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Barron's Canadian Law Dictionary

WINDING UP

The process of liquidating a corporation. The assets of the enterprise are used to discharge
liabilities, and the resulting net assets are distributed to the shareholders on a pro rata basis,
according to preference.

The term winding up usually refers to the procedures carried out by a liquidator, but the courts have
used it to describe discontinuance of a business as well. Merritt v. M.N.R., [1940--41] C.T.C. 226
(Ex.Ct).; Kennedy v. M.N.R., [1972] C.T.C. 429 (F.).

Liquidation procedures are usually prescribed and regulated by statute, e.g., the Winding-up and
Restructuring Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. W--11.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Trailing in the path of General Motors, 1  Chrysler, 2  Lehman Brothers 3  and Nortel, 4  the sale of Canadian media

empire Canwest's television assets to Shaw Communications 5  is the latest high-profile example in the past year of a

“liquidating plan” being approved of by a court under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act 6  (the “CCAA”) in

Canada or its equivalent Chapter 11 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code. 7  In the Canadian context, the use of liquidating plans,
which involves a situation where a debtor company sells its significant assets to a willing buyer on a going concern basis,
tells an interesting tale. Whereas courts in Ontario have approved of liquidating plans under the CCAA, decisions from
Alberta and British Columbia (“Western”) courts have criticized this as a perversion of the statute's intended purpose
of facilitating the continued survival of an insolvent company.

The recent credit crisis has produced an upsurge in the number and speed of companies commencing CCAA proceedings,
thus providing a ripe setting for this paper to examine liquidating plans in the CCAA context. In tracing the case law,
this paper ultimately contends that CCAA liquidating sales pose the fundamental question of asking what the aim
is in “rescuing” an insolvent company. It argues *112  that the divergence in judicial approaches to the approval of
liquidating sales is reflective of a lack of judicial consensus as to the purpose of restructuring as well as the need to develop
a normative theory with a stronger prescriptive force than the bankrupt rhetoric of “acting in the wider public interest.”

2. RESTRUCTURING PLANS v. LIQUIDATING PLANS

(a) Introduction

The CCAA was born during the Great Depression in 1933 with the primary aim of facilitating the restructuring of large

insolvent corporations so as to avoid liquidation. 8  At the time of its enactment, bankruptcy legislation and receiverships
to effect a debtor corporation's liquidation were already in existence and the CCAA was designed as an alternative path

to it. 9  In order to determine whether a liquidating plan properly falls within the jurisdiction of the CCAA, the initial
question that must be answered is, “What is a restructuring plan?”

The foremost rule of statutory interpretation instructs us to turn to the words of the statute itself. This rule is not very
helpful in this case as the CCAA does not provide definitions for either “restructuring” or its synonym “reorganization”.
While the objectives of the CCAA may be gleaned from its long title, “An Act to facilitate compromises and arrangements

between companies and their creditors” as well as key provisions 10  which contemplate a debtor corporation proposing
a “plan of arrangement” or a “compromise” with its creditors, none of these terms are actually defined in the statute.
Thus, we find, inherent in its very constitution, a statute that is inevitably reliant on judicial interpretation to “put flesh

on its bones.” 11
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(b) Traditional Narrative of “Rescue”: Preservation of the Debtor

In early decisions under the CCAA, the courts adopted the view that a CCAA restructuring plan was to exclusively

focus on the continuation of a debtor corporation. *113  12  The main rationale for this position was based on the fact
that the CCAA imposes a debtor-in-possession (“DIP”) regime and authorizes a very wide stay of proceedings under
section 11. The suspension of all creditors' rights along with the continuation of the debtor corporation in the hands
of the same management fit with the notion of allowing the debtor “breathing space” to negotiate a compromise or

arrangement with its creditors with the aim to continue its existence and operate its business. 13  In Re Ursel Investments,
the Saskatchewan Queens Bench stated:

The object and purpose of the Act is to continue the Company through its period of difficulty to
become a viable company for the benefit of its creditors, shareholders, employees and public. The re-

organization plans proposed falls far short of these objectives. 14  [Emphasis added.]

A similar pronouncement was made in Hong Kong Bank of Canada v. Chef Ready Foods Ltd. where the British Columbia
Court of Appeal stated that the purpose of the CCAA is to facilitate an arrangement between a company and its creditors

“to the end that the company is able to continue its business.” 15

At first blush, the above quotations seem to support the claim that a liquidating plan is inconsistent with the purpose of

preserving a company. 16  However, it should be emphasized that the cases do not make a distinction between liquidating
sales on a going concern basis and piecemeal liquidations. In Re Ursel, the court was faced with a reorganization plan
wherein the petitioner tried to set-off its claim for unliquidated damages against the principal creditor and Chef Ready
involved a bank trying to rely on the Bank Act to enforce its security whilst disregarding the CCAA stay. It is suggested

that the references in these cases are actually to piecemeal liquidations. 17  This opinion is corroborated by the fact
that in his judgment in Re Ursel, Osborn J. quotes from Stanley Edwards' article entitled, “Reorganizations Under the
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act” to state:

Hon. C. H. Cahan when he introduced the bill into the House of Commons indicated that it was
designed to permit a corporation, through reorganization, to continue its business, and thereby to
prevent its organization being disrupted and its goodwill lost ... In the case of a large company it is
probable *114  that no buyer can be found who would be able and willing to buy the enterprise as a whole
and pay its going concern value. The alternative to reorganization then is often a sale of the property
piecemeal for an amount which would yield little satisfaction to the creditors and none at all to the

shareholders. 18  [Emphasis added.]

The quotation above is seen as agreeing with a view that a reorganization plan is to avoid a fire sale scenario. In making
the claim that a liquidating plan is functionally equivalent to a restructuring plan, a distinction ought to be made between
“liquidation” and liquidating plans.

(c) Liquidation v. Liquidating Plan

The term “liquidation” is not a legal term of art and is used to capture a wide array of scenarios. 19  For example,
take this statement: “Liquidation usually involves the sale of assets on a piece-meal or going concern basis to a third

party” 20 --here, the same term is used with reference to two very different outcomes. This can obviously lead to confusion.
Moreover, the “L” word itself bears a scarlet letter in insolvency proceedings such that many liquidating plan petitioners
distance themselves from any connection with it choosing instead to use the more neutral term “asset sale”. For example,
Canwest in a news bulletin to its advertisers states,
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The LP sale process is not liquidation. It is part of a pre-packaged restructuring plan that is supported

by secured lenders holding almost 50% of the senior secured debt. 21  [Emphasis in original.]

Similarly, in Indalex Limited, the applicants' factum states,

Contrary to the assertions of the Retired Executives, this is not a “liquidating CCAA”, this is a
complex cross-border restructuring involving the going concern sale of the assets of the Applicants ...
A cross-border asset sale is the best way to preserve and maximize value for the Applicants'

stakeholders. 22

A more useful approach is one that distinguishes a “liquidating plan” from the related but distinct concept of
“liquidation.” While liquidation occurs when assets are sold on a piecemeal basis, a liquidating plan occurs when the

assets of the debtor company are sold on a going concern basis to a willing buyer. 23  This means that that unlike
liquidation, in a liquidating sale, the business is sold with the prospects *115  for continuation of operations. Thus, it
is asserted that a liquidating plan is functionally equivalent to a restructuring plan in that the business itself survives
and the devastating socio-economic effects of liquidation (e.g., termination of employees, harm to creditors, suppliers,

customers and the community at large 24 ) are avoided. The only distinction is that in a liquidating plan, the business
itself continues in the hands of a company other than the debtor itself.

3. NORMATIVE THEORY OF RESTRUCTURING

(a) Introduction

Prior to a discussion of the case law, it is useful to set the theoretical foundations of restructuring as theory inevitably
informs practice and vice versa. We need to ask the question “Why are we seeking to rescue the debtor-company?”
because the only way to measure success of a restructuring plan is if we have defined policy objectives. At best, the
theoretical approach towards restructuring undertaken in CCAA applications can be described as a fusion of two

competing theories on the policy of bankruptcy and insolvency law developed in the United States. 25  At worst, it might

be said, as Kent and Rostrom suggest, that Canadian insolvency law lacks any clear theoretical basis at all.” 26

(b) U.S. Theories: Creditors' Bargain v. Rehabilitation

The creditors' bargain theory, developed primarily by Douglas Baird and Thomas Jackson, contends that a decision on
whether to undertake a restructuring or a liquidating plan or even liquidation should be determined on the basis of which

strategy generates the greatest return on the assets for creditors. 27  The sole reason to choose a restructuring plan to
preserve a debtor's business will be because this option generates a higher return to creditors than straight bankruptcy or
receivership. Under this view, the benefits that come about with a successful restructuring plan (e.g., employees keeping
their jobs, suppliers maintaining their business relations, customers continuing their business, the preservation of the
community) are simply by-products of the maximization of creditors' returns and not a reason in *116  themselves to
undertake restructuring a debtor company.

In contrast, rehabilitation theory, advocated by Elizabeth Warren, deems non-creditor stakeholders' interests (such
as employees, suppliers, contractors, customers, the larger community) relevant when considering a choice between
liquidating and restructuring plans. Under this view, while creditors' interests are acknowledged, it is implied that
bankruptcy and insolvency policy should consider the effect on those least likely to spread the risk of default and who are
unable to bear the cost of firm failure. It thus maintains that the interests of the community at large should be prioritized

such as to favor restructuring, even if this may not be the best option in terms of creditors' return maximization. 28
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The problem with this view is that it does not adequately account for the problems of deferred liquidations 29 --those that
should occur but are delayed by a regime that accords too much value to the objective of rehabilitation. Douglas Baird,
in his response to Warren, questions why we should only seek to protect these losses as a policy objective in bankruptcy
and insolvency law if just as many firms shut down, relocate, restructure outside of bankruptcy/insolvency proceedings

and the loss for the stakeholders are indistinguishable. 30

(c) CCAA: An All-Purpose Approach

In adopting an approach where the CCAA is designed to serve a “broad constituency” which “requires a court

considering applications brought under the Act to also have regard to the wider public interest,” 31  Canadian courts have

tried to blend the goals of creditor maximization with the wider public interest. 32  In considering whether to sanction
a restructuring plan, a court has to determine its “fairness and reasonableness” which is assessed by considering how it

balances the interests of the creditors, the company and the community. 33

*117  This all-purpose approach went largely unchallenged prior to GMAC Commercial Credit Corp of Canada v. TCT

Logistics Inc. 34  This is because liquidation (including liquidating plans) and reorganization were commonly conceived
of as two separate proceedings with the former being administered under the auspices of the Bankruptcy Insolvency Act

and receiverships; and the latter pursuant to the provisions of the CCAA. 35

In TCT Logistics Inc., the Supreme Court of Canada held that an interim receiver was not protected from successor
employer claims advanced by a union. This had a chilling effect on receiverships and resulted in an accelerated growth of

CCAA liquidating sales as a means to effect going concern sales without attracting third party liabilities. 36  This surge
in CCAA liquidating plans has forced courts to confront the challenge of articulating the purpose of restructuring. In
particular, courts have been faced with deciding which of the two goals--maximizing creditors' interests or taking account
of the wider public interest--should take priority in determining whether to approve of a CCAA liquidating sale.

4. PRE-PLAN LIQUIDATING SALES

(a) Introduction

A “pre-plan” liquidating sale occurs when a court is asked to approve the sale of substantial assets belonging to the debtor
company even before it submits a plan of compromise or arrangement to a creditors' vote. “Pre-plan” or “pre-pack”
sales tend to occur in cases where time is of the essence-- situations where the debtor is forecasted to be unable to meet its

operating expenses. 37  Given that the CCAA contemplates a requisite double majority approval by way of a creditors'

vote on a compromise or arrangement prior to court approval, 38  pre-plan liquidating sales *118  have raised questions
as to the appropriateness of a court approving a liquidating sale in the absence of a creditors' vote for three main reasons.

First, secured creditors, stayed under s. 11 of the CCAA while awaiting a restructuring plan, maintain the ability to
realize upon the assets if the plan is found to be unacceptable. A pre-plan liquidating sale necessarily compromises their

realization rights. 39  Second, unsecured creditors such as unpaid suppliers who under bankruptcy/receivership have a

right to repossess their goods within a 30 day period have no similar rights in the CCAA. 40  The use of restructuring
proceedings to liquidate the business therefore has the effect of undercutting the priority ranking of some classes of

creditors. 41  Similarly, third parties who have executory contracts with the debtor may find themselves in a worse
position in a pre-plan liquidating sale because unlike bankruptcy/receivership, under the CCAA, courts have the ability

to order assignments of these contracts contrary to their terms and over the objections of the counterparty. 42  Third,
it is questionable why a debtor should retain control over the pre-plan liquidating sale when the parties with the real

stake are the secured creditors. 43
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A review of the case law shows that Ontario courts, in approving liquidating plans, focus on whether or not creditors
are able to maximize recovery better than in bankruptcy proceedings. This approach seems consistent with Baird and
Jackson's creditor maximization theory of restructuring. Meanwhile, the Western courts have adopted a narrower
interpretation of “restructuring” such that liquidating plans are seen as outside the CCAA's scope. While this can partially
be attributed to confusion over the term “liquidating plan”, it nevertheless reveals a strong rehabilitative perspective
which seeks to avoid liquidations-- regardless of whether or not this option best maximizes creditors' returns.

(b) The Ontario Approach

Ontario courts have long recognized their inherent jurisdiction 44  to facilitate liquidating sales. In Lehndorff General
Partner Ltd., Farley J. indicated the CCAA could involve a liquidating sale scenario when he stated,

Re-organization may include partial liquidation where it is intended as part *119  of the process to
a return to a long term viability and profitability ... it appears to me that the process of the CCAA
is also to protect the interest of creditors and to enable an orderly distribution of affairs. This may
involve a winding up or liquidation of a company, or simply a substantial downsizing of its business

operations, provided that the same is proposed in the best interest of the creditors generally. 45

The fact that this statement preceded TCT Logistics by over a decade confirms Ontario as a jurisdiction, which applies

the CCAA in a flexible manner to accommodate restructurings. 46

In the aftermath of Lehndorff, numerous cases have shown that the proposal of a plan to creditors is not a necessary

requirement of a CCAA restructuring plan. 47  For example, in Canadian Red Cross Society, 48  the Red Cross was facing
$8 Billion in tort claims relating to a blood contamination. After obtaining CCAA protection, the Red Cross gained
court approval of the sale and transfer of all its blood supply operations to a new authority before any restructuring

plan was even put to the creditors for a vote. Similarly, in Re Consumers Packaging Inc., 49  the court approved of a sale
of substantially all of the debtor's assets under the CCAA prior to a creditor vote on the plan. On appeal, the Ontario
Court of Appeal confirmed that a pre-plan sale on a going concern basis which results in new ownership of the debtor's

assets was a legitimate purpose of the statute. 50  The commercially expedient approach taken by Ontario courts towards
restructuring is seen in Ontario cases holding that a plan of compromise and arrangement can be made only to secured

creditors where the unsecured creditors are not entitled to any recovery. 51

*120  (c) Re Fracmaster

The Alberta Court of Appeal decision in Re Fracmaster 52  was controversial as it was highly critical of Ontario's
approach to allowing liquidating sales under the CCAA. In that case, the trial court disapproved of a proposed sale
of the debtor's assets on the grounds that it did not comprise a going concern sale and was objected to by the secured
creditors. The proposed sale was in effect a piecemeal liquidation. The Court of Appeal, in dismissing the appeal, held
that while a liquidation of a company's assets under the CCAA had occasionally been allowed,

[t]he proposed transaction must be in the best interests of the creditors generally and the sale of
all or substantially all of the assets of a company to an entirely different entity, with no continued

involvement by former creditors and shareholders, does not meet this requirement. 53

Even while taking into account the fact that the actual case dealt with a piecemeal liquidation, there is no mistaking the
statement by the court being anything other than a firm rejection of the general Ontario approach. As such, the case has

had the effect of prohibiting liquidating plans under the CCAA in Alberta. 54  Outside of Alberta, the case has largely
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been overlooked. 55  This is likely due to the failure on the court's part to distinguish between the survival of a “company”

and the survival of the “business.” 56

(d) Cliffs Over Maple Bay

In Cliffs over Maple Bay, 57  the British Columbia Court of Appeal overturned a lower court decision which had granted
a stay and authorized DIP financing. In this case, there was no “active” business to “rescue” as the debtor company was
a single purpose land developer of a golf course residential project. The debtor only commenced CCAA proceedings
after the secured creditors appointed a receiver.

Unlike Re Fracmaster, the court in this case did not say that a liquidating plan *121  under the CCAA was inappropriate
or outside the contemplation of the statute. Instead, it held that as the debtor company was attempting to freeze the
rights of creditors without any intentions of proposing a plan or compromise, a section 11 stay was inappropriate in the
circumstances as a stay should only be granted in furtherance of the CCAA's fundamental purpose. The actual results
in both Re Fracmaster and Cliffs over Maple Bay are not inconsistent with a court's ability to effect a liquidating sale
under the CCAA and it has been recognized that an Ontario court would have likely come to a similar decision given

these facts. 58

The obiter in this case brings it into conflict with the Ontario authority and takes us back to the starting point of
questioning the purpose of restructuring. Tysoe J.A. held that the fundamental purpose of the legislation is expressed

in the long title of the statute 59  and implied that this meant that a debtor is to remain in operation and continue its

business for the future benefit of both the company and its creditors. 60  Notwithstanding the fact that no distinction was
made between going concern sales and liquidations, this view is still at odds with the prospect of using CCAA plans to
effect liquidations, even if this option maximizes creditors' returns.

The court then went on to state:

I need not decide the point on this appeal, but I query whether the Court should grant a stay under
the CCAA to permit a sale, winding up or liquidation without requiring the matter be voted upon
by the creditors if the plan of arrangement intended to be made by the debtor company will simply

propose the net proceeds from the sale, winding up or liquidation to be distributed to its creditors. 61

From a creditors' bargain viewpoint, the lack of a vote would be a cause for concern if this resulted in creditors not being
able to realize the maximum amount in returns. However, given that courts in pre-plan liquidating sales are very reluctant

to sanction a plan that is objected to by the debtor's secured creditors, 62  there is little cause for concern. Moreover, a

creditor vote may be seen as an inefficient use of time and a waste of limited monetary resources. 63

From a rehabilitation viewpoint, the point of restructuring is to maintain the status quo and to protect non-creditor
stakeholders (including unsecured creditors), a requirement for a vote would be seen as a means of providing some level
protection because should a vote fail to pass, then the liquidating plan would likely be continued under the BIA or a
receivership where different priorities are built into *122  the legislation.

(e) CCAA, Section 36

The newly enacted section 36 of the CCAA 64  provides a regime for a debtor corporation to apply to the court for

approval of a sale of assets outside the ordinary course of business. 65  While the provision has resolved all questions of
jurisdiction regarding asset sales, it has not resolved the conflicts raised in the case law about the purpose of restructuring
or about procedural questions such as whether a plan must be voted on by creditors prior to any asset sale. What it does

is basically codify the previous jurisprudence by providing a non-exhaustive list of factors for a court to consider. 66
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In the recent case of Re Nortel, the Ontario court had to consider its jurisdiction to approve of a pre-plan liquidating

sale under the CCAA in the absence of a creditor vote and a formal plan. 67  In making this determination, Morawetz
J. held that the overarching policy of the CCAA is to facilitate arrangements that might avoid liquidation and preserve

the benefit of a going concern business for the “whole economic community including the shareholders, 68  the creditors

(both secured and unsecured) and the employees.” 69  In dealing with Cliffs over Maple Bay, the court concluded that
the B.C. Court of Appeal in that case focused on whether the court should grant the requested relief and not whether

a court can grant such relief. 70

5. CONCLUSION

This paper has argued that the divergence in judicial approaches towards CCAA liquidating plans is at its core a
debate about the purpose behind restructuring and “rescue” itself. A review of the case law shows that Ontario has
adopted a creditor maximization approach towards restructuring in the sense that the object of restructuring is creditors'
recovery--and the preservation of jobs and communities are a consequence of this. In contrast, the Western courts
reluctance to support “liquidating sales” (compounded by the confusion in the liquidation terminology itself) reveals a
pro-restructuring bias where the motivating factor is the protection of *123  non-creditor constituencies.

In closing, this paper turns to the latest development in the Canwest CCAA saga where leave to appeal has been sought
by applicants seeking to challenge the approval of a pre-plan liquidating sale on the basis of a failed competitive bid.
Once again, this case raises the issue of the goals of restructuring: do we prioritize the procedural fairness of bidding or
do we say that the sole operating criterion is the maximization of creditor recovery. In the absence of a normative theory
of insolvency, it will be up to the judiciary to resolve these competing values on a case by case basis.
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ASSET SALES UNDER THE COMPANIES' CREDITORS
ARRANGEMENTACTAND THE FAILURE OF SECTION 36

Alfonso Nocilla*

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper examines the process for court approval of asset sales
under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act' (CCAA), which
has become the restructuring statute of choice in Canada for large
corporations. Under the CCAA, debtor companies are permitted to
dispose of assets outside the ordinary course of business only with
court approval.2 Consequently, the asset sale approval regime is an
important part of the restructuring process.

An examination of the sale process under the CCAA is
particularly appropriate at this time for two reasons. Firstly,
amendments to the statute in 2009 have created s. 36, which
codifies the rules for court approval of asset sales.' Two years after
these amendments were introduced, there is now a body of case
law to review in analyzing how the introduction of s. 36 has
affected the common law rules on asset sales. Secondly, the asset
sale process is especially important in light of the ongoing
controversy, both in the courts and in the academic literature,
over the issue of "liquidating CCAAs" - that is, the use of CCAA
proceedings to effect the sale of substantially all the assets of a
debtor company, often where no restructuring plan is presented to
creditors and where there is no intention of continuing the debtor
company as a going concern.

This paper begins by considering the key cases on asset sales
prior to the 2009 amendments. Next, it examines the amendments
and subsequent cases and commentaries, analyzing the impact of
the 2009 amendments on the sale approval process. This analysis
leads to a surprising conclusion: in major asset sale cases thus far,
courts have largely ignored s. 36 as a substantive test for whether
to approve asset sales. In some cases, courts have said that s. 36 is

* Student-at-Law, Hoffer Adler LLP. This article is based on an LL.M. dissertation
prepared by the author while a graduate student at the University of Western
Ontario Law School (ed.).

1. R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36.
2. Ibid., s. 36.
3. An Act to amend the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, the Companies' Creditors

Arrangement Act, the Wage Earner Protection Program Act and chapter 47 of
the Statutes of Canada, 2005, S.C. 2007, c. 36.
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not a definitive test at all. This is surprising because both the Joint
Task Force on Business and Insolvency Law Reform and the
Standing Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and Finance
recommended enacting s. 36 to provide "substantive direction" to
courts in deciding whether to approve asset sales.4 Despite this
recommendation, recent cases suggest that s. 36 is only one of
many considerations in the approval of asset sales, and is not a
substantive test. This will be discussed below in Part IV of this
paper.

A second conclusion is that s. 36 has done nothing to resolve the
ongoing disagreement among judges and academics over liquidating
ccAAs. This is unfortunate because the Senate Committee intended
that s. 36 provide "some guidance regarding minimum requirements
to be met during the sale process."' However, s. 36 cannot fully
resolve the dispute over liquidating CCAAs because it makes no
mention of them. Although s. 36 has answered the procedural
question of whether courts have the authority to approve asset sales,
it has not answered the substantive question that has divided courts
and commentators: under what circumstances, if any, are liquidat-
ing CCAAs appropriate? Although this question is beyond the scope
of this paper, it is an important question given the different
approaches to liquidating CcAAs in the courts. It is unfortunate that
s. 36 provides no guidance on this issue.

II. COMMON LAW ON ASSET SALES PRIOR
TO 2009 AMENDMENTS

1. Ontario

In the 1998 decision of Re Canadian Red Cross Society,' Blair J.,
as he then was, approved a ccAA sale of substantially all of the
assets of the Red Cross. In doing so, Blair J. held that the
supervising judge in a CCAA proceeding had the authority to
approve asset sale plans, even before a creditor vote:'

4. Senate, Standing Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce, Debtors and
Creditors Sharing the Burden: A Review of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act and
the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (November 2003, Chair: Richard H.
Kroft) ("Senate Report"), at p. 146.

5. Ibid., at pp. 147-148 (emphasis added).
6. (1998), 5 C.B.R. (4th) 299 (Ont. Ct. (Gen. Div.)).
7. Supra, at para. 43.

2012]



228 Canadian Business Law Journal

The source of the authority is twofold: it is to be found in the power of the
Court to impose terms and conditions on the granting of a stay under section
11; and it may be grounded upon the inherent jurisdiction of the Court, not to
make orders which contradict a statute, but to "fill in the gaps in legislation
so as to give effect to the objects of the CCAA, including the survival program
of a debtor until it can present a plan."

In approving the transaction, Blair J. applied two tests. Firstly, he
found that the purchase price was "fair and reasonable" based on
the reports of the Monitor, financial advisors, and other indepen-
dent experts involved.' Next, he considered the four "duties" of the
court in approving an asset sale, as established by the Ontario Court
of Appeal in Royal Bank of Canada v. Soundair Corp.:9

(i) to consider whether the debtor has made a sufficient effort
to obtain the best price and has not acted improvidently;

(ii) to consider the interests of the parties;
(iii) to consider the efficacy and integrity of the process by which

offers have been obtained; and
(v) to consider whether there has been unfairness in the working

out of the process.

Notably, Blair J. applied this test by analogy, since Soundair
dealt with the requirements for approval of a sale by a court-
appointed receiver, not for CCAA sales. Nonetheless, as will be
discussed below, Soundair has become an important test for CCAA
sales since the Red Cross decision.

In Re Tiger Brand Knitting Co.,"o the Ontario Superior Court
considered an application by the debtor company for an extension
of time to negotiate with a prospective purchaser. The offering
process for the going concern sale of the company's assets had
ended and the Monitor was expected to finalize negotiations with a
prospective purchaser shortly." C. Campbell J. applied the four
factors from Soundair and found that they had been satisfied. 2 In
doing so, C. Campbell J. stated that the Soundair factors "are
implicit in a marketing and sale process pursuant to Court Order
under the CCAA." 1 3

8. Ibid., at para. 49.
9. (1991), 7 C.B.R. (3d) I (Ont. C.A.); Red Cross, supra, footnote 6, at paras. 47-48.

The Soundair factors were laid out originally in Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg
(1986), 60 0.R. (2d) 87 (H.C.J.).

10. (2005), 9 C.B.R. (5th) 315 (Ont. S.C.J.), leave to appeal to C.A. refused 19 C.B.R.
(5th) 53.

11. Ibid., at paras. 15-16.
12. Ibid., at paras. 34-37.
13. Ibid., at paras. 35.

[Vol. 52



Asset Sales Under CCAA and the Failure of Section 36 229

More recently, in Re Nortel Networks Corp.,14 the same court
approved a CCAA sale process according to the following factors:' 5

(a) is a sale transaction warranted at this time?
(b) will the sale benefit the whole "economic community"?
(c) do any of the debtors' creditors have a bonafide reason to object to a sale

of the business?
(d) is there a better viable alternative?

These factors have become known as the Nortel criteria. As will
be discussed below in Part IV of this paper, these criteria apply to
the approval of a ccAA sale process - such as an auction - in the
absence of a restructuring plan. These criteria do not apply to the
approval of the final sale transaction at the conclusion of the
auction. However, in approving the sale process in Nortel
Networks Corp. (Re), the court noted that the debtor would
"aim to satisfy the elements established by the court for approval
as set out in Royal Bank v. Soundair."l6 In a subsequent hearing at
the conclusion of the auction process, the court applied the
Soundair factors, found that they had been satisfied, and approved
the final sale. In doing so, Morawetz J. stated:' 7

Although the Soundair and Crown Trust tests were established for the sale
of assets by a receiver, the principles have been considered to be appropriate
for sale of assets as part of a court supervised sales process in a ccA
proceeding.

2. Quebec

Courts in Quebec have not applied Soundair directly in all CCAA

asset sale cases, but their decisions often reference Soundair and
consider the factors from that case indirectly when determining
whether to approve sales.

In Boutiques San Francisco Inc. v. Les Ailes de la Mode Inc.,18

the Qubbec Superior Court approved a CCAA sale where the bank
syndicate and Monitor supported it, the sale price was the best
possible price at the end of the sale process and was greater than
the liquidation value of the company, and the sale would allow
most employees to keep their jobs.' 9 These factors appear to

14. (2009), 55 C.B.R. (5th) 229 (Ont. S.C.J. (Comm. List)).
15. Ibid., at para. 49.
16. Ibid., at para. 53.
17. Nortel Networks Corp. (Re) (2009), 56 C.B.R. (5th) 224 (Ont. S.C.J. (Comm.

List)), at paras. 34-36.
18. (2004), 5 C.B.R. (5th) 197 (Que. S.C.).
19. Ibid., at para. 3.
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overlap with the Soundair factors, though Soundair was not cited in
the decision.

In Re Mecachrome Canada Inc.,20 the same court refused to
approve a proposed sale in which interim (debtor-in-possession or
DIP) lenders would acquire all the shares of the debtor company
where the debtor had failed to properly canvass the market for
bidders.2 ' The court cited Soundair and Tiger Brand Knitting but
did not apply the Soundair test directly:22

As stated, albeit in a different but still similar context, by the Ontario Court
of Appeal in Soundair, by the Ontario Superior Court of Justice in Tiger
Brand Knitting, by the Alberta Court of Queen's Bench in Calpine Canada
Energy Ltd., Re, and by this Court . .. in a process such as this one, there
has to be some demonstration by the Canadian Debtors that reasonable
attempts have been made to properly canvass the market before approving a
PFA that is, in essence, presented to the affected creditors as the best available
deal under the circumstances.

In Re Rail Power Technologies Corp. (Arrangement relatif a),23

the court applied the Soundair test in approving the sale of
substantially all of the debtor company's assets. 24 In doing so, the
court emphasized that the Monitor had recommended the sale: 25

The issue of unfairness in the process identified in Soundair, concerns
actions of the receiver typically towards a potential purchaser. As long as the
receiver has acted reasonably prudently, fairly and not arbitrarily, its
recommendation should be accepted.

3. Alberta

In Fracmaster Ltd. (Re),26 the Alberta Court of Appeal upheld
the lower court's decision to appoint a receiver instead of using the
CCAA to sell substantially all the assets of the debtor company. The
Court of Appeal held that a sale of assets under the CCAA should
only occur where the proposed transaction is "in the best interests
of the creditors generally" and that this requirement was not met
by the sale of substantially all of the debtor's assets with no
continued involvement by creditors and shareholders. 27 In contrast
20. (2009), 58 C.B.R. (5th) 49 (Que. S.C.).
21. Ibid., at para. 45.
22. Ibid.
23. 2009 Qccs 2885.
24. Ibid., at para. 51.
25. Ibid., at para. 93 (emphasis in original), citing Re Winnipeg Motor Express Inc.,

2008 MBQB 297, at para. 24.
26. Fracmaster Ltd. (Re) (1999), 11 C.B.R. (4th) 230 (Alta. C.A.).
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to the Ontario and Qubbec approaches to CCAA sales, the court
also distinguished between ccAA and receivership proceedings,
stating that a ccAA udge must wait for creditor approval before
sanctioning a plan:2

Under the ccA the court has no discretion to sanction a plan unless it has
been approved by a vote of 2/3 majority in value of each class of creditors
(section 6). To that extent, each class of creditors has a veto. This procedure
is quite different from a court-appointed receivership. In a receivership the
desires of the creditors are a significant factor, but the approval by a specific
majority of creditors is not a pre-condition to court sanction, and creditors do
not have an absolute veto. The difference in the procedures gives rise to
different tests and considerations to be applied in each type of proceeding.
While in this case the lending syndicate's desires in the ccA and receivership
proceedings were consistent, the chambers judge was not required to give the
same weight to their wishes in each proceeding.

