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Headnote
Natural resources --- Mines and minerals — Remedies — Vesting orders
At request of insolvent company's lender, TE, court appointed receiver over assets, undertaking and property, including mining
claims — Certain claims were subject to Gross Overriding Royalty (GOR) in favour of company from which appellant 235 had
acquired royalty rights — Notices of agreements granting GORs were registered on title to surface and mining rights — Order
approving bid process for sale of insolvent's mining claims generated two bids, both with condition that GORs be terminated
or reduced — Motion judge approved sale to successful bidder TE and granted vesting order purporting to extinguish GORs
— Motion judge rejected 235's argument that claims would continue to be subject to GORs after their transfer to TE holding
that GORs did not run with land or grant holder of GORs interest in lands over which insolvent held mineral rights — Motion
judge also held that ss. 11(2), 100, and 101 of Courts of Justice Act gave him "the jurisdiction to grant a vesting order of the
assets to be sold to [TE] on such terms as are just", including authority to dispense with royalty rights — Expert's valuation of
royalty rights was found to be fair and receiver paid this amount to 235, which was held in trust — 235 appealed and TE moved
for order quashing appeal as moot since 235 did not seek stay of vesting order which operated to extinguish GORs when it was
registered on title; however, it was premature to quash appeal — 235 served and filed notice of appeal of sale approval 29 days
after motion judge's decision and 8 days after order was signed, issued and entered — Appeal dismissed — Third party interest
in land in nature of GORs can be extinguished by vesting order granted in receivership proceeding; however, motion judge
erred in concluding that it was appropriate to extinguish them from title given nature of GORs — It was held that GOR was
interest in gross product extracted from land, not fixed monetary sum — While GOR, like fee simple interest, may be capable
of being valued at point in time, this does not transform substance of interest into one that is concerned with fixed monetary
sum rather than element of property itself — Interest represented by GOR was ownership in product of mining claim, either
payable by share of physical product or share of revenues — Given nature of 235's interest and absence of any agreement that
allowed for any competing priority, there was no need to resort to any further considerations — Motion judge erred in granting
order extinguishing 235's GORs, although he had jurisdiction to do so.
Bankruptcy and insolvency --- Administration of estate — Sale of assets — Miscellaneous
At request of insolvent company's lender, TE, court appointed receiver over assets, undertaking and property, including mining
claims — Certain claims were subject to Gross Overriding Royalty (GOR) in favour of company from which appellant 235 had
acquired royalty rights — Notices of agreements granting GORs were registered on title to surface and mining rights — Order
approving bid process for sale of insolvent's mining claims generated two bids, both with condition that GORs be terminated or
reduced — TE was successful — Motion judge approved sale to TE and granted vesting order purporting to extinguish GORs
— Motion judge rejected 235's argument that claims would continue to be subject to GORs after their transfer to TE holding
that GORs did not run with land or grant holder of GORs interest in lands over which insolvent held mineral rights — Motion
judge also held that ss. 11(2), 100, and 101 of Courts of Justice Act gave him "the jurisdiction to grant a vesting order of the
assets to be sold to [TE] on such terms as are just", including authority to dispense with royalty rights — Expert's valuation of
royalty rights was found to be fair and receiver paid this amount to 235, which was held in trust — 235 was unsuccessful in its
cross-motion claiming payment for debt owing under Repair and Storage Liens Act — 235 appealed — In holding that royalty
rights created no interest in law, vesting order was granted whereby receiver sold mining rights to third-party purchaser, free
and clear of royalty rights — Vesting order was not stayed pending appeal and was executed — Appeal dismissed — Third
party interest in land in nature of GORs can be extinguished by vesting order granted in receivership proceeding; however,
motion judge erred in concluding that it was appropriate to extinguish them from title given nature of GORs — It was held
that GOR was interest in gross product extracted from land, not fixed monetary sum — While GOR, like fee simple interest,
may be capable of being valued at point in time, this does not transform substance of interest into one that is concerned with
fixed monetary sum rather than element of property itself — Interest represented by GOR was ownership in product of mining
claim, either payable by share of physical product or share of revenues — Given nature of 235's interest and absence of any
agreement that allowed for any competing priority, there was no need to resort to any further considerations — Motion judge
erred in granting order extinguishing 235's GORs, although he had jurisdiction to do so.
Bankruptcy and insolvency --- Practice and procedure in courts — Appeals — To Court of Appeal — Time for appeal
At request of insolvent company's lender, TE, court appointed receiver over assets, undertaking and property, including mining
claims — Certain claims were subject to Gross Overriding Royalty (GOR) in favour of company from which appellant 235 had
acquired royalty rights — Notices of agreements granting GORs were registered on title to surface and mining rights — Order
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approving bid process for sale of insolvent's mining claims generated two bids, both with condition that GORs be terminated
or reduced — Motion judge approved sale to successful bidder TE and granted vesting order purporting to extinguish GORs
— Motion judge rejected 235's argument that claims would continue to be subject to GORs after their transfer to TE holding
that GORs did not run with land or grant holder of GORs interest in lands over which insolvent held mineral rights — Motion
judge also held that ss. 11(2), 100, and 101 of the Courts of Justice Act gave him "the jurisdiction to grant a vesting order of
the assets to be sold to [TE] on such terms as are just", including authority to dispense with royalty rights — Expert's valuation
of royalty rights was found to be fair and receiver paid this amount to 235, which was held in trust — 235 appealed and TE
moved for order quashing 235's appeal as moot since 235 did not seek stay of vesting order which operated to extinguish GORs
when it was registered on title, but it was premature to quash appeal — 235 served and filed notice of appeal of sale approval
29 days after motion judge's decision and 8 days after order was signed, issued and entered — Appeal dismissed — Appeal
period in Bankruptcy and Insolvency General Rules (BIGR) governed appeal — Under R. 31 of BIGR, notice of appeal must
be filed "within 10 days after the day of the order or decision appealed from, or within such further time as a judge of the court
of appeal stipulates" — 235 had known for considerable time there could be no sale to TE in absence of extinguishment of
GORs and royalty rights; this was condition of sale that was approved by motion judge — 235 was stated to be unopposed to
sale but opposed sale condition requiring extinguishment — Jurisdiction to grant approval of sale emanated from BIA and so
did vesting component — It would have made little sense to split two elements of order in circumstances — Essence of order
was anchored in BIGR — Accordingly, appeal period was 10 days as prescribed by R. 31 of BIGR and ran from date of motion
judge's decision, and 235's appeal was out of time.
Personal property security --- Statutory liens — Miscellaneous
Table of Authorities
Cases considered by S.E. Pepall J.A.:

ATCO Gas & Pipelines Ltd. v. Alberta (Energy & Utilities Board) (2006), 2006 SCC 4, 2006 CarswellAlta 139, 2006
CarswellAlta 140, 344 N.R. 293, 54 Alta. L.R. (4th) 1, [2006] 5 W.W.R. 1, 263 D.L.R. (4th) 193, 39 Admin. L.R. (4th)
159, 380 A.R. 1, 363 W.A.C. 1, [2006] 1 S.C.R. 140 (S.C.C.) — considered
Alberta (Attorney General) v. Moloney (2015), 2015 SCC 51, 2015 CSC 51, 2015 CarswellAlta 2091, 2015 CarswellAlta
2092, [2015] 12 W.W.R. 1, 29 C.B.R. (6th) 173, (sub nom. Moloney v. Administrator, Motor Vehicle Accident Claims Act
(Alta.)) 476 N.R. 318, 85 M.V.R. (6th) 37, 22 Alta. L.R. (6th) 287, 391 D.L.R. (4th) 189, [2015] 3 S.C.R. 327, (sub nom.
Moloney v. Administrator, Motor Vehicle Accident Claims Act (Alta.)) 606 A.R. 123, (sub nom. Moloney v. Administrator,
Motor Vehicle Accident Claims Act (Alta.)) 652 W.A.C. 123 (S.C.C.) — referred to
Anglo Pacific Group PLC c. Ernst & Young Inc. (2013), 2013 QCCA 1323, 2013 CarswellQue 7724, 2013 CarswellQue
11251, [2013] R.J.Q. 1264 (C.A. Que.) — considered
Bank of Montreal v. Dynex Petroleum Ltd. (2002), 2002 SCC 7, 2002 CarswellAlta 54, 2002 CarswellAlta 55, 19 B.L.R.
(3d) 159, 208 D.L.R. (4th) 155, (sub nom. Bank of Montreal v. Enchant Resources Ltd.) 281 N.R. 113, 30 C.B.R. (4th)
168, 1 R.P.R. (4th) 1, (sub nom. Bank of Montreal v. Enchant Resources Ltd.) 299 A.R. 1, (sub nom. Bank of Montreal v.
Enchant Resources Ltd.) 266 W.A.C. 1, [2002] 1 S.C.R. 146, 2002 CSC 7 (S.C.C.) — considered
Bayhold Financial Corp. v. Clarkson Co. (1991), 10 C.B.R. (3d) 159, 108 N.S.R. (2d) 198, 294 A.P.R. 198, (sub nom.
Bayhold Financial Corp. v. Community Hotel Co. (Receiver of)) 86 D.L.R. (4th) 127, 1991 CarswellNS 33 (N.S. C.A.)
— considered
Bell, Re (2013), 2013 ONSC 2682, 2013 CarswellOnt 7249 (Ont. S.C.J.) — referred to
Big Sky Living Inc., Re (2002), 2002 ABQB 659, 2002 CarswellAlta 875, 37 C.B.R. (4th) 42, (sub nom. Big Sky Living
Inc. (Bankrupt), Re) 318 A.R. 165 (Alta. Q.B.) — considered
Business Development Bank of Canada v. Astoria Organic Matters Ltd. (2019), 2019 ONCA 269, 2019 CarswellOnt 5177,
69 C.B.R. (6th) 13 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Canada (Minister of Indian Affairs & Northern Development) v. Curragh Inc. (1994), 27 C.B.R. (3d) 148, 114 D.L.R.
(4th) 176, 1994 CarswellOnt 294 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) — considered
Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne de la Croix-Rouge, Re (1998), 1998 CarswellOnt 3346, 5 C.B.R. (4th)
299, 72 O.T.C. 99 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) — considered
Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne de la Croix-Rouge, Re (1998), 1998 CarswellOnt 5967, 32 C.B.R. (4th)
21 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2008062690&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2008062690&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2008062690&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583712&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583712&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583712&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583712&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583712&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2031266320&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2031266320&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002031512&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002031512&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002031512&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002031512&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1991345207&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1991345207&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2030668561&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002452449&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002452449&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2047946320&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2047946320&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1994399283&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1994399283&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998462628&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998462628&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998494655&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998494655&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)


Third Eye Capital Corporation v. Ressources Dianor..., 2019 ONCA 508, 2019...
2019 ONCA 508, 2019 CarswellOnt 9683, 306 A.C.W.S. (3d) 235, 3 R.P.R. (6th) 175...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 4

Chippewas of Sarnia Band v. Canada (Attorney General) (2000), 2000 CarswellOnt 4836, 51 O.R. (3d) 641, 195 D.L.R.
(4th) 135, 139 O.A.C. 201, 41 R.P.R. (3d) 1, [2001] 1 C.N.L.R. 56 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Chippewas of Sarnia Band v. Canada (Attorney General) (2001), 2001 CarswellOnt 3952, 2001 CarswellOnt 3953, [2001]
4 C.N.L.R. iv (note), 284 N.R. 193 (note), 158 O.A.C. 199 (note) (S.C.C.) — referred to
Copthorne Holdings Ltd. v. R. (2011), 2011 SCC 63, 2011 CarswellNat 5201, 2011 CarswellNat 5202, 339 D.L.R. (4th)
385, [2012] 2 C.T.C. 29, 2012 D.T.C. 5006 (Fr.), 2012 D.T.C. 5007 (Eng.), (sub nom. Copthorne Holdings Ltd. v. Minister
of National Revenue) 424 N.R. 132, (sub nom. Copthorne Holdings Ltd. v. Canada) [2011] 3 S.C.R. 721 (S.C.C.) —
referred to
Enbridge Gas Distribution Inc. v. Froese (2013), 2013 ONCA 131, 2013 CarswellOnt 2423, 114 O.R. (3d) 636 (Ont. C.A.)
— considered
Enterprise Cape Breton Corp. v. Crown Jewel Resort Ranch Inc. (2014), 2014 NSSC 420, 2014 CarswellNS 877, 20 C.B.R.
(6th) 145, 1115 A.P.R. 194, 353 N.S.R. (2d) 194 (N.S. S.C.) — considered
Firm Capital Mortgage Fund Inc. v. 2012241 Ontario Ltd. (2012), 2012 ONSC 4816, 2012 CarswellOnt 10743, 99 C.B.R.
(5th) 120 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) — considered
Ford Credit Canada Ltd. v. Welcome Ford Sales Ltd. (2011), 2011 ABCA 158, 2011 CarswellAlta 883, 77 C.B.R. (5th)
278, [2011] 8 W.W.R. 221, 44 Alta. L.R. (5th) 81, 505 A.R. 146, 522 W.A.C. 146 (Alta. C.A.) — referred to
Hamilton Wentworth Credit Union Ltd. (Liquidator of) v. Courtcliffe Parks Ltd. (1995), 28 M.P.L.R. (2d) 59, 32 C.B.R.
(3d) 303, (sub nom. Hamilton Wentworth Credit Union Ltd. v. Courtcliffe Parks Ltd.) 23 O.R. (3d) 781, 1995 CarswellOnt
374 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) — considered
Impact Tool & Mould Inc. (Receiver of) v. Impact Tool & Mould Inc. (Trustee of) (2013), 2013 ONCA 697, 2013
CarswellOnt 15576 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Koska, Re (2002), 2002 ABCA 138, 2002 CarswellAlta 764, 34 C.B.R. (4th) 233, [2002] 8 W.W.R. 610, (sub nom. Koska
(Bankrupt), Re) 303 A.R. 230, (sub nom. Koska (Bankrupt), Re) 273 W.A.C. 230, 4 Alta. L.R. (4th) 73 (Alta. C.A.) —
considered
Loewen Group Inc., Re (2001), 2001 CarswellOnt 4910, 32 C.B.R. (4th) 54, 22 B.L.R. (3d) 134, [2001] O.T.C. 1011 (Ont.
S.C.J. [Commercial List]) — considered
Marche v. Halifax Insurance Co. (2005), 2005 SCC 6, 2005 CarswellNS 77, 2005 CarswellNS 78, 18 C.C.L.I. (4th) 1,
248 D.L.R. (4th) 577, [2005] I.L.R. 4383, 330 N.R. 115, 230 N.S.R. (2d) 333, 729 A.P.R. 333, [2005] 1 S.C.R. 47, [2005]
R.R.A. 1, 2005 CSC 6 (S.C.C.) — referred to
Meridian Credit Union Ltd. v. 984 Bay Street Inc. (2005), 2005 CarswellOnt 4202 (Ont. S.C.J.) — considered
Meridian Credit Union Ltd. v. 984 Bay Street Inc. (2006), 2006 CarswellOnt 4783 (Ont. S.C.J.) — referred to
Meridian Credit Union Ltd. v. 984 Bay Street Inc. (2006), 2006 CarswellOnt 2625 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Montreal (Ville) v. 2952-1366 Québec inc. (2005), 2005 SCC 62, 2005 CarswellQue 9633, 2005 CarswellQue 9634, 201
C.C.C. (3d) 161, 32 Admin. L.R. (4th) 159, 15 M.P.L.R. (4th) 1, 33 C.R. (6th) 78, (sub nom. Montreal (City) v. 2952-1366
Québec Inc.) 340 N.R. 305, 258 D.L.R. (4th) 595, 18 C.E.L.R. (3d) 1, (sub nom. Montréal (City) v. 2952-1366 Québec
Inc.) 134 C.R.R. (2d) 196, [2005] 3 S.C.R. 141 (S.C.C.) — referred to
Moore, Re (2013), 2013 ONCA 769, 2013 CarswellOnt 17670, 53 M.V.R. (6th) 169, 7 C.B.R. (6th) 167, (sub nom. Canada
(Superintendent of Bankruptcy) v. 407 ETR Concession Company Ltd.) 118 O.R. (3d) 161, (sub nom. Moore (Bankrupt),
Re) 314 O.A.C. 152, 369 D.L.R. (4th) 385 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Moss, Re (1999), 1999 CarswellMan 482, (sub nom. Moss (Bankrupt), Re) 138 Man. R. (2d) 318, (sub nom. Moss
(Bankrupt), Re) 202 W.A.C. 318, 13 C.B.R. (4th) 231 (Man. C.A. [In Chambers]) — considered
National Trust Co. v. 1117387 Ontario Inc. (2010), 2010 ONCA 340, 2010 CarswellOnt 2869, 262 O.A.C. 118, 67 C.B.R.
(5th) 204, 52 C.E.L.R. (3d) 163 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Nautical Data International Inc., Re (2005), 2005 NLTD 104, 2005 CarswellNfld 175, 11 C.B.R. (5th) 138, 249 Nfld. &
P.E.I.R. 247, 743 A.P.R. 247 (N.L. T.D.) — referred to
New Skeena Forest Products Inc. v. Kitwanga Lumber Co. (2005), 2005 BCCA 154, 2005 CarswellBC 578, 9 C.B.R. (5th)
267, 39 B.C.L.R. (4th) 327, (sub nom. New Skeena Forest Products Inc. v. Don Hull & Sons Contracting Ltd.) 251 D.L.R.
(4th) 328, (sub nom. New Skeena Forest Products Inc. v. Hull (Don) & Sons Contracting Ltd.) 210 B.C.A.C. 185, (sub
nom. New Skeena Forest Products Inc. v. Hull (Don) & Sons Contracting Ltd.) 348 W.A.C. 185 (B.C. C.A.) — considered

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2000668719&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2000668719&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2001462914&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2001462914&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2026691536&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2026691536&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2026691536&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2030079862&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2034873186&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2034873186&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2028555858&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2028555858&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2025373058&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2025373058&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1995405780&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1995405780&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1995405780&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2031969097&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2031969097&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002064318&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2002064318&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2001602267&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006195334&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006195334&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006195334&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2007223843&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2009677038&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2009072194&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2007570632&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2007570632&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2007570632&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2007570632&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2032336950&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2032336950&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2032336950&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1999496150&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1999496150&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2021951287&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2021951287&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006848094&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006848094&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006331869&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006331869&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006331869&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2006331869&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)


Third Eye Capital Corporation v. Ressources Dianor..., 2019 ONCA 508, 2019...
2019 ONCA 508, 2019 CarswellOnt 9683, 306 A.C.W.S. (3d) 235, 3 R.P.R. (6th) 175...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 5

Ontario Wealth Management Corp. v. Sica Masonry and General Contracting Ltd. (2014), 2014 ONCA 500, 2014
CarswellOnt 8586, 17 C.B.R. (6th) 91, 323 O.A.C. 101, 37 C.L.R. (4th) 191 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Regal Constellation Hotel Ltd., Re (2004), 2004 CarswellOnt 2653, 50 C.B.R. (4th) 258, 35 C.L.R. (3d) 31, (sub nom.
HSBC Bank of Canada v. Regal Constellation Hotel Ltd. (Receiver of)) 242 D.L.R. (4th) 689, 23 R.P.R. (4th) 64, (sub nom.
Regal Constellation Hotel Ltd. (Receivership), Re) 188 O.A.C. 97, 71 O.R. (3d) 355 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd., Re (1998), 1998 CarswellOnt 1, 1998 CarswellOnt 2, 154 D.L.R. (4th) 193, 36 O.R. (3d) 418
(headnote only), (sub nom. Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd. (Bankrupt), Re) 221 N.R. 241, (sub nom. Adrien v. Ontario Ministry
of Labour) 98 C.L.L.C. 210-006, 50 C.B.R. (3d) 163, (sub nom. Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd. (Bankrupt), Re) 106 O.A.C. 1,
[1998] 1 S.C.R. 27, 33 C.C.E.L. (2d) 173 (S.C.C.) — considered
Romspen Investment Corp. v. Woods Property Development Inc. (2011), 2011 CarswellOnt 2380, 2011 ONSC 3648, 75
C.B.R. (5th) 109, 4 R.P.R. (5th) 53 (Ont. S.C.J.) — considered
Romspen Investment Corp. v. Woods Property Development Inc. (2011), 2011 ONCA 817, 2011 CarswellOnt 14462, 85
C.B.R. (5th) 21, 286 O.A.C. 189, 14 R.P.R. (5th) 1, 346 D.L.R. (4th) 273 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Ronald Elwyn Lister Ltd. v. Dunlop Canada Ltd. (1982), [1982] 1 S.C.R. 726, 41 C.B.R. (N.S.) 272, 135 D.L.R. (3d) 1,
18 B.L.R. 1, 65 C.P.R. (2d) 1, 42 N.R. 181, 1982 CarswellOnt 952, 1982 CarswellOnt 727 (S.C.C.) — referred to
Royal Bank v. Fracmaster Ltd. (1999), 1999 CarswellAlta 539, (sub nom. UTI Energy Corp. v. Fracmaster Ltd.) 244 A.R.
93, (sub nom. UTI Energy Corp. v. Fracmaster Ltd.) 209 W.A.C. 93, 11 C.B.R. (4th) 230, 1999 ABCA 178 (Alta. C.A.)
— considered
Saskatchewan (Attorney General) v. Lemare Lake Logging Ltd. (2015), 2015 SCC 53, 2015 CSC 53, 2015 CarswellSask
680, 2015 CarswellSask 681, 31 C.B.R. (6th) 1, [2016] 1 W.W.R. 423, 391 D.L.R. (4th) 383, (sub nom. Lemare Lake
Logging Ltd. v. 3L Cattle Co.) 477 N.R. 26, [2015] 3 S.C.R. 419, (sub nom. Lemare Lake Logging Ltd. v. 3L Cattle Co.)
467 Sask. R. 1, (sub nom. Lemare Lake Logging Ltd. v. 3L Cattle Co.) 651 W.A.C. 1 (S.C.C.) — considered
Scenna v. Gurizzan (1999), 1999 CarswellOnt 1417, 11 C.B.R. (4th) 293 (Ont. S.C.J.) — referred to
Skyepharma PLC v. Hyal Pharmaceutical Corp. (1999), 1999 CarswellOnt 3641, 12 C.B.R. (4th) 87, [2000] B.P.I.R. 531,
96 O.T.C. 172 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) — considered
Skyepharma PLC v. Hyal Pharmaceutical Corp. (2000), 2000 CarswellOnt 466, 47 O.R. (3d) 234, 130 O.A.C. 273, 15
C.B.R. (4th) 298 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Smoke, Re (1989), 77 C.B.R. (N.S.) 263, 1989 CarswellOnt 197 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Solloway, Mills & Co., Re (1934), 16 C.B.R. 161, [1935] O.R. 37, [1935] 1 D.L.R. 340, 1934 CarswellOnt 112, [1934]
O.W.N. 703 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Ted Leroy Trucking Ltd., Re (2010), 2010 SCC 60, 2010 CarswellBC 3419, 2010 CarswellBC 3420, 12 B.C.L.R. (5th)
1, (sub nom. Century Services Inc. v. A.G. of Canada) 2011 D.T.C. 5006 (Eng.), (sub nom. Century Services Inc. v. A.G.
of Canada) 2011 G.T.C. 2006 (Eng.), [2011] 2 W.W.R. 383, 72 C.B.R. (5th) 170, 409 N.R. 201, (sub nom. Ted LeRoy
Trucking Ltd., Re) 326 D.L.R. (4th) 577, (sub nom. Century Services Inc. v. Canada (A.G.)) [2010] 3 S.C.R. 379, [2010]
G.S.T.C. 186, (sub nom. Leroy (Ted) Trucking Ltd., Re) 296 B.C.A.C. 1, (sub nom. Leroy (Ted) Trucking Ltd., Re) 503
W.A.C. 1 (S.C.C.) — considered
Third Eye Capital Corporation v. Ressources Dianor Inc./Dianor Resources Inc. (2018), 2018 ONCA 253, 2018
CarswellOnt 3694, 57 C.B.R. (6th) 171, 420 D.L.R. (4th) 657, 141 O.R. (3d) 192, 8 P.P.S.A.C. (4th) 181 (Ont. C.A.) —
considered
Trick v. Trick (2006), 2006 CarswellOnt 4139, 213 O.A.C. 105, 54 C.C.P.B. 242, 81 O.R. (3d) 241, 271 D.L.R. (4th) 700,
31 R.F.L. (6th) 237, 83 O.R. (3d) 55 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Trick v. Trick (2007), 2007 CarswellOnt 575, 2007 CarswellOnt 576, 364 N.R. 397 (note), 229 O.A.C. 395 (note) (S.C.C.)
— considered
Turgeon v. Dominion Bank (1929), 11 C.B.R. 205, [1930] S.C.R. 67, [1929] 4 D.L.R. 1028, 1929 CarswellQue 17 (S.C.C.)
— considered
Winick v. 1305067 Ontario Ltd. (2008), 2008 CarswellOnt 900, 41 C.B.R. (5th) 81 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) —
considered
bcIMC Construction Fund Corp. v. Chandler Homer Street Ventures Ltd. (2008), 2008 BCSC 897, 2008 CarswellBC 1421,
44 C.B.R. (5th) 171, 72 R.P.R. (4th) 68, 86 B.C.L.R. (4th) 114 (B.C. S.C. [In Chambers]) — considered

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2033726129&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2033726129&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2004615765&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2004615765&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2004615765&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998452300&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998452300&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998452300&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998452300&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024974044&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024974044&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2026801985&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2026801985&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1982170764&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1982170764&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1999488979&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1999488979&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583713&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583713&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583713&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2037583713&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1999487339&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1999471012&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1999471012&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2000541002&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2000541002&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1989315193&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1934028608&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1934028608&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024096524&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024096524&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024096524&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024096524&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024096524&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024096524&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2044063695&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2044063695&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2009532051&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2009532051&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2011382070&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1929027073&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2015359725&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2016510679&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2016510679&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)


Third Eye Capital Corporation v. Ressources Dianor..., 2019 ONCA 508, 2019...
2019 ONCA 508, 2019 CarswellOnt 9683, 306 A.C.W.S. (3d) 235, 3 R.P.R. (6th) 175...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 6

407 ETR Concession Co. v. Canada (Superintendent of Bankruptcy) (2015), 2015 SCC 52, 2015 CSC 52, 2015 CarswellOnt
17183, 2015 CarswellOnt 17184, 85 M.V.R. (6th) 1, 30 C.B.R. (6th) 207, 391 D.L.R. (4th) 248, (sub nom. Moore
(Bankrupt), Re) 340 O.A.C. 1, (sub nom. Moore (Bankrupt), Re) 477 N.R. 1, [2015] 3 S.C.R. 397, 135 O.R. (3d) 400
(note) (S.C.C.) — referred to
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Conveyancing and Law of Property Act 1881, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict.), c. 41
Generally — referred to

Court of Chancery, Act respecting the, C.S.U.C. 1859, c. 12
s. 63 — referred to

Courts of Justice Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.43
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Generally — referred to

R. 31 — considered

R. 31(1) — considered

R. 126 — considered
Rules of Civil Procedure, R.R.O. 1990, Reg. 194
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APPEAL by numbered company from judgment reported at Third Eye Capital Corp. v. Dianor Resources Inc. (2016), 2016
ONSC 6086, 2016 CarswellOnt 15947, 41 C.B.R. (6th) 320 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), respecting whether third party
interest in land in nature of Gross Overriding Royalty could be extinguished by vesting order granted in receivership proceeding
and governance of appeal.

