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2020 CarswellAlta 350
Alberta Court of Queen's Bench

Bellatrix Exploration Ltd., Re

2020 CarswellAlta 350, [2020] A.W.L.D. 1317, [2020] A.J. No. 329, 316 A.C.W.S. (3d) 411, 77 C.B.R. (6th) 230

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES' CREDITOR
ARRANGEMENTS ACT, R.S.C. 1985, C. C-36, as Amended

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPROMISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF BELLATRIX EXPLORATION LTD.

Jones J.

Heard: February 4, 2020
Judgment: February 4, 2020
Docket: Calgary 1901-13767

Counsel: R.J. Chadwick, for Bellatrix Exploration Ltd.
G. Benediktsson, for BP Canada Energy Group ULC
J. Reid (Agent for K.J. Bourassa), for First Lien Lenders
J.G. Kruger, Q.C., for PricewaterhouseCoopers

Subject: Contracts; Insolvency

APPLICATION by purchaser for declaration that contract constituted Eligible Financial Contract under Companies' Creditors
Arrangement Act.

Jones J.:

1      THE COURT: This is my oral decision in connection with the application that I heard on January 23rd, 2020. I will obtain
a transcript, edit it for punctuation, grammar and format and then the edited version will be released and will constitute my
formal decision.

Background

2      BP Canada Energy Group ULC (BP) applies for relief in connection with certain actions taken by Bellatrix Exploration Ltd.
(Bellatrix). On October 2, 2020, Bellatrix obtained protection from its creditors under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement
Act (CCAA). I appointed PriceWaterhouseCoopers Inc. as Monitor for the purposes of CCAA proceedings.

3      BP and Bellatrix are parties to certain contracts for the purchase and sale of natural gas. I describe those agreements in
more detail below. I refer to the combination of agreements that constitute the totality of arrangements between the parties, for
purposes of the matter before, me as the "Contract".

4      On November 25, 2019, while under CCAA protection, Bellatrix, on notice to BP, purported to disclaim the Contract (the
"Disclaimer"). The Disclaimer was to be effective on December 25, 2019.

5      Further, on November 26, 2019, Bellatrix ceased delivery of natural gas under the Contract. BP argues that the Disclaimer
Notice was a nullity, alleging it to be of no force and effect. Bellatrix argues that, having first obtained the approval of the
Monitor, it was entitled to disclaim the Contract.
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6      At this stage of proceedings, the issue for determination is whether or not the Contract constitutes an Eligible Financial
Contract ("EFC") for CCAA purposes. If the Contract is an EFC, then Bellatrix was not permitted to disclaim it. If the Contract
is not an EFC, then Bellatrix may, subject to certain qualifications discussed below, disclaim or resiliate the Contract. For
convenience, in the balance of this decision I use the terms "disclaim" and "disclaimer" to refer to both a disclaimer and
resiliation.

7      Bellatrix wants to disclaim the Contract. Garrett K. Ulmer, Chief Operating Officer of Bellatrix, swore an Affidavit on
January 9, 2020 ("Ulmer Affidavit"). At paragraph 31 of that Affidavit, Ulmer states that Bellatrix estimates it can realize an
additional $14.2 million if, instead of continuing to deliver natural gas to BP under the Contract, it disclaims the Contract and
sells that volume of gas locally in Alberta.

8      Ulmer notes that Bellatrix's estimate is based on AECO spot price forecasts for natural gas for the period comprising
December 25, 2019, the effective date of the Disclaimer, to the end of the term of the two Transaction Confirmations, as that
term is described below, being October 31, 2020. Bellatrix is betting that the AECO price it would be able to get under new
natural gas sale contracts will be higher than the price it expects to receive for its natural gas under the Contract.

BP's Application

9      BP's application came before me on January 23, 2020. BP seeks an Order providing, among other things, for the following:
(as read)

(1) Declaring the Contract to be an eligible financial contract within the meaning of the CCAA.

(2) Declaring the Notice of Disclaimer served on November 25, 2019 by Bellatrix upon BP purporting to disclaim the
Contract effective December 25, 2019 to be a nullity and of no force and effect.

(3) In the alternative, directing pursuant to s. 32(2) of the CCAA, that the Contract cannot be disclaimed or resiliated from
by Bellatrix.

(4) Enjoining Bellatrix from unilaterally suspending deliveries of volumes it is required to deliver to BP under the Contract
and directing Bellatrix to comply with the Contract for so long as the same shall remain binding and in force and ordering
Bellatrix to forthwith remedy any existing default.

10      In addition to the above, BP sought other relief which, to some extent, is consequential upon a determination of EFC
status or non-EFC status. However, given the limited time available on January 23, 2020 for argument on BP's various requests
for relief, counsel for BP agreed to limit the scope of my inquiry to whether or not the Contract is an EFC.

11      Accordingly, the issue of EFC status is the only issue I consider in this decision. A different discussion is engaged if
the Contract is found not to be an EFC.

The Contract

12      The parties disagree over the proper characterization of the Contract. Copies of the various documents which comprise the
Contract are attached as Exhibit "A" to an Affidavit of BP's representative, Gerry Hrap, filed January 2, 2019 ("Hrap Affidavit").

13      I turn now to its essential elements and provisions. It becomes important to note that the Contract does not specify a
fixed price, established at the commencement of the Contract, for the delivery of natural gas. The price for natural gas paid by
BP is based on fluctuating natural gas spot prices in referenced downstream gas markets for the month during which natural
gas is delivered.

6

https://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2006193192&pubNum=0005476&originatingDoc=I9f8542853aa5540fe0540010e03eefe2&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2006193192&pubNum=0005476&originatingDoc=I9f8542853aa5540fe0540010e03eefe2&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=0306309179&pubNum=134158&originatingDoc=I9f8542853aa5540fe0540010e03eefe2&refType=IG&docFamilyGuid=I044b16122ce811e18b05fdf15589d8e8&targetPreference=DocLanguage%3aEN&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)#co_pp_AA747423E3411A06E0540010E03EEFE0


Bellatrix Exploration Ltd., Re, 2020 CarswellAlta 350
2020 CarswellAlta 350, [2020] A.W.L.D. 1317, [2020] A.J. No. 329...

Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 3

14      As Bellatrix notes in its brief, these spot prices are neither determined nor fixed at that commenced of the Contract.
Rather, they continue to change in the various relevant markets throughout the term of the Contract. The Ulmer Affidavit states
at paragraph 38 as follows: (as read)

Because the contract price per MMBtu is calculated based on a monthly market prices at the beginning of each delivery
month, the contract prices under the Delivery Agreements are not fixed, but instead vary as the various market prices for
natural gas vary.

15      As noted above, the agreement between Bellatrix and BP is to be found in a collection of related provisions which I
have referred to as the Contract. At least as presented to the Court by way of the Hrap Affidavit, it consists of four components.
They are: (as read)

GasEDI Base Contract for Short-Term Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas Cover Sheet (the "Cover Sheet");

GasEDI Base Contract for Short-Term Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas General Terms and Conditions (the "Terms and
Conditions");

Special Provisions for GasEDI Base Contract (the "Special Provisions"); and

Transaction Confirmations for Immediate Delivery relating to a trade date of December 12, 2017 and for a trade date of
February 9, 2018 (the "Transaction Confirmations").

16      In each case, the Transaction Confirmations appear to consist of an original Transaction Confirmation, together with the
current applicable Transaction Confirmation, there having been amendments and restatements thereto.

17      I now deal briefly with each of these four components, to the extent their contents are relevant to the issue before the Court.

The Cover Sheet

18      The Cover Sheet consists of two pages. Page one provides details of contract information and financial settlement details.
The Cover Sheet is signed by the parties. The introduction to the execution portion reads as follows: (as read)

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have executed this Base Contract in duplicate.

19      Also, section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions defines Base Contract to mean: (as read)

A contract executed by the parties that incorporates these General Terms and Conditions by reference; that specifies the
agreed selections of provisions contained herein, and that sets forth other information required herein.

20      The Cover Sheet appears to meet the specifications referred to in this definition and therefore I interpret references to
Base Contract in the various documents comprising the Contract to be references to the Cover Sheet.

21      Page 2 of the Cover Sheet stipulates that the Contract incorporates the Terms and Conditions. The Terms and Conditions
consist of numbered clauses. Page 2 of the Cover Sheet requires boxes to be checked in respect of concepts or terms referred
to in certain of the numbered clauses in the Terms and Conditions. By checking a particular box, the parties reflect a particular
understanding of how the Contact is to apply.

22      For example, section 7 of the Terms and Conditions deals with billing, payment and audit. Section 7.2 of the Terms and
Conditions provides that the Buyer must pay for natural gas on or before the later of the Payment Date or 10 days after receipt
of the invoice by the Buyer. Page 2 of the Cover Sheet contains a box referring to Section 7.2 and indicates that the parties have
agreed that the Payment Date is to be the 25th day of the month following the month of delivery.
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23      Page 2 of the Cover Sheet also refers to Special Provisions consisting of five attached pages. The Special Provisions
modify certain of the Terms and Conditions.

24      In essence, the Cover Sheet might be referred to as "the Contract at a glance". I am advised that the Contract is in a form
widely used in the industry. The Cover Sheet would thus serve to inform persons familiar with these types of agreements of
certain data they may require to administer the Contract on an ongoing basis.

Terms and Conditions

25      Some provisions of the Terms and Conditions, as modified by the Special Provisions, warrant mention.

26      A "Transaction" is defined to mean any gas sale, purchase or exchange agreement effected pursuant to the Base Contract:
section 2.1.

27      The Confirming Party (BP) shall confirm any "Transaction" by sending the other party (Bellatrix) a Transaction
Confirmation: section 1.2.a.

28      As modified by the Special Provisions, section 1.2.d. of the Terms and Conditions provides that the entirety of the
agreement between the parties consists of (i) an effective Transaction Confirmation, (ii) any oral or electronic agreement between
the parties, evidenced as prescribed therein (iii) the Base Contract and (iv) the General Terms and Conditions. Section 1.2.d
refers to this collection of documents as the "Contract". That is why I have adopted that terminology.

29      An "Event of Default" under the Terms and Conditions, as modified by the Special Provisions, includes, inter alia, the
filing of a petition or otherwise commencing, authorizing, or acquiescing in the commencement of a proceeding or cause under
any bankruptcy or insolvency (however evidenced) or the inability to pay debts as they fall due.

30      Again, as modified by the Special Provisions, an Event of Default also includes a party's failure to deliver natural gas
on what is referred to as a "Firm basis". "Firm" is defined in section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions. The concept of Firm
addresses the circumstances in which a party may interrupt its performance of the Contract without liability.

31      It is clear that Bellatrix, by virtue of these CCAA proceedings, has incurred an "Event of Default". Its cessation of delivery
of natural gas on November 26, 2019 would also appear to constitute an Event of Default.

32      In this situation, the Cover Page indicates that the parties have agreed to what is referred to as a "Cover Standard". A
Cover Standard is relevant to the determination of an appropriate remedy if a party breaches the Contract: section 3.2 of the
Terms and Conditions.

33      Section 3.2 of the Terms and Conditions provides, among other things, for a payment by the Seller to the Buyer if the
Seller is in breach of the Contract. Very generally, the quantum of that payment, if any, is determined with reference to what is
referred to as the Cover Standard for replacement natural gas and what is referred to as the Contract Price. Quantum of required
payment also takes into account the difference between the quantity of natural gas the Seller agreed to deliver and the quantity
it actually delivered.

34      "Cover Standard" is defined in section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions. Without descending into the minutae of that
definition, it specifies what a Performing Party may do in the event of a default by the other party. At a high level, it contemplates
that the Performing Party will take commercially reasonable efforts to either buy or sell natural gas, as the case may be.

35      It is Bellatrix's responsibility to deliver natural gas to "Delivery Point(s): section 4.1 of the Terms and Conditions.
"Delivery Point(s) are defined to mean such point(s) as are mutually agreed upon between Seller and Buyer as forth in the
Transaction Confirmation: section 2.1. My understanding is that the Delivery of natural gas by Bellatrix under the Contract
takes place in Alberta.
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36      Subject to certain limitations, the Terms and Conditions provide for netting out all same currency amounts due and owing,
as determined by the provisions of the Contract, by one party to the other: section 7.6 of the Terms and Conditions.

37      Upon the occurrence of an Event of Default, the Non-Defaulting Party may, inter alia, withhold amounts owed to the
Defaulting Party and setoff against such withheld amounts any amounts owed the Non-Defaulting Party: section 10.2 of the
Terms and Conditions.

38      Upon the occurrence of an Event of Default, the Non-Defaulting Party may, subject to limitations, terminate and
liquidate all Transactions then outstanding or not yet commenced. The Non-Defaulting Party is permitted to designate an Early
Termination Date (between 1 and 20 business days after the Event of Default): section 10.3 of the Terms and Conditions.

39      The Non-Defaulting Party which designates an Early Termination Date must calculate the Total Termination Payment
and advise the Defaulting Party, providing detailed support for its calculation: section 10.3 of the Terms and Conditions.

40      Section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions defines "Total Termination Payment" to be the sum of the Termination Payments
for all Transactions terminated pursuant to section 10 of the Base Contract. I return to the calculation of Termination Payments
below.

41      The Non-Defaulting Party may net the Total Termination Payment against all other amounts between the parties under
the Contract. The net amount is referred to as the "Liquidation Amount" and, depending on who has the resulting payment
obligation, is payable on a prescribed date following the Event of Default. For a Defaulting Party, that prescribed date is within
2 Business Days: section 10.4 of the Terms and Conditions.

42      Section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions defines Termination Payment for a Transaction, which is the basis for determining
Total Termination Payment and, thus, the Liquidation Amount.

43      Termination Payment for a Transaction is defined to be the difference between the Market Value and the Contract Value,
adjusted for Costs, as of the Early Termination Date: section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions.

44      Market Value and Contract Value are both defined in section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions. Market Value, as modified
by the Special Provisions, is the discounted present value of the product of two amounts. The first amount is the quantity of
gas remaining under a Transaction. The second amount is a "market price for a similar transaction" considering the remaining
Delivery Period, Contract Quantity and Delivery Point.

45      To determine the "market price", for the purpose of determining "Market Value", the Non-Defaulting Party may consider
a number of indicia, including any or all of the settlement prices of NYMEX Gas futures contacts, quotations from leading
dealers in energy swap contracts or physical gas trading markets, similar sales or purchases and any other bona fide third-party
offers, as adjusted.

46      Contract Value of a Transaction is defined as the discounted present value of the product of two amounts. The first
amount is the quantity of natural gas remaining to be transacted between the parties under a Transaction. The second amount
is the Contract Price.

47      Contact Price, defined in section 2.1 of the Terms and Conditions, is stated to be determined on the basis of whether the
Delivery Point is in Canada or in the United States. The Delivery Point is specified in the Transaction Confirmation.

48      Each Transaction Confirmation provides for the specification of a Contract Price. I examine the determination of Contract
Price in more detail below.

49      The point here is that, in case of an Event of Default, BP may terminate, but is not required to. A determination of net
amounts owing from one party to the other is made. Net amounts owing must be paid within a certain time.
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50      In my view, the key point which emerges from the above analysis is that the Contract provides a mechanism by which
an amount, if any, is determined to be owing by a Defaulting Party, Bellatrix in this case, and which is made payable within
a prescribed time. This is so even though the price for natural gas which would have ultimately been paid if the Transaction
had been fully performed cannot have been determined because that reference price was to be determined during the term of
the Contract at the time of delivery.

51      The Contact allows for prompt set-off or netting based on the determination of a Liquidation Amount. There is no
requirement to wait until the end of a Contract term to perform that calculation.

52      While the Contract may not, itself, be a hedge contract, as that term is normally applied, it contemplates netting or set-off
in the event of a default based on market prices prevailing at the date of default. As discussed by the Court of Appeal in Blue
Range Resource Corp., Re, 2000 ABCA 239 (Alta. C.A.) (Blue Range) and in Calpine Canada Energy Ltd., Re, 2006 ABQB
153 (Alta. Q.B.), (Calpine), the ability to set-off or net under a contract is one indicia pointing to EFC status.

53      The provisions of the Contract, with its provisions for determining Total Termination Payments and Liquidation Amounts,
provide a party with certainty that, in the Event of Default, calculation of monetary damages will be possible. The Contract
may not be a hedge contract as that term is generally understood, but in entering into it, Bellatrix nevertheless is betting that
the pricing mechanism provided for in the Contract will give it greater financial return than would be the case if it selected the
AECO price in Alberta as the Contract Price.

54      Bellatrix acknowledged before me that Bellatrix enters into hedge contracts. It argued, however, that it is not possible for
Bellatrix to hedge or manage its risk under this Contract because the price for the natural gas it sells is a moving target.

55      Bellatrix readily concedes that the Contract seeks to achieve what it refers to as "price diversification", but it is not a
hedging contract.

56      Interestingly, the Special Provisions add the following section 10.7: (as read)

The parties specifically agree that this Contract and all Transactions pursuant hereto constitute an "eligible financial
contract" within the meaning of the Banhuptcy and Insolvency Act (Canada) and the Companies' Creditors Arrangements
Act (Canada) and similar Canadian legislation.

57      What, if any, significance may be attached to this provision in light of the purposes of CCAA? The decision of the Ontario
Court of Appeal in the matter of Androscoggin Energy LLC, Re [2005 CarswellOnt 589 (Ont. C.A.)] might suggest not much.

58      In that case, the Court commented on the decision of our Court of Appeal in Blue Range. With reference to provisions for
termination, set-off and netting found in the agreements in issue in Blue Range, the Ontario Court of Appeal noted that: (as read)

Unlike the contracts found to be EFCs in Blue Range, supra, the contracts in issue here possess none of these hallmarks
and cannot be characterized as EFCs. However, the mere pro forma insertion of such terms into a contract will not result
in its automatic characterization as an EFC. Regard must be had to the contract as a whole to determine its character.

59      Bellatrix argues that I should ignore the provisions of the Contract affirming EFC status. BP argues that even in CCAA,
a Court should still be mindful of what the parties expressed their intention to be.

60      The contracts in Androscoggin did not, to my knowledge, state that they were EFCs. This Contact does state that it is an
EFC. As will emerge from the discussion below, I find that statement to be of some, but not overwhelming, significance. The
Court's job here is to determine if the Contract should or should not enjoy the special status attributable to EFCs.

61      I do not believe the parties should be permitted to attempt to contract in or out of the application of a statute which
otherwise clearly applies or does not apply, unless the statute expressly permits that to happen. I am not aware of any such
permissive provision in the CCAA.
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The Transaction Confirmations

62      Turning finally to the Transaction Confirmations, they complete the Contract. Exhibits "B" and "C" to Hrap Affidavit
contain copies of Transaction Confirmations.

63      Clause 28 of the Ulmer Affidavit notes that the Contract Prices specified for purposes of the two Transaction Confirmations
before me are, on the one hand, based on a formula expressed as the average of the California (Malin), Midwest Chicago Citygate
and Dawn, Ontario, natural gas spot prices, reduced by a fixed transportation fee, per MMBtu and, on the other hand, on a
formula expressed as the Midwest Chicago Citygate natural gas spot price, reduced by a fixed transportation fee, per MMBtu.

64      Clause 7 of the Hrap Affidavit confirms this approach to pricing. Hrap asserts at clause 8 of his Affidavit that: (as read)

The purpose of the Gas EDI Agreement, and other similar contracts that producers and marketers enter into, is to manage
price risk by setting a contract price that is based on an index price representing a market other than the delivery point.

65      Bellatrix's brief nicely summarizes the pricing arrangements under the Contract at paragraph 46: (as read)

The Agreements in issue here do not provide for any fixed prices for the delivered natural gas, but rather are based on
fluctuating natural gas spot prices in the referenced downstream market for the month during which natural gas is delivered.

Discussion

66      Hrap points to Exhibit "D" of his Affidavit. It is a press release issued by Bellatrix on December 14, 2017 ("Press
Release"). It states, inter alia, that: (as read)

Bellatrix has recently diversified it natural gas price exposure through physical sales contracts that give the Company access
to the Dawn, Chicago and Malin natural gas pricing hubs .... this long-term diversification strategy reduces Bellatrix's
exposure to AECO pricing on approximately 26% of the Company's forecast 2018 natural gas volumes. In combination,
the market diversification sales and fixed price hedges cover approximately 2/3 of natural gas volumes in 2018.

In aggregate, Bellatrix's hedging program is part of its overall risk management strategy providing reduced commodity
price volatility and greater assurance over future revenues and operating funds flow which help drive the capital and
reinvestment decisions within our business.

67      It is clear that Bellatrix sought, through the Contract, price diversification. As paragraph 24 of the Ulmer Affidavit
notes: (as read)

Bellatrix entered into the Agreements with BP Canada for exactly this purpose: to have BP Canada transport Bellatrix's
natural gas to other markets so that Bellatrix could realize the financial benefit of selling its natural gas in markets outside
of Alberta. At the time the Agreements were entered into, AECO prices were significantly lower than the natural gas spot
prices available in other North American markets.

68      Part of the explanation for the dilemma Bellatrix finds itself in may be found at paragraph 29 of the Ulmer Affidavit:
(as read)

When the parties negotiated the Delivery Agreements, they calculated transportation fees with reference to the price
differential between the AECO spot price, and the downstream market spot prices that formed the basis for the contract
price. The applicable transportation fees are well above the actual cost of transportation that is incurred by BP Canada under
the Delivery Agreements. As the difference between the AECO spot price and the downstream market spot prices have
narrowed since the Delivery Agreements were executed, the transportation fees have become increasingly uneconomical
for Bellatrix.
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69      Bellatrix was betting that prices for natural gas referenced to these other markets would be more beneficial than contracts
which reflected AECO pricing.

70      Bellatrix acknowledges that its expectations regarding AECO pricing in relation to pricing under the Contract were
incorrect.

Scheme of the CCAA

71      Borrowing from a description on the Government of Canada's website, Office of the Superintendent of Bankruptcy:
(as read)

The main purpose of the CCAA is to enable financially distressed companies to avoid bankruptcy, foreclosure or the seizure
of assets while maximizing returns for their creditors and preserving both jobs and the company's value as a functioning
business.

72      A different page from the same website states as follows: (as read)

The CCAA has a broad remedial purpose, allowing a company to continue in business while it seeks to develop and obtain
the approval of compromises or arrangements with its creditors. Canadian courts have held that the main purpose of the
CCAA is to avoid, where possible, the social and economic consequences of bankruptcy, and to allow a company to carry
on business.

73      The following provisions of the CCAA are relevant for our purposes:

74      Section 32(1) allows a debtor company to disclaim any agreement to which it is a party on the day on which proceedings
commence under the CCAA. The monitor must have approved of the proposed disclaimer. The company's ability to disclaim
is, however, subject to notice provisions and other limitations.

75      Section 32(2) is one of those limitations. It confers upon a party receiving notice the right to apply to the Court for an
order that the agreement is not to be disclaimed.

76      Section 32(4) provides that if the Court is called upon to respond to a monitor's refusal to approve or the responding
party's application to prevent disclaimer, it must perform an analysis taking into account certain factors.

77      Section 32(9) provides that section 32 does not apply to, inter alia, an EFC. Since the right to disclaim is provided for
in section 32(1), non-application of section 32 means that the right to disclaim set forth in section 32(1) does not apply. That
means that if the Contract is an EFC, Bellatrix cannot disclaim it.

The Eligible Financial Contract Regulations (the “Regulation”)

78      Section 2 of the Regulation stipulates that certain types of agreements are prescribed for purposes of the definition of
"eligible financial contract" in section 2(1) of the CCAA. That means that only the agreements specified in section 2 of the
Regulation may be EFCs.

79      Section 2 provides that: (as read)

The following kinds of financial agreements are prescribed for the purpose of the definition eligible financial contract in
subsection 2(1) of the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act:

(a) a derivatives agreement, whether settled by payment or delivery, that

(i) trades on a futures or options exchange or board, or other regulated market, or
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(ii) is the subject of recurrent dealings in the derivatives markets or in the over-the-counter securities or
commodities markets;

(b) an agreement to

(i) borrow or lend securities or commodities, including an agreement to transfer securities or commodities under
which the borrower may repay the loan with other securities or commodities, cash or cash equivalents,

(ii) clear or settle securities, futures, options or derivatives transactions, or

(iii) act as a depository for securities;

(c) a repurchase, reverse repurchase or buy-sellback agreement with respect to securities or commodities;

(d) a margin loan in so far as it is in respect of a securities account or futures account maintained by a financial
intermediary;

(e) any combination of agreements referred to in any of paragraphs (a) to (d);

(f) a master agreement in so far as it is in respect of an agreement referred to in any of paragraphs (a) to (e);

(g) a master agreement in so far as it is in respect of a master agreement referred to in paragraph (f);

(h) a guarantee of, or an indemnity or reimbursement obligation with respect to, the liabilities under an agreement
referred to in any of paragraphs (a) to (g); and

(i) an agreement relating to financial collateral, including any form of security or security interest in collateral and a
title transfer credit support agreement, with respect to an agreement referred to in any of paragraphs (a) to (h).

80      Section 1 provides that:

A derivatives agreement means a financial agreement whose obligations are derived from, referenced to, or based on, one
or more underlying reference items such as interest rates, indices, currencies, commodities, securities or other ownership
interests, credit or guarantee obligations, debt securities, climatic variables, bandwidth, freight rates, emission rights, real
property indices and inflation or other macroeconomic data and includes

(a) a contract for differences or a swap, including a total return swap, price return swap, default swap or basis swap;

(b) a futures agreement;

(c) a cap, collar, floor or spread;

(d) an option; and

(e) a spot or forward.

81      The term "financial agreement" which appears in sections 1 and 2, is not defined.

The Parties' Arguments

82      Bellatrix argues, among other things, that the Contract cannot be an EFC because it does not share the characteristics of
a "forward commodity contract", as that concept was examined in Blue Range and Calpine.

Fixed vs. Variable Pricing
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83      Bellatrix sets forth the indicia of a forward commodity contract mentioned by Fruman JA at paragraph 49 of Blue Range,
where Fruman JA quoted from an expert report provided by a specialist in energy risk management.

84      However, in its reference to Blue Range, Bellatrix appears to misquote that decision. At paragraph 49 of Blue Range,
Fruman J A noted that a key element of a forward gas contract is a "defined price" or "pricing mechanism". At paragraph 39 of
its brief, Bellatrix rephrases this key element to be a "pre-determined" or "fixed price".

85      The Contract does not contain a fixed price, at least in the sense of a price fixed at the outset of the Contract which prevails
throughout its term. The Contract Price cannot be said, at least as to the actual dollar amount, to be pre-determined.

86      In my view, the Contract Price under the Contract is determined in accordance with a pricing mechanism. The use of
spot prices prevailing from time to time in a reference market may, in my view, also be characterized as a defined price. The
Contract Price prevailing from time to time will be "defined" by the determination of the applicable price for natural gas in
accordance with the Contract.

87      In the context of pricing Bellatrix places much reliance on paragraph 18 of Justice Romaine's decision inCalpine. Justice
Romaine's reasoning and insight in Calpine are deserving of respect and careful consideration. But what exactly did Justice
Romaine say?

88      At paragraph 18 of Calpine she says: (as read)

Analysing the COP Agreement as a whole, it is clear that it lacks the characteristics or hallmarks of an eligible financial
contract. It does not fall within the definitions of "forward commodity contracts" cited by Fruman, J.A. in Blue Range
when the terms "certain price" and "defined price" in those definitions are read as synonymous with "predetermined" or
"fixed" (as I believe is the intent), rather than the broader "able to be determined" meaning submitted by Pengrowth. It is
clear that the COP Agreement does not meet the fixed price requirement but instead depends upon market pricing.

89      I have the following observations. First, as noted above, I do not think Fruman JA in Blue Range was saying that forward
commodity contracts must always have a settlement price which is specified at the outset of the contract. Quoting from another
source, she notes at paragraph 17 of Blue Range, in reference to forward commodity contracts, that they "are merely contracts
to buy or sell gas at a certain price on a future date".

90      She goes on to say, "they are negotiated contracts between private parties to buy and sell a specified quantity of gas at
a certain or determinable price on a certain future date."

91      As alluded to above, at paragraph 48, Fruman JA quotes from an expert in energy risk assessment, Mr. James Joyce. Fruman
notes that one of the indicia of a forward contract, as conceived by Joyce, includes "a defined price or pricing mechanism".

92      In my view, it is unnecessary to use both the words "certain" and "determinable" in the same sentence if they both mean
"fixed". Similarly, the use of the words "pricing mechanism" as an alternate to the words "a defined price" makes sense to me
only if they are intended to convey different thoughts.

93      I would go further and argue that the use of the word "certain" in the phrase "a certain or determinable price" and the
word "defined price" in the phrase "a defined price or pricing mechanism" allow for broader interpretation. In my view, the
word "certain" does not have to mean "fixed at the outset of the contract". Rather, it can mean a price determined later, as long
as it is capable of being determined.

94      In my view, the reference to a "pricing mechanism" is the antithesis of a price fixed at the outset of the contract. All
that is needed is the ability under the Contract to determine the applicable price at that time it becomes necessary to determine
it. The Contract provides that ability.
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95      In any event, in Calpine, Justice Romaine seems to have been tasked with determining if the agreements she was
considering qualified for EFC status by virtue of being "forward commodity contracts". I am not limited in that regard, partly
because I am required to consider a definition of EFC which, by virtue of legislative amendment post-dating her decision, is
different from that which Justice Romaine was operating under.

96      The Regulation does not state that any of the types of agreements contemplated therein must contain a fixed price, though
some (but not all) of the contracts referred to in the Regulation likely are based on the concept of a fixed price.

97      I conclude that an EFC does not require a fixed price. I do not think a fair reading of Blue Range and the authorities cited
therein, or the provisions of the Regulation, require a fixed price for EFC status.

Fairness

98      Bellatrix argues at paragraph 40 of its brief that the Court is to also apply a "fair results" test under which it may determine
that even if the form of contract constitutes an EFC and cannot therefore be disclaimed, the court may decline to characterize
the contract as an EFC if would be unfair to do so. Bellatrix offers citations from Blue Range (paragraph 52) and Calpine
(paragraph 28) in support of that argument.

99      I do not think either Blue Range or Calpine stand for the proposition that an agreement which otherwise clearly falls within
the definition of an EFC can be excluded as such by this Court because it would, in the Court's view, give rise to an unfair result.

100      Rather, paragraph 52 of Blue Range is, in my view, expressing the notion that fairness may enter the analysis of a CCAA
Court at an earlier stage. That is, at the time the Court is considering if an agreement in question meets the definition of an
EFC. That is a different proposition from saying that even though an agreement clearly meets the definition of an EFC it can
nevertheless be declared by the Court not to be one. I am not convinced that it is a distinction without a difference.

101      At paragraph 52 of Blue Range, Fruman JA refers to the purpose of the CCAA. She does so in the context of discussing
fairness. Under the auspices of fairness, the inference I would draw from her comments is that the Court has some latitude
in deciding the threshold question of whether or not a particular agreement constitutes an EFC if that characterization has
implications for the Court's ability to fulfil the objects and purposes of the CCAA.

102      In argument before me BP agreed with my analysis, noting that section 11 of the CCAA provides that: (as read)

Despite anything in the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act or the Winding-up and Restructuring Act, if an application is made
under this Act in respect of a debtor company, the court, on the application of any person interested in the matter, may,
subject to the restrictions set out in this Act, on notice to any other person or without notice as it may see fit, make any
order that it considers appropriate in the circumstances.

103      BP appears to take the position that section 11 gives me the power, as part of an EFC status eligibility analysis, to
consider if it would be fair to determine if a particular agreement did or did not qualify as an EFC.