The Court of Appeal held that the chambers judge correctly
concluded the ccAA plan had no reasonable chance of success
because the creditors' syndicate opposed the plan. Therefore, the
court had no authority to sanction the plan and there was no point
in calling a meeting of creditors to vote, which would have resulted
in further delays and jeopardized the value of the assets. In
reaching its decision, the court applied the Soundair test to the
receiver's proposed sale. 29

In Re 843504 Alberta Ltd., 0 the Alberta Court of Queen's
Bench refused to approve a sale of substantially all of the debtor
company's assets before the Monitor had presented a formal plan
to the creditors. The court did not apply the Soundair test to the
proposed sale. Instead, the court cited Fracmaster and distin-
guished the Ontario Superior Court decision in Red Cross,
stating:3

Simply put, in this province the corporate entity is expected to continue in
some form or another unless there are exceptional circumstances. Liquida-
tion proceedings are typically reserved for receiverships, windings up or
bankruptcy....

This is quite different than in Ontario where apparently debtors can use the
benefits of the legislation when there is no prospect of corporate survival or
no plan of arrangement is proposed.

27. Ibid., at para. 16.
28. Ibid., at para. 14.
29. Ibid., at para. 32.
30. (2003), 4 C.B.R. (5th) 306 (Alta. Q.B.).
31. Ibid., at paras. 14-15.
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Despite the above cases, in Re Calpine Canada Energy Ltd.,32

Romaine J. of the Alberta Court of Queen's Bench applied the
Soundair test in a DIP financing sale under the CCAA and even
though Soundair was a case dealing with a receivership:33

While the Soundair case involved a receivership and this is a situation of a
debtor-in-possession under the CCAA overseen by a Monitor, these duties
remain relevant to the issues before me, with some adaptation for the
differences in the form of proceedings.

The court in Calpine gave final approval to the plan following
the satisfaction of previously imposed conditions intended to
ensure fairness and transparency in the sale negotiation process.34

The court emphasized that the Monitor supported the sale and
that this was an important factor in determining whether to
approve it, as expressed in Crown Trust Co.:

If the court were to reject the recommendations of the Receiver in any but the
most exceptional circumstances, it would materially diminish and weaken
the role and function of the Receiver both in the perception of receivers and
in the perception of any others who might have occasion to deal with them. It
would lead to the conclusion that the decision of the Receiver was of little
weight and that the real decision was always made upon the motion for
approval. That would be a consequence susceptible of immensely damaging
results to the disposition of assets by court-appointed receivers.

4. British Columbia

Courts in British Columbia generally have refused to approve
CCAA sales involving substantially all the assets of the debtor
company where a plan has not been presented to the creditors. In
Cliffs Over Maple Bay Investments Ltd. v. Fisgard Capital Corp.,36

the British Columbia Court of Appeal reversed the CCAA

supervising judge's decision granting a stay of proceedings under
s. 11 that would have allowed the debtor company to restructure
and obtain DIP financing without presenting a plan to its
creditors. Tysoe J.A. stated that, while the filing of a draft plan
of arrangement was not a prerequisite for obtaining a stay under

32. 2007 ABQB 49.
33. Ibid., at para. 29.
34. Ibid., at paras. 31-34.
35. Supra, footnote 9, at p. 112, cited in Calpine, supra, footnote 32, at para. 52. This

statement was adopted by the Ontario Court of Appeal in Soundair, supra,
footnote 9, at para. 21.

36. 2008 BCCA 327.
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s. 11, a stay should not be granted where the debtor company has
no intention to present a plan to its creditors.1 Notably, the
Court of Appeal made its decision despite the Monitor's support
for the plan. In obiter, Tysoe J.A. stated:39

I need not decide the point on this appeal, but I query whether the court
should grant a stay under the CCAA to permit a sale, winding up or liquidation
without requiring the matter to be voted upon by the creditors if the plan of
arrangement intended to be made by the debtor company will simply propose
that the net proceeds from the sale, winding up or liquidation be distributed
to its creditors.

While Tysoe J.A. made no reference to a specific case, this obiter
clearly questions the Ontario approach of allowing a CCAA sale of
substantially all of the debtor company's assets before a plan is
presented to the creditors.

5. Conclusions on Common Law on Asset Sales
Prior to 2009 Amendments

The above cases demonstrate that there is a divergence in
judicial approaches to the approval of CCAA asset sales between
courts in Ontario and Qubbec, on the one hand, and courts in
Alberta and British Columbia, on the other. With some exceptions,
Western courts are less likely to approve sales in which the debtor
company will not present a plan to its creditors and will not
continue as a going concern after restructuring. Their rationale is
that these sorts of sales are liquidations without the involvement of
the company's creditors, and it is generally inappropriate to use the
ccAA in such cases when the same sales can be completed through a
receivership.

The application of the Soundair factors in CCAA sales, factors
that were intended to apply to sales by receivers, is less than ideal
from a theoretical perspective because.the ccAA is a restructuring
statute. The distinction between restructuring and liquidation is
important. Significantly, in Cliffs Over Maple Bay, the British
Columbia Court of Appeal stated that courts should not grant
ccAA protection to a debtor company that "does not intend to
propose a compromise or arrangement to its creditors." 40 Like-
wise, the Alberta Court of Appeal in Fracmaster expressed the view

37. Supra, at para. 31.
38. Ibid., at paras. 14-15.
39. Ibid., at para. 32.
40. Ibid., at para. 31.
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that liquidations should not occur under the CCAA in most
circumstances:4 1

There must be an ongoing business entity that will survive the asset sale....
A sale of all or substantially all the assets of a company to an entirely
different entity, with no continued involvement by former creditors and
shareholders, does not meet this requirement. While we do not intend to limit
the flexibility of the CCAA, we are concerned about its use to liquidate assets
of insolvent companies which are not part of a plan or compromise among
creditors and shareholders, resulting in some continuation of a company as a
going concern. Generally, such liquidations are inconsistent with the intent
of the CCAA and should not be carried out under its protective umbrella.

It is unsurprising that the above cases make no mention of
Soundair in the context of CCAA sales because Soundair applies to
liquidations by receivers. If wholesale liquidations without creditor
involvement should not occur under the CCAA - as Cliffs and
Fracmaster suggest - then Soundair is not particularly relevant in
the context of CCAA sales.

It makes sense that courts considering CCAA liquidations would
turn to the Soundair factors, since, until recently, Soundair provided
the only guidance. However, with Parliament adding s. 36, courts
are granted the express authority to approve asset sales under the
CCAA and are instructed to consider specific factors. In light of this,
one might think that courts would come to favour the s. 36 factors
over those of Soundair. As will be discussed below, this has not
come to pass, and the result has been a series of muddled analyses in
Ontario and Qubbec in which courts have applied Soundair, s. 36
and other factors. It remains to be seen whether Western courts will
do the same, or whether they will simply focus on s. 36 when asked
to approve asset sales under the CCAA.

Ill. THE 2009 AMENDMENTS: SECTION 36

1. Provisions

Coming into force on September 18, 2009, s. 36 is a new section
granting the CCAA court express jurisdiction to authorize asset sales
in restructuring proceedings. Subsection (1) requires that a debtor
company obtain court authorization before selling assets outside
the ordinary course of its business. Additionally, subsection (2)
requires that the debtor company notify all secured creditors who
are "likely to be affected by the proposed sale." Subsection (3) lists

41. Fracmaster, supra, footnote 26, at para. 16.
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several factors that the court must consider in deciding whether to
authorize a sale:

(3) In deciding whether to grant the authorization, the court is to consider,
among other things,
(a) whether the process leading to the proposed sale or disposition was

reasonable in the circumstances;
(b) whether the monitor approved the process leading to the proposed

sale or disposition;
(c) whether the monitor filed with the court a report stating that in their

opinion the sale or disposition would be more beneficial to the
creditors than a sale or disposition under a bankruptcy;

(d) the extent to which the creditors were consulted;
(e) the effects of the proposed sale or disposition on the creditors and

other interested parties; and
(f) whether the consideration to be received for the assets is reasonable

and fair, taking into account their market value.

Importantly, this is a non-exclusive list, as subsection (3) provides
that the court is to consider these factors "among other things."
These additional factors will be examined in Part IV. It is also
noteworthy that the Monitor is not formally required to file a
report in respect of a proposed sale, despite subsections (3)(b) and
(c) asking the court to consider the Monitor's opinion. 42

Subsection (4) provides that, where the proposed sale is to a
"related party," 43 the court must first consider the factors in
subsection (3) and then be satisfied that:

(a) good faith efforts were made to sell or otherwise dispose of the assets to
persons who are not related to the company; and

(b) the consideration to be received is superior to the consideration that
would be received under any other offer made in accordance with the
process leading to the proposed sale or disposition.

42. The Canadian Bar Association recommended that monitors be required to make
"full, true and plain disclosure whenever they communicate with creditors or file
information with the Court" in its written submission on Bill C-55 to the House
Committee, "Submission on Bill C-55 - Bankruptcy Reform" (Ottawa, National
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Law Section, November 2005), at pp. 27-28.
Available online: <http://www.cba.org/cba/submissions/pdf/05-52-eng.pdf>.
See also E. Patrick Shea, Bankruptcy & Insolvency Act, Companies' Creditors
Arrangement Act, Bill C-55 & Commentary (Markham, Ontario, LexisNexis
Butterworths, 2006).

43. A "related party" is defined in subsection (5) as: (a) a director or onficer of the
company; (b) a person who has or has had, directly or indirectly, control in fact
of the company; and (c) a person who is related to a person described in
paragraph (a) or (b).
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2. Purpose

In its report, Debtors and Creditors Sharing the Burden, the
Standing Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce
suggested that the s. 36 amendments were intended to provide
courts with "substantive direction" on factors to consider when
deciding whether to approve asset sales." In discussing the
purpose of s. 36 with regard to the sale process, the Committee
stated:45

[T]here are circumstances where all stakeholders would benefit from the
opportunity for an insolvent company involved in a reorganization to divest
itself of all or part of its assets, whether to raise capital, eliminate further loss
for creditors or focus on the solvent operations of the business. We feel,
however, that the Court must be involved in approving such sales and that it
should be provided with some guidance regarding minimum requirements to
be met during the sale process.

The Committee did not mention Soundair in its brief discussion of
asset sales and there is no suggestion that s. 36 was intended to
replace the common law approach of applying the Soundair
criteria. However, the Committee seems to have expected that the
s. 36 factors would constitute "minimum requirements" that
debtor companies would have to meet when asking for court
approval of asset sales. In other words, while the amendments
should not be read to preclude Soundair, s. 36 was intended to be
substantive. The recent treatment of s. 36 in Ontario and Qubbec
does not reflect this intention. This is discussed below.

IV. IMPACT OF THE 2009 AMENDMENTS ON JUDICIAL
APPROACHES TO ASSET SALES

1. When Will Courts Apply Section 36?

Despite the Senate Committee's intention that s. 36 would
provide substantive direction to courts in approving asset sales, the
interpretations of s. 36 by courts so far suggest that s. 36 is not
substantive. This has created uncertainty in the judicial analysis of
asset sales.

In Re Canwest Global Communications Corp.,46 the first in a
series of proceedings dealing with s. 36, Pepall J. of the Ontario

44. Senate Report, supra, footnote 4, at p. 146.
45. Ibid., at pp. 147-148 (Emphasis added).
46. 2009 CarswellOnt 7169 (S.C.J. (Comm. List)).
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Superior Court considered the circumstances in which the s. 36
criteria would apply to a proposed sale of assets. Firstly, in order
for s. 36 to be engaged, the threshold requirements must be met:47

Court approval is required under section 36 if:

(a) a debtor company under ccAA protection
(b) proposes to sell or dispose of assets outside the ordinary

course of business.

Pepall J. made two important holdings with respect to these
threshold requirements. Firstly, she held that while partnerships
are not expressly included in the definitions of "debtor company"
and "company" in s. 2(1) of the ccAA, s. 36 nonetheless applied to
the partnerships that were under ccAA protection in Canwest.48

This holding should be viewed within the fact-specific context of
the Canwest proceedings. The limited partnerships in Canwest were
highly integrated with those of the debtor companies under CCAA

protection. Therefore, Pepall J. reasoned that even though the
partnerships were not "debtor companies" under the CCAA, the
court had inherent jurisdiction to extend CCAA protection to the
partnerships. This analysis is less than ideal because it provides no
clear rule for when a partnership will enjoy ccAA protection, but it
is nonetheless in line with previous Ontario decisions in which
courts have extended ccAA protection to entities that do not fall
within the definition of a ccAA "debtor company" where those
entities are highly integrated with a debtor company or companies
undergoing restructuring.49

Secondly, Pepall J. held that when determining whether a
proposed sale was in the "ordinary course of business" within the
meaning of s. 36, a court should conduct a fact-specific inquiry:5 0

[A] court should in each case examine the circumstances of the subject
transaction within the context of the business carried on by the debtor.

In her decision, Pepall J. held that s. 36 did not apply to the
transfer of shared assets and services in an "internal reorganization
transaction" within the same corporate family.s' In Pepall J.'s
view, it would have been "commercially unreasonable" to expect
the debtor companies to satisfy the requirements of s. 36(4) for

47. Supra, at para. 26.
48. Ibid., at para. 30.
49. See especially Lehndorff General Partner Ltd. (Re) (1993), 17 C.B.R. (3d) 24

(Ont. Ct. (Gen. Div.)).
50. Canwest, supra, footnote 46, at para. 35.
51. Ibid., at para. 36.
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sales to these third parties because of the "highly integrated and
interdependent" businesses of the parties.52 The Canwest family of
entities had previously adopted a complex business structure for
tax reasons that no longer applied, and the proposed transactions
would merely "realign the shared services arrangements" between
these entities.53 As such, Pepall J. stated that not all internal
reorganizations would fall outside the purview of s. 36.5

The above analysis of when s. 36(4) should apply makes sense
based on the specific facts of Canwest, but the implications for s. 36
are troubling. The 2003 Senate report states that sales to related
parties should be not be permitted other than in "exceptional
circumstances."" Perhaps transfers between highly integrated
entities involved in a restructuring should be exempt because such
circumstances are exceptional, but this requires further inquiry.
Instead, Pepall J. relied simply on a statement by Industry Canada
that s. 36(4) was intended to address the problem of "phoenix
corporations", i.e., companies whose owners engage in serial
bankruptcies in order to purchase assets of the bankrupt business
through a new entity and leave creditors unpaid." This ignores the
fact that related parties may have other interests in asset sales
beyond "phoenix corporation" schemes - for example, incumbent
management simply might be trying to entrench itself by
reorganizing the assets of the related companies.

Pepall J. went on to say that even where a proposed sale is outside
the ambit of s. 36 because it is in the ordinary course of business, s.
36 "may be considered in assessing fairness" where the sale is to a
related party." On this account, courts in such cases should
consider, at a minimum, whether the proposed sale is fair and
facilitates the restructuring. On this basis, Pepall J. then applied the
provisions of s. 36 to the proposed sale and found that they had been
satisfied." As a consequence of this analysis, it now appears that
courts have the discretion to decide when to apply s. 36 to proposed
related party sales. In effect, Pepall J. substituted a test of whether
the proposed transaction is "fair and facilitates the restructuring" in
place of the clear wording of s. 36(4):

52. Ibid.
53. Ibid.
54. Ibid., at para. 35.
55. Senate Report, supra, footnote 4, at p. 148.
56. Canwest, supra, footnote 46, at para. 34.
57. Ibid., at para. 37.
58. Ibid., at para. 38.
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(4) If the proposed sale or disposition is to a person who is related to the
company, the court may, after considering the factors referred to in
subsection (3), grant the authorization only if it is satisfied that

(a) good faith efforts were made to sell or otherwise dispose of the assets
to persons who are not related to the company; and

(b) the consideration to be received is superior to the consideration that
would be received under any other offer made in accordance with the
process leading to the proposed sale or disposition.

In the third Canwest proceeding, 9 Pepall J. held that s. 36 did
not apply to transfers contemplated by a restructuring plan
because the plan as a whole was subject to court approval. In that
case, the asset transfers contemplated had been approved by a
vote of the affected creditors. 60 This holding is problematic in
light of the view expressed by Western Canadian courts that the
CCAA should not be used to effect liquidations in the absence of a
formal plan. 1 While it remains to be seen how Western courts
will apply s. 36, it seems unlikely that they will interpret it in the
same manner as the court in Canwest.

In Re Brainhunter Inc.,62 a recent decision of the Ontario
Superior Court, Morawetz J. approved a "stalking horse"63 bid
process where the purchaser was a related party and an insider of
the company, without applying s. 36 of the CCAA. Morawetz J.
held that s. 36 applies only where the court has been asked to
approve an "actual sale" of assets. Approval of an "actual sale" is
to be distinguished from approval of a "sale process" such as an
auction." Accordingly, Morawetz J. did not apply a. 36 to
determine if the proposed sale process was appropriate, relying
instead on the common law test established in Nortel.65

59. (2010), 70 C.B.R. (5th) 1 (Ont. S.C.J. (Comm. List)).
60. Supra, at para. 27.
61. Cliffs Over Maple Bay, supra, footnote 36, at para. 32.
62. (2009), 62 C.B.R. (5th) 41 (Ont. S.C.J. (Comm. List)).
63. A common arrangement in U.S. bankruptcy law and prevalent in cross-border

proceedings, this involves an auction in which the seller designates a "stalking
horse" buyer who has the right to bid first in the auction, setting a minimum price
that precludes low-ball offers. If the stalking horse is out-bid by subsequent
bidders, it typically receives a previously agreed-upon break-fee from the seller
for its expenses. It is not a legal term of art as such, but stalking horses have been
used in several recent cases. See Re Nortel Networks Corp., supra, footnote 17, as
an example of a proceeding involving a stalking horse auction.

64. Brainhunter, supra, footnote 62, at paras. 16-17.
65. Nortel, supra, footnote 14. The court's authority to approve a sale process is

derived from its general statutory discretion. As discussed above in Part II, the
Nortel criteria require the court to ask:

(a) Is a sale transaction warranted at this time?
(b) Will the sale benefit the whole "economic community"?
(c) Do any of the debtors' creditors have a bonafide reason to object to a sale of the
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There are three main problems with the above analysis in
Brainhunter Inc. Firstly, despite holding that s. 36 is not engaged
in the approval of a sale process, Morawetz J. stated that s. 36
"should also be considered indirectly when applying the Nortel
Criteria." 66 Unfortunately, the court did not expand on this
point. Presumably, s. 36 should be considered indirectly at the
process approval stage because it will apply eventually when the
court must decide whether to approve the final sale. In Nortel, for
example, Morawetz J. considered it important that the debtor
would "aim to satisfy" the Soundair factors for approval of the
final sale in its conduct during the sale process.67 Moreover, in
the earlier decision of Tiger Brand Knitting, discussed above, C.
Campbell J. of the Ontario Superior Court stated that the
Soundair factors "are implicit in a marketing and sale process
pursuant to Court Order under the CCAA." 68 This suggests that
both Soundair and s. 36 are "implicit" in the approval of a sale
process under the Nortel criteria. However, exactly what this
means for the judicial analysis is unclear. Is it sufficient for
approval of the sale process, as it was in Nortel, that the debtor
merely "aim[s] to satisfy" the criteria for court approval of the
final sale?

The second problem is that the s. 36 criteria are inter-
connected with the asset sale process and the Nortel criteria.
Specifically, s. 36(3) asks (a) whether the process leading up to
the proposed sale was reasonable, and (b) whether the Monitor
approved the process. These questions are also fundamental to
the court's analysis in deciding whether to approve the sale
process. Under the Nortel criteria, the court must ask whether
the sale transaction is warranted. Often, this analysis includes a
consideration of the Monitor's recommendation with respect to
the proposed process and whether the process is fair and
reasonable. Therefore, by the time the court directly applies s. 36
to the final sale transaction, it has already decided its answers to
questions (a) and (b) at the process approval stage. This is
problematic because the Senate Committee stated that s. 36 was
meant to provide "substantive direction" to the courts. Since
some of the main questions asked by s. 36 will be answered

business?
(d) Is there a better viable alternative?

66. Ibid., at para. 16.
67. Nortel, supra, footnote 14.
68. Tiger Brand Knitting, supra, footnote 10, at para. 35.
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already under the Nortel criteria, it is difficult to see how s. 36
can provide substantive direction.

The third, related problem is that it is difficult to imagine many
cases where a court would hold that s. 36 has not been satisfied at
the conclusion of a sale process approved under the Nortel
criteria. Where the participants have followed the process as
sanctioned by the court and the Monitor recommends the final
sale, it is impractical for the court to refuse its approval. In short,
once the court sanctions and sets in motion the sale process, the
most important test has been met already. Since s. 36 is only
considered indirectly at this initial stage, if at all, s. 36 can
provide neither the substantive direction nor the minimum
requirements that the Senate Committee intended.

2. What Additional Factors Will Courts Consider?

Since s. 36 provides a non-exhaustive list of factors to consider,
courts have considered other factors in determining the appro-
priateness of sale proposals. In the second Canwest decision, 9

Pepall J. approved the sale of substantially all of the financial and
operating assets of the Canwest limited partnership entities.
Pepall J. applied both s. 36 and the Soundair criteria to the
proposed sale because s. 36 had not yet come into force.
However, the court took the approach that s. 36 had not changed
the analysis very much and that it was quite similar to Soundair,
stating "[i]ndeed, to a large degree, the criteria overlap."70

Consequently, it is unclear exactly which factors must be satisfied
in order to obtain court approval of a sale. Section 36 has not
replaced the Soundair factors and evidently, courts may still give
serious consideration to the Soundair factors when asked to
approve asset sales. As discussed below, this is problematic.

In Re White Birch Paper, 7  the Qubbec Superior Court
approved the sale of substantially all the assets of a debtor
company in a "stalking horse" bid process where all of the
preliminary steps of the process had been approved without
objection from the interested stakeholders.72 In his reasons,
Mongeon J. applied the criteria for court approval of asset sales

69. Canwest Publishing Inc. (Re) (2010), 68 C.B.R. (5th) 233 (Ont. S.CJ. (Comm.
List)).

70. Supra, at para. 13.
71. White Birch Paper Holding Co. (Proposition de) (Re), 2010 QCcs 4915, leave to

appeal to C.A. refused, 2010 QCCA 1950.
72. Ibid., at para. 25. The only objections came from two construction lien holders,
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in s. 36 and found that they had been satisfied. In doing so,
Mongeon J. stated:73

The elements which can be found in Section 36 CCAA are, first of all, not
limitative and secondly they need not to be all fulfilled in order to grant or
not grant an order under this section.

The Court has to look at the transaction as a whole and essentially decide
whether or not the sale is appropriate, fair and reasonable. In other words,
the Court could grant the process for reasons other . . . than those

mentioned in Section 36 CCAA or refuse to grant it for reasons which are not
mentioned in Section 36 ccAA.

Citing the second Canwest decision, 74 the court went on to say
that it was not necessary for approval of a sale plan that all
classes of creditors will benefit, and that the court "must rely" on
the Monitor's recommendation of whether to support the sale
plan.7 ' Mongeon J. then applied the Nortel criteria to the sale
process and found that they had been satisfied. In effect, the
court determined that s. 36 was not the substantive test for
approving the asset sales and substituted its own test, asking
whether "the sale is appropriate, fair and reasonable."77

Based on the above cases, the exact role of s. 36 remains unclear.
There is overlap between the s. 36 and Soundair criteria, but they
are not the same. Additionally, it is unclear what should happen if
a court finds that the Soundair criteria have been satisfied, but the
s. 36 criteria have not. If s. 36 is intended to be substantive, then the
analysis in an asset sale approval proceeding should focus on s. 36.
It may be acceptable to consider the Soundair criteria or other
factors in these proceedings, but the s. 36 criteria are the minimum
requirements that must be met. However, the above cases suggest
that the opposite is true. Section 36 will be read narrowly so as not
to apply in many cases, or so that only some of its criteria apply.
Meanwhile, the Soundair criteria, a "fairness and reasonableness"
test, or some other criteria might apply instead.

whose objections became moot by the time of the final order approving the sale,
as separate agreements had been made to honour those claims.

73. Ibid., at paras. 48-49 (Emphasis added).
74. Canwest, supra, footnote 69, at para. 13.
75. White Birch, supra, footnote 71, at paras. 51-52.
76. Ibid., at paras. 53-54.
77. Ibid., at para. 49.
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V. PROBLEMS WITH SECTION 36

1. CCAA Sales

While courts in other provinces have not yet had the opportunity
to comment, Ontario and Qubbec courts have recognized at least
three different sets of criteria for determining the appropriateness
of ccAA sales. As discussed above, this is problematic.

The current approach to asset sales in these provinces suggests
that s. 36 is not providing the substantive direction to courts that
the Senate Committee and the Joint Task Force intended when
they recommended the new section in 2003.78 Nor is the holding in
White Birch that the s. 36 factors "need not be all fulfilled" to
approve a sale consistent with the intention - again expressed in
the Senate Report - that s. 36 provide some minimum
requirements that must be met before a court can approve an
asset sale.7 9

It is particularly troubling that the courts are not applying s. 36
as a substantive test for asset sales that are made in the absence of
formal CCAA plans. Where creditors are permitted to vote on a
plan, it is understood that they are deciding whether the proposed
plan is in their best interests. In the case of pre-plan sales, the
creditors have no formal vote. Instead, the court decides what is
best for the creditors based on the statements of the Monitor and,
often, incumbent management of the debtor company. In such
cases, it is especially important to have clear rules to protect
creditors' rights and maximize returns from sales. Creditors should
be aware that the current system for court approval of asset sales
offers no guarantees that their rights will be protected because no
clear rule governs.

Courts and commentators often praise the flexibility of the CCAA

regime. Flexibility is a useful feature of a restructuring regime
involving large, complex companies. However, where Parliament
has provided clear, substantive direction on asset sales, courts
should pay heed. Unfortunately, it seems that the addition of s. 36
has served only to make an already complex legal analysis less
clear. If the current situation persists, Parliament will need to
introduce further amendments to resolve the confusion. For
example, the sale approval process could be streamlined by
amending s. 36 to include a modified set of the Soundair factors,

78. Senate Report, supra, footnote 4, at p. 146.
79. Ibid., at p. 148; White Birch, supra, footnote 71, at para. 48.

2012]



244 Canadian Business Law Journal

with changes where necessary to reflect the different circumstances
of restructuring and receivership sales. Parliament also might
specify in the Act that s. 36 is a substantive test that lays out
minimum requirements for CCAA sales. Until this is done, both sets
of criteria - and perhaps other factors - will remain applicable,
and no clear rule will govern.

2. Chapter 11 Sales

Given the growing number of U.S. and Canadian cross-border
proceedings under the CCAA, it is helpful to consider how sales
outside the ordinary course of business are treated under Chapter
11 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code.so Although Chapter 11 began as
a reorganization mechanism, the trend for some time in large cases
has been toward going concern sales of substantially all of a
debtor's assets, with no prospect of the debtor company surviving.
Baird and Rasmussen, for example, have argued that wholesale
liquidations under Chapter 11 are now the norm in large cases. 1 In
their view, there is no longer any question that such sales are
appropriate:82

The debate over speedy sales of all the assets of the business as a going
concern is over. Sales are the norm in large reorganizations that are anything
other than a confirmation of a debt restructuring reached outside of
bankruptcy. The debate now centers on how sales should be conducted.

This trend toward liquidation directly challenges the traditional
reorganization model of Chapter 11, which is premised on the
assumption that reorganization, by preserving going-concern
value, usually results in better returns for creditors than liquida-
tion. David Skeel has called this traditional account the "Debtor in
Control" narrative:83

According to this narrative, bankruptcy is designed to preserve "going
concern value" when a large company stumbles. To achieve this objective,
bankruptcy prevents creditors from making grabs for the company's assets,

80. 11 U.S.C. § 101 et seq. (Bankruptcy), §1101.
81. Douglas G. Baird and Robert K. Rasmussen, "Chapter 11 at Twilight" (2003), 56

Stan. L. Rev. 673. See also Douglas G. Baird, "The New Face of Chapter II"
(2004), 12 Am. Bankr. Inst. L. Rev. 69, at pp. 80-82.

82. Douglas G. Baird, "Car Trouble" (2001), John M. Olin Law & Economics
Working Paper No. 551 (2d Series), at p. 2, online: <http://ssrn.com/
abstract= 1833731>.

83. David A Skeel, Jr., "Competing Narratives in Corporate Bankruptcy: Debtor in
Control vs. No Time To Spare" (2009), Mich. St. L. Rev. 1187, at p. 1198.
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and it gives the debtor's managers an opportunity to negotiate with its
creditors over the terms of a reorganization plan.

The Debtor in Control narrative suggested that the company and its team of
professionals should be given plenty of time to determine what went wrong
and work with its creditors to develop a plan for a healthier future. The
narrative included an appeal to patience and for sympathy for the distressed
company.

Skeel suggests that the "Debtor in Control" narrative has been
replaced by the "No Time to Spare" narrative, which insists on the
bankruptcy court's immediate approval of new financing and the
sale of substantially all the company's assets as quickly as possible
because "the company's assets are a melting ice cube and will ...
evaporate unless the court springs immediately into action."84

Variations of the "melting ice cube" argument figured promi-
nently in the recent Chrysler85 and General Motors8 6 proceedings.
In both decisions, the U.S. bankruptcy court approved rapid sales
of substantially all the assets of the debtor companies in a
restricted bid process, where the buyers assumed specified
liabilities to unsecured creditors as part of the purchase, despite
the claims of secured creditors. Barry Adler has criticized these
decisions because the court approved the sales without first testing
the value of the assets.8 7 In his view, had the price paid been
properly determined by a market test, the creditors should have
been content to receive a ratable share of the proceeds from the
sale. Instead, the buyers paid too little relative to the value of the
assets, and in exchange assumed the specified liabilities relating to
the unsecured creditors, all at the expense of secured creditors who
otherwise would have received higher returns. Adler has further
argued that this sort of result could be avoided in the future by
amending the Code to set out minimum requirements for court
approval of asset sales according to Delaware common law:8 8

Congress would do well to establish as a minimum procedural safeguard
state law requirements for section 363 sales of all or substantially all of a

84. Ibid., at p. 1199.
85. Chrysler LLC (In re), 405 B.R. 84 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2009), affd 576 F.3d 108 (2d

Cir. 2009), vacated 130 S.Ct. 1510 (2009), remanded to 592 F.3d 370 (2d Cir.
2010).

86. General Motors Corp. (In re), 409 B.R. 24 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2009).
87. Barry E. Adler, "A Reassessment of Bankruptcy Reorganization After Chrysler

and General Motors" (2010), 18 Am. Bankr. Inst. L. Rev. 305, at p. 315.
88. Ibid., at p. 316.
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debtor's assets, at least where the debtor is large enough to justify the
administrative expense of such a process.

In sum, broadly similar concerns seem to arise in both Chapter 11
and CCAA sales. These concerns focus on the potential detriment to
creditors when sales of substantially all the assets of a debtor are
conducted under the auspices of a broad and flexible reorganization
mechanism rather than the traditional liquidation procedures and,
specifically, where the requirements for approving the sales are
poorly defined. Many of the concerns expressed in this article,
therefore, extend beyond the technicalities of s. 36 of the CCAA. They
are concerns with how asset sales are conducted in large
insolvencies, as well as the rationale for judicial approval. Put
another way, the question asked here is not whether liquidations are
appropriate under a restructuring statute (although this remains a
live issue in the Canadian jurisprudence) but what requirements
must be met before a court approves a given sale. The current
approaches to this question in the jurisprudence are troubling, and
the consequences for creditors' rights are significant.

3. The Liquidation vs. Reorganization Debate:
Still Alive and Well

The advent of s. 36 has not resolved the controversy over
"liquidating CCAAs" - the use of CCAA proceedings to effect a sale
of assets by the debtor company with no intention of continuing
the debtor company as a going concern. Section 36 makes no
mention of liquidating CCAAs. However, as the above cases
illustrate, courts in Ontario and Qu6bec have continued to
approve liquidating CCAAs. Meanwhile, courts in Alberta and
British Columbia have expressed skepticism over liquidating
CCAAs, especially where no plan is presented to the creditors and
where the business operations of the debtor company will not
continue following liquidation.