S.E. Pepall J.A.:

Introduction

1      There are two issues that arise on this appeal. The first issue is simply stated: can a third party interest in land in the nature
of a Gross Overriding Royalty ("GOR") be extinguished by a vesting order granted in a receivership proceeding? The second
issue is procedural. Does the appeal period in the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3 ("BIA") or the Courts of
Justice Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C. 43 ("CJA") govern the appeal from the order of the motion judge in this case?

2      These reasons relate to the second stage of the appeal from the decision of the motion judge. The first stage of the appeal
was the subject matter of the first reasons released by this court: see Third Eye Capital Corporation v. Ressources Dianor Inc./
Dianor Resources Inc., 2018 ONCA 253, 141 O.R. (3d) 192 (Ont. C.A.) ("First Reasons"). As a number of questions remained
unanswered, further submissions were required. These reasons resolve those questions.

Background

3      The facts underlying this appeal may be briefly outlined.

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2039991745&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
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4      On August 20, 2015, the court appointed Richter Advisory Group Inc. ("the Receiver") as receiver of the assets,
undertakings and properties of Dianor Resources Inc. ("Dianor"), an insolvent exploration company focused on the acquisition
and exploitation of mining properties in Canada. The appointment was made pursuant to s. 243 of the BIA and s. 101 of the
CJA, on the application of Dianor's secured lender, the respondent Third Eye Capital Corporation ("Third Eye") who was owed
approximately $5.5 million.

5      Dianor's main asset was a group of mining claims located in Ontario and Quebec. Its flagship project is located near Wawa,
Ontario. Dianor originally entered into agreements with 3814793 Ontario Inc. ("381 Co.") to acquire certain mining claims.
381 Co. was a company controlled by John Leadbetter, the original prospector on Dianor's properties, and his wife, Paulette
A. Mousseau-Leadbetter. The agreements provided for the payment of GORs for diamonds and other metals and minerals in

favour of the appellant 2350614 Ontario Inc. ("235 Co."), another company controlled by John Leadbetter. 1  The mining claims
were also subject to royalty rights for all minerals in favour of Essar Steel Algoma Inc. ("Algoma"). Notices of the agreements
granting the GORs and the royalty rights were registered on title to both the surface rights and the mining claims. The GORs
would not generate any return to the GOR holder in the absence of development of a producing mine. Investments of at least
$32 million to determine feasibility, among other things, are required before there is potential for a producing mine.

6      Dianor also obtained the surface rights to the property under an agreement with 381 Co. and Paulette A. Mousseau-
Leadbetter. Payment was in part met by a vendor take-back mortgage in favour of 381 Co., Paulette A. Mousseau-Leadbetter, and
1584903 Ontario Ltd., another Leadbetter company. Subsequently, though not evident from the record that it was the mortgagee,
1778778 Ontario Inc. ("177 Co."), another Leadbetter company, demanded payment under the mortgage and commenced power
of sale proceedings. The notice of sale referred to the vendor take-back mortgage in favour of 381 Co., Paulette A. Mousseau-
Leadbetter, and 1584903 Ontario Ltd. A transfer of the surface rights was then registered from 177 Co. to 235 Co. In the end

result, in addition to the GORs, 235 Co. purports to also own the surface rights associated with the mining claims of Dianor. 2

7      Dianor ceased operations in December 2012. The Receiver reported that Dianor's mining claims were not likely to generate
any realization under a liquidation of the company's assets.

8      On October 7, 2015, the motion judge sitting on the Commercial List, and who was supervising the receivership, made an
order approving a sales process for the sale of Dianor's mining claims. The process generated two bids, both of which contained
a condition that the GORs be terminated or impaired. One of the bidders was Third Eye. On December 11, 2015, the Receiver
accepted Third Eye's bid conditional on obtaining court approval.

9      The purchase price consisted of a $2 million credit bid, the assumption of certain liabilities, and $400,000 payable in cash,
$250,000 of which was to be distributed to 235 Co. for its GORs and the remaining $150,000 to Algoma for its royalty rights.
The agreement was conditional on extinguishment of the GORs and the royalty rights. It also provided that the closing was to
occur within two days after the order approving the agreement and transaction and no later than August 31, 2016, provided the
order was then not the subject of an appeal. The agreement also made time of the essence. Thus, the agreement contemplated
a closing prior to the expiry of any appeal period, be it 10 days under the BIA or 30 days under the CJA. Of course, assuming
leave to appeal was not required, a stay of proceedings could be obtained by simply serving a notice of appeal under the BIA
(pursuant to s. 195 of the BIA) or by applying for a stay under r. 63.02 of the Rules of Civil Procedure, R.R.O. 1990, Reg. 194.

10      On August 9, 2016, the Receiver applied to the court for approval of the sale to Third Eye and, at the same time, sought
a vesting order that purported to extinguish the GORs and Algoma's royalty rights as required by the agreement of purchase
and sale. The agreement of purchase and sale, which included the proposed terms of the sale, and the draft sale approval and
vesting order were included in the Receiver's motion record and served on all interested parties including 235 Co.

11      The motion judge heard the motion on September 27, 2016. 235 Co. did not oppose the sale but asked that the property
that was to be vested in Third Eye be subject to its GORs. All other interested parties including Algoma supported the proposed
sale approval and vesting order.
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12      On October 5, 2016, the motion judge released his reasons. He held that the GORs did not amount to interests in land and
that he had jurisdiction under the BIA and the CJA to order the property sold and on what terms: at para. 37. In any event, he
saw "no reason in logic . . . why the jurisdiction would not be the same whether the royalty rights were or were not an interest in
land": at para. 40. He granted the sale approval and vesting order vesting the property in Third Eye and ordering that on payment
of $250,000 and $150,000 to 235 Co. and Algoma respectively, their interests were extinguished. The figure of $250,000 was

based on an expert valuation report and 235 Co.'s acknowledgement that this represented fair market value. 3

13      Although it had in its possession the terms of the agreement of purchase and sale including the closing provision, upon
receipt of the motion judge's decision on October 5, 2016, 235 Co. did nothing. It did not file a notice of appeal which under
s. 195 of the BIA would have entitled it to an automatic stay. Nor did it advise the other parties that it was planning to appeal
the decision or bring a motion for a stay of the sale approval and vesting order in the event that it was not relying on the BIA
appeal provisions.

14      For its part, the Receiver immediately circulated a draft sale approval and vesting order for approval as to form and
content to interested parties. A revised draft was circulated on October 19, 2016. The drafts contained only minor variations
from the draft order included in the motion materials. In the absence of any response from 235 Co., the Receiver was required
to seek an appointment to settle the order. However, on October 26, 2016, 235 Co. approved the order as to form and content,
having made no changes. The sale approval and vesting order was issued and entered on that same day and then circulated.

15      On October 26, 2016, for the first time, 235 Co. advised counsel for the Receiver that "an appeal is under consideration"
and asked the Receiver for a deferral of the cancellation of the registered interests. In two email exchanges, counsel for the
Receiver responded that the transaction was scheduled to close that afternoon and 235 Co.'s counsel had already had ample
time to get instructions regarding any appeal. Moreover, the Receiver stated that the appeal period "is what it is" but that the
approval order was not stayed during the appeal period. Counsel for 235 Co. did not respond and took no further steps. The
Receiver, on the demand of the purchaser Third Eye, closed the transaction later that same day in accordance with the terms of
the agreement of purchase and sale. The mining claims of Dianor were assigned by Third Eye to 2540575 Ontario Inc. There
is nothing in the record that discloses the relationship between Third Eye and the assignee. The Receiver was placed in funds
by Third Eye, the sale approval and vesting order was registered on title and the GORs and the royalty interests were expunged
from title. That same day, the Receiver advised 235 Co. and Algoma that the transaction had closed and requested directions
regarding the $250,000 and $150,000 payments.

16      On November 3, 2016, 235 Co. served and filed a notice of appeal of the sale approval and vesting order. It did not seek
any extension of time to appeal. 235 Co. filed its notice of appeal 29 days after the motion judge's October 5, 2016 decision
and 8 days after the order was signed, issued and entered.

17      Algoma's Monitor in its Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 ("CCAA") proceedings received
and disbursed the funds allocated to Algoma. The $250,000 allocated to 235 Co. are held in escrow by its law firm pending
the resolution of this appeal.

Proceedings Before This Court

18      On appeal, this court disagreed with the motion judge's determination that the GORs did not amount to interests in land:
see First Reasons, at para. 9. However, due to an inadequate record, a number of questions remained to be answered and further
submissions and argument were requested on the following issues:

(1) Whether and under what circumstances and limitations a Superior Court judge has jurisdiction to extinguish a third
party's interest in land, using a vesting order, under s. 100 of the CJA and s. 243 of the BIA, where s. 65.13(7) of the BIA;
s. 36(6) of the CCAA; ss. 66(1.1) and 84.1 of the BIA; or s. 11.3 of the CCAA do not apply;

(2) If such jurisdiction does not exist, should this court order that the Land Title register be rectified to reflect 235 Co.'s
ownership of the GORs or should some other remedy be granted; and
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(3) What was the applicable time within which 235 Co. was required to appeal and/or seek a stay and did 235 Co.'s
communication that it was considering an appeal affect the rights of the parties.

19      The Insolvency Institute of Canada was granted intervener status. It describes itself as a non-profit, non-partisan and non-
political organization comprised of Canada's leading insolvency and restructuring professionals.

A. Jurisdiction to Extinguish an Interest in Land Using a Vesting Order

(1) Positions of Parties

20      The appellant 235 Co. initially took the position that no authority exists under s. 100 of the CJA, s. 243 of BIA, or the court's
inherent jurisdiction to extinguish a real property interest that does not belong to the company in receivership. However, in oral
argument, counsel conceded that the court did have jurisdiction under s. 100 of the CJA but the motion judge exercised that
jurisdiction incorrectly. 235 Co. adopted the approach used by Wilton-Siegel J. in Romspen Investment Corp. v. Woods Property
Development Inc., 2011 ONSC 3648, 75 C.B.R. (5th) 109 (Ont. S.C.J.), at para. 190, rev'd on other grounds, 2011 ONCA 817,
286 O.A.C. 189 (Ont. C.A.). It took the position that if the real property interest is worthless, contingent, or incomplete, the
court has jurisdiction to extinguish the interest. However here, 235 Co. held complete and non-contingent title to the GORs
and its interest had value.

21      In response, the respondent Third Eye states that a broad purposive interpretation of s. 243 of the BIA and s. 100 of the
CJA allows for extinguishment of the GORs. Third Eye also relies on the court's inherent jurisdiction in support of its position.
It submits that without a broad and purposive approach, the statutory insolvency provisions are unworkable. In addition, the
Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C. 34 ("CLPA") provides a mechanism for rights associated with an
encumbrance to be channelled to a payment made into court. Lastly, Third Eye submits that if the court accedes to the position
of 235 Co., Dianor's asset and 235 Co.'s GORs will waste. In support of this argument, Third Eye notes there were only two
bids for Dianor's mining claims, both of which required the GORs to be significantly reduced or eliminated entirely. For its
part, Third Eye states that "there is no deal with the GORs on title" as its bid was contingent on the GORs being vested off.

22      The respondent Receiver supports the position taken by Third Eye that the motion judge had jurisdiction to grant the
order vesting off the GORs and that he appropriately exercised that jurisdiction in granting the order under s. 243 of the BIA
and, in the alternative, the court's inherent jurisdiction.

23      The respondent Algoma supports the position advanced by Third Eye and the Receiver. Both it and 235 Co. have been
paid and the Monitor has disbursed the funds paid to Algoma. The transaction cannot now be unwound.

24      The intervener, the Insolvency Institute of Canada, submits that a principled approach to vesting out property in insolvency
proceedings is critical for a properly functioning restructuring regime. It submits that the court has inherent and equitable
jurisdiction to extinguish third party proprietary interests, including interests in land, by utilizing a vesting order as a gap-filling
measure where the applicable statutory instrument is silent or may not have dealt with the matter exhaustively. The discretion
is a narrow but necessary power to prevent undesirable outcomes and to provide added certainty in insolvency proceedings.

(2) Analysis

(a) Significance of Vesting Orders

25      To appreciate the significance of vesting orders, it is useful to describe their effect. A vesting order "effects the transfer of
purchased assets to a purchaser on a free and clear basis, while preserving the relative priority of competing claims against the
debtor vendor with respect to the proceeds generated by the sale transaction" (emphasis in original): David Bish & Lee Cassey,
"Vesting Orders Part 1: The Origins and Development" (2015) 32:4 Nat'l. Insolv. Rev. 41, at p. 42 ("Vesting Orders Part 1").
The order acts as a conveyance of title and also serves to extinguish encumbrances on title.
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26      A review of relevant literature on the subject reflects the pervasiveness of vesting orders in the insolvency arena. Luc
Morin and Nicholas Mancini describe the common use of vesting orders in insolvency practice in "Nothing Personal: the Bloom
Lake Decision and the Growing Outreach of Vesting Orders Against in personam Rights" in Janis P. Sarra, ed., Annual Review
of Insolvency Law 2017 (Toronto: Thomson Reuters, 2018) 905, at p. 938:

Vesting orders are now commonly being used to transfer entire businesses. Savvy insolvency practitioners have identified
this path as being less troublesome and more efficient than having to go through a formal plan of arrangement or BIA
proposal.

27      The significance of vesting orders in modern insolvency practice is also discussed by Bish and Cassey in "Vesting Orders
Part 1", at pp. 41-42:

Over the past decade, a paradigm shift has occurred in Canadian corporate insolvency practice: there has been a
fundamental transition in large cases from a dominant model in which a company restructures its business, operations, and
liabilities through a plan of arrangement approved by each creditor class, to one in which a company instead conducts a
sale of all or substantially all of its assets on a going concern basis outside of a plan of arrangement . . .

Unquestionably, this profound transformation would not have been possible without the vesting order. It is the cornerstone
of the modern "restructuring" age of corporate asset sales and secured creditor realizations . . . The vesting order is the holy
grail sought by every purchaser; it is the carrot dangled by debtors, court officers, and secured creditors alike in pursuing
and negotiating sale transactions. If Canadian courts elected to stop granting vesting orders, the effect on the insolvency
practice would be immediate and extraordinary. Simply put, the system could not function in its present state without
vesting orders. [Emphasis in original.]

28      The authors emphasize that a considerable portion of Canadian insolvency practice rests firmly on the granting of vesting
orders: see David Bish & Lee Cassey, "Vesting Orders Part 2: The Scope of Vesting Orders" (2015) 32:5 Nat'l Insolv. Rev.
53, at p. 56 ("Vesting Orders Part 2"). They write that the statement describing the unique nature of vesting orders reproduced

from Houlden, Morawetz and Sarra (and cited at para. 109 of the reasons in stage one of this appeal) 4  which relied on 1985
and 2003 decisions from Saskatchewan is remarkable and bears little semblance to the current practice. The authors do not
challenge or criticize the use of vesting orders. They make an observation with which I agree, at p. 65, that: "a more transparent
and conscientious application of the formative equitable principles and considerations relating to vesting orders will assist in
establishing a proper balancing of interests and a framework understood by all participants."

(b) Potential Roots of Jurisdiction

29      In analysing the issue of whether there is jurisdiction to extinguish 235 Co.'s GORs, I will first address the possible
roots of jurisdiction to grant vesting orders and then I will examine how the legal framework applies to the factual scenario
engaged by this appeal.

30      As mentioned, in oral submissions, the appellant conceded that the motion judge had jurisdiction; his error was in exercising
that jurisdiction by extinguishing a property interest that belonged to 235 Co. Of course, a party cannot confer jurisdiction on a
court on consent or otherwise, and I do not draw on that concession. However, as the submissions of the parties suggest, there
are various potential sources of jurisdiction to vest out the GORs: s. 100 of the CJA, s. 243 of the BIA, s. 21 of the CLPA, and
the court's inherent jurisdiction. I will address the first three potential roots for jurisdiction. As I will explain, it is unnecessary
to resort to reliance on inherent jurisdiction.

(c) The Hierarchical Approach to Jurisdiction in the Insolvency Context

31      Before turning to an analysis of the potential roots of jurisdiction, it is important to consider the principles which guide
a court's determination of questions of jurisdiction in the insolvency context. In Ted Leroy Trucking Ltd., Re, 2010 SCC 60,
[2010] 3 S.C.R. 379 (S.C.C.), at para. 65, Deschamps J. adopted the hierarchical approach to addressing the court's jurisdiction
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in insolvency matters that was espoused by Justice Georgina R. Jackson and Professor Janis Sarra in their article "Selecting the
Judicial Tool to Get the Job Done: An Examination of Statutory Interpretation, Discretionary Power and Inherent Jurisdiction
in Insolvency Matters"' in Janis P. Sarra, ed., Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2007 (Toronto: Thomson Carswell, 2008) 41.
The authors suggest that in addressing under-inclusive or skeletal legislation, first one "should engage in statutory interpretation
to determine the limits of authority, adopting a broad, liberal and purposive interpretation that may reveal that authority": at p.
42. Only then should one turn to inherent jurisdiction to fill a possible gap. "By determining first whether the legislation can
bear a broad and liberal interpretation, judges may avoid the difficulties associated with the exercise of inherent jurisdiction":
at p. 44. The authors conclude at p. 94:

On the authors' reading of the commercial jurisprudence, the problem most often for the court to resolve is that the
legislation in question is under-inclusive. It is not ambiguous. It simply does not address the application that is before the
court, or in some cases, grants the court the authority to make any order it thinks fit. While there can be no magic formula
to address this recurring situation, and indeed no one answer, it appears to the authors that practitioners have available a
number of tools to accomplish the same end. In determining the right tool, it may be best to consider the judicial task as if in
a hierarchy of judicial tools that may be deployed. The first is examination of the statute, commencing with consideration
of the precise wording, the legislative history, the object and purposes of the Act, perhaps a consideration of Driedger's
principle of reading the words of the Act in their entire context, in their grammatical and ordinary sense harmoniously with
the scheme of the Act, the object of the Act, and the intention of Parliament, and a consideration of the gap-filling power,
where applicable. It may very well be that this exercise will reveal that a broad interpretation of the legislation confers the
authority on the court to grant the application before it. Only after exhausting this statutory interpretative function should
the court consider whether it is appropriate to assert an inherent jurisdiction. Hence, inherent jurisdiction continues to be
a valuable tool, but not one that is necessary to utilize in most circumstances.

32      Elmer A. Driedger's now famous formulation is that the words of an Act are to be read in their entire context, in their
grammatical and ordinary sense harmoniously with the scheme of the Act, the object of the Act, and the intention of Parliament:
The Construction of Statutes (Toronto: Butterworth's, 1974), at p. 67. See also Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd., Re, [1998] 1 S.C.R. 27
(S.C.C.), at para. 21; Montreal (Ville) v. 2952-1366 Québec inc., 2005 SCC 62, [2005] 3 S.C.R. 141 (S.C.C.), at para. 9. This
approach recognizes that "statutory interpretation cannot be founded on the wording of the legislation alone": Rizzo, at para. 21.

(d) Section 100 of the CJA

33      This brings me to the CJA. In Ontario, the power to grant a vesting order is conferred by s. 100 of the CJA which states that:

A court may by order vest in any person an interest in real or personal property that the court has authority to order be
disposed of, encumbered or conveyed.

34      The roots of s. 100 and vesting orders more generally, can be traced to the courts of equity. Vesting orders originated as
a means to enforce an order of the Court of Chancery which was a court of equity. In 1857, An Act for further increasing the
efficiency and simplifying the proceedings of the Court of Chancery, c. 1857, c. 56, s. VIII was enacted. It provided that where
the court had power to order the execution of a deed or conveyance of a property, it now also had the power to make a vesting

order for such property. 5  In other words, it is a power to vest property from one party to another in order to implement the
order of the court. As explained by this court in Chippewas of Sarnia Band v. Canada (Attorney General) (2000), 51 O.R. (3d)
641 (Ont. C.A.), at para. 281, leave to appeal refused, [2001] S.C.C.A. No. 63 (S.C.C.), the court's statutory power to make
a vesting order supplemented its contempt power by allowing the court to effect a change of title in circumstances where the
parties had been directed to deal with property in a certain manner but had failed to do so. Vesting orders are equitable in origin
and discretionary in nature: Chippewas, at para. 281.

35      Blair J.A. elaborated on the nature of vesting orders in Regal Constellation Hotel Ltd., Re (2004), 71 O.R. (3d) 355
(Ont. C.A.), at para. 33:
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A vesting order, then, had a dual character. It is on the one hand a court order ("allowing the court to effect the change of
title directly"), and on the other hand a conveyance of title (vesting "an interest in real or personal property" in the party
entitled thereto under the order).

36      Frequently vesting orders would arise in the context of real property, family law and wills and estates. Trick v. Trick
(2006), 81 O.R. (3d) 241 (Ont. C.A.), leave to appeal refused, (2007), [2006] S.C.C.A. No. 388 (S.C.C.), involved a family
law dispute over the enforcement of support orders made under the Divorce Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 3 (2nd Supp.). The motion
judge in Trick had vested 100 per cent of the appellant's private pension in the respondent in order to enforce a support order. In
granting the vesting order, the motion judge relied in part on s. 100 of the CJA. On appeal, the appellant argued that the vesting
order contravened s. 66(4) of the Pension Benefits Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P. 8 which permitted execution against a pension benefit
to enforce a support order only up to a maximum of 50 per cent of the benefit. This court allowed the appeal and held that a
vesting order under s. 100 of the CJA could not be granted where to do so would contravene a specific provision of the Pension
Benefits Act: at para. 16. Lang J.A. stated at para. 16 that even if a vesting order was available in equity, that relief should be
refused where it would conflict with the specific provisions of the Pension Benefits Act. In obiter, she observed that s. 100 of
the CJA "does not provide a free standing right to property simply because the court considers that result equitable": at para. 19.

37      The motion judge in the case under appeal rejected the applicability of Trick stating, at para. 37:

That case [Trick] i[s] not the same as this case. In that case, there was no right to order the CPP and OAS benefits to be
paid to the wife. In this case, the BIA and the Courts of Justice Act give the Court that jurisdiction to order the property
to be sold and on what terms. Under the receivership in this case, Third Eye is entitled to be the purchaser of the assets
pursuant to the bid process authorized by the Court.

38      It is unclear whether the motion judge was concluding that either statute provided jurisdiction or that together they did so.

39      Based on the obiter in Trick, absent an independent basis for jurisdiction, the CJA could not be the sole basis on which
to grant a vesting order. There had to be some other root for jurisdiction in addition to or in place of the CJA.

40      In their article "Vesting Orders Part 1", Bish and Cassey write at p. 49:

Section 100 of the CJA is silent as to any transfer being on a free and clear basis. There appears to be very little written on
this subject, but, presumably, the power would flow from the court being a court of equity and from the very practical notion
that it, pursuant to its equitable powers, can issue a vesting order transferring assets and should, correspondingly, have the
power to set the terms of such transfer so long as such terms accord with the principles of equity. [Emphasis in original.]

41      This would suggest that provided there is a basis on which to grant an order vesting property in a purchaser, there is
a power to vest out interests on a free and clear basis so long as the terms of the order are appropriate and accord with the
principles of equity.

42      This leads me to consider whether jurisdiction exists under s. 243 of the BIA both to sell assets and to set the terms of
the sale including the granting of a vesting order.

(e) Section 243 of the BIA

43      The BIA is remedial legislation and should be given a liberal interpretation to facilitate its objectives: Ford Credit Canada
Ltd. v. Welcome Ford Sales Ltd., 2011 ABCA 158, 505 A.R. 146 (Alta. C.A.), at para. 43; Nautical Data International Inc.,
Re, 2005 NLTD 104, 249 Nfld. & P.E.I.R. 247 (N.L. T.D.), at para. 9; Bell, Re, 2013 ONSC 2682 (Ont. S.C.J.), at para. 125;
and Scenna v. Gurizzan (1999), 11 C.B.R. (4th) 293 (Ont. S.C.J.), at para. 4. Within this context, and in order to understand the
scope of s. 243, it is helpful to review the wording, purpose, and history of the provision.

The Wording and Purpose of s. 243
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44      Section 243 was enacted in 2005 and came into force in 2009. It authorizes the court to appoint a receiver where it is
"just or convenient" to do so. As explained by the Supreme Court in Saskatchewan (Attorney General) v. Lemare Lake Logging
Ltd., 2015 SCC 53, [2015] 3 S.C.R. 419 (S.C.C.), prior to 2009, receivership proceedings involving assets in more than one
province were complicated by the simultaneous proceedings that were required in different jurisdictions. There had been no
legislative provision authorizing the appointment of a receiver with authority to act nationally. Rather, receivers were appointed
under provincial statutes, such as the CJA, which resulted in a requirement to obtain separate appointments in each province or
territory where the debtor had assets. "Because of the inefficiency resulting from this multiplicity of proceedings, the federal
government amended its bankruptcy legislation to permit their consolidation through the appointment of a national receiver":
Lemare Lake Logging, at para. 1. Section 243 was the outcome.

45      Under s. 243, the court may appoint a receiver to, amongst other things, take any other action that the court considers
advisable. Specifically, s. 243(1) states:

243(1). Subject to subsection (1.1), on application by a secured creditor, a court may appoint a receiver to do any or all
of the following if it considers it to be just or convenient to do so:

(a) take possession of all or substantially all of the inventory, accounts receivable or other property of an insolvent
person or bankrupt that was acquired for or used in relation to a business carried on by the insolvent person or bankrupt;

(b) exercise any control that the court considers advisable over that property and over the insolvent person's or
bankrupt's business; or,

(c) take any other action that the court considers advisable.

46      "Receiver" is defined very broadly in s. 243(2), the relevant portion of which states:

243(2) [I]n this Part, receiver means a person who

(a) is appointed under subsection (1); or

(b) is appointed to take or takes possession or control — of all or substantially all of the inventory, accounts receivable
or other property of an insolvent person or bankrupt that was acquired for or used in relation to a business carried
on by the insolvent person or bankrupt — under

(i) an agreement under which property becomes subject to a security (in this Part referred to as a "security
agreement"), or

(ii) a court order made under another Act of Parliament, or an Act of a legislature of a province, that provides
for or authorizes the appointment of a receiver or a receiver — manager. [Emphasis in original.]

47      Lemare Lake Logging involved a constitutional challenge to Saskatchewan's farm security legislation. The Supreme
Court concluded, at para. 68, that s. 243 had a simple and narrow purpose: the establishment of a regime allowing for the
appointment of a national receiver and the avoidance of a multiplicity of proceedings and resulting inefficiencies. It was not
meant to circumvent requirements of provincial laws such as the 150 day notice of intention to enforce requirement found in
the Saskatchewan legislation in issue.