104      Another interpretation of the scope of section 11 is provided by Fruman JA in Blue Range.

105      At paragraph 7, citing authority, she notes that: (as read)

The court's discretionary powers under s. 11 have been interpreted to restrain any conduct "the effect of which is, or would
be, seriously to impair the ability of the debtor company to continue in business during the compromise or arrangement
negotiating period."

106      In fairness, I believe Bellatrix's counsel ultimately acknowledged that any consideration of fairness enters into the
analysis at the stage where EFC status is determined.
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107      Recognizing that an exception for EFC's to the rule permitting disclaimer should be construed narrowly, in order to
facilitate attainment of the, arguably, larger objective of facilitating an insolvent entity's restructuring, a CCAA Court should
err on the side of restraint and caution in deciding if EFC eligibility is met in any particular case. I think Justice Romaine was
making a similar point at paragraph 28 ofCalpine.

108      In the end, I do not accept the argument that section 11 of the CCAA can be considered to have applied "appropriately
in the circumstances" if it used to disqualify as an EFC an agreement which the Court concludes otherwise meets the definition
in the Regulation. To do otherwise would, in my view, interject an undesirable element of uncertainty into capital markets.

109      It would also appear to have the effect of substantively re-writing the Contract between the parties by ignoring certain
provisions that would have otherwise led a reader to conclude that it was an EFC. I think the Court should be cautious about
engineering such a result.

110      Lastly, if fairness enters the analysis at the EFC status determination stage, I see no reason why it would be inherently
fairer to grant EFC status only to agreements where the settlement price for the commodity was fixed at the outset of the contract.
It seems to me that if a fairness analysis involves at least some consideration of the stake which the parties to an agreement
have and if, as Bellatrix has acknowledged, the Contract forms part of its price diversification program in conjunction with
traditional hedging contracts, then it might be manifestly unfair to disallow EFC status in this case.

111      Suppose the facts were different. Suppose the Contract Price under the Contract was expected to remain sufficiently
above the AECO price to make it desirable for the Contract to remain in place. Bellatrix might be happy to see the Contract
continue. Surely the issue of fairness should not fall to be determined on the basis of which side of a bet on future pricing the
insolvent party to an agreement ended up on.

112      I think there is another reason to be sceptical of the Court's power to use section 11 of the CCAA to deny EFC status in
respect of an agreement that would otherwise appear to meet the requirements for an EFC, by looking through a "fairness lens".

113      In my view, the legislation imposes two impediments to unrestrained disclaimer. The first is section 32(9) which has
the effect of removing an EFC from a debtor company's power to disclaim.

114      The second is section 32(4), which directs the Court to consider various factors in deciding whether or not an non-
EFC should or should not be disclaimed.

115      In my view, the cumulative effect of these two sections suggests quite the opposite conclusion to that arrived at by
Bellatrix. One may argue that imposing two barriers to disclaimer, the first being the outright prohibition arising from EFC status
and the second being a requirement to satisfy the Court on the basis of factors such as those found in CCAA 32(4), manifest a
direction to the Courts from the legislator that, while disclaimer by the insolvent corporation potentially reflects the objectives
of a CCAA restructuring, the ability to disclaim is not unfettered.

116      To suggest that a Court should be permitted to substitute its view of fairness for that apparently reflected in Parliament's
decision to provide an exception to disclaimer for EFCs, is, in my view, problematic. I accept the notion that a CCAA Court
must be flexible, applying exceptions to the broad policy objective of facilitating restructurings narrowly.

117      At some point, however, that flexibility must not unduly compromise certainty. It seems to me that if there is to be an
exception to disclaimer for EFCs, parties to agreements must be able to count on that exception meaning something. Agreements,
such as the Contract. negotiated at considerable expense, reflective of industry practice and understanding, which themselves
potentially engineer other agreements, such as hedge contracts, and the industry created to support those arrangements, cannot
be subject to effective wholescale revision by a CCAA Court, such that the parties legitimate expectations are always going to
be at risk of a CCAA Court finding unfairness.
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118      Thought of another way, to allow a CCAA Court to find an agreement that otherwise clearly fits within the definition of
an EFC to not be an EFC, is to allow a CCAA Court to effectively rewrite that agreement. I do not understand a CCAA Court
to have that authority.

119      A concluding thought on fairness. What of those who have taken the opposite bet to Bellatrix under hedge agreements?
What of those whose livelihood or ability to manage capital depends on the certainty of knowing that contracts, such as the
Contract, will, even in the event of insolvency, be enforceable in accordance with their terms.

120      Bellatrix and BP agreed in the Contract that it would be an EFC. I think it a reasonable inference that parties to agreements
with Bellatrix and BP, who paid money to create arrangements with either Bellatrix or BP, might have based their positions at
least to some extent on the fact that the Contract was expressly stated to an EFC for CCAA purposes.

Purpose of the Contract

121      To be an EFC, a derivatives agreement must first be a financial agreement.

122      Bellatrix argues that the Contract is not a financial agreement, as that term is used in the Regulation. Rather, it is an
agreement for the sale of natural gas, which just happens to allow for price diversification.

123      I note that in Blue Range, Fruman JA concluded that agreements for the physical delivery of gas could be forward
commodity contracts and, under the legislation prevailing at the time of her decision, EFCs. The notion of a "forward" as an
EFC was retained in the Regulation.

124      I conclude that an agreement for physical delivery of natural gas is not, a priori, disqualified as an EFC. The reasoning
in Blue Range confirms that conclusion.

125      In my view, a financial agreement is one which serves an important financial purpose. In Blue Range, the Court of
Appeal found that a forward commodity contract did serve an important financial purpose, unrelated to physical settlement,
because it is a risk management tool. Indeed, Fruman characterized the forward commodity contracts in that case as "hedges".

126      Of course, Bellatrix argues the Contract is not a hedge, and cannot be a hedge because it does not utilize a fixed price.

127      I think the Contract is a financial agreement because it serves an important financial purpose. What is the important
financial purpose here? Bellatrix acknowledges that the Contract seeks to achieve price diversification. In my view, that is a
financial purpose.

128      Is price diversification important to Bellatrix? It seems important enough to have been mentioned in the Press Release.

129      In analyzing if the Contract serves a "financial purpose" it makes no sense to me to consider the Contract in isolation
from Bellatrix's other actions. The Press Release mentions the Contract in the context of Bellatrix's "long term diversification
strategy".

130      Is that strategy one which seeks to avoid the risk of contractually agreeing to deliver gas it cannot produce? No, it notes
that this strategy seeks to reduce exposure to AECO pricing.

131      Importantly, in my view, the Press Release refers to the importance of the "combination" of "the market diversification
sales and fixed price hedges", which it states, "cover approximately 2/3 of natural gas volumes in 2018".

132      Immediately after these quotations, it goes on to say that: (as read)

In the aggregate, Bellatrix's hedging program is part of its overall risk management strategy providing reduced commodity
price volatility and greater assurance over future revenue and operating funds flow which help to drive the capital and
reinvestment decisions within our business.
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133      The inescapable conclusion is that the Contract, in conjunction with fixed price hedges, sought what Bellatrix considered
to be a pricing arrangement more favourable to its financial risk management, cash flow and capital budgeting objectives.

134      Bellatrix would argue that its fixed price hedging contracts are financial agreements but that they are different from the
Contract. The Contract, Bellatrix argues, is simply not a hedging contract.

135      There is no end to the number of definitions of a hedging contract. Having reviewed many of them, a common theme
emerges. They seek to manage financial risk.

136      I think Bellatrix's Press Release, when it refers to Bellatrix's "hedging program" is referring to the combination of the
Contract and its fixed price hedge contracts. Together, they work to achieve financial risk management. In my view, one would
have limited utility in achieving Bellatrix's objectives without considering the impact of the other.

137      The Press Release indicates that the Contract serves to diversify Bellatrix's natural gas price exposure. Surely that is
an effort in financial risk management.

138      Bellatrix argues that BP attempts to misconstrue the Press Release, suggesting that it confirms Bellatrix's view that the
Contract is financial in nature. Bellatrix argues that the Press Release clearly distinguishes between its hedging arrangements
and its efforts to diversify natural gas price through physical sale agreements.

139      I believe that the Contract is part of Bellatrix's hedging program. Indeed, without it, there would appear to be no
need for fixed price hedge contracts. It is an important part of collection of agreements that play a role in Bellatrix's financial
management undertakings.

140      That makes it a financial agreement for purposes of the Regulations.

141      In any event, the Contract does not have to be a forward commodity contract, or a hedge, to be an EFC. I have no
difficulty concluding that the Contract is a financial agreement. But is it a derivatives agreement?

142      Before addressing that question, I note that there is more than one potential path to EFC status.

143      Working through the Regulation set forth above, the Contract will be an EFC if is:

a "financial agreement": section 1;

a financial agreement which is a derivatives agreement: section 1;

a derivatives agreement settled either by payment or delivery: section 2;

144      Which derivatives agreement either:

trades on a futures or options exchange or board or other regulated market, or

is the subject of recurrent dealings in the derivatives markets or in the over-counter securities or commodities markets:
section 2.

145      Paragraphs (a) to (e) of Section 1 of the Regulation provide a non-exhaustive list of various types of agreements which,
by virtue of their inclusion in those paragraphs, are considered to be both financial agreements and also derivatives agreements.
With the exception of the Contract possibly being a "forward", I do not believe the Contract falls within paragraphs (a) to (e)
of the definition of "derivatives agreement". I do not examine that path to EFC status further.

146      As noted in the excerpt of the Regulation cited above, paragraph (b) of section 2 of the Regulation provides another
path to EFC status.
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147      The Contract provides for physical delivery of natural gas. The agreements contemplated in paragraph (b) of section 2
of the Regulation do not appear to me to address this type of agreement. A possible exception would be subparagraph 2(b)(ii)
which contemplates an agreement to clear or settle derivatives transactions. However, I do not consider it necessary to examine
that potential path further.

148      EFCs include a master agreement so far as it is in respect of a derivatives agreement otherwise qualifying under
Regulation 2(a): Regulation 2(f).

149      Pursuant to Regulation 1, a "derivatives agreement" means: (as read)

A financial agreement whose obligations are derived from, referenced to, or based on, one or more underlying reference
items such as interest rates, indices, currencies, commodities, securities or other ownership interests, credit or guarantee
obligations or debt securities, climactic variables, bandwidth, freight rates, emissions rights, real property indices and
inflation or other macroeconomic data.

150      As noted above, for greater certainty, certain types of agreements are specifically identified as derivatives agreements.

151      Can the Contract be said to be an agreement whose obligations are derived from, referenced to or based on an underlying
reference item, such as a commodity? Noting paragraph 23 of Blue Range, can the Contract be said to be an investment tool
whose value depends on, or is derived from, the performance of some underlying asset such as stocks, bonds, commodities,
currencies or indices?

152      It is not entirely clear to me what kind of market exists for the Contract (as opposed to the natural gas itself). Section
13 of the Terms and Conditions provides that, with the exception of transfers to parent or affiliated entities, the consent of the
other party is required for an assignment of the Contract. Consent is not to be unreasonably withheld.

153      BP argues that the Contract is an agreement which is the subject of recurrent dealings in the over-the-counter commodities
market, thus fitting within subparagraph 2(a)(ii) of the Regulation. I return to that particular provision below, because it is
critical to my analysis.

154      The obligations under the Contract are based on a commodity, natural gas. Bellatrix agues, however, that the Contract
cannot be a derivative agreement It argues that Blue Range stands, inter alia, for the proposition that to be a derivatives agreement
the transaction must be settled at a fixed price.

155      That assertion may be correct as it relates to the characterization of an agreement as a forward commodity contract,
which is what I think Fruman JA was engaged in analyzing. In my view, it is not, for at least two reasons, correct to say that
a fixed price is a requirement of a derivatives agreement.

156      First, the definition of derivatives agreement in section 1 of the Regulation makes no mention of a fixed price. I
acknowledge that the examples given in paragraphs (a) to (e) suggest agreements where a fixed price is stipulated.

157      However, as BP pointed out in argument, if a fixed price was essential to derivatives agreement status, the legislator
could have stipulated that.

158      Secondly, while certain types of hedge contracts may be based on a fixed price of some underlying commodity at a
future date, I remain to be persuaded that it would be impossible to construct a risk management agreement tool that was based
on a price of an underlying commodity which fluctuated constantly. As long as the price of that underlying commodity was
capable of determination at the date of delivery, the rest seems to me like an exercise in price forecasting and, in combination
with other arrangements, hedging, as Bellatrix has done.

159      Restated, if the essence of an EFC is that it is a tool which assists in managing financial risk (such as the possibility of
getting a lower price for your gas delivered in Alberta, when you expect prices to be higher in other reference jurisdictions),
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it seems to me that an agreement which provides for a variable price simply adds an additional degree of complexity and
speculation to your financial risk management program. It should not make that program impossible.

160      I conclude that the Agreement is, first, a financial agreement and also a derivatives agreement. But is it the type of
derivatives agreement which should enjoy EFC status?

161      Examining Regulation 2(a), it is acknowledged that the Agreement is settled by delivery of natural gas and payment for
that natural gas. Of course, Blue Range noted that either settlement arrangement could give rise to a forward commodity contract.
The risk management character of the agreements in issue in Blue Range were more important to the Court's conclusions than
how they were settled.

162      Examining Regulation 2(a)(i), no evidence was provided which suggests that the Contract itself trades on a futures or
options exchange or board, or other regulated market.

163      We are left with Regulation 2(a)(ii). It clothes a financial agreement which constitutes a derivatives agreement with
EFC status if that agreement: (as read)

Is the subject of recurrent dealings in the derivatives market or in the over-the-counter securities or commodities market?

164      BP takes the position that this provision does not require there to be transactions, frequent or otherwise, pursuant to
which parties effect dispositions and acquisitions of interests under the Contract. It points to a 2008 article by Robert Anderson
and Kelly Bourassa which considered the Regulation shortly after it was issued.

165      Anderson and Bourassa conclude that: (as read)

In our view, a derivatives agreement that "is the subject of recurrent dealings" in the over-the-counter commodities market
means a derivatives agreement in respect of which the underlying trade is of a type that is the subject of recurrent dealings
(i.e. repeatedly transacted) in the over-the-counter commodities markets: Robert Anderson and Kelly Bourassa. What Are
Eligible Financial Contracts? Blakes Bulletin on Restructuring & Insolvency, May 2008

166      BP argues that this description is directed at agreements, the subject matter of which, as opposed to the agreement itself,
is recurrently dealt with on a commodities market. Clearly, natural gas would qualify as such a commodity.

167      BP argues that the "recurrent dealings" required under Regulation 2(a)(ii) are evident not only from the Transaction
Confirmations themselves, which are continually restated and amended as between the parties, but the fact that the underlying
commodity itself is the subject of recurrent dealings and re-trading, both as between the parties and in the derivatives market
more generally. BP would argue that dealings between Bellatrix and BP in respect of the Contract take place in the over-the-
counter market.

168      Bellatrix argues that subparagraph 2(a)(ii) seeks to address dealings in agreements that would effect dispositions and
acquisitions of interests in the agreement, rather than interests in the subject matter of the agreement, in this case, natural gas.

169      The difficult words here are "is the subject matter of".

170      Though not without some doubt, I believe that BP is correct in its assertion that derivatives agreements can be EFCs
if the underlying commodity is the subject of recurrent dealings.

171      First, if the legislator had intended to require interests in the derivatives agreement itself to be disposed of or acquired
on some type of market it could have said so. It did not. Were that the intention (ii) could have said: involves dispositions or
acquisitions of interest thereunder on a recurrent basis in.... (the various markets).
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172      Secondly, the difference in wording in Regulation 2(a)(i) and (ii) is somewhat informative. Arguably, (ii) was required
to distinguish trades, if any, in the underlying reference item (in this case, natural gas) from trades in the agreement itself, as
contemplated in (i).

173      If (ii) was not intended to refer to the underlying commodity or reference item, it would probably not have been necessary
to have it there. The wording in (i) would probably have encompassed the landscape. Or, the wording in (i) could have been
tweaked slightly to have so encompassed that landscape and (ii) rendered redundant.

174      Though not advanced by counsel before me, there is a counter argument. I assume that underlying reference items, like
climatic variables or real property indices, do not themselves trade on any market. How then can they be included within the
ambit of Regulation 2(a)(ii) unless that regulation is referring to transactions in the agreement itself?

175      Perhaps the answer is that where the underlying reference item may not trade, such agreements will not be EFCs unless
the agreements themselves trade on one or more of the markets described in (i) or interests therein are disposed of and acquired
on one or more of the markets described in (ii). Absent that, they are not EFCs.

176      Here, I conclude that the Transaction Confirmations evidence recurrent dealings in the Contract and the underlying
commodity (natural gas) is the subject of recurrent dealings on commodities markets.

177      I think the Contract is contemplated by Regulation 2(a)(ii) for another reason, though I acknowledge that reason it is
somewhat speculative. Bellatrix argues that the Contract is separate and distinct from its hedging agreements. But I believe that
Bellatrix acknowledges in the Press Release that the two go hand in hand as part of its risk management efforts.

178      Ignoring the Press Release, Bellatrix acknowledged in argument before me that the Contact seeks price diversification.
The Ulmer Affidavit and Questioning confirm that acknowledgment.

179      It seems logical to me to conclude that the position Bellatrix takes in its hedging contracts will to some extent reflect its
expectations of what price will ultimately prevail under the Contract upon delivery of natural gas.

180      Bellatrix would argue that its hedging contracts are derivatives. If those derivative agreements are the subject of frequent
transactions on derivatives markets and if it is proper, as I believe it is, to view the Contract and Bellatrix's hedging contracts
as part of Bellatrix's overall risk management strategy, then the Contract may themselves be said to, at least indirectly, be "the
subject of recurrent dealings in the derivatives markets".

181      I like this conclusion for another reason. As noted in Blue Range, a forward commodity contract is not excluded from
EFC status just because it is settled by delivery. Settlement by cash or delivery can qualify.

182      The scheme of Regulation 2(a) seems consistent with that underlying premise. Regulation 2(a)(i) seems to contemplate
trades that involve a cash settlement in respect of interests in an agreement disposed of or acquired as a consequence of a trade.
Regulation 2(a)(ii) extends to dealings on a commodities market that could include settlement by physical delivery.

183      Bellatrix argues strenuously against my analysis of the application of the Regulation to these facts. As noted above,
Bellatrix urges me to dissociate my conclusions from the provisions of the Contract wherein the parties specifically acknowledge
that the Contract is an EFC. I accept the assertion that a careful analysis of the purpose and scheme of the CCAA, the wording of
the Regulation and the cases that have considered those or, in the case of the decisions in Blue Range and Calpine, predecessor
provisions, are much more important to the determination of EFC status than what BP and Bellatrix have chosen to call their
agreement.

184      After all, parties should be restrained in their attempts to contract in or out of legislation that seeks to implement public
policy objectives.

185      As noted above, the Ontario Court of Appeal stated in Androscoggin Energy LLC: (as read)
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Mere pro forma insertion of such terms into a contract will not result in its automatic characterization as an EFC. Regards
must be head to the contract as a whole to determine its character.

186      I have noted above that I believe the Court was referring to provisions such as set-off, or netting, and not a characterization
of an agreement with reference to a specific statute that imposes consequences of that characterization.

187      However, I believe there is a price to be paid for stepping back from what the parties have said in an agreement and
performing the more nuanced analysis which I agree must be performed. That price, I believe, is that increased reliance must
be placed on a strict application of the wording of the Regulation as it applies to the Contract.

188      Since the Court, in Bellatrix's view, cannot place much emphasis on the description the parties elect to apply to the
Contract, the Court must look elsewhere.

189      And while I acknowledge the wisdom of the Ontario Court of Appeal in reminding us to look beyond mere expressions
of the parties' intentions, as expressed in a contract, especially when construing an exception to the remedial object and purpose
of CCAA legislation, I cannot help but wonder what third party interests may be affected by ignoring what the parties have
expressed as their intention.

190      Further, in completely ignoring an expression of intention in a contract negotiated on an arm's length basis and no
doubt at some cost to the parties, is the Court effectively rewriting their agreement? If so, to what extent is that a permissible
outcome from a CCAA court?

191      Lastly, would Bellatrix have been so quick to have me ignore this expression of the parties' intention if the Contract
had expressly stated that it was not an EFC?

192      I appreciate that a fundamental objective of the CCAA process is to preserve status quo while opportunities for an
equitable restructuring may be pursued. I appreciate that the ability to terminate unfavourable contracts is one tool in the status
quo toolbox.

193      Consequently, I agree that the exception for EFCs must be construed narrowly. But as was pointed out inBlue Range,
the ability of a non-insolvent counter party to terminate agreements and net out its position is also considered to be important
from a policy perspective. EFC status allows that to happen.

194      BP does not seek that result on these facts. I must assume that, like Bellatrix, BP engages in capital management, cash
flow planning and risk management. Are BP, and the other entities whose agreements with BP form part of an integrated risk
management undertaking to be left uncertain about their ability to offer various products priced to reflect their assessment of
outcomes?

195      How does an entire industry assess likely outcomes when expressions of intention in a contract and explicit definitions
in a statute are required to give way to an assessment of fairness which may depend to some extent on the perspective of a
particular judge on a particular day?

196      If BP, and many others like it, are not permitted to compel enforcement of an agreement, the elements of which no doubt
form a part of their overall risk management, capital planning and cash flow strategies, how do they effectively manage risk?

197      It is easy to say that risk has looked favourably on BP in this situation and the Court need not concern itself with BP's
pleas to uphold the contract because it can certainly replace the natural gas Bellatrix agreed to sell it. It did not draw the short
straw under the Contract.

198      But why should the Court not conclude that BP is party to other agreements, the efficacy of which in BP's own risk
management program depend to some extent on upholding the integrity of the Contract?
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199      The EFC exception represents a policy decision. I believe that the art in applying that exception to the Contract requires
the Court to take at least take some account of the reasonable expectations of BP and Bellatrix at the time the parties entered
into the Contract.

200      Bellatrix and, I assume, BP, entered into other arrangements to manage financial risk. Did they enter into those agreements
on the assumption that, in an insolvency, the Contract would be disclaimed, notwithstanding that the Contract was agreed by
the parties to be an EFC?

201      Perhaps they did, but Bellatrix's Press Release suggests that agreements, like the Contract, are part of a larger risk
management strategy. Bellatrix has offered no evidence to suggest that its risk management strategy, and the agreements entered
into in support of it, contemplated an exit from its obligations under the Contract in the event of insolvency.

202      The netting out and set-off provisions of the Contract are a strong indication to me that management of financial risk
is a key component and objective of the Contract. What message does a CCAA Court send when it allows agreements which
form part of that risk management objective to be disclaimed?

203      I note that section 34(8) of the CCAA expressly provides that netting or setting off are permitted in respect of a terminated
EFC. I note further that section 34(9) provides that no order may be made under this Act if the order would have the effect of
staying or restraining the actions permitted under subsection (8).

204      Presumably, the prohibition on a Court interfering with the solvent counter-party's right to terminate would extend to
any attempt to use the power in section 11 to do so. That seems to me to be a fairly strong indication that compliance with the
requirements for EFC status is to be taken seriously, at least as that status confers certain rights under section 34(8). If that is
correct, a Court might be hesitant to manipulate notions of fairness to interfere with what might otherwise be a clear result.

205      Clearly, Parliament intended to protect derivatives markets from some of the uncertainties inherent in insolvency and
CCAA restructuring.

Summary

206      To summarize, Blue Range reminds us that physically settled forward commodity contracts are not excluded as EFCs.
Bellatrix argues that the Contract was an agreement for the physical delivery of natural gas and should not be considered a
financial agreement.

207      It makes no sense to me to argue that physical delivery of natural gas under the Contract should disentitle it to EFC
status when physical delivery under a forward commodity contract would not.

208      It makes no sense to me to argue that a fixed price is required for derivative status, when the definition of derivatives
agreement does not allude to a fixed price, or for that matter, any price.

209      I agree that an exception to a statutory provision must be interpreted in light of the underlying rationale of the statute.
It must not be used to undermine the broad purpose of the legislation.

210      Blue Range concluded that the solvent counter-party to a forward commodity contract should be permitted to terminate
the agreement and set off, all to manage its financial risk. Here, the solvent counter-party, BP, wants to preserve the Contract.

211      Is there a conflict? Should the policy analysis in Blue Range, which underscores the importance of the solvent counter-
party being able to manage financial risk through termination and set-off, not apply to a situation where the solvent counter-
party does not wish to terminate and set-off?

212      While that reversal of interest might affect the analysis under section 32(4) of the CCAA, were the Contract not found
to fall within the definition of EFC, I do not think it matters for purposes of the characterization as an EFC.
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213      In my view, all of the arrangements which fall within the definition of EFC in the Regulations share a common theme.
That theme is management of financial risk inherent in business transactions.

214      Why should that theme operate in one direction? Why should BP be denied the right to assert EFC status just because
it stands to make money by buying gas from Bellatrix at less than it can sell that gas or the right to acquire that gas? Does
Bellatrix's status under CCAA proceedings suggest that EFC status should be unidirectional?

215      Is BP to be punished for placing a good bet as part of its risk management efforts and Bellatrix be rewarded for placing
a bad one? Does that mean that effective risk management strategies should only be supported for some parties to agreements
and not others?

216      I think not. I think the unique characteristics of the parties to an agreement become relevant under section 32(4), if EFC
status has not already been engineered. I see nothing in the definition of an EFC which would direct me to consider the size of
a party to an agreement, its management team, the number of employees it has or any other characteristics in determining if it
was a party to an EFC or an agreement which did not qualify as an EFC.

217      While Parliament wanted companies under CCAA protection to benefit from statutory protection while exploring the
possibility of a successful restructuring, 1 do not think Parliament intended a wholesale abrogation of the principle of contractual
enforcement.

218      The provisions of the CCAA that apply to an EFC require us to consider an apparent dichotomy. A solvent counter-party
can terminate a contract and set-off in the name of managing financial risk while an insolvent counterparty may not.

219      Surely, as is the case here, the magnitude of financial risk to an insolvent party is likely to be greater than that to which
the solvent counter-party is exposed. Why should Bellatrix have to face sacrifice at the altar of BP's financial risk management
deity?

220      Perhaps that apparent contradiction may be resolved by noting that the more vulnerable party, in this case Bellatrix,
already enjoys a significant measure of protection from adverse financial developments during the CCAA process. Perhaps
Parliament intended to ensure that solvent counter-parties to risk management contracts were not adversely affected by the
misfortunes of their insolvent counter-parties. In that way, allowing a solvent counterparty, such as BP, to either terminate or
affirm, was conceived as a measure to ensure that the damage incurred by the insolvent counter-party did not become collateral
damage to the solvent counter-party.

221      In the result, I conclude that the Contract qualifies as an EFC.
Application granted.

 

End of Document Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved.
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UPON THE APPLICATION by Bellatrix Exploration Ltd. (“Bellatrix”) under the 

Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, as amended (the “CCAA”) for an 

order (this “Order”), inter alia, approving the transactions (the “Transaction”) contemplated by 

the agreement dated as of June 22, 2022 (the “Spartan Transaction Agreement”) among 

Bellatrix, 2350810 Alberta Ltd. (“Newco”) and Spartan Delta Corp. (the “Purchaser”), a copy of 

which is attached as Exhibit “B” to the Abel Affidavit (as defined below), including the 

reorganization transactions contemplated in Schedule “B” therein (the “Reorganization”); 

AND UPON HAVING READ the Application, the Affidavit of Shane K. Abel sworn 

June 24, 2022 (the “Abel Affidavit”), the Affidavit of Service of Andrew Harmes sworn June 27, 

2022, and the fifteenth report of PricewaterhouseCoopers Inc. in its capacity as Court-appointed 

monitor of Bellatrix (the “Monitor”) dated June 28, 2022, each filed; AND UPON HEARING 

the submissions of counsel for Bellatrix, the Monitor and such other parties present;  

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND DECLARED THAT: 

SERVICE 

1. Service of notice of this Application for this Order and supporting materials is hereby 

declared to be good and sufficient, no other person is required to have been served with 

notice of this Application and time for service of this Application is abridged to that 

actually given. 

CAPITALIZED TERMS 

2. Capitalized terms used but not otherwise defined in this Order shall have the meaning given 

to such terms in the Spartan Transaction Agreement.   

APPROVAL OF THE TRANSACTION 

3. The Spartan Transaction Agreement and the Transaction (including the Reorganization) 

are hereby approved, and the execution of the Spartan Transaction Agreement by Bellatrix 

is hereby authorized and approved, with such amendments to the Spartan Transaction 

Agreement as Bellatrix, Newco and the Purchaser may agree to with the consent of the 

Monitor.  The performance by Bellatrix of its obligations under the Spartan Transaction 

Agreement is hereby authorized and approved.  Bellatrix is hereby authorized to take such 
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additional steps and execute such additional documents as may be necessary or desirable 

for the completion of the Transaction, including, without limitation, the Reorganization.   

REORGANIZATION 

4. Bellatrix and Newco are authorized to undertake and complete the Reorganization 

contemplated in Schedule “B” to the Spartan Transaction Agreement and, without limiting 

the generality of the foregoing, subject to the terms of the Spartan Transaction Agreement, 

upon the delivery of a Monitor’s certificate substantially in the form attached as Schedule 

“A” hereto (the “Spartan Transaction Certificate”) to Bellatrix and the Purchaser, the 

following shall be deemed to occur in accordance with the timing, sequence, terms and 

conditions set forth in the Spartan Transaction Agreement: 

(a) Bellatrix shall issue the Purchased Shares to the Purchaser in consideration for the 

Purchase Price;  

(b) any and all outstanding shares of Bellatrix other than the Purchased Shares, and any 

all options, warrants, and other rights and entitlements to shares of Bellatrix 

existing prior to the Closing Date shall be deemed cancelled and extinguished 

without any consideration or any other Claim against Bellatrix or Newco therefor; 

and 

(c) any directors of Bellatrix immediately prior to the Closing Time shall be deemed 

to resign, and the new directors named in the Spartan Transaction Agreement shall 

be deemed to be appointed as directors of Bellatrix.   

5. The Purchased Shares shall be issued by Bellatrix to the Purchaser free and clear of and 

from any and all Claims or Encumbrances. 

6. Bellatrix and Newco, in completing the transactions contemplated in the Reorganization, 

are authorized: 

(a) to execute and deliver any documents and assurances governing or giving effect to 

the Reorganization as Bellatrix and/or Newco, in their discretion, may deem to be 

reasonably necessary or advisable to conclude the Reorganization, including the 
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execution of all such ancillary documents as may be contemplated in the Spartan 

Transaction Agreement or necessary or desirable for the completion and 

implementation of the Reorganization, and all such ancillary documents are hereby 

ratified, approved and confirmed; and 

(b) to take such steps as are, in the opinion of Bellatrix and/or Newco, necessary or 

incidental to the implementation of the Reorganization. 

7. Bellatrix and Newco are hereby permitted to execute and file articles of amendment, 

amalgamation, continuance or reorganization or such other documents or instruments as 

may be required to permit or enable and effect the Reorganization, including, without 

limitation, the issuance of the Purchased Shares and the appointment and resignation of 

directors of Bellatrix, and such articles, documents or other instruments shall be deemed to 

be duly authorized, valid and effective notwithstanding any requirement under federal or 

provincial law to obtain director or shareholder approval with respect to such actions or to 

deliver any statutory declarations that may otherwise be required under corporate law to 

effect the Reorganization.  