Prior to the 2009 amendments introducing s. 36, one
commentator - now a judge of the British Columbia Supreme
Court - noted: 89

The amendment will no doubt resolve the question of jurisdiction regarding
asset sales, but will not resolve how the court ought to exercise its discretion.
... Further, the amendment does not address procedural questions such as

89. Shelley C. Fitzpatrick, "Liquidating CCAAS - Are We Praying to False Gods?" in
J. Sarra, Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2008 (Toronto, Carswell, 2009), at pp.
44-45.
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whether a Plan of Arrangement approving the sale must be voted upon by its
creditors before any sale takes place. This issue was raised by Tysoe J.A. in
Cliffs Over Maple Bay, and again goes to the fundamental issue of whether
the creditors and the court must endorse a substantive course of action
proposed by the debtor company under the CCAA instead of the asset
liquidations being presented to the creditors as a fait accompli.

As these remarks suggest, the debate over liquidating CCAAS
raises fundamental questions about the underlying policy goals of
Canada's restructuring regime. Section 36 does not solve the
problem, because while the provision recognizes that going concern
sales may be appropriate in some cases, it does not specify when
courts should approve these sales or whether other types of
liquidating CCAAs are appropriate. This is a question about the
limits of judicial discretion under the CCAA, and it can only be
answered by considering the purposes of the statute as a whole.

VI. CONCLUSION

While s. 36 was intended to provide substantive direction and
guidance on minimum requirements for approving CCAA asset sales,
courts have continued to apply other common law tests such as
Soundair. Consequently, s. 36 has had the opposite effect than that
intended: it further complicates the judicial analysis in asset sale
scenarios. Moreover, s. 36 has not resolved the dispute over whether
liquidating CCAAs are appropriate, and under what circumstances.
This question has divided the courts of the different provinces. It is a
fundamental question because it depends on the interpretation of
the underlying purposes of the CCAA. These problems will remain
unresolved until Parliament or the Supreme Court of Canada lays
down a clear rule to streamline the sale approval process.
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IS "CORPORATE RESCUE" WORKING IN CANADA?

Alfonso Nocilla*

This paper examines the outcomes of proceedings under the federal
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (CCAA) between 2002 and
2012. The CCAA is Canada's restructuring statute of choice for large,
insolvent corporations. Its basic purpose is "corporate rescue" - that
is, the CCAA is designed to facilitate the rehabilitation of insolvent
companies so that they can return to solvency and continue in
business. Signicantly, the results of this study show that many
recent CCAA proceedings have not, in fact, resulted in the survival of
the debtor companies. Rather, many recent cases involved liquida-
tions of substantially all of the assets of the debtor companies, after
which the debtor companies ceased to operate. This paper considers
the growing trend toward liquidating CCAAS in light of the Act's
corporate rescue purpose. It examines some of the key problems
presented by liquidating CCAAs and proposes some approaches for
resolving the present uncertainty in this area of insolvency law.

I. INTRODUCTION

In Century Services,' the Supreme Court of Canada stated that
the purpose of the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act 2 (CCAA)
"is to permit the debtor to continue to carry on business and,
where possible, avoid the social and economic costs of liquidating
its assets."3 This paper asks whether the CCAA is fulfilling this
"corporate rescue" purpose. Specifically, this paper examines
filings under the CCAA between January 1, 2002 and December 1,
2012 in order to determine how many CCAA companies: (a) were
reorganized by way of a formal plan of arrangement; (b) were
liquidated under the CCAA (with or without presenting a plan to
their creditors); or (c) left the CCAA process and entered receiver-
ship or bankruptcy.

* Associate, Hoffer Adler tL P. This paper and the comment by Professor Wood

were first delivered at the 42nd Annual Workshop on Commercial and Consumer
Law held at the Schulich School of Law, Dalhousie University, on October 12-13,
2012 (ed.).

I. Century Services hc. v. Canada (Attorney General), [2010] 3 S.C.R. 379, 2010 scc
60 (s.c.C.).

2. R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36.
3. Century Services, supra, footnote 1, at para. 15.
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This inquiry is particularly relevant now given the Supreme
Court of Canada's recent decisions in hldalex4 and Abitibi.5 These
decisions are quite significant historically, as it is rare for the
Supreme Court to hear CCAA cases.6 These appeals resulted, in
part, from a flurry of relatively recent lower court decisions that
have caused a rapid evolution of Canadian restructuring law. 7 This
evolution has given rise to controversies over the fundamental
purposes of the CCAA. For example, the courts of the different
provinces continue to disagree over whether the CCAA is the
appropriate legal mechanism for effecting the sale of substantially
all of the assets of an insolvent debtor company (also known as a
"liquidating CCAA"), without any prospect of the debtor continuing
in business or presenting a formal plan of arrangement to its
creditors. 8 In Abitibi, the Supreme Court of Canada considered the
CCAA'S impact on provincial environmental protection legislation. 9

However, while the Abitibi decision has provided a measure of
clarity on the status of environmental regulatory orders in CCAA

proceedings, the Supreme Court's analysis did not consider some
of the more pressing questions regarding the broad authority that
the CCAA confers on the supervising judge in a restructuring.

4. Indalex Ltd., Re, 2013 scc 6 (S.C.C.).
5. AbitihiBowater Inc., Re, 2012 scc 67 (S.C.C.).
6. The Supreme Court's only decisions on the CCAA prior to Century Services were

Reference re Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (Canada), [19341 S.C.R. 659
(S.C.C.), which was heard just one year after the Act was adopted, and the very
brief appeal in Westar Mining Ltd., Re, [199312 S.C.R. 448 (S.C.C.), which dealt
with appeals of interlocutory orders.

7. See Roderick J. Wood, Bankruptcy & Insolvency Law (Toronto, Irwin Law,
2009), at p. 307: "Restructuring law continues to be in a state of rapid evolution,
and its proper role as well as its relationship with other commercial insolvency
regimes continues to be controversial."

8. See Cliffs Over Maple Bay Investments Ltd. v. Fisgard Capital Corp., 2008 BCCA
327 (B.C. C.A.), at para. 32:

1 query whether the court should grant a stay under the CCAA to permit a sale,
winding up or liquidation without requiring the matter to be voted upon by the
creditors if the plan of arrangement intended to be made by the debtor company
will simply propose that the net proceeds from the sale, winding up or liquidation
be distributed to its creditors.

See also, generally: Shelley C. Fitzpatrick, "Liquidating CCAAS - Are We
Praying to False Gods?" in J. Sarra, Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2008
(Toronto, Carswell, 2009), at p. 33; Bill Kaplan, "Liquidating CCAAS: Discretion
Gone Awry?," ibid., at p. 79; Robert Blair, "The CCAA Over 30 Years: From
Chrysalis to Butterfly or Chrysalis to Gadfly? Some Thoughts from an
Appellate Perspective" in J. Sarra, Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2010
(Toronto, Carswell, 2010), at p. 557.

9. Specifically, the Supreme Court clarified the test for determining whether
provincial regulatory orders issued for environmental remediation are provable
claims and therefore subject to the CCAA process.
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Meanwhile, in Indalex, a case involving a liquidating CCAA, the
Supreme Court examined the CCAA'S impact on provincial pension
legislation. However, the Supreme Court in Indalex did not
consider the controversy over liquidating CCAAS.

It would have been helpful if, in deciding Indalex, the Supreme
Court had considered, in greater detail, the lower courts'
interpretation and application of the CCAA in modern proceedings
in light of the CCAA's history and purposes. Significantly, the
results of this study point to a growing trend toward liquidating
CCAAS in Canada. On its face, this result seems inconsistent with
the CCAA'S corporate rescue purpose, and therefore invites
Parliament or the Supreme Court to provide some much needed
clarity on this issue.

Part 11 below provides a brief overview of the CCAA process and
the different possible outcomes when a debtor company applies for
CCAA protection. Parts II and IV below discuss the method and
results of this study. Parts V and VI discuss some of the
implications of these results, particularly in light of the ongoing
controversy over liquidating CCAAS, and suggest some approaches
for resolving these problems.

II. THE CCAA PROCESS

The CCAA is remedial legislation designed to facilitate compro-
mises and arrangements between insolvent companies and their
creditors."° In order to apply for CCAA protection, the applicant
must be an insolvent company or affiliated companies with more
than $5 million in debt. Upon the debtor's initial application for
protection, s. 1 1.02 empowers the CCAA court to order a general
stay of proceedings against the debtor. Following this initial order,
several different outcomes are possible:

(a) Reorganization: Traditionally, the debtor would prepare a plan
of arrangement designed to rehabilitate the debtor corporation
so that it could continue in business and avoid bankruptcy."'

10. This purpose is expressed in the CCAA'S long title, "An Act to facilitate
compromises and arrangements between companies and their creditors." See
Cliffs, supra, footnote 8, at para. 27. See also Century Services, supra, footnote 1,
at para. 17:

Parliament understood when adopting the CCAA that liquidation of an insolvent
company was harmful for most of those it affected - notably creditors and
employees - and that a workout which allowed the company to survive was
optimal.

11. See Century Services, supra, at para. 60. See also Stanley E. Edwards,
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The debtor would present this plan at a meeting of its creditors
for their approval. If a majority of each class of creditors
representing two-thirds of the value of the debt held vote in
favour of the plan, the court may sanction the plan and the
debtor may proceed to implement it. 12

(b) Failed Plan (Bankruptcy or Receivership): In contrast to
reorganization proceedings under the Bankruptcy and Insol-
vency Act 13 (BIA), if the creditors in a CCAA proceeding do not
approve the debtor's plan, the debtor is not automatically
assigned into bankruptcy. Rather, the debtor may amend the
plan and try again to obtain its creditors' approval, so long as
the court continues to extend the protective stay under s. 11. If,
however, the debtor ultimately fails to present a plan that
receives the creditors' approval, the court will likely terminate
the CCAA proceedings and lift the protective stay against the
debtor company. In practice, this will result in the debtor being
petitioned or assigning itself into bankruptcy, or placed into
receivership by one of its secured creditors, and subsequently
liquidated.

(c) Liquidating CCAA: As discussed above, this is a relatively new
type of proceeding in which the debtor's assets are sold either
piecemeal or on a going concern basis under the CCAA court's
supervision. The sales may occur pursuant to a plan that has
been approved by the creditors, or they may occur in the
absence of a plan. Notably, many recent CCAA proceedings
have been liquidating CCAAS from the outset. That is, the
debtor never intended to present a reorganization plan to its
creditors, and merely applied for CCAA protection so that it
could begin a marketing process to sell substantially all of its
assets. In such cases, the debtor might present a post-sale plan
to its creditors that is essentially a plan of distribution of the
sale proceeds, or the debtor may simply enter bankruptcy
proceedings. For reasons that will be discussed further below,
liquidating CCAAs are controversial and may not be consistent
with the corporate rescue purpose of the CCAA.

In addition to the above scenarios, it is also possible that an
insolvent debtor corporation could return to solvency and exit
CCAA proceedings without being reorganized. 14

"Reorganizations Under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act" (1947), 25
Can. Bar Rev. 587.

12. CCAA s. 6.
13. R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3.
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III. METHOD

Data was collected from three main sources: (i) the Office of the
Superintendent of Bankruptcy Canada (OSB), which has recorded
all CCAA filings since September 18, 2009;" 5 (ii) Janis Sarra's report
"Development of a Model to Track Filings and Collect Data for
Proceedings Under the CCAA," which recorded filings between 2001
and 2005;16 and (iii) the online databases Westlaw, Quicklaw, and
CanLil. For certain recent proceedings that have not been reported,
relevant information was obtained from the websites of monitors,
trustees and receivers.

The results of each reported CCAA proceeding were recorded and
categorized based on the different possible outcomes outlined in
Part II above. That is, a reorganization was recorded whenever a
company received approval from its creditors and the court for a
formal plan of reorganization (including the court's sanctioning of
a reorganization plan approved in proceedings in a foreign
jurisdiction). On the other hand, where the CCAA process was
terminated in favour of a receivership or bankruptcy proceedings,
the outcome was recorded as a bankruptcy or receivership. Lastly,
where the debtor completed a sale of substantially all of its assets
while remaining under CCAA protection, this was recorded as a
liquidating CCAA. In addition, this study asked several ancillary
questions, such as how many liquidating CCAAS were carried out in
the absence of a plan of arrangement, and how many reorganized
companies remained in operation as of December 1, 2012.
Outcomes were also compared with available data on commercial
proposal proceedings under Part Ill of the BIA.

It is important to note that reported decisions rarely present the
full picture either of the legal process as a whole, or of a given
proceeding. Where certain information was unavailable, such as
the date of filing or the outcome of the proceedings, information
could sometimes be obtained from reported decisions outside of
CCAA proceedings, or in news reports. For a number of cases, no
records were found that provided the required information. In
14. Century Services, supra, footnote 1, at para. 14: "The best outcome is achieved

when the stay of proceedings provides the debtor with some breathing space
during which solvency is restored and the CCAA process terminates without
reorganization being needed."

15. Available online: <http://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/bsf-osb.nsf/eng/
h br02281.html>.

16. "Final Report to the osB" (March, 2006), available online: <http://strategi-
s.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/bsf-osb.nsf/vwapj/Sarra-2006-ENG.pdf/$FILE/Sarra-2006-
ENG.pdl>.
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addition, several proceedings are ongoing, and their outcomes
remain to be seen.

IV. RESULTS

Table 1 below shows the total number of CCAA filings by year
and province of filing. Notably, this study revealed some
additional filings beyond those recorded by the OSB for filings
prior to 2009.' 7

Table 2 shows the number of reorganizations and liquidations
carried out under the CCAA, as well as the number of receiverships
or bankruptcies resulting from failed CCAA proceedings. As noted
above, the outcomes of some cases are not known because either
the proceedings are ongoing or the records are incomplete.
Consequently, Table 2 contains fewer total cases than Table 1.

Table 3 shows, for comparison, the number of successful and
failed reorganizations under the commercial proposal provisions of
the BIA. These data are drawn from the OSB's records and Janis
Sarra's 2009 study.' 8

Table 4 shows the total number of liquidating CCAAS that were
carried out before the debtor presented a plan of arrangement to
its creditors. The results show that in most cases, the court
approved a liquidating CCAA before the debtor presented a plan to
its creditors. In other words, the creditors did not formally vote on
whether the proposed liquidation should proceed. In such cases, as
discussed above in Part 11, the debtor might present a plan after
completing the liquidation (if at all), in order to determine how the
sale proceeds should be distributed to the creditors. At the same
time, or alternatively, the debtor might exit the CCAA process and
enter bankruptcy proceedings.

Table 5 shows how many companies that reorganized under the
CCAA still operate today.

17. For example, Janis Sarra's study identified 16 filings in 2004, while this study
identified 22 in that year.

18. Janis Sarra, "Failure to Capture the Brass Ring: An Empirical Study of Business
Bankruptcies and Proposals under the Canadian Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act"
(Toronto, Canadian Association of Insolvency and Restructuring Professionals,
April 22, 2009), at p. 74. Available online: <http://www.cairp.ca/files/file.php?-
fileid = filerQHowYPYwP&filename= file2FINALSarraJanis Failure to -

Capture theBrass_RingApril.pdf>.
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Table 1 - CCAA Filings By Year and Province,
January 1, 2002 to December 1, 2012
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Table 3 - Outcomes of BIA Commercial Proposal
Proceedings, 2002 to 2007'9

Year ... Tot

Successfully
__... , Failed Ongoing Completed _______

2002 963 (50%) 83 (4%) 879 (46%) 1925
2003 887(48%) 142 (8%) 814(44%) 1843

2004 807 (47,/o) 233 (13%) 684 (40%) 1724

2005 789(48%) 401 (24%) 466(28%) 1656

2006 601 (42%) 514(36%) 316 (22%) 1431
2007 548(42%) 630 (48%) 133 (10%) 1311

Total 4595 2003 3292 9890

Total Failed, Ongoing and Successful
BIAProposals, 2002 to 2007

460 0
11 EFailed

0 Ongoing

0 Sliccessfill

19. Ibid.
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Table 4 - Liquidating CCAAs With and Without (or Before)
a Plan of Arrangement, 2002-2012

Plan No Plan I

ALT 7
B.C. 28

MAN. 0 3
IN.B. 1 l 2!

NFLD. 1 0
;N.S. 2

!ONT. 11 43
P.E.I. 0 0
!QUE. 5 11
SASK. 1 16
TOTAL 261 75

SASK. I

QUE. 1i

P. E.I.

ONT. I

N.S.Z1 0 Plan

NFLD. 1 U No Plan

MAN. -
BC 7A.C. '

ALTA.
0. ............................ 1 0 ...... ....... ............. . . .......... ............ .................2 0.3.......
0 10 20 30 40 50 60
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No Plan

-7401

Table 5 - CCAA Reorganized Companies
Still Operating in 2012

Yes

76

No

19

No
20%

- Yes
80%
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V. REFLECTIONS ON RECENT RESTRUCTURING OUT-
COMES AND THE FUTURE OF THE CCAA

1. Rise in Liquidating CCAAs

While CCAA filings increased significantly between 2002 and
2012, many recent proceedings have been liquidating CCAAS from
the outset, with no prospect of the debtor presenting a plan to its
creditors or continuing in business following the conclusion of the
CCAA process. Of the CCAA companies identified in this study, a
significant number did not present plans to their creditors, while in
other cases the creditors or the courts rejected the plans. As Table
2 shows, at least one third of all filings were liquidations carried
out under the CCAA. These liquidations either resulted from failed
reorganizations or, more commonly, were carried out in the
absence of any reorganization efforts, as an alternative to
receivership or bankruptcy sales.

The above results are problematic in light of the Supreme Court
of Canada's statement in Century Services that the purpose of the
CCAA is "to permit the debtor to continue to carry on business and,
where possible, avoid the social and economic costs of liquidating
its assets." 20 In Century Services, the Supreme Court clearly
distinguished between the BIA, which contains provisions for both
reorganization and liquidation, and the CCAA, which is designed
for reorganization:

2'

Unlike the BIA, the CCAA contains no provisions for liquidation of a debtor's
assets if the reorganization fails. There are three ways of exiting CCAA
proceedings. The best outcome is achieved when the stay of proceedings
provides the debtor with some breathing space during which solvency is

restored and the CCAA process terminates without reorganization being
needed. The second most desirable outcome occurs when the debtor's
compromise or arrangement is accepted by its creditors and the reorganized
company emerges from the CCAA proceedings as a going concern. Lastly, if
the compromise or arrangement fails, either the company or its creditors
usually seek to have the debtor's assets liquidated under the applicable
provisions of the BIA or to place the debtor into receivership.

It is unfortunate that the Supreme Court in Century Services did
not address the issue of liquidating CCAAS. There has been
considerable controversy over the use of liquidating CCAAS, even
as they are becoming increasingly common alternatives to

20. Century Services, supra, footnote 1, at para. 15.
21. Century Services, supra, at para. 14.
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receivership or bankruptcy sales. In particular, while courts in
Ontario have often approved liquidating CCAAS, courts in British
Columbia and Alberta have expressed skepticism.22 Courts in
Quebec, meanwhile, have given mixed signals, approving liquidat-
ing CCAAS in some cases, while denouncing them in others.23 These
differing judicial interpretations of the CCAA will continue to cause
uncertainty in Canadian restructuring law until Parliament or the
Supreme Court sets out clear criteria for the approval of
liquidating CCAAs and, more importantly, clarifies the underlying
purposes of the CCAA. These issues are discussed immediately
below.

2. Corporate Rescue and Liquidating CCAAs

In Ontario, the court's jurisdiction to approve liquidating CCAAS
was established as early as 1998.24 In recent years, courts in most
other provinces have followed suit, though not without some
conflicting judicial opinions. Perhaps as a consequence, most
liquidating CCAAS are still carried out in Ontario. The jurisdiction
of a supervising CCAA judge to approve sales was codified in s. 36,
which was adopted in the 2009 amendments to the Act.25

While liquidating CCAAS appear to be inconsistent with the
corporate rescue purpose of the Act, courts that favour them have
justified them in two ways. Firstly, they have pointed to the broad
discretion of the CCAA court to grant a wide range of orders, and to
the remedial nature of the Act that requires a large and liberal
interpretation of its provisions. 26 Secondly, they have suggested
22. See, respectively, Cliffs, supra, footnote 8, and Royal Bank v. Fracmaster Ltd.

(1999), 244 A.R. 93, 1999 ABCA 178 (Alta. C.A.).
23. For example, compare White Birch Paper Holding Co., Re (2010), 72 C.B.R. (5th)

49, 2010 QCCS 4915 (Que. S.C.), leave to appeal refused 2010 QCCA 1950 (Que.
C.A.), approving the sale of substantially all the assets of the debtor in the
absence of a formal plan, with Medical Intelligence Technologies inc., Re, 2009
occs 2725 (Que. S.C.), in which the court refused to extend the stay of
proceedings in order to permit the debtor to sell substantially all of its assets. The
court in Medical Intelligence cited Cliffs, supra, footnote 8, stating at para. 39:
"La liquidation des actifs, en I'absence de plan d'arrangenent, ne respecte ni ]a
lettre ni ]'esprit de la LACC" (emphasis in original).

24. Canadian Red Cross Society / Socikt Canadienne de la Croix-Rouge, Re (1998), 5
C.B.R. (4th) 299 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), additional reasons (1998), 5
C.B.R. (4th) 319, leave to appeal refused (1998), 32 C.B.R. (4th) 21 (Ont. C.A.).

25. S.C. 2007, c. 36. Notably, however, these provisions do not address liquidating
CCAAS.

26. Nortel Networks Corp., Re (2009), 55 C.B.R. (5th) 229 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial
List]), at para. 47: "The CCAA is intended to be flexible and must be given a broad
and liberal interpretation to achieve its objectives and a sale by the debtor which
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that sales in the absence of plans are appropriate where the
underlying business of the debtor is preserved, or where the sale of
the debtor's assets will maximize returns for the creditors. 27

These flexible interpretations of the CCAA have facilitated many
creative restructurings, and have helped to transform the CCAA

from a bare-bones statute into a highly sophisticated restructuring
tool. However, these interpretations also pose risks to the integrity
of Canada's insolvency regime and to the rule of law generally.
One commentator has explained this problem as follows: 28

Unfortunately, processes originating in extraordinary circumstances can too
easily become accepted practices. The fact that successful results have been
achieved both justifies the steps taken and validates them for future
application. It is intrinsic to restructuring that, once a restructuring is
completed, all other possible outcomes are consigned to the realm of the
hypothetical. The process can easily become more akin to that of an
administrative body performing an executive function of government rather
than to a judicial process adjudicating on a principled basis between
contending private parties. Once any stakeholders perceive rightly or
wrongly that the court and the monitor are adverse parties, accepted
standards of legal process are brought into some question. Under those
circumstances, it might not be perceived by all parties that they have
received due process from the courts; they may have, in fact, participated in a
different, and perhaps non-court, process.

Part of the difficulty in resolving the problems posed by
liquidating CCAAS is that the Act lacks clearly defined policy goals.
As other commentators have pointed out, statements about the
CCAA'S corporate rescue purpose are "superficially attractive but
vague.., they lack a fundamental theoretical basis upon which we
can formulate concrete objectives."29 Consequently, the question
of whether the CCAA'S corporate rescue purpose requires the debtor
to attempt a reorganization in every case, or whether it permits
liquidation where the debtor's underlying business survives, will

preserves its business as a going concern is, in my view, consistent with those
objectives."

27. Nortel Networks Corp., supra. See also Winnipeg Motor Express Inc., Re, 2008
MBQB 297 (Man. Q.B.). Consider, however, Morawetz J.'s statement in Nortel at
para. 47 that a liquidating CCAA is appropriate, even in the absence of a plan,
where the debtor's business is preserved as a going concern. It is unclear whether
the court, in approving the Nortel sale, relied on a value-maximization principle,
a corporate rescue principle, or some combination of the two.

28. Richard B. Jones, "The Evolution of Canadian Restructuring: Challenges for the
Rule of Law" in J. Sarra, Annual Review of hisolvency Law 2005 (Toronto,
Carswell, 2006), p. 481.

29. Andrew J.F. Kent et al., "Canadian Business Restructuring Law: When Should a
Court Say 'No'?" (2009), 24 B.F.L.R. I.
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remain unsettled until Parliament or the Supreme Court addresses
this issue. In my view, a liquidating CCAA that preserves the
debtor's underlying business, is carried out pursuant to a plan
approved by the debtor's creditors, and results in greater recoveries
for the creditors, is certainly more defensible than one in which the
debtor's assets are sold piecemeal before a plan is ever presented to
the creditors. However, it is premature to suggest that courts
should approve such proceedings on the basis that they are
efficient and advance the Act's purposes, since the language of the
CCAA does not expressly grant courts the authority to approve
them, nor does it provide substantive guidelines for courts to
follow in doing so.

In short, further analysis is needed to reconcile liquidating
CCAAS conceptually with the corporate rescue purpose of the Act
and to define their role in Canada's insolvency regime. At the very
least, the notion of corporate rescue requires the continuation of
the debtor's business, in order to preserve jobs or otherwise limit
the negative social and economic impact of corporate failures. 30

However, not all liquidating CCAAS result in the continuation of the
debtor's business by the purchaser. 31 Furthermore, even if we
grant that a liquidating CCAA may be appropriate where it provides
greater returns for the debtor company's creditors than would a
receivership or bankruptcy, it is presumably up to the creditors to
decide whether to proceed under the CCAA, and what form the
restructuring should take. But most liquidating CCAAS no longer
proceed by way of formal plans, so it would appear that creditors,
in general, are not always given much choice over whether a debtor
will liquidate under the CCAA, through a receivership or in
bankruptcy proceedings. Only the senior secured creditors are
likely to be in a position to make these decisions, as they typically
have access to various tools with which to exercise control over the
insolvent debtor. For example, only a secured creditor holding a
30. See, for example, Vanessa Finch, Corporate Insolvency Law: Perspectives and

Principles (Cambridge, U.K., Cambridge University Press, 2002) at p. 188:
A distinction can be made between the company and the business. Thus, even where a
company is liquidated, successful steps may be taken to retain aspects of the business
as operational enterprises, to sustain the employment of groups of workers and to
ensure the survival of some economic activity. Similarly, successful results may be
obtained where the company is taken over and loses its individual identity
accordingly.

31. Although it was beyond the scope of this study to consider, the question of what
happens to the assets that are sold in a liquidating CCAA should be examined.
Many liquidating CCAAS seem to result in the continuation of the debtor's
business by the purchaser, but it is certainly possible for a purchaser to sell the
assets piecemeal over time.
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general security interest in the debtor's assets will be entitled to
exercise the receivership remedy. Consequently, unsecured cred-
itors may be left with few options but to follow the secured
creditors' lead, even if the end result is that the secured creditors'
choice yields lower overall returns than the alternatives. 32

3. The High Costs of CCAA Proceedings

In light of the issues discussed above, some consideration should
be given to the professional fees incurred by the debtor and its
stakeholders in CCAA proceedings. These expenses are often
considerable, partly due to the flexible nature of the CCAA

process.3 3 In contrast to the BIA'S strict, rules-based commercial
proposal regime, the CCAA is quite open-ended, as it is designed to
deal with the largest and most complex corporate insolvencies.
Consequently, CCAA proceedings are often less predictable than
those under the BIA. Counsel for the monitor and the debtor
company typically will prepare materials on an urgent basis and
appear in court frequently, especially at the early stages of
proceedings. Unsurprisingly, this "real-time" litigation tends to
be very expensive.

In some cases, restructuring professionals' fees have threatened
the success of the reorganization. For example, in Community Pork
Ventures, Kyle J. of the Saskatchewan Court of Queen's Bench
stated:

34

The issue of expense is of concern to the court. While senior lenders with
$35,700,000 on the table are quite prepared to absorb the not inconsiderable
costs in the long run, the companies foresee the presently budgeted $650,000
of professional fees ballooning to $1,000,000 or more for only a three month
period. The consolidated cash flow statements before the courts show only
$215,000 of positive cash flows and a pro forma accrual statement for the
same period would, I am told, show a deficiency. Any further expense would

32. For a further discussion of the ways in which a senior secured creditor could
potentially control the insolvent debtor's fate, possibly to the detriment of the
other creditors, see Roderick J. Wood, "Rescue and Liquidation in Restructuring
Law" (2013), 53 C.B.L.J. 407.

33. See Jacob S. Ziegel and Rajvinder S. Sahni, "An Empirical Investigation of
Corporated Division I Proposals in the Toronto Bankruptcy Region" (2003), 41
Osgoode Hall L.J. 665, at p. 670: "[The CCAA] continues to be . . . relatively
expensive to use due to its skeletal character, lack of procedural rules, and heavy
judicial orientation."

34. Community Pork Ventures Inc. v. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (2005), II
C.B.R. (5th) 65, 2005 SKQB 245 (Sask. Q.B.), additional reasons 2005 SKQB 252
(Sask. Q.B.), leave to appeal refused 2005 SKCA 78 (Sask. C.A. [In Chambers]), at
para. 10.
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render the cash flow negative and accruals would show an even worse result.
These numbers will affect the survival potential of the business and the
court must be on guard against any course of action which would render the
process futile. [emphasis added]

Despite Kyle J.'s cautions, the monitor submitted another bill
four months later for over $376,000, much to the judge's dismay. 35

The CCAA proceedings ultimately ended when it became clear that
the company would not be able to put forward a viable
restructuring plan, and the court allowed the stay period to
expire.

36

Similarly, in Triton Tubular Components, 37 Mesbur J. of the
Ontario Superior Court of Justice refused to grant the debtor's
counsel's request for payment of a premium in addition to its fee.
Mesbur J. stated that counsel had already charged "an enormously
high fee" and noted that if the requested premium were granted,
counsel would collect a total fee of just over $715,000 for its efforts
in securing a recovery of roughly $1 million for the debtor. 38

In the more recent case of Tepper Holdings,39 LaVigne J. of the
New Brunswick Court of Queen's Bench reduced the fees charged
by the debtor company's counsel from over $500,000 to $150,000,
stating:

40

The parties think that they may now arrive at a plan of arrangement that
could have the general agreement of the major secured creditors; however,
the large legal fees may be the straw that breaks the camel's back. The
Corporations have no capacity to pay the Legal Accounts. They cannot
afford these. If these fees are made payable in their entirety they may sink the
debtor corporations. They definitely threaten the viability of any proposal.

Admittedly, the above cases represent only a small number of
total CCAA proceedings, and there is otherwise little judicial
commentary on fees in CCAA decisions. 41 Nonetheless, these cases

35. Community Pork Ventures Inc. v. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (2005), I1
C.B.R. (5th) 68, 2005 SKQB 252, 2005 CarswellSask 410 (Sask. Q.B.), at para. 3.

36. Community Pork Ventures Inc. v. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (2005), I1
C.B.R. (5th) 75, 2005 SKQB 294, 2005 CarswellSask 442 (Sask. Q.B.). The receiver
subsequently sold the debtor's assets to Big Sky Farms Inc.

37. Triton Tubular Components Corp., Re (2006), 20 C.B.R. (5th) 278 (Ont. S.C.J.
[Commercial List]), additional reasons 2006 CarswellOnt 2968, at paras. 92 and
100.