The History of s. 243

48      The origins of s. 243 can be traced back to s. 47 of the BIA which was enacted in 1992. Before 1992, typically in Ontario,
receivers were appointed privately or under s. 101 of the CJA and s. 243 was not in existence.
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49      In 1992, s. 47(1) of the BIA provided for the appointment of an interim receiver when the court was satisfied that a
secured creditor had or was about to send a notice of intention to enforce security pursuant to s. 244(1). Section 47(2) provided
that the court appointing the interim receiver could direct the interim receiver to do any or all of the following:

47(2) The court may direct an interim receiver appointed under subsection (1) to do any or all of the following:

(a) take possession of all or part of the debtor's property mentioned in the appointment;

(b) exercise such control over that property, and over the debtor's business, as the court considers advisable; and

(c) take such other action as the court considers advisable.

50      The language of this subsection is similar to that now found in s. 243(1).

51      Following the enactment of s. 47(2), the courts granted interim receivers broad powers, and it became common to authorize
an interim receiver to both operate and manage the debtor's business, and market and sell the debtor's property: Frank Bennett,
Bennett on Bankruptcy, 21st ed. (Toronto: LexisNexis, 2019), at p. 205; Roderick J. Wood, Bankruptcy and Insolvency Law,
2nd ed. (Toronto: Irwin Law, 2015), at pp. 505-506.

52      Such powers were endorsed by judicial interpretation of s. 47(2). Notably, in Canada (Minister of Indian Affairs &
Northern Development) v. Curragh Inc. (1994), 114 D.L.R. (4th) 176 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), Farley J. considered
whether the language in s. 47(2)(c) that provided that the court could "direct an interim receiver . . . to . . . take such other action
as the court considers advisable", permitted the court to call for claims against a mining asset in the Yukon and bar claims not
filed by a specific date. He determined that it did. He wrote, at p. 185:

It would appear to me that Parliament did not take away any inherent jurisdiction from the Court but in fact provided, with
these general words, that the Court could enlist the services of an interim receiver to do not only what "justice dictates"
but also what "practicality demands." It should be recognized that where one is dealing with an insolvency situation one
is not dealing with matters which are neatly organized and operating under predictable discipline. Rather the condition of
insolvency usually carries its own internal seeds of chaos, unpredictability and instability.

See also Loewen Group Inc., Re (2001), 22 B.L.R. (3d) 134 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) 6 .

53      Although Farley J. spoke of inherent jurisdiction, given that his focus was on providing meaning to the broad language
of the provision in the context of Parliament's objective to regulate insolvency matters, this might be more appropriately
characterized as statutory jurisdiction under Jackson and Sarra's hierarchy. Farley J. concluded that the broad language employed
by Parliament in s. 47(2)(c) provided the court with the ability to direct an interim receiver to do not only what "justice dictates"
but also what "practicality demands".

54      In the intervening period between the 1992 amendments which introduced s. 47, and the 2009 amendments which
introduced s. 243, the BIA receivership regime was considered by the Standing Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and
Commerce ("Senate Committee"). One of the problems identified by the Senate Committee, and summarized in Lemare Lake
Logging, at para. 56, was that "in many jurisdictions, courts had extended the power of interim receivers to such an extent that
they closely resembled those of court-appointed receivers." This was a deviation from the original intention that interim receivers
serve as "temporary watchdogs" meant to "protect and preserve" the debtor's estate and the interests of the secured creditor
during the 10 day period during which the secured creditor was prevented from enforcing its security: Big Sky Living Inc., Re,
2002 ABQB 659, 318 A.R. 165 (Alta. Q.B.), at paras. 7-8; Standing Senate 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 (Ottawa: Senate of Canada, 2003), at pp. 144-145 ("Senate Committee Report"). 7
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55      Parliament amended s. 47(2) through the Insolvency Reform Act 2005 and the Insolvency Reform Act 2007 which came

into force on September 18, 2009. 8  The amendment both modified the scope and powers of interim receivers, and introduced
a receivership regime that was national in scope under s. 243.

56      Parliament limited the powers conferred on interim receivers by removing the jurisdiction under s. 47(2)(c) authorizing
an interim receiver to "take such other action as the court considers advisable". At the same time, Parliament introduced s.
243. Notably Parliament adopted substantially the same broad language removed from the old s. 47(2)(c) and placed it into
s. 243. To repeat,

243(1). On application by a secured creditor, a court may appoint a receiver to do any or all of the following if it considers
it to be just or convenient to do so:

(a) take possession of all or substantially all of the inventory, accounts receivable or other property of an insolvent
person or bankrupt that was acquired for or used in relation to a business carried on by the insolvent person or bankrupt;

(b) exercise any control that the court considers advisable over that property and over the insolvent person's or
bankrupt's business; or,

(c) take any other action that the court considers advisable. [Emphasis added.]

57      When Parliament enacted s. 243, it was evident that courts had interpreted the wording "take such other action that the
court considers advisable" in s. 47(2)(c) as permitting the court to do what "justice dictates" and "practicality demands". As the
Supreme Court observed in ATCO Gas & Pipelines Ltd. v. Alberta (Energy & Utilities Board), 2006 SCC 4, [2006] 1 S.C.R.
140 (S.C.C.): "It is a well-established principle that the legislature is presumed to have a mastery of existing law, both common
law and statute law". Thus, Parliament's deliberate choice to import the wording from s. 47(2)(c) into s. 243(1)(c) must be
considered in interpreting the scope of jurisdiction under s. 243(1) of the BIA.

58      Professor Wood in his text, at p. 510, suggests that in importing this language, Parliament's intention was that the wide-
ranging orders formerly made in relation to interim receivers would be available to s. 243 receivers:

The court may give the receiver the power to take possession of the debtor's property, exercise control over the debtor's
business, and take any other action that the court thinks advisable. This gives the court the ability to make the same wide-
ranging orders that it formerly made in respect of interim receivers, including the power to sell the debtor's property out
of the ordinary course of business by way of a going-concern sale or a break-up sale of the assets. [Emphasis added.]

59      However, the language in s. 243(1) should also be compared with the language used by Parliament in s. 65.13(7) of the
BIA and s. 36 of the CCAA. Both of these provisions were enacted as part of the same 2009 amendments that established s. 243.

60      In s. 65.13(7), the BIA contemplates the sale of assets during a proposal proceeding. This provision expressly provides
authority to the court to: (i) authorize a sale or disposition (ii) free and clear of any security, charge or other restriction, and
(iii) if it does, order the proceeds of the sale or disposition be subject to a security, charge or other restriction in favour of the
creditor whose security, charge or other restriction is to be affected by the order.

61      The language of s. 36(6) of the CCAA which deals with the sale or disposition of assets of a company under the protection
of the CCAA is identical to that of s. 65.13(7) of the BIA.

62      Section 243 of the BIA does not contain such express language. Rather, as mentioned, s. 243(1)(c) simply uses the
language "take any other action that the court considers advisable".

63      This squarely presents the problem identified by Jackson and Sarra: the provision is not ambiguous. It simply does not
address the issue of whether the court can issue a vesting order under s. 243 of the BIA. Rather, s. 243 uses broad language
that grants the court the authority to authorize any action it considers advisable. The question then becomes whether this broad
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wording, when interpreted in light of the legislative history and statutory purpose, confers jurisdiction to grant sale and vesting
orders in the insolvency context. In answering this question, it is important to consider whether the omission from s. 243 of the
language found in 65.13(7) of the BIA and s. 36(6) of the CCAA impacts the interpretation of s. 243. To assist in this analysis,
recourse may be had to principles of statutory interpretation.

64      In some circumstances, an intention to exclude certain powers in a legislative provision may be implied from the express
inclusion of those powers in another provision. The doctrine of implied exclusion (expressio unius est exclusio alterius) is
discussed by Ruth Sullivan in her leading text Statutory Interpretation, 3rd ed. (Toronto: Irwin Law, 2016), at p. 154:

An intention to exclude may legitimately be implied whenever a thing is not mentioned in a context where, if it were
meant to be included, one would have expected it to be expressly mentioned. Given an expectation of express mention, the
silence of the legislature becomes meaningful. An expectation of express reference legitimately arises whenever a pattern
or practice of express reference is discernible. Since such patterns and practices are common in legislation, reliance on
implied exclusion reasoning is also common.

65      However, Sullivan notes that the doctrine of implied exclusion "[l]ike the other presumptions relied on in textual analysis . . .
is merely a presumption and can be rebutted." The Supreme Court has acknowledged that when considering the doctrine of
implied exclusion, the provisions must be read in light of their context, legislative histories and objects: see Marche v. Halifax
Insurance Co., 2005 SCC 6, [2005] 1 S.C.R. 47 (S.C.C.), at para. 19, per McLachlin C.J.; Copthorne Holdings Ltd. v. R., 2011
SCC 63, [2011] 3 S.C.R. 721 (S.C.C.), at paras. 110-111.

66      The Supreme Court noted in Turgeon v. Dominion Bank (1929), [1930] S.C.R. 67 (S.C.C.), at pp. 70-71, that the maxim
expressio unius est exclusio alterius "no doubt . . . has its uses when it aids to discover intention; but, as has been said, while
it is often a valuable servant, it is a dangerous master to follow. Much depends upon the context." In this vein, Rothstein J.
stated in Copthorne, at paras. 110-111:

I do not rule out the possibility that in some cases the underlying rationale of a provision would be no broader than the text
itself. Provisions that may be so construed, having regard to their context and purpose, may support the argument that the
text is conclusive because the text is consistent with and fully explains its underlying rationale.

However, the implied exclusion argument is misplaced where it relies exclusively on the text of the . . . provisions without
regard to their underlying rationale.

67      Thus, in determining whether the doctrine of implied exclusion may assist, a consideration of the context and purpose
of s. 65.13 of the BIA and s. 36 of the CCAA is relevant. Section 65.13 of the BIA and s. 36 of the CCAA do not relate to
receiverships but to restructurings and reorganizations.

68      In its review of the two statutes, the Senate Committee concluded that, in certain circumstances involving restructuring
proceedings, stakeholders could benefit from an insolvent company selling all or part of its assets, but felt that, in approving
such sales, courts should be provided with legislative guidance "regarding minimum requirements to be met during the sale
process": Senate Committee Report, pp. 146-148.

69      Commentators have noted that the purpose of the amendments was to provide "the debtor with greater flexibility in
dealing with its property while limiting the possibility of abuse": Lloyd W. Houlden, Geoffrey B. Morawetz & Janis P. Sarra,
The 2018-2019 Annotated Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act (Toronto: Thomson Reuters, 2018), at p. 294.

70      These amendments and their purpose must be read in the context of insolvency practice at the time they were enacted. The
nature of restructurings under the CCAA has evolved considerably over time. Now liquidating CCAAs, as they are described,
which involve sales rather than a restructuring, are commonplace. The need for greater codification and guidance on the sale
of assets outside of the ordinary course of business in restructuring proceedings is highlighted by Professor Wood's discussion
of the objective of restructuring law. He notes that while at one time, the objective was relatively uncontested, it has become
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more complicated as restructurings are increasingly employed as a mechanism for selling the business as a going concern:
Wood, at p. 337.

71      In contrast, as I will discuss further, typically the nub of a receiver's responsibility is the liquidation of the assets of the
insolvent debtor. There is much less debate about the objectives of a receivership, and thus less of an impetus for legislative
guidance or codification. In this respect, the purpose and context of the sales provisions in s. 65.13 of the BIA and s. 36 of
the CCAA are distinct from those of s. 243 of the BIA. Due to the evolving use of the restructuring powers of the court, the
former demanded clarity and codification, whereas the law governing sales in the context of receiverships was well established.
Accordingly, rather than providing a detailed code governing sales, Parliament utilized broad wording to describe both a receiver
and a receiver's powers under s. 243. In light of this distinct context and legislative purpose, I do not find that the absence of
the express language found in s. 65.13 of the BIA and s. 36 of the CCAA from s. 243 forecloses the possibility that the broad
wording in s. 243 confers jurisdiction to grant vesting orders.

Section 243 — Jurisdiction to Grant a Sales Approval and Vesting Order

72      This brings me to an analysis of the broad language of s. 243 in light of its distinct legislative history, objective and
purposes. As I have discussed, s. 243 was enacted by Parliament to establish a receivership regime that eliminated a patchwork
of provincial proceedings. In enacting this provision, Parliament imported into s. 243(1)(c) the broad wording from the former s.
47(2)(c) which courts had interpreted as conferring jurisdiction to direct an interim receiver to do not only what "justice dictates"
but also what "practicality demands". Thus, in interpreting s. 243, it is important to elaborate on the purpose of receiverships
generally.

73      The purpose of a receivership is to "enhance and facilitate the preservation and realization of the assets for the benefit of
creditors": Hamilton Wentworth Credit Union Ltd. (Liquidator of) v. Courtcliffe Parks Ltd. (1995), 23 O.R. (3d) 781 (Ont. Gen.
Div. [Commercial List]), at p. 787. Such a purpose is generally achieved through a liquidation of the debtor's assets: Wood, at p.
515. As the Appeal Division of the Nova Scotia Supreme Court noted in Bayhold Financial Corp. v. Clarkson Co. (1991), 108
N.S.R. (2d) 198 (N.S. C.A.), at para. 34, "the essence of a receiver's powers is to liquidate the assets". The receiver's "primary
task is to ensure that the highest value is received for the assets so as to maximise the return to the creditors": National Trust
Co. v. 1117387 Ontario Inc., 2010 ONCA 340, 262 O.A.C. 118 (Ont. C.A.), at para. 77.

74      This purpose is reflected in commercial practice. Typically, the order appointing a receiver includes a power to sell: see
for example the Commercial List Model Receivership Order, at para. 3(k). There is no express power in the BIA authorizing a
receiver to liquidate or sell property. However, such sales are inherent in court-appointed receiverships and the jurisprudence
is replete with examples: see e.g. bcIMC Construction Fund Corp. v. Chandler Homer Street Ventures Ltd., 2008 BCSC 897,
44 C.B.R. (5th) 171 (B.C. S.C. [In Chambers]), Royal Bank v. Fracmaster Ltd., 1999 ABCA 178, 11 C.B.R. (4th) 230 (Alta.
C.A.), Skyepharma PLC v. Hyal Pharmaceutical Corp. (1999), 12 C.B.R. (4th) 87 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), aff'd (2000),
47 O.R. (3d) 234 (Ont. C.A.).

75      Moreover, the mandatory statutory receiver's reports required by s. 246 of the BIA direct a receiver to file a "statement of
all property of which the receiver has taken possession or control that has not yet been sold or realized" during the receivership
(emphasis added): Bankruptcy and Insolvency General Rules, C.R.C. c. 368, r. 126 ("BIA Rules").

76      It is thus evident from a broad, liberal, and purposive interpretation of the BIA receivership provisions, including s. 243(1)
(c), that implicitly the court has the jurisdiction to approve a sale proposed by a receiver and courts have historically acted on
that basis. There is no need to have recourse to provincial legislation such as s.100 of the CJA to sustain that jurisdiction.

77      Having reached that conclusion, the question then becomes whether this jurisdiction under s. 243 extends to the
implementation of the sale through the use of a vesting order as being incidental and ancillary to the power to sell. In my view
it does. I reach this conclusion for two reasons. First, vesting orders are necessary in the receivership context to give effect to
the court's jurisdiction to approve a sale as conferred by s. 243. Second, this interpretation is consistent with, and furthers the
purpose of, s. 243. I will explain.
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78      I should first indicate that the case law on vesting orders in the insolvency context is limited. In New Skeena Forest
Products Inc. v. Kitwanga Lumber Co., 2005 BCCA 154, 9 C.B.R. (5th) 267 (B.C. C.A.), the British Columbia Court of Appeal
held, at para. 20, that a court-appointed receiver was entitled to sell the assets of New Skeena Forest Products Inc. free and clear
of the interests of all creditors and contractors. The court pointed to the receivership order itself as the basis for the receiver to
request a vesting order, but did not discuss the basis of the court's jurisdiction to grant the order. In 2001, in Loewen Group Inc.,
Re, Farley J. concluded, at para. 6, that in the CCAA context, the court's inherent jurisdiction formed the basis of the court's
power and authority to grant a vesting order. The case was decided before amendments to the CCAA which now specifically
permit the court to authorize a sale of assets free and clear of any charge or other restriction. The Nova Scotia Supreme Court
in Enterprise Cape Breton Corp. v. Crown Jewel Resort Ranch Inc., 2014 NSSC 420, 353 N.S.R. (2d) 194 (N.S. S.C.) stated
that neither provincial legislation nor the BIA provided authority to grant a vesting order.

79      In Anglo Pacific Group PLC c. Ernst & Young Inc., 2013 QCCA 1323 (C.A. Que.), the Quebec Court of Appeal concluded
that pursuant to s. 243(1)(c) of the BIA, a receiver can ask the court to sell the property of the bankrupt debtor, free of any
charge. In that case, the judge had discharged a debenture, a royalty agreement and universal hypothecs. After reciting s. 243,
Thibault J.A., writing for the court stated, at para 98: "It is pursuant to paragraph 243(1) of the BIA that the receiver can ask the
court to sell the property of a bankrupt debtor, free of any charge." Although in that case, unlike this appeal, the Quebec Court
of Appeal concluded that the instruments in issue did not represent interests in land or 'real rights', it nonetheless determined
that s. 243(1)(c) provided authority for the receiver to seek to sell property free of any charge(s) on the property.

80      The necessity for a vesting order in the receivership context is apparent. A receiver selling assets does not hold title to
the assets and a receivership does not effect a transfer or vesting of title in the receiver. As Bish and Cassey state in "Vesting
Orders Part 2", at p. 58, "[a] vesting order is a vital legal 'bridge' that facilitates the receiver's giving good and undisputed title
to a purchaser. It is a document to show to third parties as evidence that the purported conveyance of title by the receiver —
which did not hold the title — is legally valid and effective." As previously noted, vesting orders in the insolvency context
serve a dual purpose. They provide for the conveyance of title and also serve to extinguish encumbrances on title in order to
facilitate the sale of assets.

81      The Commercial List's Model Receivership Order authorizes a receiver to apply for a vesting order or other orders
necessary to convey property "free and clear of any liens or encumbrances": see para. 3(l). This is of course not conclusive but
is a reflection of commercial practice. This language is placed in receivership orders often on consent and without the court's
advertence to the authority for such a term. As Bish and Cassey note in "Vesting Orders Part 1", at p. 42, the vesting order is the
"holy grail" sought by purchasers and has become critical to the ability of debtors and receivers to negotiate sale transactions
in the insolvency context. Indeed, the motion judge observed that the granting of vesting orders in receivership sales is "a near
daily occurrence on the Commercial List": at para. 31. As such, this aspect of the vesting order assists in advancing the purpose
of s. 243 and of receiverships generally, being the realization of the debtor's assets. It is self-evident that purchasers of assets do
not wish to acquire encumbered property. The use of vesting orders is in essence incidental and ancillary to the power to sell.

82      As I will discuss further, while jurisdiction for this aspect of vesting orders stems from s. 243, the exercise of that
jurisdiction is not unbounded.

83      The jurisdiction to vest assets in a purchaser in the context of a national receivership is reflective of the objective underlying
s. 243. With a national receivership, separate sales approval and vesting orders should not be required in each province in which
assets are being sold. This is in the interests of efficiency and if it were otherwise, the avoidance of a multiplicity of proceedings
objective behind s. 243 would be undermined, as would the remedial purpose of the BIA.

84      If the power to vest does not arise under s. 243 with the appointment of a national receiver, the sale of assets in different
provinces would require a patchwork of vesting orders. This would be so even if the order under s. 243 were on consent of a
third party or unopposed, as jurisdiction that does not exist cannot be conferred.
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85      In my view, s. 243 provides jurisdiction to the court to authorize the receiver to enter into an agreement to sell property
and in furtherance of that power, to grant an order vesting the purchased property in the purchaser. Thus, here the Receiver had
the power under s. 243 of the BIA to enter into an agreement to sell Dianor's property, to seek approval of that sale, and to
request a vesting order from the court to give effect to the sale that was approved.

86      Lastly, I would also observe that this conclusion supports the flexibility that is a hallmark of the Canadian system of
insolvency — it facilitates the maximization of proceeds and realization of the debtor's assets, but as I will explain, at the
same time operates to ensure that third party interests are not inappropriately violated. This conclusion is also consonant with
contemporary commercial realities; realities that are reflected in the literature on the subject, the submissions of counsel for the
intervener, the Insolvency Institute of Canada, and the model Commercial List Sales Approval and Vesting Order. Parliament
knew that by importing the broad language of s. 47(2)(c) into s. 243(1)(c), the interpretation accorded s. 243(1) would be
consistent, thus reflecting a desire for the receivership regime to be flexible and responsive to evolving commercial practice.

87      In summary, I conclude that jurisdiction exists under s. 243(1) of the BIA to grant a vesting order vesting property in a
purchaser. This jurisdiction extends to receivers who are appointed under the provisions of the BIA.

88      This analysis does not preclude the possibility that s. 21 of the CLPA also provides authority for vesting property in the
purchaser free and clear of encumbrances. The language of this provision originated in the British Conveyancing and Law of
Property Act, 1881, 44 & 45 Vict. ch. 41 and has been the subject matter of minimal judicial consideration. In a nutshell, s. 21
states that where land subject to an encumbrance is sold, the court may direct payment into court of an amount sufficient to meet
the encumbrance and declare the land to be free from the encumbrance. The word "encumbrance" is not defined in the CLPA.

89      G. Thomas Johnson in Anne Warner La Forest, ed.,Anger & Honsberger Law of Real Property, 3rd ed., loose-leaf
(Toronto: Thomson Reuters, 2017), at ]§34:10 states:

The word "encumbrance" is not a technical term. Rather, it is a general expression and must be interpreted in the context
in which it is found. It has a broad meaning and may include many disparate claims, charges, liens or burdens on land.
It has been defined as "every right to or interest in land granted to the diminution of the value of the land but consistent
with the passing of the fee".

90      The author goes on to acknowledge however, that even this definition, broad as it is, is not comprehensive enough to
cover all possible encumbrances.

91      That said, given that s. 21 of the CLPA was not a basis advanced before the motion judge, for the purposes of this appeal,
it is unnecessary to conclusively determine this issue.

B. Was it Appropriate to Vest out 235 Co's GORs?

92      This takes me to the next issue — the scope of the sales approval and vesting order and whether 235 Co.'s GORs should
have been extinguished.

93      Accepting that the motion judge had the jurisdiction to issue a sales approval and vesting order, the issue then becomes not
one of "jurisdiction" but rather one of "appropriateness" as Blair J.A. stated in Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne
de la Croix-Rouge, Re (1998), 5 C.B.R. (4th) 299 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), at para. 42, leave to appeal refused,
(1998), 32 C.B.R. (4th) 21 (Ont. C.A.). Put differently, should the motion judge have exercised his jurisdiction to extinguish
the appellant's GORs from title?

94      In the first stage of this appeal, this court concluded that the GORs constituted interests in land. In the second stage, I
have determined that the motion judge did have jurisdiction to grant a sales approval and vesting order. I must then address the
issue of scope and determine whether the motion judge erred in ordering that the GORs be extinguished from title.

(1) Review of the Case Law

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998462628&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1998494655&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
josborne
Line

josborne
Line



Third Eye Capital Corporation v. Ressources Dianor..., 2019 ONCA 508, 2019...
2019 ONCA 508, 2019 CarswellOnt 9683, 306 A.C.W.S. (3d) 235, 3 R.P.R. (6th) 175...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 22

95      As illustrated in the first stage of this appeal and as I will touch upon, a review of the applicable jurisprudence reflects
very inconsistent treatment of vesting orders.

96      In some cases, courts have denied a vesting order on the basis that the debtor's interest in the property circumscribes a
receiver's sale rights. For example, in 1565397 Ontario Inc., Re (2009), 54 C.B.R. (5th) 262 (Ont. S.C.J.), the receiver sought an
order authorizing it to sell the debtor's property free of an undertaking the debtor gave to the respondents to hold two lots in trust
if a plan of subdivision was not registered by the closing date. Wilton-Siegel J. found that the undertaking created an interest
in land. He stated, at para. 68, that the receiver had taken possession of the property of the debtor only and could not have any
interest in the respondents' interest in the property and as such, he was not prepared to authorize the sale free of the undertaking.
Wilton-Siegel J. then went on to discuss five "equitable considerations" that justified the refusal to grant the vesting order.

97      Some cases have weighed "equitable considerations" to determine whether a vesting order is appropriate. This is evident
in certain decisions involving the extinguishment of leasehold interests. In Meridian Credit Union Ltd. v. 984 Bay Street Inc.,
[2005] O.J. No. 3707 (Ont. S.C.J.), the court-appointed receiver had sought a declaration that the debtor's land could be sold
free and clear of three non-arm's length leases. Each of the lease agreements provided that it was subordinate to the creditor's
security interest, and the lease agreements were not registered on title. This court remitted the matter back to the motion judge
and directed him to consider the equities to determine whether it was appropriate to sell the property free and clear of the
leases: see Meridian Credit Union Ltd. v. 984 Bay Street Inc., [2006] O.J. No. 1726 (Ont. C.A.). The motion judge subsequently
concluded that the equities supported an order terminating the leases and vesting title in the purchaser free and clear of any
leasehold interests: Meridian Credit Union Ltd. v. 984 Bay Street Inc., [2006] O.J. No. 3169 (Ont. S.C.J.).

98      An equitable framework was also applied by Wilton-Siegel J. in Romspen. In Romspen, Home Depot entered into an
agreement of purchase and sale with the debtor to acquire a portion of the debtor's property on which a new Home Depot store
was to be constructed. The acquisition of the portion of property was contingent on compliance with certain provisions of the
Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13. The debtor defaulted on its mortgage over its entire property and a receiver was appointed.

99      The receiver entered into a purchase and sale agreement with a third party and sought an order vesting the property in
the purchaser free and clear of Home Depot's interest. Home Depot took the position that the receiver did not have the power
to convey the property free of Home Depot's interest. Wilton-Siegel J. concluded that a vesting order could be granted in the
circumstances. He rejected Home Depot's argument that the receiver took its interest subject to Home Depot's equitable property
interest under the agreement of purchase and sale and the ground lease, as the agreement was only effective to create an interest
in land if the provisions of the Planning Act had been complied with.

100      He then considered the equities between the parties. The mortgage had priority over Home Depot's interest and Home
Depot had failed to establish that the mortgagee had consented to the subordination of its mortgage to the leasehold interest.
In addition, the purchase and sale agreement contemplated a price substantially below the amount secured by the mortgage,
thus there would be no equity available for Home Depot's subordinate interest in any event. Wilton-Siegel J. concluded that the

equities favoured a vesting of the property in the purchaser free and clear of Home Depot's interests. 9

101      As this review of the case law suggests, and as indicated in the First Reasons, there does not appear to be a consistently
applied framework of analysis to determine whether a vesting order extinguishing interests ought to be granted. Generally
speaking, outcomes have turned on the particular circumstances of a case accounting for factors such as the nature of the property
interest, the dealings between the parties, and the relative priority of the competing interests. It is also clear from this review
that many cases have considered the equities to determine whether a third party interest should be extinguished.