8. This Order shall constitute the only authorization required by Bellatrix or Newco to 

proceed with the Transaction, including, without limitation, the Reorganization and, except 

as specifically provided in the Spartan Transaction Agreement, no director or shareholder 

approval shall be required and no authorization, approval or other action by or notice to or 

filing with any governmental authority or regulatory body exercising jurisdiction in respect 

of Bellatrix is required for the due execution, delivery and performance by Bellatrix and 

by Newco of the Spartan Transaction Agreement and the completion of the Transaction, 

including, without limitation, the Reorganization contemplated thereby.  Without limiting 

the generality of the foregoing, Bellatrix shall not be required to comply with the 

requirements of Multilateral Instrument 61-101 - Protection of Minority Security Holders 

in Special Transactions, National Policy 11-207 – Failure-to-File Cease Trade Orders or 

the CTO in connection with implementing the Reorganization and any subsequent 

dissolution of Bellatrix (a “Dissolution”) or amalgamation with the Purchaser (a 

“Purchaser Amalgamation”); however, for greater certainty, the CTO shall remain in 
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effect after the Reorganization is fully implemented (other than with respect to a 

Dissolution or Purchaser Amalgamation).   

9. The Director appointed pursuant to Section 260 of the CBCA shall accept and receive any 

articles of amendment, amalgamation, continuance or reorganization or such other 

documents or instruments as may be required to permit or enable and effect the 

Reorganization contemplated in the Spartan Transaction Agreement, filed by either 

Bellatrix or Newco, as the case may be. 

VESTING OF ASSETS AND LIABILITIES  

10. Subject to the terms of the Spartan Transaction Agreement, upon the delivery of the Spartan 

Transaction Certificate to Bellatrix and the Purchaser, the following shall be deemed to 

occur in accordance with the timing, sequence, terms and conditions set forth in the Spartan 

Transaction Agreement: 

(a) all of Bellatrix’s right, title and interest in and to the Excluded Assets (including, 

for certainty, the right to receive the Purchase Price (for certainty, including the 

Deposit and the Subscription Cash)) shall vest absolutely and exclusively in the 

name of Newco and all Claims and Encumbrances attached to the Excluded Assets 

shall continue to attach to the Excluded Assets with the same nature and priority as 

they had immediately prior to their transfer; 

(b) all Excluded Liabilities shall be transferred to, assumed by and vest absolutely and 

exclusively in the name of Newco, and the Excluded Liabilities shall be novated 

and become obligations of Newco and not obligations of Bellatrix, and Bellatrix 

shall be forever released and discharged from such Excluded Liabilities, and all 

Encumbrances securing the Excluded Liabilities shall be forever released and 

discharged in respect of Bellatrix, provided that nothing in this Order shall be 

deemed to cancel any Encumbrances expressly permitted by the Spartan 

Transaction Agreement as against Bellatrix;   

(c) the commencement or prosecution, whether directly, indirectly, derivatively or 

otherwise of any demands, claims, actions, counterclaims, suits, judgements, or 
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other remedy or recovery with respect to any indebtedness, liability, obligation or 

cause of action against Bellatrix in respect of the Excluded Liabilities shall be 

permanently enjoined; 

(d) the nature of the Retained Liabilities retained by Bellatrix, including, without 

limitation, their amount and their secured or unsecured status, shall not be affected 

or altered as a result of the Spartan Transaction Agreement or the steps and actions 

taken in accordance with the terms thereof; 

(e) the nature and priority of the Excluded Liabilities assumed by Newco, including, 

without limitation, their amount and their secured or unsecured status, shall not be 

affected or altered as a result of their transfer to and assumption by Newco; and 

(f) any Person that, prior to the Closing Date, had a valid Claim against Bellatrix in 

respect of the Excluded Liabilities shall no longer have such Claim against 

Bellatrix, but will have an equivalent Claim against Newco (including, without 

limitation, in respect of the net proceeds of the Transaction received by Newco 

pursuant to the Spartan Transaction Agreement) in respect of the Excluded 

Liabilities from and after the Closing Date in its place and stead, and, nothing in 

this Order limits, lessens or extinguishes the Excluded Liabilities or the Claim of 

any person as against Newco. 

11. Upon delivery of the Spartan Transaction Certificate to Bellatrix and the Purchaser, and 

upon filing of a certified copy of this Order, together with any applicable registration fees, 

all governmental authorities (collectively, “Governmental Authorities”) are hereby 

authorized, requested and directed to accept delivery of such Spartan Transaction 

Certificate and certified copy of this Order as though they were originals and to register 

such transfers, interest authorizations, discharges and discharge statements of conveyance 

as may be required in order to give effect to the terms of this Order and the Spartan 

Transaction Agreement.  

12. In order to effect the transfers and discharges described above, this Court directs each of 

the Governmental Authorities to take such steps as are necessary to give effect to the terms 

of this Order and the Spartan Transaction Agreement.  Presentment of this Order and the 
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Spartan Transaction Certificate shall be the sole and sufficient authority for the 

Governmental Authorities to make and register transfers of title or interest and cancel and 

discharge registrations such that the Retained Assets of Bellatrix shall be free from all 

Encumbrances. 

13. The Purchaser shall be authorized to take all steps as may be necessary to effect the 

discharge of the Encumbrances as against the Retained Assets of Bellatrix. 

CCAA APPLICANTS 

14. Upon the filing of the Spartan Transaction Certificate: 

(a) Newco shall be deemed to be a company to which the CCAA applies; 

(b) Newco shall be added as an applicant in these CCAA proceedings and any reference 

in any Order of this Court in respect of these CCAA proceedings to an “Applicant” 

shall refer to Newco, mutatis mutandis, and, for greater certainty, each of the 

Charges (as such term is defined in the Initial Order granted by this Court in these 

CCAA proceedings dated October 2, 2019 (the “Initial Order”)) shall, subject to 

the Distribution and Transition Order granted by this Court in these CCAA 

proceedings dated May 25, 2021 (the “May 2021 Order”), constitute a charge on 

the assets, property and undertaking of Newco;  

(c) Bellatrix shall be deemed to cease to be an applicant in these CCAA proceedings, 

and shall be deemed to be released from the purview of any Order of this Court 

granted in respect of these CCAA proceedings, save an except for this Order, the 

terms of which as they relate to Bellatrix shall continue to apply in all respects to 

Bellatrix;  

(d) without limiting the generality of (c), each of the Charges shall cease to constitute 

a charge on the assets, property and undertakings of Bellatrix, and Bellatrix shall 

have no obligation or liability in relation to the Charges; and  

(e) the title of these CCAA proceedings is hereby, and shall be deemed to be, amended 

as follows: 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS 

ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, as amended 

AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE OR 

ARRANGEMENT OF 2350810 ALBERTA LTD.  

and any document filed thereafter in these CCAA proceedings (other than the 

Spartan Transaction Certificate) shall be filed using such revised title of 

proceedings. 

RELEASES 

15. Effective upon the filing of the Spartan Transaction Certificate, (i) the present and former 

directors, officers, employees, legal counsel and advisors of Bellatrix and Newco (or either 

of them), and (ii) the Monitor and its legal counsel (the persons listed in (i) and (ii) being 

collectively, the “Released Parties”) shall be deemed to be forever irrevocably released 

and discharged from any and all present and future claims (including, without limitations, 

claims for contribution or indemnity), liabilities, indebtedness, demands, actions, causes of 

action, counterclaims, suits, damages, judgments, executions, recoupments, debts, sums of 

money, expenses, accounts, liens, taxes, recoveries, and obligations of any nature or kind 

whatsoever (whether direct or indirect, known or unknown, absolute or contingent, accrued 

or unaccrued, liquidated or unliquidated, matured or unmatured or due or not yet due, in 

law or equity and whether based in statute or otherwise) based in whole or in part on any 

act or omission, transaction, dealing or other occurrence existing or taking place prior to 

the issuance of the Spartan Transaction Certificate in connection with the Transaction 

(including the Reorganization) or completed pursuant to the terms of this Order 

(collectively, the “Released Claims”), which Released Claims are hereby fully, finally, 

irrevocably and forever waived, discharged, released, cancelled and barred as against the 

Released Parties, provided that nothing in this paragraph 15 shall waive, discharge, release, 

cancel or bar any claim against the directors and officers of Bellatrix and/or Newco that is 

not permitted to be released pursuant to section 5.1(2) of the CCAA.    
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THE MONITOR 

16. Without in any way limiting the Monitor’s powers set out in the Initial Order, the May 

2021 Order, any other Order of this Court in these CCAA proceedings, or under the CCAA 

or applicable law, the Monitor is hereby authorized to undertake and perform such 

activities and obligations as are contemplated to be undertaken or performed by the 

Monitor pursuant to this Order and the Spartan Transaction Agreement or any ancillary 

document related thereto, and shall incur no liability in connection therewith, save and 

except for any gross negligence or wilful misconduct on its part.  Nothing in this Order 

shall affect, vary, derogate from, limit or otherwise amend any of the protections in favour 

of the Monitor at law or pursuant to the CCAA, the Initial Order or any other Order granted 

in these CCAA proceedings.  For greater certainty, the terms of the May 2021 Order shall 

apply in respect of authorizing the Monitor to take such steps and actions on behalf of 

Bellatrix as necessary or desirable to complete the Transaction pursuant to this Order.  

17. The Monitor is directed to file with the Court a copy of the Spartan Transaction Certificate 

forthwith after delivery thereof to Bellatrix and the Purchaser. 

18. The Monitor may rely on written notice from Bellatrix and the Purchaser or their respective 

counsel regarding the satisfaction of the Purchase Price and the fulfillment of the conditions 

to closing under the Spartan Transaction Agreement and shall incur no liability with respect 

to the delivery of the Spartan Transaction Certificate.  

19. The Monitor, in addition to its prescribed rights and obligations under the CCAA, is 

authorized, entitled and empowered to assign or cause to be assigned, at any time after the 

Closing Date, Newco into bankruptcy and the Monitor shall be entitled but not obligated 

to act as trustee in bankruptcy thereof.   

MISCELLANEOUS 

20. Notwithstanding: 

(a) the pendency of these proceedings and any declaration of insolvency made herein; 

(b) the pendency of any applications for a bankruptcy order now or hereafter issued 

pursuant to the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c.B-3, as amended 
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(the “BIA”), in respect of Bellatrix or Newco, and any bankruptcy order issued 

pursuant to any such applications;  

(c) any assignment in bankruptcy made in respect of Bellatrix or Newco; and 

(d) the provisions of any federal or provincial statute, 

the execution of the Spartan Transaction Agreement, the implementation of the 

Reorganization (including the transfer of the Excluded Assets and the Excluded Liabilities 

to Newco and the issuance of the Purchased Shares to the Purchaser) and the 

implementation of the Transaction shall be binding on any trustee in bankruptcy that may 

be appointed in respect of Bellatrix or Newco, and shall not be void or voidable by creditors 

of Bellatrix, nor shall it constitute nor be deemed to be a transfer at undervalue, settlement, 

fraudulent preference, assignment, fraudulent conveyance, or other reviewable transaction 

under the BIA or any other applicable federal or provincial legislation, nor shall it 

constitute oppressive or unfairly prejudicial conduct pursuant to any applicable federal or 

provincial legislation. 

21. Bellatrix, Newco, the Monitor and the Purchaser shall each be at liberty to apply for further 

advice, assistance and direction as may be necessary or desirable in order to give full force 

and effect to the terms of this Order and to assist and aid the parties in closing the 

Transaction. 

22. This Court hereby requests the aid and recognition of any court, tribunal, regulatory or 

administrative body having jurisdiction in Canada or in any of its provinces or territories 

or in any foreign jurisdiction, to act in aid of and to be complimentary to this Court in 

carrying out the terms of this Order, to give effect to this Order and to assist Bellatrix, the 

Monitor and their respective agents in carrying out the terms of this Order.  All courts, 

tribunals, regulatory and administrative bodies are hereby respectfully requested to make 

such order and to provide such assistance to Bellatrix and to the Monitor, as an officer of 

the Court, as may be necessary or desirable to give effect to this Order, or to assist Bellatrix 

and the Monitor and their respective agents in carrying out the terms of this Order. 

35



- 11 -

23. Service of this Order shall be deemed good and sufficient by: (a) serving this Order upon

those interested parties attending or represented at the within Application, and (b) posting

a copy of this Order on the Monitor’s website at: http://www.pwc.com/ca/Bellatrix, and

service of this Order on any other person is hereby dispensed with.

24. Service of this Order may be effected by fax, electronic mail, personal delivery or courier.

Service is deemed to be effected the next business day following transmission or delivery

of this Order.

Justice of the Court of Queen’s Bench of Alberta 
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SCHEDULE A 

FORM OF MONITOR’S CERTIFICATE 

 Clerk’s Stamp:  

COURT FILE NUMBER 1901-13767 

COURT COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH OF ALBERTA 

JUDICIAL CENTRE  CALGARY 

 IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ 
CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, 

c. C-36, as amended 
AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF 

COMPROMISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF 
BELLATRIX EXPLORATION LTD.  

APPLICANT BELLATRIX EXPLORATION LTD.  

DOCUMENT MONITOR’S CERTIFICATE 

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE AND 
CONTACT INFORMATION OF 
PARTY FILING THIS 
DOCUMENT 

Goodmans LLP 
Bay Adelaide Centre 
333 Bay Street, Suite 3400 
Toronto, ON  M5H 2S7 
Attn: Robert J. Chadwick / Caroline Descours 
Tel: 416.597.4285 / 416.597.6275 
Fax:   416.979.1234  
Email: rchadwick@goodmans.ca / 
 cdescours@goodmans.ca   
 

 
RECITALS 

A. Pursuant to an Order of the Honourable Justice Jones of the Court of Queen’s Bench of 

Alberta, Judicial District of Calgary (the “Court”) dated October 2, 2019, 

PricewaterhouseCoopers Inc. was appointed as the monitor (the “Monitor”) of Bellatrix 

Exploration Ltd. (“Bellatrix”) in proceedings pursuant to the Companies’ Creditors 

Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, as amended. 
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B. Pursuant to an Order of the Court dated July 7, 2022, the Court, inter alia, approved the 

agreement dated as of June 22, 2022 (the “Spartan Transaction Agreement”) among 

Bellatrix, 2350810 Alberta Ltd. (“Newco”) and Spartan Delta Corp. (the “Purchaser”) and 

the transactions contemplated thereby. 

C. Unless otherwise indicated herein, capitalized terms have the meanings set out in the 

Spartan Transaction Agreement. 

THE MONITOR CERTIFIES the following: 

1. The Purchaser has satisfied the Purchase Price in accordance with the Spartan Transaction 

Agreement;  

2. The conditions to Closing as set out in the Spartan Transaction Agreement have been 

satisfied or waived by Bellatrix and the Purchaser; 

3. The Transaction has been completed to the satisfaction of the Monitor; and 

4. This Certificate was delivered by the Monitor at ____________ [a.m./p.m.] on 

_________________, 2022. 

  PRICEWATERHOUSECOOPERS INC. in its 
capacity as Monitor of Bellatrix Exploration 
Ltd. and not in its personal capacity 

Per:  
 Name:   
 Title:   
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2002-0151343  -- Loss carryforward under 111(5)
Date: 2002
Reference:  111(5), 80, 87
SUMMARY: Loss carryforward under 111(5)—ITA-111(5), 80, 87—Advance income tax ruling—Whether subsec. 111(5)
allows the losses of a loss company to be carried forward by an acquiror corporation if the acquisition is carried out in two
stages (i.e., acquisition of the assets of the loss business, followed 15 months later by an acquisition of control of the loss
company) if all of the requirements of subsec. 111(5) respecting the carrying on of the business are satisfied.

Please note that the following document, although believed to be correct at the time of issue, may not represent the current
position of the CCRA.

Prenez note que ce document, bien qu'exact au moment émis, peut ne pas représenter la position actuelle de l'ADRC.

PRINCIPAL ISSUES: Does subsection 111(5) allow the losses of a loss company to be carried forward by an acquiror
corporation if the acquisition is carried out in two stages—acquisition of the assets of the loss business followed 15 months
later by an acquisition of control of the loss company—if all the requirements of subsection 111(5) respecting the carrying on
of the business are satisfied?

POSITION: Yes.

REASONS: The technical requirements of subsection 111(5) are satisfied.

XXXXXXXXXX 2002-015134

XXXXXXXXXX, 2002

Dear XXXXXXXXXX:

Re: XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

Advance Income Tax Ruling

We are writing in response to your letter of XXXXXXXXXX wherein you requested an advance income tax ruling on behalf
of the above-referenced taxpayers. We also acknowledge receipt of your facsimiles and emails as well as the information
provided in various telephone conversations.

Throughout this letter, certain individuals and corporations will be referred to as follows:

XXXXXXXXXX. Holdco

XXXXXXXXXX. Lossco
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XXXXXXXXXX. Subco

XXXXXXXXXX. Bco

XXXXXXXXXX. Opco

XXXXXXXXXX. Parentco

XXXXXXXXXX. USco

Lossco's tax affairs are administered by the XXXXXXXXXX Tax Services Office and its corporate tax returns have been
filed at the XXXXXXXXXX Taxation Centre. Opco's tax affairs are administered by the XXXXXXXXXX Tax Services
Office and its corporate tax returns have been filed at the XXXXXXXXXX Taxation Centre. Lossco and Opco are resident in
Canada for the purposes of the Act.

To the best of your knowledge, and that of any of the taxpayers, none of the issues involved in this ruling request is:

(i) involved in an earlier return of any of the taxpayers or a related person;

(ii) being considered by a tax services office or taxation centre in connection with a previously filed tax return of
any of the taxpayers or a related person;

(iii) under objection by any of the taxpayers or a related person;

(iv) before the courts; or

(v) the subject of a ruling previously issued by the Income Tax Rulings Directorate.

The taxpayers have represented that the proposed transactions will not affect their ability to pay any of their outstanding tax
liabilities.

Unless otherwise indicated, all references to monetary amounts are in Canadian dollars.

DEFINITIONS

In this letter, unless otherwise expressly stated, the following terms have the meanings specified:

(a) “Act” means the Income Tax Act (Canada), R.S.C. 1985 (5th Supp.), c. 1, as amended to the date hereof, and
unless otherwise stated, every reference herein to a part, section, subsection, paragraph or subparagraph is a
reference to the relevant provision of the Act;

(b) “adjusted cost base” (“ACB”) has the meaning assigned by section 54;

(c) “arm's length” has the meaning assigned by section 251;

(d) “BCA” means the Companies Act (XXXXXXXXXX);

(e) “CBCA” means the Canada Business Corporations Act and, where applicable, its predecessor statutes;

(f) “cumulative eligible capital” (“CEC”) has the meaning assigned by subsection 14(5);

(g) “depreciable property” has the meaning assigned by subsection 13(21);
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(h) “disposition” has the meaning assigned by subsection 248(1);

(i) “eligible capital property” has the meaning assigned by section 54;

(j) “forgiven amount” has the meaning assigned by subsection 80(1) and 80.01(1);

(k) “net capital loss” has the meaning assigned by subsection 111(8);

(l) “non-capital loss” has the meaning assigned by subsection 111(8);

(m) “paid-up capital” (“PUC”) has the meaning assigned by subsection 89(1);

(n) “Paragraph” refers to a numbered paragraph in this letter;

(o) “parent” has the meaning assigned by subsection 88(1);

(p) “principal amount” has the meaning assigned by subsection 248(1);

(q) “related persons” has the meaning assigned by subsection 251(2);

(r) “subsidiary” has the meaning assigned by subsection 88(1);

(s) “taxable Canadian corporation” (“TCC”) has the meaning assigned by subsection 89(1);

(t) “terminal loss” means a deduction pursuant to subsection 20(16); and

(u) “undepreciated capital cost” (“UCC”) has the meaning assigned by subsection 13(21).

Our understanding of the facts, proposed transactions and purpose of the proposed transactions is as follows:

FACTS

1. Lossco is a taxable Canadian corporation incorporated under the CBCA. The shares of Lossco traded on the
XXXXXXXXXX Stock Exchange until they were suspended from trading in XXXXXXXXXX. Holdco is the
majority shareholder of Lossco, owning approximately XXXXXXXXXX% of its common shares. Lossco's
taxation year-end is XXXXXXXXXX.

2. Lossco owns or has owned various subsidiary companies in Canada and in countries other than Canada including
XXXXXXXXXX. Its Canadian subsidiaries include Subco, a wholly-owned subsidiary incorporated under the
CBCA.

3. Prior to the transactions described below, Lossco carried on two separate businesses XXXXXXXXXX Lossco
has treated the XXXXXXXXXX business and the XXXXXXXXXX business as separate divisions and businesses
for financial accounting and income tax purposes.

4. In XXXXXXXXXX, Lossco and Subco obtained a protective order from the XXXXXXXXXX Superior Court
of Justice under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (the “CCAA”) in respect of creditors of their respective
Canadian operations, and Lossco obtained a protective order under Section 304 of the United States Bankruptcy
Code in respect of its U.S. assets.

5. Since receiving the protective orders, Lossco has been engaged in soliciting orders for the sale of its assets for
the benefit of its creditors. In connection with this, Lossco sold the majority of the assets of the XXXXXXXXXX
business to Opco on XXXXXXXXXX (the “Lossco/Opco Sale”).
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6. Opco is a taxable Canadian corporation and is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Parentco. Opco XXXXXXXXXX
was incorporated in XXXXXXXXXX for the purposes of the Lossco/Opco Sale. Opco's taxation year-end is
XXXXXXXXXX.

7. Parentco is a taxable corporation incorporated and headquartered in XXXXXXXXXX and is wholly-owned by
an indirect wholly-owned subsidiary of USco. Parentco was acquired in XXXXXXXXXX as part of a worldwide
acquisition when USco purchased an XXXXXXXXXX company. Parentco's only asset is its share of Opco.

8. USco is a taxable corporation that is headquartered in XXXXXXXXXX, U.S.A. and is a publicly traded
company listed on the XXXXXXXXXX Stock Exchange.

9. Opco and Lossco deal at arm's length and are not related persons. Opco and any corporation related to it are not
related to, and deal at arm's length with, the creditors of Lossco.

10. On XXXXXXXXXX, Lossco sold the XXXXXXXXXX business to an independent third party. Lossco
realized a terminal loss in XXXXXXXXXX in respect of the undepreciated capital cost of depreciable property
of prescribed classes of the XXXXXXXXXX business as a result of the sale of the XXXXXXXXXX business in
XXXXXXXXXX.

11. Lossco has also recently disposed of its interests in some of its subsidiaries and realized capital losses as a
consequence. Certain of these losses arose by virtue of Lossco's elections in respect of those subsidiaries pursuant
to subsection 50(1). In addition, USco has agreed, subject to certain conditions being satisfied, to purchase the
shares of Bco, a U.S. corporation wholly-owned by Subco. Other transactions involving Lossco and third parties
are in the process of being concluded.

12. As a result of the various dispositions referred to above, Lossco currently owns:

(a) Certain redundant and surplus assets of the XXXXXXXXXX business (the “Residual Assets”);

(b) A warehouse in XXXXXXXXXX (the “Warehouse”) that operated as a plant of the XXXXXXXXXX
business prior to its closure in XXXXXXXXXX and is now being leased to Opco in connection with the
XXXXXXXXXX business;

(c) Shares, loans and intercompany balances with affiliates and subsidiaries; and

(d) Cash.

13. Unlike the XXXXXXXXXX business, Lossco has not realized a terminal loss in respect of the UCC of
depreciable property of prescribed classes or a terminal allowance in respect of the cumulative eligible capital of
eligible capital property of the XXXXXXXXXX business (the “XXXXXXXXXX business UCC/CEC”) since
Lossco continues to own the Residual Assets that constitute depreciable property and eligible capital property
included in the XXXXXXXXXX business UCC/CEC. This ruling request relates primarily to the losses that Lossco
will realize in respect of the XXXXXXXXXX business UCC/CEC.

14. The following table indicates the amounts of Lossco's losses by year and of the XXXXXXXXXX business
UCC/CEC by class, as set out in the tax return filed by Lossco in respect of its year ended XXXXXXXXXX:

Item

Year of Origin/Class

Amount ($ 000's)
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Non-capital losses

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

Total

XXXXXXXXXX

Net capital losses

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

Total

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX business UCC/CEC

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX
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XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

Total

XXXXXXXXXX

15. The XXXXXXXXXX business has been carried on, without interruption, throughout a period commencing
well before XXXXXXXXXX (by Lossco and, commencing on XXXXXXXXXX, by Opco) and continues to be
carried on by Opco, without interruption. The XXXXXXXXXX business carried on by Lossco prior to the Lossco/
Opco Sale and the XXXXXXXXXX business carried on by Opco on and after the Lossco/Opco Sale are one and
the same XXXXXXXXXX business. This is evident from the table below which illustrates the similarity of the
identity and continuity of plants, employees, customers, suppliers and equipment, (there being a distinction only
in respect of the usage of name), between the XXXXXXXXXX business carried on by Lossco prior to the Lossco/
Opco Sale and the XXXXXXXXXX business carried on by Opco on and after the Lossco/Opco Sale.

Characteristic of Business

Lossco, pre-XXXXXXXXXX

Opco, post-XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX
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XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

16. On XXXXXXXXXX, Lossco became a bankrupt for the purposes of the Act by reason of making a
voluntary assignment in bankruptcy pursuant to the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act (the “BIA”) in respect
of which XXXXXXXXXX. has been appointed trustee-in-bankruptcy. At the time of making the voluntary
assignment, Lossco was indebted to its secured and unsecured creditors (the “Lossco Creditors”) for approximately
$XXXXXXXXXX (the “Lossco Indebtedness”). Pursuant to paragraph 128(1)(d), Lossco is deemed to have a
taxation year ending on XXXXXXXXXX and a new taxation year commencing on XXXXXXXXXX.

PROPOSED TRANSACTIONS

17. During the administration of the bankruptcy of Lossco, the trustee-in-bankruptcy will endeavour to sell the
Warehouse (included in Class 1 in the table in Paragraph 14 above) and the debt and/or shares of the remaining
affiliates and subsidiaries of Lossco to independent third parties. Those properties that remain unsold will be
disposed of by Lossco, prior to implementing the proposal referred to in Paragraph 18 below, to an entity that will
liquidate such properties for the account of the Lossco Creditors. It is anticipated that such sales and/or dispositions
will result in Lossco realizing a Class 1 terminal loss in respect of the Warehouse and capital losses in respect
of such debt and/or shares. Thus, at the time of such proposal, the assets of Lossco will consist of cash and the
Residual Assets.

18. A proposal will be made by the trustee-in-bankruptcy on behalf of Lossco under the BIA (the “Lossco
Proposal”) providing for settlement of monetary claims of claimants against Lossco (the “Claims Settlement”),
a reorganization of the share capital of Lossco (the “Capital Reorganization”) and certain other corporate steps
necessary to effect the transactions contemplated hereunder. In order for the Lossco Proposal to be effective, it must
be approved by the creditors of Lossco in accordance with the provisions of the BIA, and by the XXXXXXXXXX
Superior Court of Justice.

19. Under the Claims Settlement component of the Lossco Proposal, the Lossco Indebtedness to the Lossco
Creditors will be settled for approximately $XXXXXXXXXX in cash and a $XXXXXXXXXX principal
amount promissory note (the “Recovery Note”). The Recovery Note will be held by the trustee-in-bankruptcy
or other entity (the “Custodian”) as nominee for and on behalf of the Lossco Creditors. It will be paid over
XXXXXXXXXX years in accordance with a formula (to be monitored by a third party) dependent on
utilization of the tax attributes of Lossco in respect of the XXXXXXXXXX business by the company formed
on the amalgamation of Lossco and Opco (“Amalco”) described below. It is anticipated that approximately
$XXXXXXXXXX of the Lossco Indebtedness will be forgiven on the issuance of the Recovery Note. At the end of
the XXXXXXXXXX-year term of the Recovery Note, the Recovery Note will be extinguished.

20. The following table illustrates the expected application of section 80 to the anticipated forgiveness of
approximately $XXXXXXXXXX of the Lossco Indebtedness, having regard to the existing losses and
XXXXXXXXXX business UCC/CEC of Lossco, as set out in the tax return filed by Lossco in respect of its
taxation year ended XXXXXXXXXX and summarized in the table in Paragraph 14 above. It is recognized that
adjustments will be required due to losses incurred after XXXXXXXXXX.

($ 000's)
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Approximate forgiveness

Applied to:

Non-capital losses

Capital losses

XXXXXXXXXX Business UCC/CEC

Balance

$ XXXXXXXXXX

(XXXXXXXXXX)

(XXXXXXXXXX)

(XXXXXXXXXX)

Nil

21. Under the Capital Reorganization component of the Lossco Proposal, all of the issued and outstanding
voting common shares and preferred shares of Lossco will be converted into preferred shares (the “Lossco
Preferred Shares”), and a new class of authorized voting common shares will be created. The Lossco Preferred
Shares will have a nominal aggregate redemption amount and will be non-voting prior to the commencement of
XXXXXXXXXX (except in matters as required by law) and voting commencing on XXXXXXXXXX. No shares
that are voting at the time of the Capital Reorganization will be issued with the result that the issued share capital of
Lossco immediately following the Capital Reorganization will be limited to the Lossco Preferred Shares.

22. Lossco's bankruptcy will be annulled pursuant to the BIA and, as a result, an absolute order of discharge from
bankruptcy will not be granted in respect of Lossco.

23. Subsequent to the Capital Reorganization, the following transactions will occur in sequence on
XXXXXXXXXX as part of the Lossco Proposal:

(i) Parentco, the parent corporation of Opco, will subscribe for 1 non-voting Lossco Preferred Share; and

(ii) Lossco will redeem all of the Lossco Preferred Shares with the exception of the single Lossco
Preferred Share held by Parentco, which will result in Parentco becoming the sole holder of the Lossco
Preferred Shares and the sole shareholder of Lossco.

24. On or after XXXXXXXXXX, and subsequent to the Lossco Proposal, described in Paragraphs 18 to 23
above, Lossco will have been continued under the BCA as a company limited by shares, and Lossco will be
amalgamated with Opco pursuant to the BCA to form Amalco, XXXXXXXXXX (the “Amalgamation”). Upon
the Amalgamation, the Lossco Preferred Shares and the issued and outstanding share capital of Opco will become
issued voting common shares of Amalco. Since Parentco will be the sole shareholder of both Lossco and Opco
prior to the amalgamation, Parentco will be the sole shareholder of Amalco upon the conversion of the respective
shares of Lossco and Opco into shares of Amalco. Lossco will not make an election under subsection 256(9) in its
tax return for its taxation year ending immediately before the acquisition of control of Lossco by Parentco and the
certificate of amalgamation of Amalco will not specify an effective time of the Amalgamation.
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25. The losses of Lossco for purposes of the Act for its taxation year ending immediately before the acquisition of
control of Lossco by Parentco will be approximately as shown in the table below. It is recognized that adjustments
will be required due to losses incurred after XXXXXXXXXX.

($ 000's)

Remaining XXXXXXXXXX business UCC/CEC

Estimated fair market value

Total loss available after application of subsections 111(5.1)/(5.2)

$ XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

$ XXXXXXXXXX

26. Lossco will not claim any deduction under paragraphs 20(1)(a) or (b), or subsection 20(16) in its taxation year
ending immediately before the acquisition of control of Lossco by Parentco.

27. Amalco will carry on the XXXXXXXXXX business formerly carried on sequentially by Lossco and Opco, for
profit or with a reasonable expectation of profit.

28. The Recovery Note will become an obligation of Amalco by reason of the Amalgamation. The former Lossco
Creditors will receive, as beneficial holders of the Recovery Note, any payments made by Amalco pursuant to the
terms of the Recovery Note.

PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED TRANSACTIONS

29. The purpose of the proposed transactions is to maximize the recovery to the Lossco Creditors through
potential recovery pursuant to the Recovery Note. This would be accomplished by an amalgamation of Lossco
and Opco, thereby enabling Amalco to utilize the tax attributes of Lossco in respect of future income from the
XXXXXXXXXX business. The proposed transactions would put Opco and Lossco in the same position as if
Parentco had purchased all of the issued shares of Lossco, which, in the circumstances of the CCAA process, was
not practicable at the time of the Lossco/Opco Sale.

RULINGS GIVEN

Provided that the preceding statements constitute a complete and accurate disclosure of all of the relevant facts, proposed
transactions and purposes of the proposed transactions, and provided that the proposed transactions are completed in the
manner described above, our rulings are as follows:

A. The Residual Assets and the Warehouse have not begun to be used by Lossco for “some other purpose”
within the meaning of paragraph 13(7)(a) and, as a consequence, are not deemed to be disposed of by Lossco in
accordance with such paragraph.

B. Notwithstanding Lossco's becoming a bankrupt, paragraph 128(1)(g) will not apply to Lossco or Amalco
provided the bankruptcy of Lossco is annulled pursuant to the Lossco Proposal.

C. The provisions of paragraph 80(2)(h) will apply to the Recovery Note such that the principal amount of the
Recovery Note upon issuance will be deemed to be paid by Lossco in satisfaction of the principal amount of the
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Lossco Indebtedness in respect of which the Recovery Note is issued by Lossco. The amount by which the Lossco
Indebtedness exceeds the principal amount of the Recovery Note upon issuance will become the forgiven amount in
respect of the Lossco Indebtedness for purposes of the application of the debt forgiveness rules in section 80.

When the Recovery Note is extinguished at the end of XXXXXXXXXX years following its issuance, the debt
forgiveness rules in section 80 will also apply to the amount, if any, by which the principal amount of the Recovery
Note exceeds the sum of all amounts paid out to the creditors under the terms of the Recovery Note during the
XXXXXXXXXX-year period.

D. The provisions of section 80 will apply to the Recovery Note only at the time the Recovery Note is extinguished
pursuant to its terms in XXXXXXXXXX years.

E. For purposes of subsections 111(4), (5), (5.1), (5.2) and 249(4), Parentco will be considered to have acquired
control of Lossco at the commencement of XXXXXXXXXX.

F. The provisions of subsection 87(2.1) will apply to deem Amalco to be the same corporation as, and a
continuation of, Lossco and Opco, for the purposes and subject to the restrictions set out in subsection 87(2.1).

G. If the amalgamation of Lossco and Opco occurs on XXXXXXXXXX, and provided that no election pursuant to
subsection 256(9) is made with respect to the acquisition of control of Lossco by Parentco and no effective time is
specified in the certificate of amalgamation obtained in respect of the Amalgamation, all as described in Paragraph
24 above, Lossco will have only one deemed taxation year end as a result of the acquisition of control of Lossco by
Parentco and the Amalgamation.

If the amalgamation is not concluded on XXXXXXXXXX, Lossco will have one deemed taxation year end as a
result of the acquisition of control of Lossco by Parentco and a second deemed taxation year end as a result of the
Amalgamation.

H. Immediately before the acquisition of control of Lossco by Parentco, the amount by which:

(a) the UCC of depreciable property of a prescribed class of the XXXXXXXXXX business exceeds the
fair market value of all the property of that class will be required, by reason of subsection 111(5.1) and
paragraph 20(1)(a), to be deducted in computing the income of Lossco for its taxation year ending at such
time; and

(b) the CEC of eligible capital property of the XXXXXXXXXX business exceeds 3/4 of the fair market
value of the eligible capital property of that business will be required, by reason of subsection 111(5.2)
and paragraph 20(1)(b), to be deducted in computing the income of Lossco for its taxation year ending at
such time.

I. Provided that Lossco's XXXXXXXXXX business, described in Paragraphs 3 and 15 above, is carried on by
Amalco for profit or with a reasonable expectation of profit throughout a particular taxation year ending after the
acquisition of control of Lossco by Parentco, as described in Paragraph 23 above, and the amalgamation of Lossco
with Opco, as described in Paragraph 24 above, and subject to the time limitations set out in paragraph 111(1)(a),
the restrictions set out in subsection 111(3), and any other requirements of the Act regarding deductibility of non-
capital losses, the non-capital loss of Lossco resulting from the deductions pursuant to subsections 111(5.1) and
(5.2), described in Ruling H above, will be a non-capital loss of Amalco by reason of subsection 87(2.1) and may
be deducted by Amalco under paragraph 111(5)(a) in computing its taxable income for that taxation year to the
extent of the income earned by Amalco for that particular year from carrying on the XXXXXXXXXX business.
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J. Subsection 245(2) will not be applied to the proposed transactions, in and by themselves, to re-determine the tax
consequences confirmed in the rulings given.

The above rulings are given subject to the limitations and qualifications set out in Information Circular 70-6R5 dated May 17,
2002 and are binding on the Canada Customs and Revenue Agency provided that the proposed transactions are completed by
XXXXXXXXXX.

The above rulings are based on the law as it presently reads and do not take into account any proposed amendments to the
Act which, if enacted, could have an effect on the rulings provided herein.

COMMENTS

1. Nothing in this ruling should be construed as implying that the Canada Customs and Revenue Agency has agreed
to or reviewed:

(a) the determination of the fair market value or ACB of any particular asset, the paid-up capital in
respect of any shares referred to herein, or the UCC, CEC, non-capital losses or net capital losses of any
corporation; or

(b) any tax consequences relating to the facts and proposed transactions described herein other than those
specifically described in the rulings given above.

Yours truly,

for Director

Reorganizations and Resources Division

Income Tax Rulings Directorate

Policy and Legislation Branch

End of Document © 2024 Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved.
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CITATION: McEwan Enterprises Inc., 2021 ONSC 8423 

COURT FILE NO.: CV-21-00669445-00CL 

DATE: 2021-12-21 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE - ONTARIO 

RE: IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT 

ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 

 AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE OR 

ARRANGEMENT OF MCEWAN ENTERPRISES INC.  

BEFORE: Chief Justice G.B. Morawetz 

COUNSEL: Robert J. Chadwick, Caroline Descours, Trish Barrett, for McEwan Enterprises 

Inc. 

Sean Zweig and Joshua Foster, for the Monitor  

Virginie Gauthier, for The Cadillac Fairview Corporation Limited 

Catherine Francis and Kenneth L. Kallish, Counsel for Royal Bank of Canada 

Steven L. Graff and Jeremy Nemers, for First Capital Holdings (Ontario) 

Corporation 

Maurice V. Fleming, for DSY Food Services Partnership 

HEARD: December 21, 2021 

ENDORSEMENT 

[1] From the outset of these CCAA proceedings, the objective of McEwan Enterprises Inc. 

(“MEI”) has been to ensure its ongoing operations for the benefit of its stakeholders and to 

effectuate a restructuring of its business. 

[2] The only opposing creditor during the proceedings has been First Capital Holdings 

(Ontario) Corporation (“First Capital”), MEI’s landlord at its Yonge and Bloor location in Toronto. 

MEI has now resolved its differences with First Capital and has entered into a confidential binding 

settlement term sheet, which provides for a consensual termination of the lease at the Yonge and 

Bloor location and a mutual release of obligations as between MEI and First Capital.  

[3] MEI is also working to finalize documentation with respect to amended terms for its leases 

with Cadillac Fairview, also on a consensual basis. 

[4] MEI is of the view that, in view of these developments, it is appropriate to proceed to 

terminate the CCAA proceedings.  The termination will take effect upon the service by the Monitor 

of an executed certificate (the “CCAA Termination Time”).  
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[5] Effective as of the CCAA Termination Time, the Monitor will be released and the court 

ordered charges will be released and discharged.  In addition, a default waiver will be effective, in 

order to protect the operations of the business following the CCAA Termination Time. 

[6] I also note that the Stay Period currently expires on December 22, 2021. MEI seeks an 

extension of the Stay Period to the earlier of the CCAA Termination Time or January 14, 2022. 

MEI takes the position that no creditor will suffer any material prejudice as a result of the extension 

of the Stay Period. I am satisfied that MEI has acted and continues to act in good faith and with 

due diligence, such that this request in reasonable in the circumstances. 

[7] MEI also seeks an increase to interim funding up to a maximum amount of $2 million, 

which, based on the cash flow forecast, will provide MEI with sufficient funding through the 

proposed extension of the Stay. 

[8] There was no opposition to the motion. 

[9] Having reviewed the record and hearing submissions, I am satisfied that the terms of the 

CCAA Termination Order are consistent with the remedial purpose of the CCAA, that no creditor 

will suffer material prejudice and that the relief requested is in the best interests of MEI and its 

stakeholders and that it is fair, reasonable and appropriate in the circumstances to grant the 

requested relief. 

[10] The motion is granted and an order reflecting the foregoing has been signed. 

 

 

 

 
Chief Justice G.B. Morawetz 

Date: December 21, 2021 
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Name of Person Appearing Name of Party Contact Info 
Chris ARMSTRONG Counsel for the Monitor, KSV carmstrong@goodmans.ca  
Brennan CALDWELL Counsel for the Monitor, KSV bcaldwell@goodmans.ca  
   
   

 

ENDORSEMENT OF JUSTICE KIMMEL: 

The Relief Sought and the Proposed Transactions 

1. KSV Restructuring Inc. ("KSV"), in its capacity as court-appointed monitor of the Respondents (the 
"Monitor"), MJardin Group, Inc. ("MGI"), Growforce Holdings Inc. ("Growforce Holdings"), 8586985 
Canada Corporation ("858 Canada") and Highgrade MMJ Corporation ("Highgrade", and together with 
MGI, Growforce Holdings and 858 Canada, the "Debtors"), brings this motion for certain sale approvals 
and the termination of these CCAA proceedings.  In particular, the Monitor seeks the following orders: 

a. An approval and vesting order and related relief (“Approval and Vesting Oder”) with respect to 
the transaction agreement dated March 28, 2023 (the "Residual Transaction Agreement") 
between (i) MGI and Growforce Holdings, as vendors (together, the "Vendors"), and (ii) Bridging 
Finance Inc. ("BFI"), as agent for certain affiliated investment funds, as purchaser, and the 
transactions contemplated thereby involving certain equity interests held by the Debtors and 
other residual assets, including litigation claims (the "Proposed Residual Transaction"); 

b. A reverse vesting order and related relief (“Approval and Reverse Vesting Order”) approving the 
transaction agreement dated March 28, 2023 (the "Reverse Vesting Transaction Agreement") 
among (i) Growforce Holdings, 858 Canada and Highgrade (the "MJar 2.0 Companies"), (ii) 
14881729 Canada Inc. (the "Reverse Vesting Transaction Purchaser"), as purchaser, and (iii) BFI, 
as agent for certain affiliated investment funds, and the transactions contemplated thereby 
(the "Proposed Reverse Vesting Transaction" and, together with the Proposed Residual 
Transaction, the "Proposed Transactions"), and authorizing the MJar 2.0 Companies to execute 
the Reverse Vesting Transaction Agreement and complete the Proposed Reverse Vesting 
Transaction involving the Debtors’ core cannabis Cultivation Operations; and 

c. If the proposed Approval and Vesting Order and the proposed Approval and Reverse Vesting 
Order are both granted, an Order (the "CCAA Termination Order"): 

i. extending the Stay Period (as defined in the Amended and Restated Initial Order of this 
Court effective June 2, 2022 (the "ARIO")) to the CCAA Termination Time; 

ii. approving the Monitor’s Seventh Report dated March 29, 2023, and the activities of the 
Monitor and the fees and disbursements of the Monitor and its counsel described in 
such report and the supporting fee affidavits; 

iii. authorizing the issuance of the Monitor’s Transaction Certificates and the completion of 
any other matters necessary to complete these CCAA proceedings as determined by the 
Monitor; 
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iv. terminating the CCAA proceedings and discharging the Monitor;

v. authorizing MGI and ResidualCo to make an assignment into bankruptcy on or after the
CCAA Termination Time, and authorizing the Monitor and the CRO to execute and file
any assignment in bankruptcy and related documents.

2. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning ascribed to them in the
Monitor’s Seventh Report.

3. The purchaser in each transaction is the Debtors' senior secured creditor, BFI (or an affiliate thereof),
and the consideration under the Transactions consists primarily of a credit bid and release of a portion
of the significant secured indebtedness owed to BFI (which now exceeds $200 million, including pre-
CCAA debt of in excess of $150 million).  This is a creditor, rather than debtor, driven CCAA.

4. The reverse vesting structure of the MJar 2.0 Transaction enables the Health Canada Licenses critical to
the continuation of the Cultivation Operations to remain with 858 and Highgrade, thereby preserving
the Health Canada Licenses, while also facilitating the vesting out of excluded assets and liabilities to
ResidualCo.

5. The Proposed Transactions are being presented for approval following completion of the SISP that was
approved by an order of this court dated November 4, 2022. The SISP generated limited interest and
did not produce any bids. The Monitor and the Debtors, in consultation with PricewaterhouseCoopers
Inc., in its capacity as Court- appointed receiver and manager (the "Bridging Receiver"), terminated the
SISP and proceeded to explore a potential credit bid to acquire most of the Debtors' assets.  This was
put on hold briefly to explore an unsolicited expression of interest (“EOI”) that was received by the
Monitor after the SISP was terminated, but ultimately it was determined that the EOI would not lead to
a viable transaction that would be better for the other stakeholders or acceptable to BFI.

6. The Monitor and the Bridging Receiver recommend the Proposed Transactions, which are presented as
the best option overall for the stakeholders,  and the only option aside from a bankruptcy.  The DIP
Facilities are almost fully drawn and the DIP Lender is not prepared to continue to fund the Debtors'
business and operations, absent the Proposed Transactions being approved and implemented in the
near term.  Accordingly, the Transactions represent the best (and only) viable alternative to a wind-
down and liquidation of the Debtors' business and assets.

7. The Proposed Transactions hold out the prospect of some benefit for the senior secured lender BFI,
and some continuing employees, customers and suppliers of the core cannabis Cultivation Operations
that will continue.  When considered against the alternative of a bankruptcy, the Proposed
Transactions are neutral for most other stakeholders, except a small group of terminated employees.

8. The Monitor notes that if these Debtors were bankrupted, certain former employees would likely be
entitled to payments under the Wage Earner Protection Program Act, SC 2005, c. 47, s. 1 ("WEPPA"),
up to a maximum of approximately $8,278 per former employee. As each of the aforementioned
Debtors will be reverse vested and will emerge from the CCAA proceedings, they will not be
bankrupted and WEPPA will not be triggered. The Monitor believes that this negative impact of the
RVO structure for former employees must be balanced against the competing positive benefits
outlined above, including preserving the employment of the Debtors' continuing employees.

9. The motion record for this motion was served on the service list.  Counsel for the Monitor and the
Bridging Receiver are confident that all affected stakeholders have been made aware of the motion
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and the relief sought.  In addition to service upon identified stakeholders, the fact of this motion and 
relief being sought were publicized by way of press release.   

10. Stakeholders whose claims will be impacted by the Proposed Transactions and the approval orders
sought, such as: Canada Revenue Agency (“CRA”) for pre-filing HST and excise taxes, the landlord of the
facility in which the Cultivation Operations will continue, a subordinated mortgagee of a property that
has been sold, former employees, minority shareholders of certain continuing companies whose shares
will be cancelled, counter-parties to continuing contracts that are being assumed who had pre-filing
claims (that are not being assumed), and the insurance companies who hold director and officer
liability insurance policies that may be subject to future claims in respect of pre-filing activities that are
not being released, have all been specifically put on notice of this motion.

11. No stakeholder has communicated any objection, nor did any person appear at the hearing to express
any objection or oppose the motion.  This is said to be reflective of the economic realities of this case,
in which BFI is the only true economic stakeholder.

Approval of the Proposed Transactions, the Approval and Vesting Order and Approval and Reverse Vesting 
Order 

12. The steps that the Proposed Transactions will entail are described in detail in the Monitor’s Seventh
Report and are to be implemented through the authorizations and approvals contemplated by the
Approval and Vesting Order and Approval and Reverse Vesting Order.  Counsel took the court through
the provisions of each of these orders and has explained and justified the rationale and authority for
each of them in both written and oral submissions.

13. The court was assured that the proposed orders do not contain any precedent setting relief in the
CCAA and/or reverse vesting context.  They are intended to implement the required mechanics of the
transactions and provide the necessary protections for the parties that have supported the process
that the Debtors have come, starting with a receivership, that was transitioned into a CCAA
restructuring when it was determined that there was some aspect of the Debtors’ business that might
be salvaged, the SISP and corresponding market check, and eventually culminating in the credit bid and
Proposed Transactions for which the court’s approval is now sought.

14. The Monitor’s factum provides a detailed review and analysis of the court’s jurisdiction to grant the
requested orders and the factors to be considered under s. 36 of the CCAA, which largely overlap with
the  factors enumerated in  Royal Bank v. Soundair Corp. (1991), 83 DLR (4th) 76 (OCA), at para 16, as
supplemented by the additional factors to be considered when authorizing a sale under the CCAA in
the absence of a plan of arrangement.  See Nortel Networks Corporation (Re) [2009] O.J No 3169, 55
CBR (51) 229, at para 49 and Green Growth Brands Inc., 2020 ONSC 3565 at para. 61.

15. I am satisfied that the criteria specified in these authorities have been met.

16. There is also precedent for the court exercise its jurisdiction to authorize the implementation of a
reverse vesting transaction, such as the MJar 2.0 Transaction, particularly in circumstances such as this
case involving continuing operations that depend upon Health Canada Licences . See, for example: Re
Green Relief Inc., 2020 ONSC 6837; Hydrx Farms Ltd., Reverse Vesting Order granted November 23,
2021, Court File No. CV-21-00659187-00CL (ONSC); Wayland Group Corp. Reverse Vesting Order
granted April 21, 2020, Court File No. CV-19-00632079-00CL (ONSC); Beleave Inc., Reverse Vesting
Order granted September 18, 2020, Court File No. CV-20-00642097-00CL (ONSC), citing: Re Stornaway
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Diamond Corporation et al, Court File No. 500-11-057094-191 
(https://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/en) and Re Wayland Group Corp, et al, Court File No. CV-19-
00632079-CL (https://pwc.com/ca/en/car/wayland/assets/wayland-094_042120). 

17. A reverse vesting transaction, such as is proposed in this case, that would allow the purchaser to 
maintain operations and use of the cannabis licenses and provide for continued employment for a 
significant proportion of employees was held in Beleave (at para. 3) to satisfy both s. 36(3) of the CCAA 
and the Soundair test.  The preservation of jobs and customer and supplier relationships in this case 
outweighs the acknowledged negative effects for the former employees who will not receive WEPPA 
benefits. 

18. The MJar 2.0 Transaction also meets the added criteria for a reverse vesting transaction that were 
delineated by this court in  Harte Gold Corp (Re), 2022 ONSC 653 at paras 36-38, for the reasons 
outlined in detail in the Monitor’s factum. 

19. The authority for the corporate implementation steps provided is grounded in ss. 173 and 191 of the 
Canada Business Corporations Act, R.S.C ., 1985, c. C-44. 1.  In the circumstances of this case where 
shareholders have no real economic interest, a shareholder vote is not required. See 37 CBCA, s. 
191(7); Harte Gold at paras 63 and 64; CCAA, s. 36(1). 

20. The factors relevant to the approval of releases  in CCAA proceedings as set out in Lydian International 
Limited (Re) 2020 ONSC 4006 at para 54, are present and the releases and related provisions contained 
in the Approval and Reverse Vesting Order are aligned with what is customarily provided for, including 
in CCAA orders outside of a plan of arrangement and in the context of a court approved restructuring.  
See also, Green Relief at para 27; Blackrock at para 128; Harte Gold at para 79.  The release language 
contains the required carve-outs under s. 5.1(2) of the CCAA and for fraud, gross negligence, or willful 
misconduct of the Released Parties. 

Approval of the CCAA Termination Order 

21. The Court may grant an Order terminating proceedings under the CCAA and discharging the Monitor 
appointed in the proceedings on terms similar to those sought in the proposed CCAA Termination 
Order.    

22. I am satisfied that the approval of the Monitor’s Seventh Report and the activities described therein is 
appropriate.  The approval language is appropriately qualified in the order to limit reliance upon it to 
the Monitor.  The fees of the Monitor and its counsel appear to be reasonable and have been 
appropriately supported by fee affidavits that set out the time and specific work that has been devoted 
to this case in which the Monitor has been a central player.  The fee accruals are also appropriately 
supported.    

23. The authority granted to the Monitor to make the contemplated bankruptcy filings is a necessary 
added power in the circumstances, where the remaining directors and officers will resign upon the 
closing of the Proposed Transactions (currently targeted for mid-April, 2023) and the bankruptcy filing 
is contemplated to occur after that. 

24. The stay extension provided for has been requested in good faith and there has been no identified 
prejudice to any party.  I am satisfied that it is appropriate in this case for it to be tied to the filing of 
the Monitor’s Certificate after the closing of the Proposed Transactions, rather than set to end on a 
specified date, so as to provide the flexibility to the Monitor to address any loose ends after closing 
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without having to spend time and money to come back to court for a further extension of the stay; this 
is based on the undertaking provided on behalf of the Monitor (and practical reality) that if for some 
reasons the Proposed Transactions do not close, the parties will be back before the court seeking other 
relief, in the context of which the stay extension will be further considered. 

Final Disposition 

25. Orders (Approval and Vesting Order, Approval and Reverse Vesting Order and CCAA Termination
Order) to go in the forms signed by me today.

KIMMEL J. 
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Bankruptcy and insolvency --- Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act — Arrangements — Approval by court — Creditor
approval
T Canada sought protection under Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (CCAA) — Certain landlords reached understanding
with T Canada and its parent company T Corp. formalized through addition of paragraph 19A to Initial and Restated Order
— Paragraph provided that CCAA proceedings would not be used to compromise guarantee claims landlords had against T
Corp. — T Canada developed plan to present to affected creditors — T Canada negotiated structure with T Corp. whereby it
would subordinate intercompany claims for benefit of remaining creditors and make other contributions — T Corp. required
all claims including guarantees to landlords to be settled — T Canada brought motion to accept joint plan and compromise,
establish class of affected creditors, authority to hold meeting of creditors, and to set date for hearing of sanction of plan if it
was accepted — Motion dismissed — Plan failed to meet low threshold to authorize holding creditors meeting — There was no
reasonable chance of success — Plan would not meet criteria at sanction hearing — Court was required to ensure that CCAA
process unfolds in fair and transparent manner — Landlords should not be required through CCAA proceeding to release T
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Northland Properties Ltd., Re (1989), 34 B.C.L.R. (2d) 122, (sub nom. Northland Properties Ltd. v. Excelsior Life
Insurance Co. of Canada) [1989] 3 W.W.R. 363, (sub nom. Northland Properties Ltd. v. Excelsior Life Insurance Co. of
Canada) 73 C.B.R. (N.S.) 195, 1989 CarswellBC 334 (B.C. C.A.) — referred to
Nova Metal Products Inc. v. Comiskey (Trustee of) (1990), 1 C.B.R. (3d) 101, (sub nom. Elan Corp. v. Comiskey) 1 O.R.
(3d) 289, (sub nom. Elan Corp. v. Comiskey) 41 O.A.C. 282, 1990 CarswellOnt 139 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Olympia & York Developments Ltd. v. Royal Trust Co. (1993), 17 C.B.R. (3d) 1, (sub nom. Olympia & York Developments
Ltd., Re) 12 O.R. (3d) 500, 1993 CarswellOnt 182 (Ont. Gen. Div.) — referred to
Quintette Coal Ltd., Re (1992), 13 C.B.R. (3d) 146, 68 B.C.L.R. (2d) 219, 1992 CarswellBC 502 (B.C. S.C.) — referred to
ScoZinc Ltd., Re (2009), 2009 NSSC 163, 2009 CarswellNS 283, 55 C.B.R. (5th) 205 (N.S. S.C.) — referred to

Statutes considered:
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3

s. 65.2(3) [en. 1992, c. 27, s. 30] — considered
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36

Generally — referred to

s. 4 — considered

s. 11 — considered

s. 20(1)(a)(iii) — considered

MOTION to accept joint plan and compromise, to establish class of affected creditors to vote on plan, and authority to hold
meeting of those creditors and vote on plan and related procedures, and to set date for hearing of sanction of plan of it was
accepted.

G.B. Morawetz R.S.J.:

1      The Applicants Target Canada Co., Target Canada Health Co., Target Canada Mobile GP Co., Target Canada Pharmacy
(BC) Corp, Target Canada Pharmacy (Ontario) Corp, Target Canada Pharmacy Corp, Target Canada Pharmacy (Sk) Corp, and
Target Canada Property LLC ("Target Canada") bring this motion for an order, inter alia:

(a) accepting the filing of a Joint Plan Compromise and Arrangement in respect of Target Canada Entities (defined below)
dated November 27, 2015 (the "Plan");

(b) authorizing the Target Canada Entities to establish one class of Affected Creditors (as defined in the Plan) for the
purpose of considering and voting on the Plan (the "Unsecured Creditors' Class");

(c) authorizing the Target Canada Entities to call, hold and conduct a meeting of the Affected Creditors (the "Creditors'
Meeting") to consider and vote on a resolution to approve the Plan, and approving the procedures to be followed with
respect to the Creditors' Meeting;

(d) setting the date for the hearing of the Target Canada Entities' motion seeking sanction of the Plan should the Plan be
approved by the required majority of Affected Creditors of the Creditors Meeting.

2      On January 13, 2016, the Record was endorsed as follows: "The Plan is not accepted for filing. The Motion is dismissed.
Reasons to follow."

3      These are the reasons.

4      The Applicants and Partnerships listed on Schedule "A" to the Initial Order (the "Target Canada Entities") were granted
protection from their creditors under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act ("CCAA") pursuant to the Initial Order dated
January 15, 2015 (as Amended and Restated, the "Initial Order"). Alvarez & Marsal Canada Inc. was appointed in the Initial

Order to act as the Monitor. 1
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5      The Target Canada Entities, with the support of Target Corporation as Plan Sponsor, have now developed a Plan to present
to Affected Creditors.

6      The Target Canada Entities propose that the Creditors' Meeting will be held on February 2, 2016.

7      The requested relief sought by Target Canada is supported by Target Corporation, Employee Representative Counsel,
Centerbridge Partners, L.P. and Davidson Kempner, CREIT, Glentel Inc., Bell Canada and BCE Nexxia, M.E.T.R.O.
Incorporated, Eleven Points Logistics Inc., Issi Inc. and Sobeys Capital Incorporated.

8      The Monitor also supports the motion.

9      The motion was opposed by KingSett Capital, Morguard Investments Limited, Morguard Investment REIT, Smart REIT,
Crombie REIT, Triovest, Faubourg Boisbriand and Sun Life Assurance, Primaris REIT, and Doral Holdings Limited (the
"Objecting Landlords").

Background

10      In February 2015, the court approved the Inventory Liquidation Process and the Real Property Portfolio Sale Process
("RPPSP") to enable the Target Canada Entities to maximize the value of their assets for distribution to creditors.

11      By the summer of 2015, the processes were substantially concluded and a claims process was undertaken. The Target
Canada Entities began to develop a plan that would distribute the proceeds and complete the orderly wind-down of their business.

12      The Target Canada Entities discussed the development of the Plan with representatives of Target Corporation.

13      The Target Canada Entities negotiated a structure with Target Corporation whereby Target Corporation would subordinate
significant intercompany claims for the benefit of remaining creditors and would make other contributions under the Plan.

14      Target Corporation maintained that it would only consider subordinating these intercompany claims and making other
contributions as part of a global settlement of all issues relating to the Target Canada Entities including a settlement and release
of all Landlord Guarantee Claims where Target Corporation was the Guarantor.

15      The Plan as structured, if approved, sanctioned and implemented will

(i) complete the wind-down of the Target Canada Entities;

(ii) effect a compromise, settlement and payment of all Proven Claims; and

(iii) grant releases of the Target Canada Entities and Target Corporation, among others.

16      The Plan provides that, for the purposes of considering and voting on the plan, the Affected Creditors will constitute a
single class (the "Unsecured Creditors' Class").

17      In the majority of CCAA proceedings, motions of this type are procedural in nature and more often than not they
proceed without any significant controversy. This proceeding is, however, not the usual proceeding and this motion has attracted
significant controversy. The Objecting Landlords have raised concerns about the terms of the Plan.

18      The Objecting Landlords take the position that this motion deals with not only procedural issues but substantive rights.
The Objecting Landlords have two major concerns.

Objection # 1 — Breach of paragraph 19A of the Amended and Restated Order

19      First, in February 2015, an Amended and Restated Order was sought by Target Canada. Paragraph 19A was incorporated
into the Amended and Restated Order, which provides that the claims of any landlord against Target Corporation relating to
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any lease of real property (the "Landlord Guarantee Claims") shall not be determined in this CCAA proceeding and shall not
be released or affected in any way in any plan filed by the Applicants.

20      Paragraph 19A provides as follows:

19A. THIS COURT ORDERS that, without in any way altering, increasing, creating or eliminating any obligation or duty
to mitigate losses or damages, the rights, remedies and claims (collectively, the "Landlord Guarantee Claims") of any
landlord against Target US pursuant to any indemnity, guarantee, or surety relating to a lease of real property, including,
without limitation, the validity, enforceability or quantum of such Landlord Guarantee Claims: (a) shall be determined
by a judge of the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (Commercial List), whether or not the within proceeding under the
CCAA continue (without altering the applicable and operative governing law of such indemnity, guarantee or surety)
and notwithstanding the provisions of any federal or provincial statutes with respect to procedural matters relating to
the Landlord Guarantee Claims; provided that any landlord holding such guarantees, indemnities or sureties that has not
consented to the foregoing may, within fifteen (15) days of the making of this Order, bring a motion to have the matter of the
venue for the determination of its Landlord Guarantee Claim adjudicated by the Court; (b) shall not be determined, directly
or indirectly, in the within CCAA proceedings; (c) shall be unaffected by any determination (including any findings of fact,
mixed fact and law or conclusions of law) of any rights, remedies and claims of such landlords as against Target Canada
Entities, whether made in the within proceedings under the CCAA or in any subsequent proposal or bankruptcy proceedings
under the BIA, other than that any recoveries under such proceedings received by such landlords shall constitute a reduction
and offset to any Landlord Guarantee Claims; and (d) shall be treated as unaffected and shall not be released or affected
in any way in any Plan filed by the Target Canada Entities, or any of them, under the CCAA, or any proposal filed by the
Target Canada Entities, or any of them, under the BIA.

21      The evidence of Target Canada in support of the requested change consisted of the Affidavit of Mark Wong, who stated
at the time:

A component of obtaining the consent of the Landlord Group for approval of the Real Property Portfolio Sales Process
("RPPSP") was the agreement of The Target Canada Entities to seek approval of certain changes to the initial order in
the form of an amended and restated initial order...[T]hese proposed changes were the subject of significant negotiation
between the Landlord Group and The Target Canada Entities, with the assistance and input of the Monitor and Target
Corporation.

22      The Monitor, in its second report dated February 9, 2015, stated:

(3.4) Counsel to the Landlord Group advised that the Real Property Portfolio Sales Process proceeding on a consensual
basis as described below is conditional on the proposed changes to the initial order.