38. Triton Tubular Components, supra, at para. 92.
39. Tepper Holdings Inc., Re (2011), 984 A.P.R. 1, 2011 N3QB 311 (N.B. T.D.); see

also Tepper Holdings Inc., Re (2011), 999 A.P.R. 86, 2011 NBQB 336 (N.B. Q.B.).
40. Tepper Holdings, supra, at para. 88.
41. In fact, there is very little data or commentary on the question of fees in CCAA

proceedings. See Stephanie Ben-Ishai and Virginia Torrie, "A 'Cost'-Benefit
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are important for two reasons. Firstly, they are cautionary tales for
restructuring professionals. Courts are now carefully scrutinizing
professional fees in CCAA proceedings to determine whether they
are "fair and reasonable," and are increasingly willing to reduce
fees significantly where they are found to be excessive.4 2 At the
same time, counsel seeking to challenge each other's fees are now
more likely to find support for their arguments in the jurisprudence
and to receive a sympathetic ear from the supervising judge.
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, given that the costs of
the CCAA process have actually threatened the viability of some
reorganizations, it bears asking whether the CCAA is in fact the best
option for many debtor companies that file for CCAA protection.
Many companies that qualify for CCAA protection due to their high
debt load may lack the cash flow or financing for a long, drawn
out restructuring. 43 It is also questionable whether incumbent
management of the debtor, which may be responsible for the
company's distress, is best placed to determine whether a CCAA

process is preferable to a receivership or proceedings under the BIA,

or to implement a restructuring plan at all. 44

4. Other Purposes of the CCAA

The above discussion raises the question of why distressed
companies and their restructuring advisors choose the CCAA to
liquidate rather than a receivership or bankruptcy proceedings. It
is easy to see why the CCAA is preferable to the BIA for large,

Analysis: Examining Professional Fees in CCAA Proceedings" in J. Sarra, Annual
Review of Insolvency Law 2009 (Toronto, Carswell, 2010). However, professional
fees in restructurings have attracted significant criticism in the United States, see
Lynn M. Lopucki and Joseph W. Doherty, "Routine Illegality Redux" (2011), 85
Am. Bankr. L.J. 35; "Routine Illegality in Bankruptcy Court, Big-Case Fee
Practices" (2009), 83 Am. Bankr. L.J. 423; "Professional Overcharging in Large
Bankruptcy Reorganization Cases" (2008), 5 J. Emp. Legal Stud. 983.

42. See Winalta Inc., Re (2011), 521 A.R. 1,2011 ABQB 399 (Alta. Q.B.), at para. 125.
43. This is especially true for small- and medium-size enterprises (SMES) that might

qualify, as these enterprises are particularly sensitive to the costs of restructuring.

See Paul Goodman and Anna Lund, "Concerns of Insolvency Professionals -
Small and Medium Size Enterprises" in J. Sarra, ed., Annual Review of Insolvency
Law 2011 (Toronto, Carswell, 2012): "When a SME attempts to restructure, the
process is very cost sensitive. . . It is difficult, and unfortunately sometimes
impossible, to absorb the expenses associated with restructuring," referring to
restructuring proceedings under both the BIA and the CCAA.

44. See John I. McLean and David P. Bowra, "Conflicts and the Modern CCAA
Monitor" in Sarra, ibid.: "Monitor's reports rarely comment on management and

its ability to implement a turnaround. This aspect of reports should be
improved."
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complex reorganizations because the BIA'S commercial proposal
process is far more rigid than the CCAA process. For example, the
BIA does not permit stay extensions beyond a period of six months
after the debtor has filed its notice of intention to make a proposal,
and the debtor is deemed bankrupt if its creditors reject the
proposal.45 By contrast, there is no prescribed limit on stay
extensions under the CCAA, and the stay remains in effect even if
the creditors reject the plan, permitting the debtor time to
negotiate and file an amended plan. Accordingly, the CCAA is the
better choice where more time and flexibility are required to
develop a viable plan.

It is less clear why the CCAA is preferable to a receivership or
bankruptcy proceedings in cases where the debtor's only intention
is to sell substantially all of its assets.46 One important reason for
using the CCAA in such circumstances is that receivers are wary of
becoming "successor employers" under provincial labour and
employment laws in light of the Supreme Court of Canada's
decision in TCT Logistics.4 7 In that case, applying Ontario labour
law, the Supreme Court held that provincial labour boards have
the exclusive jurisdiction to determine whether a receiver is a
successor employer, and that no authority exists under the BIA to
immunize a receiver from liability in this regard.48 Insolvency
professionals have strongly criticized this decision: 49

The Supreme Court of Canada's decision, by leaving the responsibility of
reconciling the rights of a trustee in bankruptcy and the obligations imposed
on a successor employer to the provincial labour relations tribunals, will
create serious problems. The provincial labour relations statutes have not
been drafted with that responsibility in mind. Most provincial statutes
provide that decisions of the labour relations tribunals are not subject to
review by the courts. Also, the members of these tribunals very seldom have
a background or expertise in insolvency matters.

45. Section 50.4(9) and (10) and s. 57.
46. A debtor might liquidate under the CCAA in several ways. For example, many

courts will allow the debtor to liquidate either (i) pursuant to a creditor-approved
and court-sanctioned plan, (ii) prior to presenting a plan, or (iii) in the absence of
a plan. As noted above, however, these approaches are controversial in varying
degrees.

47. GMAC Commercial Credit Corp. 1'. TCT Logistics hic. (2006), 271 D.L.R. (4th) 193,
2006 scc 35 (S.C.C.).

48. Supra, at paras. 49-52.
49. David E. Baird and Ronald B. Davis, "Labour Issues" in S. Ben-Ishai and A.

Duggan, eds., Canadian Bankruptcy & Insoh,ency Law: Bill C-55, Statute c. 47
and Beyond (Markham, Lexis Nexis, 2007). Note that the co-authors disagreed
on this issue, and I cite Baird's view here.
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Given that monitors are largely immunized from employee-
related liabilities in CCAA liquidations because the debtor is deemed
to remain in control of the enterprise,5 0 this will be a strong
incentive for restructuring professionals and creditors to continue
to favour CCAA proceedings. 5'

The Supreme Court probably did not anticipate that its decision
in TCT Logistics would cause a "flight away from receiverships
resulting from the potential liability of receivers" in favour of CCAA

liquidations.52 In the aftermath of the Supreme Court's decision,
some commentators did, however, suggest that receivers would
turn to the CCAA to carry out liquidations, even if doing so would
be more expensive than a receivership: 53

Without limitation, perhaps secured creditors will be more willing to support

sales of a business and/or a liquidation that occur under the protection of the

Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act...

However, even where the CCAA can be used, the cost of that approach will

likely be much higher than was the case under the old receivership approach.

Once again, it seems that the employees and other smaller creditors will lose

in relative terms.

50. Notably, while the 2009 amendments to the BIA have reduced the potential
liabilities of receivers and trustees in respect of employees, these amendments do
not provide a blanket protection against all liabilities. In addition, these new
protections do not extend to the ultimate purchaser of the business from the
trustee or receiver. See Susan Grundy and Katherine McEachern, "Are We There
Yet? Personal Liability of Insolvency Practitioners for Employee and Pension
Claims After the 2009 Insolvency Law Amendments" (2010), 26 B.F.L.R. 35, at
pp. 57-60.

51. Alternatively, a receiver could simply require an indemnity from a creditor
seeking to implement a receivership, but this is obviously unpalatable in cases
where employee liabilities are potentially quite significant. See Peter Farkas, John
Sandrelli and Jordan Schultz, "The Role of Liquidating CCAAS" (2010), 9
Rebuilding Success 43, at p. 43. Available online: <http://www.cairp.ca/_files/
file.php?fileid = fileGQVixdTsKY&filename = file_2_PDF ofMarch_2010_is-
sue.pdf>.

52. See Winnipeg Motor Express, supra, footnote 27, at para. 41. Nonetheless, this
trend may have been emerging already in the wake of the Ontario Court of
Appeal's decision in Tc- Statistics: see Jacob Ziegel, "The Personal Liabilities of
Insolvency Practitioners Under Insolvency Legislation: A Comparative Analysis
of Canadian, English and American Positions" in J. Sarra, ed. Annual Review of
Insolvency Law 2006 (Toronto, Carswell, 2007), in which the author states that
"[tlhe bloom has now gone off the ss. 47 and 47.1 interim receiverships," even if
secured creditors would continue to value them.

53. Jeffrey C. Carhart, "The Decision of the Supreme Court of Canada in TCT
Logistics and the Future of Receiverships in Canada" (2007), 44 C.B.L.J. 376, at
pp. 396-397.
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The shift to liquidating CCAAS from receiverships has had
unfortunate consequences for Canadian restructuring law. Para-
doxically, the decision in TCT Logistics exposing receivers and
trustees to potential successor employer liabilities - which was
done in order to protect employees - may simply have forced all
stakeholders, including employees, to pay higher costs in connec-
tion with liquidations, because the CCAA process is often more
expensive than a receivership. In addition, the CCAA was never
designed to effect liquidations, and the ongoing controversy over
the use of liquidating CCAAS has created considerable uncertainty
with respect to the outcomes of such proceedings. As discussed
above, Indalex is a good illustration of this problem.

5. Returns for Creditors in Sales vs. Liquidations -
Chapter 11 and the CCAA

In the United States, there is ongoing debate over whether sales
of substantially all of a debtor's assets under Chapter 11 of the
Bankruptcy Code 54 yield higher returns for creditors than
reorganizations. Baird and Rasmussen have argued that "[tjhe
days when reorganization law promised substantial benefits are
gone," and that the rapid sale of a distressed company could yield
equal or greater returns for creditors than a reorganization. 55

LoPucki and Doherty have countered this argument with empirical
evidence that suggests sales of large public companies under
Chapter I I returned less than half the value for their creditors than
they would have in reorganizations. 56 More recently, Jeremy
Murphy has challenged LoPucki and Doherty's model on the basis
that it does not adequately account for the poor health of firms
that were sold compared to those that were reorganized. Using a
different model to determine the pre-bankruptcy value of firms
that were reorganized or sold, Murphy concluded that the
differences in values that LoPucki and Doherty calculated are
statistically insignificant. 57

54. U.S.C. § 101 (2009), § 1101.
55. Douglas G. Baird and Robert K. Rasmussen, "The End of Bankruptcy" (2002),

55 Stan. L. Rev. 751, at p. 789.
56. Lynn M. LoPucki and Joseph W. Doherty, "Bankruptcy Fire Sales" (2007), 106

Mich. L. Rev. 1; "Bankruptcy Vrit6" (2008), 106 Mich. L. Rev. 721.
57. Jeremy Murphy, "Bankruptcy Avant-Garde" (2011), 19 Am. Bankr. Inst. L. Rev.

113, at p. 145:
When bankruptcy recoveries are measured as proportions of the pre-bankruptcy
market value implied by an options model, the difference in average recovery ratios
narrows and its statistical significance falls into doubt. The remaining difference in
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At the present time, the debate over whether Chapter 11 sales or
reorganizations provide greater returns for creditors appears to be
at a standstill. However, an important related question is how
unsecured creditors have fared under Chapter 11 compared to
secured creditors. In a recent study, Andrew Wood found that
returns for unsecured creditors in large, public company bank-
ruptcies declined significantly in the period 2009-2010 compared to
1991-1996.58 He suggests that the most likely cause of this decline
was the significant increase in the overall amount of secured debt
in these companies in 2009-20 10 from 1997-1999 levels (the nearest
possible period for comparison).59 If these findings are correct,
then recoveries for unsecured creditors will continue to decline as
secured debt levels increase.6 °

What are the implications of the above studies for proceedings
under the CCAA? In the absence of hard data on returns for
creditors or the levels of secured debt in CCAA companies, it is
difficult to draw firm conclusions. However, if secured debt is in
fact more widely available and has increased significantly as a
percentage of firm assets in recent years, it is possible that the CCAA
will become increasingly a mechanism for secured creditors to
quickly recover their investments through liquidating CCAAS. As
Roderick Wood has suggested, secured creditors may have "a
strong incentive to steer the insolvency towards a liquidation"
where possible in order to avoid the risk that they will not realize
full returns in a longer, traditional restructuring. 6' Although this
question is beyond the scope of this paper, the possibility that
secured creditors may now exercise more control over insolvent
companies than in the past, and the effect this may have on both

average recovery ratios appears to result in large part from asymmetries in the
measurement of bankruptcy recoveries.

58. Andrew A. Wood, "The Decline of Unsecured Creditor and Shareholder
Recoveries in Large Public Company Bankruptcies" (2011), 85 Am. Bankr. L.J.
429. Wood concedes that his calculations of recoveries may have been distorted
by the depressed value of companies in the recession during 2009-2010. If so, one
would expect to see improved recoveries over the next few years. However, Wood
points out that there was also a recession during the 1991-1996 period, so the bad
economy might not explain the decline in recoveries. Notably, Wood did not have
access to sufficient data to determine whether the increasing use of sales in
Chapter I I contributed to the lower recoveries.

59. Ibid., at p. 446.
60. There is evidence to suggest that corporate secured debt levels in general have

increased significantly since 2002. See Harvey R. Miller, "Chapter 11 in
Transition - From Boom and Bust and Into the Future" (2007) 81 Am. Bankr.
L.J. 375, at pp. 378-383.

61. See Wood, supra, footnote 32, at p. 410.

2013]



404 Canadian Business LawJournal

the selection of proceedings (liquidations vs. reorganization) and
the returns for unsecured creditors, are issues that should be
investigated further. At a minimum, the absence of data to support
the claim that sales generally yield better returns than reorganiza-
tions should encourage closer scrutiny of a process that the CCAA
does not expressly authorize, i.e., the sale of substantially all of the
debtor's assets in the absence of a plan.

6. Conclusions on the Purposes of the CCAA

In order to resolve the present asymmetry between liquidations
under the CCAA and those in receiverships or under the BIA, the
Supreme Court should not be expected to second-guess its decision
in TCT Logistics, nor seek to extend employee-related liabilities to
monitors under the CCAA. Instead, Parliament should set out clear
and substantive guidelines to be followed when a CCAA judge is
asked to approve a sale of substantially all the assets of a
corporation. These criteria should prevent CCAA liquidations that
are undertaken purely to avoid the impact of adverse provincial
legislation, or otherwise to alter the rights and entitlements of
stakeholders that would ensue in a receivership or in a
reorganization under the BIA. This approach would be in keeping
with the Supreme Court's statement in Century Services that "the
BIA scheme of liquidation and distribution necessarily supplies the
backdrop for what will happen if a CCAA reorganization ultimately
is unsuccessful," and with the goal of harmonizing the common
goals of the BIA and CCAA. 6 2 In addition, this approach would add
some needed substance to the current criteria for court approval of
sales that are contained in s. 36. Significantly, in its present form, s.
36 is not substantive in its effect because it applies only to court
approval of a sale, not to approval of the process by which the sale
is conducted.63

62. Century Services, supra, footnote I, at paras. 23 and 24. See also the Supreme
Court's statement at para. 78 that the CCAA and BIA form part of "an integrated
body of insolvency law."

63. See Brainhunter Inc., Re (2009), 62 C.B.R. (5th) 41 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial
List]), at paras. 15-17. In my view, s. 36 cannot provide substantive direction if,
once a sale process is accepted and carried out according to the court's order, the
court is committed to approving the result of that process. See Eddie Bauer of
Canada Inc., Re (2009), 57 C.B.R. (5th) 241 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), at
para. 22:

The concern in Tiger Brand, as in this case, is that once a sales process is put forward,
the Court should to the extent possible uphold the business judgment of the Court
officer and the parties supporting it. Absent a violation of the Soundair principles, the
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In addition to the above consideration, and most importantly,
Parliament should clarify that the fundamental purpose of the
CCAA is to facilitate the reorganization of the debtor company so
that it can continue in business, not to liquidate the company. The
clear intention to meet this purpose should be a substantive
requirement of obtaining CCAA protection - it should not be
enough, as one court has suggested, for the debtor company
merely to "utter some magic incantation that it intends to propose
a plan of arrangement," in order to obtain CCAA protection. 64

Rather, the debtor's intentions should be scrutinized and the
prospects of a viable plan emerging should be considered carefully
both upon the debtor's initial application for CCAA protection, and
over the course of the process.65 Only then should other
approaches, such as liquidating CCAAS, be considered. This, again,
would be consistent with the Supreme Court's reasoning in
Century Services:

66

Judicial decision making under the CCAA takes many forms. A court must

first of all provide the conditions under which the debtor can attempt to

reorganize. This can be achieved by staying enforcement actions by creditors

to allow the debtor's business to continue, preserving the status quo while

the debtor plans the compromise or arrangement to be presented to

creditors, and supervising the process and advancing it to the point where it

result of that process should as well be upheld.
For further discussion, see Alfonso Nocilla, "Assets Sales Under the Companies'
Creditors Arrangement Act and the Failure of Section 36" (2012), 52 C.B.L.J. 226.

64. See Winnipeg Motor Express, supra, footnote 27, at para. 42. Note that the court
in Winnipeg Motor Express was critical of Tysoe J.A.'s statement in Cliffs, supra,
footnote 8, that a stay should not be granted or continued under the CCAA if the
debtor company does not intend to propose a plan to its creditors. However, it
clear that Tysoe J.A. had in mind a more substantive requirement than the court
in Winnipeg Motor Express seemed to think- see Cliffs at para. 31:

If it is not clear at the hearing of the initial application whether the debtor company is
intending to propose a truearrangement or compromise, a stay might be granted on an
interim basis, and the intention of the debtor company can be scrutinized at the
comeback hearing. [emphasis added]

65. This is of particular concern for creditors in liquidating ccAAs, where a more
efficient liquidation could potentially be effected through a receivership, provided
that a secured creditor is in a position to pursue this option. See McLean and
Bowra, supra, footnote 44:

CCAA proceedings are more contentious now than ever before. Debtors are using
ccAA proceedings to undertake self-liquidations in circumstances in which secured
creditors would prefer to simply appoint a receiver. The costs of a CCAA
proceeding make stakeholders wary if the perception is that there is no equity
remaining, and management is "betting the farm" on a high cost/low probability
strategy. Stakeholders understand that administrative charges, directors' charges
and DIP charges are fairly common, and that once the CCAA train leaves the
station it gains significant momentum.

66. Century Services, supra, footnote I, at para. 60.
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can be determined whether it will succeed ... In doing so, the court must
often be cognizant of the various interests at stake in the reorganization,
which can extend beyond those of the debtor and creditors to include
employees, directors, shareholders, and even other parties doing business
with the insolvent company. [emphasis added]

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper began by considering the Supreme Court of
Canada's statement in Century Services that the purpose of the
CCAA is to permit debtor companies to continue in business and
avoid liquidation. It then examined reported CCAA filings between
2002 and 2012 and found that, despite the stated corporate rescue
purpose of the CCAA, many recent filings have resulted in
liquidations without any prospect of the debtor's survival. It then
discussed some of the possible reasons for this development, as
well as the problems resulting from the fact that the CCAA
"contains no provisions for liquidation of a debtor's assets if
reorganization fails."67 I have also suggested that, in the absence of
further action by Parliament to amend the CCAA, the Supreme
Court of Canada had the opportunity to address these issues in
Indalex and Abitibi. It would have been helpful if the Supreme
Court had done so by establishing clear guidelines for the court
approval of asset sales under the CCAA and by elaborating on the
corporate rescue purpose of the CCAA. This approach would have
been consistent with the Supreme Court's reasoning in Century
Services. Furthermore, it would have done much to resolve the
uncertainty surrounding liquidating CCAAS and, more generally,
the CCAA'S place in Canada's insolvency framework. However, the
Supreme Court did not take this approach, and in all likelihood
this task will now fall to Parliament.

67. Century Services, supra, at para. 14.
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This article examines the legislative history of the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act (CCAA) in light of recent
developments. The CCAA is Canada’s statute of choice for resolving large, complex corporate insolvencies. The Act was
designed to facilitate the reorganization of insolvent companies, with a view to their continued survival. More recently,
however, courts have approved the use of the CCAA as a liquidation mechanism. Specifically, the Act is now commonly used
to sell substantially all of the assets of insolvent companies on a going-concern basis, with no possibility of those companies
surviving after the CCAA process is concluded — these proceedings are known as “liquidating CCAAs”. Liquidating
CCAAs represent a significant change in CCAA law which has passed largely unexamined in the jurisprudence. This change
raises fundamental questions about the role and purposes of the CCAA, and it has important implications for the future of
restructuring law in Canada. Is the CCAA truly a “rescue” statute, or has it morphed into a mechanism for creditors to
realize upon their security interests in insolvent companies? This article approaches these questions from the perspective of
the CCAA’s historical origins and purposes, and suggests reforms to address the problems raised by liquidating CCAAs.
This analysis is particularly timely as the federal government conducts its five-year review of Canada’s bankruptcy and
insolvency legislation in 2014 and 2015.

I. — INTRODUCTION

. . . the manner in which a country addresses insolvency is tied to other decisions: about support for entrepreneurial
behaviour as an engine of growth, about the promotion of education as a contributor to the well-educated workforce
needed for the future, and about the extent to which safety nets are provided by governments to assist those who
are less fortunate, among others. In this sense, a country’s insolvency laws are framework legislation. They are a

key indicator of how a country governs itself, its businesses and its citizens, and about its priorities for its future. 1

Enacted in 1933, the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act 2  (CCAA) was an obscure and little-used statute for many
years. Resurrected in the 1980s, it has gradually become Canada’s statute of choice for resolving large, complex corporate
insolvencies.

This paper examines the legislative history of the CCAA, with particular reference to the recent trend toward “liquidating
CCAAs” — that is, the court-approved sales of substantially all of the assets of insolvent corporations carried out
under the auspices of the CCAA. Liquidating CCAAs are controversial in light of the Act’s traditional reorganization
purpose. Reorganization implies the survival of the insolvent corporation, whereas liquidating CCAAs may result in the

corporation ceasing to exist. 3  Consequently, the growing prevalence of liquidating CCAAs raises questions about the
CCAA’s role within Canada’s bankruptcy and insolvency regime.
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A detailed examination of the CCAA’s legislative history is somewhat overdue. Over the past 30 years, the CCAA has

been transformed from “a rather blunt instrument to one of the most sophisticated systems in the developed world.” 4

Three recent landmark Supreme Court of Canada decisions — Century Services, Indalex, 5  and AbitibiBowater 6  — have
highlighted some of the uncertainties surrounding the CCAA’s role in light of this rapid evolution. In Century Services,
the Supreme Court stated that in order to properly interpret the CCAA, “it is necessary to examine the history of the
CCAA, its function amidst the body of insolvency legislation enacted by Parliament, and the principles that have been

recognized in the jurisprudence.” 7  As with much of the CCAA jurisprudence, however, Century Services focused largely

on the case law and recent amendments to the Act, rather than on the Act’s history as a whole. 8

Part II of this paper sets out the legislative history of the CCAA from its adoption up to the latest round of amendments
in 2009. Part III examines liquidating CCAAs and their implications, and suggests further reforms that would address
certain problems raised by liquidating CCAAs, having regard to the history and purposes of the Act. Part IV concludes
by considering the prospects for further reforms and the future of restructuring law in Canada.

II. — LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF THE CCAA

1. — Origins

The CCAA has its origins in the Great Depression. Enacted in 1933, the CCAA was introduced in order to provide a

legal process by which insolvent companies could reorganize themselves. 9  At the time, Canadian law only permitted

bankrupt companies to reorganize. The Tassé Report 10  explains that Parliament amended the Bankruptcy Act 11  in
1923 to address complaints that debtors were using bribes and other fraudulent means to obtain their creditors’ consent

to reorganization proposals, in order to avoid bankruptcy. 12  In response, Parliament introduced requirements in 1923

that a debtor be declared bankrupt and hold a first meeting of its creditors before it could make a proposal. 13  By 1933,
these requirements had received sufficient criticism that Parliament introduced the CCAA, which provided an alternative
method for insolvent companies to reorganize and avoid bankruptcy.

The advent of the Great Depression necessitated legislation that permitted insolvent Canadian companies to reorganize.
Prior to 1914, Canadian companies typically had obtained their financing in England. English law permitted a majority
of debenture holders of a company to modify the terms of the company’s trust deeds. This permitted Canadian companies
with English financing to make arrangements with their creditors and reorganize. During the 1920s, however, many
Canadian companies began to obtain financing in the United States. In contrast to English law, U.S. law typically did
not permit debenture holders to modify the terms of a company’s trust deeds. Consequently, the trust deeds of Canadian
companies that had obtained financing in the United States often contained no clauses permitting reorganization by

agreement of the debenture holders. 14  When many of these companies became insolvent during the Depression, they
discovered that the terms of their trust deeds did not allow them to reorganize, “[often] to the embarrassment of the

directors.” 15  As a result, these companies were forced into bankruptcy.

2. — Structure and Objectives

The CCAA was modeled on the provisions of the English Companies Act of 1929. 16  At the first reading of the CCAA
in the House of Commons, the Hon. C.H. Cahan, then Secretary of State, explained that the legislation was intended to

allow an insolvent company to avoid bankruptcy and to survive by reorganizing. 17  The Secretary explained that some
reorganization mechanism was necessary because so many companies had become insolvent during the Depression:
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At the present time, some legal method of making arrangements and compromises between creditors and companies
is perhaps more necessary because of the prevailing commercial and industrial depression and it was thought by
the government that we should adopt some method whereby compromises might be carried into effect under the
supervision of the court without utterly destroying the company or its organization without loss of good will and

without forcing the improvident sales of its assets. 18

The economic context of the CCAA’s enactment during the Depression is significant. In a seminal article published

in 1947, 19  Stanley Edwards reiterated the Hon. C.H. Cahan’s remarks and emphasized the legislation’s importance

in providing a reorganization mechanism for companies to continue as “ongoing concerns” 20  in the event of future

economic downturns. 21

Initially, Parliament intended that the CCAA would facilitate arrangements between companies and their secured

creditors only. 22  Secured creditors were protected both by the legislation itself and by the terms of most trust deeds,

which gave indenture trustees the right to intervene in the debtor’s affairs on certain conditions. 23  Institutional investors
also had the power to intervene to prevent serious abuses. However, as discussed below, unsecured creditors lacked the
protections available to them in the Bankruptcy Act, resulting in abuses that led to significant reforms of the CCAA
in 1953.

3. — Early Reform Attempts

In the years following its enactment, some insolvent companies began using the CCAA to make arrangements with
their unsecured creditors as an alternative to the Bankruptcy Act. Since the CCAA was not designed for arrangements
with unsecured creditors, it contained no provisions protecting them. As such, unsecured creditors were vulnerable to

insolvent companies that made false and misleading statements in order to induce their acceptance of unfair proposals. 24

Trade creditors, in particular, found that debtor companies were using the CCAA to escape their mercantile liabilities. 25

The consequent lobbying by these creditor groups led Parliament to consider repealing the CCAA in 1938. 26  However,
the Dominion Mortgage and Investment Association strongly opposed repealing the CCAA and lobbied to keep the
Act, chiefly because U.S. law prohibited the sale of securities that did not have associated legislation enabling holders of

those securities to effect a reorganization of the company. 27  Since the CCAA was the only statute by which Canadian
companies could reorganize, repealing the CCAA would have made it impossible for Canadian companies to obtain
financing in the United States or for their security holders to sell their securities in the United States. The plans to repeal
the CCAA were therefore stalled while debates about the debtor company’s control over the reorganization process

under the CCAA continued for several years. 28

In 1946, renewed reform efforts resulted in Bill A5, which proposed repealing the CCAA and bringing all corporate

reorganizations under the Bankruptcy Act. 29  However, Bill A5 contained no provisions to address the situation
of investor creditors. In particular, no provision was made for representation orders, which would have provided
representation to groups of creditors in reorganization proceedings. Also, the legislation required that service be effected

on all creditors in a reorganization, which was often practically impossible. 30  Once again, the Dominion Mortgage and
Investments Association opposed repealing the CCAA. Instead, it recommended amendments restricting the CCAA’s
scope to arrangements relating to a debtor company’s outstanding bonds and debentures, and excluding the debts of

unsecured creditors. 31  While the Bankruptcy Act was amended in 1949, 32  efforts to reform the CCAA stalled again
and the plans to repeal the Act were abandoned.

4. — The 1953 Amendments
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Following several years of intermittent debates, Parliament adopted the Dominion Mortgage and Investments
Association’s recommendations and amended the CCAA in 1953. The CCAA’s scope was restricted to arrangements

between debtor companies and their debenture holders. 33  The Hon. Stuart S. Garson, then Minister of Justice, explained

the reasons for the amendments as follows: 34

With the passage of this bill it will leave companies that have complex financial structures, and a large number
of investor creditors, able to use the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act for the purpose of reorganization.
Moreover they will be able to use it efficiently; because as a rule, the terms of their own trust deed provide for a
trustee of the creditors whose business it will be to look after their interests properly, a provision which is almost
invariably absent in the case of mercantile creditors. The mercantile companies will be able to use the provision
of part III of the new revised Bankruptcy Act, which, unlike the Bankruptcy Act in force in 1933, has a provision
whereby companies may apply for an extension to work out their affairs without incurring the stigma of bankruptcy.

These amendments arguably reinforced the intentions of the CCAA’s original drafters to facilitate arrangements between
insolvent companies and their secured creditors, but they also made the Act much less flexible. Writing in 1970, the Tassé
Committee explained that the CCAA had worked well in its early years and “gave general satisfaction to investors and

companies with secured indebtedness who wished to make arrangements with their creditors.” 35  However, the 1953
amendments restricted access to the CCAA and the Act fell into prolonged disuse. Moreover, it had become common
by 1970 for trust indentures to include terms permitting the contractual reorganization of the debtor, thus rendering the

CCAA largely redundant. 36

5. — The Tassé Committee

Sustained criticism of the 1949 Bankruptcy Act as obsolete, inefficient, and prone to fraud led to a new round of reforms

in 1966. 37  With An Act to Amend the Bankruptcy Act, 38  Parliament introduced amendments empowering the court to
appoint interim receivers and providing that insolvent persons would be assigned into bankruptcy if their creditors or the

court rejected their proposal. 39  At the same time, the federal government formed the Study Committee on Bankruptcy
and Insolvency Legislation (Tassé Committee) and commissioned a report recommending further changes to Canada’s
bankruptcy and insolvency regime. The Tassé Committee presented its report to the Minister of Consumer and Corporate

Affairs in June of 1970. 40

Among other things, the Tassé Report recommended repealing the CCAA and introducing a new, single and integrated

bankruptcy and insolvency statute. 41  This new statute would have incorporated the reorganization procedures of the
CCAA. However, Parliament never adopted this recommendation. In fact, the government introduced six bankruptcy
bills into Parliament unsuccessfully between 1970 and 1984. Jacob Ziegel has cited a number of reasons for these failed

attempts at a “sweeping reform of the bankruptcy system.” 42  Firstly, the federal government found it difficult to respond
to the lobbying of numerous competing special interest groups. This lobbying intensified significantly due to the many

business failures in the 1980s. 43  At the same time, the federal government lacked sufficient information, in the form of

legal and economic studies, to formulate policy. 44

6. — The Colter Committee

In 1984, the new Mulroney government assumed power. Following the previous government’s string of failed attempts
to enact comprehensive reforms, the new government pursued more modest reforms. The Minister of Consumer and
Corporate Affairs convened the Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy and Insolvency (Colter Committee) to recommend
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the most urgent amendments to the existing legislation. 45  Meanwhile, the government consolidated the Bankruptcy

Act, leading to passage of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act (BIA) in 1985. 46  Jacob Ziegel has called this approach

a “phased-in program of reform.” 47  Rather than pursue a “single massive overhaul” of bankruptcy and insolvency

legislation, Parliament opted for piecemeal, gradual reform. 48  As a result, the BIA and CCAA were not integrated, and

Canada continues to have a bifurcated insolvency reorganization system today. 49

The Colter Committee completed its report in 1986, and Parliament largely adopted its recommendations in the 1992

amendments to the BIA. Among these changes to the BIA were: increased protections for wage earners, 50  new proposal

procedures imposing a stay on secured creditors, 51  and new provisions dealing with international insolvencies. 52  These
amendments addressed some of the Colter Committee’s most pressing concerns and modernized the BIA, but they did
not address the long-standing issue of CCAA and BIA integration.