(2) Framework for Analysis to Determine if a Third Party Interest Should be Extinguished

102      In my view, in considering whether to grant a vesting order that serves to extinguish rights, a court should adopt a
rigorous cascade analysis.
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103      First, the court should assess the nature and strength of the interest that is proposed to be extinguished. The answer to
this question may be determinative thus obviating the need to consider other factors.

104      For instance, I agree with the Receiver's submission that it is difficult to think of circumstances in which a court would
vest out a fee simple interest in land. Not all interests in land share the same characteristics as a fee simple, but there are lesser
interests in land that would also defy extinguishment due to the nature of the interest. Consider, for example, an easement in
active use. It would be impractical to establish an exhaustive list of interests or to prescribe a rigid test to make this determination
given the broad spectrum of interests in land recognized by the law.

105      Rather, in my view, a key inquiry is whether the interest in land is more akin to a fixed monetary interest that is attached
to real or personal property subject to the sale (such as a mortgage or a lien for municipal taxes), or whether the interest is more
akin to a fee simple that is in substance an ownership interest in some ascertainable feature of the property itself. This latter type
of interest is tied to the inherent characteristics of the property itself; it is not a fixed sum of money that is extinguished when the
monetary obligation is fulfilled. Put differently, the reasonable expectation of the owner of such an interest is that its interest is of
a continuing nature and, absent consent, cannot be involuntarily extinguished in the ordinary course through a payment in lieu.

106      Another factor to consider is whether the parties have consented to the vesting of the interest either at the time of the
sale before the court, or through prior agreement. As Bish and Cassey note, vesting orders have become a routine aspect of
insolvency practice, and are typically granted on consent: "Vesting Orders Part 2", at pp. 60, 65.

107      The more complex question arises when consent is given through a prior agreement such as where a third party has
subordinated its interest contractually. Meridian, Romspen, and Firm Capital Mortgage Fund Inc. v. 2012241 Ontario Ltd., 2012
ONSC 4816, 99 C.B.R. (5th) 120 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) are cases in which the court considered the appropriateness of
a vesting order in circumstances where the third party had subordinated its interests. In each of these cases, although the court
did not frame the subordination of the interests as the overriding question to consider before weighing the equities, the decisions
all acknowledged that the third parties had agreed to subordinate their interest to that of the secured creditor. Conversely, in
Winick v. 1305067 Ontario Ltd. (2008), 41 C.B.R. (5th) 81 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), the court refused to vest out a
leasehold interest on the basis that the purchaser had notice of the lease and the purchaser acknowledged that it would purchase
the property subject to the terms and conditions of the leases.

108      The priority of the interests reflected in freely negotiated agreements between parties is an important factor to consider
in the analysis of whether an interest in land is capable of being vested out. Such an approach ensures that the express intention
of the parties is given sufficient weight and allows parties to contractually negotiate and prioritize their interests in the event
of an insolvency.

109      Thus, in considering whether an interest in land should be extinguished, a court should consider: (1) the nature of the
interest in land; and (2) whether the interest holder has consented to the vesting out of their interest either in the insolvency
process itself or in agreements reached prior to the insolvency.

110      If these factors prove to be ambiguous or inconclusive, the court may then engage in a consideration of the equities to
determine if a vesting order is appropriate in the particular circumstances of the case. This would include: consideration of the
prejudice, if any, to the third party interest holder; whether the third party may be adequately compensated for its interest from
the proceeds of the disposition or sale; whether, based on evidence of value, there is any equity in the property; and whether the
parties are acting in good faith. This is not an exhaustive list and there may be other factors that are relevant to the analysis.

(3) The Nature of the Interest in Land of 235 Co.'s GORs

111      Turning then to the facts of this appeal, in the circumstances of this case, the issue can be resolved by considering the
nature of the interest in land held by 235 Co. Here the GORs cannot be said to be a fee simple interest but they certainly were
more than a fixed monetary interest that attached to the property. They did not exist simply to secure a fixed finite monetary
obligation; rather they were in substance an interest in a continuing and an inherent feature of the property itself.
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112      While it is true, as the Receiver and Third Eye emphasize, that the GORs are linked to the interest of the holder of the
mining claims and depend on the development of those claims, that does not make the interest purely monetary. As explained
in stage one of this appeal, the nature of the royalty interest as described by the Supreme Court in Bank of Montreal v. Dynex
Petroleum Ltd., 2002 SCC 7, [2002] 1 S.C.R. 146 (S.C.C.), at para. 2 is instructive:

. . . [R]oyalty arrangements are common forms of arranging exploration and production in the oil and gas industry in
Alberta. Typically, the owner of minerals in situ will lease to a potential producer the right to extract such minerals. This
right is known as a working interest. A royalty is an unencumbered share or fractional interest in the gross production of
such working interest. A lessor's royalty is a royalty granted to (or reserved by) the initial lessor. An overriding royalty
or a gross overriding royalty is a royalty granted normally by the owner of a working interest to a third party in exchange
for consideration which could include, but is not limited to, money or services (e.g., drilling or geological surveying) (G.
J. Davies, "The Legal Characterization of Overriding Royalty Interests in Oil and Gas" (1972), 10 Alta. L. Rev. 232, at p.
233). The rights and obligations of the two types of royalties are identical. The only difference is to whom the royalty was
initially granted. [Italics in original; underlining added.]

113      Thus, a GOR is an interest in the gross product extracted from the land, not a fixed monetary sum. While the GOR, like
a fee simple interest, may be capable of being valued at a point in time, this does not transform the substance of the interest
into one that is concerned with a fixed monetary sum rather than an element of the property itself. The interest represented
by the GOR is an ownership in the product of the mining claim, either payable by a share of the physical product or a share
of revenues. In other words, the GOR carves out an overriding entitlement to an amount of the property interest held by the
owner of the mining claims.

114      The Receiver submits that the realities of commerce and business efficacy in this case are that the mining claims were
unsaleable without impairment of the GORs. That may be, but the imperatives of the mining claim owner should not necessarily
trump the interest of the owner of the GORs.

115      Given the nature of 235 Co.'s interest and the absence of any agreement that allows for any competing priority, there is
no need to resort to a consideration of the equities. The motion judge erred in granting an order extinguishing 235 Co.'s GORs.

116      Having concluded that the court had the jurisdiction to grant a vesting order but the motion judge erred in granting
a vesting order extinguishing an interest in land in the nature of the GORs, I must then consider whether the appellant failed
to preserve its rights such that it is precluded from persuading this court that the order granted by the motion judge ought to
be set aside.

C. 235 Co.'s Appeal of the Motion Judge's Order

117      235 Co. served its notice of appeal on November 3, 2016, more than a week after the transaction had closed on October
26, 2016.

118      Third Eye had originally argued that 235 Co.'s appeal was moot because the vesting order was spent when it was
registered on title and the conveyance was effected. It relied on this court's decision in Regal Constellation in that regard.

119      Justice Lauwers wrote that additional submissions were required in the face of the conclusion that 235 Co.'s GORs were
interests in land: First Reasons, at para. 21. He queried whether it was appropriate for the court-appointed receiver to close the
transaction when the parties were aware that 235 Co. was considering an appeal prior to the closing of the transaction: at para. 22.

120      There are three questions to consider in addressing what, if any, remedy is available to 235 Co. in these circumstances:

(1) What appeal period applies to 235 Co.'s appeal of the sale approval and vesting order;

(2) Was it permissible for the Receiver to close the transaction in the face of 235 Co.'s October 26, 2016 communication
to the Receiver that "an appeal is under consideration"; and
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(3) Does 235 Co. nonetheless have a remedy available under the Land Titles Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. L.5?

(1) The Applicable Appeal Period

121      The Receiver was appointed under s. 101 of the CJA and s. 243 of the BIA. The motion judge's decision approving the
sale and vesting the property in Third Eye was released through reasons dated October 5, 2016.

122      Under the CJA, the appeal would be governed by the Rules of Civil Procedure, r. 61.04(1) which provides for a 30 day
period from which to appeal a final order to the Court of Appeal. In addition, the appellant would have had to have applied
for a stay of proceedings.

123      In contrast, under the BIA, s. 183(2) provides that courts of appeal are "invested with power and jurisdiction at law and
in equity, according to their ordinary procedures except as varied by" the BIA or the BIA Rules, to hear and determine appeals.
An appeal lies to the Court of Appeal if the point at issue involves future rights; if the order or decision is likely to affect other
cases of a similar nature in the bankruptcy proceedings; if the property involved in the appeal exceeds in value $10,000; from
the grant of or refusal to grant a discharge if the aggregate unpaid claims of creditors exceed $5,000; and in any other case
by leave of a judge of the Court of Appeal: BIA, s. 193. Given the nature of the dispute and the value in issue, no leave was
required and indeed, none of the parties took the position that it was. There is therefore no need to address that issue.

124      Under r. 31 of the BIA Rules, a notice of appeal must be filed "within 10 days after the day of the order or decision
appealed from, or within such further time as a judge of the court of appeal stipulates."

125      The 10 days runs from the day the order or decision was rendered: Moss, Re (1999), 138 Man. R. (2d) 318 (Man. C.A.
[In Chambers]), at para. 2; Koska, Re, 2002 ABCA 138, 303 A.R. 230 (Alta. C.A.), at para. 16; 7451190 Manitoba Ltd v. CWB
Maxium Financial Inc et al, 2019 MBCA 28 (Man. C.A.) (in Chambers), at para. 49. This is clear from the fact that both r. 31
and s. 193 speak of "order or decision" (emphasis added). If an entered and issued order were required, there would be no need

for this distinction. 10  Accordingly, the "[t]ime starts to run on an appeal under the BIA from the date of pronouncement of the
decision, not from the date the order is signed and entered": Koska, Re, at para. 16.

126      Although there are cases where parties have conceded that the BIA appeal provisions apply in the face of competing
provincial statutory provisions (see e.g. Ontario Wealth Management Corp. v. Sica Masonry and General Contracting Ltd.,
2014 ONCA 500, 323 O.A.C. 101 (Ont. C.A.) (in Chambers), at para. 36 and Impact Tool & Mould Inc. (Receiver of) v. Impact
Tool & Mould Inc. (Trustee of), 2013 ONCA 697 (Ont. C.A.), at para. 1), until recently, no Ontario case had directly addressed
this point.

127      Relying on first principles, as noted by Donald J.M. Brown in Civil Appeals (Toronto: Carswell, 2019), at 2:1120, "where
federal legislation occupies the field by providing a procedure for an appeal, those provisions prevail over provincial legislation
providing for an appeal." Parliament has jurisdiction over procedural law in bankruptcy and hence can provide for appeals:
Solloway, Mills & Co., Re (1934), [1935] O.R. 37 (Ont. C.A.). Where there is an operational or purposive inconsistency between
the federal bankruptcy rules and provincial rules on the timing of an appeal, the doctrine of federal paramountcy applies and the
federal bankruptcy rules govern: see Moore, Re, 2013 ONCA 769, 118 O.R. (3d) 161 (Ont. C.A.), at para. 59, aff'd 2015 SCC 52,
[2015] 3 S.C.R. 397 (S.C.C.); Alberta (Attorney General) v. Moloney, 2015 SCC 51, [2015] 3 S.C.R. 327 (S.C.C.), at para. 16.

128      In Business Development Bank of Canada v. Astoria Organic Matters Ltd., 2019 ONCA 269 (Ont. C.A.), Zarnett J.A.
wrote that the appeal route is dependent on the jurisdiction pursuant to which the order was granted. In that case, the appellant
was appealing from the refusal of a judge to grant leave to sue the receiver who was stated to have been appointed pursuant to s.
101 of the CJA and s. 243 of the BIA. There was no appeal from the receivership order itself. Thus, to determine the applicable
appeal route for the refusal to grant leave, the court was required to determine the source of the power to impose a leave to sue
requirement in a receivership order. Zarnett J.A. determined that by necessary implication, Parliament must be taken to have
clothed the court with the power to require leave to sue a receiver appointed under s. 243(1) of the BIA and federal paramountcy
dictated that the BIA appeal provisions apply.
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129      Here, 235 Co.'s appeal is from the sale approval order, of which the vesting order is a component. Absent a sale, there
could be no vesting order. The jurisdiction of the court to approve the sale, and thus issue the sale approval and vesting order,
is squarely within s. 243 of the BIA.

130      Furthermore, as 235 Co. had known for a considerable time, there could be no sale to Third Eye in the absence of
extinguishment of the GORs and Algoma's royalty rights; this was a condition of the sale that was approved by the motion judge.
The appellant was stated to be unopposed to the sale but in essence opposed the sale condition requiring the extinguishment.
Clearly the jurisdiction to grant the approval of the sale emanated from the BIA, and as I have discussed, so did the vesting
component; it was incidental and ancillary to the approval of the sale. It would make little sense to split the two elements of the
order in these circumstances. The essence of the order was anchored in the BIA.

131      Accordingly, I conclude that the appeal period was 10 days as prescribed by r. 31 of the BIA Rules and ran from the
date of the motion judge's decision of October 5, 2016. Thus, on a strict application of the BIA Rules, 235 Co.'s appeal was out
of time. However, in the circumstances of this case it is relevant to consider first whether it was appropriate for the Receiver
to close the transaction in the face of 235 Co.'s assertion that an appeal was under consideration and, second, although only
sought in oral submissions in reply at the hearing of the second stage of this appeal, whether 235 Co. should be granted an
extension of time to appeal.

(2) The Receiver's Conduct

132      The Receiver argues that it was appropriate for it to close the transaction in the face of a threatened appeal because the
appeal period had expired when the appellant advised the Receiver that it was contemplating an appeal (without having filed a
notice of appeal or a request for leave) and the Receiver was bound by the provisions of the purchase and sale agreement and
the order of the motion judge, which was not stayed, to close the transaction.

133      Generally speaking, as a matter of professional courtesy, a potentially preclusive step ought not to be taken when a party is
advised of a possible pending appeal. However, here the Receiver's conduct in closing the transaction must be placed in context.

134      235 Co. had known of the terms of the agreement of purchase and sale and the request for an order extinguishing its
GORs for over a month, and of the motion judge's decision for just under a month before it served its notice of appeal. Before
October 26, 2016, it had never expressed an intention to appeal either informally or by serving a notice of appeal, nor did it
ever bring a motion for a stay of the motion judge's decision or seek an extension of time to appeal.

135      Having had the agreement of purchase and sale at least since it was served with the Receiver's motion record seeking
approval of the transaction, 235 Co. knew that time was of the essence. Moreover, it also knew that the Receiver was directed
by the court to take such steps as were necessary for the completion of the transaction contemplated in the purchase and sale
agreement approved by the motion judge pursuant to para. 2 of the draft court order included in the motion record.

136      The principal of 235 Co. had been the original prospector of Dianor. 235 Co. never took issue with the proposed sale to
Third Eye. The Receiver obtained a valuation of Dianor's mining claims and the valuator concluded that they had a total value
of $1 million to $2 million, with 235 Co.'s GORs having a value of between $150,000 and $300,000, and Algoma's royalties
having a value of $70,000 to $140,000. No evidence of any competing valuation was adduced by 235 Co.

137      Algoma agreed to a payment of $150,000 but 235 Co. wanted more than the $250,000 offered. The motion judge, who
had been supervising the receivership, stated that 235 Co. acknowledged that the sum of $250,000 represented the fair market
value: at para. 15. He made a finding at para. 38 of his reasons that the principal of 235 Co. was "not entitled to exercise tactical
positions to tyrannize the majority by refusing to agree to a reasonable amount for the royalty rights." In obiter, the motion
judge observed that he saw "no reason in logic . . . why the jurisdiction would not be the same whether the royalty rights were
or were not an interest in land": at para. 40. Furthermore, the appellant knew of the motion judge's reasons for decision since
October 5, 2016 and did nothing that suggested any intention to appeal until about three weeks later.
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138      As noted by the Receiver, it is in the interests of the efficient administration of receivership proceedings that aggrieved
stakeholders act promptly and definitively to challenge a decision they dispute. This principle is in keeping with the more
abbreviated time period found in the BIA Rules. Blair J.A. in Regal Constellation, at para. 49, stated that "[t]hese matters ought
not to be determined on the basis that 'the race is to the swiftest'". However, that should not be taken to mean that the race is
adjusted to the pace of the slowest.

139      For whatever reasons, 235 Co. made a tactical decision to take no steps to challenge the motion judge's decision and
took no steps to preserve any rights it had. It now must absorb the consequences associated with that decision. This is not to
say that the Receiver's conduct would always be advisable. Absent some emergency that has been highlighted in its Receiver's
report to the court that supports its request for a vesting order, a Receiver should await the expiry of the 10 day appeal period
before closing the sale transaction to which the vesting order relates.

140      Given the context and history of dealings coupled with the actual expiry of the appeal period, I conclude that it was
permissible for the Receiver to close the transaction. In my view, the appeal by 235 Co. was out of time.

(3) Remedy is not Merited

141      As mentioned, in oral submissions in reply, 235 Co. sought an extension of time to appeal nunc pro tunc. It further
requested that this court exercise its discretion and grant an order pursuant to ss. 159 and 160 of the Land Titles Act rectifying
the title and granting an order directing the Minings Claim Recorder to rectify the provincial register so that 235 Co.'s GORs
are reinstated. The Receiver resists this relief. Third Eye does not oppose the relief requested by 235 Co. provided that the
compensation paid to 235 Co. and Algoma is repaid. However, counsel for the Monitor for Algoma states that the $150,000 it
received for Algoma's royalty rights has already been disbursed by the Monitor to Algoma.

142      The rules and jurisprudence surrounding extensions of time in bankruptcy proceedings is discussed in Lloyd W. Houlden,
Geoffrey B. Morawetz & Janis P. Sarra, Bankruptcy and Insolvency Law of Canada, 4th ed., loose-leaf (Toronto: Thomson
Reuters, 2009). Rule 31(1) of the BIA Rules provides that a judge of the Court of Appeal may extend the time to appeal. The
authors write, at pp. 8-20-8-21:

The court ought not lightly to interfere with the time limit fixed for bringing appeals, and special circumstances are required
before the court will enlarge the time . . .

In deciding whether the time for appealing should be extended, the following matters have been held to be relevant:

(1) The appellant formed an intention to appeal before the expiration of the 10 day period;

(2) The appellant informed the respondent, either expressly or impliedly, of the intention to appeal;

(3) There was a continuous intention to appeal during the period when the appeal should have been commenced;

(4) There is a sufficient reason why, within the 10 day period, a notice of appeal was not filed . . . ;

(5) The respondent will not be prejudiced by extending the time;

(6) There is an arguable ground or grounds of appeal;

(7) It is in the interest of justice, i.e., the interest of the parties, that an extension be granted. [Citations omitted.]

143      These factors are somewhat similar to those considered by this court when an extension of time is sought under r.
3.02 of the Rules of Civil Procedure: did the appellant form a bona fide intention to appeal within the relevant time period;
the length of and explanation for the delay; prejudice to the respondents; and the merits of the appeal. The justice of the case
is the overarching principle: see Enbridge Gas Distribution Inc. v. Froese, 2013 ONCA 131, 114 O.R. (3d) 636 (Ont. C.A.)
(in Chambers), at para. 15.
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144      There is no evidence that 235 Co. formed an intention to appeal within the applicable appeal period, and there is no
explanation for that failure. The appellant did not inform the respondents either expressly or impliedly that it was intending
to appeal. At best, it advised the Receiver that an appeal was under consideration 21 days after the motion judge released his
decision. The fact that it, and others, might have thought that a longer appeal period was available is not compelling seeing
that 235 Co. had known of the position of the respondents and the terms of the proposed sale since at least August 2016 and
did nothing to suggest any intention to appeal if 235 Co. proved to be unsuccessful on the motion. Although the merits of the
appeal as they relate to its interest in the GORs favour 235 Co.'s case, the justice of the case does not. I so conclude for the
following reasons.

1. 235 Co. sat on its rights and did nothing for too long knowing that others would be relying on the motion judge's decision.

2. 235 Co. never opposed the sale approval despite knowing that the only offers that ever resulted from the court approved
bidding process required that the GORs and Algoma's royalties be significantly reduced or extinguished.

3. Even if I were to accept that the Rules of Civil Procedure governed the appeal, which I do not, 235 Co. never sought a
stay of the motion judge's order under the Rules of Civil Procedure. Taken together, this supports the inference that 235
Co. did not form an intention to appeal at the relevant time and ultimately only served a notice of appeal as a tactical
manoeuvre to engineer a bigger payment from Third Eye. As found by the motion judge, 235 Co. ought not to be permitted
to take tyrannical tactical positions.

4. The Receiver obtained a valuation of the mining claims that concluded that the value of 235 Co.'s GORs was between
$150,000 and $300,000. Before the motion judge, 235 Co. acknowledged that the payment of $250,000 represented the
fair market value of its GORs. Furthermore, it filed no valuation evidence to the contrary. Any prejudice to 235 Co. is
therefore attenuated. It has been paid the value of its interest.

5. Although there are no subsequent registrations on title other than Third Eye's assignee, Algoma's Monitor has been paid
for its royalty interest and the funds have been distributed to Algoma. Third Eye states that if the GORs are reinstated,
so too should the payments it made to 235 Co. and Algoma. Algoma has been under CCAA protection itself and, not
surprisingly, does not support an unwinding of the transaction.

145      I conclude that the justice of the case does not warrant an extension of time. I therefore would not grant 235 Co. an
extension of time to appeal nunc pro tunc.

146      While 235 Co. could have separately sought a discretionary remedy under the Land Titles Act for rectification of title in
the manner contemplated in Regal Constellation, at paras. 39, 45, for the same reasons I also would not exercise my discretion
or refer the matter back to the motion judge to grant an order pursuant to ss. 159 and 160 of the Land Titles Act rectifying the
title and an order directing the Mining Claims Recorder to rectify the provincial register so that 235 Co.'s GORs are reinstated.

Disposition

147      In conclusion, the motion judge had jurisdiction pursuant to s. 243(1) of the BIA to grant a sale approval and vesting
order. Given the nature of the GORs the motion judge erred in concluding that it was appropriate to extinguish them from title.
However, 235 Co. failed to appeal on a timely basis within the time period prescribed by the BIA Rules and the justice of
the case does not warrant an extension of time. I also would not exercise my discretion to grant any remedy to 235 Co. under
any other statutory provision. Accordingly, it is entitled to the $250,000 payment it has already received and that its counsel
is holding in escrow.

148      For these reasons, the appeal is dismissed. As agreed by the parties, I would order Third Eye to pay costs of $30,000
to 235 Co. in respect of the first stage of the appeal and that all parties with the exception of the Receiver bear their own costs
of the second stage of the appeal. I would permit the Receiver to make brief written submissions on its costs within 10 days of
the release of these reasons and the other parties to reply if necessary within 10 days thereafter.
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P. Lauwers J.A.:

I agree.

Grant Huscroft J.A.:

I agree.
Appeal dismissed.

Footnotes

1 The original agreement provided for the payment of the GORs to 381 Co. and Paulette A. Mousseau-Leadbetter. The motion judge
noted that the record was silent on how 235 Co. came to be the holder of these royalty rights but given his conclusion, he determined
that there was no need to resolve this issue: at para. 6.

2 The ownership of the surface rights is not in issue in this appeal.

3 Although in its materials filed on this appeal, 235 Co. stated that the motion judge erred in making this finding, in oral submissions
before this court, Third Eye's counsel confirmed that this was the position taken by 235 Co.'s counsel before the motion judge, and
235 Co.'s appellate counsel, who was not counsel below, stated that this must have been the submission made by counsel for 235
Co. before the motion judge.

4 To repeat, the statement quoted from Lloyd W. Houlden, Geoffrey B. Morawetz & Janis P. Sarra, Bankruptcy and Insolvency Law of
Canada, 4th ed., loose-leaf (Toronto: Carswell, 2009), at Part XI, L]§21, said:
A vesting order should only be granted if the facts are not in dispute and there is no other available or reasonably convenient remedy;
or in exceptional circumstances where compliance with the regular and recognized procedure for sale of real estate would result in
an injustice. In a receivership, the sale of the real estate should first be approved by the court. The application for approval should
be served upon the registered owner and all interested parties. If the sale is approved, the receiver may subsequently apply for a
vesting order, but a vesting order should not be made until the rights of all interested parties have either been relinquished or been
extinguished by due process. [Citations omitted.]

5 Such orders were subsequently described as vesting orders in An Act respecting the Court of Chancery, C.S.U.C. 1859, c. 12, s. 63.
The authority to grant vesting orders was inserted into the The Judicature Act, R.S.O. 1897, c. 51, s. 36 in 1897 when the Courts of
Chancery were abolished. Section 100 of the CJA appeared in 1984 with the demise of The Judicature Act: see An Act to revise and
consolidate the Law respecting the Organization, Operation and Proceedings of Courts of Justice in Ontario, S.O. 1984, c. 11, s. 113.

6 This case was decided before s. 36 of the Companies' Creditors Arrangements Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 ("CCAA") was enacted
but the same principles are applicable.

7 This 10 day notice period was introduced following the Supreme Court's decision in Ronald Elwyn Lister Ltd. v. Dunlop Canada
Ltd., [1982] 1 S.C.R. 726 (S.C.C.) which required a secured creditor to give reasonable notice prior to the enforcement of its security.

8 An Act to establish the Wage Earner Protection Program Act, to amend the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act and the Companies'
Creditors Arrangement Act and to make consequential amendments to other Acts, S.C. 2005, c. 47 ("Insolvency Reform Act 2005"); 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 ("Insolvency Reform Act 2007").

9 This court allowed an appeal of the motion judge's order in Romspen and remitted the matter back to the motion judge for a new
hearing on the basis that the motion judge applied an incorrect standard of proof in making findings of fact by failing to draw
reasonable inferences from the evidence, and in particular, on the issue of whether Romspen had expressly or implicitly consented to
the construction of the Home Depot stores: see Romspen Investment Corp. v. Woods Property Development Inc., 2011 ONCA 817,
286 O.A.C. 189 (Ont. C.A.).
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10 Ontario Wealth Management Corp. v. Sica Masonry and General Contracting Ltd., 2014 ONCA 500, 323 O.A.C. 101 (Ont. C.A.)
(in Chambers) a decision of a single judge of this court, states, at para. 5, that a signed, issued, and entered order is required. This
is generally the case in civil proceedings unless displaced, as here by a statutory provision. Smoke, Re (1989), 77 C.B.R. (N.S.) 263
(Ont. C.A.), that is relied upon and cited in Ontario Wealth Managements Corporation, does not address this issue.
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Royal Bank v. Soundair Corp.
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ROYAL BANK OF CANADA (plaintiff/respondent) v. SOUNDAIR CORPORATION
(respondent), CANADIAN PENSION CAPITAL LIMITED (appellant)
and CANADIAN INSURERS' CAPITAL CORPORATION (appellant)

Goodman, McKinlay and Galligan JJ.A.

Heard: June 11, 12, 13 and 14, 1991
Judgment: July 3, 1991
Docket: Doc. CA 318/91

Counsel: J. B. Berkow and S. H. Goldman , for appellants Canadian Pension Capital Limited and Canadian Insurers' Capital
Corporation.
J. T. Morin, Q.C. , for Air Canada.
L.A.J. Barnes and L.E. Ritchie , for plaintiff/respondent Royal Bank of Canada.
S.F. Dunphy and G.K. Ketcheson , for Ernst & Young Inc., receiver of respondent Soundair Corporation.
W.G. Horton , for Ontario Express Limited.
N.J. Spies , for Frontier Air Limited.