(3.5) The Monitor recommends approval of the amended and restated initial order as it reflects;

(a) revisions negotiated as among The Target Canada Entities, the Landlord Group and Target U.S. (in conjunction
with revisions to the Real Property Portfolio Sales Process), with the assistance of the Monitor; and

(b) a fair and reasonable balancing of interests.

23      Thus, Objecting Landlords contend that the agreement resulting in Paragraph 19A of the Amended and Restated Initial
Order was not just a condition of the Landlord Group's agreement to the RPPSP — it was also a condition of the Landlord
Group withdrawing both its opposition to the CCAA process and its intention to commence a bankruptcy application to put the
Applicants into bankruptcy at the come back hearing.

24      The Objecting Landlords contend that the Applicants now seek to file a plan that releases the Landlord Guarantee Claims.
This, in their view, is a clear breach of paragraph 19A, which Target Canada sought and the Monitor supported.

Objection # 2 — Breach of paragraph 55 of the Claim Procedure Order
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25      Second, the Objecting Landlords contend that the Plan violates the Claims Procedure Order and the CCAA. They
argue that the Claims Procedure Order was also settled after prolonged negotiations between the Target Canada Entities and
their creditors, including the landlords and that this order sets out a comprehensive claims process for determining all claims,
including landlords' claims.

26      The Objecting Landlords contend that Paragraph 55 of the Claims Procedure Order expressly excludes Landlord Guarantee
Claims and provides that nothing in the Claims Procedure Order shall prejudice, limit, or otherwise affect any claims, including
under any guarantee, against Target Corporation or any predecessor tenant. Paragraph 55 also ends with the proviso that "[f]or
greater certainty, this Order is subject to and shall not derogate from paragraph 19A of the Initial Order."

27      The Objecting Landlords take the position that, in clear breach of Paragraph 55 and of the Claims Procedure Order
generally, the Plan provides for a set formula to determine landlord claims, including claims against Target Corporation under its
guarantees. KingSett further contends that the formula not only purports to determine landlords' claims for distribution purposes,
it also purports to determine their claims for voting purposes, with no ability to challenge either. KingSett contends that this
violates the terms of the Claims Procedure Order that was sought by the Applicants and supported by the Monitor.

28      In summary, the Objecting Landlords take the position that the foregoing issues are crucial threshold issues and are not
merely "procedural" questions and as such the court has to determine whether it can accept a plan for filing if that plan in effect
permits Target Canada to renege on their agreements with creditors, violate court orders and the CCAA.

29      In my view the issues raised by the Objecting Landlords are significant and they should be determined at this time.

Position of Target Canada

30      Target Canada takes the position that the threshold for the court to authorize Target Canada to hold the creditors meeting
is low and that Target Canada meets this threshold.

31      Target Canada submits that the Plan has been the subject of numerous discussions and/or negotiations with Target
Corporation (leading to a structure based on Target Corporation serving as Plan Sponsor), the Monitor and a wide variety of
stakeholders. Target Canada states that if approved, the Plan will effect a compromise, settlement and payment of all proven
claims in the near term in a manner that maximizes and accelerates stakeholder recovery.

32      Target Corporation, as Plan Sponsor and a creditor of Target Canada, has agreed to subordinate approximately $5 billion in
intercompany claims to the claims of other Affected Creditors. Based on the Monitor's preliminary analysis, the Plan provides
for recoveries for Affected Creditors generally in the range of 75% to 85% of their proven claims.

33      Target Canada contends that recent case law supports the jurisdiction of the CCAA court to provide that third party claims
be addressed within the CCAA and leaves it open to a debtor company to address such claims in a plan.

34      The Plan provides that Affected Creditors will vote on the Plan as a single unsecured class. Target Canada submits that
this is appropriate on the basis that all Affected Creditors have the required commonality of interest (i.e. an unsecured claim)
in relation to the claims against Target Canada and the Plan will compromise and release all of their claims.

35      Target Canada is of the view that fragmentation of these creditors into separate classes would jeopardize the ability to
achieve a successful plan.

36      The Plan values the Landlord Restructuring Period Claims of landlords whose leases have been disclaimed by applying a
formula ("Landlord Formula Amount") derived from the formula provided under s. 65.2 (3) of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency
Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3 ("BIA" and "BIA Formula"). The Landlord Formula Amount enhances the BIA Formula by permitting
recovery of an additional year of rent. Target Corporation intends to contribute funds necessary to pay this enhancement (the
"Landlord Guarantee Top-Up Amounts") Target Canada contends that the use of the BIA Formula to value landlord claims for
voting and distribution purposes has been approved in other CCAA proceedings.
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37      With respect to the Landlord Formula Amount to calculate the Landlord Restructuring Period Claims, the formula provides
for, in effect, Landlord Restructuring Period Claims to be valued at the lesser of either:

(i) rent payable under the lease for the two years following the disclaimer plus 15% of the rent for the remainder of the
lease term; or

(ii) four years rent.

38      Target Canada further contends that the court has the jurisdiction to modify the Initial Order on Plan Implementation to
permit the Target Canada Entities to address Landlord Guarantee Claims in the Plan and that it is appropriate to do so in these
circumstances. This justification is based on the premise that the landscape of the proceedings has been significantly altered since
the filing date, particularly in light of the material contributions that Target Corporation prepared to make as Plan Sponsor in
order to effect a global resolution of issues. Further, they argue that Landlord Guarantee Creditors are appropriately compensated
under the Plan for their Landlord Guarantee Claims by means of the Landlord Guarantee Creditor Top-Up amounts, which will
be funded by Target Corporation. As such, Landlord Guarantee Creditors will be paid 100% of their Landlord Restructuring
Period Claims, valued in accordance with the Landlord Formula Amount.

39      The Applicants contend that they seek to achieve a fair and equitable balance in the Plan. The Applicants submit that
questions as to whether the Plan is in fact balanced, and fair and reasonable towards particular stakeholders, are matters best
assessed by Affected Creditors who will exercise their business judgment in voting for or against the Plan. Until Affected
Creditors have expressed their views, considerations of fairness are premature and are not matters that are required to be
considered by the court in granting the requested Creditors' Meeting. If the Plan is approved by the requisite majority of the
Affected Creditors, the court will then be in a position to fully evaluate the fairness and reasonableness of the Plan as a whole,
with the benefit of the business judgment of Affected Creditors as reflected in the vote of the Creditors' Meeting.

40      The significant features of the Plan include:

(i) the Plan contemplates that a single class of Affected Creditors will consider and vote on the plan.

(ii) the Plan entitles Affected Creditors holding proven claims that are less than or equal to $25,000 ("Convenience Class
Creditors") to be paid in full;

(iii) the Plan provides that all Landlord Restructuring Period Claims will be calculated using the Landlord Formula Amount
derived from the BIA Formula;

(iv) As a result of direct funding from Target Corporation of the Landlord Guarantee Creditor Top-Up amounts, Landlord
Guarantee Creditors will be paid the full value of their Landlord Restructuring Period Claims;

(v) Intercompany Claims will be valued at the amount set out in the Monitor's Intercompany Claims Report;

(vi) If approved and sanctioned, the Plan will require an amendment to Paragraph 19A of the Initial Order which currently
provides that the Landlord Guarantee Claims are to be dealt with outside these CCAA proceedings. The Plan provides
that this amendment will be addressed at the sanction hearing once it has been determined whether the Affected Creditors
support the Plan.

(vii) In exchange for Target Corporations' economic contributions, Target Corporation and certain other third parties
(including Hudson's Bay Company and Zellers, which have indemnities from Target Corporation) will be released,
including in relation to all Landlord Guarantee Claims.

41      If the Plan is approved and implemented, Target Corporation will be making economic contributions to the Plan. In
particular:
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(a) In addition to the subordination of the $3.1 billion intercompany claim that Target Corporation agreed to subordinate
at the outset of these CCAA proceedings, on Plan Implementation Date, Target Corporation will cause Property LLP to
subordinate almost all of the Property LLP ("Propco") Intercompany Claim which was filed against Propco in an additional
amount of approximately $1.4 billion;

(b) In turn, Propco will concurrently subordinate the Propco Intercompany Claim filed against TCC in an amount of
approximately $1.9 billion (adjusted by the Monitor to $1.3 billion);

(c) Target Corporation will contribute funds necessary to pay the Landlord Guarantee Creditor Top-Up Amounts.

42      Target Canada points out that in discussions with Target Corporation to establish the structure for the Plan, Target
Corporation maintained that it would only consider subordinating these remaining intercompany claims as part of a global
settlement of all issues relating to the Target Canada Entities, including all Landlord Guarantee Claims.

43      The issue on this motion is whether the requested Creditors' Meeting should be granted. Section 4 of the CCAA provides:

4. Where a compromise or arrangement is proposed between a debtor company and its unsecured creditors or any class
of them, the court may, on the application in a summary way of the company, or any such creditor or of the trustee in
bankruptcy or liquidator of the company, order a meeting of the creditors or class of creditors, and, if the court so determines,
of shareholders of the company, to be summoned in such manner as the court directs.

44      Counsel cites Nova Metal Products for the proposition that the feasibility of a plan is a relevant significant factor to be
considered in determining whether to order a meeting of creditors. However, the court should not impose a heavy burden on
a debtor company to establish the likelihood of ultimate success at the outset (Nova Metal Products Inc. v. Comiskey (Trustee
of) (1990), 41 O.A.C. 282 (Ont. C.A.).

45      Counsel submit that the court should order a meeting of creditors unless there is no hope that the plan will be approved
by the creditors or, if approved, the plan would not for some other reason be approved by the court (ScoZinc Ltd., Re, 2009
NSSC 163, 55 C.B.R. (5th) 205 (N.S. S.C.)).

46      Counsel also submits that the court has described the granting of the Creditors' Meeting as essentially a "procedural
step" that does not engage considerations of whether the debtors' plan is fair and reasonable. Thus, counsel contends, unless
it is abundantly clear the plan will not be approved by its creditors, the debtor company is entitled to put its plan before those
creditors and to allow the creditors to exercise their business judgment in determining whether to support or reject it.

47      Target Canada takes the position that there is no basis for concluding that the Plan has, no hope of success and the court
should therefore exercise its discretion to order the Creditors Meeting.

48      Counsel to Target Canada submits that the flexibility of the CCAA allows the Target Canada Entities to apply a uniform
formula for valuing Landlord Restructuring Period Claims for voting and distribution purposes, including Landlord Guarantee
Claims, in the interests of ensuring expeditious distributions to all Affected Creditors

49      Counsel contends that if each Landlord Restructuring Period Claim had to be individually calculated based on the unique
facts applicable to each lease, including future prospects for mitigation and uncertain collateral damage, the resulting disputes
would embroil disputes between landlords and the Target Canada Entities in lengthy proceedings. Counsel contends that the
issue relating to the Landlord Guarantee Claims is more properly a matter of the overall fairness and reasonableness of the Plan
and should be addressed at the sanction hearing.

50      The Plan also contemplates releases for the benefit of Target Corporation and other third parties to recognize the
material economic contribution that have resulted in favourable recoveries for Affected Creditors. These releases, Target Canada
contends, satisfy the well established test for the CCAA court to approve third party releases. (ATB Financial v. Metcalfe &
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Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp. (2008), 42 C.B.R. (5th) 90 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), affirmed 2008 ONCA
587 (Ont. C.A.), (sub nom. Re Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp. )

51      Likewise, the issue of Third Party Claims and Third Party Releases is a matter that can be addressed at sanction.

52      With respect to the amendment to Paragraph 19A of the Initial Order, counsel submits that since the date of the Initial
Order, and since this paragraph was included in the Initial Order, the landscape of the restructuring has shifted considerably,
most notably in the form of the economic contributions that are being offered by Target Corporation, as Plan Sponsor.

53      The Target Entities propose that on Plan Implementation, Paragraph 19A of the Initial Order will be deleted. Counsel
submits that the court has the jurisdiction to amend the Initial Order through its broad jurisdiction under s. 11 of the CCAA to
make any order that it considers appropriate in the circumstances and further, the court would be exercising its discretion to
amend its own order, on the basis that it is just and appropriate to do so in these particular circumstances. Counsel submits that
the requested amendment is essential to the success of the Plan and to maximize and expedite recoveries for all stakeholders.
Further, the notion that a post-filing contract cannot be amended despite subsequent events fails to do justice to the flexible
and "real time" nature of a CCAA proceeding.

54      As such, counsel contends that no further information is necessary in order for the landlords to determine whether the
Plan is fair and reasonable and they are in a position to vote for or against the Plan.

Position of the Objecting Landlords

55      At the outset of this proceeding, Target Canada, Target Corporation and Target Canada's landlords agreed that Landlord
Guarantee Claims would not be affected by any Plan. In exchange, several landlords with Landlord Guarantee Claims agreed
to withdraw their opposition to Target Canada proceeding with the liquidation under the CCAA and the RPPSP.

56      Counsel to the landlords submit that 10 months after having received the benefit of the landlords not opposing the RPPSP
and the continuation of the CCAA, Target Canada seeks the court's approval to unequivocally renege on the agreement that
violates the Amended Order by filing a Plan that compromises Landlord Guarantee Claims.

57      The Objecting Landlords also contend that the proposed plan violates the Amended Order and the Claims Procedure
Order by purporting to the value the landlords' claims, including all Landlord Guarantee Claims, using a formula.

58      Objecting Landlords take the position that they have claims against Target Canada as a result of its disclaimer of long
term leases, guaranteed by Target Corporation, in excess of the amount that the Plan values these claim. One example is the
claim of KingSett. KingSett insists they have a claim of at least $26 million which has been valued for Plan purposes at $4
million plus taxes.

59      The Objecting Landlords submit that the court cannot and should not allow a plan to be filed that violates the court's orders
and agreements made by the Applicant. Further, if the motion is granted, the CCAA will no longer allow for a reliable process
pursuant to which creditors can expect to negotiate with an Applicant in good faith. Counsel contends that the amendment of
the Initial Order to buttress the agreement between the parties not to compromise the Landlord Guarantee Claims was intended
to strengthen, not weaken, the landlords' ability to enforce Target Canada and Target Corporation's contractual obligation not
to file a plan that compromises Landlord Guarantee Claims and it would be a perverse outcome for the court to hold otherwise.

60      With respect to claims procedure, the Claims Procedure Order provides in Paragraph 32 that a claim that is subject to
a dispute "shall" be referred to a claims officer of the court for adjudication. The Objecting Landlords submit that the Claims
Procedure Order reaffirms the agreement between Target Canada, Target Corporation and the Landlord Group with respect to
Landlord Guarantee Claims; they refer to Paragraph 55 which specifically provides that nothing in the order shall prejudice,
limit, bar, extinguish or otherwise affect any rights or claims, including under any guarantee or indemnity, against Target
Corporation or any predecessor tenant.
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61      Counsel for the Objecting Landlords submit that the Plan provides the basis for Target Corporation to avoid its obligation to
honour guarantees to landlords, which Target Corporation agreed would not be compromised as part of the CCAA proceedings.
Counsel contends that the Plan seeks to use the leverage of the "Plan Sponsor" against the creditors to obtain approval to renege
on its obligations. This, according to counsel, amounts to an economic decision by Target Corporation in its own financial
interest.

62      In support of its proposition that the court cannot accept a plan's call for a meeting where the plan cannot be sanctioned,
counsel references Crystallex International Corp., Re, 2013 ONSC 823, 2013 CarswellOnt 3043 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial
List]) . Counsel submits that the court should not allow the Applicants to file a plan that from the outset cannot be sanctioned
because it violates court orders or is otherwise improper.

63      In this case, counsel submits that the Plan cannot be accepted for filing because it violates Paragraph 19A of the Amended
Order and Paragraph 55 of the Claims Procedure Order. The Objecting Landlords stated as follows:

Paragraph 19A of the Amended Order is unequivocal. Landlord Guarantee Claims:

(a) shall not be determined, directly or indirectly, in the CCAA proceeding;

(b) shall be unaffected by any determination of claims of landlords against Target Canada; and,

(c) shall be treated as unaffected and shall not be released or affected in any way in any Plan filed by Target Canada
under the CCAA.

Likewise, the Claims Procedure Order, as amended, clearly provides that:

(a) disputed creditors' claims shall be adjudicated by a Claims Officer or the Court;

(b) creditors have until February 12, 2016 to object to intercreditor claims; and,

(c) the claims process shall not affect Landlord Guarantee Claims and shall not derogate from paragraph 19A of the
Amended Order.

There is no dispute that the Plan that Target Canada now seeks to file violates these terms of the Amended Order and the
Claims Procedure Order...

64      With respect to the issue of Paragraph 19A, counsel submits that this provision benefits Target Canada's creditors
who have guarantees from Target Corporation. Further, under the plan, these creditors gain nothing from subordination of
Target Corporation's intercompany claim, which only benefits creditors who did not obtain guarantees from Target Corporation.
Counsel referred to Alternative Fuel Systems Inc., Re, 2003 ABQB 745, 20 Alta. L.R. (4th) 264 (Alta. Q.B.), aff'd 2004 ABCA
31, 346 A.R. 28 (Alta. C.A.), where both courts emphasized the importance of following a claims procedure and complying
with ss. 20(1)(a)(iii) to determine landlord claims.

65      Accordingly, counsel submits that barring landlord consent at the claims process stage of the CCAA proceeding, the court
cannot unilaterally impose a cookie cutter formula to determine landlord claims at the plan stage.

Analysis

66      Target Canada submits that the threshold for the court to authorize Target Canada to hold the creditors meeting is low
and that Target Canada meets this threshold.

67      In my view, it is not necessary to comment on this submission insofar as this Plan is flawed to the extent that even the
low threshold test has not been met.
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68      Simply put, I am of the view that this Plan does not have even a reasonable chance of success, as it could not, in this
form, be sanctioned.

69      As such, I see no point in directing Target Canada to call and conduct a meeting of creditors to consider this Plan, as
proceeding with a meeting in these circumstances would only result in a waste of time and money.

70      Even if the Affected Creditors voted in favour of the Plan in the requisite amounts, the court examines three criteria
at the sanction hearing:

(i) Whether there has been strict compliance with all statutory requirements;

(ii) Whether all materials filed and procedures carried out were authorized by the CCAA;

(iii) Whether the Plan is fair and reasonable.

(See Quintette Coal Ltd., Re (1992), 13 C.B.R. (3d) 146 (B.C. S.C.); Dairy Corp. of Canada Ltd., Re, [1934] O.R. 436 (Ont.
C.A.); Olympia & York Developments Ltd. v. Royal Trust Co. (1993), 17 C.B.R. (3d) 1 (Ont. Gen. Div.); Northland Properties
Ltd., Re (1988), 73 C.B.R. (N.S.) 175 (B.C. S.C.) at p. 182, aff'd (1989), (1989), 73 C.B.R. (N.S.) 195 (B.C. C.A.); BlueStar
Battery Systems International Corp., Re (2000), 25 C.B.R. (4th) 216 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]).

71      As explained below, the Plan cannot meet the required criteria.

72      It is incumbent upon the court, in its supervisory role, to ensure that the CCAA process unfolds in a fair and transparent
manner. It is in this area that this Plan falls short. In considering whether to order a meeting of creditors to consider this Plan,
the relevant question to consider is the following: Should certain landlords, who hold guarantees from Target Corporation, a
non-debtor, be required, through the CCAA proceedings of Target Canada, to release Target Corporation from its guarantee in
exchange for consideration in the Plan in the form of the Landlord Formula Amount?

73      The CCAA proceedings of Target Canada were commenced a year ago. A broad stay of proceedings was put into effect.
Target Canada put forward a proposal to liquidate its assets. The record establishes that from the outset, it was clear that the
Objecting Landlords were concerned about whether the CCAA proceedings would be used in a manner that would affect the
guarantees they held from Target Corporation.

74      The record also establishes that the Objecting Landlords, together with Target Canada and Target Corporation, reached
an understanding which was formalized through the addition of paragraph 19A to the Initial and Restated Order. Paragraph
19A provides that these CCAA proceedings would not be used to compromise the guarantee claims that those landlords have
as against Target Corporation.

75      The Objecting Landlords take the position that in the absence of paragraph 19A, they would have considered issuing
bankruptcy proceedings as against Target Canada. In a bankruptcy, landlord claims against Target Canada would be fixed
by the BIA Formula and presumably, the Objecting Landlords would consider their remedies as against Target Corporation
as guarantor. Regardless of whether or not these landlords would have issued bankruptcy proceedings, the fact remains that
paragraph 19A was incorporated into the Initial and Restated Order in response to the concerns raised by the Objecting Landlords
at the motion of the Target Corporation, and with the support of Target Corporation and the Monitor.

76      Target Canada developed a liquidation plan, in consultation with its creditors and the Monitor, that allowed for the orderly
liquidation of its inventory and established the sale process for its real property leases. Target Canada liquidated its assets and
developed a plan to distribute the proceeds to its creditors. The proceeds are being made available to all creditors having Proven
Claims. The creditors include trade creditors and landlords. In addition, Target Corporation agreed to subordinate its claim.
The Plan also establishes a Landlord Formula Amount. If this was all that the Plan set out to do, in all likelihood a meeting
of creditors would be ordered.
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77      However, this is not all that the plan accomplishes. Target Canada proposes that paragraph 19A be varied so that the
Plan can address the guarantee claims that landlords have as against Target Corporation. In other words, Target Canada has
proposed a Plan which requires the court to completely ignore the background that led to paragraph 19A and the reliance that
parties placed in paragraph 19A.

78      Target Canada contends that it is necessary to formulate the plan in this matter to address a change in the landscape. There
may very well have been changes in the economic landscape, but I fail to see how that justifies the departure from the agreed
upon course of action as set out in paragraph 19A. Even if the current landscape is not favourable for Target Corporation, this
development does not justify this court endorsing a change in direction over the objections the Objecting Landlords.

79      This is not a situation where a debtor is using the CCAA to compromise claims of creditor. Rather, this is an attempt
to use the CCAA as a means to secure a release of Target Corporation from its liabilities under the guarantees in exchange for
allowing claims of Objecting Landlords in amounts calculated under the Landlord Formula Amount. The proposal of Target
Canada and Target Corporation clearly contravenes the agreement memorialized and enforced in paragraph 19A.

80      Paragraph 19A arose in a post-CCAA filing environment, with each interested party carefully negotiating its position. The
fact that the agreement to include paragraph 19A in the Amended and Restated Order was reached in a post-filing environment
is significant (see Labourers' Pension Fund of Central and Eastern Canada (Trustees of) v. Sino-Forest Corp., 2015 ONSC
4004, 27 C.B.R. (6th) 134 (Ont. S.C.J.) at paras. 33-35). In my view, there was never any doubt that Target Canada and Target
Corporation were aware of the implications of paragraph 19A and by proposing this Plan, Target Canada and Target Corporation
seek to override the provisions of paragraph 19A. They ask the court to let them back out of their binding agreement after having
received the benefit of performance by the landlords. They ask the court to let them try to compromise the Landlord Guarantee
Claims against Target Corporation after promising not to do that very thing in these proceedings. They ask the court to let them
eliminate a court order to which they consented without proving that they having any grounds to rescind the order. In my view,
it is simply not appropriate to proceed with the Plan that requires such an alteration.

81      The CCAA process is one of building blocks. In this proceedings, a stay has been granted and a plan developed. During
these proceedings, this court has made number of orders. It is essential that court orders made during CCAA proceedings be
respected. In this case, the Amended Restated Order was an order that was heavily negotiated by sophisticated parties. They
knew that they were entering into binding agreements supported by binding orders. Certain parties now wish to restate the terms
of the negotiated orders. Such a development would run counter to the building block approach underlying these proceedings
since the outset.

82      The parties raised the issue of whether the court has the jurisdiction to vary paragraph 19A. In view of my decision that
it is not appropriate to vary the Order, it is not necessary to address the issue of jurisdiction.

83      A similar analysis can also be undertaken with respect to the Claims Procedure Order. The Claims Procedure Order
establishes the framework to be followed to quantify claims. The Plan changes the basis by which landlord claims are to be
quantified. Instead of following the process set forth in the Claims Procedure Order, which provides for appeal rights to the
court or claims officer, the Plan provides for quantification of landlord claims by use of Landlord Formula Amount, proposed
by Target Canada.

84      In my view, it is clear that this Plan, in its current form, cannot withstand the scrutiny of the test to sanction a Plan. It is,
in my view, not appropriate to change the rules to suit the applicant and the Plan Sponsor, in midstream.

85      It cannot be fair and reasonable to ignore post-filing agreements concerning the CCAA process after they have been relied
upon by counter-parties or to rescind consent orders of the court without grounds to do so.

86      Target Canada submits that the foregoing issues can be the subject of debate at the sanction hearing. In my view, this is
not an attractive alternative. It merely postpones the inevitable result, namely the conclusion that this Plan contravenes court
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orders and cannot be considered to be fair and reasonable in its treatment of the Objecting Landlords. In my view, this Plan
is improper (see Crystallex).

Disposition

87      Accordingly, the Plan is not accepted for filing and this motion is dismissed.

88      The Monitor is directed to review the implications of this Endorsement with the stakeholders within 14 days and is to
schedule a case conference where various alternatives can be reviewed.

89      At this time, it is not necessary to address the issue of classification of creditors' claim, nor is it necessary to address
the issue of non-disclosure of the RioCan Settlement.

Motion dismissed.

Footnotes

1 Capitalized terms not defined herein have the same meaning as set out in the Plan.
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ATB Financial v. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp. (2008), 2008 ONCA 587, 2008 CarswellOnt
4811, 45 C.B.R. (5th) 163, 47 B.L.R. (4th) 123, (sub nom. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp., Re)
296 D.L.R. (4th) 135, (sub nom. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp., Re) 240 O.A.C. 245, (sub nom.
Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp., Re) 92 O.R. (3d) 513 (Ont. C.A.) — followed
Kitchener Frame Ltd., Re (2012), 2012 ONSC 234, 2012 CarswellOnt 1347, 86 C.B.R. (5th) 274 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial
List]) — referred to
Sino-Forest Corp., Re (2012), 2012 ONSC 7050, 2012 CarswellOnt 15913 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) — referred to
SkyLink Aviation Inc., Re (2013), 2013 ONSC 2519, 2013 CarswellOnt 7670, 3 C.B.R. (6th) 83 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial
List]) — considered
Target Canada Co., Re (2015), 2015 ONSC 303, 2015 CarswellOnt 620, 22 C.B.R. (6th) 323 (Ont. S.C.J.) — considered
Target Canada Co., Re (2016), 2016 ONSC 316, 2016 CarswellOnt 589, 32 C.B.R. (6th) 48 (Ont. S.C.J.) — considered

Statutes considered:
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36

Generally — referred to

s. 2(1) "debtor company" — considered

s. 6 — considered

s. 6(1) — considered

s. 6(2) — considered

s. 6(5) — considered

s. 6(6) — considered

s. 6(8) — considered

MOTION by applicant companies for approval of amended plan of arrangement under Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act
and for extension of stay.

Morawetz J. (orally):

1      Target Canada Co. ("TCC"), the other applicants listed above and certain related partnerships, (collectively, the "Target
Canada Entities"), obtained relief under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, (the "CCAA") by an Initial Order dated
January 15, 2015, (the "Initial Order"). Alvarez & Marsal Canada Inc. was appointed in the Initial Order to act as the Monitor
in this proceeding (the "Monitor"). The reasons which gave rise to the Initial Order are reported as Target Canada Co., Re,
2015 ONSC 303 (Ont. S.C.J.) . Those reasons set out the factual background giving rise to the CCAA filing. The Initial Order
granted a stay of proceedings until February 13, 2015, which was later extended eight times, most recently to June 6, 2016.

2      Today the Applicants bring this motion for Court sanction of their Second Amended and Restated Joint Plan of Compromise
and Arrangement dated May 19, 2016 (the "Amended Plan") and to obtain an order extending the Stay Period until September
23, 2016 to allow for the implementation of the Amended Plan and the continuation of the Claims Process for the benefit of
all stakeholders.

3      The facts with respect to this motion are set out in the Sanction Affidavit of Mark J. Wong. Additional facts, including
the background to, and mechanics of, the Amended Plan are described in the Meeting Order Affidavit of Mark J. Wong. In
addition, factual information is also contained in the 28th Report of the Monitor.

4      Counsel for the Applicants submits that the Amended Plan is the product of extensive negotiations and consultations
with key stakeholders, including Landlord Guarantee Creditors, Landlord Non-Guarantee Creditors, Target Corporation and
the Consultative Committee, all with the assistance of the Monitor.
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5      Noteworthy, each of the Monitor, the Landlords and the Consultative Committee of creditors support the Amended Plan.

6      The Amended Plan has been designed to isolate and address Claims against Propco and Property LP, on one hand, and TCC
and the remaining Target Canada Entities on a consolidated basis, on the other. The Amended Plan provides for the consolidation
for Plan purposes of the Target Canada Entities other than Propco and Property LP. The Monitor has commented on the impact of
the substantive consolidation of the estates of the Target Canada Entities for the purposes of this proceeding. Such commentary
contained in Monitor's 27th report.

7      I note that there is no opposition to the proposed consolidation, which has been brought to the attention of the affected
creditors and I am satisfied that the effect of such consolidation is not prejudicial to the position of any creditor or creditor group.

8      The primary features of the Amended Plan are summarized in Meeting Order Affidavit, the Sanction Affidavit and the
Monitor's Report. Some of the more significant features include:

a. Affected Creditors voted on the Amended Plan as a single class.

b. Affected Creditors with Proven Claims that are less than or equal to $25,000 (the "Convenience Class Creditors") will
be paid in full. Affected Creditors with Proven Claims in excess of $25,000 had the option to elect to be treated for all
purposes as Convenience Class Creditors.

c. Landlord Guarantee Creditors will be paid the full amount of their Proven Claims on the Initial Distribution Date.

d. Landlord Non-Guarantee Creditors will be paid, in addition to their Pro Rata Share of their Proven Claims, a Landlord
Non-Guaranteed Creditor Equalization Amount.

e. Other Affected Creditors with Proven Claims will receive their Pro Rata Share of the remaining TCC Cash Pool.

f. All CCAA Charges will be discharged, except the Directors' Charge and the Administrative Charge.

g. The Target Canada Entities will transfer their remaining IP assets to Target Coporation's designees and the Pharmacy
Shares to the Pharmacy Purchaser.

h. The Employee Trust will be terminated in accordance with the Amended Plan and any surplus funds returned to Target
Corporation.

9      On November, 27, 2015 the Target Canada Entities brought a motion to file their original Plan of Compromise and
Arrangement, ("the Original Plan"), and an Order authorizing the Target Canada Entities to call and hold a creditors' meeting to
vote on it. I dismissed the motion on January 13, 2016, for reasons released on January 15, 2016 (the "January 15 Endorsement").
The reasons are reported as Target Canada Co., Re (2015), 2016 ONSC 316 (Ont. S.C.J.). Among other things, the Applicants'
motion was dismissed as the Original Plan violated paragraph 19A of the Initial Order by seeking to compromise the Landlord
Guarantee Claims without the consent of such affected Landlords.

10      After the January 15 Endorsement was issued, the Target Canada Entities continued their negotiations with the
Landlords to develop framework for a consensual resolution that would preserve Target Corporation's agreement to maintain
the subordination contained in the Original Plan, while the same time addressing certain Landlords' concerns and complying
with the January 15th Endorsement.

11      On March 4, 2016 the Target Canada Entities announced that agreements had been entered into with all of the Landlord
Guarantee Creditors and all of the Landlord Non-Guarantee Creditors.