Significantly, the Colter Report did not revive the Tassé Report’s earlier recommendation to repeal the CCAA. By 1986,
after years of relative obscurity, the CCAA had come into use again as a tool for facilitating large reorganizations.
Courts began permitting corporations that had not issued trust deeds to reorganize under the CCAA, despite the
restriction introduced in the 1953 amendments. They did so by adopting the concept of “instant trust deeds” — trust

deeds that insolvent companies would issue to their creditors so as to qualify for CCAA protection. 53  This practice
caused considerable controversy. The courts in a number of provinces refused to recognize instant trust deeds, on the

grounds that they did not satisfy the CCAA’s requirements and were not contemplated by the Act. 54  However, the

practice gained gradual acceptance until the restriction was eventually removed in 1997. 55

In 1992, the House of Commons Committee examining Bill C-22 56  recommended repealing the CCAA within three

years following the enactment of new provisions for business reorganizations in Part III of the BIA. 57  However, many

insolvency practitioners preferred the CCAA to Part III of the BIA, and they lobbied to keep the CCAA. 58  Accordingly,
the government decided to delay its decision on repealing the CCAA until the new reorganization provisions of the BIA

had been tested. 59

7. — The 1997 Amendments

In 1993, Industry Canada established the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act Advisory Committee (BIAC) to recommend
further amendments to the BIA. Parliament adopted many of the Committee’s recommendations in Bill C-5, amending

both the BIA and the CCAA in 1997. 60  As previous committees had done, the BIAC also recommended repealing the
CCAA in favour of a single, integrated reorganization regime under the BIA. However, insolvency practitioners again
successfully opposed the repeal of the CCAA on the grounds that the Act provided the necessary flexibility for large,

complex reorganizations. 61

Among the more important changes introduced to the CCAA in 1997 were: new provisions restricting the CCAA’s
application to corporate debtors with at least $5 million in debt; removal of the requirement in s. 3 for an outstanding
issue of debentures or bonds and a trust deed in order to use the CCAA; new requirements for a court-appointed monitor
to protect creditors’ interests and report to the court while the debtor prepared a reorganization plan; and provisions

recognizing foreign insolvencies and allowing Canadian courts to assist foreign insolvency administrators. 62  Far from
providing for the repeal of the CCAA, these amendments reinvigorated the CCAA and firmly established a bifurcated

restructuring system in Canada. 63

8. — Industry Canada Report (2002)
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The 1997 amendments contemplated further changes to the bankruptcy and insolvency legislation in the future. In
particular, the federal government was required to report to Parliament on the operation of the BIA and CCAA within
five years of the amendments. Accordingly, Industry Canada published its Report on the Operation and Administration

of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act and the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act in 2002. 64  In this report, Industry
Canada cautioned that while the 1997 amendments had introduced substantive changes, they fell short of comprehensive
reforms, and many issues had been overlooked. Specifically, the report cited the problem that CCAA reorganizations

were not subject to an administrative supervision process: 65

[It is] practically impossible to assess procedures under the CCAA or to verify whether services are being performed
properly. ... to measure the effectiveness of the reorganization schemes or to verify whether they are being applied
and administered consistently.

Additionally, the absence of a centralized public database of CCAA proceedings made it very difficult “to determine
which companies use the CCAA in a given year ... [and] to ascertain their profiles or how successful their reorganization

processes were.” 66  The report further warned that there were no formal qualification requirements or rules of
professional conduct for CCAA monitors and that many stakeholders had expressed concerns about the “numerous
potential conflicts of interest [monitors] might face, especially if they are acting in various other capacities for the debtor

company.” 67  At that time, stakeholders estimated that the CCAA was used in “upwards of 50 cases a year, with a typical

case involving in excess of $100 million in assets.” 68  However, the report concluded that it was “impossible to measure

the impact of the CCAA’s use on the Canadian economy” without concrete data. 69

9. — 2003 Senate Report and Bills C-55 and C-62

In 2003, the Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce conducted the required five-year review of bankruptcy
and insolvency legislation following the 1997 amendments. The Senate committee’s report, entitled Debtors and Creditors

Sharing the Burden: A Review of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act and the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act, 70

contained 34 recommendations related to commercial insolvency law. The government proposed to adopt most of the
Senate committee’s recommendations in June of 2005, with Bill C-55. Unfortunately, however, the bill was rushed
through Parliament without debate in the final days of the Martin government in 2005, and suffered from hurried

drafting. 71  The Senate Committee also expressed its disappointment with the House’s treatment of the Bill, stating:

We recognize the extraordinary circumstances that exist with the impending dissolution of Parliament, but believe

we had an inadequate opportunity to review comprehensively such an important piece of framework legislation. 72

The Senate agreed to pass Bill C-55 on the understanding that the government would delay proclamation until the bill’s
shortcomings could be addressed with additional revisions. Upon enactment, Bill C-55 became Chapter 47 of the Statutes

of Canada. 73

Revisions came in June of 2007, when the new Harper government tabled Bill C-62. 74  Although the House passed Bill
C-62, it died on the Order Paper when Parliament was prorogued on September 14, 2007. It was then reintroduced as Bill
C-12, which the House passed on October 27 of the same year, and was referred to the Senate Committee on November

15. 75  Following enactment, it became Chapter 36, 76  and came into force on September 18, 2009.

Together, Bill C-55 and Bill C-12 made significant changes to both the BIA and CCAA. Among these changes were
new provisions that required a debtor company to pay specified amounts of its pension liabilities and employees’ wages
before a court could approve a reorganization plan; provisions permitting the assignment and disclaimer of leases under
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the BIA and CCAA; codification of interim or debtor-in-possession (DIP) financing procedures; and new cross-border

insolvency provisions based upon the UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency, with some modifications. 77

Perhaps most significantly, Parliament also amended the CCAA to introduce provisions governing the court approval of
asset sales, in the new s. 36. Section 36 arguably permits a debtor to sell assets not only as part of a larger reorganization
plan, but also en bloc and with no prospect of the debtor continuing in business after the sale. As will be discussed below
in Part III, this is surprising in light of the CCAA’s traditional purposes.

10. — Conclusions on the CCAA’s Origins and Legislative History

The CCAA has had a long and tortuous history. The reform process has been slow, and efforts to enact comprehensive
reforms have failed repeatedly. Instead, Parliament has adopted various piecemeal reforms over many years. The most
recent round of amendments in 2009, in particular, left much to be desired. The amendments suffered from hurried

drafting at the outset and were rushed through the House of Commons. 78  In addition, the amendments contained little
direction for the courts on how to apply the new provisions of the Act. As the controversy over liquidating CCAAs
demonstrates, this was an unfortunate oversight in the reform process.

III. — LIQUIDATING CCAAs

1. — Background — Purposes of the CCAA

The CCAA was a skeletal statute when it was first enacted. Only the Act’s long title, “An Act to facilitate compromises
and arrangements between companies and their creditors”, points to its reorganization purpose. In addition, the Act is

largely silent about the powers that it confers upon courts. 79

Although the Act itself was skeletal, early cases and commentaries clearly established that the CCAA was designed to
facilitate reorganizations. The Supreme Court of Canada recognized this purpose in its very first decision interpreting

the CCAA, Reference re Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act: 80

[T]he aim of the Act is to deal with the existing condition of insolvency in itself to enable arrangements to be made in
view of the insolvent condition of the company under judicial authority which, otherwise, might not be valid prior
to the initiation of proceedings in bankruptcy.

. . . . .

The ultimate purpose would appear to be to enable the Court to sanction a compromise which, although binding
upon a class of creditors only, would be beneficial to the general body of creditors as well, it may be, as to the
shareholders.

Significantly, the Supreme Court interpreted the purposes of the Act quite narrowly: the Act was designed to prevent
bankruptcies and improvident liquidations. In concurring but separate reasons, Cannon and Lamont JJ. echoed the

majority’s interpretation of the nature and purposes of the Act: 81

Therefore, if the proceedings under this new Act of 1933 are not, strictly speaking, “bankruptcy” proceedings,
because they had not for object the sale and division of the assets of the debtor, they may, however, be considered
as “insolvency proceedings” with the object of preventing a declaration of bankruptcy and the sale of these assets,
if the creditors directly interested for the time being reach the conclusion that an opportune arrangement to avoid
such sale would better protect their interest, as a whole or in part.
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The Supreme Court’s reasons in Re CCAA are significant because they clearly distinguish the bankruptcy regime, which
necessarily involves liquidation of substantially all of the debtor’s assets, from the CCAA, which is aimed at rescuing
insolvent companies. At the time that the CCAA was first adopted, neither Parliament nor the Supreme Court of Canada
imagined that the Act would be used for liquidations.

More recently, in Century Services, the Supreme Court of Canada again made this important distinction between

reorganization under the CCAA and liquidation under the BIA or through receivership: 82

Unlike the BIA, the CCAA contains no provisions for liquidation of a debtor’s assets if reorganization fails. There
are three ways of exiting CCAA

proceedings. The best outcome is achieved when the stay of proceedings provides the debtor with some breathing
space during which solvency is restored and the CCAA process terminates without reorganization being needed. The
second most desirable outcome occurs when the debtor’s compromise or arrangement is accepted by its creditors
and the reorganized company emerges from the CCAA proceedings as a going concern. Lastly, if the compromise
or arrangement fails, either the company or its creditors usually seek to have the debtor’s assets liquidated under
the applicable provisions of the BIA or to place the debtor into receivership.

The Supreme Court reiterated the CCAA’s basic reorganization purpose, stating that “the purpose of the CCAA ... is to
permit the debtor to continue to carry on business and, where possible, avoid the social and economic costs of liquidating

its assets.” 83  Significantly, the Supreme Court went on to say that encouraging reorganization over liquidation was one

of the key goals of recent Canadian insolvency law reforms. 84

The Supreme Court of Canada’s statements in Re CCAA and Century Services suggest that liquidating CCAAs are
inconsistent with the Act, insofar as they preclude reorganization and the survival of insolvent companies. As discussed in
more detail below, however, courts now commonly approve wholesale liquidations under the CCAA, with no possibility
of the insolvent debtor surviving the CCAA process. On its face, it is difficult to reconcile this practice with Parliament’s
and the Supreme Court’s statements about the purposes of the Act.

2. — Recent Developments

In order to understand the CCAA’s evolution and its role within Canada’s bankruptcy and insolvency framework, it is
helpful to consider the data on recent CCAA cases. In a 2006 report to the Office of the Superintendent of Bankruptcy

Canada (OSB), Janis Sarra presented a model to track filings and collect data on CCAA proceedings. 85  Previously,
Industry Canada estimated that there were about 175 total cases under the CCAA between 1983 and 2005. Sarra’s study
identified 219 cases in those years. By contrast, there are only seven known CCAA cases prior to 1983, all from the early

years of the Act before it fell into disuse for roughly 40 years. 86

More recently, I examined the outcomes of CCAA proceedings that occurred between the years 2002 and 2012. 87  This
study identified a total of 250 proceedings in those years, of which roughly one-third were liquidating CCAAs. Most of
these liquidating CCAAs were carried out before the debtor had presented a formal plan of arrangement to its creditors,

despite the Act’s clear purpose of facilitating reorganization plans. 88

Most liquidating CCAAs have occurred in Ontario, where the court’s jurisdiction to approve them was first recognized

in 1998. 89  Although the courts of other provinces were more skeptical of liquidating CCAAs at first, they have gradually
begun approving them. This change may be due, in part, to Parliament’s introduction of s. 36 of the CCAA in 2009. The
relevant provisions of s. 36 are as follows:
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Restriction on disposition of business assets

36. (1) A debtor company in respect of which an order has been made under this Act may not sell or otherwise dispose
of assets outside the ordinary course of business unless authorized to do so by a court. Despite any requirement for
shareholder approval, including one under federal or provincial law, the court may authorize the sale or disposition
even if shareholder approval was not obtained.

Notice to creditors

(2) A company that applies to the court for an authorization is to give notice of the application to the secured
creditors who are likely to be affected by the proposed sale or disposition.

Factors to be considered

(3) In deciding whether to grant the authorization, the court is to consider, among other things,
(a) whether the process leading to the proposed sale or disposition was reasonable in the circumstances;

(b) whether the monitor approved the process leading to the proposed sale or disposition;

(c) whether the monitor filed with the court a report stating that in their opinion the sale or disposition would
be more beneficial to the creditors than a sale or disposition under a bankruptcy;

(d) the extent to which the creditors were consulted;

(e) the effects of the proposed sale or disposition on the creditors and other interested parties; and

(f) whether the consideration to be received for the assets is reasonable and fair, taking into account their
market value.

Although s. 36 grants courts the jurisdiction to approve asset sales, liquidating CCAAs remain controversial for at least
two reasons. Firstly, s. 36 does not explicitly permit the sale of substantially all of a debtor’s assets in the absence of a

plan of arrangement, and there are good reasons to think that it should not do so. 90  Secondly, s. 36 does not provide
courts with substantive direction in deciding whether to permit a sale. When the Senate Committee first recommended
that Parliament adopt s. 36, the Committee stated that s. 36 should provide “substantive direction” to courts in deciding

whether to approve asset sales. 91  The Committee also stated: 92

The Committee also believes that there are circumstances where all stakeholders would benefit from an opportunity
for an insolvent company involved in reorganization to divest itself of all or part of its assets, whether to raise
capital, eliminate further loss for creditors or focus on the solvent operations of the business. We feel, however, that
the court must be involved in approving such sales and that it should be provided with some guidance regarding the
minimum requirements to be met during the sale process. [emphasis added]

Despite these statements, some courts have suggested that s. 36 is not substantive and that its criteria are not minimum

requirements to be met in approving a sale. 93  Moreover, s. 36 is rarely the substantive test for approving liquidating
CCAAs, because it is only triggered when the court is asked to approve an “actual sale”, rather than the process leading

to the sale. 94  In Re Brainhunter, for example, the court held that the correct test for approving a sale process under the

CCAA is not s. 36, but the test set out in Nortel Networks. 95  The Nortel test asks the court to consider the following

questions: 96

(a) Is a sale transaction warranted at this time?
(b) Will the sale benefit the whole “economic community”?
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(c) Do any of the debtors’ creditors have a bona fide reason to object to a sale of the business?
(d) Is there a better viable alternative?

Clearly, the criteria of s. 36 and those of the Nortel test overlap to some degree. Accordingly, a CCAA court that is
asked to approve a sale under s. 36 often will have considered some of the s. 36 factors already when it approved the
sale process. It is difficult to imagine a case in which the court would refuse to approve a sale pursuant to s. 36 where
the court previously approved the sale process. As such, s. 36 cannot provide the “substantive direction” that the Senate

Committee intended. 97

3. — Reorganization vs. Liquidation

David Bish argues that Canadian restructuring law has undergone a paradigm shift in recent decades. Specifically, he
argues that the CCAA’s traditional rehabilitation focus has given way to a new realization focus:

Ironically, we appear to have come full circle. After a century of having increasingly embraced restructuring,
expanded notions of rehabilitation and voluntary, debtor-in-possession (DIP) insolvency proceedings, we have
increasingly reverted to giving creditors greater control of insolvency processes, proceedings and outcomes at the
expense of the debtors’ opportunity to restructure. The current climate is extraordinarily receptive to realization

over restructuring. 98

Bish further notes that “there has been an intentional confusing of realization and restructuring: it has become routine

to refer to realization proceedings as a form of restructuring, obfuscating the distinction.” 99  In other words, the CCAA
is increasingly being used as a liquidation tool, but the language of the CCAA — and, indeed, the whole framework of
the Act — are still geared toward reorganization.

This shift in focus from reorganization to liquidation has important implications. Bish observes that the CCAA’s
historical purposes “had nothing to do with creditor realizations, and a purposive approach to statutory interpretation

does not support the idea that the CCAA was intended to be a creditor’s tool of choice for realizing on security.” 100  In
my view, there are two key principles that have driven Canadian restructuring law historically which are relevant to this
recent shift in the CCAA’s focus: the preservation of going-concern value, and the public interest.

(a) — Preserving Going-Concern Value

According to this principle, insolvency law aims to solve a common pool problem. Specifically, when a firm becomes
insolvent, a collective action problem arises as the distressed firm’s creditors race to enforce their individual security

interests against the firm’s assets, thereby dismantling the firm piecemeal when it was worth more as a going concern. 101

Insolvency law prevents this race by imposing a compulsory and collective process on all creditors. It is implicit in this
process that the creditors as a whole would favour preserving an insolvent firm’s business where doing so would result

in greater returns for all of them. 102

In the United States, bankruptcy law scholars have been engaged in a long debate over the merits of rehabilitating
insolvent firms. For example, Douglas Baird has argued that the reorganization provisions of Chapter 11 of the U.S.

Bankruptcy Code 103  merely delay the inevitable for many insolvent firms. According to Baird, most firms that enter

Chapter 11 cannot survive in the marketplace because their business models are fundamentally flawed: 104

[M]ost of the firms in Chapter 11 are relatively small enterprises that cannot survive in the marketplace. For them,
Chapter 11 only postpones the inevitable. The firm is a retail establishment that has picked the wrong product or
the wrong location or both. Some firms, like some horses, should be taken out to the back pasture and shot.
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More recently, Baird and Robert Rasmussen have argued that financial innovations and changes in the capital structure

of firms may have rendered traditional reorganizations obsolete: 105

In the past, the bargains that parties reached among themselves followed a few familiar patterns. While there were
many possible deals, the players naturally gravitated toward only a few. In the new environment, with different
players holding different stakes, the old patterns no longer apply and new ones have yet to take shape. There are
no longer organized groups ... The types of institutions vary — from banks and broker-dealers to hedge funds and
private equity firms. The current environment is one in which there are no natural leaders (or followers) among the
creditors to perform the shuttle diplomacy required to build a consensus. Without familiar benchmarks, there is
no shared understanding of what form a plan should take. Coalition formation is harder. Worse yet, in some cases
there may be no stable equilibrium at all. To use the language of cooperative game theory, the core may be empty.

On the other hand, Elizabeth Warren and Jay Westbrook have argued that Chapter 11 success rates are reasonably high
for firms that survive the initial filing and go on to propose a reorganization plan. In addition, the Chapter 11 process

eliminates the truly hopeless firms fairly quickly: 106

The data reveal that the cases — both those that exit the system and those that confirm plans of reorganization
— moved at a lively pace. They also suggest that, at least between 1994 and 2002, the system showed signs of
improvement. While the data cannot answer the normative question about whether the movement is as substantial
as it should have been, they are adequate to dispel the notion that great numbers of debtors were hiding out in
Chapter 11 for years, just mowing the lawn and waiting for the market to turn.

Moreover, Lynn LoPucki and Joseph Doherty have presented research suggesting that on average, Chapter 11 sales

yield dramatically lower returns for creditors than reorganizations. 107  Accordingly, market efficiency cannot explain

the shift toward sales, and more sinister factors must be at play: 108

Possible explanations for this market failure are not in short supply. The managers who decided to sell these
companies rather than reorganize them frequently had conflicts of interest. So did the investment bankers who
advised the managers and solicited bids. The stalking-horse bidders received protections in the form of breakup fees
and substantial minimum bid increments that discouraged other bidders. The costs of participating in the bidding
were high because the companies’ situations were complex and changed rapidly. Bidders other than the stalking
horse had little chance of winning. As a result, only a single bidder appeared at most bankruptcy auctions.

As for the “empty core” problem, Baird and Rasmussen are clearly correct that financial innovations have made modern
restructurings more complicated than they were in the past. Nor is this development unique to restructurings in the
United States. For instance, Vanessa Finch has raised similar concerns in the United Kingdom:

A particular worry relating to insolvency risks is the possibility that the popularity of derivatives may impede
recoveries in times of corporate trouble because the hedge funds or other holders of credit will enforce debts
rapidly against defaulters. In the world of the “new capital” the troubled company may have no friendly ear at the
bank to turn to and creditors who have purchased derivatives may possess few motivations to explore turnaround

possibilities. 109

But Finch suggests that the problem is manageable and could be addressed by maximising transparency with respect to

the interests held in companies, “whether these be structured debt packages or retentions of title.” 110  Moreover, it is
worth noting that reorganizations have always been complex matters. For example, David Skeel has pointed out that
the traditional characterization of reorganization as a straightforward negotiation among several groups of like-minded

creditors merely “provided a template for a messy and complicated process.” 111  There were challenges to achieving
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consensus in reorganizations in the past, just as there are today, and “there were corporate raiders in the early twentieth

century, just as there are now.” 112

Although the Chapter 11 debate in the United States is currently at a standstill, the debate in Canada over the relative
merits of reorganization and liquidation is only beginning. This debate focuses on the question of whether and under
what circumstances liquidating CCAAs should be permitted. Clearly, s. 36 authorizes courts to approve asset sales under
the CCAA, but it says little about how courts should exercise this power. So far as the creditor value-maximization
theory is concerned, the wholesale liquidation of an insolvent firm’s assets under the CCAA would be justified if the sale
yielded greater returns for creditors than a sale through receivership or bankruptcy. However, proponents of liquidating
CCAAs have produced no evidence to support the assertion that liquidating CCAAs are more efficient or more likely
to maximize returns for creditors generally than bankruptcy or receivership sales.

(b) — The Public Interest

The second key principle underlying Canadian restructuring law is the “public interest.” In Century Services, the
Supreme Court of Canada stated that courts supervising insolvency reorganizations should consider the impact of the

reorganization process on the broader community: 113

[T]he court must often be cognizant of the various interests at stake in the reorganization, which can extend beyond
those of the debtor and creditors to include employees, directors, shareholders, and even other parties doing business
with the insolvent company ... In addition, courts must recognize that on occasion the broader public interest will be
engaged by aspects of the reorganization and may be a factor against which the decision of whether to allow a particular
action will be weighed. [emphasis added]

Although the Supreme Court provided little guidance as to what the “public interest” means in the context of the CCAA,
it pointed to earlier decisions and commentaries that do provide some guidance. For example, the court cited Canadian

Red Cross 114  and Air Canada 115  as examples of restructurings where the outcomes clearly had implications for the
broader community. The court also recognized the historical importance of the CCAA’s public interest goal, as early

commentators such as Stanley Edwards expressed: 116

Another reason which is usually operative in favour of reorganization is the interest of the public in the continuation
of the enterprise, particularly if the company supplies commodities or services that are necessary or desirable to
large numbers of consumers, or if it employs large numbers of workers who would be thrown out of employment
by its liquidation. This public interest may be reflected in the decisions of the creditors and shareholders of the
company and is undoubtedly a factor which a court would wish to consider in deciding whether to sanction an
arrangement under the C.C.A.A.

The above statements reflect the widely accepted principle that corporate insolvency law should do more than simply
maximize returns for a narrowly defined group of creditors, but should also consider the needs of the broader community

of insolvency stakeholders. Roy Goode has expressed this concept as follows: 117

But there are values to be protected that go beyond the interests of those with accrued rights at the commencement
of the insolvency process. One of these is the investigation of the directors’ conduct with a view to sanctions for
improper trading and disqualification so as to protect the public against future misconduct, a course of action
available in England through the winding up process even where the company has no assets at all. Another is the
interest of the workforce in preserving its investment of labour, expertise and loyalty to the enterprise, and a third is
that of the community at large, for example, in the continuance of the business or the payment of clean-up costs of
pollution. To focus so exclusively on maximizing returns to creditors is to ignore the fact that there may be different
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ways of protecting creditors, some of which will also benefit other interests, such as those of employees, shareholders
and the local community, and in so doing may even advance creditors’ interests.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to fully explore the concept of the public interest and its role in CCAA proceedings.
Suffice it to say that the CCAA was not intended merely to serve the interests of creditors — it also has a broader goal
of minimizing the negative consequences of insolvency for employees, suppliers, customers and the wider community.
At the same time, we should recognize that the concept of the public interest is closely tied to the CCAA’s traditional
rescue purpose, and both its meaning and application are blurred in liquidating CCAAs.

(c) — Conclusions on Reorganization vs. Liquidation, Preserving Going-Concern Value, and the Public Interest

The CCAA was designed to facilitate reorganization plans, and the structure of the Act reflects this purpose: 118

The whole CCAA process is geared towards the development of a plan of arrangement that will be presented before
the creditors for their acceptance or rejection. ... Indeed, the very title of the Act anticipates the negotiation of a
consensual arrangement amongst the creditors and the debtor.

Despite this clear purpose, courts now regularly approve liquidating CCAAs in cases where the debtor has no intention

of presenting a plan to its creditors. 119  As they did with instant trust deeds, a number of courts have suggested that

the requirement of a plan is now outdated and unnecessary. 120  The salient difference between trust deeds and plans of
arrangement, however, is that the CCAA is fundamentally an Act to facilitate plans of arrangement. This clear mismatch
between the CCAA’s traditional purposes and its modern use as a liquidation mechanism has led to predictable problems.
There is controversy in the courts and the academy over the purposes of the legislation, and this has made judicial
outcomes less predictable. Beyond these concerns, however, there are additional reasons why liquidating CCAAs that
are carried out in the absence of plans of arrangement are problematic. Put simply, the risk is that the sale process will
be used to alter the distributional entitlements that creditors would enjoy in a traditional restructuring or liquidation.

Stephanie Ben-Ishai and Stephen Lubben have expressed this problem as follows: 121

It is not a harm to creditors, voluntary or involuntary, when a sale results in little or no recovery for unsecured
creditors or shareholders. Rather, the key issue is whether the sale results in the realization of less value by junior
claimants than a traditional reorganization or liquidation ... A sale thus could result in the realization of equal value,
but see that value diverted to senior creditors. This is a problem of redistribution ... Thus, there is a real concern that
the sale process might facilitate collusion between management and senior creditors to squeeze out junior creditors
and shareholders.

Similarly, Ralph Brubaker and Charles Tabb have argued that new approaches to Chapter 11 reorganizations may be
undermining creditors’ rights:

The heart of the matter is this: whether reorganization value is captured by “sale” or by “plan” is not the critical
question, as long as the method chosen preserves and upholds chapter 11’s distributional norms. Given that any
particular “plan” can be structured as a “sale,” and any “sale” can be effectuated through a “plan” structure, it
may simply be impossible to meaningfully distinguish between the two through some sort of “true sale” versus “true
reorganization” construct in a manner that can preserve those distributional norms. We submit, therefore, that
courts confronting these issues must keep their primary focus on the core need to protect the normative distributional
entitlements of stakeholders, whether the reorganization proceeds by sale or plan. If the mechanism used impairs
or obstructs the court’s ability to fulfill that central protective role, then and only then should the court reject the

reorganization vehicle. 122
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In the United Kingdom, John Armour, Audrey Hsu and Adrian Walters recently compared realizations from sales in

receiverships with those carried out under the Enterprise Act 2002. 123  The Enterprise Act marked an important shift
in British insolvency law because it introduced an “administration” procedure that favoured rescue over liquidation.
Ostensibly, the Enterprise Act shifted power away from secured to unsecured creditors in order to promote value-

maximization in insolvency sales. 124  However, the results of Armour, Hsu and Walters’ study show that although
administration sales increased recoveries compared to receivership sales, the direct costs of administration were also

significantly higher. 125  In other words, unsecured creditors may be no better off under administration than receivership,
despite the clear purpose of the Enterprise Act to improve unsecured creditors’ positions. One possible explanation for
these results is that administration costs were higher because insolvency practitioners were still familiarizing themselves

with the new regime. 126  Whatever the reasons may be, however, secured creditors may well prefer administration sales

because they are faster procedures than receiverships. 127

The above issues have received only limited attention in Canada. In Indalex, for example, the Supreme Court of Canada
dealt with a liquidating CCAA carried out pursuant to cross-border proceedings under Chapter 7 of the U.S. Bankruptcy

Code. The Supreme Court acknowledged that Indalex “chose to sell its assets under the CCAA, not the BIA.” 128

Evidently, the Supreme Court took no issue with this. However, the Supreme Court did not explain how to reconcile
this statement with its statements in Century Services that the purpose of the CCAA is to promote reorganization over

liquidation and “to permit the debtor to continue to carry on business.” 129  It is also noteworthy that the liquidating
CCAA in Indalex occurred before s. 36 of the CCAA came into force, and the case turned mainly upon the Supreme
Court’s analysis of how the CCAA interacted with provincial pension law. Accordingly, the decision provides little
guidance with respect to the liquidation vs. reorganization debate.

In my view, the CCAA owes much of its present popularity to the fact that it is an effective tool for circumventing various
provincial laws that might impede quick realizations for senior secured creditors. CCAA sales often can be completed
more quickly than receivership sales, and the CCAA vesting order eliminates many of the liabilities that would otherwise
survive in receivership sales, making the CCAA a more attractive option for senior secured creditors who are guaranteed

a full recovery, despite the potentially lower returns and higher costs of CCAA proceedings. 130  While some would argue
that it is appropriate for senior creditors to resort to such mechanisms on the basis that they have more at stake than

other types of creditors in insolvencies, 131  this view is surely inconsistent with the CCAA’s public interest purpose and
with the Supreme Court’s statement in Century Services that “chances for successful reorganizations are enhanced where
participants achieve common ground and all stakeholders are treated as advantageously and fairly as the circumstances

permit.” 132  Moreover, the use of the CCAA as a realization mechanism for individual creditors — in effect, as a superior

form of receivership — undermines the collective nature and aims of insolvency law generally: 133

Theoretically, the key characteristic of a bankruptcy procedure is that it provides not an option for collection of
individual claims, but rather a collective remedy for all creditors of a debtor incapable of satisfying all claimants
in full. Individual creditors should press their claims in the individual enforcement system in the first (and usually
exclusive) instance. Only in rare cases should the law allow, much less encourage, individual creditors to engage the
bankruptcy system, and then only to provide an ultimate backstop to limit and equitably allocate the losses that a
debtor’s insolvency causes to all creditors.

In addition, the fact that proponents of liquidating CCAAs have not advanced any evidence to support the claim that
liquidating CCAAs enhance value for creditors is particularly troubling given that the CCAA was not designed with
liquidations in mind, and that liquidating CCAAs may adversely affect certain types of creditors as well as the broader
community.
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4. — Reconciling Liquidating CCAAs with the History and Purposes of the Act

The problems with liquidating CCAAs point up a fundamental problem with Canada’s “piecemeal approach to

bankruptcy reform.” This piecemeal approach has left important gaps in the bankruptcy and insolvency legislation. 134

Liquidating CCAAs are just one example of this problem, but there are others. Canada’s bifurcated insolvency
reorganization system itself is a result of the piecemeal reform process. In most other advanced economies, the insolvency
reorganization laws are found in a single statute. Canada’s bifurcated system would not be so problematic if the CCAA’s
purposes were clearly defined, but they are not. In practice, courts interpret the CCAA very flexibly and their own powers
under it very broadly, which has led to considerable controversy.

