, Mr. Yizheng sold his MDA shares at a price of $31.21 per share, for a total

of $62.42, incurring a loss of $26.21.

13.  When they purchased their MDA shares, neither Mr. Yoon nor Mr. Yizheng were aware

of the strong possibility that the Satellite Contract would be terminated for convenience.

14.  Mr. Yoon and Mr. Yizheng seek the certification of this action as a class proceeding on

behalf of the following Class:

All persons, other than Excluded Persons,® who acquired MDA securities during
the Class Period and continued to hold some or all of those securities until the
publication of the public correction on September 8, 2025 (the “Class”).

The Defendants
15. MDA is a Canadian space technology company incorporated under the OBCA, with its
head office at 7500 Financial Drive, Brampton, Ontario. It is a reporting issuer whose shares are

listed on the Toronto Stock Exchange (“TSX”) trading under the ticker symbol MDA.

5 Collectively, the Defendants, their past and present subsidiaries, affiliates, officers, directors, senior employees,
partners, legal representatives, heirs, predecessors, successors and assigns, and any individual who is a member of
the immediate family of an Individual Defendant (“Excluded Persons”).
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16. MDA has three business areas: Satellite Systems, Robotics & Space Operations, and
Geointelligence. The MDA Satellite Systems business is focused on supplying satellite systems
and sub-systems for communication networks in Low Earth Orbit (“LEO”), Medium Earth Orbit,
and Geosynchronous Equatorial Orbit. These satellites support a variety of end uses including
space-based broadband internet, Direct-to-Device (“D2D”) satellite communication, and internet

of things connectivity across a range of frequency spectrum.

17.  Greenley is a director and the CEO of MDA. He held this position throughout the Class

Period.

18.  Lavoie (collectively with Greenley, the “Defendant Officers”) is the CFO of MDA. He

held this position throughout the Class Period.

19. Alison Alfers, Yaprak Baltacioglu, Darren Farber, Paddick, Risley, Jill Smith, Karl Smith,
and Yung Wu are directors of MDA and were so throughout the Class Period (collectively, the

“Defendant Directors”). Paddick was the chair of the board throughout the Class Period.

20.  Throughout the Class Period, each of the Individual Defendants knew, or ought to have
known, that there was a material and significant risk that EchoStar would terminate the Satellite
Contract as a result of the FCC’s inquiries. Despite this, each of these individuals approved of the
disclosure of misrepresentations and omissions in each of the Impugned Documents, and Greenley

and Lavoie made misrepresentations and omissions in the Impugned Oral Statements.

MDA’s DISCLOSURE OBLIGATIONS
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21.  Throughout the Class Period, MDA was a reporting issuer in all Canadian provinces and
territories. As a reporting issuer, MDA was subject to continuous disclosure obligations prescribed

by the Securities Act, and regulations promulgated thereunder.

22.  To maintain its status as a reporting issuer and listing on the TSX, MDA was required to
comply with its continuous disclosure obligations under the Securities Act. Included among those
obligations are the requirements set out in NI 51-102 — Continuous Disclosure Obligations, as
adopted by regulation under the Securities Act pursuant to OSC Rule 51-801. NI 51-102 is the
primary source of a Reporting Issuer’s continuous disclosure obligations. As a Reporting Issuer
listed on the TSX, MDA was also required to comply with the obligations contained in the TSX

Company Manual.

23. MDA is required to file annual and interim comparative financial statements, including
accurate statements of financial position, comprehensive income, changes in equity, and cash
flows. Alongside these financial statements, MDA is also required to file annual and interim
Management’s Discussion & Analysis (“MD&A”). The MD&A and financial statements must be

approved by the board of directors.

24.  As part of the MD&A, MDA is required by NI 51-102 to discuss (as much as possible in
plain language) material information that is not fully reflected in financial statements. This
discussion must also include important trends and risks that have affected the financial statements,
and trends and risks that are reasonably likely to affect them in the future. These include industry
and economic factors affecting the performance of MDA, and known trends, demands,

commitments, events or uncertainties reasonably likely to effect MDA’s business. MDA is
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required to provide disclosure of the operations of its business including commitments, events,
risks or uncertainties that may reasonably be believed to affect its future performance including

total revenue and profit or loss from continuing operations.

25.  As aresult, MDA was required to provide truthful and accurate disclosure related to its
business, operations, and financial condition. This included discussion in its interim MD&As
related to its commitments, events, risks or uncertainties that MDA reasonably believed would
materially affect its future performance, including total revenue and profit or loss from continuing

operations.

26.  Throughout the Class Period, MDA and its officers and directors were also prohibited from

making misrepresentations as set out in section 126.2 of the Securities Act.

27.  In maintaining its status as a reporting issuer with shares trading on the TSX, MDA
undertook to release documents that contain all material information and were free of

misrepresentations pursuant to its various reporting obligations.

INDIVIDUAL DEFENDANTS’ DISCLOSURE OBLIGATIONS
28.  The Individual Defendants were subject to a number of disclosure obligations throughout
the Class Period. First, by operation of section 126.2(1) of the Securities Act, they were prohibited

from making statements that they knew, or reasonably ought to have known:

(a) were, in a material respect and at the time and in light of the circumstances under
which they were made, misleading or untrue or which did not state a fact that is
required to be stated or that is necessary to make the statement not misleading; and

(b)  would reasonably be expected to have a significant effect on the market price or
value of a security.
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29.  The Defendant Officers were responsible for ensuring the accuracy and completeness of
MDA’s continuous disclosure documents. They failed to do so and instead authorized, permitted,

or acquiesced in the disclosure of the Impugned Documents containing misrepresentations.