12      The terms of these Agreements were disclosed and explained to Affected Creditors and to this Court prior to Creditors'
Meeting.
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13      The Landlord Guarantee Creditor Settlement Agreement and the Landlord Non-Guarantee Creditor Consent and Support
Agreements are conditional upon (a) the Amended Plan's approval by the Affected Creditors; (b) sanction by this Court; and
(c) Plan Implementation.

14      On April 13, 2016 an order was issued permitting the Applicants to put the Amended Plan before the Affected Creditors
for approval at the Creditors' Meeting.

15      On April 14, 2016 the Monitor published the Meeting Materials on its website. The Meeting Materials were sent to Affected
Creditors on April 19, 2016. In addition, notices were published in major national and US newspapers at the end of April.

16      The Creditors' Meeting was held on May 25, 2016. The required quorum was present and the meeting was properly
constituted.

17      According to the Monitor's tabulation, 100% in number representing 100% in value of the Affected Creditors holding
Proven Claims that were present in person or by proxy and voting at the Meeting, voted (or were deemed to vote) to approve
the Resolution in favour of the Amended Plan. According to the Monitor's tabulation, 1246 Affected Creditors representing
approximately $554 million in value voted (or were deemed to vote pursuant to the Meeting Order) at the Creditors' Meeting.

18      Based on the most up-to-date information from the Monitor, the Target Canada Entities expect that, subject to certain
exceptions, Affected Creditors will be paid in a range from 71% to 80% of their Proven Claims.

19      The issue on this motion is:

a. Should this Court approve the Amended Plan as fair and reasonable?

20      Pursuant to section 6(1) of the CCAA, the court has the discretion to sanction a plan of compromise or arrangement where
the requisite double-majority of creditors has approved the plan.

21      The general requirements for court approval of the CCAA Plan are well-established:

a. there must be strict compliance with all statutory requirements;

b. all materials filed and procedures carried out must be examined to determine if there has been anything done or purported
to have been done, which is not authorized by the CCAA; and

c. the plan must be fair and reasonable.

22      See SkyLink Aviation Inc., Re, 2013 ONSC 2519 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]).

23      Having reviewed the record and hearing the submissions, I am satisfied that the foregoing test for approval has been met.
In arriving at this conclusion, I have taken into account the following:

(a) In granting the Initial Order, it was determined that the Applicants qualified as debtor companies under section 2 of
the CCAA and that the Applicants were insolvent;

(b) Affected Creditors were classified for the purposes of voting and receiving distributions under the Amended Plan and
they voted on the Amended Plan as a single class; and

(c) The Monitor published the required notices and provided copies of the Meeting Materials to Affected Creditors;

(d) Affected Creditors were provided with Target Canada's letter to creditors containing an overview of the terms of
the Amended Plan, as well as a letter from the Consultative Committee of creditors communicating the Consultative
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Committee's support of the Amended Plan and recommendation that Affected Creditors vote in favour of the Amended
Plan;

(e) the Creditors' Meeting was properly-constituted;

(f) 100% in number representing 100% in value voted in favour of the Plan. Such unanimous approval of the Amended
Plan far exceeds the required statutory majority under section 6(1).

24      Sections 6(2), 6(5) and 6(6) of the CCAA provide that the Court may not sanction the plan unless the plan contains
specified provisions concerning crown claims, employee claims and pension claims. I am satisfied that all of these requirements
have been met.

25      The claims of Affected Creditors are not being paid in full. In compliance with section 6(8) of the CCAA, the Amended
Plan does not provide for any recovery for equity holders. In addition, Target Corporation, the indirect shareholder of TCC and
the largest single creditor of TCC, has agreed to subordinate the majority of its Intercompany Claims.

26      I also note that the Monitor is of the view that the Amended Plan complies with the requirements of the CCAA, including
the requirements under section 6 of the CCAA.

27      Having reviewed the record, I am satisfied that the statutory prerequisites to sanction the Amended Plan have been satisfied.
I am also satisfied that no unauthorized steps have been taken in placing the Amended Plan before the Court to be sanctioned.

28      In assessing whether a proposed plan is fair and reasonable, the Court will consider the following:

a. whether the claims have been properly classified and whether the requisite majority of creditors approved the plan;

b. what creditors would receive on bankruptcy or liquidation as compared to the plan;

c. alternatives available to the plan;

d. oppression of the rights of creditors;

e. unfairness to shareholders; and

f. the public interest.

29      (See to Sino-Forest Corp., Re, 2012 ONSC 7050 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) ("Sino-Forest").

30      I am satisfied that each of these factors supports approval of the Amended Plan.

31      In arriving at this conclusion, I have taken into account the following:

a. Classification and Creditor Approval: The Amended Plan was unanimously approved.

b. Recovery on Bankruptcy: The Monitor has expressed the view that recoveries under the Amended Plan are well in
excess of those that would have been received on a bankruptcy of the Target Canada Entities. Recoveries against TCC in
a bankruptcy would be 30%, as compared to the expected range of 71 to 80% under the Amended Plan.

c. Alternatives to the Amended Plan: The Amended Plan is the only alternative to bankruptcy.

d. No Oppression of Creditors: I am satisfied that the pre-insolvency rights and priorities of Affected Creditors are respected
under the Amended Plan.

e. No Unfairness to Shareholders: Given that Affected Creditors are not being paid in full, there is no unfairness to
shareholders in receiving no recovery.
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f. Public interest: The Amended Plan resolves the Proven Claims against Target Canada Entities in a manner that is efficient
and timely, and which avoids costly litigation.

32      Article 7.1 of the Amended Plan provides for full and final releases in favour of:

a. The Target Canada Released Parties;

b. The Third-Party Released Parties (which includes the Monitor and its affiliates, their directors, officers, employees,
legal counsel, agents and advisors, as well as the Pharmacists' Representative Counsel and members of the Consultative
Committee and their advisors;

c. It also provides a released in favour of the Plan Sponsor Released Parties, (Target Corporation and its subsidiaries other
than the Target Canada Entities and the NE1, the HBC Entities and their respective directors, officers, employees, legal
counsel agents and advisors), except in respect of the Landlord Guarantee Claims.

33      Finally, there is also release of the Employee Trust Released Parties.

34      It is accepted that Canadian courts have jurisdiction to sanction plans that containing releases in favour of third parties.
In ATB Financial v. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp. (2008), 92 O.R. (3d) 513 (Ont. C.A.) the Court of
Appeal held that the CCAA Court has the jurisdiction to approve a plan of compromise or arrangement that includes third-party
releases, stating that a release negotiated in favour of a third-party as part of the "compromise" or "arrangement" that reasonably
relates to the proposed restructuring falls within the objectives and flexible framework of the CCAA.

35      There must be a reasonable connection between the third-party claim being compromised in the plan and the restructuring
achieved by the plan to warrant inclusion of the third-party release in the plan.

36      In considering whether to approve releases in favour of third parties, the factors to be considered by the court include:

a. Whether the parties to be released from claims were necessary and essential to the restructuring of the debtor;

b. Whether the claims to be released were rationally connected to the purpose of the plan and necessary for it;

c. Whether the plan could succeed without the releases;

d. Whether the parties being released were contributing to the plan;

e. Whether the release benefitted the debtors as well as the creditors generally;

f. Whether the creditors voting on the plan had knowledge of the nature and the effect of the releases or;

g. Whether the releases were fair and reasonable and not overly broad.

37      (See Metcalfe, Cline Mining Corp., 2015 ONSC 662; and Kitchener Frame Ltd., Re, 2012 ONSC 234 (Ont. S.C.J.
[Commercial List]).)

38      In determining whether to approve a third-party release, the Court will take into account the particular circumstances of
the case and the objectives of the CCAA. No single factor set out above will be determinative.

39      (See Skylink and Cline Mining.)

40      Courts have approved releases that benefit affiliates of the debtor corporation where the Metcalfe criteria is satisfied. In
Sino-Forest, the subsidiaries of the debtor company were entitled to the benefit from the release under the plan as they were
contributing their assets to satisfy the obligations of the debtor company for the benefit of affected creditors. It is not uncommon
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for CCAA courts to approve third-party releases in favour of person, such as directors or officers or other third parties, who
could assert contribution and indemnity claims against the debtor company.

41      (See Skylink and Cline Mining.)

42      In my view, each of the Released Parties has contributed in tangible and material ways to the orderly wind down the
Target Canada Entities' businesses. I accept that without the Releases, it is unlikely that all of the Released Parties would have
been prepared to support the Amended Plan. The Releases are a significant part of the various compromises that were required
to achieve the Amended Plan. They are a necessary element of the global, consensual resolution of this CCAA proceeding.

43      In particular, the economic contributions by Target Corporation, as Plan Sponsor, have demonstrably increased the available
recoveries for Affected Creditors, as attested by the Monitor. Target Corporation's material direct and indirect contributions as
Plan Sponsor include:

a. subordinating a number of Intercompany Claims against TCC;

b. partially subordinating various other Intercompany Claims;

c. a cash contribution of approximately $25.45 million towards the aggregate Landlord Guaranteed Enhancement;

d. a net cash contribution of approximately $4.1 million to fund the Landlord Non-Guaranteed Creditor Equalization;

e. a cash contribution of $700,000 towards costs of certain Landlord Guaranteed Creditors;

f. funding the Employee Trust in the amount of $95 million.

44      I am satisfied that the Releases are appropriately narrow and rationally connected to the overall purposes of the Amended
Plan. The Plan Sponsor Released Parties are not released from the Landlord Guarantee Claims, which are separately resolved
in the Landlord Guarantee Creditors Settlement Agreement. Nor will Target Corporation be released under the Amended Plan
from any indemnity or guarantee in favour of any Director, Officer or employee.

45      I am also satisfied that the Releases apply to the extent permitted by law and expressly do not apply to liability for criminal,
fraudulent or other willful misconduct, or to other claims that are not permitted to be compromised or released under the CCAA.

46      Full disclosure of the Releases was made to the Affected Creditors in the Meeting Order Affidavit, in the Amended
Plan and in the Letter to Creditors. The terms of the Release were also disclosed to creditors in the Original Plan. No party has
objected to the scope of the Releases as contained in the Amended Plan.

47      Having considered the Record and the applicable law, I am satisfied that the Amended Plan represents an equitable
balancing of the interests of all Stakeholders in accordance with the provisions and obligations of the CCAA and I find that the
Amended Plan is both fair and reasonable to all Stakeholders. The Amended Plan is sanctioned and approved.

48      The Applicants have also requested an extension of the stay period to September 23, 2016. It is clear that the CCAA
proceedings have to be extended so as to permit Plan Implementation to occur and to provide sufficient time to complete
post implementation details. I am satisfied the parties are working in good faith and with due diligence in this matter and that
there are sufficient resources available to fund the Applicants during the proposed extension period. The extension of the stay
period is approved. In order to accommodate my schedule, the stay period is extended to September 26, 2016, being three days
longer than the requested period. The Applicants also request an extension of the Notice of Objection Bar Date to the Plan
Implementation Date. This request is reasonable in the circumstances and it is ordered that the Notice of Objection Bar Date
expire on the Plan Implementation Date.

49      The motion is therefore granted and the Sanction Order has been signed by me.
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50      In closing, I would like to thank all parties and their representatives for the manner in which this proceeding has been
conducted. All parties and their counsel, by working in a constructive and cooperative manner, have made a contribution to the
Amended Plan. It is very rare to have a CCAA plan of this magnitude supported by 100 percent of the affected creditors who
voted at the creditors' meetings. This Sanctioned Amended Plan represents the best outcome from this unfortunate commercial
venture.

Motion granted.

 

End of Document Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved.
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Abstract

In this paper, the authors first provide an overview and comparison of the main 
federal insolvency regimes—the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act and the 
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act. Following a brief overview of the debt-forgiveness 
regime under the Income Tax Act and the basic tax-planning themes to be considered 
in the context of a restructuring or liquidation of an insolvent corporation, the paper 
then considers two case studies (a restructuring scenario and a liquidation scenario) 
to illustrate certain tax-planning considerations that are commonly encountered. 
The paper then considers the deductibility of interest and the relevance of the recent 
decision of the Ontario Court of Appeal in Re Nortel Networks; the deductibility of 
professional fees incurred by a taxpayer in connection with a restructuring or 
liquidation; the tax treatment of damages for breach of contracts in the insolvency 
context; and the treatment of Crown claims in the insolvency context, including 
the right of setoff and the relevance of the recent Quebec Court of Appeal case 
Girard, Re on whether taxation authorities are permitted to issue assessments.

Keywords Insolvency; bankruptcy; debt forgiveness; restructuring; liquidation; 
tax planning.

Introduction

Tax professionals advising companies in regard to restructuring or liquidation 
proceedings undertaken pursuant to the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act1 
(CCAA) or the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act2 (BIA) encounter a number of 
recurring tax considerations, from the planning required to navigate the debt-
forgiveness rules to the issues that arise in evaluating the priority of government 
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tax claims. In this paper, we provide an overview of certain taxation issues com-
monly faced by insolvent companies under the CCAA or the BIA. We add to the 
literature on the general subject of the taxation of insolvency3 by focusing on 
case studies in the CCAA context specifically. We also highlight planning strat-
egies that may be considered to limit the impact of the debt-forgiveness rules 
and maximize the use of a debtor company’s tax attributes.

To provide the appropriate legislative context, we begin with an overview 
and comparison of the main federal insolvency regimes: the CCAA and the BIA. 
We then commence our study of tax considerations arising with respect to debt 
restructurings and liquidations with a review of the debt-forgiveness rules under 
section 80 of the Income Tax Act4 and the tax-planning strategies that may reduce 
the impact of those rules. To illustrate the application of the debt-forgiveness 
rules, we provide two case studies: a debtor company that is restructuring under 
the CCAA, and a debtor company that is liquidating under the CCAA. Next, we 
address the deductibility of certain amounts while a company is under CCAA 
proceedings. We consider the deductibility of interest and the relevance of the 
case Re Nortel Networks Corporation et al.,5 recently affirmed by the Ontario 
Court of Appeal. We then turn to an evaluation of the appropriate tax treatment 
of professional fees paid for advice relating to CCAA restructuring and liquid-
ation, and follow with a brief analysis of the deductibility of damages for 
breaches of contract by insolvent companies. Because Crown claims play a 
prominent role in an insolvency scheme of distribution, we also examine the 
most frequently recurring issues related to assessments and claims by the tax 
authorities. After briefly discussing the rights of setoff and compensation avail-
able to the taxation authorities, we review the priority of various tax claims 
under the CCAA. Finally, we examine the ability of the taxation authorities to 
issue assessments when a company is under insolvency proceedings, referencing 
the recent Quebec Court of Appeal decision in Girard.6

Overview of the CCAA and BIA Regimes

Bankruptcy and insolvency fall under federal jurisdiction in Canada,7 with in-
solvency law mainly governed by two federal statutes: the BIA and CCAA. An 
additional federal statute, the Winding-up and Restructuring Act,8 provides an 
insolvency regime for entities that are excluded from the application of the BIA 
and the CCAA, such as banks, loan companies, insurance companies, and trust 
companies.9 The BIA is the only legislation under which a corporation can under-
take or be placed in a formal bankruptcy, which generally results in the debtor’s 
assets being vested in a trustee who oversees the sale of those assets and the 
distribution of proceeds to creditors. Restructurings, however, can be undertaken 
under either the CCAA or pursuant to the BIA’s notice-of-intention process. Despite 
the existence of two separate legislative regimes, there has been a modern tendency 
toward harmonization of those areas of the CCAA and the BIA that overlap, as 
well as encouragement of restructuring rather than liquidation, with both trends 
specifically noted by the Supreme Court of Canada in Century Services.10
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For large companies facing serious financial difficulties, the CCAA offers a 
very flexible insolvency regime. Compared with the more rigid, rule-bound nature 
of the BIA, the CCAA framework generally allows insolvent companies to pursue 
a wider range of options with stakeholders, with more generous amounts of 
court-sanctioned time to negotiate a plan of compromise and arrangement (“a 
plan”). The judicial discretion available to judges under the CCAA in considering 
a debtor company’s rights and obligations is often particularly valuable for com-
plex restructurings and liquidations, which can take significant time. From a tax 
perspective, the careful navigation of tax considerations for debtor companies 
filing under the CCAA or BIA can maximize an insolvent company’s tax attrib-
utes, minimize future tax liabilities post-restructuring, and provide greater value 
to stakeholders.

Eligibility Under Each Statute

The BIA is available to debtors, whether natural or legal persons, with liabilities 
owing to creditors that amount to at least $1,000 and who reside, carry on a 
business, or have property in Canada.11 To be eligible for protection from credit-
ors under the BIA, the debtor must meet one of the following three prongs of 
the statutory test for an “insolvent person”:

 1) the debtor cannot meet its obligations as they become due;
 2) the debtor has stopped paying its current obligations in the ordinary course 

of business as they generally become due; or
 3) at a fair valuation, the aggregate of the debtor’s property is not sufficient, 

or, if sold through a fairly conducted sale under legal process, would be 
insufficient to allow it to pay all of its obligations due and accruing due.12

The CCAA, on the other hand, is only available to corporate entities if the 
total collective liabilities of the company and its affiliated companies exceed 
$5 million.13 A debtor must also be “insolvent” to restructure under the CCAA; 
unlike the BIA, however, the CCAA does not provide a statutory definition of 
insolvency. While the courts in CCAA proceedings refer to the BIA definition 
of insolvency, case law has also established a “contextual and purposive inter-
pretation” to define insolvency and determined that beyond the BIA definition, 
a debtor may also be considered insolvent for CCAA purposes when it is facing 
an impending liquidity crisis.14

Restructuring or Liquidating Under the BIA

Under the BIA, in the context of a restructuring or liquidation, an insolvent 
debtor can simply file a notice of intention to make a proposal to creditors. This 
is essentially a short document containing prescribed information.15 Filing the 
notice of intention invokes an automatic stay of proceedings, protecting the in-
solvent debtor from its creditors as well as from the Crown.16 The debtor company 
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has 30 days after the date on which it files its notice of intention to file a proposal. 
This period may be extended in 45-day increments, but only up to a maximum 
of six months from the date that the debtor filed its notice of intention. An au-
tomatic stay of proceedings also occurs when the proposal is filed.17 The debtor’s 
goal is to present a proposal that will be accepted by the requisite statutory 
majorities of each class of affected creditors for approval. The BIA process also 
allows a debtor to modify, disclaim, or terminate agreements to which the in-
solvent debtor is a party, subject to certain exceptions and objections that the 
counterparty and the court may have.

The BIA outlines the specific procedure and manner for addressing the rights 
and obligations of the insolvent debtor, including how to deal with claims and 
the method for voting on the plan submitted to creditors.18 An insolvent debtor 
generally continues to control and manage the business, but the court has discre-
tion to appoint an interim receiver when this is required to protect the debtor’s 
estate or the interests of creditors.19 An interim receiver can be directed to, inter 
alia, exercise control over the debtor’s business and take any necessary conser-
vatory measures.

A formal bankruptcy is triggered under the BIA when the insolvent debtor 
files an assignment in bankruptcy with the official receiver, when the court grants 
a creditor’s petition for a bankruptcy order against the insolvent debtor, or when 
a debtor in a notice-of-intention process fails to file a proposal within the pre-
scribed delay, in which case the debtor is deemed to be bankrupt. The insolvent 
debtor’s assets are automatically vested in the trustee, followed by the liquidation 
of the insolvent debtor’s assets and distributions to creditors.

Restructuring or Liquidating Under the CCAA

Under the CCAA, an application by a debtor company must be presented to the 
court, which will then issue an initial order, typically including a stay of pro-
ceedings.20 The initial order will also usually provide for the appointment of a 
monitor,21 the conditional authority to disclaim or resile agreements,22 the author-
ization to obtain interim financing,23 and various priority charges for payment 
of the monitor and legal counsel, as well as directors’ charges.24 The initial order 
typically provides for a stay of proceedings that lasts for 30 days, and the debtor 
company can apply for an extension of the order within that 30-day period. 
CCAA orders also typically allow the debtor company to terminate any contract, 
which can be particularly useful for downsizing operations or renegotiating 
contracts concluded in the past at rates higher than current market rates.

A stay of proceedings under section 11.02 of the CCAA prevents creditors from 
enforcing their claims for payments by staying, until otherwise ordered, all suits, 
actions, or proceedings from being commenced or continued against the debtor 
company or its directors and officers. Stays under the CCAA, however, can be 
significantly broader than stays under the BIA. In certain cases, the court may 
exercise its discretion to include under the umbrella of the stay certain related 
entities that are not CCAA applicants per se (such as related partnerships).
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There is no time limit for restructuring or liquidating under the CCAA, mean-
ing that the duration of any subsequent order is at the discretion of the court, as 
are many of the debtor company’s obligations toward its stakeholders during the 
restructuring or liquidation process. Interim orders will generally include court-
approved restructuring steps, such as orders that deal with an investor solicitation 
and sale process and the adjudication of claims against a debtor company. The 
plan of arrangement must be approved of by a vote of the majority of creditors 
in each class. The voting creditors of each class must together represent at least 
two-thirds of the value of claims in their class.25

Once successfully negotiated and approved by the creditors, the plan is put 
before the court to be sanctioned. If it approves the plan, the court issues a final 
order that is binding on all creditors. Recent high-profile filings under the CCAA 
include US Steel Canada Inc., which is currently pursuing a combined sale and 
restructuring/recapitalization process, and Target Canada, which is currently 
liquidating all of Target’s Canadian subsidiaries under the CCAA.

Key Differences Between the Two Insolvency Regimes

If a debtor company meets the eligibility requirements under both the BIA and 
the CCAA, it must decide which regime to follow. Generally, an insolvent com-
pany must decide between the simpler rules-based approach to restructuring 
under the BIA and the more flexible approach of the CCAA. The CCAA provides 
courts with greater latitude in determining the rights and obligations of the com-
pany and its creditors, but it is a more complex and costly process that requires 
considerable court supervision. The availability of additional time to negotiate 
with stakeholders under the CCAA is a key consideration for insolvent companies 
undertaking complex restructurings. Another notable difference between the two 
regimes is that CCAA orders are much more likely to provide for the possibility 
of debtor-in-possession (DIP) financing,26 which, although now explicitly author-
ized by the BIA,27 is less common in insolvencies proceeding under that statute.

Under either regime, a debtor company must obtain creditors’ approval of 
the proposal or plan of arrangement in order to restructure or liquidate. The 
effect of refusal of the proposal by creditors or by the court differs significantly 
depending on the governing regime. Under the BIA, if a proposal is refused, the 
debtor company becomes automatically bankrupt as of the date of the filing of 
the notice of intention.28 Under the CCAA, the proceedings are not automatically 
terminated, nor is there an automatic bankruptcy. At that point, it is up to credit-
ors to apply for an order lifting the stay, usually to appoint a receiver.

The discretion available under the CCAA for negotiating a plan comes with 
significant financial costs due to the higher level of court supervision required 
as well as the associated fees for professional advisers. A restructuring under 
the BIA is generally a simpler and less expensive proceeding. Large companies 
may choose to file under the BIA if they are concerned about the costs of a CCAA 
process and are comfortable with the BIA’s more rigid and fast-moving restruc-
turing or liquidation process. Recently, there has been some debate as to whether 
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the CCAA is the appropriate legislative vehicle for companies that are essentially 
liquidating rather than restructuring. These companies may choose to file under 
the CCAA because of the flexibility that the regime provides to negotiate with 
stakeholders.29 Generally, for debtor companies that are experiencing significant 
issues related to the need to terminate contracts, the restructuring of share cap-
ital, significant pension deficits, or the need for DIP financing, the CCAA is the 
more appropriate insolvency regime.

Overview of the Debt-Forgiveness Rules

During the restructuring process, an insolvent debtor company will usually ne-
gotiate to settle a significant number of its commercial obligations for less than 
the full amount owed. Similarly, when a company is being liquidated under the 
CCAA or the BIA, some or all of its debt obligation will normally be settled for 
less than the full amount owed. The settlement (or deemed settlement) of a 
commercial debt obligation for less than the full amount owed will have income 
tax consequences for the issuer in accordance with the debt-forgiveness rules in 
the ITA, which are located in sections 80 to 80.04 and the related provisions. 
The debt-forgiveness rules are intricate and highly technical, and an in-depth 
study of them is beyond the scope of this paper.30 For the purpose of discussing 
the issues canvassed in this paper and the two case studies, however, a general 
overview is provided below.

The Settlement of a Commercial Obligation

Section 80 applies to ensure that the settlement or extinguishment of a “com-
mercial obligation” or a portion thereof has tax consequences for the debtor. A 
commercial obligation includes a “commercial debt obligation” and a “distress 
preferred share” issued by the debtor.31 In general terms, a commercial debt 
obligation is a debt obligation issued by the debtor on which interest is or, if 
chargeable, would be deductible in computing the debtor’s income, taxable 
income, or taxable income earned in Canada. Subsection 248(26) provides that 
a debtor’s liability to repay borrowed money, a debtor’s liability to pay an 
amount (other than interest) as consideration for property or services, and, more 
broadly, a debtor’s liability to pay an amount that is deductible in calculating the 
debtor’s income will be considered to be an obligation issued by the debtor that 
has a principal amount equal to the amount of the liability. As a consequence, 
the concept of a debt obligation issued by the debtor will capture all money 
borrowed by the debtor and also many other liabilities of the debtor. Any interest 
payable by a debtor is deemed by paragraph 80(2)(b) to be a separate obligation 
issued by the debtor having a principal amount equal to the amount that is, in 
general terms, deductible in computing the debtor’s income.

During a debt restructuring or liquidation, a debtor company will likely have 
a myriad of commercial obligations that may be subject to the debt-forgiveness 
rules—from contracts for services and property to extensive debts for borrowed 
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funds. Note that the debt-forgiveness rules are not a concern for a company that 
is formally bankrupt because the difference between the principal amount of 
the obligation and the amount settled is deemed by the ITA to be nil in those 
circumstances.32

The Forgiven Amount

Very generally, the “forgiven amount” is essentially equal to the lesser of the 
amount for which the obligation was issued and its principal amount owed, less 
the amount for which the debt was settled or deemed to be settled.33 If the debt 
was issued in a foreign currency, any forgiven amount is to be determined in 
Canadian dollars by using the applicable exchange rate for that currency in rela-
tion to Canadian dollars at the time that the debt was issued.34 If the original 
debtor and creditor exchange one debt for another, pursuant to paragraph 
80(2)(h), the principal amount of the new debt is deemed to be a payment on 
account of the principal amount of the old debt, and a forgiven amount will only 
arise if the principal amount of the new debt is less than the old debt. Note that 
changes to certain terms of a debt, such as interest rates and payment schedules, 
should not lead to a forgiven amount in and of themselves, provided that the 
principal amount of the debt is not altered, even though such changes may reduce 
the market value of the debt. This can provide some leeway for restructuring 
companies to negotiate more favourable terms with creditors without triggering 
the application of the debt-forgiveness rules.35

Subject to certain exceptions, including with respect to distress preferred 
shares, if a corporation issues shares as consideration for the settlement of a 
debt issued by the corporation, generally the amount paid to settle the debt is 
deemed to be equal to the fair market value (FMV) of the shares at the time they 
were issued, pursuant to paragraph 80(2)(g), plus any increase in the value of 
any other shares held by the creditor that occurred as a result of the settlement, 
pursuant to paragraph 80(2)(g.1). Accordingly, where this deemed settlement 
amount is less than the lesser of the principal and the issuance amount of the 
settled debt, the difference will be the forgiven amount.

The Tax Consequences of the Forgiven Amount

A debtor will be required to first apply the forgiven amount to reduce certain of 
its tax attributes. The order in which the debtor company’s tax attributes are re-
duced is specified in the ITA,36 and begins with mandatory applications to certain 
attributes that are ostensibly viewed as most valuable to the debtor, as follows:

 1) the forgiven amount is first applied to reduce the debtor’s non-capital loss 
carryforwards (NOLs) from prior years pursuant to subsection 80(3); and

 2) any remaining forgiven amount is next applied to reduce the debtor’s net 
capital loss carryforwards (NCLs) from prior years pursuant to subsection 
80(4).
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The debtor is then able to designate, on an elective basis, the application of any 
remaining forgiven amount to reduce any or all of the following tax depreciable 
and amortizable pool balances:

 1) the capital cost and undepreciated capital cost (UCC) of the debtor’s depre-
ciable property (under subsection 80(5)),

 2) the cumulative eligible capital (CEC) of the debtor (in accordance with 
subsection 80(7)), and

 3) certain resource pool balances of the debtor (under subsection 80(8)).

While the application of the forgiven amount to the depreciable and amortiz-
able pools described above is discretionary, the debtor must designate as much 
as possible to these pools before it can elect to apply any remaining forgiven 
amount to the adjusted cost base (ACB) of capital properties or to current-year 
capital losses, as discussed below.

Provided that the debtor has designated the maximum amount in respect of 
any remaining forgiven amount balance to be applied to its depreciable or am-
ortizable pools, any remaining forgiven amount balance may be applied by the 
debtor to reduce the ACB of certain capital properties of the debtor. For these 
purposes there are effectively three categories of capital properties, and the debtor 
must make the maximum designation with respect to any preceding category of 
capital property before it may designate any amount in respect of a subsequent 
category of property. In hierarchical order, the three categories of capital prop-
erty may be generally described as follows:

 1) capital properties of the debtor, except for shares and debts of corporations 
of which the debtor is a specified shareholder and interests in partnerships 
related to the debtor (under subsection 80(9));

 2) capital properties that are shares and debts of corporations that are not re-
lated to the debtor, but of which the debtor is a specified shareholder 
(under subsection 80(10)); and

 3) shares and debt of corporations, and interests in partnerships, that are related 
to the debtor (under subsection 80(11)).

If the debtor has designated the maximum amount with respect to both its 
depreciable and amortizable pools, and also with respect to the ACB of the first 
category of capital property described above, then any remaining forgiven amount 
must be applied to reduce current-year capital losses of the debtor (pursuant to 
subsection 80(12)) but effectively only to the extent that such current-year losses 
exceed current-year capital gains of the debtor.

By agreement, a debtor company may transfer (pursuant to section 80.04) 
any remaining unapplied amounts to an “eligible transferee” (generally, certain 
Canadian persons that are related to the debtor) to effectively reduce the eligible 
transferee’s tax attributes. However, the debtor company must first apply the 
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forgiven amount to the maximum extent possible to reduce its own tax attributes 
other than to the ACB of property that is in the third category of capital property 
described above (that is, the ACB of shares and debts of related corporations and 
interests in related partnerships under subsection 80(11)).37

After the forgiven amount has been mandatorily applied to reduce the NOLs 
and NCLs of the debtor and, if applicable, electively applied to reduce the 
debtor’s other tax attributes and those of an eligible transferee in the manner 
described above, the debtor is required to include 50 percent of the remaining 
forgiven amount in its income.38 If the debtor is a partnership, the inclusion rate 
is 100 percent.39

It should be emphasized, however, that further considerations arise when a 
debtor seeks to make a designation of the forgiven amount in respect of the shares 
or debts of the related corporation or interests in related partnerships (the third 
category of capital property referenced above). In fact, such a designation would 
not reduce the amount included in the debtor’s income under subsection 80(13) 
by the amount designated in respect of that third category of capital property if 
certain related parties of the debtor have “gross tax attributes” and an amount 
of “residual balance” exists.40 An amount of residual balance generally exists if 
the gross tax attributes of related entities exceed the debtor’s unapplied forgiven 
amount. This means that in certain circumstances, to avoid an income inclusion, 
a debtor may effectively be compelled to transfer a forgiven amount balance to 
an eligible transferee pursuant to an agreement under section 80.04, rather than 
applying that forgiven amount balance to shares or debts of related corporations 
or to interests in related partnerships.