Subject: Corporate and Commercial; Insolvency
Related Abridgment Classifications
Debtors and creditors
VII Receivers

VII.6 Conduct and liability of receiver
VII.6.a General conduct of receiver

Headnote
Receivers --- Conduct and liability of receiver — General conduct of receiver
Court considering its position when approving sale recommended by receiver.
S Corp., which engaged in the air transport business, had a division known as AT. When S Corp. experienced financial
difficulties, one of the secured creditors, who had an interest in the assets of AT, brought a motion for the appointment of a
receiver. The receiver was ordered to operate AT and to sell it as a going concern. The receiver had two offers. It accepted the
offer made by OEL and rejected an offer by 922 which contained an unacceptable condition. Subsequently, 922 obtained an
order allowing it to make a second offer removing the condition. The secured creditors supported acceptance of the 922 offer.
The court approved the sale to OEL and dismissed the motion to approve the 922 offer. An appeal was brought from this order.
Held:
The appeal was dismissed.
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Per Galligan J.A.: When a court appoints a receiver to use its commercial expertise to sell an airline, it is inescapable that it
intends to rely upon the receiver's expertise and not upon its own. The court should be reluctant to second-guess, with the benefit
of hindsight, the considered business decisions made by its receiver.
The conduct of the receiver should be reviewed in the light of the specific mandate given to him by the court. The order
appointing the receiver did not say how the receiver was to negotiate the sale. The order obviously intended, because of the
unusual nature of the asset being sold, to leave the method of sale substantially to the discretion of the receiver.
To determine whether a receiver has acted providently, the conduct of the receiver should be examined in light of the information
the receiver had when it agreed to accept an offer. On the date the receiver accepted the OEL offer, it had only two offers: that
of OEL, which was acceptable, and that of 922, which contained an unacceptable condition. The decision made was a sound
one in the circumstances. The receiver made a sufficient effort to obtain the best price, and did not act improvidently.
The court must exercise extreme caution before it interferes with the process adopted by a receiver to sell an unusual asset. It is
important that prospective purchasers know that, if they are acting in good faith, bargain seriously with a receiver and enter into
an agreement with it, a court will not lightly interfere with the commercial judgment of the receiver to sell the assets to them.
Per McKinlay J.A. (concurring in the result): It is most important that the integrity of procedures followed by court-appointed
receivers be protected in the interests of both commercial morality and the future confidence of business persons in their dealings
with receivers. In all cases, the court should carefully scrutinize the procedure followed by the receiver. While the procedure
carried out by the receiver in this case was appropriate, given the unfolding of events and the unique nature of the asset involved,
it may not be a procedure that is likely to be appropriate in many receivership sales.
Per Goodman J.A. (dissenting): It was imprudent and unfair on the part of the receiver to ignore an offer from an interested party
which offered approximately triple the cash down payment without giving a chance to the offeror to remove the conditions or
other terms which made the offer unacceptable to the receiver. The offer accepted by the receiver was improvident and unfair
insofar as two creditors were concerned.
Table of Authorities
Cases considered:

Beauty Counsellors of Canada Ltd., Re (1986), 58 C.B.R. (N.S.) 237 (Ont. S.C.) — referred to
British Columbia Development Corp. v. Spun Cast Industries Ltd. (1977), 26 C.B.R. (N.S.) 28, 5 B.C.L.R. 94 (S.C.) —
referred to
Cameron v. Bank of Nova Scotia (1981), 38 C.B.R. (N.S.) 1, 45 N.S.R. (2d) 303, 86 A.P.R. 303 (C.A.) — referred to
Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenburg (1986), 67 C.B.R. (N.S.) 320n, 60 O.R. (2d) 87, 22 C.P.C. (2d) 131, 39 D.L.R. (4th) 526
(H.C.) — applied
Salima Investments Ltd. v. Bank of Montreal (1985), 59 C.B.R. (N.S.) 242, 41 Alta. L.R. (2d) 58, 65 A.R. 372 , 21 D.L.R.
(4th) (C.A.) — referred to
Selkirk, Re (1986), 58 C.B.R. (N.S.) 245 (Ont. S.C.) — referred to
Selkirk, Re (1987), 64 C.B.R. (N.S.) 140 (Ont. S.C.) — referred to

Statutes considered:
Employment Standards Act, R.S.O. 1980, c. 137.

Environmental Protection Act, R.S.O. 1980, c. 141.

Appeal from order approving sale of assets by receiver.

Galligan J.A. :

1      This is an appeal from the order of Rosenberg J. made on May 1, 1991. By that order, he approved the sale of Air Toronto
to Ontario Express Limited and Frontier Air Limited, and he dismissed a motion to approve an offer to purchase Air Toronto
by 922246 Ontario Limited.

2      It is necessary at the outset to give some background to the dispute. Soundair Corporation ("Soundair") is a corporation
engaged in the air transport business. It has three divisions. One of them is Air Toronto. Air Toronto operates a scheduled airline
from Toronto to a number of mid-sized cities in the United States of America. Its routes serve as feeders to several of Air
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Canada's routes. Pursuant to a connector agreement, Air Canada provides some services to Air Toronto and benefits from the
feeder traffic provided by it. The operational relationship between Air Canada and Air Toronto is a close one.

3      In the latter part of 1989 and the early part of 1990, Soundair was in financial difficulty. Soundair has two secured
creditors who have an interest in the assets of Air Toronto. The Royal Bank of Canada (the "Royal Bank") is owed at least
$65 million dollars. The appellants Canadian Pension Capital Limited and Canadian Insurers' Capital Corporation (collectively
called "CCFL") are owed approximately $9,500,000. Those creditors will have a deficiency expected to be in excess of $50
million on the winding up of Soundair.

4      On April 26, 1990, upon the motion of the Royal Bank, O'Brien J. appointed Ernst & Young Inc. (the "receiver") as receiver
of all of the assets, property and undertakings of Soundair. The order required the receiver to operate Air Toronto and sell it as
a going concern. Because of the close relationship between Air Toronto and Air Canada, it was contemplated that the receiver
would obtain the assistance of Air Canada to operate Air Toronto. The order authorized the receiver:

(b) to enter into contractual arrangements with Air Canada to retain a manager or operator, including Air Canada, to manage
and operate Air Toronto under the supervision of Ernst & Young Inc. until the completion of the sale of Air Toronto to
Air Canada or other person.

Also because of the close relationship, it was expected that Air Canada would purchase Air Toronto. To that end, the order of
O'Brien J. authorized the Receiver:

(c) to negotiate and do all things necessary or desirable to complete a sale of Air Toronto to Air Canada and, if a sale
to Air Canada cannot be completed, to negotiate and sell Air Toronto to another person, subject to terms and conditions
approved by this Court.

5      Over a period of several weeks following that order, negotiations directed towards the sale of Air Toronto took place
between the receiver and Air Canada. Air Canada had an agreement with the receiver that it would have exclusive negotiating
rights during that period. I do not think it is necessary to review those negotiations, but I note that Air Canada had complete
access to all of the operations of Air Toronto and conducted due diligence examinations. It became thoroughly acquainted with
every aspect of Air Toronto's operations.

6      Those negotiations came to an end when an offer made by Air Canada on June 19, 1990, was considered unsatisfactory
by the receiver. The offer was not accepted and lapsed. Having regard to the tenor of Air Canada's negotiating stance and a
letter sent by its solicitors on July 20, 1990, I think that the receiver was eminently reasonable when it decided that there was
no realistic possibility of selling Air Toronto to Air Canada.

7      The receiver then looked elsewhere. Air Toronto's feeder business is very attractive, but it only has value to a national airline.
The receiver concluded reasonably, therefore, that it was commercially necessary for one of Canada's two national airlines to
be involved in any sale of Air Toronto. Realistically, there were only two possible purchasers, whether direct or indirect. They
were Air Canada and Canadian Airlines International.

8      It was well known in the air transport industry that Air Toronto was for sale. During the months following the collapse of
the negotiations with Air Canada, the receiver tried unsuccessfully to find viable purchasers. In late 1990, the receiver turned
to Canadian Airlines International, the only realistic alternative. Negotiations began between them. Those negotiations led to
a letter of intent dated February 11, 1990. On March 6, 1991, the receiver received an offer from Ontario Express Limited and
Frontier Airlines Limited, who are subsidiaries of Canadian Airlines International. This offer is called the OEL offer.

9      In the meantime, Air Canada and CCFL were having discussions about making an offer for the purchase of Air Toronto.
They formed 922246 Ontario Limited ("922") for the purpose of purchasing Air Toronto. On March 1, 1991, CCFL wrote to the
receiver saying that it proposed to make an offer. On March 7, 1991, Air Canada and CCFL presented an offer to the receiver
in the name of 922. For convenience, its offers are called the "922 offers."
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10      The first 922 offer contained a condition which was unacceptable to the receiver. I will refer to that condition in more
detail later. The receiver declined the 922 offer and on March 8, 1991, accepted the OEL offer. Subsequently, 922 obtained
an order allowing it to make a second offer. It then submitted an offer which was virtually identical to that of March 7, 1991,
except that the unacceptable condition had been removed.

11      The proceedings before Rosenberg J. then followed. He approved the sale to OEL and dismissed a motion for the
acceptance of the 922 offer. Before Rosenberg J., and in this court, both CCFL and the Royal Bank supported the acceptance
of the second 922 offer.

12      There are only two issues which must be resolved in this appeal. They are:

(1) Did the receiver act properly when it entered into an agreement to sell Air Toronto to OEL?

(2) What effect does the support of the 922 offer by the secured creditors have on the result?

13      I will deal with the two issues separately.

1. Did the Receiver Act Properly in Agreeing to Sell to OEL?

14      Before dealing with that issue, there are three general observations which I think I should make. The first is that the sale
of an airline as a going concern is a very complex process. The best method of selling an airline at the best price is something
far removed from the expertise of a court. When a court appoints a receiver to use its commercial expertise to sell an airline, it
is inescapable that it intends to rely upon the receiver's expertise and not upon its own. Therefore, the court must place a great
deal of confidence in the actions taken and in the opinions formed by the receiver. It should also assume that the receiver is
acting properly unless the contrary is clearly shown. The second observation is that the court should be reluctant to second-
guess, with the benefit of hindsight, the considered business decisions made by its receiver. The third observation which I wish
to make is that the conduct of the receiver should be reviewed in the light of the specific mandate given to him by the court.

15      The order of O'Brien J. provided that if the receiver could not complete the sale to Air Canada that it was "to negotiate
and sell Air Toronto to another person." The court did not say how the receiver was to negotiate the sale. It did not say it was
to call for bids or conduct an auction. It told the receiver to negotiate and sell. It obviously intended, because of the unusual
nature of the asset being sold, to leave the method of sale substantially in the discretion of the receiver. I think, therefore, that
the court should not review minutely the process of the sale when, broadly speaking, it appears to the court to be a just process.

16      As did Rosenberg J., I adopt as correct the statement made by Anderson J. in Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg (1986), 60
O.R. (2d) 87, 67 C.B.R. (N.S.) 320n, 22 C.P.C. (2d) 131, 39 D.L.R. (4th) 526 (H.C.) , at pp. 92-94 [O.R.], of the duties which
a court must perform when deciding whether a receiver who has sold a property acted properly. When he set out the court's
duties, he did not put them in any order of priority, nor do I. I summarize those duties as follows:

1. It should consider whether the receiver has made a sufficient effort to get the best price and has not acted improvidently.

2. It should consider the interests of all parties.

3. It should consider the efficacy and integrity of the process by which offers are obtained.

4. It should consider whether there has been unfairness in the working out of the process.

17      I intend to discuss the performance of those duties separately.

1. Did the Receiver make a sufficient effort to get the best price and did it act providently?

18      Having regard to the fact that it was highly unlikely that a commercially viable sale could be made to anyone but the two
national airlines, or to someone supported by either of them, it is my view that the receiver acted wisely and reasonably when it
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negotiated only with Air Canada and Canadian Airlines International. Furthermore, when Air Canada said that it would submit
no further offers and gave the impression that it would not participate further in the receiver's efforts to sell, the only course
reasonably open to the receiver was to negotiate with Canadian Airlines International. Realistically, there was nowhere else to
go but to Canadian Airlines International. In do ing so, it is my opinion that the receiver made sufficient efforts to sell the airline.

19      When the receiver got the OEL offer on March 6, 1991, it was over 10 months since it had been charged with the
responsibility of selling Air Toronto. Until then, the receiver had not received one offer which it thought was acceptable. After
substantial efforts to sell the airline over that period, I find it difficult to think that the receiver acted improvidently in accepting
the only acceptable offer which it had.

20      On March 8, 1991, the date when the receiver accepted the OEL offer, it had only two offers, the OEL offer, which
was acceptable, and the 922 offer, which contained an unacceptable condition. I cannot see how the receiver, assuming for the
moment that the price was reasonable, could have done anything but accept the OEL offer.

21      When deciding whether a receiver had acted providently, the court should examine the conduct of the receiver in light of
the information the receiver had when it agreed to accept an offer. In this case, the court should look at the receiver's conduct
in the light of the information it had when it made its decision on March 8, 1991. The court should be very cautious before
deciding that the receiver's conduct was improvident based upon information which has come to light after it made its decision.
To do so, in my view, would derogate from the mandate to sell given to the receiver by the order of O'Brien J. I agree with and
adopt what was said by Anderson J. in Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg , supra, at p. 112 [O.R.]:

Its decision was made as a matter of business judgment on the elements then available to it . It is of the very essence
of a receiver's function to make such judgments and in the making of them to act seriously and responsibly so as to be
prepared to stand behind them.

If the court were to reject the recommendation 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.

[Emphasis added.]

22      I also agree with and adopt what was said by Macdonald J.A. in Cameron v. Bank of Nova Scotia (1981), 38 C.B.R. (N.S.)
1, 45 N.S.R. (2d) 303, 86 A.P.R. 303 (C.A.) , at p. 11 [C.B.R.]:

In my opinion if the decision of the receiver to enter into an agreement of sale, subject to court approval, with respect to
certain assets is reasonable and sound under the circumstances at the time existing it should not be set aside simply because
a later and higher bid is made. To do so would literally create chaos in the commercial world and receivers and purchasers
would never be sure they had a binding agreement.

[Emphasis added.]

23      On March 8, 1991, the receiver had two offers. One was the OEL offer, which it considered satisfactory but which could be
withdrawn by OEL at any time before it was accepted. The receiver also had the 922 offer, which contained a condition that was
totally unacceptable. It had no other offers. It was faced with the dilemma of whether it should decline to accept the OEL offer
and run the risk of it being withdrawn, in the hope that an acceptable offer would be forthcoming from 922. An affidavit filed by
the president of the receiver describes the dilemma which the receiver faced, and the judgment made in the light of that dilemma:

24. An asset purchase agreement was received by Ernst & Young on March 7, 1991 which was dated March 6, 1991. This
agreement was received from CCFL in respect of their offer to purchase the assets and undertaking of Air Toronto. Apart
from financial considerations, which will be considered in a subsequent affidavit, the Receiver determined that it would not
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be prudent to delay acceptance of the OEL agreement to negotiate a highly uncertain arrangement with Air Canada and
CCFL . Air Canada had the benefit of an 'exclusive' in negotiations for Air Toronto and had clearly indicated its intention
take itself out of the running while ensuring that no other party could seek to purchase Air Toronto and maintain the Air
Canada connector arrangement vital to its survival. The CCFL offer represented a radical reversal of this position by Air
Canada at the eleventh hour. However, it contained a significant number of conditions to closing which were entirely
beyond the control of the Receiver. As well, the CCFL offer came less than 24 hours before signing of the agreement with
OEL which had been negotiated over a period of months, at great time and expense.

[Emphasis added.] I am convinced that the decision made was a sound one in the circumstances faced by the receiver on March
8, 1991.

24      I now turn to consider whether the price contained in the OEL offer was one which it was provident to accept. At the
outset, I think that the fact that the OEL offer was the only acceptable one available to the receiver on March 8, 1991, after 10
months of trying to sell the airline, is strong evidence that the price in it was reasonable. In a deteriorating economy, I doubt
that it would have been wise to wait any longer.

25      I mentioned earlier that, pursuant to an order, 922 was permitted to present a second offer. During the hearing of the
appeal, counsel compared at great length the price contained in the second 922 offer with the price contained in the OEL offer.
Counsel put forth various hypotheses supporting their contentions that one offer was better than the other.

26      It is my opinion that the price contained in the 922 offer is relevant only if it shows that the price obtained by the receiver
in the OEL offer was not a reasonable one. In Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg , supra, Anderson J., at p. 113 [O.R.], discussed
the comparison of offers in the following way:

No doubt, as the cases have indicated, situations might arise where the disparity was so great as to call in question the
adequacy of the mechanism which had produced the offers. It is not so here, and in my view that is substantially an end
of the matter.

27      In two judgments, Saunders J. considered the circumstances in which an offer submitted after the receiver had agreed to
a sale should be considered by the court. The first is Re Selkirk (1986), 58 C.B.R. (N.S.) 245 (Ont. S.C.) , at p. 247:

If, for example, in this case there had been a second offer of a substantially higher amount, then the court would have to
take that offer into consideration in assessing whether the receiver had properly carried out his function of endeavouring
to obtain the best price for the property.

28      The second is Re Beauty Counsellors of Canada Ltd. (1986), 58 C.B.R. (N.S.) 237 (Ont. S.C.) , at p. 243:

If a substantially higher bid turns up at the approval stage, the court should consider it. Such a bid may indicate, for
example, that the trustee has not properly carried out its duty to endeavour to obtain the best price for the estate.

29      In Re Selkirk (1987), 64 C.B.R. (N.S.) 140 (Ont. S.C.) , at p. 142, McRae J. expressed a similar view:

The court will not lightly withhold approval of a sale by the receiver, particularly in a case such as this where the receiver
is given rather wide discretionary authority as per the order of Mr. Justice Trainor and, of course, where the receiver is
an officer of this court. Only in a case where there seems to be some unfairness in the process of the sale or where there
are substantially higher offers which would tend to show that the sale was improvident will the court withhold approval. It
is important that the court recognize the commercial exigencies that would flow if prospective purchasers are allowed to
wait until the sale is in court for approval before submitting their final offer. This is something that must be discouraged.

[Emphasis added.]

30      What those cases show is that the prices in other offers have relevance only if they show that the price contained in the
offer accepted by the receiver was so unreasonably low as to demonstrate that the receiver was improvident in accepting it. I
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am of the opinion, therefore, that if they do not tend to show that the receiver was improvident, they should not be considered
upon a motion to confirm a sale recommended by a court-appointed receiver. If they were, the process would be changed from
a sale by a receiver, subject to court approval, into an auction conducted by the court at the time approval is sought. In my
opinion, the latter course is unfair to the person who has entered bona fide into an agreement with the receiver, can only lead
to chaos, and must be discouraged.

31      If, however, the subsequent offer is so substantially higher than the sale recommended by the receiver, then it may be
that the receiver has not conducted the sale properly. In such circumstances, the court would be justified itself in entering into
the sale process by considering competitive bids. However, I think that that process should be entered into only if the court is
satisfied that the receiver has not properly conducted the sale which it has recommended to the court.

32      It is necessary to consider the two offers. Rosenberg J. held that the 922 offer was slightly better or marginally better
than the OEL offer. He concluded that the difference in the two offers did not show that the sale process adopted by the receiver
was inadequate or improvident.

33      Counsel for the appellants complained about the manner in which Rosenberg J. conducted the hearing of the motion to
confirm the OEL sale. The complaint was that when they began to discuss a comparison of the two offers, Rosenberg J. said that
he considered the 922 offer to be better than the OEL offer. Counsel said that when that comment was made, they did not think it
necessary to argue further the question of the difference in value between the two offers. They complain that the finding that the
922 offer was only marginally better or slightly better than the OEL offer was made without them having had the opportunity to
argue that the 922 offer was substantially better or significantly better than the OEL offer. I cannot understand how counsel could
have thought that by expressing the opinion that the 922 offer was better, Rosenberg J. was saying that it was a significantly or
substantially better one. Nor can I comprehend how counsel took the comment to mean that they were foreclosed from arguing
that the offer was significantly or substantially better. If there was some misunderstanding on the part of counsel, it should have
been raised before Rosenberg J. at the time. I am sure that if it had been, the misunderstanding would have been cleared up
quickly. Nevertheless, this court permitted extensive argument dealing with the comparison of the two offers.

34      The 922 offer provided for $6 million cash to be paid on closing with a royalty based upon a percentage of Air Toronto
profits over a period of 5 years up to a maximum of $3 million. The OEL offer provided for a payment of $2 million on closing
with a royalty paid on gross revenues over a 5-year period. In the short term, the 922 offer is obviously better because there is
substantially more cash up front. The chances of future returns are substantially greater in the OEL offer because royalties are
paid on gross revenues, while the royalties under the 922 offer are paid only on profits. There is an element of risk involved
in each offer.

35      The receiver studied the two offers. It compared them and took into account the risks, the advantages and the disadvantages
of each. It considered the appropriate contingencies. It is not necessary to outline the factors which were taken into account by
the receiver because the manager of its insolvency practice filed an affidavit outlining the considerations which were weighed in
its evaluation of the two offers. They seem to me to be reasonable ones. That affidavit concluded with the following paragraph:

24. On the basis of these considerations the Receiver has approved the OEL offer and has concluded that it represents the
achievement of the highest possible value at this time for the Air Toronto division of SoundAir.

36      The court appointed the receiver to conduct the sale of Air Toronto, and entrusted it with the responsibility of deciding
what is the best offer. I put great weight upon the opinion of the receiver. It swore to the court which appointed it that the OEL
offer represents the achievement of the highest possible value at this time for Air Toronto. I have not been convinced that the
receiver was wrong when he made that assessment. I am, therefore, of the opinion that the 922 offer does not demonstrate any
failure upon the part of the receiver to act properly and providently.

37      It follows that if Rosenberg J. was correct when he found that the 922 offer was in fact better, I agree with him that it
could only have been slightly or marginally better. The 922 offer does not lead to an inference that the disposition strategy of
the receiver was inadequate, unsuccessful or improvident, nor that the price was unreasonable.
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38      I am, therefore, of the opinion the the receiver made a sufficient effort to get the best price, and has not acted improvidently.

2. Consideration of the Interests of all Parties

39      It is well established that the primary interest is that of the creditors of the debtor: see Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg
, supra, and Re Selkirk , supra (Saunders J.). However, as Saunders J. pointed out in Re Beauty Counsellors , supra at p. 244
[C.B.R.], "it is not the only or overriding consideration."

40      In my opinion, there are other persons whose interests require consideration. In an appropriate case, the interests of the
debtor must be taken into account. I think also, in a case such as this, where a purchaser has bargained at some length and
doubtless at considerable expense with the receiver, the interests of the purchaser ought to be taken into account. While it is not
explicitly stated in such cases as Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg , supra, Re Selkirk (1986), supra, Re Beauty Counsellors , supra,
Re Selkirk (1987), supra, and (Cameron ), supra, I think they clearly imply that the interests of a person who has negotiated an
agreement with a court-appointed receiver are very important.

41      In this case, the interests of all parties who would have an interest in the process were considered by the receiver and
by Rosenberg J.

3. Consideration of the Efficacy and Integrity of the Process by which the Offer was Obtained

42      While it is accepted that the primary concern of a receiver is the protecting of the interests of the creditors, there is
a secondary but very important consideration, and that is the integrity of the process by which the sale is effected. This is
particularly so in the case of a sale of such a unique asset as an airline as a going concern.

43      The importance of a court protecting the integrity of the process has been stated in a number of cases. First, I refer to
Re Selkirk , supra, where Saunders J. said at p. 246 [C.B.R.]:

In dealing with the request for approval, the court has to be concerned primarily with protecting the interest of the creditors
of the former bankrupt. A secondary but important considera tion is that the process under which the sale agreement is
arrived at should be consistent with commercial efficacy and integrity.

In that connection I adopt the principles stated by Macdonald J.A. of the Nova Scotia Supreme Court (Appeal Division)
in Cameron v. Bank of N.S. (1981), 38 C.B.R. (N.S.) 1, 45 N.S.R. (2d) 303, 86 A.P.R. 303 (C.A.) , where he said at p. 11:

In my opinion if the decision of the receiver to enter into an agreement of sale, subject to court approval, with respect
to certain assets is reasonable and sound under the circumstances at the time existing it should not be set aside simply
because a later and higher bid is made. To do so would literally create chaos in the commercial world and receivers and
purchasers would never be sure they had a binding agreement. On the contrary, they would know that other bids could
be received and considered up until the application for court approval is heard — this would be an intolerable situation.

While those remarks may have been made in the context of a bidding situation rather than a private sale, I consider them to
be equally applicable to a negotiation process leading to a private sale. Where the court is concerned with the disposition of
property, the purpose of appointing a receiver is to have the receiver do the work that the court would otherwise have to do.

44      In Salima Investments Ltd. v. Bank of Montreal (1985), 59 C.B.R. (N.S.) 242, 41 Alta. L.R. (2d) 58, 65 A.R. 372, 21
D.L.R. (4th) 473 at p. 476 [D.L.R.], the Alberta Court of Appeal said that sale by tender is not necessarily the best way to sell
a business as an ongoing concern. It went on to say that when some other method is used which is provident, the court should
not undermine the process by refusing to confirm the sale.

45      Finally, I refer to the reasoning of Anderson J. in Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg , supra, at p. 124 [O.R.]:
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While every proper effort must always be made to assure maximum recovery consistent with the limitations inherent in the
process, no method has yet been devised to entirely eliminate those limitations or to avoid their consequences. Certainly
it is not to be found in loosening the entire foundation of the system. Thus to compare the results of the process in this case
with what might have been recovered in some other set of circumstances is neither logical nor practical .

[Emphasis added.]

46      It is my opinion that the court must exercise extreme caution before it interferes with the process adopted by a receiver to
sell an unusual asset. It is important that prospective purchasers know that, if they are acting in good faith, bargain seriously with
a receiver and enter into an agreement with it, a court will not lightly interfere with the commercial judgment of the receiver
to sell the asset to them.

47      Before this court, counsel for those opposing the confirmation of the sale to OEL suggested many different ways in which
the receiver could have conducted the process other than the way which he did. However, the evidence does not convince me
that the receiver used an improper method of attempting to sell the airline. The answer to those submissions is found in the
comment of Anderson J. in Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg , supra, at p. 109 [O.R.]:

The court ought not to sit as on appeal from the decision of the Receiver, reviewing in minute detail every element of the
process by which the decision is reached. To do so would be a futile and duplicitous exercise.

48      It would be a futile and duplicitous exercise for this court to examine in minute detail all of circumstances leading up
to the acceptance of the OEL offer. Having considered the process adopted by the receiver, it is my opinion that the process
adopted was a reasonable and prudent one.

4. Was there unfairness in the process?

49      As a general rule, I do not think it appropriate for the court to go into the minutia of the process or of the selling strategy
adopted by the receiver. However, the court has a responsibility to decide whether the process was fair. The only part of this
process which I could find that might give even a superficial impression of unfairness is the failure of the receiver to give an
offering memorandum to those who expressed an interest in the purchase of Air Toronto.