Three key changes would help to reconcile liquidating CCAAs with the original purposes of the Act. Firstly, Parliament
should amend s. 36 to clarify that it is a substantive test that sets out the minimum requirements to be met for approving
a sale. This change would clarify the criteria for approving sales, thereby enhancing the predictability of the CCAA

process and reducing participants’ costs. 135  Secondly, s. 36 should require an insolvent debtor to obtain its creditors’
approval by way of a plan before selling substantially all of its assets. This change would reduce the likelihood that the
CCAA process will adversely impact certain types of creditors by altering distributional outcomes in ways that the Act
has never contemplated. In addition, this change would help to ensure that liquidating CCAAs are only used where they
are likely to result in better returns for creditors as a whole than bankruptcy or receivership sales, since the creditors
will favour whichever process maximizes their returns. Thirdly, Parliament should add a purpose clause to the CCAA
clarifying that the Act is a reorganization statute, not a liquidation statute. This would encourage courts to scrutinize
CCAA applications particularly where the debtor has no intention of reorganizing, and merely intends to use the CCAA
as a realization mechanism. Lastly, any reform of the CCAA should address, more broadly, the need to integrate the
BIA and CCAA into one comprehensive statute. Canada’s bifurcated system has given rise to inconsistencies and made
outcomes less predictable. Such inconsistencies raise transaction and litigation costs in restructurings, and Parliament
should address them. Moreover, integration would achieve the goal of harmonizing the common aspects of the BIA and

CCAA that has been at the core of Parliament’s most recent reform efforts. 136

IV. — CONCLUSION

Philip Wood has observed that a nation’s bankruptcy and insolvency laws often have significant implications for other
areas of law:

Bankruptcy law is the profound motivator of commercial and financial law because, if there is not enough brandy

and biscuits on the raft, the law is at its most ruthless in having to choose who to pay. 137

Of course, there will always be winners and losers in insolvency. But we should not expect courts to decide who wins and
who loses without reference to clear rules. Such decisions necessarily turn on policy questions which Parliament must
answer. Parliament should do so by providing clear and substantive direction in the legislation. In failing to address the
shortcomings in the CCAA’s sale provisions, Parliament has forced insolvency judges and practitioners to resolve the
many attendant problems as best they can in each case. This outcome is unfortunate because it has generated controversy
in the courts and uncertainty in the restructuring regime. It also reflects a broader problem with Canada’s insolvency law
reform process. Canada’s “piecemeal approach to bankruptcy reform” has left important gaps in the body of bankruptcy

and insolvency law which will only worsen unless Parliament addresses them. 138

Clearly, commerce and finance have grown increasingly complex in the 80 years since the CCAA was adopted.
Necessarily, restructuring law must keep pace with changes in these areas, and it is more important than ever that
Parliament provides clear, substantive direction to courts in the legislation. I have suggested that Parliament could best
do so by undertaking a much broader reform effort than it has done so far, so as to correct the problems that have arisen
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from years of tortuous, piecemeal reform. Such a comprehensive reform effort would provide an opportunity to examine
more carefully the problems discussed in this paper, to clarify the underlying policy goals of the existing legislation, and
to chart a clear roadmap for the future of Canadian restructuring law.
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Since the 2008 financial crisis, several employers sponsoring supplemental pension plans have experienced financial
difficulties that have precluded them from adequately funding these pension plans. As a result, many workers and retirees
have unfortunately had their pension benefits reduced, sometimes significantly. Yet, a legal device designed to protect the
funding of supplemental pension plans has for long been part of pension legislation: the deemed trust. Such provisions create
a legal fiction that assets of the employer in an amount equal to the sums to be paid to the pension fund are deemed to form
no part of the estate of the employer so as to protect these assets from the claims of other creditors. However, this device has
not really been effective in the case of insolvent employers. Over the last few years, Québec courts have had to rule in at least
four instances on the application of provisions creating a deemed trust for amounts due to a pension fund. However, decisions
rendered in the matter of White Birch, Timminco, Aveos and Bloom Lake are somewhat difficult to reconcile. Based on a
review of these four recent decisions involving proceedings under the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act, this article
attempts to lay out the main conclusions to be drawn and also to encourage legislators to clarify the situation. In this article,
the effectiveness of the pension deemed trust in insolvency is examined primarily from the perspective of Québec civil law.
However, as the conclusions to be drawn in that regard relate to the application of federal insolvency legislation, most of
them apply equally in respect of common law provinces.

I. — INTRODUCTION

The constant increase of life expectancy leads many people to raise questions about the financing of retirement and,

in particular, about the financial sustainability of existing public and private pension plans. 1  The financial condition
of pension funds was particularly affected by the 2008 financial crisis and by the slowing down of the economy and
the continued low interest rates that have resulted from it. Transformation of the labor market also raises concerns.

This situation has led governments to introduce measures such as voluntary retirement saving plans 2  while others have

proposed enhancing existing public pension plans 3  or creating new ones. 4

With respect to private plans, several employers sponsoring supplemental pension plans for the benefit of their employees
have experienced financial difficulties that have precluded them from adequately funding these plans. The situation

is particularly difficult in respect of defined benefit pension plans. 5  As a result, many workers and retirees have
unfortunately had their pension benefits reduced, sometimes significantly. Although contributions that have already
been paid into the pension fund are beyond the reach of the employer’s creditors as they are held by a trustee or by an
insurer, this is not the case for those contributions that are yet to be made by the employer. Yet, a legal device designed to
protect the funding of supplemental pension plans has for long been part of pension legislation: the deemed trust. Such
provisions create a legal fiction that assets of the employer in an amount equal to the sums to be paid to the pension
fund are deemed to form no part of the estate of the employer so as to protect these assets from the claims of other
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creditors. 6  In principle, these provisions should particularly be relevant if the employer were to become insolvent. They
are meant to increase the chances that retirees and other beneficiaries of the pension plan can actually receive the pension
benefits they were promised. It must however be acknowledged that this device has not really been effective in the case of
insolvent employers. Courts have generally given a restrictive interpretation to these provisions as deemed trusts usually
cover significant amounts that would otherwise reduce the assets available to satisfy the claims of all other creditors of
the employer. Many actually deplore the fact that Canadian legislation affords little protection to the claims of pension

plan beneficiaries when an employer becomes insolvent. 7  Over the last few years, Québec courts have had to rule in at
least four instances on the application of provisions creating a deemed trust for amounts due to a pension fund. Further,
during the same period, the Supreme Court of Canada has ruled on similar provisions of the Ontario legislation in the

matter of Indalex. 8

However, decisions that Québec courts have rendered in the matter of White Birch, Timminco, Aveos and Bloom Lake

are somewhat difficult to reconcile. Thus, in the matter of White Birch, 9  Mongeon J. initially concluded that the deemed
trust under Québec pension legislation was not effective, in particular because it did not meet all the conditions necessary

for the creation of a real trust. However, the same judge reversed his conclusion in that regard in Timminco, 10  where he
concluded that the deemed trust under Québec legislation was duly effective and had priority over the claims of secured

creditors. In the matter of Aveos, 11  Schrager J. 12  ruled that the deemed trust under federal pension legislation did not
have priority over the claims of secured creditors whose security interest was perfected prior to the creation of the deemed

trust. Finally, in the matter of Bloom Lake, 13  Hamilton J. concluded that the deemed trust under federal legislation was

implicitly excluded by the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act 14  so that it did not prevent the court from granting a
super-priority to another creditor under that Act. It must be noted that none of these decisions from the Québec Superior

Court was appealed, except that a motion for leave to appeal was denied in Bloom Lake. 15

This article attempts to lay out the main conclusions to be drawn from these decisions and, by the same token, to share
some thoughts for the benefit of those lawyers and other professionals who might face similar questions in the future.

Hopefully, this article might also encourage legislators to clarify the situation. 16  In this article, the effectiveness of both
provincial and federal pension deemed trusts in insolvency is examined primarily from the perspective of Québec civil
law. However, as the conclusions to be drawn in that regard relate to the application of federal insolvency legislation,
most of them apply equally in respect of common law provinces.

II. — HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The number of supplemental pension plans sponsored by employers for the benefit of their employees grew significantly
after the Second World War, which led provincial and federal governments to introduce regulatory frameworks designed
primarily to protect the rights of beneficiaries. In that respect, the first statutes of general application were enacted in
the 1960s. As supplemental pension plans are ancillary to employment contracts, it must be noted that the constitutional
division of powers over such plans reflects that applicable in labour law matters. The majority of pension plans in
Canada thus fall under provincial jurisdiction while federal legislation only applies in respect of those plans sponsored
by employers under federal jurisdiction (such as banks, telecommunications companies and airlines).

The concept of deemed trust was first introduced in tax legislation in order to protect the legitimate interest of the

State to collect from employers payroll deductions they were required to make from their employees’ salaries. 17  As the
assets representing the amount of such deductions were often commingled with other assets of an employer, they were
accessible to all its creditors, notably in case of the employer’s insolvency. Similar provisions were also introduced in
other statutes requiring employers to make payroll deductions for contributions to public schemes such as the Canada

Pension Plan 18  or the Employment Insurance Act. 19  These deemed trusts are established for the benefit of the State and
they cover contributions taken from employees’ salaries. Similarly, statutes governing supplemental pension plans were
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also amended to create a deemed trust for the benefit of plan beneficiaries so as to increase the chances that amounts

required to properly fund these plans would actually be paid into the pension fund. 20  These deemed trusts cover both
contributions taken from employees’ salaries as well as contributions payable by employers.

The question as to whether a deemed trust is effective when a debtor company becomes insolvent has generated the

development of extensive and complex case law. 21  As such, it is well established that a provincial statute cannot impede

the application of federal insolvency legislation as a result of the doctrine of federal paramountcy. 22  For example, a
provincial statute creating a deemed trust cannot have the effect of altering the order of priorities for the payment of

claims that is set out in s. 136 of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act. 23  Further, the question as to whether the claims
of the beneficiaries of a deemed trust have priority over the claims of secured creditors was first decided in 1997 by the

Supreme Court of Canada in Royal Bank v. Sparrow Electric Corp. 24  In that case, the Supreme Court determined that
the claims arising from the deemed trust under the Income Tax Act (”ITA”) did not prevail over the claims of those
secured creditors whose security interest was created prior to the deemed trust attaching to the relevant assets of the
debtor. In response to that decision, Parliament thereafter quickly amended the ITA so as to expressly grant priority

to the deemed trust under that Act over the claims of secured creditors. 25  The deemed trust provisions of the Canada

Pension Plan and of the Employment Insurance Act were similarly amended at the same time, 26  while the deemed trust

under the Excise Tax Act was amended in 2000. 27  However, no such amendments were made to the various statutes
governing supplemental pension plans.

Furthermore, likely as a result of the proliferation of provisions creating a deemed trust, federal insolvency legislation was

amended so as to limit the number of deemed trusts whose effectiveness is expressly recognized in case of insolvency. 28

The drafting technique that was used in that respect was to provide that no deemed trust for Her Majesty (i.e., the State)
has any effect in case of insolvency, except for those expressly preserved by insolvency legislation and those otherwise

meeting the necessary conditions for the creation of a real trust 29  (under civil law in Québec 30  or under common law

elsewhere in Canada). 31  Perhaps because most deemed trusts are established for the benefit of Her Majesty, some have
seen in these amendments an intent by Parliament to deprive all deemed trusts of any effect in insolvency except for those
whose effectiveness is expressly preserved by insolvency legislation. As will be seen below, such an over-generalization

is still prevalent in some recent court decisions. 32

More recently, several amendments were made to federal insolvency statutes, including for granting a relative priority

to part of the claims arising from pension plans sponsored by an insolvent employer. 33  Generally, that priority relates
to claims for normal cost (called “current service contributions” in the Québec pension legislation) required to be

paid to the pension fund, but not to special payments (called “amortization payments” in Québec). 34  Some of these

amendments came into force in July 2008, 35  while others came into force in September 2009 36  (collectively “the 2009

amendments”). 37  However, the impact of these new provisions on deemed trusts established under either federal or
provincial pension legislation remains to be determined.

It must finally be noted that, despite the extensive case law on the matter, many grey areas still exist regarding the concept
of deemed trust, some of which arise from the differences between civil law and common law. Courts have often described

a deemed trust as a floating charge over all the assets of a debtor company. 38  Once the application of a deemed trust is
triggered, the debtor company nonetheless retains all its rights over the assets to be covered by the deemed trust, including

the right to dispose of them. 39  As for the beneficiaries of the deemed trust, they have no right in these assets, including no

tracing rights. 40  The legal effects of a deemed trust thus resemble those arising from a priority of payment, namely the

right to be paid in preference over other creditors from the proceeds of disposition of the assets of the debtor company. 41
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III. — ONTARIO LEGISLATION

The deemed trust that applies in respect of pension plans governed by Ontario legislation is established by s. 57 of the

Pension Benefits Act; 42  s. 57(3) and (4) of that Act provide as follows:

(3) An employer who is required to pay contributions to a pension fund shall be deemed to hold in trust for the
beneficiaries of the pension plan an amount of money equal to the employer contributions due and not paid into
the pension fund.

(4) Where a pension plan is wound up in whole or in part, an employer who is required to pay contributions to the
pension fund shall be deemed to hold in trust for the beneficiaries of the pension plan an amount of money equal
to employer contributions accrued to the date of the wind up but not yet due under the plan or regulations.

It must be noted that Ontario legislation has a special feature arising from s. 30(7) of the Personal Property Security

Act. 43  That provision expressly grants priority to the pension deemed trust over a security interest attaching to certain

assets of a debtor company; 44  it reads as follows:

(7) A security interest in an account or inventory and its proceeds is subordinate to the interest of a person who is
the beneficiary of a deemed trust arising under the Employment Standards Act, 2000, the Pension Benefits Act or
the Pooled Registered Pension Plans Act, 2015.

For the purposes of this article, the interest in considering the Ontario legislation arises from the fact that the Supreme
Court of Canada recently examined in Indalex its application in the context of proceedings under the CCAA and laid
out in that decision certain principles that would also be applicable to other pension statutes creating a deemed trust.

1. — The Decision in Indalex

Experiencing serious financial difficulties, Indalex sought court protection under the CCAA in April 2009. In the context
of those proceedings, the company’s assets were ultimately sold but the buyer did not assume Indalex’s responsibility
for the pension plans. As the proceeds of the sale of assets were not sufficient to cover for the payment of all claims, the
main question to be decided was whether amounts accrued but not yet due to the pension fund at the time of the wind
up of the plan were covered by the deemed trust established under s. 57(4) of the Ontario pension legislation. If so, the
court further had to determine if the claim based on the deemed trust had priority over the claim under the DIP financing

agreement 45  that had been approved by the trial judge pursuant to the CCAA. The court order provided in that respect
that the DIP charge ranked in priority to “all other security interests, trusts, liens, charges and encumbrances, statutory

or otherwise” 46  (commonly referred to as a “super-priority”).

The decision rendered by the Supreme Court is complex, as three groups of judges gave separate reasons dealing with
several related questions and in which they agreed on certain points and disagreed on others. In summary, a majority of
judges concluded that amounts accrued in respect of the wind up deficit of one of the relevant plans were indeed covered
by the deemed trust under Ontario legislation. However, all judges agreed that the claim based on the DIP financing
agreement had priority over the claim based on the pension deemed trust as a result of the operation of the doctrine

of federal paramountcy. 47

For the purposes of this article, the interest of the Indalex decision lies primarily in the fact that the Supreme Court
confirmed therein that deemed trusts created by provincial legislation continue to apply in respect of companies having
obtained court protection under the CCAA, which in principle is not the case for those companies that are liquidated

under the BIA. 48  In that regard, Deschamps J. expressed the following view:
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[51] ... Provincial legislation defines the priorities to which creditors are entitled until that legislation is ousted by
Parliament. Parliament did not expressly apply all bankruptcy priorities either to CCAA proceedings or to proposals
under the BIA ...

[52] The provincial deemed trust under the PBA continues to apply in CCAA proceedings, subject to the doctrine of
federal paramountcy (Crystalline Investments Ltd. v. Domgroup Ltd., 2004 SCC 3, [2004] 1 S.C.R. 60, at para. 43).
The Court of Appeal therefore did not err in finding that at the end of a CCAA liquidation proceeding, priorities
may be determined by the PPSA’s scheme rather than the federal scheme set out in the BIA.

Although it must be acknowlegded that the other two groups of judges who provided reasons in Indalex did not explicitly
deal with that issue, their conclusions necessarily imply that they agreed with this position. In any event, this position
simply reflects the general principle pursuant to which provincial laws continue to apply to companies that become

insolvent, except to the extent that provincial laws conflict with federal insolvency legislation. 49

However, it must be noted that the facts giving rise to the decision in Indalex predated the coming into force in 2009 of
the legislative amendments made to the CCAA. This issue will be considered further below.

IV. — QUÉBEC LEGISLATION

Pension plans that fall under the jurisdiction of Québec are governed by the Supplemental Pension Plans Act

(”SPPA”). 50  Section 49 of that Act reads as follows:

49. Until contributions and accrued interest are paid into the pension fund or to the insurer, they are deemed to be
held in trust by the employer, whether or not the latter has kept them separate from his property.

Unlike other deemed trust provisions, the wording of s. 49 does not include any reference to a triggering event upon
which the legal fiction is to take effect. For example, the deemed trust under federal pension legislation provides that it
applies “[i]n the event of any liquidation, assignment or bankruptcy of an employer”, while that under Ontario legislation
applies “[w]here a pension plan is wound up in whole or in part”. With respect to Québec legislation, it thus appears that

the deemed trust takes effect immediately when the contributions and accrued interest become due and payable. 51

Moreover, unlike both federal and Ontario legislation, Québec legislation does not specify that an employer is deemed to
hold in trust “an amount (of money) equal to” those contributions that are to be paid into the fund. However, it must be
acknowledged that in reality all three statutes are to the same effect as, until they are formerly segregated from the other
assets of the employer, unpaid contributions are simply assets that the employer could use to pay such contributions.
This difference in the wording of the Québec legislation thus appears to simply arise from the civil law drafting style.

Further, s. 264 of the SPPA provides as follows:

264. Unless otherwise provided by law, the following amounts or contributions are unassignable and unseizable:

(1) all contributions paid or payable into the pension fund or to the insurer, with accrued interest;

(2) all amounts refunded or pension benefits paid under a pension plan or this Act.

It must be noted that the rule set out in the first paragraph of s. 264 appears to be unique to Québec. 52  Indeed, although
other federal and provincial statutes governing supplemental pension plans provide that pension benefits paid to plan

beneficiaries are both unassignable and unseizable, 53  it seems that none of these statutes provide that contributions that
have yet to be paid into the pension fund cannot be assigned or seized.
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The effectiveness of the deemed trust established under s. 49 of the SPPA was examined in both White Birch and
Timminco. In addition, the scope of s. 264 of the SPPA was also considered in this last decision.

1. — The Decision in White Birch

In White Birch, various pulp and paper companies had obtained court protection under the CCAA in February 2010.

Following the Ontario Court of Appeal decision in Indalex, 54  an application for a declaratory judgment was filed in
October 2011 on behalf of certain groups of employees and retirees of these companies seeking to have priority granted
to the special payments due to the pension fund over the claims of the lenders having a super-priority under the CCAA.

At the outset, it must be noted that the decision in White Birch was issued prior to the release by the Supreme Court of
Canada of its judgment in Indalex, which overturned the decision of the Ontario Court of Appeal. Nonetheless, Mongeon
J. rejected the application by the relevant groups of employees and retirees on various grounds. While it is not necessary
to examine them all in detail, some of his conclusions deserve special attention.

Justice Mongeon first concluded that the deemed trust under s. 49 of the SPPA can only be effective if it meets all the

conditions required under Québec civil law 55  for the creation of a real trust, which he held was not the case in White
Birch. However, he reversed his conclusion in that regard in Timminco and that last decision appears well founded.
Indeed, a legislature has full authority to declare that a given situation is deemed to produce the legal effects of a trust
even though all the conditions necessary for the creation of a conventional trust are not met. Such a trust is established

by operation of law. 56  However, by reason of the doctrine of federal paramountcy, a trust established by a provincial
statute will produce no effect if it conflicts with federal insolvency legislation. In that regard, case law has established
that a deemed trust created under provincial legislation is not a trust within the meaning of para. 67(1)(a) of the BIA and

accordingly cannot alter the priorities set out in s. 136 of that Act. 57  However, the CCAA contains no such provisions. 58

Although certain decisions might have suggested that the priorities set out in the BIA were also applicable in the context

of CCAA proceedings, 59  the Supreme Court of Canada rejected that approach in Indalex. 60  Therefore, a deemed trust
does not need to meet the conditions required for the creation of a real trust in order to produce its effects in the context
of the CCAA.

The court in White Birch also concluded that because no provision of the CCAA confirms the validity of the deemed
trust under s. 49 of the SPPA, such a deemed trust could not be applied against a company that had obtained court

protection under the CCAA. 61  However, this position fails to distinguish between deemed trusts established for the
benefit of Her Majesty, which are rendered ineffective by s. 37(1) of the CCAA unless they are expressly preserved by

that Act, and other deemed trusts that are not covered by a similar provision. 62  This position is based on the minority
opinion by Fish J. in Century Services pursuant to which a deemed trust could only be recognized if there is a provision
creating a deemed trust and another provision in the CCAA or the BIA expressly confirming that deemed trust. Yet,

this opinion by Fish J. was explicitly rejected by the majority judges in that decision. 63

As an alternative ground, Mongeon J. finally concluded that even if the deemed trust under s. 49 of the SPPA were
to be considered effective in the context of CCAA proceedings, it could not, as a result of the doctrine of federal

paramountcy, prevail over the claims of lenders having been granted a super-priority under that Act. 64  As Mongeon J.

himself acknowledged in Timminco, 65  this last conclusion remains the sole compelling ground in support of his decision
in White Birch. This conclusion is also consistent with the Supreme Court of Canada’s subsequent decision in Indalex.

2. — The Decision in Timminco
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Facing financial difficulties, Timminco Inc. and its subsidiary Silicium Bécancour Inc. (SBI) obtained in January 2012
a protection order under the CCAA from the Ontario Superior Court of Justice. The main question to be decided in
that matter was whether the claims of the SBI pension plan beneficiaries were to be granted priority over the claims
of Investissement Québec pursuant to a universal hypothec without delivery over all movable and immovable property
of SBI. As the pension plans sponsored by SBI were governed by Québec legislation, the Ontario court referred that
question for determination by the Superior Court of Québec.

Contrary to the decision he had reached in White Birch, Mongeon J. concluded that s. 49 of the SPPA duly created a

deemed trust 66  which covered all contributions due by the debtor company, including special payments, but excluding

amounts required to pay off the unfunded actuarial liability. 67

Under s. 49 of the SPPA, the deemed trust takes effect as soon as the contributions and accrued interest become due and
payable. Yet, in Timminco, the deemed trust had taken effect after the hypothec held by Investissement Québec had been

perfected. According to the principles set out in the Sparrow decision, 68  it would have been necessary for s. 49 of the
SPPA (or for any other provision of Québec legislation) to expressly provide that the deemed trust had priority over the

claims of secured creditors. 69  Absent such a provision, one would have had to conclude that the assets covered by the
deemed trust were already charged by a hypothec when the deemed trust took effect to purportedly remove them from
the estate of the debtor company. Following that logic, the claim of Investissement Québec under its hypothec would

have trumped the claims of the pension plan beneficiaries. 70

Nonetheless, Mongeon J. then turned to s. 264 of the SPPA which, as indicated previously, provides that all contributions

to be paid to the pension fund cannot be assigned or seized. 71  He expressed the following views:

[135] Serait donc insaisissable ou incessible toute cotisation versée ou qui doit être versée à la caisse de retraite des
employés syndiqués on [sic] non-syndiqués de SBI. S’il faut donner un sens à cet article, il faut conclure que les
cotisations ... « à être versées » ... sont littéralement hors de la portée des autres créanciers de SBI, que ces derniers
soient garantis ou non, qu’ils bénéficient d’une garantie antérieure à la date d’exigibilité des cotisations payées ou
non.

[Translation] [135] Any contribution paid or payable to the pension fund established for the unionized or the
non-unionized employees of SBI would therefore be unseizable or unassignable. In order to give meaning to this
provision, it must be concluded that contributions ... “payable” ... are literally beyond the reach of the other creditors
of SBI, whether they are secured or unsecured creditors, whether their security interest arose prior to the date when
the contributions became due, whether paid or not.

On this basis, the court held that the reasoning followed in Sparrow could not be applied in the case at hand. 72  The
decision reached in Timminco thus appears to mean that, even though the assets covered by the deemed trust were already
charged by a hypothec when the deemed trust took effect to purportedly remove them from the estate of the debtor
company, the secured creditor could no longer exercise its right against the secured assets because in the meantime they
had become exempt from assignment and seizure. Nonetheless, if the relevant assets became unassignable as soon as the
contributions payable to the pension fund became due, a question arises as to how these assets could have been removed
from the estate of SBI by operation of the deemed trust. Logically, one would probably have to assume that the deemed
trust created by s. 49 of the SPPA should be considered to have taken effect immediately before the relevant assets became
unassignable pursuant to s. 264 of that Act. Further, once these assets were deemed to have been removed from the
estate of the debtor company, one would probably have to assume that they became unseizable by its creditors while
the company was holding them in trust for the plan beneficiaries. However, the fact that the assets became unseizable
would likely not prevent the beneficiaries from being able to force the debtor company acting as trustee to deliver these
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assets to them at the termination of the trust. 73  Clearly, the combined application of ss. 49 and 264 of the SPPA raises

some interesting conceptual difficulties. 74

Although the decision in Timminco has the advantage of increasing the protection afforded to pension plan beneficiaries
in Québec, one must nonetheless acknowledge that it might have serious consequences for lenders and other creditors

of companies sponsoring pension plans if it were to be followed by future court decisions. 75  Incidentally, Mongeon J.
made the following additional comments:

[160] Finalement, force est de constater que l’article 264 LRCR a, par analogie, sensiblement le même effet que
l’article 30(7) de la Loi ontarienne sur les sûretés mobilières (LRO 1990, ch. D-10 [sic]) que l’on appelle communément
le « PPSA » et qui subordonne les sûretés mobilières à l’intérêt du bénéficiaire d’une fiducie réputée créée par une
loi portant sur les régimes de retraite.

—

[Translation] [160] Finally, it must be acknowledged that section 264 of the SPPA has, by analogy, substantially the
same effect as section 30(7) of the Ontario Personal Property Security Act (RSO 1990, c. P-10) which is commonly
known as the “PPSA” and which makes security interests subordinate to the interest of the beneficiary of a deemed
trust created by pension legislation.

However, it must be recalled that the deemed trust under Ontario legislation only takes effect when a pension plan is
wound up in whole or in part. By contrast, the fact that assets of the employer in an amount equal to the contributions
to be made to the pension fund would be exempt from assignment and seizure could be raised sporadically at any stage
of the life of a company.

Furthermore, it must be noted that unseizability is the exception and that provisions exempting property from seizure

must thus be narrowly construed. 76  Generally, such provisions are meant to protect those assets and sources of revenue
that are necessary for the subsistence of individuals. Accordingly, most of them only apply in respect of property held by

individuals. 77  Although certain exemptions from seizure appear to have a wide enough scope to encompass property
held by corporations, it must be acknowledged that exempting such assets from seizure could have strange consequences
if the creditors of a company being liquidated could be denied access to the assets on account of their unseizability

while the assets could ultimately be remitted to that company’s shareholders at the end of the liquidation process. 78

With respect to the exemption from seizure covering contributions payable to a pension fund, paragraph 1 of s. 264 of
the SPPA could be construed so as to cover contributions payable either by employees, by the employer or by both of

them. 79  In Timminco, Mongeon J. concluded that both contributions payable by employees and those payable by the

employer, including special payments, were covered by the exemption from seizure. 80  However, as provisions exempting
property from seizure are to be narrowly construed, it might be appropriate to make a distinction between the various

types of contributions to be covered by such exemption. 81  In addition, even though it might be argued that exempting
contributions payable by an employer from seizure is ultimately meant to protect the sources of revenue that are necessary
for the subsistence of pension plan beneficiaries, one must acknowledge that there is only an indirect link between the
exemption and the beneficiaries. In reality, this amounts to exempting from seizure assets that the employer might use to
fund the future retirement benefits payable to plan beneficiaries. Furthermore, it must be emphasized that the exemption
from seizure would apply in all respects, i.e., even if the relevant assets are not actually covered by a deemed trust or if
the equivalent amounts are not ultimately paid into the pension fund.

In addition, in the context of a bankruptcy, assets exempted from seizure under s. 264 of the SPPA would be excluded
from the property of the bankrupt pursuant to para. 67(1)(b) of the BIA, which incorporates by reference provincial
legislation applicable in that regard. Some creditors could however try to argue that s. 264 of the SPPA should be
construed narrowly because significant assets could otherwise be excluded from the estate of the debtor company to
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the benefit of pension plan beneficiaries, which would accordingly have the effect of altering the priorities set out in s.
136 of the BIA.

All the above reasons suggest that the interpretation adopted in the Timminco decision with respect to the unseizability

of contributions payable to a pension fund might not be followed in future court decisions. 82

Finally, it must be noted that the impact of the 2009 amendments to insolvency legislation on the deemed trust established
under Québec pension legislation was not raised in either White Birch or Timminco.

V. — FEDERAL LEGISLATION

Supplementary pension plans that are subject to federal jurisdiction (such as those sponsored by banks,

telecommunications companies and airlines) are governed by the Pension Benefits Standards Act, 1985 83  (the

“PBSA”). 84  Subsections 8(1) and (2) of that Act provide as follows:

8. (1) An employer shall ensure, with respect to its pension plan, that the following amounts are kept separate and
apart from the employer’s own moneys, and the employer is deemed to hold the amounts referred to in paragraphs
(a) to (c) in trust for members of the pension plan, former members, and any other persons entitled to pension
benefits under the plan:

(a) the moneys in the pension fund,

(b) an amount equal to the aggregate of the following payments that have accrued to date:
(i) the prescribed payments, and

(ii) the payments that are required to be made under a workout agreement; and

(c) all of the following amounts that have not been remitted to the pension fund:
(i) amounts deducted by the employer from members’ remuneration, and

(ii) other amounts due to the pension fund from the employer, including any amounts that are required
to be paid under subsection 9.14(2) or 29(6).

(2) In the event of any liquidation, assignment or bankruptcy of an employer, an amount equal to the amount that
by subsection (1) is deemed to be held in trust shall be deemed to be separate from and form no part of the estate in
liquidation, assignment or bankruptcy, whether or not that amount has in fact been kept separate and apart from
the employer’s own moneys or from the assets of the estate.

The effect of the deemed trust established under these provisions was recently examined by the Superior Court of Québec
in the matters of Aveos and Bloom Lake.

1. — The Decision in Aveos

Aveos was an enterprise involved in the maintenance of aircraft. It was previously a division of Air Canada and many of
its employees were actually former employees of Air Canada. Experiencing serious financial difficulties, Aveos applied
for court protection under the CCAA in March 2012. In the context of those proceedings, substantially all of its assets
were ultimately sold.

The main issue was whether amounts due to fund a pension plan sponsored by Aveos and that were covered by a deemed

trust were to be paid in priority to the claims of secured lenders. 85  It must be noted that when a pension plan is wound
up under federal legislation, the deemed trust does not cover all the amounts that would have been required to pay the
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funding deficiency of the pension fund (approximately $29.7 million in the case of Aveos) but only a portion of these

amounts (approximately $2.8 million). 86

In Aveos, 87  Schrager J. essentially concluded that the deemed trust established by federal legislation did not trump
the claims of the relevant secured creditors as their hypothecs or other security interests had been created prior to the

deemed trust taking effect. He mainly relied in that regard on the Supreme Court of Canada’s decision in Sparrow. 88

However, Schrager J. did not clearly indicate whether the deemed trust had actually attached to the assets of Aveos but
was subordinate to the claims of the secured lenders as it arose after their security interests were created, or whether the
deemed trust had no effect at all on these assets. He expressed his conclusion in that respect as follows:

Consequently, this Court agrees with the Secured Lenders first position that their security was created before any
deemed trust for the $2.8 million could have existed. Since the assets were already charged, any deemed trust under

Section (8)(2) P.B.S.A. is at best subordinate to the security of the Secured Lenders. 89  [Emphasis added]

As previously indicated, Sparrow dealt with the deemed trust created under the Income Tax Act (”ITA”) as it read

prior to the legislative amendments that were made to that Act in 1998. 90  The wording that was then used in the ITA
was similar to that currently found in the PBSA and accordingly it did not expressly provide that the deemed trust
had priority over the claims of secured creditors. The Supreme Court decision in Sparrow appears to be based on the
conclusion that the deemed trust under the ITA could not attach to assets that had already been granted as security

because the debtor no longer owned them. 91  For civil law lawyers, that conclusion might appear puzzling. However, the
common law sometimes provides for a bifurcation of ownership rights. By way of example, in the case of a mortgage,
the mortgagee is considered as the legal owner of the secured assets at common law, while the mortgagor is considered
as the beneficial owner of those assets under the rules of equity. However, such a distinction does not exist under Québec

civil law, pursuant to which the mortgagor retains full ownership of the secured assets under a hypothec. 92  It is thus
open to the mortgagor, at least in principle, to grant another security interest over the same assets. The priority between
various security interests granted over the same assets is determined based on the date of their registration pursuant to

the rules regarding the publication of rights. 93

In order to determine the priority between the claims arising from a deemed trust and those under a hypothec in the
context of Québec civil law, one could not therefore rely on the fact the secured creditor owns the secured assets. Under
civil law, a deemed trust can actually attach to the assets that a debtor has already granted as security to another creditor
pursuant to a hypothec. However, for the purposes of determining priority between such competing claims, given that
the legislation creating a deemed trust for amounts due to a pension fund does not specify that the deemed trust has
priority over secured creditors, the claims of those creditors whose security interests were previously created should rank
ahead of the claims of the deemed trust beneficiaries based on the prior date of creation or registration of those security
interests. Further, as the legislation does not specify the exact moment when the deemed trust becomes effective, it is
reasonable to conclude that the deemed trust should be considered to be effective from the moment the amounts covered

by it become due or are accrued 94  (subject to any applicable triggering event) without the need to have the deemed
trust registered. Nonetheless, it is acknowledged that it might sometimes be difficult to determine the exact moment
from which the deemed trust should be considered to be effective because of the diversity and complexity of the various
funding regimes applicable in respect of pension plans.