From a planning perspective, it is important to note that the inclusion in income 
of any remaining forgiven amount in the year that the forgiveness arises may be 
offset by deductions, reserves, or business or property losses. Accordingly, the 
relief provided by such deductions arising in the year that a debt is forgiven 
makes the tax treatment of amounts such as contractual damages and professional 
fees relating to the CCAA process (discussed below) particularly pertinent.

A relieving provision in section 61.3, which provides for a deduction for 
insolvent corporations that are residents of Canada, effectively limits the income 
inclusion under subsection 80(13) to an amount equal to twice the FMV of the 
corporation’s net assets at the end of the year. A reserve is also available under 
section 61.4 that allows the subsection 80(13) income inclusion to be spread out 
over five years, at a minimum rate of inclusion of 20 percent per year. This 
deduction mechanism is available to corporations that are resident in Canada 
and to non-resident corporations carrying on business in Canada through a fixed 
place of business. When a deduction is taken for insolvent corporations under 
section 61.3 and the debtor does not make the maximum designations under 
subsections 80(5) to (11), the minister has the authority under subsection 80(16) 
to make designations under those provisions so as to erode the debtor company’s 
tax attributes. The minister has no such discretion when a reserve is taken under 
section 61.4.
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Debt Forgiveness Tax-Planning Techniques

For both a restructuring and a liquidation under the CCAA or the BIA, as the debtor 
company settles or extinguishes many of its commercial obligations, the impact 
of the debt-forgiveness rules is a critical issue. In a restructuring, it is beneficial 
to minimize the reduction of tax attributes, since this will reduce the amount of 
future taxes of the debtor once it emerges from insolvency. In a liquidation, the 
goals are to minimize or eliminate taxes in connection with the liquidation in 
order to maximize the amount available for distribution to creditors and to con-
sider the potential monetization of tax attributes where appropriate. A carefully 
designed proposal or plan of arrangement can prevent or minimize settlement 
(or deemed settlement) of debt and/or ensure that the debt-forgiveness rules 
apply in the most tax-advantageous way possible.

A common planning theme in a restructuring is to seek to maximize the tax 
attributes of the debtor following the restructuring by effectively converting 
NOLs into other tax attributes that will be available after debt settlement. In this 
respect, there is an inherent arbitrage potential in the application of the debt-
forgiveness regime because any forgiven amount will mandatorily reduce NOLs 
on a dollar-for-dollar basis, while any remaining forgiven amount, after manda-
tory and elective applications of the forgiven amount to the tax attributes of the 
debtor, will only result in a one-half inclusion of the remaining forgiven amount 
in the debtor’s income. Accordingly, if NOLs can effectively be converted into 
other tax attributes that are available to the debtor following emergence from 
the restructuring process, the debtor may conceivably end up in a better position. 
In other words, such a strategy can, in the right circumstances and subject to 
certain timing issues, effectively allow the debtor to use only 50 percent of its 
tax attributes to shelter a forgiven amount while simultaneously preserving the 
remaining 50 percent of the debtor’s tax attributes to shelter future income. 
While this strategy is not always viable, it should be considered as part of the 
planning process.

There are a number of ways that NOLs can effectively be converted into other 
tax attributes. One method is to amend tax returns for taxation years ending prior 
to the taxation year in which the settlement of the debt occurs in order to reduce 
discretionary deductions (for example, capital cost allowance [CCA] or deduc-
tions in respect of CEC) and thereby reduce NOLs, with the result that the debtor 
could have increased deductible pools after emerging from the restructuring 
process.41 Similarly, not claiming certain reserves (for example, under paragraph 
20(1)(m)) in the year preceding settlement may also reduce NOLs and potentially 
provide a benefit to the debtor. Another planning avenue to consider in order to 
accelerate income and thereby reduce NOLs includes the debtor effecting an 
internal taxable transfer of assets in the year preceding settlement.

Aside from reducing NOLs in order to reduce the mandatory application of 
the forgiven amount to that tax attribute, the debtor will also need to carefully 
consider the most tax-efficient course of action in making, or not making, dis-
cretionary designations of any forgiven amount to other tax attributes. Careful 
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tax modelling will be required to ensure that no material cash taxes will arise 
in the year of the restructuring as a result of the income inclusion under subsec-
tion 80(13), taking into account the potential five-year inclusion under section 
61.4 and any other deductions available to the debtor in the year that the for-
giveness arises to absorb any such income inclusion. In this regard, careful 
consideration should be given to the nature and timing of deductible expenses 
arising in connection with the restructuring process, since these deductible ex-
penses can effectively shelter twice the amount of any forgiven amount balance 
that is subject to the one-half income inclusion under subsection 80(13). In 
addition, any balance of these deductible expenses will provide a significant 
benefit to the debtor in terms of sheltering future income following the debtor’s 
emergence from the restructuring process.

Another common tax-planning technique that may be beneficial in certain 
cases is to trigger any embedded capital losses on the shares of related subsidi-
aries held by the debtor in the year preceding the year of debt settlement so that 
those embedded capital losses will become NCLs and any forgiven amount will 
be mandatorily applied to those NCLs (after NOLs are fully reduced). Because 
of the issues that arise with respect to designating an unapplied forgiven amount 
to be applied to reduce the ACB of the shares of related subsidiaries (discussed 
above), the realization of embedded losses in those shares can effectively allow 
the debtor to apply a forgiven amount to the embedded loss in those shares 
without having to first make mandatory designations to reduce other valuable 
tax attributes or enter into a section 80.04 agreement with the subsidiary. Such 
an agreement would expose the tax attributes of the related subsidiary to the 
application of the debt-forgiveness rules. Several possible avenues to realize 
such an embedded loss may be considered, depending on the circumstances, 
including (1) triggering an acquisition of control of the debtor and the resulting 
writedown of the debtor’s capital property, including the shares of underlying 
subsidiaries; (2) effecting a taxable windup of the subsidiary; or (3) electing 
under subsection 50(1).

There are a myriad of other planning avenues that should also be considered, 
depending on the specific circumstances. These planning techniques potentially 
include (1) a so-called tuck-under transaction to eliminate underwater debt owed 
between corporations in the same corporate group in certain circumstances,42 
(2) a change in the terms of current debt to reflect more favourable terms or the 
issuance of a new debt in satisfaction of old debt to avoid the application of the 
debt-forgiveness rules, and (3) the repayment of debt through the issuance of 
distress preferred shares.

Restructuring and Liquidation Case Studies

The two case studies below illustrate the application of the debt-forgiveness 
rules and some of the potential tax planning avenues that may be available in 
certain situations involving a restructuring or liquidation under the CCAA.
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Case Study 1: Debt-Forgiveness Rules Applied to a 
Restructuring Under the CCAA

The first case study involves a restructuring under the CCAA, as depicted in 
figure 1.43 Pubco, a widely held Canadian public corporation whose shares are 
traded on the Toronto Stock Exchange (TSX), is a large retailer with stores across 
Canada. Pubco has one Canadian operating subsidiary (Subco) and one US sub-
sidiary (USco). After a failed experiment expanding into the United States, the 
operations of USco have been wound down, its assets have been sold to pay 
creditors of USco, and USco is now dormant. Pubco is in financial difficulty, has 
filed under the CCAA, and will be undertaking a restructuring process that will 
take place over a 12- to 18-month period.

The objective is for Pubco to emerge from restructuring under the CCAA as 
a viable and profitable company with its shares traded on the TSX. All of Pubco’s 
debts and contracts are to be restructured or cancelled. In this regard, Pubco has 
$500 of unsecured debentures outstanding as well as $300 of secured indebted-
ness owing to a third-party lender. Subco also has $300 of unsecured third-party 
debentures outstanding. Pubco has a significant number of lease contracts that 
it will seek to terminate or alter as part of the restructuring process. In addition, 
Subco has significant intercompany receivables owing to it from Pubco.

In terms of tax attributes, Pubco has NOLs of $400, depreciable property with 
an FMV of $500, and a UCC of $100 (that is, embedded recapture of $400, as-
suming that capital cost is greater than $500). Subco has NOLs of $240 and 
depreciable property with a UCC of $100. The Subco shares have an ACB of 
$200 and no value. The USco shares also have an ACB of $200 and no value.

Under the restructuring plan, secured third-party lenders will be paid in full with 
cash and Pubco shares, as shown in figure 2. Current shareholders of Pubco will 
not receive any consideration in respect of the relinquishment of their Pubco 
common shares, and all unsecured creditors will receive newly issued common 
shares of Pubco, representing approximately 20 percent of the value of their 
claims. Absent planning, no acquisition of control of Pubco will arise as a result 
of the restructuring because the debt is widely held.

Determination of the Forgiven Amount

The settlement of Pubco and Subco’s obligations in exchange for Pubco shares 
will trigger the application of the debt-forgiveness rules. The determination of 
the forgiven amount in respect of the settled indebtedness should be based on 
the FMV of Pubco shares, as discussed below.

Paragraph 80(2)(g) provides that when a corporation issues a share to a person 
as consideration for the settlement of a debt issued by the corporation and pay-
able to the person, the amount paid in satisfaction of the debt is deemed to be 
equal to the FMV of the share at the time it was issued. In the case study, this 
provision applies to Pubco shares issued in settlement of the indebtedness of 
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Pubco, but does not technically apply to any Pubco shares issued in settlement 
of indebtedness of Subco.44 However, because the Pubco shares delivered to 
Subco’s creditors constitute a payment in kind by Subco to those creditors, the 
FMV of any shares issued by Pubco in settlement of Subco’s indebtedness 
should, on the basis of general principles, also be used to determine the amount 
paid in satisfaction of Subco’s indebtedness.

However, a number of questions arise with respect to a determination of the 
FMV of Pubco shares. A threshold question is whether the effect of the restruc-
turing should be taken into account in assessing the value of the shares delivered 

Figure 1 Restructuring Under the CCAA—Before Restructuring
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in settlement of the indebtedness. In spinoff transactions where shares are dis-
tributed to the public, the practice is to use the trading value of the shares after 
their distribution to determine the tax consequences of the distribution. Similarly, 
after the restructuring, the use of the trading price of the Pubco shares, once the 
public trading of such shares commences, should be equally acceptable.

Because the value of the issued shares post-restructuring is the relevant 
touchstone for measuring the amount paid as part of the debt settlement, a fur-
ther question that arises is whether the trading price of the Pubco shares on the 
day that they start trading should be considered the best indication of that value. 
It is common in public company restructurings to use an average trading price 
on the first day that the relevant shares trade (or a similar formulation) as an 
indication of value. However, it is conceivable that in unusual circumstances the 
trading price may not necessarily be an accurate indicator of value, especially if 
the shares are traded in small volume, or are subject to other restrictions.

The Supreme Court has ratified the principle that the market price is not al-
ways a good indicator of the FMV of publicly traded shares. In Untermeyer, the 
court held that the market price is the best test of the FMV of publicly traded 
shares as long as the price is not “spasmodic or ephemeral.”45 In Bendix Automo-
tive,46 the Federal Court of Appeal held that generally the FMV of publicly traded 
shares is the amount at which a willing, informed owner of shares who is not 
acting under pressure would sell the shares to a willing purchaser. Bendix Auto-
motive concerned the valuation of shares paid in the form of dividends to a 
non-resident of Canada for the purpose of calculating withholding tax. The 
company argued that the shares should have a lower valuation than the stock 
market price because they were subject to a restriction on their sale. The court 
concluded that the FMV could be other than the traded price of the shares, and 
on the facts of the case was best reflected by looking at a subsequent transfer of 
such shares to an arm’s-length party at a price lower than the trading price.

Tax Results Without Planning

Assume that no tax planning is undertaken in connection with the restructuring, 
as depicted in figure 3. Because the secured creditors are paid in full with cash 
and Pubco shares, no forgiven amount arises with respect to Pubco’s secured 
indebtedness. As the value of the Pubco shares issued to the unsecured creditors 
of Pubco and Subco are assumed to have an FMV equal to 20 percent of the 
amount of the indebtedness, a forgiven amount of $400 arises for Pubco ($500 
of indebtedness less the $100 FMV of Pubco shares issued in settlement) and a 
forgiven amount of $240 ($300 of indebtedness less the $60 FMV of Pubco shares 
issued in settlement) arises for Subco. There is a requirement that the $400 for-
given amount at the Pubco level be applied to eliminate Pubco’s entire $400 NOL 
balance. Similarly, the $240 forgiven amount in respect of Subco results in a 
complete loss of Subco’s $240 of NOL. Because the forgiven amounts for each 
of Pubco and Subco are mandatorily applied to the NOLs of each corporation, 
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no permissive designations are possible and no income inclusion under subsec-
tion 80(13) will arise. As a result, the only valuable tax attributes of Pubco and 
Subco that will survive the restructuring are $100 of UCC in each corporation.

Actions To Preserve Tax Attributes

There are potential planning actions that can be taken to preserve the valuable 
tax attributes for the Pubco group so that they may be available to shelter income 
arising either in the year in which the debt forgiveness occurs pursuant to sub-
section 80(13) or in future years of the Pubco group. First, in accordance the 
Canada Revenue Agency’s (CRA’s) administrative practice, prior tax returns of 
Pubco and Subco that have been filed can be amended to reverse discretionary 
deductions claimed in those returns (including CCA and other deductible or 
amortizable pools, as well as reserves) and thereby reduce NOLs that would be 
affected by the debt-forgiveness rules.47 The planning objective is to minimize 
the impact of any debt forgiveness on valuable NOLs, with the result that all or 
a portion the forgiven amount either will be applied to less valuable tax attributes 
or will ultimately result in only a 50 percent income inclusion in the year in which 
settlement occurs. In the case study, it is assumed that prior tax returns of Pubco 
can be amended to reverse $200 of discretionary CCA deductions, thereby reduc-
ing Pubco’s NOLs from $400 to $200 and increasing Pubco’s depreciable UCC 
balance from $100 to $300.

Second, as depicted in figure 4, in the year of Pubco ending immediately 
before the year in which the settlement of indebtedness occurs under the plan, 
and after obtaining court permission by interim order, Pubco can also transfer its 
depreciable property to a newly created subsidiary (Newco). This transfer can 
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Figure 3 Restructuring Under the CCAA—Without Planning
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take place on a partially tax-deferred basis pursuant to subsection 85(1) with an 
elected amount sufficient to trigger the realization of $200 of the recapture 
embedded in Pubco’s depreciable property. The remaining $200 of Pubco’s NOLs 
can be applied to fully absorb the $200 of income realized by Pubco as a result 
of the taxable portion of the transfer. As a result of these two planning avenues, 
Pubco’s NOLs are reduced from $400 to nil and Pubco’s subsidiary, Newco, will 
own depreciable property with UCC of $500.48 In other words, Pubco’s NOLs 
have effectively been converted to UCC (in Newco), which does not have to be 
reduced by any forgiven amount unless a designation is made by Pubco on an 
elective basis.

In addition, it may make sense to wind up Subco for a variety of reasons, 
including to eliminate the intercompany receivable owing from Pubco to Subco. 
Specifically, Subco can be wound up into Pubco under subsection 88(1) before 
indebtedness is compromised under the plan, but in the same taxation year of 
Pubco in which such compromise occurs. Pubco can then make an election under 
subsection 80.01(4), with the result that the intercompany indebtedness will be 
deemed to be settled at its cost amount such that no debt forgiveness results from 
the extinguishment of the intercompany indebtedness.

The winding up of Subco into Pubco also results in Subco’s $240 of NOLs 
flowing up to Pubco pursuant to subsection 88(1.1). However, these NOLs are 
only available to be utilized by Pubco beginning in respect of its next year that 
commences after the year in which the windup of Subco occurs. Importantly, 
these NOLs should not be considered NOLs of Pubco for the year of Pubco ending 
before compromise, and therefore they should not be reduced by any forgiven 
amount of Pubco that arises in the year of Pubco in which the debt settlement 
occurs. The winding up of Subco insulates Subco’s NOLs from the application 
of any forgiven amount that arises at the Pubco level in these circumstances. 

Figure 4 Restructuring Under the CCAA—New Subsidiary
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Subco’s $100 UCC is available to Pubco in the year of the compromise to shelter 
income of Pubco in that year, including any income inclusion arising under 
subsection 80(13). However, the tradeoff is the loss of the $200 ACB in the 
Subco shares. This windup scenario is illustrated in figure 5.

In addition, consider planning to realize any embedded capital losses of 
Pubco in the year of Pubco ending prior to the year in which the indebtedness 
of Pubco is compromised under the restructuring plan. Such a crystallization 
strategy will maximize the NCLs of Pubco and ensure that any forgiven amount 
can be applied to absorb the NCLs, instead of being applied against more valuable 
tax attributes. In the absence of such a crystallization, for example, any forgiven 
amount can be applied to reduce the $200 ACB of the USco shares held by Pubco 
pursuant to subsection 80(11) only if Pubco has made the maximum designations 
possible under subsections 80(5), (7), (8), (9), and (10). Moreover, to derive the 
full benefit of the subsection 80(11) designation in terms of reducing any ultim-
ate income inclusion under subsection 80(13), Pubco may be compelled to first 
transfer a portion of any remaining forgiven amount to an eligible transferee 
(Newco). As mentioned above, because a “residual balance” exists with respect 
to Newco by virtue of the fact that Newco has material tax attributes of its own, 
Pubco is subject to an income inclusion. The prior crystallization of the embed-
ded capital loss in the USco shares eliminates this concern.

A number of alternatives are possible in order to achieve a crystallization of 
the embedded capital loss in the USco shares. For example, as depicted in fig-
ure 6, USco can be wound up and dissolved (through an interim order) in the 
year ending before the year of the compromise, thereby realizing the accrued 
capital loss in the USco shares. Alternatively, given that USco is dormant, con-
sideration could also be given to whether an election under subsection 50(1) 
could be made in order to realize the accrued loss in the year ending before the 
year in which the debt settlement occurs.

Tax Results of Actions To Preserve Tax Attributes

Assuming that all of the tax-planning possibilities discussed above are em-
ployed, the tax consequences to Pubco are considerably different than if no 
planning had occurred. As depicted in figure 7, the settlement of $800 of unse-
cured indebtedness at Pubco in consideration for Pubco shares having an FMV 
equal to $160 (that is, 20 percent of the amount of the indebtedness) results in 
a total forgiven amount of $640. Pubco has no NOLs, but it has an NCL of $200 
attributable to the prior crystallization of the loss embedded in the USco shares 
that would be reduced to nil pursuant to subsection 80(4). Assuming Pubco 
decides not to make any designations to reduce other tax attributes, the remain-
ing forgiven amount of $440 will result in a $220 (50 percent of $440) income 
inclusion to Pubco in the year of compromise. This $220 income inclusion can 
effectively be spread over five taxation years (at $44 per year) pursuant to the 
reserve mechanism in section 61.4.
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A comparison of the results where tax planning has not been used and when 
tax planning has been used is summarized in the accompanying table:

No planning Planning
Attributes Attributes

Pubco UCC $100 Pubco UCC (from Subco) $100
Subco UCC
ACB of Subco shares

$100
$200

NOLs from Subco (available  
in following year) $240 

ACB of USco shares $200 UCC in Newco $500
Income inclusion Income inclusion

No income inclusion $220 income inclusion ($44 
each year over five years)

Offsetting Subsection 80(13) Income Inclusion

As can be seen from the table, the Pubco group will preserve $640 of valuable 
tax attributes through the planning detailed above. However, Pubco will face a 
$220 income inclusion over the course of a five-year period and detailed tax 
modelling will be required to determine whether Pubco will have sufficient 
deductions to avoid cash taxes arising from that income inclusion. In addition 
to the $100 of UCC that Pubco has available to it in the year of compromise from 
the winding up of Subco, Pubco may also have significant other deductions avail-
able in the year of compromise that could help shelter the $44 income inclusion 
that arises in that year, including deductions in respect of CCAA restructuring 
fees and contractual damages, discussed below. Pubco will also have $240 of 
NOLs available to use in subsequent years as a result of the winding up of Subco, 

Figure 5 Restructuring Under the CCAA—Windup of Subco
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Figure 6 Restructuring Under the CCAA—Crystallization Strategy
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Figure 7 Restructuring Under the CCAA—Final Result
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and it can potentially take steps to access the $500 of UCC in Newco. Accord-
ingly, subject to detailed modelling, a $220 income inclusion spread over five 
years may be worthwhile in order to preserve $640 of valuable tax attributes 
that will be available to Pubco when it successfully emerges from the restructur-
ing process.

Case Study 2: Debt-Forgiveness Rules Applied 
to a Liquidation Under the CCAA

Assume that Canco, our liquidation CCAA case study, is a manufacturing com-
pany that is privately owned by Mr. X, as depicted in figure 8. Given its current 
insolvency and the general challenges facing the sector, Canco and its Canadian 
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subsidiary (Subco) have filed under the CCAA. Canco’s US subsidiary (USco 1) 
has filed under chapter 11 of the US Bankruptcy Code.49 Canco owns plant 1, 
Subco owns plant 2, and USco 1 owns plant 3, which is located in the United 
States. Shortly after filing, the plants (including all assets) will be sold for cash 
and all contracts will be terminated. The proceeds will be used to pay claims 
and expenses once the claim process, which is expected to take 18 months, is 
terminated. Canco has US $1,000 of unsecured third-party debt, as well as pen-
sion claims, and CCAA and chapter 11 expenses. Once the CCAA process is 
completed, Canco will be dissolved.

Canco has NOLs of $300 and UCC of $100 (embedded loss of $90). Subco 
has NOLs of $100, UCC of $100 (embedded loss of $90), and scientific research 
and experimental development (SR & ED) credits of $20. The Subco shares have 
ACB of $100 and no value. The USco 1 shares have ACB of $100 and no value.

Canco’s assets are sold in consideration for cash to Buyco and its wholly owned 
US subsidiary (USco 2), which are dealing at arm’s length with Canco and are 
not related to Canco, as depicted in figure 9. Canco’s NOLs are increased to $390 
and Subco’s NOLs to $190. The sale of USco 1’s assets generates an exempt loss.

Determination of the Forgiven Amount

Sale proceeds are used pursuant to the Final Order in the following year to pay 
the unsecured third-party debt, pension claims, and CCAA and chapter 11 trans-
action expenses. We will assume that unsecured creditors (without priority 
charges) have a 5 percent recovery on their claims.

The forgiven amount with respect to the settlement of Canco’s US$1,000 
unsecured debt is to be determined in Canadian dollars by using the applicable 

Figure 8 Liquidating Under the CCAA—Before Liquidation
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exchange rate for the US dollar in relation to the Canadian dollar at the time that 
the debt was issued by Canco. For the purposes of the case study, the applicable 
exchange rate when debt was issued by Canco is assumed to be US$1.00 = 
Cdn$1.48.

The debt-forgiveness rules apply to the unsecured US$1,000 debt as shown 
in the accompanying table:

Forgiven Amount
Third-party debt US$1,000
Repayment US$50
Unpaid amount US$950
Forgiven amount Cdn$1,400

Paragraph 80(2)(k) exchange rate 
US$1.00 = Cdn$1.48

With respect to the settlement of the pension claims, our view is that they are 
not commercial debt obligation issued by Canco and thus the unpaid pension 
claims are not subject to the debt-forgiveness rules. Although subsection 248(26) 
extends the concept of “issued debt” to amounts that are (1) owing as consider-
ation for any property acquired by the debtor or services rendered to the debtor, 
or (2) deductible in computing the debtor’s income, resulting from a pension 
obligation, it appears that claims are not consideration for property acquired or 
for service rendered; and even if they were, the unpaid pension claims and the 

Figure 9 Liquidating Under the CCAA—Sale to Buyco
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interest thereon are not deductible in computing the debtor’s income because of 
the limitation imposed by section 147.2. Thus, the unpaid pension claims should 
not be considered commercial debt obligations issued by Canco and no forgiven 
amount should result from the compromise of these pension claims.

Tax Result Without Planning

Assume that no tax planning is undertaken in connection with the liquidation. 
Canco’s NOLs are reduced from $390 to nil, leaving an unapplied forgiven 
amount of $1,010 ($1,400 − NOLs of $390), while Subco is left with $190 of 
NOLs and $20 of SR & ED credits. Canco has an income inclusion under sub-
section 80(13) of $505 (50 percent of $1,010) and a capital gain under subsection 
39(2) of $24 on the repayment of US$50 on the US unsecured third-party debt 
(assuming the applicable exchange rate at the time of settlement is US$1.00 = 
Cdn$1.00). An insolvency deduction under section 61.3 should be available to 
offset the subsection 80(13) inclusion, but not to offset the capital gain.

Because the insolvency deduction is available to reduce the subsection 80(13) 
inclusion to nil, a designation under subsection 80(11) to apply a portion of the 
unapplied forgiven amount to reduce the ACB of Subco and USco is not helpful. 
It will simply reduce the subsection 80(13) inclusion by $100 ($200 × 50 per-
cent), causing a corresponding reduction of $100 in the insolvency deduction. 
Under subsection 80(16), however, in these circumstances the minister may desig-
nate amounts under subsection 80(11) up to the amount that Canco would have 
been permitted to designate. Even if the minister makes such a designation, it does 
not compel Canco to transfer an equivalent amount of unapplied forgiven amount 
to Subco, an eligible transferee, because Canco is not in any case subject to an 
income inclusion under variable B of subsection 80(13). There is no inclusion 
because the “residual balance” is nil, given that there is no excess amount between 
$190 (the gross tax attribute of Subco) over Canco’s unapplied forgiven amount 
of $810 ($1,010 − $200). However, such a designation by the minister reduces 
the ACB of the USco 1 and Subco shares and the accrued capital loss to nil.

A designation under section 80.04 is not helpful either. It will reduce the 
subsection 80(13) inclusion by $95 (Subco’s gross tax attributes × 50 percent), 
causing a corresponding reduction of $95 in Canco’s insolvency deduction.

The accompanying table outlines the income inclusion in Canco.

Subsection 80(13) ($1,010 × 50 percent) $505
Section 61.3 insolvency deduction ($505)

nil
Capital gain:

Repayment US$50
Historical rate (US$1.00 = Cdn$1.48) $74
Current rate (US$1.00 = Cdn$1.00) $50

Subsection 39(2) capital gain: $24
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Offsetting Subsection 39(2) Income Inclusion

As can be seen from the table, Canco will have no NOLs left but will be able to 
offset the subsection 80(13) inclusion with an insolvency deduction under sec-
tion 61.3. Subco will have NOLs of $190 and SR & ED credits of $20. The ACB 
in the shares of Subco and USco 1 may be reduced to nil if the minister exercises 
her right to designate under subsection 80(16). However, Canco is faced with a 
$12 ($24 × 50%) income inclusion in the year of compromise as a result of the 
foreign exchange gain on the repayment of a portion of the third-party debt. 
Post-filing liabilities are generally not compromised, and cash proceeds from 
the sale should be maximized and used for the payment of claims, not for the 
payment of post-filing taxes. Accordingly, planning is important to avoid post-
filing taxes and to ensure that there are sufficient deductions or attributes left to 
offset any post-filing income or taxes. Canco may also have deductions that 
could help shelter the capital gain, such as the payment of pension claims de-
ductible under subsection 147.2(2).

Actions To Eliminate Post-Filing Taxes

Assuming that there are not enough deductions available to offset post-filing 
taxes, an election under subsection 50(1) in the year of compromise with respect 
to the USco 1 or Subco shares can be helpful, subject to the minister’s right to 
designate under subsection 80(16) to reduce the ACB of shares to nil. Subsection 
50(1) is not helpful in the prior year because the prior year’s NCLs are absorbed 
by the forgiven amount. However, the dissolution of USco 1 (as depicted in fig-
ure 10) carried out in the year of, but prior to, compromise so as to trigger the 
accrued capital loss on USco 1 shares (subject to the stop-loss limitation under 
subsection 93(2)) helps to offset the capital gain. Because the dissolution of 
USco 1 occurs prior to compromise, the minister cannot use her right under sub-
section 80(16) to make a designation under subsection 80(11) to reduce ACB of 
USco 1 shares to nil. Furthermore, current-year NCLs must first be used to reduce 
current-year capital gains before they can be reduced by Canco’s unapplied 
forgiven amount. The timing of the dissolution is thus key. If the dissolution of 
USco 1 occurs after the compromise, the minister may still exercise her right to 
designate in order to reduce the ACB of USco 1 shares to nil, which would pre-
vent the triggering of the NCL on the shares of USco 1 on the dissolution.

Another possible action is for Subco to wind up into Canco in the year of 
compromise so as to use Subco’s SR & ED credits to offset taxes (as depicted in 
figure 11). Subco’s NOLs are only available in the following year due to subsection 
88(1.1), and they are thus not available to offset Canco’s capital gain. Alterna-
tively, Subco and Canco can amalgamate prior to the compromise to allow 
Amalco to use the SR & ED credits to offset the post-filing taxes (this strategy 
may not work to reduce certain provincial taxes, depending on the rules that 
apply to the provincial SR & ED credits). However, Amalco’s NOLs from Subco 
will be reduced by the forgiven amount.
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Loss Monetization: Sale of Subco Shares

Canco can attempt to monetize Subco’s NOLs by selling the shares of Subco to 
Buyco after the compromise (as depicted in figure 12).

Provided that Buyco continued to carry on the business of Subco, once all of 
Subco’s debts have been compromised or settled, Buyco (or the shareholder of 
Buyco) acquires the shares of Subco. Subco is amalgamated with Buyco to form 
Amalco. Subsection 87(2.1) should apply to deem Amalco to be the same cor-
poration and a continuation of Buyco and Subco. Provided that Subco’s business 

Figure 10 Liquidating Under the CCAA—Dissolution of USco 1
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Figure 11 Liquidating Under the CCAA—Amalgamation of Subco into Canco
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(plant 2) is carried on by Amalco for profit throughout the year after the acquisition 
of control of Subco, Subco’s NOLs are available to Amalco to the extent provided 
under paragraph 111(5)(a) and allowed under the limitations set out in paragraph 
111(1)(a) and subsection 111(3), although there may be other applicable require-
ments under the ITA. Therefore, Subco, Buyco, and Amalco must carry on Subco’s 
business for profit without interruption.50 On the sale of the Subco shares, Canco 
triggers the NCL on the Subco shares (subject to the stop-loss rules in subsection 
112(3)). As mentioned above, if the minister exercises her right to designate to 
reduce the ACB of the Subco shares to nil pursuant to subsection 80(16), a cap-
ital gain could result for Canco. Presumably, Canco should have enough deduc-
tions or NCLs (as depicted in figure 13) to offset this gain. The proceeds from 
the sale would be used for the payment of claims.

Interest Accrual During CCAA Proceedings

A recurring issue in insolvency is whether the interest on a debt obligation of a 
debtor company continues to accrue after it files under the CCAA (“the post-
filing interest”). For creditors, whether post-filing interest continues to accrue 
can greatly affect the size of their claims and, consequently, their pro rata entitle-
ments to restructured debt settlements or the proceeds of sales on liquidation. 
Indeed, for creditors whose claims do not bear interest, such as pensioners and 
former employees, the continued accrual of interest after the filing of other 
claims can significantly diminish the pro rata value of their own claims.

For income tax purposes, the question of whether interest continues to accrue 
post-filing determines whether the debtor can deduct those interest amounts 
under paragraph 20(1)(c) in the computation of its income for the post-filing 
years. It also determines the extent to which the debt-forgiveness rules apply on 

Figure 12 Liquidating Under the CCAA—Amalgamation of Subco into Buyco
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any post-filing interest amounts that were payable but settled or extinguished in 
the course of a plan.51 A deduction under paragraph 20(1)(c) is available only for 
amounts that are paid or payable in the year that the deduction is sought when 
there is a legal obligation to pay interest. If there is no obligation to pay interest, 
then there is no deduction under paragraph 20(1)(c) and the debt-forgiveness 
rules are not applicable.