50      I will outline the circumstances which relate to the allegation that the receiver was unfair in failing to provide an offering
memorandum. In the latter part of 1990, as part of its selling strategy, the receiver was in the process of preparing an offering
memorandum to give to persons who expressed an interest in the purchase of Air Toronto. The offering memorandum got as
far as draft form, but was never released to anyone, although a copy of the draft eventually got into the hands of CCFL before
it submitted the first 922 offer on March 7, 1991. A copy of the offering memorandum forms part of the record, and it seems
to me to be little more than puffery, without any hard information which a sophisticated purchaser would require in or der to
make a serious bid.

51      The offering memorandum had not been completed by February11, 1991. On that date, the receiver entered into the letter of
intent to negotiate with OEL. The letter of intent contained a provision that during its currency the receiver would not negotiate
with any other party. The letter of intent was renewed from time to time until the OEL offer was received on March 6, 1991.

52      The receiver did not proceed with the offering memorandum because to do so would violate the spirit, if not the letter,
of its letter of intent with OEL.

53      I do not think that the conduct of the receiver shows any unfairness towards 922. When I speak of 922, I do so in the
context that Air Canada and CCFL are identified with it. I start by saying that the receiver acted reasonably when it entered into
exclusive negotiations with OEL. I find it strange that a company, with which Air Canada is closely and intimately involved,
would say that it was unfair for the receiver to enter into a time-limited agreement to negotiate exclusively with OEL. That is
precisely the arrangement which Air Canada insisted upon when it negotiated with the receiver in the spring and summer of
1990. If it was not unfair for Air Canada to have such an agreement, I do not understand why it was unfair for OEL to have a
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similar one. In fact, both Air Canada and OEL in its turn were acting reasonably when they required exclusive negotiating rights
to prevent their negotiations from being used as a bargaining lever with other potential purchasers. The fact that Air Canada
insisted upon an exclusive negotiating right while it was negotiating with the receiver demonstrates the commercial efficacy of
OEL being given the same right during its negotiations with the receiver. I see no unfairness on the part of the receiver when it
honoured its letter of intent with OEL by not releasing the offering memorandum during the negotiations with OEL.

54      Moreover, I am not prepared to find that 922 was in any way prejudiced by the fact that it did not have an offering
memorandum. It made an offer on March 7, 1991, which it contends to this day was a better offer than that of OEL. 922 has not
convinced me that if it had an offering memorandum, its offer would have been any different or any better than it actually was.
The fatal problem with the first 922 offer was that it contained a condition which was completely unacceptable to the receiver.
The receiver, properly, in my opinion, rejected the offer out of hand because of that condition. That condition did not relate
to any information which could have conceivably been in an offering memorandum prepared by the receiver. It was about the
resolution of a dispute between CCFL and the Royal Bank, something the receiver knew nothing about.

55      Further evidence of the lack of prejudice which the absence of an offering memorandum has caused 922 is found in
CCFL's stance before this court. During argument, its counsel suggested as a possible resolution of this appeal that this court
should call for new bids, evaluate them and then order a sale to the party who put in the better bid. In such a case, counsel for
CCFL said that 922 would be prepared to bid within 7 days of the court's decision. I would have thought that, if there were
anything to CCFL's suggestion that the failure to provide an offering memorandum was unfair to 922, that it would have told
the court that it needed more information before it would be able to make a bid.

56      I am satisfied that Air Canada and CCFL have, and at all times had, all of the information which they would have needed
to make what to them would be a commercially viable offer to the receiver. I think that an offering memorandum was of no
commercial consequence to them, but the absence of one has since become a valuable tactical weapon.

57      It is my opinion that there is no convincing proof that if an offering memorandum had been widely distributed among
persons qualified to have purchased Air Toronto, a viable offer would have come forth from a party other than 922 or OEL.
Therefore, the failure to provide an offering memorandum was neither unfair, nor did it prejudice the obtaining of a better price
on March 8, 1991, than that contained in the OEL offer. I would not give effect to the contention that the process adopted by
the receiver was an unfair one.

58      There are two statements by Anderson J. contained in Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg , supra, which I adopt as my own.
The first is at p. 109 [O.R.]:

The court should not proceed against the recommendations of its Receiver except in special circumstances and where the
necessity and propriety of doing so are plain. Any other rule or approach would emasculate the role of the Receiver and
make it almost inevitable that the final negotiation of every sale would take place on the motion for approval.

The second is at p. 111 [O.R.]:

It is equally clear, in my view, though perhaps not so clearly enunciated, that it is only in an exceptional case that the court
will intervene and proceed contrary to the Receiver's recommendations if satisfied, as I am, that the Receiver has acted
reasonably, prudently and fairly and not arbitrarily.

In this case the receiver acted reasonably, prudently, fairly and not arbitrarily. I am of the opinion, therefore, that the process
adopted by the receiver in reaching an agreement was a just one.

59      In his reasons for judgment, after discussing the circumstances leading to the 922 offer, Rosenberg J. said this:

They created a situation as of March 8th, where the Receiver was faced with two offers, one of which was in acceptable
form and one of which could not possibly be accepted in its present form. The Receiver acted appropriately in accepting
the OEL offer.
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I agree.

60      The receiver made proper and sufficient efforts to get the best price that it could for the assets of Air Toronto. It adopted
a reasonable and effective process to sell the airline which was fair to all persons who might be interested in purchasing it. It
is my opinion, therefore, that the receiver properly carried out the mandate which was given to it by the order of O'Brien J. It
follows that Rosenberg J. was correct when he confirmed the sale to OEL.

II. The effect of the support of the 922 offer by the two secured creditors.

61      As I noted earlier, the 922 offer was supported before Rosenberg J., and in this court, by CCFL and by the Royal Bank,
the two secured creditors. It was argued that, because the interests of the creditors are primary, the court ought to give effect to
their wish that the 922 offer be accepted. I would not accede to that suggestion for two reasons.

62      The first reason is related to the fact that the creditors chose to have a receiver appointed by the court. It was open to them
to appoint a private receiver pursuant to the authority of their security documents. Had they done so, then they would have had
control of the process and could have sold Air Toronto to whom they wished. However, acting privately and controlling the
process involves some risks. The appointment of a receiver by the court insulates the creditors from those risks. But, insulation
from those risks carries with it the loss of control over the process of disposition of the assets. As I have attempted to explain in
these reasons, when a receiver's sale is before the court for confirmation, the only issues are the propriety of the conduct of the
receiver and whether it acted providently. The function of the court at that stage is not to step in and do the receiver's work, or
change the sale strategy adopted by the receiver. Creditors who asked the court to appoint a receiver to dispose of assets should
not be allowed to take over control of the process by the simple expedient of supporting another purchaser if they do not agree
with the sale made by the receiver. That would take away all respect for the process of sale by a court-appointed receiver.

63      There can be no doubt that the interests of the creditor are an important consideration in determining whether the receiver
has properly conducted a sale. The opinion of the creditors as to which offer ought to be accepted is something to be taken
into account. But if the court decides that the receiver has acted properly and providently, those views are not necessarily
determinative. Because, in this case, the receiver acted properly and providently, I do not think that the views of the creditors
should override the considered judgment of the receiver.

64      The second reason is that, in the particular circumstances of this case, I do not think the support of CCFL and the Royal
Bank of the 922 offer is entitled to any weight. The support given by CCFL can be dealt with summarily. It is a co-owner of
922. It is hardly surprising and not very impressive to hear that it supports the offer which it is making for the debtor's assets.

65      The support by the Royal Bank requires more consideration and involves some reference to the circumstances. On March
6, 1991, when the first 922 offer was made, there was in existence an inter-lender agreement between the Royal Bank and
CCFL. That agreement dealt with the share of the proceeds of the sale of Air Toronto which each creditor would receive. At
the time, a dispute between the Royal Bank and CCFL about the interpretation of that agreement was pending in the courts.
The unacceptable condition in the first 922 offer related to the settlement of the inter-lender dispute. The condition required
that the dispute be resolved in a way which would substantially favour CCFL. It required that CCFL receive $3,375,000 of the
$6 million cash payment and the balance, including the royalties, if any, be paid to the Royal Bank. The Royal Bank did not
agree with that split of the sale proceeds.

66      On April 5, 1991, the Royal Bank and CCFL agreed to settle the inter-lender dispute. The settlement was that if the 922
offer was accepted by the court, CCFL would receive only $1 million, and the Royal Bank would receive $5 million plus any
royalties which might be paid. It was only in consideration of that settlement that the Royal Bank agreed to support the 922 offer.

67      The Royal Bank's support of the 922 offer is so affected by the very substantial benefit which it wanted to obtain from
the settlement of the inter-lender dispute that, in my opinion, its support is devoid of any objectivity. I think it has no weight.
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68      While there may be circumstances where the unanimous support by the creditors of a particular offer could conceivably
override the proper and provident conduct of a sale by a receiver, I do not think that this is such a case. This is a case where the
receiver has acted properly and in a provident way. It would make a mockery out of the judicial process, under which a mandate
was given to this receiver to sell this airline if the support by these creditors of the 922 offer were permitted to carry the day.
I give no weight to the support which they give to the 922 offer.

69      In its factum, the receiver pointed out that, because of greater liabilities imposed upon private receivers by various statutes
such as the Employment Standards Act , R.S.O. 1980, c. 137, and the Environmental Protection Act , R.S.O. 1980, c. 141, it
is likely that more and more the courts will be asked to appoint receivers in insolvencies. In those circumstances, I think that
creditors who ask for court-appointed receivers and business people who choose to deal with those receivers should know that
if those receivers act properly and providently, their decisions and judgments will be given great weight by the courts who
appoint them. I have decided this appeal in the way I have in order to assure business people who deal with court-appointed
receivers that they can have confidence that an agreement which they make with a court-appointed receiver will be far more
than a platform upon which others may bargain at the court approval stage. I think that persons who enter into agreements with
court-appointed receivers, following a disposition procedure that is appropriate given the nature of the assets involved, should
expect that their bargain will be confirmed by the court.

70      The process is very important. It should be carefully protected so that the ability of court-appointed receivers to negotiate
the best price possible is strengthened and supported. Because this receiver acted properly and providently in entering into the
OEL agreement, I am of the opinion that Rosenberg J. was right when he approved the sale to OEL and dismissed the motion
to approve the 922 offer.

71      I would, accordingly, dismiss the appeal. I would award the receiver, OEL and Frontier Airlines Limited their costs
out of the Soundair estate, those of the receiver on a solicitor-client scale. I would make no order as to the costs of any of the
other parties or intervenors.

McKinlay J.A. :

72      I agree with Galligan J.A. in result, but wish to emphasize that I do so on the basis that the undertaking being sold
in this case was of a very special and unusual nature. It is most important that the integrity of procedures followed by court-
appointed receivers be protected in the interests of both commercial morality and the future confidence of business persons in
their dealings with receivers. Consequently, in all cases, the court should carefully scrutinize the procedure followed by the
receiver to determine whether it satisfies the tests set out by Anderson J. in Crown Trust Co. v. Rosenberg (1986), 67 C.B.R.
(N.S.) 320n, 60 O.R. (2d) 87, 22 C.P.C. (2d) 131, 39 D.L.R. (4th) 526 (H.C.) . While the procedure carried out by the receiver
in this case, as described by Galligan J.A., was appropriate, given the unfolding of events and the unique nature of the assets
involved, it is not a procedure that is likely to be appropriate in many receivership sales.

73      I should like to add that where there is a small number of creditors who are the only parties with a real interest in the
proceeds of the sale (i.e., where it is clear that the highest price attainable would result in recovery so low that no other creditors,
shareholders, guarantors, etc., could possibly benefit therefore), the wishes of the interested creditors should be very seriously
considered by the receiver. It is true, as Galligan J.A. points out, that in seeking the court appointment of a receiver, the moving
parties also seek the protection of the court in carrying out the receiver's functions. However, it is also true that in utilizing
the court process, the moving parties have opened the whole process to detailed scrutiny by all involved, and have probably
added significantly to their costs and consequent shortfall as a result of so doing. The adoption of the court process should in no
way diminish the rights of any party, and most certainly not the rights of the only parties with a real interest. Where a receiver
asks for court approval of a sale which is opposed by the only parties in interest, the court should scrutinize with great care the
procedure followed by the receiver. I agree with Galligan J.A. that in this case that was done. I am satisfied that the rights of all
parties were properly considered by the receiver, by the learned motions court judge, and by Galligan J.A.

Goodman J.A. (dissenting):
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74      I have had the opportunity of reading the reasons for judgment herein of Galligan and McKinlay JJ.A. Respectfully, I
am unable to agree with their conclusion.

75      The case at bar is an exceptional one in the sense that upon the application made for approval of the sale of the assets of Air
Toronto, two competing offers were placed before Rosenberg J. Those two offers were that of OEL and that of 922, a company
incorporated for the purpose of acquiring Air Toronto. Its shares were owned equally by CCFL and Air Canada. It was conceded
by all parties to these proceedings that the only persons who had any interest in the proceeds of the sale were two secured
creditors, viz., CCFL and the Royal Bank of Canada. Those two creditors were unanimous in their position that they desired
the court to approve the sale to 922. We were not referred to, nor am I aware of, any case where a court has refused to abide by
the unanimous wishes of the only interested creditors for the approval of a specific offer made in receivership proceedings.

76      In British Columbia Developments Corp. v. Spun Cast Industries Ltd. (1977), 26 C.B.R. (N.S.) 28, 5 B.C.L.R. 94 (S.C.) ,
Berger J. said at p. 30 [C.B.R.]:

Here all of those with a financial stake in the plant have joined in seeking the court's approval of the sale to Fincas. This
court does not have a roving commission to decide what is best for investors and businessmen when they have agreed
among themselves what course of action they should follow. It is their money.

77      I agree with that statement. It is particularly apt to this case. The two secured creditors will suffer a shortfall of
approximately $50 million. They have a tremendous interest in the sale of assets which form part of their security. I agree
with the finding of Rosenberg J. that the offer of 922 is superior to that of OEL. He concluded that the 922 offer is marginally
superior. If by that he meant that mathematically it was likely to provide slightly more in the way of proceeds, it is difficult
to take issue with that finding. If, on the other hand, he meant that having regard to all considerations it was only marginally
superior, I cannot agree. He said in his reasons:

I have come to the conclusion that knowledgeable creditors such as the Royal Bank would prefer the 922 offer even if the
other factors influencing their decision were not present. No matter what adjustments had to be made, the 922 offer results
in more cash immediately. Creditors facing the type of loss the Royal Bank is taking in this case would not be anxious to
rely on contingencies especially in the present circumstances surrounding the airline industry.

78      I agree with that statement completely. It is apparent that the difference between the two offers insofar as cash on closing
is concerned amounts to approximately $3 million to $4 million. The bank submitted that it did not wish to gamble any further
with respect to its investment, and that the acceptance and court approval of the OEL offer in effect supplanted its position as
a secured creditor with respect to the amount owing over and above the down payment and placed it in the position of a joint
entrepreneur, but one with no control. This results from the fact that the OEL offer did not provide for any security for any
funds which might be forthcoming over and above the initial down payment on closing.

79      In Cameron v. Bank of Nova Scotia (1981), 38 C.B.R. (N.S.) 1, 45 N.S.R. (2d) 303, 86 A.P.R. 303 (C.A.) , Hart J.A.,
speaking for the majority of the court, said at p. 10 [C.B.R.]:

Here we are dealing with a receiver appointed at the instance of one major creditor, who chose to insert in the contract
of sale a provision making it subject to the approval of the court. This, in my opinion, shows an intention on behalf of
the parties to invoke the normal equitable doctrines which place the court in the position of looking to the interests of all
persons concerned before giving its blessing to a particular transaction submitted for approval. In these circumstances the
court would not consider itself bound by the contract entered into in good faith by the receiver but would have to look to
the broader picture to see that that contract was for the benefit of the creditors as a whole. When there was evidence that
a higher price was readily available for the property the chambers judge was, in my opinion, justified in exercising his
discretion as he did. Otherwise he could have deprived the creditors of a substantial sum of money.

80      This statement is apposite to the circumstances of the case at bar. I hasten to add that in my opinion it is not only price
which is to be considered in the exercise of the judge's discretion. It may very well be, as I believe to be so in this case, that the
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amount of cash is the most important element in determining which of the two offers is for the benefit and in the best interest
of the creditors.

81      It is my view, and the statement of Hart J.A. is consistent therewith, that the fact that a creditor has requested an order
of the court appointing a receiver does not in any way diminish or derogate from his right to obtain the maximum benefit to
be derived from any disposition of the debtor's assets. I agree completely with the views expressed by McKinlay J.A. in that
regard in her reasons.

82      It is my further view that any negotiations which took place between the only two interested creditors in deciding to
support the approval of the 922 offer were not relevant to the determination by the presiding judge of the issues involved in
the motion for approval of either one of the two offers, nor are they relevant in determining the outcome of this appeal. It is
sufficient that the two creditors have decided unanimously what is in their best interest, and the appeal must be considered in
the light of that decision. It so happens, however, that there is ample evidence to support their conclusion that the approval of
the 922 offer is in their best interests.

83      I am satisfied that the interests of the creditors are the prime consideration for both the receiver and the court. In Re Beauty
Counsellors of Canada Ltd. (1986), 58 C.B.R. (N.S.) 237 (Ont. S.C.) , Saunders J. said at p. 243:

This does not mean that a court should ignore a new and higher bid made after acceptance where there has been no
unfairness in the process. The interests of the creditors, while not the only consideration, are the prime consideration.

84      I agree with that statement of the law. In Re Selkirk (1986), 58 C.B.R. (N.S.) 245 (Ont. S.C.) , Saunders J. heard
an application for court approval of the sale by the sheriff of real property in bankruptcy proceedings. The sheriff had been
previously ordered to list the property for sale subject to approval of the court. Saunders J. said at p. 246:

In dealing with the request for approval, the court has to be concerned primarily with protecting the interests of the creditors
of the former bankrupt. A secondary but important consideration is that the process under which the sale agreement is
arrived at should be consistent with commercial efficacy and integrity.

85      I am in agreement with that statement as a matter of general principle. Saunders J. further stated that he adopted the
principles stated by Macdonald J.A. in Cameron , supra, quoted by Galligan J.A. in his reasons. In Cameron , the remarks of
Macdonald J.A. related to situations involving the calling of bids and fixing a time limit for the making of such bids. In those
circumstances the process is so clear as a matter of commercial practice that an interference by the court in such process might
have a deleterious effect on the efficacy of receivership proceedings in other cases. But Macdonald J.A. recognized that even
in bid or tender cases where the offeror for whose bid approval is sought has complied with all requirements, a court might not
approve the agreement of purchase and sale entered into by the receiver. He said at pp. 11-12 [C.B.R.]:

There are, of course, many reasons why a court might not approve an agreement of purchase and sale, viz., where the offer
accepted is so low in relation to the appraised value as to be unrealistic; or, where the circumstances indicate that insufficient
time was allowed for the making of bids or that inadequate notice of sale by bid was given (where the receiver sells property
by the bid method); or, where it can be said that the proposed sale is not in the best interest of either the creditors or the
owner. Court approval must involve the delicate balancing of competing interests and not simply a consideration of the
interests of the creditors.

86      The deficiency in the present case is so large that there has been no suggestion of a competing interest between the
owner and the creditors.

87      I agree that the same reasoning may apply to a negotiation process leading to a private sale, but the procedure and process
applicable to private sales of a wide variety of businesses and undertakings with the multiplicity of individual considerations
applicable and perhaps peculiar to the particular business is not so clearly established that a departure by the court from the
process adopted by the receiver in a particular case will result in commercial chaos to the detriment of future receivership

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1986267627&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1986269478&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)


Royal Bank v. Soundair Corp., 1991 CarswellOnt 205
1991 CarswellOnt 205, [1991] O.J. No. 1137, 27 A.C.W.S. (3d) 1178, 46 O.A.C. 321...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 15

proceedings. Each case must be decided on its own merits, and it is necessary to consider the process used by the receiver in
the present proceedings and to determine whether it was unfair, improvident or inadequate.

88      It is important to note at the outset that Rosenberg J. made the following statement in his reasons:

On March 8, 1991 the trustee accepted the OEL offer subject to court approval. The Receiver at that time had no other offer
before it that was in final form or could possibly be accepted. The Receiver had at the time the knowledge that Air Canada
with CCFL had not bargained in good faith and had not fulfilled the promise of its letter of March 1st. The Receiver was
justified in assuming that Air Canada and CCFL's offer was a long way from being in an acceptable form and that Air
Canada and CCFL's objective was to interrupt the finalizing of the OEL agreement and to retain as long as possible the
Air Toronto connector traffic flowing into Terminal 2 for the benefit of Air Canada.

89      In my opinion there was no evidence before him or before this court to indicate that Air Canada, with CCFL, had not
bargained in good faith, and that the receiver had knowledge of such lack of good faith. Indeed, on his appeal, counsel for the
receiver stated that he was not alleging Air Canada and CCFL had not bargained in good faith. Air Canada had frankly stated at
the time that it had made its offer to purchase, which was eventually refused by the receiver, that it would not become involved
in an "auction" to purchase the undertaking of Air Canada and that, although it would fulfil its contractual obligations to provide
connecting services to Air Toronto, it would do no more than it was legally required to do insofar as facilitating the purchase of
Air Toronto by any other person. In so doing, Air Canada may have been playing "hardball," as its behaviour was characterized
by some of the counsel for opposing parties. It was nevertheless merely openly asserting its legal position, as it was entitled to do.

90      Furthermore, there was no evidence before Rosenberg J. or this court that the receiver had assumed that Air Canada and
CCFL's objective in making an offer was to interrupt the finalizing of the OEL agreement and to retain as long as possible the
Air Toronto connector traffic flowing into Terminal 2 for the benefit of Air Canada. Indeed, there was no evidence to support
such an assumption in any event, although it is clear that 922, and through it CCFL and Air Canada, were endeavouring to
present an offer to purchase which would be accepted and/or approved by the court in preference to the offer made by OEL.

91      To the extent that approval of the OEL agreement by Rosenberg J. was based on the alleged lack of good faith in bargaining
and improper motivation with respect to connector traffic on the part of Air Canada and CCFL, it cannot be supported.

92      I would also point out that rather than saying there was no other offer before it that was final in form, it would have been
more accurate to have said that there was no unconditional offer before it.

93      In considering the material and evidence placed before the court, I am satisfied that the receiver was at all times acting
in good faith. I have reached the conclusion, however, that the process which he used was unfair insofar as 922 is concerned,
and improvident insofar as the two secured creditors are concerned.

94      Air Canada had been negotiating with Soundair Corporation for the purchase from it of Air Toronto for a considerable
period of time prior to the appointment of a receiver by the court. It had given a letter of intent indicating a prospective sale price
of $18 million. After the appointment of the receiver, by agreement dated April 30, 1990, Air Canada continued its negotiations
for the purchase of Air Toronto with the receiver. Although this agreement contained a clause which provided that the receiver
"shall not negotiate for the sale ... of Air Toronto with any person except Air Canada," it further provided that the receiver
would not be in breach of that provision merely by receiving unsolicited offers for all or any of the assets of Air Toronto.
In addition, the agreement, which had a term commencing on April 30, 1990, could be terminated on the fifth business day
following the delivery of a written notice of termination by one party to the other. I point out this provision merely to indicate
that the exclusivity privilege extended by the receiver to Air Canada was of short duration at the receiver's option.

95      As a result of due negligence investigations carried out by Air Canada during the months of April, May and June of 1990,
Air Canada reduced its offer to $8.1 million conditional upon there being $4 million in tangible assets. The offer was made on
June 14, 1990, and was open for acceptance until June 29, 1990.
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96      By amending agreement dated June 19, 1990, the receiver was released from its covenant to refrain from negotiating
for the sale of the Air Toronto business and assets to any person other than Air Canada. By virtue of this amending agreement,
the receiver had put itself in the position of having a firm offer in hand, with the right to negotiate and accept offers from other
persons. Air Canada, in these circumstances, was in the subservient position. The receiver, in the exercise of its judgment and
discretion, allowed the Air Canada offer to lapse. On July 20, 1990, Air Canada served a notice of termination of the April
30, 1990 agreement.

97      Apparently as a result of advice received from the receiver to the effect that the receiver intended to conduct an auction
for the sale of the assets and business of the Air Toronto division of Soundair Corporation, the solicitors for Air Canada advised
the receiver by letter dated July 20, 1990, in part as follows:

Air Canada has instructed us to advise you that it does not intend to submit a further offer in the auction process.

98      This statement, together with other statements set forth in the letter, was sufficient to indicate that Air Canada was not
interested in purchasing Air Toronto in the process apparently contemplated by the receiver at that time. It did not form a proper
foundation for the receiver to conclude that there was no realistic possibility of selling Air Toronto [to] Air Canada, either alone
or in conjunction with some other person, in different circumstances. In June 1990, the receiver was of the opinion that the fair
value of Air Toronto was between $10 million and $12 million.

99      In August 1990, the receiver contacted a number of interested parties. A number of offers were received which were
not deemed to be satisfactory. One such offer, received on August 20, 1990, came as a joint offer from OEL and Air Ontario
(an Air Canada connector). It was for the sum of $3 million for the good will relating to certain Air Toronto routes, but did not
include the purchase of any tangible assets or leasehold interests.

100      In December 1990, the receiver was approached by the management of Canadian Partner (operated by OEL) for the
purpose of evaluating the benefits of an amalgamated Air Toronto/Air Partner operation. The negotiations continued from
December of 1990 to February of 1991, culminating in the OEL agreement dated March 8, 1991.

101      On or before December 1990, CCFL advised the receiver that it intended to make a bid for the Air Toronto assets.
The receiver, in August of 1990, for the purpose of facilitating the sale of Air Toronto assets, commenced the preparation of
an operating memorandum. He prepared no less than six draft operating memoranda with dates from October 1990 through
March 1, 1991. None of these were distributed to any prospective bidder despite requests having been received therefor, with
the exception of an early draft provided to CCFL without the receiver's knowledge.

102      During the period December 1990 to the end of January 1991, the receiver advised CCFL that the offering memorandum
was in the process of being prepared and would be ready soon for distribution. He further advised CCFL that it should await
the receipt of the memorandum before submitting a formal offer to purchase the Air Toronto assets.

103      By late January, CCFL had become aware that the receiver was negotiating with OEL for the sale of Air Toronto. In
fact, on February 11, 1991, the receiver signed a letter of intent with OEL wherein it had specifically agreed not to negotiate
with any other potential bidders or solicit any offers from others.

104      By letter dated February 25, 1991, the solicitors for CCFL made a written request to the receiver for the offering
memorandum. The receiver did not reply to the letter because he felt he was precluded from so doing by the provisions of
the letter of intent dated February 11, 1991. Other prospective purchasers were also unsuccessful in obtaining the promised
memorandum to assist them in preparing their bids. It should be noted that, exclusivity provision of the letter of intent expired
on February 20, 1991. This provision was extended on three occasions, viz., February 19, 22 and March 5, 1991. It is clear
that from a legal standpoint the receiver, by refusing to extend the time, could have dealt with other prospective purchasers,
and specifically with 922.