In Aveos, Schrager J. also addressed certain alternative arguments that need to be considered. He concluded that the
deemed trust created by the PBSA is not effective in a CCAA proceeding, at least with respect to secured creditors whose

security interest was previously perfected. 95  However, this conclusion is ambiguous as the first part implies that the
deemed trust created under federal legislation produces no effect at all in the context of the CCAA, while the second part
implies that the deemed trust is effective but only in respect of certain creditors.
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Justice Schrager relied in that respect on the Supreme Court decision in Century Services, notably on the reasons
expressed by Fish J., to support the argument that a deemed trust cannot be effective in an insolvency context unless

its validity is expressly preserved by insolvency legislation. 96  However, that argument suffers from at least two flaws.
Firstly, it fails to distinguish between deemed trusts established for the benefit of Her Majesty and other deemed trusts,

including those created in favour of beneficiaries of pension plans. 97  Yet, only the first are covered by s. 37(1) of the
CCAA, which provides that no deemed trust for Her Majesty is effective unless it is expressly provided for in that Act.
Actually, as previously indicated, the view expressed by Fish J. had explicitly been rejected by the majority judges in

Century Services. 98  Secondly, the Supreme Court in Indalex confirmed that the deemed trust established by Ontario
pension legislation continues to apply in CCAA proceedings (subject of course to the doctrine of federal paramountcy).
The same rationale should in principle apply in respect of the deemed trust created by federal legislation because the
CCAA does not expressly exclude the application of pension deemed trusts established under either provincial or federal
legislation. As a matter of fact, it must be added that in Bloom Lake, Hamilton J. noted his disagreement with the opinion

expressed in that regard by Schrager J. 99  The position expressed by Hamilton J. appears well-founded.

In order to set aside the application of the deemed trust under the PBSA, Schrager J. also invoked the amendments that
were made in 2009 to insolvency legislation and that provide some limited protection to certain claims relating to pension

plans. 100  This issue will be examined in more detail in the context of the decision in Bloom Lake.

In any event, Schrager J. did not conclude that the deemed trust under the PBSA was not effective at all in CCAA
proceedings. In that respect, he simply repeated his main conclusion according to which the deemed trust was only

effective in respect of certain creditors. He expressed his view as follows: 101

The Superintendent legitimately poses the rhetorical question of what use is the deemed trust? Certainly it is useful
for the protection of special payments but only vis-à-vis creditors who do not hold security over the assets of the
debtor company which was perfected prior to the deemed trust attaching to the assets.

2. — The Decision in Bloom Lake

In May 2015, a group of enterprises engaged in mining and rail transportation operations in Labrador and Québec sought

and obtained protection under the CCAA from the Superior Court of Québec. 102  The main question to be resolved was
whether the court should grant a super-priority to the lenders providing interim financing to the debtors, particularly as
it related to the claims of beneficiaries of pension deemed trust. At the outset, it must be noted that the pension plans
covering some of the affected employees were subject to federal legislation while those covering other employees were
governed by the pension legislation of Newfoundland and Labrador. Accordingly, this case involved the application of
both the pension deemed trust established by federal legislation and that created by provincial legislation.

As is often the case in CCAA proceedings, Hamilton J. granted the super-priority that was sought. However, what is

perhaps not so common is the fact that he ruled at that early stage on the effectiveness of the deemed trust. 103  After

having reviewed the relevant legislative provisions, he concluded as follows: 104

[78] For all of these reasons, the Court concludes that Parliament’s intent is that federal pension claims are protected
in insolvency and restructurings only to the limited extent set out in the BIA and the CCAA, notwithstanding the
potentially broader language in the PBSA.

[79] In the alternative, the Court could conclude that a liquidation under the CCAA does not fall within the term
“liquidation” in Section 8(2) PBSA such that there has been no triggering event.
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[80] Either way, the Court concludes that the deemed trust under Section 8(2) PBSA does not prevent the Court
from granting priority to the Interim Lender Charge, if the conditions of Section 11.2 CCAA are met.

It must be recalled that the deemed trust under the PBSA is only triggered “[i]n the event of any liquidation, assignment
or bankruptcy of an employer” (emphasis added). Many enterprises seeking protection under the CCAA hope to be
able to reach a compromise with their creditors so as to be able to emerge from such proceedings after a certain period
and resume their business. However, other enterprises know right from the start that they will not survive; they thus

commence a liquidation process that will ultimately lead to their dissolution. 105  It can therefore be difficult to determine
precisely at which stage of the CCAA proceedings such an enterprise should be considered to be in “liquidation”. Yet,

the deemed trust under federal legislation is only triggered at that moment. 106

Based on the facts reported in the Bloom Lake decision, one could conclude that the applicants had actually reached

that point at the moment the court approved a process for the sale of their assets. 107  On the other hand, if they never
reached that point and were thus not in liquidation, the deemed trust simply did not apply. Nonetheless, assuming the
applicants were actually in liquidation, Hamilton J. indicated that he could alternatively conclude that a liquidation
under the CCAA does not fall within the term “liquidation” in s. 8(2) of the PBSA (at para. 79 quoted above). Yet, such
a conclusion does not appear very convincing. Indeed, it seems difficult to pretend that an enterprise that undertakes to
sell, under court supervision and outside the ordinary course of business, all or substantially all of its assets with a view
to have the proceeds of the sale distributed amongst its creditors is not in “liquidation” within the ordinary meaning

of that term. 108

The main conclusion reached by Hamilton J. appears however more convincing (at para. 78 quoted above). As Schrager
J. had done in an alternative manner in Aveos to set aside the application of the PBSA deemed trust, Hamilton J. invoked
the 2009 amendments to insolvency legislation that have granted a limited protection to certain claims relating to pension

plans. 109  In that regard, it must be recalled that this situation raises a potential conflict between two federal statutes
(the PBSA and the CCAA) as opposed to a conflict between a federal and a provincial statute in respect of which the
doctrine of federal paramountcy can be invoked. Justice Hamilton made the following comments:

[74] It is difficult to reconcile Sections 6(6) and 36(7) CCAA with a broad interpretation of Section 8(2) PBSA.
Why would the legislator give specific protection to the normal payments by amending the CCAA in 2009 if the
deemed trust protecting not only the normal payments but also the special payments was effective in the CCAA
context? Why would the legislator not protect the special payments under Sections 6(6) and 36(7) CCAA if they were
already protected under a deemed trust? What happens to the deemed trust for the special payments if there is an
arrangement or an asset sale? Because both statutes were adopted by the same legislator, we must try to determine
the legislator’s intent.

...

[77] The Court therefore adopts the following reasoning to resolve the conflict in the present case:
Given that the pension provisions of the BIA and CCAA came into force much later than s. 8 of the PBSA,
normal interpretation would require that the later legislation be deemed to be remedial in nature. Likewise,
since those provisions of the BIA and CCAA are the more specific provisions, normal interpretation would take
them to have precedence over the general. Finally, the limited scope of the protection given to pension claims in
the BIA and the CCAA would, by application of the doctrine of implied exclusion, suggest that Parliament did
not intend there to be any additional protection. In enacting BIA subs. 60(1.5) and 65.13(8) and ss. 81.5 and 81.6

and CCAA subs. 6(6) and 37(6) [sic], 110  while not amending subs. 8(2) of the PBSA (by adding explicit priority
language or by removing the insolvency trigger), Parliament demonstrated the intent that pension claims would
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have protection in insolvency and restructurings only to the limited extent set out in the BIA and the CCAA. 111

[Emphasis added]

Although it must be acknowledged that this rationale appears quite convincing, plausible arguments could nonetheless be

made to support the opposite view. 112  In that respect, while it is true that as part of the 2009 amendments a limited level

of protection was granted to pension plan beneficiaries in case of insolvency of the sponsoring employer, 113  Parliament
did not go as far as to revoke the PBSA deemed trust or to expressly set aside its application in the context of CCAA

proceedings. Actually, Parliament subsequently amended the scope of the PBSA deemed trust, 114  which necessarily
implies that it intended to maintain its application. Although the scope of the protection afforded by ss. 6(6) and 36(7) of
the CCAA might well be narrower than that granted by the PBSA, the relevant provisions might not be inconsistent to the
point where one should conclude that the PBSA deemed trust has been completely superseded by the 2009 amendments
to the CCAA and the BIA. For example, in attempting to reconcile these provisions, it could be argued that the objective
pursued by the 2009 amendments was to set a minimum threshold enabling pension plan beneficiaries to receive payment
of part of their claims in priority to the claims of secured creditors whose security interest had attached to the relevant
assets prior to the creation of the deemed trust (thus setting aside the effect of the Sparrow decision). However, with
respect to their residual claims under the pension plans (including those relating to special payments), these claims would
continue to be covered by the deemed trust and should therefore be paid, on the one hand, after those of secured creditors
whose security interest had attached prior to the creation of the deemed trust and, on the other hand, before the claims
of other secured creditors and those of ordinary creditors. As for those creditors having been granted a super-priority,
the order issued under the CCAA could explicitly set aside the application of the PBSA deemed trust in respect of them,

thus giving precedence to the CCAA over the PBSA. 115

In addition, it must be recalled that the principles of statutory interpretation relied on in Bloom Lake and according to
which priority should be given, on the one hand, to the later provision over the earlier one and, on the other hand, to

the specific provision over the general one, do not constitute legally-binding principles. 116  Moreover, their application
can lead to very different outcomes depending on which provision is considered the later or the earlier one, or which one

is considered the specific or the general one. 117

It must however be recognized that the argument according to which the objective of the 2009 legislative amendments
was to set a minimum level of protection without necessarily superseding the application of the PBSA deemed trust
nonetheless raises some conceptual difficulties. Although this argument might appear to be well founded if one views the

deemed trust as granting a priority of payment, 118  it does not sit well with how a deemed trust is supposed to operate.
Indeed, once the application of the deemed trust has been triggered and the assets of the employer are deemed to have
been removed from its estate, such assets would in principle no longer be available to satisfy the claims of those creditors
having been granted a super-priority or another priority under the CCAA.

In summary, if the main conclusion reached by Hamilton J. were to be followed by future court decisions, it would mean

that the PBSA deemed trust would have absolutely no effect in the context of CCAA proceedings. 119  As a matter of fact,

the same conclusion would likely apply in respect of all pension deemed trusts established under provincial legislation. 120

Nonetheless, it must be noted that in the context of the motion for leave to appeal the decision of Hamilton J. in Bloom
Lake, Kasirer J.A. from the Québec Court of Appeal expressed the view that the matter was not settled. He made the

following remarks: 121

[36] ... While I recognize the care with which the CCAA Judge examined the question of statutory interpretation,
as well as the alternative argument as to whether “any liquidation” within the meaning of subs. 8(2) PBSA includes
CCAA proceedings — a point not given full analysis in Aveos — the matter of the effectiveness of the federal deemed
trust in CCAA proceedings is not settled law and remains important to CCAA practice.
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Finally, it must be noted that the 2009 legislative amendments have codified the power of a court to approve the creation
of a charge (or security) on the property of a debtor company in favour of a lender providing it with interim funding and

to order that the charge rank in priority over the claim of any secured creditor (i.e., a super-priority). 122  Yet, although
the beneficiaries of a pension deemed trust are often treated as secured creditors, they are not expressly included in the

definition of that term in s. 2(1) of the CCAA, unlike for the definition of “secured creditor” in the ITA. 123  This raises a
question as to whether a court actually has the power under s. 11.2 of the CCAA to grant a super-priority over the claims
of pension plan beneficiaries; if not, it remains to be determined if a court would retain such power under its residual

authority. 124  It does not appear that this issue has been addressed by the courts since the coming into force of the 2009
legislative amendments. As these amendments were meant to codify the powers that a court previously had under the

former legislation, there will likely be a lot of pressure to find a way to maintain that interpretation. 125  Nonetheless, the
legislation appears to be clear: the definition of “secured creditor” in the CCAA does not explicitly cover the beneficiaries
of a pension deemed trust.

In any event, if the deemed trust is actually effective in the context of CCAA proceedings, certain assets of the debtor
company will be deemed to have been removed from its estate. It could then be argued that the court would thus be
deprived of its authority to impose a charge on these assets in priority over the claims of plan beneficiaries as such assets
would no longer be “the company’s property” within the meaning of s. 11.2 of the CCAA. However, the conclusion

expressed by Hamilton J. in para. 95 of his decision implies that he felt the court actually has such authority. 126  Indeed,
if one considers that the deemed trust grants a priority of payment and that the beneficiaries of that deemed trust are
secured creditors within the meaning of the CCAA, it could be concluded that s. 11.2 of that Act actually empowers the
court to impose a charge on the employer’s property having priority over the claims of these beneficiaries. However, if
one considers that the deemed trust produces no effect in the context of CCAA proceedings, the residual claims of plan
beneficiaries would only rank as ordinary claims and would thus automatically be subject to the charge imposed by the
court on the employer’s property.

As can be seen, the coexistence of the PBSA deemed trust and of the limited protection granted since 2009 by the CCAA
and the BIA gives rise to a situation that is not at all clear. Accordingly, a legislative clarification would be most welcome.

VI. — CONCLUSION

Out of the five court decisions considered in this article, only the one in the matter of Timminco was decided in favour
of pension plan beneficiaries and yet this result was solely due to the particularities of Québec legislation. However, the
reasoning followed in each of these decisions was often quite different. Moreover, some of these decisions did not even
address certain arguments that could have been conclusive.

In any event, in light of these decisions, it appears the following conclusions can be drawn with respect to the application
of pension plan deemed trusts in the context of CCAA proceedings:

1. A court may grant a super-priority over the claims of the beneficiaries of any deemed trust 127  established under:
(a) provincial pension legislation, by application of the doctrine of federal paramountcy (Indalex and White
Birch); or
(b) federal pension legislation (Bloom Lake).

2. If the 2009 legislative amendments are exhaustive, i.e., if the limited protection they grant implicitly precludes the
application of any deemed trust established by either federal or provincial pension legislation, such a deemed trust
produces no effect when the debtor company is the subject of insolvency proceedings (Bloom Lake).
3. If the 2009 legislative amendments are not exhaustive, any deemed trust established under either federal or
provincial pension legislation continues to apply in the context of CCAA proceedings (Indalex), in accordance with
the following principles:
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(a) the claims of secured creditors whose security interest has attached before the creation of the deemed
trust have priority over the claims of the beneficiaries of any deemed trust established under either federal or

provincial pension legislation (Sparrow and Aveos); 128

(b) the claims of the beneficiaries of any deemed trust established under either federal or provincial pension
legislation have priority over the claims of secured creditors whose security interest has attached after the
creation of the deemed trust and over the claims of ordinary creditors (Sparrow and Aveos, a contrario).

4. Even if a deemed trust can be applied in priority to the claims of certain creditors as set out above in paragraph 3,
it is always open to the debtor company or to one of its creditors to apply to have the CCAA order lifted in order to
allow the company to file an assignment in bankruptcy, which would trigger the application of the priorities set out

in the BIA and thus set aside the application of any deemed trust established under either federal 129  or provincial
pension legislation (Century Services and Indalex).
5. Naturally, a deemed trust produces no effect if its application has not been triggered pursuant to any relevant

legislative provisions 130  (for example, if the employer is not in liquidation within the meaning of the federal pension
legislation or if the relevant pension plan is not in wind-up within the meaning of the Ontario pension legislation)
(Indalex).
6. However, if the Timminco decision were to be followed by future court decisions, in the case of a pension plan
that is subject either to provincial or federal jurisdiction and that is sponsored by an enterprise based in Québec or
that has assets located in that province:

(a) assets of that enterprise in an amount equal to the contributions payable to the pension fund would be
exempt from assignment and seizure in each of the above-noted scenarios (without necessarily being covered
by a deemed trust); and
(b) in the scenario referred to above in paragraph 3, the exemption from assignment and seizure would make
any deemed trust under either provincial or federal pension legislation rank in priority over the claims of secured
creditors whose security interest has attached before the creation of the deemed trust (Timminco).

The above summary highlights the degree of uncertainty that exists concerning the effectiveness of pension deemed trusts
in insolvency. To some extent, this situation is reminiscent of the one that existed at the time of the Sparrow decision
concerning the effectiveness of the income tax deemed trust. In that respect, the views expressed at that time by Gonthier

J. could likely be transposed to the current situation: 131

It has been unfortunate that the development of the case law, to this point, has not inspired the degree of certainty
which is so manifestly desirable in this area of commercial law.

Yet, Parliament recently intervened to set a minimum level of protection for pension plan beneficiaries where the
sponsoring employer becomes insolvent. However, although the intent of Parliament in doing so was perhaps to set aside

the application of any deemed trust established under either provincial or federal pension legislation, 132  Parliament was
not explicit, and so there remains the possibility that pension deemed trust might be effective in case of the insolvency
of a debtor company.

It seems clear the limited level of protection introduced by the 2009 legislative amendments should be increased, especially

as it relates to beneficiaries of defined benefit pension plans. 133  Otherwise, the pressure put on public pension plans and
social assistance programs will no doubt continue to increase. It is of course a delicate exercise for Parliament to alter
the priorities established under insolvency legislation as this would affect the conflicting legitimate interests of various

affected parties. However, other options could also be considered for enhancing the protection of plan beneficiaries. 134

Nonetheless, beyond focusing on the level of protection to be afforded, it is imperative to increase the degree of certainty
regarding the effectiveness of pension deemed trusts. Of course, future cases may clarify the situation. However, it seems

clear that the best solution would involve making legislative amendments, in particular to insolvency statutes. 135
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The current uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of pension deemed trust results in significant costs for all interested
parties as well as for the court system as a whole. Judges overseeing CCAA proceedings are called upon to rule on
multiple difficult questions, often in very short timeframes. The lack of clarity surrounding pension deemed trust only
increases their burden. Moreover, considering the significant amounts usually at stake in pension litigation as well as
the important social costs that can flow from court decisions in this area, there is a high risk that such decisions will be
appealed. In addition, the numerous court proceedings that take place before a decision can be issued in cases relating
to a pension deemed trust generate significant costs for all affected parties. The costs borne in that respect by the CCAA
monitor and the debtor company, in particular the fees to be paid to their legal counsel and other professional advisors,
reduce the remaining assets available to enable the debtor company to emerge from CCAA proceedings or, should this
fail, to make a distribution amongst all its creditors.

As the pension deemed trust seems to have a very limited impact, if any, in insolvency situations, the insolvency legislation
should perhaps be amended to deprive the deemed trust of its effect, as was previously done in respect of deemed trusts

for Her Majesty. 136  As a quid pro quo, Parliament could then consider enhancing the limited level of protection that is

currently granted by such legislation to pension plan beneficiaries. 137  Depending on the solution that could be adopted
in that regard, institutions providing financing to enterprises sponsoring pension plans might be in a better position to
predict how their claims would be treated vis-à-vis those of plan beneficiaries. These institutions could likely adjust the
cost of their financing to the level of risk involved.

In 2014, the federal government undertook a five-year statutory review of Canada’s insolvency legislation. 138  After
conducting a public consultation, the government tabled a report in the fall of 2014, which will subsequently be submitted

for review by a parliamentary committee. 139  This would no doubt provide an excellent opportunity to review the
question of the effectiveness of pension deemed trusts in the context the insolvency of an employer sponsoring a pension
plan.
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14 R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 (”CCAA”).

15 Re Bloom Lake General Partner Ltd., 2015 QCCA 1351 (C.A. Que.).

16 In 2014, the federal government undertook the five-year statutory review of Canada’s insolvency legislation; see Fresh Start:
A Review of Canada’s Insolvency Laws (Ottawa, Industry Canada, 2014), online: https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/cilp-pdci.nsf/
vwapj/review_canada_insolvency_laws-eng.pdf/$file/review_canada_insolvency_laws-eng.pdf.

17 See in particular ss. 227(4) and (4.1) of the Income Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 1 (5th Supp.) (”ITA”).

18 R.S.C. 1985, c. C-8, s. 23(3) and (4).

19 S.C. 1996, c. 23, s. 86(2) and (2.1).

20 See supra, footnote 6. However, the scope of these deemed trusts varies considerably, as some only cover contributions that
are due but not yet paid, while others cover all amounts required to fund the plan’s deficit.

21 See in particular Dauphin Plains Credit Union Ltd. v. Xyloid Industries Ltd., [1980] 1 S.C.R. 1182 (S.C.C.); British Columbia v.
Henfrey Samson Belair Ltd., [1989] 2 S.C.R. 24 (S.C.C.); Husky Oil Operations Ltd. v. Minister of National Revenue, [1995] 3
S.C.R. 453 (S.C.C.); Re Nolisair International Inc., [1999] 1 S.C.R. 759 (S.C.C.); see also Louis L’Heureux, La fiducie présumée
de la Loi de l’impôt sur le revenu (Toronto, Carswell, 2002), pp. 13-22; and Roger P. Simard, “The Federal Enhanced Deemed
Trust: a New Source of Liability for Financial Institutions?”, in Janis P. Sarra, ed., Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2008
(Toronto, Carswell, 2009), p. 373, pp. 376-385.

22 See in particular British Columbia v. Henfrey Samson Belair Ltd., supra, footnote 21; and more recently Indalex, supra, footnote
8.

23 R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3 (”BIA”).

24 [1997] 1 S.C.R. 411 (S.C.C.).

25 S.C. 1998, c. 19, s. 226. In First Vancouver Finance v. Minister of National Revenue, 2002 SCC 49 (S.C.C.), the Supreme Court
subsequently confirmed the validity of these legislative amendments (see para. 28).

26 S.C. 1998, c. 19, ss. 252 and 266.

27 R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15, s. 222, as amended by S.C. 2000, c. 30, ss. 50 and 158; however, this deemed trust was not added to
the list set out in s. 37(2) of the CCAA; in that respect, see Century Services Inc. v. Canada (A.G.); Re Ted Leroy Trucking
Ltd., 2010 SCC 60 (S.C.C.).

28 CCAA, s. 37(1) and (2) (previously s. 18.3) and BIA, s. 67(2) and (3).

29 This last scenario is referred to in s. 67(2) of the BIA and s. 37(1) of the CCAA; this last provision reads as follows: “property
of a debtor company shall not be regarded as being held in trust for Her Majesty unless it would be so regarded in the absence
of that statutory provision” [emphasis added].

30 It must be noted that the concept of trust was only formally introduced in Québec with the coming into force of the Civil Code
of Québec, C.Q.L.R. c. C.C.Q.-1991 (”C.C.Q.”) in 1994 (arts. 1260-1298).

31 See Québec (Revenue) v. Caisse populaire Desjardins de Montmagny; Re Alternative granite & marbre inc., 2009 SCC 49
(S.C.C.), at para. 15; see also Re Groupe Sutton-Royal inc., 2015 QCCA 1069 (C.A. Que.), at paras. 71-74, leave to appeal
refused Demos c. Demers Beaulne inc., 2016 CarswellQue 3451 (S.C.C.); and ss. 8.1 and 8.2 of the Interpretation Act, R.S.C.
1985, c. I-21.
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32 See in particular the decisions in White Birch and Aveos, supra, footnotes 9 and 11.

33 S.C. 2005, c. 47 and S.C. 2007, c. 36, with respect to ss. 6(6) and 36(7) of the CCAA as well as ss. 60(1.5), 65.13(8), 81.5 and
81.6 of the BIA. In a nutshell, these provisions require that any compromise, arrangement or sale of assets to be approved by
the court under the CCAA provide for the payment of the following amounts into the pension fund: amounts deducted from
the employees’ remuneration for payment to the fund, the normal cost to be paid by the employer to the fund and all amounts
required to be paid by the employer to the fund under a defined contribution provision or a pooled registered pension plan.
The BIA provides for similar rules as well as for the creation of a charge to secure the payment of these amounts.

34 As for defined contribution plans (DC), defined benefit plans (DB) are funded by the employer’s contributions and usually also
by employees’ contributions. In respect of DB plans, employer’s contributions are of two types: normal cost contributions (in
Québec “current service contributions”) and special payments (in Québec “amortization payments”). The latter contributions
are meant to amortize over a period of usually 5 to 15 years the payments required to fund the actuarial deficit of the plan.
Under Québec pension legislation, the rules governing the funding of DB plans were substantially revised by S.Q. 2015, c. 29.

35 SI/2008-78, in respect of ss. 81.5 and 81.6 of the BIA.

36 SI/2009-68, in respect of ss. 6(6) and 36(7) of the CCAA and ss. 60(1.5) and 65.13(8) of the BIA.

37 Some companies are excluded from the scope of both the BIA and the CCAA, notably banks and insurance companies, which
are covered by the Winding-up and Restructuring Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. W-11. As such, the beneficiaries of pension plans
sponsored by these companies do not benefit from a similar priority of their claims if their employer were to become insolvent.

38 See in particular First Vancouver Finance v. Minister of National Revenue, supra, footnote 25, para. 40. However, the concept
of floating charge does not exist in civil law; in that respect, see L’Heureux, supra, footnote 21, p. 15.

39 In the case of a real trust, the settlor of the trust does not have any right to dispose of the assets once they are vested in trust,
both under civil law (see art. 1261 C.C.Q) and under common law (pursuant to which both the trustee and the beneficiaries
of the trust share ownership rights over the vested assets). If assets covered by a deemed trust were to be disposed of, such
deemed trust would extend to the proceeds of the disposition of these assets; in that respect, see First Vancouver Finance v.
Minister of National Revenue, supra, footnote 25, para. 5 and 42.

40 Subject to any relevant legislative provisions.

41 See in particular Simard, supra, footnote 21, p. 394.

42 Supra, footnote 6; see also s. 57(1) and (6).

43 R.S.O. 1990, c. P.10 (”PPSA”).

44 However, that provision was ultimately found not to apply in Indalex as the Supreme Court concluded that the claim arising
from a financing agreement to the debtor company approved under the CCAA had priority over the claim based on the
pension deemed trust, as a result of the operation of the doctrine of federal paramountcy.

45 DIP refers to “debtor-in-possession”.

46 Indalex, supra, footnote 8, para. 60.

47 Indalex, supra, footnote 8, paras. 60, 242 and 265.

48 Indalex, supra, footnote 8, para. 8.

49 See in particular Husky Oil Operations Ltd. v. Minister of National Revenue, supra, footnote 21, para. 81; and Crystalline
Investments Ltd. v. Domgroup Ltd., 2004 SCC 3 (S.C.C.), at para. 43.

50 See supra, footnote 6.

51 It must be noted that the amendments that were made to deemed trusts under federal statutes following the decision in Sparrow,
supra, footnote 24, have removed any reference to a triggering event; see supra, footnotes 25 to 27.

52 Although s. 264 of the SPPA likely applies only in respect of those pension plans that fall under the jurisdiction of Québec,
it must be noted that s. 696 of the “new” Code of Civil Procedure, C.Q.L.R., c. C-25.01, is to the same effect. Therefore, this
provision should also be applicable in Québec in respect of pension plans falling under federal jurisdiction.

53 For example, like para. 2 of s. 264 of the SPPA, s. 36(2) of the PBSA and s. 65(1) of the Ontario PBA provide that pension
benefits paid to plan beneficiaries are unassignable; s. 66(1) of the PBA also provides that such pension benefits cannot be
seized, as is the case for pension legislation in most other provinces.

54 Re Indalex Ltd., 2011 ONCA 265 (Ont. C.A.).

55 White Birch, supra, footnote 9, paras. 145-146 and 193. Although certain portions of the judgment, including para. 136, refer
to the conditions imposed under common law for the creation of a trust, Mongeon J. appears to have rightly concluded that
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such conditions are not applicable in Québec; in that respect, see ss. 8.1 and 8.2 of the Interpretation Act, supra, footnote 31;
see also Groupe Sutton-Royal Inc., supra, footnote 31.

56 C.C.Q., art. 1262.

57 See in particular British Columbia v. Henfrey Samson Belair Ltd., supra, footnote 21; see also Re Ivaco Inc., 2006 CarswellOnt
6292 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal allowed 2007 CarswellOnt 2855 (S.C.C.), but appeal discontinued on October 31, 2007.

58 Subject to the possible impact of the 2009 legislative amendments.

59 See in particular Century Services, supra, footnote 27, para. 23.

60 Indalex, supra, footnote 8, para. 51.

61 White Birch, supra, footnote 9, paras. 157-158. In Timminco, Mongeon J. did not discuss this argument, except perhaps in
an indirect way in para. 173.

62 See supra, footnote 28 and the text relating to it.

63 ”With respect for my colleague Fish J., I do not think the apparent conflict can be resolved by denying it and creating a rule
requiring both a statutory provision enacting the deemed trust, and a second statutory provision confirming it. Such a rule is
unknown to the law. Courts must recognize conflicts, apparent or real, and resolve them when possible.”; Century Services,
supra, footnote 27, para. 40.

64 White Birch, supra, footnote 9, para. 217.

65 Timminco, supra, footnote 10, paras. 84-85. See also Re White Birch Paper Holding Co., 2014 QCCS 4709 (C.S. Que.), in which
Mongeon J. concluded that his first decision in White Birch had acquired the authority of res judicata and that his subsequent
decision in Timminco could therefore not be applied to that case.

66 Timminco, supra, footnote 10, paras. 128 and 132.

67 Timminco, supra, footnote 10, para. 80.

68 Sparrow, supra, footnote 24.

69 Timminco, supra, footnote 10, para. 119.

70 Timminco, supra, footnote 10, para. 132(f).

71 In para. 137, Mongeon J. also cites another provision to the same effect, namely s. 553(7) of the “former” Code of Civil
Procedure, C.Q.L.R., c. C-25, as it read before January 1, 2016. This provision can now be found in item 3 of the second
paragraph of s. 696 of the “new” Code of Civil Procedure, C.Q.L.R., c. C-25.01. In that respect, see the comments supra,
footnote 52.

72 Timminco, supra, footnote 10, para. 156.

73 In accordance with art. 1297 of the C.C.Q.

74 The Timminco decision appears to be the only one where s. 264 of the SPPA, or its equivalent in the Code of Civil Procedure,
was applied in respect of contributions payable by an employer to a pension fund.

75 See in particular the summary of the arguments raised in that respect on behalf of Investissement Québec in paras. 62-66 of
the Timminco decision.

76 See Poulin c. Serge Morency & Associés inc., [1999] 3 S.C.R. 351 (S.C.C.), at para. 18; and Metacad 2000 inc. c. Lamb Canada,
2004 CarswellQue 628 (C.A. Que.), at paras. 15-16.

77 Metacad 2000 inc. c. Lamb Canada, supra, footnote 76, paras. 18 and 22.

78 Metacad 2000 inc. c. Lamb Canada, supra, footnote 76, para. 24.

79 It must be noted that para. 1 of s. 264 of the SPPA previously included the words “(all) member or employer (contributions)”;
these words have been removed by S.Q. 2000, c. 41, s. 171.

80 Timminco, supra, footnote 10, paras. 51-54, 80 and 136.

81 See in particular the summary of the arguments raised on behalf of Investissement Québec in paras. 62-66 of the Timminco
decision, according to which s. 264 should only be considered to cover those contributions that have physically been segregated
from the property of the employer in anticipation of making a payment into the pension fund.

82 This argument was raised in Bloom Lake (see supra, footnote 13, para. 37) but the court did not appear to have ruled on it.