Pre-Nortel Case Law on Post-Filing Interest

Before the recent decision in Nortel, case law on the accrual of post-filing interest 
under the CCAA supported the position that interest continued to accrue during 
the post-filing period and thus the debtor’s legal obligation to pay interest should 
not be affected by CCAA proceedings.

In Stelco, certain creditors (“the note holders”) argued that interest did not 
accrue post-filing on the claims of other creditors (“the debenture holders”), on 
the basis that the “interest-stops rule,” which applies in Canadian bankruptcy and 
winding up proceedings, should also apply under the CCAA.52 The rule provides 
that no interest is payable on a debt from the date of winding up or bankruptcy. 
Developed in the common law, the interest-stops rule has also been codified in 
the BIA,53 which provides that only interest up to the date of bankruptcy is pay-
able, unless there is a surplus after the payment of claims, at which point interest 
from the date of bankruptcy is payable on all claims at a set rate. While no such 
explicit interest-stopping statutory mechanism exists under the CCAA, the note 
holders argued that it should apply nonetheless.

The Ontario Superior Court of Justice rejected the note holders’ argument, 
asserting that filing under the CCAA does not terminate or suspend an obligation 

Figure 13 Liquidating Under the CCAA—Offsetting Capital Gains
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to pay interest. The court referred to the Supreme Court decision in Canada 
3000 Inc. as an authority on the subject, in which Binnie J, writing for the court, 
stated the following:

While a CCAA filing does not stop the accrual of interest, the unpaid charges 
remain an unsecured claim provable against the bankrupt airline. The claim 
does not accrue interest after the bankruptcy: ss. 121 and 122 of the Bank-
ruptcy and Insolvency Act.54

The court noted that, in contrast to a bankruptcy, in a restructuring under the 
CCAA there might be justifications for including post-filing interest in the claims 
of some creditors in a plan.55

In upholding the trial judge’s decision in Stelco, the Ontario Court of Appeal 
emphasized that the concept of “claim” under the CCAA related to setting a date 
and amounts for voting purposes, rather than setting the quantum of creditors’ 
claims.56 The court also noted that when CCAA restructurings are unsuccessful 
and convert to bankruptcy proceedings, creditors’ claims under the BIA include 
interest up to the date of bankruptcy, thereby including interest beyond the date 
of the original filing under the CCAA.

Key to pre-Nortel case law regarding the accrual of post-filing interest is the 
distinction between the diverging purposes of restructuring under the CCAA 
versus filing for bankruptcy under the BIA. While the goal of the CCAA is to 
restructure the debtor’s business, the trustee’s goal in a bankruptcy is to liquidate 
the debtor’s business assets and distribute the proceeds to satisfy all or a portion 
of provable claims. If no agreement is reached under the CCAA and the debtor’s 
assets are ultimately liquidated under the BIA, creditors will have the right to 
the entire amount of interest until the moment at which the debtor becomes 
bankrupt. Indeed, when a debtor seeks to restructure under the BIA, the purpose 
of the proceedings is the same as under the CCAA and, accordingly, jurispru-
dence has recognized that unless a court orders otherwise, the interest-stops rule 
does not apply because the debtor is not a bankrupt for BIA purposes.57

Nortel: Extending the Interest-Stops Rule 
to CCAA Proceedings

Nortel,58 which was recently affirmed by the Ontario Court of Appeal,59 signifi-
cantly altered the insolvency jurisprudential landscape by concluding that, under 
common law, interest stopped accruing post-filing for creditors of Nortel, a 
debtor liquidating under the CCAA (unless otherwise provided in a plan). The 
reasons given by both the trial judge and the appellate court were based on the 
importance of maintaining a coherent insolvency regime in Canada that provides 
for analogous treatment of the same claims under both the CCAA and the BIA,60 
as emphasized by the Supreme Court in Century Services61 and Indalex.62 The 
Ontario Court of Appeal explained that its decision was also grounded in fairness 
concerns, noting that it would defeat the purpose of a stay to maintain the status 
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quo while the company attempts to restructure under the CCAA if interest-
bearing claims were allowed to continue to grow post-filing while other claims 
remained frozen.63 The court also explained that without the interest-stops rule, 
the key restructuring objective of the CCAA could be undermined because certain 
creditors with no claim to post-filing interest would favour proceeding under 
the BIA as opposed to restructuring under the CCAA.

The Ontario Court of Appeal in Nortel distinguished Stelco on the basis that 
the latter involved not a claim for post-filing interest against the debtor itself, but 
rather an agreement between creditors. The court further deemed the comments 
by the courts in Stelco about there being no judicial authority in support of an 
interest-stops rule in the CCAA context to be obiter.64 The court also concluded 
that Binnie J’s comments in Canada 3000 Inc. should be construed narrowly 
within the strict factual and statutory context of that case, rather than as standing 
for a general proposition regarding an interest-stops rule under the CCAA.65 The 
court called for coherence between the CCAA and the BIA in light of the subse-
quent Supreme Court decisions in Century Services and Indalex.

Because the facts in Nortel specifically relate to a liquidation under the CCAA, 
the application of an interest-stops rule in this situation is arguably consistent 
with the Supreme Court’s concern about harmonizing the federal insolvency 
regime. In Nortel, however, the trial judge decided that the interest-stops rule 
should apply indiscriminately to all CCAA proceedings, whether the ultimate 
objective is restructuring or liquidation.66

The Ontario Court of Appeal decision in Nortel focused on the rationale for 
ensuring analogous treatment under both statutes without distinguishing between 
liquidating and restructuring under the CCAA.

Interest Deductibility Under the CCAA for Tax Purposes

The CRA’s position is that interest is not deductible while a debtor company is 
under CCAA proceedings, on the basis that the debtor has no legal obligation to 
pay interest as long as a stay is in effect, unless the court specifically orders 
otherwise.67 Beginning on the day that the debtor company obtains protection 
from its creditors under the CCAA and throughout the stay period, the CRA in-
terpretation is that the debtor company has no legal obligation to pay interest 
because payment cannot be enforced:

Beyond that day, the obligation to pay such interest could not exist because 
its creditors, by virtue of the stay proceedings, could not enforce payment. 
Therefore, as there is no legal obligation to pay interest during the stay or-
der period, in our view, the debtor, i.e., CanOpco, cannot deduct any interest 
expense during that period pursuant to paragraph 20(1)(c) of the Act.68

The CRA, therefore, does not distinguish between the inability of creditors 
to enforce their claims and the extinguishment of a legal obligation to pay inter-
est. CCAA proceedings, however, do not terminate the obligations of the debtor. 
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For tax purposes, the Federal Court of Appeal has concluded that a legal obliga-
tion to pay arises as a result of the contractual relationship between the debtor 
and the creditor, regardless of when payment of the obligation is required or 
whether the payment will be made.69 Creditors are only prevented under the 
CCAA stay from enforcing the debtor company’s obligations. If a plan is not 
successful, the creditors can enforce payment and the debtor is required to pay 
all interest, including the interest that accrued following the initial order. Like-
wise, if a debtor has to declare bankruptcy, all interest accruing up to the date 
of the bankruptcy forms part of a provable claim within the meaning of the BIA, 
including interest accruing after the initial order under the CCAA.

Despite the CRA’s position, unless the interest is subject to the interest-stops 
rule as concluded in Nortel, it seems that post-filing interest should be consid-
ered as being payable pursuant to a legal obligation to pay interest, whether or 
not creditors are temporarily prevented from enforcing their claims as a result 
of the stay. In our view, the fact that creditors are prevented from enforcing their 
claims does not affect the nature of a contractual obligation to pay interest, nor 
does it make that legal obligation a contingent liability subject to the limitation 
under paragraph 18(1)(e).70 Regardless, the outcome in Nortel finally confirms 
that interest should no longer be deductible under paragraph 20(1)(c) unless 
otherwise provided for in the plan.

The Deductibility of Professional Fees

Another tax issue that arises for companies filing under the CCAA is the ap-
propriate tax treatment of professional fees paid for legal and financial advice 
on restructuring or liquidating under the CCAA. The analysis of the deductibility 
of professional fees in calculating profit so as to determine income under sub-
section 9(1) begins with determining whether such expenses are consistent with 
“well accepted principles of business (or accounting) practice.”71 The key factor 
to assess is whether there is a strong enough factual connection between the 
amount claimed and the business.72

One must then consider whether such expenses are barred from deductibility 
on the basis of the general limitation under paragraph 18(1)(a), which requires 
that amounts deducted have been incurred for the purpose of gaining or producing 
income.73 On the basis that the CCAA’s purpose is to allow an insolvent company 
to restructure and emerge as a going concern, the CRA recently concluded that 
certain professional fees paid in relation to a CCAA restructuring were incurred 
for income-earning purposes.74 The deductibility of professional fees for CCAA 
liquidations may face a hurdle in regard to the income-earning purpose require-
ment in paragraph 18(1)(a) and the requirements for the deductibility of certain 
financing expenses under paragraph 20(1)(e)75 and eligible capital expenditures 
(ECEs) under paragraph 20(1)(b).76 From the moment that liquidation becomes 
the chosen course of action for a debtor company, it can be difficult to claim that 
professional fees are incurred for the purposes of gaining business income, because 
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there is no longer an intention to continue to carry on a business. The courts have 
previously determined that certain windup expenses were not deductible by fo-
cusing on the true purpose for which the amounts were incurred and determining 
that the purpose was not income-earning.77 The CRA has similarly concluded that 
legal expenses incurred to wind up a company are not laid out to earn income.78 
Depending on the moment and the purposes for which the professional fees were 
incurred during a CCAA liquidation, certain professional fees may not be deduct-
ible under either paragraph 20(1)(e) or (b). Professional fees should nonetheless 
be taken into account for the purposes of determining the capital gain, capital 
loss, or terminal loss, as the case may be, arising on the sale of the assets.

The Limitation on Capital Outlays 
Under Paragraph 18(1)(b)

The next step in analyzing the appropriate characterization of CCAA professional 
fees is to ascertain whether they are income expenses or capital outlays. Amounts 
paid on capital account will be subject to paragraph 18(1)(b), which restricts 
deductions for capital outlays unless they are specifically permitted under the 
ITA. In assessing the treatment of professional fees incurred in relation to a re-
structuring under the CCAA, the CRA stated that the courts have generally found 
that costs incurred for the creation or modification of a business entity or structure 
are capital in nature, and they have contrasted such capital outlays with current 
expenditures made in the course of the operations of a profit-making business.79

Professional fees incurred in relation to CCAA proceedings that are character-
ized as capital expenditures may nonetheless be deductible under subsection 20(1) 
which expressly permits certain capital deductions that might otherwise be pro-
hibited by paragraphs 18(1)(a), (b), and (h).80

Financing Expenses Under Paragraph 20(1)(e)

Paragraph 20(1)(e) allows the amortization over a five-year period of certain 
expenses incurred in connection with financing. Specifically, this includes ex-
penses incurred “in the course” of

 1) the issuing or selling of shares, trust units, or interests in a partnership or 
syndicate;

 2) the borrowing of money or incurring indebtedness used by the taxpayer for 
income-earning proposes; or

 3) the rescheduling or restructuring of debt obligations incurred by the tax-
payer for income-earning purposes.

There is an exception to the five-year amortization period under paragraph 
20(1)(e) in subparagraph 20(1)(e)(v), which allows the full deduction of any 
remaining unamortized balance in the year if all of the debt obligations relating 
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to the financing expenses are settled or extinguished, except in the case of re-
financing. This exception does not apply if the consideration received in settling 
or extinguishing the debt includes a share, unit, interest, or debt obligation of a 
person with whom the taxpayer does not deal at arm’s length.

In the context of CCAA proceedings, the CRA stated that legal and consulting 
fees incurred in relation to a CCAA restructuring would be deductible if they 
otherwise satisfy the requirements for deductibility under paragraph 20(1)(e), 
regardless whether such expenses were incurred during a period when the cor-
poration was under CCAA protection. The CRA further concluded that expenses 
relating to debts completely extinguished in a year may be eligible for deduction 
under subparagraph 20(1)(e)(v). Regarding the issuing or selling of shares in 
relation to a restructuring under the CCAA, the CRA concluded that it is arguable 
that expenses under subparagraph 20(1)(e)(i) should be available only in the 
context of financing where such a share issuance resulted in the raising of funds 
for the corporation.81

ECEs Under Paragraph 20(1)(b)

Alternatively, if some professional fees do not qualify for the deduction under 
paragraph 20(1)(e), they may be deductible under paragraph 20(1)(b) as ECEs82 
to the extent that they are capital amounts, are incurred in respect of a business 
for the purpose of gaining or producing income from that business, and are not 
specifically excluded from the definition in subsection 14(5). The CRA stated in 
Interpretation Bulletin IT-143R383 that it considers expenses incurred in con-
nection with the reorganization of the affairs of a corporation to be ECEs. The 
CRA has articulated the same interpretation in the context of CCAA proceedings, 
concluding that an expense that is not deductible under paragraph 20(1)(e) or 
(e.1) may qualify as an ECE.84 Where professional fees are not deductible under 
paragraph 20(1)(e), therefore, 75 percent of the expense may be considered as 
ECEs, added to the cumulative eligible capital of a business, and deducted by 
the taxpayer at the 7 percent rate under paragraph 20(1)(b).

The Deductibility of Amounts for Contractual Claims

A debtor company under CCAA proceedings may be faced with substantial claims 
for damages with respect to contracts that have been terminated or repudiated. 
This outcome raises a number of questions, including whether any liability for 
such damages is deductible by the debtor and, if so, when the deduction arises. 
A further question is whether the settlement of any such claims for less than the 
amount of the liability will itself give rise to a forgiven amount under the debt-
forgiveness rules.

It must first be determined whether the amount of any such contractual dam-
age claims can be considered to be incurred for the purpose of gaining or earning 
income, as required under paragraph 18(1)(a), and whether the amount cannot 
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be considered a contingent liability within the meaning of paragraph 18(1)(e) 
or a capital outlay for the purposes of paragraph 18(1)(b). A complete discussion 
of the principles embraced by the courts in interpreting these provisions is be-
yond the scope of this paper. However, some observations can be made.

Paragraphs 18(1)(a) and (e)

In Wawang Forest Products, the Federal Court of Appeal emphasized that the 
key to determining whether amounts have been “incurred” for the purposes of 
paragraph 18(1)(a) is whether a legal obligation to pay an amount has come into 
existence at the relevant time.85 The CRA’s position is that “[a]n allowable de-
duction in respect of damages can only be claimed by a taxpayer when paid, or 
where there is a legal or contractual liability to pay the damages, and the amount 
thereof has been quantified.”86

In circumstances involving claims for liquidated damages specifically pro-
vided for in contractual agreements (such as leases), it will often be possible to 
achieve a high level of comfort that the amount of the claim is known with suf-
ficient certainty to say that such damages have been incurred at the precise 
moment when a default occurs under those agreements. In other circumstances, 
it may not be immediately known whether the debtor is liable to pay an amount 
in respect of damages. Also, the precise quantum of any such liability may not 
be known with sufficient certainty until the claims have been adjudicated as part 
of the CCAA process. The facts of each case will need to be considered to deter-
mine whether a liability to pay an amount can be ascertained or is ascertainable 
with sufficient precision in order to say whether a liability has been incurred 
and when.

The court in Wawang also defined the question that must be asked in order 
to determine whether a liability is a contingent liability, the deductibility of 
which is prohibited by paragraph 18(1)(e):

[T]he correct question to ask, in determining whether a legal obligation is 
contingent at a particular point in time, is whether the legal obligation has 
come into existence at that time, or whether no obligation will come into 
existence until the occurrence of an event that may not occur.87

The Supreme Court in Canada v. McLarty confirmed that the test for a contin-
gent liability as articulated in Wawang is correct.88 In our view, while a stay under 
the CCAA stays proceedings with respect to damage claims, such a stay does 
not, in and of itself, render any liability for such damages contingent for the 
purposes of paragraph 18(1)(e). The existence of a stay impedes the ability of 
a creditor to enforce contractual remedies, but it does not mean that a contractual 
liability has not come into existence.

With respect to the issue of whether liability for damages arising from the 
termination or repudiation of contracts would satisfy the requirement that those 
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damages are incurred for the purpose of gaining or producing income (as re-
quired by paragraph 18(1)(a)), each case will depend on the facts, including the 
nature of the contract and the circumstances that gave rise to the claim for dam-
ages. The CRA has stated that if the amounts payable under a contract would have 
been deductible had they been paid, then payments to terminate or cancel those 
contracts will generally also be deductible.89 For example, the CRA considers 
amounts paid to cancel a lease to be deductible in computing income if the rent 
was deductible.90

In accordance with the Supreme Court decision in 65302 British Columbia 
Ltd., the taxpayer has an obligation to demonstrate only that the expense was 
motivated by business reasons, not that the taxpayer avoided incurring liability 
for damages.91 The reprehensibility of the taxpayer’s actions is also not a factor.92 
In 65302 British Columbia, fines paid for producing eggs over a quota were 
determined to be deductible as current expenses. While that decision dealt with 
the deductibility of fines and penalties, which would no longer be deductible under 
section 67.6, in McNeill v. The Queen93 the Federal Court of Appeal extended the 
same principles to any analysis concerning the tax treatment of damages. In that 
case, contractual damages awarded on the basis that the taxpayer violated a re-
strictive covenant when he sold his accounting business were determined to be 
deductible as current expenses on the basis that the damages had been incurred 
in order for the taxpayer to earn income from its business.

In general terms, the income-earning purpose test should be met if the ter-
mination or damage amounts emanate from contracts that are integral to the 
taxpayer’s business and that business will continue. For example, consider dam-
ages associated with the breach or repudiation of store lease agreements, as in 
case study 1. Pubco entered into lease agreements as part of its operations from 
which it earns income. It is suggested that the risk of breach of lease agreements 
was an ordinary risk that was inherent in Pubco’s business and was an integral 
part of Pubco’s income-earning process. Because any damages emanate from 
contracts that are essential to Pubco’s business, those damages should be con-
sidered to satisfy the income-earning purpose test.

Paragraph 18(1)(b)

Once it is determined that any liability for damages arising from the termination 
or repudiation of a contract was incurred for the purpose of gaining or producing 
income, it must then be determined whether the expense is incurred on income 
or capital account. If the liability is viewed as being on capital account, any 
deduction will be disallowed pursuant to paragraph 18(1)(b). The case law in 
this area is confusing and often contradictory; therefore, this will typically be 
the most difficult aspect of the deductibility analysis with respect to claims for 
contractual damages, and any such determination will be heavily dependent on 
the particular facts and circumstances. However, a few general comments may 
be made.
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There is some support in the case law for the position that a payment to elim-
inate a recurring expense should be considered to be on income account. In a 
leading example, Anglo-Persian Oil Co.,94 a payment to cancel a contract with 
an agent in order to eliminate substantial commission payments was held to be 
deductible from income. Similarly, in Bomag (Canada) Ltd., the amount a tax-
payer paid to terminate a sales agency agreement was determined to be deductible 
by the Federal Court of Appeal.95 In Automatic Toll Systems (Canada), a payment 
to terminate an onerous contract was held to be on income account on the basis 
that the funds were paid to end the contract, not to acquire a capital asset.96

On the other hand, an amount paid to terminate an onerous contract in Atkins 
& Durbrow 97 was determined to be capital in nature on the basis that it conferred 
a lasting advantage. A payment made by a corporation for release from a contract 
that gave a manufacturer exclusive rights to produce a beverage was held to be 
a capital expenditure on the basis that it was a non-recurring payment to re-
acquire the exclusive licence, a capital asset.98

However, where damages for breach of contract or other amounts incurred 
to terminate a contract are determined to be capital outlays, they will often 
qualify as ECEs.

Debt-Forgiveness Consequences

In addition to the issue of deductibility of claims for contractual damages, con-
sideration must also be given to whether the settlement of any such claims under 
a CCAA restructuring for less than the amount of the liability may result in the 
application of the debt-forgiveness rules. Generally, the settlement of contractual 
claims as part of the financial restructuring of a corporation under the CCAA 
will be on capital account and, accordingly, any debt forgiveness of such claims 
should not generally result in an inclusion in the corporation’s income under 
section 9. Therefore, any such claims should not generally be considered an 
“excluded obligation” for the purposes of the debt-forgiveness rules. When the 
amount of any such liability is deductible by the taxpayer and is settled or ex-
tinguished for less than the amount of the liability, the question that arises is 
whether that liability is a commercial debt obligation for the purposes of the 
debt-forgiveness rules.99

A “commercial debt obligation” is defined in subsection 80(1) as a debt 
obligation issued by the debtor where interest was paid or payable by the debtor 
in respect of it pursuant to a legal obligation or, if interest had been paid or 
payable by the debtor in respect of it pursuant to a legal obligation, an amount 
in respect of the interest would have been deductible in computing the debtor’s 
income. Subsection 248(26) provides, inter alia, that for the purpose of applying 
the provisions of the ITA relating to the treatment of the debtor in respect of the 
liability, any amount that a debtor becomes liable to pay that is otherwise deduct-
ible in computing the debtor’s income will be considered to be an obligation issued 
by the debtor having a principal amount equal to the amount of the liability. 
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Accordingly, for the purpose of applying the debt-forgiveness rules, when dam-
age claims are deductible in computing the debtor’s income, as discussed above, 
any liability in respect of those claims would likely constitute obligations issued 
by the debtor having a principal amount equal to the amount of the liability, by 
virtue of subsection 248(26).

However, to conclude that any such obligation constitutes a commercial debt 
obligation, one must conclude that interest would be deductible if it were pay-
able on the obligation. It may be difficult to conclude that any interest owing in 
respect of the claim for damages would be deductible under paragraph 20(1)(c), 
since it is difficult to say that any such liability for contractual claims qualifies 
either as “borrowed money” or has been incurred for the acquisition of a “prop-
erty.” Although an argument could be made, depending on the precise facts, that 
any such interest may be deductible under section 9, the Supreme Court decision 
in Gifford may make such an argument difficult.100 In any event, if a taxpayer is 
seeking to deduct any claims for damages, the CRA will likely argue strenuously 
that if the deduction of those claims is allowed, their settlement should also be 
subject to the application of the debt-forgiveness rules. In the case where the 
damage claims are deductible in the year they are compromised under a CCAA 
restructuring, even if their settlement gives rise to a debt forgiveness the taxpayer 
may nevertheless be in an advantageous position because the forgiveness will 
result in only a 50 percent income inclusion under subsection 80(13).

Crown Claims in Insolvency

Crown claims against the debtor are a significant concern during insolvency 
proceedings. A key consideration in the taxation of insolvency will be the extent 
to which a stay prevents the tax authorities from taking certain actions against 
the tax debtor. Assessing the priority of the Crown for tax claims in relation to 
other creditors is an ever-evolving issue, with legislative amendments and case-
law developments continuing at a steady pace over the last few decades. This 
section provides a brief overview of considerations relating to Crown claims in 
the insolvency context, as well as recent developments of note.

The Right of Setoff for Tax Debts

Section 224.1 of the ITA and section 318 of the Excise Tax Act101 (ETA) provide 
the minister with the right to recover amounts owing by deducting from or setting 
off those debts using amounts owed to the tax debtor. The provision is expansive, 
covering not only debts under the ITA, but also debts under the act of any prov-
ince with whom the federal government has entered into an agreement for the 
collection of taxes. Setoff rights under the ITA encompass a multitude of 
amounts that may be owed by government bodies to the tax debtor. For example, 
in The Clarkson Company Limited v. The Queen,102 the Federal Court of Appeal 
found that setoff rights applied to allow the tax authority to reduce the taxpayer’s 
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debts by using amounts owed to the taxpayer for its provision of air charter 
services to the federal government.

In the Quebec context, sections 31, 31.1, and 31.1.1 of the Tax Administration 
Act provide the provincial minister with rights of deduction and setoff under 
any fiscal law administered by Revenu Québec, including the ETA.103 Debts owed 
by the taxpayer under any fiscal law can therefore be offset by any available 
Quebec sales tax (QST) rebates, goods and services tax (GST) credits, and in-
come tax refunds, as well as amounts owed to the taxpayer by a wide array of 
public bodies.

Both the BIA and CCAA specifically provide that rights of setoff or compen-
sation apply under each respective act unless a court order states otherwise,104 
and such rights have also been explicitly recognized by the courts.105 In the 
insolvency context, the CRA will generally offset tax debts with refunds or 
credits when both relate to the pre-insolvency period.106

In Re: Air Canada, the Ontario Superior Court of Justice acknowledged the 
possibility of creditors setting off post-filing refunds against pre-filing claims 
in the context of CCAA proceedings; accordingly, it struck a sentence in its order 
that could be read as prohibiting such an action.107 The right of setoff was similarly 
allowed during BIA proceedings in Industries Davie inc.108 In DIMS Construction 
inc., a formal bankruptcy case, the Supreme Court interpreted narrowly the right 
of setoff under the BIA and concluded that mutual debts must come into existence 
before the bankruptcy.109 The court stated that there is an implicit rule under the 
BIA whereby the setoff mechanism cannot be used to apply a post-bankruptcy 
payment to a pre-bankruptcy debt, because it would have the effect of granting 
to the creditor security that does not exist, to the prejudice of other creditors.110

While Revenu Québec followed the decision in DIMS Construction with regard 
to formal bankruptcies, until quite recently, it continued to apply the compensa-
tion mechanism to use post-insolvency refunds owed to the tax debtor to reduce 
pre-insolvency debts when the debtor was the subject of an approved proposal 
under the BIA.111 The justification provided by the tax authorities for this distinction 
between a bankruptcy and a proposal was that the estate of the debtor company 
is not vested in the trustee for a proposal as it is for a formal bankruptcy. Debtors 
claiming harm from this continued practice filed a class action lawsuit against 
Revenu Québec.112 Revenu Québec entered into a settlement agreement on June 
19, 2014, accepting the principles of DIMS Construction that pre-filing debts 
should not be offset by post-filing refunds.

More recently, in its decision in Métaux Kitco,113 the Quebec Superior Court 
saw no reason to differentiate between the context of a formal bankruptcy and 
that of an arrangement under the CCAA, extending the applicability of the DIMS 
Construction decision to the CCAA.114 In obiter, the court also rejected the pre-
sumptions of exigibility and validity created under tax laws of tax claims as 
applicable in an insolvency context when the taxpayer filed an objection to a 
notice of assessment.115
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The Priority of Claims for Tax Debts

The Crown used to have priority over many claims in insolvency proceedings, 
which led to various calls for legislative reforms that were ultimately enacted 
in the 1990s.116 These reforms rendered the Crown an ordinary unsecured creditor 
for most claims in insolvency proceedings,117 but certain carved-out exceptions 
remain. These exceptions are outlined below.

Tax debts for amounts certified in the Federal Court prior to the commence-
ment of bankruptcy and CCAA proceedings rank as secured claims under the 
BIA and the CCAA, as do tax debts for which a memorial has been obtained and 
registered in a public registry system against real or personal property.118 While 
the tax authorities are prevented from exercising their garnishment authority119 
while a stay of proceedings under sections 69(1) and 69.1(1) of the BIA or section 
11.02 of the CCAA is in effect, if a “requirement to pay” notice was issued prior 
to BIA proceedings commencing, the courts determined in Toronto-Dominion Bank 
v. Canada120 that the property belonged to the Crown and was no longer within 
the estate of the taxpayer.

Priority of Certain Tax Claims

The Crown’s garnishment powers under subsection 224(1.2), the Canada Pen-
sion Plan,121 the Employment Insurance Act,122 and similar provisions under 
provincial law are maintained under the CCAA.123 These are essentially debts 
for unremitted source deductions, non-resident withholding tax, and similar 
provincial amounts.124 The Crown’s garnishment power may nonetheless be 
subject to a stay order under section 11.09(1) of the CCAA, but pursuant to sec-
tion 11.09(2) that order will cease to be in effect if the debtor company defaults 
on payments for amounts that become due after the CCAA order.

Unless the Crown agrees otherwise, the court may sanction a plan that pro-
vides for Crown claims relating to unremitted source deductions, non-resident 
withholding tax, and similar amounts under provincial legislation only if the 
plan provides for the payment of those amounts within six months of the court 
sanction of the plan.125

Deemed Trusts

Most deemed trusts under federal and provincial legislation for Crown claims 
are rendered inoperative by the CCAA.126 The CCAA, however, provides for cer-
tain deemed trusts to continue to operate for amounts withheld or deducted under 
the ITA, the Employment Insurance Act, and the Canada Pension Plan, as well 
as for similar provincial amounts. These amounts are generally source deductions, 
non-resident withholding taxes, and other amounts withheld or deducted subject 
to a withholding obligation under the ITA.127 The result is that a deemed trust is 
created over the debtor company’s assets for an amount equivalent to the debt, 
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and these amounts are deemed to fall outside of the debtor company’s estate in 
insolvency proceedings, in priority to any security interest other than a mortgage 
in real property.

For GST/HST and QST deemed trusts, however, case law has established that 
these amounts are not subject to any exception or carve-out once insolvency pro-
ceedings have been undertaken under the BIA or the CCAA.128 In Century Services, 
the Supreme Court denied the Crown’s claim that a GST/HST deemed trust 
survived the commencement of CCAA proceedings despite any explicit statement 
authorizing such an exception. The court emphasized that both the CCAA and the 
BIA contain express exceptions allowing deemed trusts for source deductions to 
continue to be operative after the commencement of proceedings, and both statutes 
clearly establish that the Crown ranks as an unsecured creditor for most claims. 
On that basis, the court concluded that had Parliament intended to ensure a statu-
tory carve-out for GST/HST deemed trusts, it would have done so explicitly.

Assessments Against Insolvent Companies

The stay under the CCAA prohibits any proceedings against a debtor company 
in any action, suit, or proceeding from commencing or continuing during the 
period of the stay, unless authorized by the court.129 The courts have determined 
that a notice of assessment or reassessment issued by the tax authorities consti-
tutes an action or proceeding,130 and that a valid stay under the CCAA prevents 
the government from issuing requirements to pay under the ETA and the ITA.131

In the recent decision in Girard,132 the Quebec Court of Appeal concluded 
that a notice of assessment or reassessment constituted a proceeding and was 
therefore subject to the stay of proceedings under the BIA. The court determined 
that a notice of assessment or reassessment issued while the stay is in effect will 
not have the legal effect conferred on it under the ITA unless the tax authorities 
obtain the leave of the court under section 69.4 of the BIA. The attorney general 
of Canada’s application for leave to appeal the decision to the Supreme Court 
was dismissed. While in Girard the stay of proceedings was issued under section 
69.3 of the BIA, the language in that provision is quite similar to that of the stay 
provision in section 11.02 of the CCAA. On the basis of maintaining coherency 
between the insolvency regimes, as emphasized by the Supreme Court in Cen-
tury Services, Girard likely also applies to stays under the CCAA.

Navigating the Taxation of a Debtor 
Company Under the CCAA

For large companies facing insolvency, the CCAA offers the opportunity to restruc-
ture in a flexible manner and (should restructuring not be possible) to liquidate 
with more leeway for negotiation. While the debt-forgiveness rules line the path 
to many debt settlements with creditors, tax-planning can maximize the preser-
vation or use of a debtor company’s tax attributes and significantly improve its 
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tax situation should the business emerge from insolvency as a going concern. 
As large companies face ongoing uncertain economic times, debtor companies 
will continue to need assistance with navigating taxation during CCAA proceed-
ings and utilizing their tax positions to best support their goals for the CCAA 
process.
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