Royal Bank v. Soundair Corp., 1991 CarswellOnt 205
1991 CarswellOnt 205, [1991] O.J. No. 1137, 27 A.C.W.S. (3d) 1178, 46 O.A.C. 321...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 17

105      It was not until March 1, 1991, that CCFL had obtained sufficient information to enable it to make a bid through 922.
It succeeded in so doing through its own efforts through sources other than the receiver. By that time the receiver had already
entered into the letter of intent with OEL. Notwithstanding the fact that the receiver knew since December of 1990 that CCFL
wished to make a bid for the assets of Air Toronto (and there is no evidence to suggest that at that time such a bid would be
in conjunction with Air Canada or that Air Canada was in any way connected with CCFL), it took no steps to provide CCFL
with information necessary to enable it to make an intelligent bid, and indeed suggested delaying the making of the bid until an
offering memorandum had been prepared and provided. In the meantime, by entering into the letter of intent with OEL, it put
itself in a position where it could not negotiate with CCFL or provide the information requested.

106      On February 28, 1991, the solicitors for CCFL telephoned the receiver and were advised for the first time that the
receiver had made a business decision to negotiate solely with OEL and would not negotiate with anyone else in the interim.

107      By letter dated March 1, 1991, CCFL advised the receiver that it intended to submit a bid. It set forth the essential terms
of the bid and stated that it would be subject to customary commercial provisions. On March 7, 1991 CCFL and Air Canada,
jointly through 922, submitted an offer to purchase Air Toronto upon the terms set forth in the letter dated March 1, 1991. It
included a provision that the offer was conditional upon the interpretation of an inter-lender agreement which set out the relative
distribution of proceeds as between CCFL and the Royal Bank. It is common ground that it was a condition over which the
receiver had no control, and accordingly would not have been acceptable on that ground alone. The receiver did not, however,
contact CCFL in order to negotiate or request the removal of the condition, although it appears that its agreement with OEL not
to negotiate with any person other than OEL expired on March 6, 1991.

108      The fact of the matter is that by March 7, 1991, the receiver had received the offer from OEL which was subsequently
approved by Rosenberg J. That offer was accepted by the receiver on March 8, 1991. Notwithstanding the fact that OEL had
been negotiating the purchase for a period of approximately 3 months, the offer contained a provision for the sole benefit of
the purchaser that it was subject to the purchaser obtaining "a financing commitment within 45 days of the date hereof in an
amount not less than the Purchase Price from the Royal Bank of Canada or other financial institution upon terms and conditions
acceptable to them. In the event that such a financing commitment is not obtained within such 45 day period, the purchaser
or OEL shall have the right to terminate this agreement upon giving written notice of termination to the vendor on the first
Business Day following the expiry of the said period." The purchaser was also given the right to waive the condition.

109      In effect, the agreement was tantamount to a 45-day option to purchase, excluding the right of any other person to
purchase Air Toronto during that period of time and thereafter if the condition was fulfilled or waived. The agreement was, of
course, stated to be subject to court approval.

110      In my opinion, the process and procedure adopted by the receiver was unfair to CCFL. Although it was aware from
December 1990 that CCFL was interested in making an offer, it effectively delayed the making of such offer by continually
referring to the preparation of the offering memorandum. It did not endeavour during the period December 1990 to March 7,
1991, to negotiate with CCFL in any way the possible terms of purchase and sale agreement. In the result, no offer was sought
from CCFL by the receiver prior to February 11, 1991, and thereafter it put itself in the position of being unable to negotiate
with anyone other than OEL. The receiver then, on March 8, 1991, chose to accept an offer which was conditional in nature
without prior consultation with CCFL (922) to see whether it was prepared to remove the condition in its offer.

111      I do not doubt that the receiver felt that it was more likely that the condition in the OEL offer would be fulfilled than
the condition in the 922 offer. It may be that the receiver, having negotiated for a period of 3 months with OEL, was fearful
that it might lose the offer if OEL discovered that it was negotiating with another person. Nevertheless, it seems to me that it
was imprudent and unfair on the part of the receiver to ignore an offer from an interested party which offered approximately
triple the cash down payment without giving a chance to the offeror to remove the conditions or other terms which made the
offer unacceptable to it. The potential loss was that of an agreement which amounted to little more than an option in favour
of the offeror.
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112      In my opinion the procedure adopted by the receiver was unfair to CCFL in that, in effect, it gave OEL the opportunity
of engaging in exclusive negotiations for a period of 3 months, notwithstanding the fact that it knew CCFL was interested in
making an offer. The receiver did not indicate a deadline by which offers were to be submitted, and it did not at any time indicate
the structure or nature of an offer which might be acceptable to it.

113      In his reasons, Rosenberg J. stated that as of March 1, CCFL and Air Canada had all the information that they needed,
and any allegations of unfairness in the negotiating process by the receiver had disappeared. He said:

They created a situation as of March 8, where the receiver was faced with two offers, one of which was acceptable in
form and one of which could not possibly be accepted in its present form. The Receiver acted appropriately in accepting
the OEL offer.

If he meant by "acceptable in form" that it was acceptable to the receiver, then obviously OEL had the unfair advantage of its
lengthy negotiations with the receiver to ascertain what kind of an offer would be acceptable to the receiver. If, on the other hand,
he meant that the 922 offer was unacceptable in its form because it was conditional, it can hardly be said that the OEL offer was
more acceptable in this regard, as it contained a condition with respect to financing terms and conditions "acceptable to them ."

114      It should be noted that on March 13, 1991, the representatives of 922 first met with the receiver to review its offer of
March 7, 1991, and at the request of the receiver, withdrew the inter-lender condition from its offer. On March 14, 1991, OEL
removed the financing condition from its offer. By order of Rosenberg J. dated March 26, 1991, CCFL was given until April 5,
1991, to submit a bid, and on April 5, 1991, 922 submitted its offer with the inter-lender condition removed.

115      In my opinion, the offer accepted by the receiver is improvident and unfair insofar as the two creditors are concerned. It
is not improvident in the sense that the price offered by 922 greatly exceeded that offered by OEL. In the final analysis it may
not be greater at all. The salient fact is that the cash down payment in the 922 offer con stitutes proximately two thirds of the
contemplated sale price, whereas the cash down payment in the OEL transaction constitutes approximately 20 to 25 per cent of
the contemplated sale price. In terms of absolute dollars, the down payment in the 922 offer would likely exceed that provided
for in the OEL agreement by approximately $3 million to $4 million.

116      In Re Beauty Counsellors of Canada Ltd. , supra, Saunders J. said at p. 243 [C.B.R.]:

If a substantially higher bid turns up at the approval stage, the court should consider it. Such a bid may indicate, for
example, that the trustee has not properly carried out its duty to endeavour to obtain the best price for the estate. In such a
case the proper course might be to refuse approval and to ask the trustee to recommence the process.

117      I accept that statement as being an accurate statement of the law. I would add, however, as previously indicated, that in
determining what is the best price for the estate, the receiver or court should not limit its consideration to which offer provides
for the greater sale price. The amount of down payment and the provision or lack thereof to secure payment of the balance of
the purchase price over and above the down payment may be the most important factor to be considered, and I am of the view
that is so in the present case. It is clear that that was the view of the only creditors who can benefit from the sale of Air Toronto.

118      I note that in the case at bar the 922 offer in conditional form was presented to the receiver before it accepted the OEL
offer. The receiver, in good faith, although I believe mistakenly, decided that the OEL offer was the better offer. At that time
the receiver did not have the benefit of the views of the two secured creditors in that regard. At the time of the application for
approval before Rosenberg J., the stated preference of the two interested creditors was made quite clear. He found as fact that
knowledgeable creditors would not be anxious to rely on contingencies in the present circumstances surrounding the airline
industry. It is reasonable to expect that a receiver would be no less knowledgeable in that regard, and it is his primary duty
to protect the interests of the creditors. In my view, it was an improvident act on the part of the receiver to have accepted the
conditional offer made by OEL, and Rosenberg J. erred in failing to dismiss the application of the receiver for approval of the
OEL offer. It would be most inequitable to foist upon the two creditors, who have already been seriously hurt, more unnecessary
contingencies.
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119      Although in other circumstances it might be appropriate to ask the receiver to recommence the process, in my opinion,
it would not be appropriate to do so in this case. The only two interested creditors support the acceptance of the 922 offer, and
the court should so order.

120      Although I would be prepared to dispose of the case on the grounds stated above, some comment should be addressed
to the question of interference by the court with the process and procedure adopted by the receiver.

121      I am in agreement with the view expressed by McKinlay J.A. in her reasons that the undertaking being sold in this
case was of a very special and unusual nature. As a result, the procedure adopted by the receiver was somewhat unusual.
At the outset, in accordance with the terms of the receiving order, it dealt solely with Air Canada. It then appears that the
receiver contemplated a sale of the assets by way of auction, and still later contemplated the preparation and distribution of an
offering memorandum inviting bids. At some point, without advice to CCFL, it abandoned that idea and reverted to exclusive
negotiations with one interested party. This entire process is not one which is customary or widely accepted as a general practice
in the commercial world. It was somewhat unique, having regard to the circumstances of this case. In my opinion, the refusal
of the court to approve the offer accepted by the receiver would not reflect on the integrity of procedures followed by court-
appointed receivers, and is not the type of refusal which will have a tendency to undermine the future confidence of business
persons in dealing with receivers.

122      Rosenberg J. stated that the Royal Bank was aware of the process used and tacitly approved it. He said it knew the terms
of the letter of intent in February 1991, and made no comment. The Royal Bank did, however, indicate to the receiver that it
was not satisfied with the contemplated price, nor the amount of the down payment. It did not, however, tell the receiver to
adopt a different process in endeavouring to sell the Air Toronto assets. It is not clear from the material filed that at the time it
became aware of the letter of intent that it knew that CCFl was interested in purchasing Air Toronto.

123      I am further of the opinion that a prospective purchaser who has been given an opportunity to engage in exclusive
negotiations with a receiver for relatively short periods of time which are extended from time to time by the receiver, and who
then makes a conditional offer, the condition of which is for his sole benefit and must be fulfilled to his satisfaction unless
waived by him, and which he knows is to be subject to court approval, cannot legitimately claim to have been unfairly dealt
with if the court refuses to approve the offer and approves a substantially better one.

124      In conclusion, I feel that I must comment on the statement made by Galligan J.A. in his reasons to the effect that
the suggestion made by counsel for 922 constitutes evidence of lack of prejudice resulting from the absence of an offering
memorandum. It should be pointed out that the court invited counsel to indicate the manner in which the problem should be
resolved in the event that the court concluded that the order approving the OEL offer should be set aside. There was no evidence
before the court with respect to what additional information may have been acquired by CCFL since March 8, 1991, and no
inquiry was made in that regard. Accordingly, I am of the view that no adverse inference should be drawn from the proposal
made as a result of the court's invitation.

125      For the above reasons I would allow the appeal one set of costs to CCFL-922, set aside the order of Rosenberg J., dismiss
the receiver's motion with one set of costs to CCFL-922 and order that the assets of Air Toronto be sold to numbered corporation
922246 on the terms set forth in its offer with appropriate adjustments to provide for the delay in its execution. Costs awarded
shall be payable out of the estate of Soundair Corporation. The costs incurred by the receiver in making the application and
responding to the appeal shall be paid to him out of the assets of the estate of Soundair Corporation on a solicitor-client basis.
I would make no order as to costs of any of the other parties or intervenors.

Appeal dismissed.

 

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



  

Tab 3



Playdium Entertainment Corp., Re, 2001 CarswellOnt 3893
2001 CarswellOnt 3893, [2001] O.J. No. 4252, 109 A.C.W.S. (3d) 207...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 1

Most Negative Treatment: Distinguished
Most Recent Distinguished: Labourers' Pension Fund of Central and Eastern Canada (Trustees of) v. Sino-Forest Corp. | 2015
ONSC 4004, 2015 CarswellOnt 9738, 27 C.B.R. (6th) 134, 256 A.C.W.S. (3d) 304, [2015] O.J. No. 5550 | (Ont. S.C.J., Jun
24, 2015)

2001 CarswellOnt 3893
Ontario Superior Court of Justice [Commercial List]

Playdium Entertainment Corp., Re

2001 CarswellOnt 3893, [2001] O.J. No. 4252, 109 A.C.W.S. (3d) 207, 18 B.L.R. (3d) 298, 31 C.B.R. (4th) 302

In the Matter of the Companies' Creditors
Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c.C-36, as Amended

In the Matter of a Plan of Compromise or Arrangement of Playdium Entertainment Corporation et al.

Spence J.

Heard: October 29 and 30, 2001

Judgment: November 2, 2001 *

Docket: 01-CL-4037

Proceedings: additional reasons at [2001] CarswellOnt 4109 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List])

Counsel: Paul G. Macdonald, Alexander L. MacFarlane, for Covington Fund I Inc.
Gary C. Grierson, J. Anthony Caldwell, for Famous Players Inc.
Craig J. Hill, for Pricewaterhouse Coopers Inc.
Roger Jaipargas, for Monitor
Gavin J. Tighe, for Toronto-Dominion Bank
Michael B. Rosztain, for Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce
Geoff R. Hall, for Ontario Municipal Employees Retirement Board
David B. Bish, for Playdium Entertainment Corporation
Julian Binavince, for Cambridge Shopping Centres Limited

Subject: Corporate and Commercial; Insolvency
Related Abridgment Classifications
Bankruptcy and insolvency
XIX Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act

XIX.3 Arrangements
XIX.3.b Approval by court

XIX.3.b.iv Miscellaneous
Bankruptcy and insolvency
XIX Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act

XIX.5 Miscellaneous
Headnote
Corporations --- Arrangements and compromises — Under Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act — Miscellaneous issues
Group of corporations which operated chain of cinemas attempted restructuring under Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act,
but no viable plan was arrived at — Corporations proposed that all their assets be transferred to new corporation, to be indirectly
controlled by corporations' two primary secured creditors — Transaction would involve assignment of all material contracts

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=7907&serNum=2036575247&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2001463566&pubNum=0005476&originatingDoc=I10b717d3afdf63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Browse/Home/AbridgmentTOC/BKY.XIX/View.html?docGuid=I10b717d3afdf63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&searchResult=True&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Browse/Home/AbridgmentTOC/BKY.XIX.3/View.html?docGuid=I10b717d3afdf63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&searchResult=True&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Browse/Home/AbridgmentTOC/BKY.XIX.3.b/View.html?docGuid=I10b717d3afdf63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&searchResult=True&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Browse/Home/AbridgmentTOC/BKY.XIX.3.b.iv/View.html?docGuid=I10b717d3afdf63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&searchResult=True&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Browse/Home/AbridgmentTOC/BKY.XIX/View.html?docGuid=I10b717d3afdf63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&searchResult=True&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Browse/Home/AbridgmentTOC/BKY.XIX.5/View.html?docGuid=I10b717d3afdf63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&searchResult=True&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)


Playdium Entertainment Corp., Re, 2001 CarswellOnt 3893
2001 CarswellOnt 3893, [2001] O.J. No. 4252, 109 A.C.W.S. (3d) 207...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 2

of business, including agreement with film distribution company — Corporations were not in compliance with agreement, but
proposed that new corporation would take steps to achieve compliance — Corporations brought application for court approval of
proposed transfer — Application granted — Interim receiver appointed — Corporations did not have right to make assignment
pursuant to s. 35 of agreement, because transfer was not to "affiliate" and film distribution company's consent to transfer was
not unreasonably withheld — Film distribution company was entitled to look for better deal elsewhere in view of corporations'
ongoing non-compliance with agreement — Court had jurisdiction to approve transfer, however, by reason of Companies'
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APPLICATION by corporations for approval of proposed transfer of assets.

Spence J.:

1      These reasons are provided in brief form to accommodate the exigencies of this matter.

2      The Playdium corporations and entities (the "Playdium Group") have been engaged in restructuring efforts under
the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (the "CCAA"). These efforts have been unsuccessful. It is now proposed that
substantially all the Playdium assets will be transferred to a new corporation ("New Playdium") which will be indirectly
controlled by Covington Fund I Inc. and Toronto-Dominion Bank. This transfer would be made in satisfaction of the claims
of those two creditors and Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce, the primary secured creditors and the only creditors with an
economic interest in the Playdium Group.

3      The primary secured creditors intend that the Playdium Group's business will continue to be operated as a going concern.
If successful, this would potentially save 300 jobs as well as various existing trade contracts and leases.

4      This transaction is considered to be the only viable alternative to a liquidation of Playdium Group and the adverse
consequences that would flow from a liquidation. Interests of members of the public also stand to be affected, in respect of
prepaid game cards and discount coupons, which are to be honoured by the new entity.

5      The proposed transaction would involve assignment to the new entity of the material contracts of the business, including
the Techtown Agreement with Famous Players.
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6      Playdium Group is not currently in compliance with the equipment supply provisions of s.9(e) of the Techtown Agreement.
The new entity is to take steps, as soon as reasonably practicable, that are intended to achieve compliance with s.9(e). Famous
Players disputes that the proposed steps will have that effect and opposes approval of the proposed assignment of the Techtown
Agreement to the new entity.

7      Covington says that the assignment of the Techtown Agreement is a critical condition of the proposed transaction: without
the assignment, the transaction cannot proceed.

8      Covington says that the structure of the proposed transaction is such that it does not require the consent of Famous
Players. This is disputed by Famous Players, based on s.35 of the Agreement and the fact that the assignee is to be controlled
by Covington and TD Bank.

9      Covington submits that it is in the best interests of all the shareholders that the proposed transaction, including the
assignment of the Techtown Agreement, be implemented. Covington and TD Bank seek an order authorising the assignment
and precluding termination of the Techtown Agreement by reason only of the assignment or certain defaults. Famous Players
has not given any notice of default to date. The prohibition against termination for default is not to apply to a continuing default
under para.9(e) of the Agreement.

10      The primary secured creditors also seek an extension of the existing stay until November 29, 2001 to finalize these
transactions. To facilitate the transactions, Covington and TD Bank seek the appointment of Pricewaterhouse Coopers as Interim
Receiver.

11      Based on the cases cited, including Lehndorff General Partner Ltd., Re (1993), 17 C.B.R. (3d) 24 (Ont. Gen. Div.
[Commercial List]), Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne de la Croix-Rouge, Re (1998), 5 C.B.R. (4th) 299 (Ont.
Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), and T. Eaton Co., Re (1999), 14 C.B.R. (4th) 298 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), and the
statutory provisions and text commentary cited, the court has the jurisdiction to grant the orders that are sought, and may do so
over the objections of creditors or other affected parties. Also, the decision in Canada (Minister of Indian Affairs & Northern
Development) v. Curragh Inc. (1994), 114 D.L.R. (4th) 176 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]), supports the appointment of
an interim receiver to do what "justice dictates" and "practicality demands".

12      Famous Players says that no reason has been shown to expect the proposed course of action will bring the Techtown
Agreement into compliance and make it properly operational; Covington has not shown it has expertise to bring to the business
operations; the operations are grossly in default at present, and the indicated plans are inadequate to cure the default, which has
serious adverse consequences to Famous Players.

The Relief Sought

13      The applicants revised the form of order that they seek, to provide (in paragraph 15) that a counterparty to a Material
Agreement is not to be prevented from exercising a contractual right to terminate such an agreement as a result of a default that
arises or continues to arise after the filing of the Interim Receiver's transfer certificate following completion of the contemplated
transactions.

14      Famous Players moved for certain relief that was apparently formulated before the applicants' revisions to their draft
order. From the submissions made at the hearing, I understand the position of Famous Players to be that it opposes the order
sought by the applicants, at least insofar as it would approve the assignment of the Techtown Agreement, but the submissions
of Famous Players did not address specifically the relief sought in their notice of motion, presumably because of the revision
to the applicants' draft order as regards continuing defaults.

Section 35 of the Techtown Agreement

15      Section 35 permits an assignment to a Playdium affiliate. The proposed assignee is to be a new company, "New Playdium",
to be incorporated on behalf of the Playdium Group, and to be owned by it at the precise time when the assignment occurs.
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The assignment will occur, it may be presumed, if and only if the contemplated transactions of transfer are completed. On
completion of the contemplated transactions, New Playdium will be owned by a corporation controlled by Covington and TD
Bank. That outcome reflects the purpose of the assignment, which is to transfer the benefit of the Techtown Agreement to the
new owners. Accordingly the assignment, viewed in terms of its substance and not simply its momentary constituent formalities,
is not a transfer to a Playdium affiliate. This view is in keeping with the decision in GATX Corp. v. Hawker Siddeley Canada
Inc. (1996), 27 B.L.R. (2d) 251 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]).

16      Under s.35, the Agreement therefore may not be assigned without the consent of Famous Players, which consent may not be
unreasonably withheld. Famous Players says that it has not been properly requested to consent and it has not received adequate
financial information and assurances as to the provision of satisfactory management expertise and as to how the Agreement
is to be brought into good standing.

17      The submission to the contrary is that the Agreement is really in the nature of a lease, not a joint venture involving
the requirement for the provision to the venture of management services. This submission has some merit. Playdium seems
principally to be required to supply game equipment. Section 26 of the Agreement disclaims any partnership or joint venture. If
the business is to be sold to the new owners as a going concern, it would be likely to have the same competence as before, unless
the contrary is shown, which is not so. Covington says that financial information was offered and not accepted and (although
this is either disputed or not accepted) that no further request was made for it.

18      Reference was made to the decision in Dominion Stores Ltd. v. Bramalea Ltd. (1985), 38 R.P.R. 12 (Ont. Dist. Ct.)
that an assignment clause of this kind is to be construed strictly, as a restraint upon alienation, and its purpose is to protect the
landlord as to the type of business carried on. The case also says that a refusal for a collateral purpose or unconnected with
the lease is unreasonable.

19      On the material filed, Famous Players has the prospect of a better deal with Starburst and this must be considered a factor
in their withholding of consent. It is also relevant that Playdium is not in compliance with the Agreement and it is not clear
how soon compliance is intended to be achieved under the Covington proposal. It is not clearly unreasonable for a party in the
position of Famous Players to look for a better deal when the counterparty is in a condition of continuing non-compliance.

20      The propriety of the proposed Starburst deal is disputed on the basis of a possible breach of the Non-Disclosure Agreement
between Starburst and Playdium. The relevance of this dispute is considered below.

Whether Court should approve the Assignment of the Techtown Agreement

21      This is the pivotal issue in respect of the motion.

22      Famous Players objects to the assignment. Famous Players refuses its consent. With regard to s.35 of the Agreement, and
without reference to considerations relating to CCAA (which are dealt with below), I cannot conclude that the withholding of
consent is unreasonable. So s.35 does not provide any right of assignment.

23      If there were no CCAA order in place and Playdium wished to assign to the proposed assignees, it would not be able
to do so, in view of Famous Players' withholding of its consent. The CCAA order affords a context in which the court has the
jurisdiction to make the order. For the order to be appropriate, it must be in keeping with the purposes and spirit of the regime
created by CCAA: see the Red Cross decision.

The factors to be considered

24      The applicants submit that it is clear from the Monitor's reports that a viable plan cannot be developed under CCAA and
the present proposal is the only viable alternative to a liquidation in bankruptcy. The applicants say that the present proposal
has the potential to save jobs and to benefit the interests of other stakeholders.

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1996439153&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
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25      Famous Players submits that, on the basis of the Red Cross decision, the court should approve the appointment of an interim
receiver with power to vest assets, in a CCAA situation, where there is no plan, only where certain appropriate circumstances
exist as set out in Red Cross, and those circumstances do not exist here.

26      In this regard, the first factor mentioned in Red Cross is whether the debtor has made a sufficient effort to obtain the best
price and has not acted unprovidently. Famous Players says that there has been no substantial effort to develop a plan to sell
the business components (such as the LBE's) as going concerns, no tender process, no marketing effort and no expert analysis.
From the reports of the monitor it appears efforts were made to find prospects to purchase debt or equity or assets and there
was no indication of viable deals. Whether or not the best price has been obtained, on the material it appears the value of the
assets would not satisfy the claims of the principal secured creditors. There is nothing to suggest that a better deal could be
done without including the Techtown Agreement; according to the monitor it would have been a key part of any viable plan.
Famous Players is not in the position of a creditor looking to be paid out, so its submissions as to the need to get the best price
do not seem to be well addressed to its proper interest in this case, and the others who have appeared who are creditors are
not objecting to the process and the result.

27      The second factor mentioned in the Red Cross decision is that the proposal should take into consideration the interests
of the parties. The proposal has potential benefits for trade creditors, employees and members of the public which would flow
from continuing the business operations as proposed.

28      The other two criteria in Red Cross are that the court is to consider the efficacy and integrity of the process by which
the offers were obtained and whether there has been unfairness in the working out of the process. Famous Players says that, as
regards its interests, there has been no participation afforded to it in designing the proposal, although the Techtown Agreement
is said to be critical to the proposal, and nothing to show how or when the s.9(e) requirements will be brought into compliance.
There were discussions between the parties in August but they did not lead to any productive result. It is true that it is not clear
how or when compliance will be brought about. This point is considered below.

The effect on Famous Players

29      Famous Players says that if the applicants are given the relief they seek, the proposed transactions will close and the
CCAA stay will be lifted — which would happen at the end of November, on the present proposal — and the prospect would
be that Famous Players would then issue notices of default in respect of s.9(e), notice of termination would follow and the
entire matter would end up in litigation within two months. That is possible. It is also possible that the parties would work
out a deal. Covington is to invest about $3 million in the new entity so there will be an incentive for it to find ways to make
the new business work.

30      If the parties cannot resolve their differences, then litigation might well result. Famous Players would be saved that prospect
if the assignment were not to be approved and the companies instead were liquidated in bankruptcy. The delay occasioned by a
further stay and subsequent litigation would also presumably result in increased losses of revenue to Famous Players compared
to a full compliance situation or an immediate termination. There is nothing before the court to suggest that, if Famous Players
has to resort to litigation and succeeds, it would not be able to recover from the new company. On this basis, the right of Famous
Players to seek relief for a default seems to address adequately the risk of continuing non-compliance with s.9(e). Accordingly,
the provision preserving that right is a key consideration in favour of the motion.

31      The other reason Famous Players evidently has for opposing the applicants' motion is that it could do a better deal with
Starburst. If that were the only reason it had for withholding consent to an assignment of the Agreement, it would not be a
reasonable basis for withholding consent under s.35 of the Agreement. It can be inferred from that consideration that it should
also not be regarded as, by itself, a proper reason to allow the objection to stand in the way of the proposed assignment as part
of the proposal to enable the business to continue.

32      Moreover, as noted above, the propriety of the Starburst transaction is disputed, on the basis of a possible breach of
the Non-Disclosure Agreement between Starburst and Playdium. Based on the submissions before the court, the dispute could
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not be said to be without substance. If the proposed transactions are allowed to proceed and litigation ensues between Famous
Players and New Playdium, there would presumably also be an opportunity for the dispute about the possible breach, and its
implications for the propriety of the proposed deal between Starburst and Famous Players, to be pursued in litigation.

33      If instead the proposed transactions are precluded by a denial of the requested order, Playdium would go into bankruptcy
and it would lose any opportunity to obtain the benefit of any rights it would otherwise have to oppose the proposed deal between
Starburst and Famous Players. Allowing the Playdium transactions to proceed would effectively preserve those rights.