83 See supra, footnote 6; see also the Pooled Registered Pension Plans Act, supra, footnote 2, s. 31(1) and (2).

84 In French, the short form description for that Act is “LNPP”, which stands for “Loi de 1985 sur les normes de prestation
de pension”.
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85 It must be noted that Aveos had not obtained any debtor-in-possession (DIP) financing so that there were no claim based
on any super-priority that could have been granted in that respect under the CCAA; however, there was a priority charge in
favour of the directors of Aveos.

86 PBSA, s. 29(6), (6.4) and (6.5).

87 Aveos, supra, footnote 11.

88 Sparrow, supra, footnote 24.

89 Aveos, supra, footnote 11, para. 67.

90 See supra, footnote 25.

91 Sparrow, supra, footnote 24, para. 98: But in my view, this answer cannot succeed because the inventory was not an
unencumbered asset at the moment the taxes came due. It was subject to the respondent’s security interest and therefore was
legally the respondent’s and not attachable by the deemed trust. As Gonthier J. himself says (at para. 39):

[Section 227(4)] does not permit Her Majesty to attach Her beneficial interest to property which, at the time of liquidation,
assignment, receivership or bankruptcy, in law belongs to a party other than the tax debtor.

Although the Supreme Court in Sparrow seems to have applied the above reasoning in respect of both the Bank Act special
security (which grants the bank a form of ownership interest in the secured assets) and the PPSA security interest, the latter
conclusion appears inconsistent with reasons expressed in subsequent cases, in particular in Innovation Credit Union v. Bank
of Montreal, 2010 SCC 47 (S.C.C.) (see para. 43).

92 C.C.Q., art. 2733; see also L’Heureux, supra, footnote 21, p. 15, note 31.

93 C.C.Q., art. 2945ff.

94 By analogy with the principles established in the case law dealing with the deemed trust under the ITA, in particular in First
Vancouver Finance v. M.N.R., supra, footnote 25.

95 Aveos, supra, footnote 11, para. 68.

96 Aveos, supra, footnote 11, para. 71.

97 Although this distinction was raised in Aveos, Schrager J. does not appear to have dealt with it in a convincing way; see Aveos,
supra, footnote 11, para. 74-75.

98 See supra, footnote 63.

99 Bloom Lake, supra, footnote 13, para. 72:

The court respectfully disagrees with Justice Schrager in Aveos on this issue and concludes that there is no general rule that
deemed trusts in favour of anyone other than the Crown are ineffective in insolvency. Deemed trusts will be interpreted
restrictively as exceptions to the general principle that the assets of the debtor are available for all of the creditors, but
there is no general rule that they are ineffective.

100 Aveos, supra, footnote 11, para. 76; see also supra, footnote 33.

101 Aveos, supra, footnote 11, para. 83.

102 It must be noted that even though this decision is cited under the name of “Bloom Lake”, the applicants in these proceedings
were designated as the “Wabush CCAA Parties”. These proceedings were combined with those that had previously been
initiated under the CCAA in January 2015 by parties designated as the “Bloom Lake CCAA Parties”; see Re Bloom Lake,
g.p.l., 2015 QCCS 169 (Que. Bktcy.).

103 The procedure followed in these proceedings was likely influenced by the principles set out in Indalex concerning the fiduciary
duties of pension plan administrators; see Bloom Lake, supra, footnote 13, para. 136.

104 The court also concluded that the deemed trust created by the legislation of Newfoundland and Labrador did not prevent
the granting of a super-priority by reason of the doctrine of federal paramountcy; see Bloom Lake, supra, footnote 13, paras.
89 and 101.

105 These enterprises usually prefer to opt for the flexibility offered by a liquidation under the CCAA as opposed to the rigidity
of the procedure under the BIA. Although this approach is sometimes criticized, it is nonetheless widely used.

106 Except where an assignment is made or a bankruptcy application is filed.

107 Bloom Lake, supra, footnote 13, para. 24 (”Sale and Investor Solicitation Process — SISP”).

108 In French, Le Petit Robert defines the word “liquidation” as the “action de rendre liquide” ([Translation] “action of making
something liquid”), which in the present context would refer to the action of transforming illiquid assets into liquid assets with
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a view to facilitating their distribution to creditors. See also Dauphin Plains Credit Union Ltd. v. Xyloid Industries Ltd., supra,
footnote 21, p. 1201: “It appears to me that there is no reason not to give the word “liquidation” its wide meaning in usual
language.” Further, it must be noted that the English version of s. 31(2) of the Pooled Registered Pension Plans Act, supra,
footnote 2, uses the term “winding-up” instead of “liquidation”; in that regard, see Sam Babe, “What About Federal Pension
Claims? The Status of Pension Benefits Standards Act, 1985 and Pooled Registered Pension Plans Act Deemed Trust Claims
in Insolvency” (2013), 28 Nat. Creditor Debtor Rev. 25, p. 28.

109 See supra, footnote 33.

110 The reference should rather have been made to s. 36(7), as was done in the article quoted from. By the way, as others have
already pointed this out, this provision itself contains an erroneous cross-reference to paras. 6(4)(a) and 6(5)(a); s. 36(7) should
rather refer to paras. 6(5)(a) and 6(6)(a) of the CCAA.

111 Citation quoted from the article by Babe, supra, footnote 108, p. 30.

112 See in particular the comments made by Kasirer J.A. in Bloom Lake (C.A. Que.), supra, footnote 15, para. 43.

113 See in particular the comments made by Deschamps J. in Indalex, supra, footnote 8, at para. 81, quoting from the 2003 report
tabled by the Standing Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce as part of the review of the BIA and the CCAA.

114 S.C. 2010, c. 12, ss. 1791 and 1816. As part of those amendments, s. 29(6.4) of the PBSA was added to make immediately
payable upon the winding-up of the plan or the liquidation of the employer all amounts required to fund the plan. However,
s. 29(6.5) removed those amounts from the scope of the deemed trust set out in s. 8(2), except in respect of amounts already
accrued but not remitted. In addition, ss. 29(6)(b) and 8(1)(c)(ii) were amended to make payable on plan termination any
special payments that would have become due between the date of termination and the end of the plan year in which the plan
was terminated. Nonetheless, as these amendments were part of a budget implementation bill, few indicia exist to determine
what the intent of Parliament was; in that vein, see the reservations expressed in Century Services, supra, footnote 27, para. 49.

115 A court-ordered priority based on the CCAA has the same effect as a statutory priority; see Indalex, supra, footnote 8, para.
60; however, see the argument raised in the text relating to footnote 123, infra.

116 See in particular Pierre-André Côté, Interprétation des lois, 4th ed. (Montréal, Thémis, 2009), p. 416 (para. 1335). The decision
in Century Services highlights the difficulties of applying the principle according to which priority should be given to the later
provision over the earlier one; see supra, footnote 27.

117 See Côté, ibid., p. 420 (para. 1346) and Ruth Sullivan, Sullivan on the Construction of Statutes, 6th ed. (Markham, LexisNexis,
2014), p. 365 (para. 11.60). In that respect, it must be pointed out that the article by Sam Babe, which is quoted by Hamilton
J., does not indicate why the CCAA should be considered as the special legislation and the PBSA as the general one.

118 See supra, footnote 41 and the text relating to it.

119 This is also the conclusion reached by Sam Babe; see supra, footnote 108, p. 31.

120 See Babe, supra, footnote 108, p. 34 (in note 24); to the same effect, see Sam Babe, “After Indalex: Pension Claims under the
New CCAA” (2013), 28 Nat. Creditor Debtor Rev. 13. Even if there is no direct conflict as was the case in Indalex or White
Birch, the operation of provincial pension legislation would likely frustrate the purpose of federal insolvency legislation; in
that respect, see in particular Alberta (Attorney General) v. Moloney, 2015 SCC 51 (S.C.C.).

121 Bloom Lake (C.A. Que.), supra, footnote 15.

122 CCAA, s. 11.2.

123 See Jassmine Girgis, “Indalex: Priority of Provincial Deemed Trusts in a CCAA Restructuring”, ABlawg.ca (March 6, 2013),
online: http://ablawg.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Blog_JG_Indalex_March2013.pdf; see also the definitions of “secured
creditor” and “security interest” in s. 224(1.3) of the ITA, which expressly cover deemed trusts. In that respect, the following
quote from para. 76 of the Indalex decision appears misleading: “The definition of “secured creditor” in s. 2 of the CCAA
includes a trust in respect of the debtor’s property.” This definition appears to cover only a trust securing any bond issued
by a debtor company.

124 However, the general authority of the court under s. 11 of the CCAA is expressly made subject to the other provisions of
that Act, in particular s. 11.2 (”subject to the restrictions set out in this Act”). Any residual authority a court might have is
uncertain; see Century Services, supra, footnote 27, paras. 64-66.

125 By arguing for example that “The general language of the CCAA should not be read as being restricted by the availability of
more specific orders.”; see Century Services, supra, footnote 27, para. 70.

126 Bloom Lake, supra, footnote 13, para. 95: “This is sufficient for the Court to conclude that the Interim Financing should
be approved and the Interim Lender Charge should be granted with priority over the deemed trust under the PBSA, if it is
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effective in the CCAA context.”; see also the comments made by Kasirer J.A. in note 21 at para. 57 in Bloom Lake (C.A.
Que.), supra, footnote 15.

127 However, it could be argued that since the 2009 legislative amendments, a court no longer has authority to impose a charge
having priority over the claims of deemed trust beneficiaries as a result of the fact that such beneficiaries are not expressly
covered by the definition of “secured creditor” in the CCAA; in that regard, see the text relating to footnote 123, supra.

128 Subject to any applicable provincial legislation granting priority to the claims of deemed trust beneficiaries over the claims of
secured creditors; unlike Ontario (see supra, footnote 43), Québec legislation does not currently grant such a priority.

129 Although it is well settled that any deemed trust created by provincial legislation is not effective in the context of BIA
proceedings, the situation is not as clear with respect to the deemed trust established under federal pension legislation. In
Neal v. Toronto Dominion Bank (1997), 25 O.T.C. 142, 1997 CarswellOnt 403 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), the court
concluded that the PBSA deemed trust was applicable in the context of the BIA (however, this decision has been criticized in
light of the Sparrow decision for granting priority to the claims of deemed trust beneficiaries over those of secured creditors;
see Babe, supra, footnote 108, pp. 29-30). If the 2009 amendments are exhaustive, the BIA provisions clearly have precedence
over the PBSA deemed trust. If they are not exhaustive, the priorities set out in s. 136 of the BIA likely render ineffective the
PBSA deemed trust (to the same effect, see Babe, ibid., p. 31).

130 Comments made by Deschamps J. in Indalex seem to indicate that it is sufficient for the deemed trust to have been triggered
before the employer’s assets are sold (see para. 46). However, the Ontario Superior Court of Justice held that the deemed
trust must have been triggered before the initial order is issued under the CCAA; see Grant Forest Products Inc. v. GE Canada
Leasing Services Co., 2013 ONSC 5933 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), affirmed Grant Forest Products Inc. v. Toronto-
Dominion Bank, 2015 CarswellOnt 11970 (Ont. C.A.); however, in the latter decision, the Ontario Court of Appeal did not
clearly rule on that point. This matter is of particular importance in Ontario because of the priority granted to the PBA deemed
trust over the claims of secured creditors pursuant to s. 30(7) of the Personal Property Security Act, supra, footnote 43.

131 Sparrow, supra, footnote 24, para. 23.

132 See the 2003 report by the Senate Standing Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce that is cited in para. 81 of the
Indalex decision, supra, footnote 8.

133 See in particular the comments made by Dr. Janis Sarra, supra, footnote 7.

134 For example, the funding rules for pension plans could be enhanced or a guarantee fund could be established;
in that respect, see in particular the comments submitted by Jean-Daniel Breton as part of the 2014 review
of insolvency legislation: online, https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/cilp-pdci.nsf/vwapj/Jean-Daniel_Breton_July_14_2014.pdf/
$FILE/Jean-Daniel_Breton_July_14_2014.pdf, p. 25 (no 19).

135 For a similar suggestion, see Grant Forest Products Inc. v. GE Canada Leasing Services Co., supra, footnote 130, para. 131.
Further, although the status of pension deemed trusts appears to be clearer in the context of proceedings under the BIA,
providing additional clarity in that respect would be welcome; see in particular the comment made in footnote 129, supra.

136 CCAA, s. 37(1) and BIA, s. 67(2). For a similar recommendation, see the comments submitted by Jean-Daniel Breton, supra,
footnote 134, p. 53 (no 7). Moreover, in light of the Timminco decision, a question also arises as to whether the application
of provisions making pension contributions exempt from assignment and seizure should also be set aside by insolvency
legislation.

137 See supra, footnote 33.

138 Such a review is mandated by s. 63 of the CCAA and s. 285 of the BIA.

139 Fresh Start: A Review of Canada’s Insolvency Laws, supra, footnote 16. However, consideration of that report by a
parliamentary committee was delayed as a result of the federal elections of October 2015.
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RESCUE AND LIQUIDATION IN RESTRUCTURING
LAW

Roderick J. Wood*

Two critical questions emerge when considering rescue and
liquidation in Canadian restructuring law. The first is whether the
use of the traditional restructuring to rescue a financially distressed
firm has become a thing of the past — whether it is on its way out
and being replaced with a court-supervised sale mechanism as the
preferred method for ensuring that the value of the assets of an
insolvent firm will be maximized. The second is about the
appropriate method for effecting a liquidation in the event that
this is considered to be the preferred route — does it make sense to
be using a scheme that was originally designed for restructuring to
accomplish this task?

I. ARE TRADITIONAL RESTRUCTURINGS DESTINED
FOR EXTINCTION?

The first inquiry is really about the best method of maximizing
asset value for the benefit of the creditors. It proceeds from the
basic idea that a restructuring is an appropriate response only if
the creditors are able to obtain at least as much as they would in
respect of a liquidation.1 Some believe that the traditional
restructuring is no longer able to outperform a going concern
liquidation of the firm. The argument, so it goes, is that the world
has changed, and that asset sales are now much more likely able to
yield more than can be obtained through keeping the firm intact.
How has this come about? It is claimed that this shift has occurred
because the types of assets held by firms have changed and markets

* Professor, Faculty of Law, University of Alberta.
1. The classic statement of this principle is found in Lehndorff General Partner Ltd.,

Re (1993), 17 C.B.R. (3d) 24 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), at para. 7 in
which Farley J. stated:

One of the purposes of the CCAA is to facilitate ongoing operations of a business
where its assets have a greater value as part of an integrated system than
individually. The CCAA facilitates reorganization of a company where the
alternative, sale of the property piecemeal, is likely to yield far less satisfaction
to the creditors.

In Ted Leroy Trucking Ltd., Re (2010), 326 D.L.R. (4th) 577, 2010 SCC 60
(S.C.C.). at para. 77, Deschamps J. recognized that ‘‘participants will measure
the impact of a reorganization against the position they would enjoy in
liquidation.’’
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have changed. Assets have become more fungible and less firm-
specific so that there is less going concern value.2 Markets are more
liquid so that even when there is going concern value the whole
enterprise can be sold off.3

Clearly, there has been an escalating use of the Companies’
Creditors Arrangement Act4 (CCAA) as a vehicle for effecting asset
sales.5 But we cannot conclude from this alone that the traditional
restructuring is on the road to extinction. We cannot assume that a
traditional CCAA restructuring would have been commenced in
each of these cases had the courts been less receptive to liquidating
CCAAs. The increase may be due to the fact that liquidations that
normally would have been undertaken pursuant to receivership or
bankruptcy proceedings are now being effected under the CCAA.
This migration of liquidations has occurred in the past — most
notably when a concern over the liability of insolvency profes-
sionals resulted in a shift away from receivership proceedings.6 To
get a complete picture, we would need to compare over a period of
years the total number of traditional restructurings (under both the
CCAA and the commercial proposal provisions of the Bankruptcy
and Insolvency Act7 (BIA)) as against the total number of
liquidations (pursuant to bankruptcy and receiverships proceed-
ings as well as liquidations effected through the CCAA or Division I
of the BIA). Are liquidations simply migrating to the CCAA from
other insolvency regimes? Or are traditional restructurings being
replaced with liquidations? One suspects that the answer is that
both factors are in play, but we do not know if one dominates over
the other.

Even if we were convinced that there has been a significant shift
in favour of liquidations, we could still not be certain that value to
creditors is being maximized by asset sales. There are alternative
(and darker) theories that might explain this phenomenon. It could
be that senior creditors have developed more effective strategies to
prevent a beneficial restructuring that would yield greater value to

2. Douglas G. Baird and Robert K. Rasmussen, “The End of Bankruptcy” (2002),
55 Stan. L. Rev. 751; Douglas G. Baird, “The New Face of Chapter 11” (2004),
12 Am. Bankr Inst. L. Rev. 69.

3. Douglas G. Baird, “Bankruptcy’s Undiscovered Country” (2008), 25 Emory
Bankr. Dev. J. 1, at p. 7.

4. R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36.
5. Alfonso Nocilla, “Is ‘Corporate Rescue’ Working in Canada?” (2013), 53

C.B.L.J. 382.
6. See Roderick J. Wood, Bankruptcy and Insolvency Law (Toronto, Irwin Law,

2009), p. 465.
7. R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3.
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the creditors as a group. Fully secured creditors typically prefer a
liquidation to a traditional restructuring notwithstanding that the
total value of the assets might be maximized in a restructuring.8

Moreover, they will prefer a quick liquidation to a slower
liquidation that yields greater value if the expected sale proceeds
are sufficient to pay out their claim.9 There is always a risk in a
restructuring that the firm will not be able to turn itself around and
that the cost and delay of the restructuring attempt will mean that
the secured creditor will not receive full recovery of its claim. This
risk is magnified given the wide use of court authorized super-
priority charges such as those that secure the costs of administra-
tion, interim (“debtor-in-possession” or DIP) financing and the
indemnification of directors and officers.10 A senior creditor has a
strong incentive to steer the insolvency towards a liquidation if it
can. An increase in the relative number of liquidations may be an
indication that senior creditors have been able to devise a number
of devices and strategies that allow them to better exercise control
over the insolvency proceedings.

There are two interrelated methods by which a secured lender
can obtain control.11 The first is through the use of contractual
provisions in the financing agreements that are entered into after
the restructuring proceedings are commenced. The business
requires interim (DIP) financing in order to pay its post-restructur-
ing obligations. In many cases, this financing is provided by a pre-
existing secured lender. A secured lender can influence the
direction of the insolvency proceedings by the use of negative
and positive covenants in the interim (DIP) financing agreement.12

These may set strict time-lines that make it less likely that a
traditional restructuring can be achieved or that will limit access
and use of cash flow. The agreements may also include events of
default that effectively impose onerous financial stress tests that
are difficult to satisfy.

The second method of gaining control is through influencing
management of the business. The secured lender will often be able

8. Jason Berge, “An Efficiency Model of Section 363(b) Sales” (2006), 92 Va. L.
Rev. 1639.

9. See, for example, Royal Bank v. Vista Homes Ltd. (1985), 57 C.B.R. (N.S.) 80
(B.C. S.C.), at para. 15.

10. CCAA, ss. 11.2(2), 11.51(2) and 11.52(2).
11. See Kenneth M. Ayotte and Edward R. Morrison, “Creditor Control and

Conflict in Chapter 11” (2009), 1 J. Legal Analysis 511.
12. David A. Skeel, Jr., “The Past, Present and Future of Debtor-in-Possession

Financing” (2004), 25 Cardozo L. Rev. 1905, at pp. 1916-1919; George W.
Kuney, “Hijacking Chapter 11” (2004), 21 Emory Bankr. Dev. J. 19, at pp. 52-59.

2013] Rescue andLiquidation in RestructuringLaw 409



to exercise control over the choice of management. For example, in
the CCAA proceedings in respect of Crystallex International
Corporation, the DIP loan stipulated that the board of directors
was reduced to five, two drawn from the existing directors, two
drawn from the DIP lenders, and one independent director agreed
upon by the parties.13 The secured lender will also be able to
influence the compensation of the senior managers that remain.
Key employee retention programs (KERPs) are established so that
key personnel will be “incentivized to remain in their current
positions during the CCAA process.”14 But KERPs may also have the
effect of aligning the interests of the debtor’s senior management
with those of the secured lender.15

As a result, we encounter two diametrically opposed views of the
world. The first is that CCAA liquidations are good because they are
the most efficient way of maximizing aggregate recovery by the
creditors. The second is that CCAA liquidations are bad because
they are used by secured lenders to force liquidations in
circumstances where a traditional restructuring would maximize
aggregate recovery by creditors. This leads us directly to the next
question. Why are we using a restructuring regime (the CCAA) to
effect going concern sales when there are other insolvency regimes
that are specifically designed for this purpose?

II. WHY IS THE CCAA USED FOR GOING CONCERN SALES?

The second critical question concerns the choice of insolvency
regimes where liquidation is considered to be the preferred
outcome. The CCAA, at first glance, does not seem to be a likely
candidate for this role. The whole CCAA process is geared towards
the development of a plan of arrangement that will be presented
before the creditors for their acceptance or rejection. That this is
the objective of the legislation is confirmed in the parliamentary
debates, and in judicial statements at the highest level.16 Indeed,
the very title of the Act anticipates the negotiation of a consensual
arrangement amongst the creditors and the debtor. The statute sets

13. Crystallex International Corp., Re (2012), 91 C.B.R. (5th) 207, 2012 ONCA 404
(Ont. C.A.), at para. 24, additional reasons (2012), 219 A.C.W.S. (3d) 61, 2012
ONCA 527, leave to appeal refused 2012 CarswellOnt 11931 (S.C.C.).

14. Timminco Ltd., Re (2012), 85 C.B.R. (5th) 169, 2012 ONSC 506 (Ont. S.C.J.
[Commercial List]), at para. 75.

15. See Skeel, supra, footnote 12, at pp. 1922-1923; Kuney, supra, footnote 12, at pp.
74-90.

16. Ted Leroy Trucking Ltd., Re, supra, footnote 1, at paras. 15-18 and 70.
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out rules as to the mandatory features of the plan of arrangement17

and it contains rules for the classification of claims, voting, and
court approval of the plan.18 A liquidating CCAA severely truncates
the insolvency process contemplated by the CCAA. The rules that
govern the initiation of the process and the rules that keep the
lights on and the creditors at bay are utilized, but those that deal
with the attributes of a plan of arrangement and its approval by
the creditors and by the court are all jettisoned.

It was hardly surprising, therefore, that courts initially took the
view that receivership or bankruptcy proceedings were the more
appropriate vehicle for liquidations.19 As we know, this attitude
has changed. Over the last decade, there has been an increasing
willingness on the part of the courts to permit the restructuring
regimes to be utilized for going concern liquidations of insolvent
businesses. This idea was not uniformly embraced by courts across
Canada. There was greater enthusiasm for liquidating CCAAs in
Ontario, and perhaps Québec, than in British Columbia and
Alberta.20 The 2009 amendments to the CCAA now give the court
the power to authorize a sale of assets, but the provisions do not
provide much guidance on when it is appropriate for the court to
exercise this power.21

The argument in favour of liquidating CCAAs is simply this: if
using the CCAA process yields a greater return from the sale process
than a bankruptcy or receivership, it is in the interests of all
concerned that the CCAA be made available notwithstanding that
the restructuring regime was designed for an altogether different
purpose.22 To critically assess this claim, we need to understand
precisely why a sale process conducted under the CCAA is said to
produce higher returns. Although bankruptcy often involves a
piecemeal liquidation, receivership proceedings provide a mechan-
ism specifically designed for going concern sales. So what features
are available under the CCAA that are lacking in receivership

17. CCAA, s. 6(3)-(8).
18. CCAA, s. 6(1), ss. 22-22.1.
19. Royal Bank v. Fracmaster Ltd. (1999), 11 C.B.R. (4th) 230, 1999 ABCA 178 (Alta.

C.A.).
20. Alfonso Nocilla, supra, footnote 5, at p. 394.
21. Alfonso Nocilla, “Asset Sales under the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act

and the Failure of Section 36” (2012), 52 C.B.L.J. 226, at pp. 243-247.
22. See Anvil Range Mining Corp., Re (2001), 25 C.B.R. (4th) 1 at para. 11 (Ont.

S.C.J. [Commercial List]), affirmed (2002), 34 C.B.R. (4th) 157 (Ont. C.A.),
additional reasons (2002), 38 C.B.R. (4th) 5 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal refused
(2003), 180 O.A.C. 399 (note) (S.C.C.), in which Farley J. states that the CCAA is
available if the process “would maximize the value of the stakeholders’ pie.”
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proceedings that makes the former a better means for maximizing
sale proceeds?

The CCAA process is a court-supervised process. It permits a
court to approve super-priority interim (DIP) financing to pay for
the ongoing costs of the business. It uses a court-appointed
monitor to assist the court and to provide information to the
creditors. These features do not explain the preference for CCAA

proceedings. These features are all available in respect of receiver-
ship proceedings in Canada. A court-appointed receivership is a
court-supervised process. The court routinely authorizes super-
priority charges in relation to administrative costs as well as
borrowings.23 The receiver is an officer of the court and is under an
obligation to act in the interests of all the parties.24 The use of
Chapter 11 to effect liquidations in the United States is more
understandable.25 They have no equivalent to the court-appointed
receiver, and therefore Chapter 11 is the only process available
outside of bankruptcy proceedings. But in Canada, we have an
insolvency regime that was specifically designed for going concern
sales of insolvent businesses. The fact that courts in CCAA

proceedings are applying receivership law when dealing with
liquidating sales clearly brings home the point that the processes
used in CCAA liquidations are mimicking those in receivership
proceedings.26

There is one major difference between the CCAA process and a
court-appointed receivership. Unlike receivership proceedings, the
CCAA uses a debtor-in-control model (as opposed to the insolvency
professional-in-control model that prevails in a bankruptcy or
receivership). While this is clearly desirable in a scenario where the
company survives in some restructured form, it is difficult to see
why this is a useful feature in respect of a liquidation. In truth, the
CCAA process seems less likely to produce efficient outcomes.

23. Robert F. Kowal Investments Ltd. v. Deeder Electric Ltd. (1975), 59 D.L.R. (3d)
492, 21 C.B.R. (N.S.) 201 (Ont. C.A.). See also paragraphs 17 and 20 of the
Ontario template receivership order (5http://www.ontariocourts.ca/scj/en/com-
merciallist/4) which creates a court ordered charge that secures the fees and
costs of the receiver and another that secures the costs of borrowing and gives
them priority over all other security interests.

24. Ostrander v. Niagara Helicopters Ltd. (1973), 40 D.L.R. (3d) 161, 19 C.B.R.
(N.S.) 5 (Ont. H.C.).

25. See Stephanie Ben-Ishai and Stephen J. Lubben, “Sales or Plans: A Comparative
Account of the ‘New’ Corporate Reorganization” (2011), 56 McGill L.J. 591.

26. The supervising judge in CCAA liquidations have routinely applied the principles
developed in Royal Bank v. Soundair Corp. (1991), 83 D.L.R. (4th) 76, 7 C.B.R.
(3d) 1 (Ont. C.A.). See, for example, Nortel Networks Corp., Re (2009), 56 C.B.R.
(5th) 224 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]).
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Although the monitor is an officer of the court, the monitor is also
heavily involved in providing advice and direction to the debtor.27

But if management of the debtor has changed, then the reality is
that the senior creditor has obtained special access to the monitor
— an advantage that is not available to any other creditor. By
comparison, the duties that are imposed on a court-appointed
receiver are better defined and more appropriate for a going
concern sale. The court-appointed receiver has control over the
management of the business and is bound to act in the interest of
all the creditors.

The claim that the CCAA provides the better vehicle may
ultimately rest on the vague assertion that CCAA provides for
greater flexibility and that this is essential in proceedings that
concern larger, more complex business entities. When the
proponents of a liquidating CCAA claim that they need the greater
flexibility of the CCAA process, a court should keep in mind that
this so-called flexibility usually involves either a diminution of the
private law rights of a third party28 or the granting of a judicially
authorized preference29 usually in favour of commercially sophis-
ticated and powerful creditors. These extraordinary powers were
derived from the underlying public purpose of a statute which was
based on the idea of rescuing a financially distressed firm. A much
less compelling case for their use exists if the reality is that the CCAA

process is being used by the senior creditor as a “unified
foreclosure process” primarily for its own benefit.30

The supposed advantages of using the CCAA for liquidations
must be weighed against other disadvantages. The CCAA was
designed with the traditional restructuring in mind. Its substantive
rules are geared towards the development of a plan of arrangement
that will be presented before the creditors for acceptance or
rejection. Many of these rules and processes are really not well
suited for liquidation proceedings. Suppliers are given a reposses-

27. See John I. McLean and David P. Bowra, “Conflicts and the Modern CCAA

Monitor” in Janis P. Sarra, ed., Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2011 (Toronto,
Carswell, 2012), p. 479.

28. The CCAA has been invoked in order to seek an order for the assignment of
contracts that ordinarily would require the consent of the counterparty. See S.
Fitzpatrick, “Liquidating CCAAs – Are We Praying to False Gods?” in Janis P.
Sarra, ed., Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2008 (Toronto, Carswell, 2009), p.
33.

29. For example, a creeping roll-up DIP permits the payment of pre-filing obligations
out of the post-filing revenues of the debtor. See Ray C. Rutman et al., “Creeping
Roll-Up DIP” (2012), 1 J. Insol. Inst. Can. 161.

30. See Kuney, supra, footnote 12, at pp. 24-25.

2013] Rescue andLiquidation in RestructuringLaw 413



sory right over recent deliveries (30-day goods) in bankruptcy and
receivership. A similar right was not conferred in respect of
restructuring proceedings because it was thought to interfere with
the rescue objective. Unpaid employees are treated differently in
restructuring proceedings. Unpaid employees may make an
immediate claim against the Wage Earner Protection Program
Act31 (WEPPA) insurance scheme in the bankruptcy and receivership
proceedings. In restructuring proceedings, they must wait.32 The
procedural aspects are similarly designed with the traditional
restructuring in mind. The debtor company is required to
periodically return to court to seek to have the stay of proceedings
extended. This gives the court the ability to assess if the debtor has
made sufficient progress towards the development of a viable plan,
and allows the court to terminate restructuring proceedings if the
creditors are materially prejudiced or if the plan is doomed to fail.
It was in this context that the court’s consideration of public
interest was often invoked. None of this is particularly relevant or
useful in liquidation mode.

III. CONCLUSION

It may be that the train has already left the station and that
liquidating CCAAs are here to stay.33 This will make the life of the
supervising judge all the more difficult. They are the gate-keepers
who must decide in each case if the CCAA process is appropriate as
a vehicle for going concern liquidation of the business. One hopes
that they will not too easily succumb to empty platitudes about
lower costs and greater flexibility in CCAA proceedings. They
should demand and receive a convincing explanation why, in the
particular case, the applicants believe that the CCAA process will be
less costly and superior to receivership proceedings. They should
inquire if the extraordinary powers that they possess — powers
that represent a major intrusion into the private law rights of third
parties — should be exercised for the benefit of a senior secured
creditor. They should be alert to the fact that a senior creditor may

31. S.C. 2005, c. 47.
32. Although payments of past amounts due to employees who continue to be

employed by the debtor are typically authorized, the position of employees who
are laid off as a result of downsizing is more precarious.

33. In Alberta, where Fracmaster, supra, footnote 19, had dampened the use of
liquidating CCAAs, the initial indication is that s. 36 of the BIA is interpreted
as authorizing sales of substantially all the assets without the need for a plan
of arrangement. See Fairmont Resort Properties Ltd., Re, 2012 ABQB 39, at
para. 26.
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well be calling the shots, and that the apparatus of the CCAA that
was designed for traditional restructurings may not be well suited
for a liquidation. They should not be too quick to authorize a sale
without the input of the creditors who rank below a senior secured
creditor whose claim is expected to be fully satisfied from the sale
proceeds.34

34. See Fairmont, supra, in which the court approved a liquidating CCAA without a
plan or formal vote of creditors, but was influenced by the fact that the sale was
supported by the undersecured affected creditors.
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