30.  The Defendant Directors were required to ensure that MDA made complete and accurate
disclosure in its annual and quarterly filings. They failed to do so and instead authorized, permitted,

or acquiesced in the disclosure of the Impugned Documents containing misrepresentations.

31.  The Individual Defendants as insiders of MDA are in a special relationship with MDA.
Because of this, they are also obligated under section 76 of the Securities Act not to trade MDA
securities with “knowledge of a material fact or material change with respect to the issuer that has

not been generally disclosed.”

BACKGROUND
The FCC Proceedings
32.  EchoStar is an American telecommunications company, which, among other things, held

exclusive spectrum licenses in the AWS-4 / 2GHz band.

33. In early 2025, EchoStar was under fire from competitors, like Space Exploration
Technologies Corp. (“SpaceX”), and the FCC, who alleged that the company was woefully
underutilizing its spectrum licenses. By May 2025, EchoStar was subject to multiple ongoing

proceedings before the FCC, which directly threatened EchoStar’s spectrum licenses.

34. The FCC proceedings were an existential threat to EchoStar. In response to these
proceedings, EchoStar announced on May 30, 2025, that it elected not to make an approximately

$326 million cash interest payment with respect to its 10.75% senior spectrum secured notes,
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which was due on May 30, 2025. EchoStar elected to default on its interest payment “to allow time
for the FCC to provide the relief requested in [EchoStar’s] Response” to the FCC proceedings,
which it had submitted to the FCC on May 27, 2025. This relief included, among other things, that
the FCC “reaffirm EchoStar’s exclusive rights as the incumbent AWS-4 and MSS licensee in the

2000-2020 MHz and 2180-2200 MHZ [spectrum] bands.”

35.  OnJune 6, 2025, The Wall Street Journal reported that EchoStar was “considering chapter
11 bankruptey filings [...] to shield its cache of wireless spectrum licenses from the threat of

revocation by federal regulators.”

36. A week later, EchoStar itself stated in a public filing on June 13, 2025, that the FCC’s

actions had created a “dark cloud of uncertainty over EchoStar’s spectrum rights.”

37. By July 2025, market and industry insiders understood that the FCC was attempting to
force EchoStar to sell its spectrum rights and back out of the wireless network market. On July 30,
2025, Bloomberg reported that the FCC was pressuring EchoStar to sell its spectrum licenses in

the AWS-4 spectrum band, and that the FCC had provided EchoStar its “best and final” offer.

38.  EchoStar’s quarterly report dated August 1, 2025, addressed the FCC’s actions and the
uncertainty around the company’s spectrum licenses:

In response to the uncertainty created by the FCC inquiries, we may take one or
more significant actions in order to protect our interests in our Wireless Licenses
and other assets, which actions could negatively impact your investment.

In order to protect our interest in our Wireless Licenses and other assets we
may take one or more actions that may negatively impact the value of your
investment in our securities, including, under certain circumstances, filing for
relief under Chapter 11 of the United States Bankruptcy Code, if we determine
that such an action is in the best interests of the Company and our stakeholders.
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Such a decision could be driven by a range of strategic considerations,
including, but not limited to, the uncertainty created by the FCC inquiries and
effective deployment of capital.

[...]

The FCC’s review of our compliance with network build-out requirements could
lead to the loss or impairment of certain of our existing spectrum licenses.

As previously disclosed, on May 9, 2025, the FCC informed us that it had begun a
review of our compliance with certain of our federal obligations to provide 5G
service in the United States and raising certain questions regarding our September
2024 build-out extension and mobile-satellite service utilization in the 2 GHz band.
While we are currently working to address the concerns raised by the FCC in
a way that is acceptable to us, there can be no assurance that such a resolution
will be reached.

The FCC review has introduced the possibility of reversing prior FCC grants
of authority to us. This uncertainty over our spectrum rights has effectively
frozen our ability to make decisions regarding our SG network build-out, has
materially adversely impacted our ability to implement and adjust our overall
business plan and has required us to re-evaluate the deployment of our
resources. In light of the continued uncertainty related to the FCC inquiries, we
elected not to make interest payments on a certain portion of our long-term
senior notes on their respective scheduled due dates. We subsequently made
such payments, including interest on the defaulted interest, within the applicable
30-day grace periods to make such interest payments.

If we fail to reach an acceptable resolution with the FCC, one or more of our
wireless spectrum licenses could be cancelled or modified and/or our build-out
requirements could be accelerated, any of which would have a material
adverse effect on our business, results of operations and financial condition.
During the pendency of the FCC review, our ability to make decisions with respect
to our 5G network build-out and implement our business plans will continue to be
materially adversely impacted, the attention of our management will continue to be
diverted to this matter, and we will continue to evaluate the deployment of our
resources and consider all strategic options.

(pp. 107-108; bolded emphasis added, but bold with italics is original)

The Satellite Contract

39,

On August 1, 2025, MDA announced its Satellite Contract with EchoStar:










