Conclusion

34      For the above reasons the motion of the applicants is granted. The initial order of this court made February 22, 2001
shall be continued to November 29, 2001, and the stay period provided for therein shall be extended to November 29, 2001.
The parties may consult me about the other terms of the order, and costs.

Application granted.

Footnotes

* Additional reasons at 2001 CarswellOnt 4109, 31 C.B.R. (4th) 309 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]).
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In the Matter of the Companies' Creditors
Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c.C-36, as Amended

In the Matter of a Plan of Compromise or Arrangement of Playdium Entertainment Corporation et al.

Spence J.
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Docket: 01-CL-4037

Proceedings: additional reasons to (2001), 18 B.L.R. (3d) 298 (Ont. S.C.J.)
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Subject: Corporate and Commercial; Insolvency
Related Abridgment Classifications
Bankruptcy and insolvency
XIX Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act

XIX.3 Arrangements
XIX.3.b Approval by court

XIX.3.b.iv Miscellaneous
Bankruptcy and insolvency
XIX Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act

XIX.5 Miscellaneous
Headnote
Corporations --- Arrangements and compromises — Under Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act — Arrangements —
Approval by court — Miscellaneous issues
Group of corporations which operated chain of cinemas was unable to arrive at viable plan while restructuring under Companies'
Creditors Arrangement Act — Corporations, including bankrupt corporation, proposed transfer of assets to new corporation
— Transaction would involve assignment of agreement with film distribution company — Corporations' application for court
approval of assignment was granted and interim receiver was appointed — Creditors proposed that order appointing interim
receiver contain certain provisions — Company submitted that form of order should be revised to provide that transfer of assets
be made subject to any and all claims of company arising from contractual entitlements under agreement — Clause requested
by company was not necessary — Pursuant to terms of assignment, company would continue to have same rights of action it
currently had or that could subsequently arise against bankrupt corporation — Sections 11(4)(a), (b) and (c) of Act only provide
for orders of negative injunctive effect, unless otherwise ordered by court, in respect of proceedings against bankrupt company
— Circumstances of company with respect to agreement had not changed to company's detriment — In principle, change,
occasioned only by change in ownership, did not involve materially greater or different obligations and was within jurisdiction
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of Act — Court prohibits any proceeding by company against bankrupt corporation except on terms such that proceeding be
consistent with any assignment of agreement approved by court — Order on such terms conforms to requirements of s. 11(4)
(c) — If order did not bind company in positive manner, company could assert rights under agreement without being subject
to corresponding obligations — Approval of proposed assignment was within court's jurisdiction and was proper exercise of
jurisdiction — Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, ss. 11(4)(a), (b), (c).
Table of Authorities
Cases considered by Spence J.:

American Eco Corp., Re (October 24, 2000), Doc. 00-CL-3841 (Ont. S.C.J.) — considered
Canada (Minister of Indian Affairs & Northern Development) v. Curragh Inc. (1994), 27 C.B.R. (3d) 148, 114 D.L.R.
(4th) 176 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) — followed
Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne de la Croix-Rouge, Re (1998), 5 C.B.R. (4th) 299 (Ont. Gen. Div.
[Commercial List]) — considered
Lehndorff General Partner Ltd., Re (1993), 17 C.B.R. (3d) 24, 9 B.L.R. (2d) 275 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) —
considered
Smoky River Coal Ltd., Re, 1999 CarswellAlta 491, 175 D.L.R. (4th) 703, 237 A.R. 326, 197 W.A.C. 326, 71 Alta. L.R.
(3d) 1, [1999] 11 W.W.R. 734, 12 C.B.R. (4th) 94 (Alta. C.A.) — considered

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

Generally — referred to

s. 11(3) — considered

s. 11(4) — considered

s. 11(4)(a) — referred to

s. 11(4)(b) — referred to

s. 11(4)(c) — considered

ADDITIONAL REASONS to judgment reported at 2001 CarswellOnt 3893, 18 B.L.R. (3d) 298, 31 C.B.R. (4th) 302 (Ont.
S.C.J.), disallowing film distribution company's proposed revision to form of order.

Spence J.:

1      These reasons are supplemental to the reasons for decision which I released November 2, 2001. Reference is made to those
reasons. The defined terms employed in those reasons are also used below.

2      Covington and TD Bank propose that the order appointing the interim receiver should contain, as regards the assignment
of the Material Agreements (including the Techtown Agreement), the provisions set out in Part V, paragraphs 10 through 13,
of the draft order now before the court.

3      This draft order is different from the form of order in the motion record but apparently not different in respect of the matter
now in issue between Covington, TD Bank and Playdium on the one side and Famous Players on the other. The hearing on
October 29 and 30 did not address the specific terms of the order but it did address the intended effect of the assignment of
the Techtown Agreement. It was submitted that the assignment was intended to result in New Playdium, as assignee, becoming
bound to perform the Playdium obligations under the agreement from and after the transfer date and becoming entitled to obtain
performance by Famous Players of its obligations under the agreement from and after that date. Special provision has been
made in respect of s.9(e) defaults, as referred to in the reasons for decision of November 2, 2001. The insolvency defaults of
Playdium which led to the CCAA order are in effect stayed, which is not an issue.

The Issue
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4      Famous Players now submits that the form of order should be revised to provide that the transfer of assets should, in effect, be
made subject to "any and all claims of Famous Payers arising from its contractual entitlements under the Techtown Agreement".

5      Famous Players submits that a provision to that effect is necessary because otherwise it will suffer the loss of certain of
those claims and that it ought not to be deprived of those claims by the order of the court and that the court has no jurisdiction
to make such an order.

The Terms of the Assignment

6      Famous Players will continue to have any rights of action it now has or which may subsequently arise in its favour against
Playdium (subject to any subsequent court determination to the contrary), because nothing in the proposed transaction purports
to alter those rights. It is not indicated whether Playdium is to have liability in respect of events occurring after the transfer. In
any event, the continuing liability of Playdium is of no practical consequence to Famous Players' concerns, given Playdium's
insolvency.

7      As against New Playdium, by reason of paragraph 13 of the draft order, Famous Players would be able to exercise a
contractual right to terminate as a result of a default that arises or continue to exist after the transfer, except for an insolvency
default.

8      Counsel for Covington said that if there is an existing misrepresentation as to the state of the equipment, that would be
brought forward, which I take to mean that the rights of Famous Players in that respect would be preserved for purposes of
Famous Players being able to assert those rights against New Playdium.

9      It was submitted that the proposed terms in the draft order would assign the benefit of the agreement without the burden.
However, on the basis of the material and the submissions for Covington and TD Bank, the intention is that New Playdium
would assume the burden of the agreement as of and from the transfer date in respect of the obligations of performance then
in effect or arising subsequently.

10      What New Playdium would not assume or be liable for would be any claims that may arise in the future in favour of
Famous Players against Playdium in respect of matters which occurred prior to the transfer and do not constitute a continuing
default on the part of Playdium at the time of the transfer.

11      An example of such a contingent claim might be a claim for indemnity by Famous Players against Playdium in respect
of damages payable by Famous Players for injury suffered resulting from Playdium's equipment in an occurrence prior to the
transfer to New Playdium but not asserted by the claimant until a time subsequent to the transfer. It was submitted that such a
claim cannot properly be viewed as part of the continuing burden of the agreement as regards New Playdium because the event
giving rise to it antedates New Playdium's involvement. It was also submitted that such a claim is nothing other than a contingent
unsecured claim of a person who, in respect of the claim, is a creditor or prospective creditor of Playdium and the claim should
not be entitled to any different recognition than other unsecured contingent claims of Playdium. These submissions have merit.

12      For Famous Players it was submitted that New Playdium is seeking to take an assignment of the agreement without being
subject to the equities. However, it appears that Famous Players' rights of termination are preserved (except for the insolvency
default), in respect of defaults under the agreement existing at or subsequently arising after the transfer date.

13      It was not suggested that New Playdium seeks to take an assignment from Playdium of rights against Famous Players
in respect of matters that have occurred previously under the agreement and which might be the subject of a claim of set-off
or counterclaim. If that were intended, that might well constitute a case of assignment without being subject to the equities.
For that reason, it would be appropriate that New Playdium should not be able to assert such rights against Famous Players
without being subject to any such claims (i.e. set-offs and counterclaims) of Famous Players relating to such rights. A provision
to that effect ought to be included in the order and it should state that the provision is subject to any further order of the court
based on CCAA consideration.
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Jurisdiction of the Court Under CCAA

14      As for the jurisdiction of the court to order the assignment on the terms proposed, Famous Players submits that the
authority of the court must derive from the CCAA and there is no provision in the CCAA sufficient for this purpose. This raises
an issue of fundamental importance about the scope of the CCAA.

15      Section 11(4) of CCAA provides as follows:

Other than initial application court orders — a court may, on an application in respect of a company other than an initial
application, make an order on such terms as it may impose.

(a) staying, until otherwise ordered by the court, for such period as the court deems necessary, all proceedings taken
or that might be taken in respect of the company under an Act referred to in subsection (1);

(b) restraining, until otherwise ordered by the court, further proceedings in any action, suit or proceeding against the
company; and

(c) prohibiting until otherwise ordered by the court, the commencement of or proceeding with any other action, suit
or proceeding against the company.

16      Famous Players now submits that s. 11(4) of the CCAA is not sufficient to give the court authority to make an order
which has a permanent effect against a third party and that no other provision of the CCAA assists and neither does the inherent
jurisdiction of the court.

17      As the parties presumably realize, the submission of Famous Players goes not just to the terms proposed but to the
jurisdiction of the court to order the assignment itself, a matter that was dealt with in the reasons of November 2, 2001. Since
the order has not yet been taken out, the matter is still before me. Because of the importance of the issue, it is appropriate to
consider the further submissions made at the present hearing.

The Case Law

18      The following excerpts from decisions in cases under the CCAA provide assistance in assessing the extent of the
jurisdiction of the court.

19      From Lehndorff General Partner Ltd., Re (1993), 17 C.B.R. (3d) 24 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) at pages 33 and
34, by Farley J.; with reference to s. 11 of the Act as it was at that time:

The power to grant a stay of proceeding should be construed broadly in order to permit the CCAA to accomplish its
legislative purpose and in particular to enable continuance of the company seeking CCAA protection. The power to grant a
stay therefore extends to a stay which affected the position not only of the company's secured and unsecured creditors, but
also all non-creditors and other parties who could potentially jeopardize the success of the plan and thereby the continuance
of the company. See Norcen Energy Resources Ltd. v. Oakwood Petroleums Ltd., supra, at pp. 12-17 (C.B.R.) and Quintette
Coal Ltd. v. Nippon Steel Corp., supra, at pp. 296-298 (B.C.S.C.) and pp. 312-314 (B.C.C.A.) and Meridan Developments
Inc. v. Toronto Dominion Bank, supra, pp. 219 ff.

The power to grant a stay may also extend to preventing persons seeking to terminate or cancel executory contracts,
including, without limitation agreements with the applying companies for the supply of goods or services, from doing so:
see Gaz Metropolitain v. Wynden and Qintette Coal Ltd. v. Nippon Steel Corp., supra, at pp. 311-312 (B.C.C.A.).

20      From Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne de la Croix-Rouge, Re (1998), 5 C.B.R. (4th) 299 (Ont. Gen.
Div. [Commercial List]) at page 315, by Blair J:
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The CCAA is designed to be a flexible instrument, and it is that very flexibility which gives it its efficacy. As Farley J.
said in Dylex Ltd., supra (p. 111), "the history of CCAA law has been an evolution of judicial interpretation". It is not
infrequently that judges are told, by those opposing a particular initiative at a particular time, that if they make a particular
order that is requested it will be the first time in Canadian jurisprudence (sometimes in global jurisprudence, depending
upon the level of the rhetoric) that such an order has made! Nonetheless, the orders are made, if the circumstances are
appropriate and the orders can be made within the framework and in the spirit of the CCAA legislation.

21      From the endorsement in American Eco Corp., Re (October 24, 2000), Doc. 00-CL-3841 (Ont. S.C.J.), unreported
Endorsement of Farley J.:

The only fly in the ointment as I was advised was that BFC was not agreeable to giving its consent, which consent is not
to be unreasonably withheld as to the transfer of the j.v. contract participation from Industra to members of the Lockerbie
Group...

Thus it appears to me that in relative terms, the financial aspects of this transfer vis a vis the joint venture is covered off
by the asset/equity substance of the consolidated Lockerbie group and the provision of the completion bond. As well from
a work performance aspect, one should note that if Lockerbie was not allowed the transfer, then BFC would be looking at
an insolvent j.v. venturer Industra — with the result that as opposed to the Industra team being kept together (as assumed
by Lockerbie purchasers), the team would be "let go" and BFC would not have this likely package but would have to go
after the disintegrated team on a one by one basis.

But perhaps more telling is the BFC October 12/2000 letter that "Therefore, we would only be prepared to seventy five
(75) percent". Thus it appears that there is no financial or operational reason to refuse the assignment — but merely, a
bonus which in my view is not related to any true risk — but merely a "bare consideration" bonus. See paragraph 194
of Welch Foods v. Cadbury Beverages Canada Inc. I find that BFC would be unreasonable to withhold its consent if the
Lockerbie group provided the aforesaid guarantees and bond.

While it is true that the assignment provision is there irrespective of it being in an insolvency setting or not, it would seem
to me that in the fact circumstances prevailing of the insolvency that BFC is attempting to confiscate value which should
otherwise be attributable to the creditors.

22      Famous Players is not seeking a bonus for its consent. But its only apparent remaining reason for withholding consent,
vis a vis the prospect now afforded of a solvent Playdium business under the new owners, is that it has a better prospective deal
with Starburst, which is not dissimilar to the Industra situation.

23      From Smoky River Coal Ltd., Re, [1999] A.J. No. 676  (Alta. C.A.) at pages 10 and 13 by Hunt J.A.

47 The Appellants do not dispute that the rights of non-creditor third parties can be affected by the s. 11 power to order
a stay. They agree this is the clear implication of cases such as Norcen, supra, a decision that has been followed widely
and cited with approval by many Canadian courts. But they say in no case has a court altered permanently the contractual
rights of a non-creditor and doing so is beyond the scope of the CCAA...

49 ...Although there are no previous decisions on all fours with the present situation, I read the existing jurisprudence as
supportive of my interpretation of s. 11(4).

50 The language of s. 11(4) is very broad. It allows the court to make an order "on such terms as it may impose".
Paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) empowers the court order to stay "all proceedings taken or that might be taken" against the debtor
company; restrain further proceedings "in any action, suit or proceedings" against the debtor company; and prohibit "the
commencement of or proceeding with any other action, suit or proceeding" (emphasis added). These words are sufficiently
expansive to support the kind of discretion exercised by the chambers judge.
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72 ...I do not consider that the order under appeal permanently affects the substantive contractual rights of the parties. It
merely affects the forum in which those contractual rights will be assessed. This is a relatively minor incursion compared to
the large benefit that may result from the CCAA proceedings. I assume that, in setting the details of the CCAA procedure,
the chambers judge will take account of the Appellants' arguments and ensure that their substantive contractual rights are
protected.

24      Paragraph 72 of the Luscar decision appears to me not to intend a limitation on the scope of the authority of the court
as characterized in paragraph 50, but rather as an expression of the need for caution as to the manner in which that jurisdiction
is exercised.

25      It appears to me that the approach taken by courts to the CCAA in the decided cases to which I have been referred is
consistent, in terms of the views expressed about the proper application of the Act and the decisions taken in the particular
cases, with the approval that is sought here for the assignment of the Techtown Agreement.

Analysis

26      Section 11(4) of the CCAA, in subsections (a) (b) and (c), provides only for orders of a negative injunctive effect until
otherwise ordered by the court, in respect of proceedings against the company, i.e. in this case, Playdium. However, the order
sought is in effect to require Famous Players to be bound by an assignment of their agreement to New Playdium. It is not readily
apparent how such an order could be made under s.11(4) (a)(b) or (c) of the CCAA and no other section of the Act has been
mentioned as relevant.

27      Section 11(4)(c) warrants further consideration in this regard. Section 11(4) (c) does not require that an order be made only
for a limited period, as s.11(4)(a) appears to do. By its terms it would seem to permit an order to prohibit the commencement
of any action, suit or proceeding against Playdium on the basis of the Techtown Agreement including the purported assignment
of the agreement to New Playdium. Such an order would seem to be legitimate in its formal compliance with s. 11(4) (c) but
it would leave the matter of the status of the Techtown Agreement unresolved with respect to all concerned, unless it could go
on, through an ancillary order, to give effective approval to the assignment.

28      Consideration must also be given to the words, in the opening part of s. 11(4) which provide that the court may make
an order on such terms as it may impose (emphasis added).

29      It is instructive to compare s.11(4) of the CCAA with s.11(3). Section 11(3), relating to initial application court orders also
provides that the order may be made on such terms as the court may impose, but the provision adds the qualification "effective
for such period as the court deems necessary not exceeding thirty days".

30      It is relevant to the analysis of this issue that Famous Players is not a mere "third party" but is, as counsel said, a
significant stakeholder. Under the proposed transaction, Famous Players will retain its rights against Playdium in respect of
claims relating to the pre-transfer period and will be entitled to assert, in respect of the period from and after transfer, the same
rights against New Playdium as it had against Playdium, including rights to terminate for default, except the insolvency default
which occasioned and was the subject of the CCAA stay. So it is difficult to see how the circumstances of Famous Players in
respect of the Techtown Agreement could be said to have changed to the detriment of Famous Players in any material way.

31      In substance, what will have happened, to put the matter in terms of s.11(4), is that Famous Players will have been
prohibited from taking proceedings in respect of the Techtown Agreement except on and subject to the terms of the assignment
to New Playdium and to make that order effective terms will have been imposed by the court which provide for the Techtown
Agreement to be assigned by the required date to New Playdium on terms that assure to Famous Players the same rights against
New Playdium as it had against Playdium for the post-transfer period and leave Famous Players with its rights against Playdium
in respect of the pre-transfer period.
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32      In interpreting s. 11(4), including the "such terms" clause, the remedial nature of the CCAA must be taken into account.
If no permanent order could be made under s. 11(4) it would not be possible to order, for example, that the insolvency defaults
which occasioned the CCAA order could not be asserted by Famous Players after the stay period. If such an order could not be
made, the CCAA regime would prospectively be of little or no value because even though a compromise of creditor claims might
be worked out in the stay period, Famous Players (or for that matter, any similar third party) could then assert the insolvency
default and terminate, so that the stay would not provide any protection for the continuing prospects of the business. In view of
the remedial nature of the CCAA, the court should not take such a restrictive view of the s. 11(4) jurisdiction.

33      Famous Players objects that the order is not only permanent but positive, i.e. rather than simply restraining Famous
Players, the order places it under new obligations. It would be more precisely correct to say that the order places Famous Players
under the same obligations as it had before but in favour of the new owners of the business. Moreover, the new owners are not
third parties but rather the persons who have the remaining economic interests in Playdium.

34      In view of the remedial nature of the CCAA, it does not seem that in principle, a change of this kind, which is a change
occasioned only by the ownership changes effected by the compromise itself and one that does not involve any materially
greater or different obligations, should be regarded as beyond the jurisdiction created by the CCAA. This view is examined
further below with respect to the issue of positive obligations.

The Imposition of Positive Obligations

35      The requested approval of the assignment can be analyzed conceptually as follows in terms of s. 11(4)(c). The court
prohibits any proceedings by Famous Players against Playdium (and therefore against its assignees) except on the following
terms, i.e., that any such proceeding must be consistent with any assignment of the Agreement approved by the court. It is a
further term, or an order to give effect to the stated terms, that the court approves the assignment to New Playdium for this
purpose. An order on these terms conforms to the requirements of s. 11(4)(c).

36      Famous Players objects that the order is also to have positive effect: i.e. it imposes obligations on Famous Players as distinct
from merely staying proceedings by it. However, the order as analyzed above could not be effective unless the assignment binds
all parties, i.e. Famous Players as well as New Playdium and Playdium.

37      Also, if the order could not bind Famous Players in a positive manner, the result would be that Famous Players could assert
rights under the Agreement as assigned but would not be subject to the corresponding obligations under it. This would not be fair.

38      So it is necessary for the order to have such positive effect if the jurisdiction of the court to grant the order under s.11(4)
(c) is to be exercised in a manner that is both effective and fair. To the extent that the jurisdiction to make the order is not
expressed in the CCAA, the approval of the assignment may be said to be an exercise by the court of its inherent jurisdiction.
But the inherent jurisdiction being exercised is simply the jurisdiction to grant an order that is necessary for the fair and effective
exercise of the jurisdiction given to the court by statute.

39      Reference has been made in CCAA decisions to the inherent jurisdiction of the court in CCAA matters. The following
excerpt from the decision of Farley J. in Canada (Minister of Indian Affairs & Northern Development) v. Curragh Inc. (1994),
114 D.L.R. (4th) 176 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List])at pp 184 and 185 is instructive:

Certainly the non-bankruptcy courts of this country have exercised their inherent jurisdiction to bar claims against specified
assets and receivers: see Ultracare Management Inc. v. Gammon, order of Austin J. dated October 19, 1993; Liquidators of
Wallace Smith Trust Co. Ltd. v. Dundalk Investment Corp. Ltd., order of Blair J. dated September 22, 1993. As MacDonald
J. said in Re Westar Mining Ltd. (1992), 14 C.B.R. (3d) 88 at p. 93, [1992] 6 W.W.R. 331, 70 B.C.L.R. (2d) 6 (S.C.):

I have concluded that "justice dictates" they should, and that the circumstances call for the exercise of this court's
inherent jurisdiction to achieve that end: see Winnipeg Supply & Fuel Co. v. Genevieve Mortgage Corp., [1972] 1
W.W.R. 651, 23 D.L.R. (3d) 160 (Man. C.A.), at p. 657 [W.W.R.].

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1994399283&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1994399283&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1992364131&pubNum=0005314&originatingDoc=I10b717d3b4a163f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&refType=IR&fi=co_pp_sp_5314_93&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)#co_pp_sp_5314_93
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1971137697&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=1971137697&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
josborne
Line

josborne
Line



Playdium Entertainment Corp., Re, 2001 CarswellOnt 4109
2001 CarswellOnt 4109, [2001] O.J. No. 4459, [2001] O.T.C. 828, 109 A.C.W.S. (3d) 683...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 8

The circumstances in which this court will exercise its inherent jurisdiction are not the subject of an exhaustive list.

The power is defined by Halsbury's (4 th  ed., vol. 37, para. 14) as:

...the reserve or fund of powers, a residual source of powers, which the court may draw upon as necessary
whenever it is just or equitable to do so...

Proceedings under the C.C.A.A. are a prime example of the kind of situations where the court must draw upon such
powers to "flesh out" the bare bones of an inadequate and incomplete statutory provision in order to give effect to
its objects.

In commenting on this decision and discussing the stay provisions of the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C.
1985, c. C-36 ("CCAA") and the U.S. Bankruptcy Code, Tysoe J. observed in Re Woodward's Ltd. (1993), 17 C.B.R. at
pp. 247-8, [1993] B.C.J. No. 42:

Hence it is my view that the inherent jurisdiction of the Court can be invoked for the purpose of imposing stays of
proceedings against third parties. However, it is a power that should be used cautiously. In Westar Macdonald J. relied
upon the Court's inherent jurisdiction to create a charge against Westar's assets because he was of the view that Westar
would have no chance of completing a successful reorganization if he did not create the charge. I do not think that
it is a prerequisitive to the Court exercising its inherent jurisdiction that the insolvent company will not be able to
complete a reorganization unless the inherent jurisdiction is exercised. But I do think that the exercise of the inherent
jurisdiction must be shown to be important to the reorganization process.

In deciding whether to exercise its inherent jurisdiction the Court should weigh the interests of the insolvent company
against the interests of the parties who will be affected by the exercise of the inherent jurisdiction. If, in relative terms,
the prejudice to the affected party is greater than the benefit that will be achieved by the insolvent company, the court
should decline to exercise its inherent jurisdiction. The threshold of prejudice will be much lower than the threshold
required to persuade the Court that it should not exercise its discretion under s.11 of the CCAA to grant or continue
a stay that is prejudicial to a creditor of the insolvent company (or other party affected by the stay).

40      It should be noted that orders made under s.11(4)(c) are to be made "until otherwise ordered by the court". A proviso
to this effect (e.g. "subject to any further order of the court pursuant to s.11(4) (c) of the CCAA") should be included in any
vesting order to be made in favour of New Playdium with respect to the assignment of the Techtown Agreement.

Whether the Order is Appropriate

41      The circumstances that are relevant in the present case are dealt with in the earlier reasons at paragraphs 24 through 33
and in the preceding paragraphs of the present reasons.

Conclusion

42      Having regard to the overall purpose of the Act to facilitate the compromise of creditors' claims, and thereby allow
businesses to continue, and the necessary inference that the s. 11(4) powers are intended to be used to further that purpose,
and giving to the Act the liberal interpretation the courts have said that the Act, as remedial legislation should receive for that
purpose, the approval of the proposed assignment of the Terrytown Agreement can properly be considered to be within the
jurisdiction of the court and a proper exercise of that jurisdiction.

43      Provided that terms are added to the assignment and to the vesting order to the effect directed above, Famous Players will
not be subjected to an inappropriate imposition or to an inappropriate loss of claims, having regard to the purpose and spirit of
the regime created by CCAA and my reasons for decision of November 2, 2001.

44      Accordingly, it is appropriate for the assignment to be approved and it is not necessary to add the clause requested by
Famous Players to the form of order now before the court.
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45      Counsel may consult me about costs.
Order accordingly.
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Tax --- Goods and Services Tax — Collection and remittance — GST held in trust
Debtor owed Crown under Excise Tax Act (ETA) for unremitted GST — Debtor sought relief under Companies' Creditors
Arrangement Act (CCAA) — Under order of BC Supreme Court, amount of GST debt was placed in trust account and remaining
proceeds of sale of assets paid to major secured creditor — Debtor's application for partial lifting of stay of proceedings to
assign itself into bankruptcy was granted, while Crown's application for payment of tax debt was dismissed — Crown's appeal
to BC Court of Appeal was allowed — Creditor appealed to Supreme Court of Canada — Appeal allowed — Analysis of ETA
and CCAA yielded conclusion that CCAA provides that statutory deemed trusts do not apply, and that Parliament did not intend
to restore Crown's deemed trust priority in GST claims under CCAA when it amended ETA in 2000 — Parliament had moved
away from asserting priority for Crown claims under both CCAA and Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act (BIA), and neither statute
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Taxation --- Taxe sur les produits et services — Perception et versement — Montant de TPS détenu en fiducie
Débitrice devait à la Couronne des montants de TPS qu'elle n'avait pas remis, en vertu de la Loi sur la taxe d'accise (LTA)
— Débitrice a entamé des procédures judiciaires en vertu de la Loi sur les arrangements avec les créanciers des compagnies
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la demande de la Couronne visant à obtenir le paiement des montants de TPS non remis a été rejetée — Appel interjeté par la
Couronne a été accueilli — Créancier a formé un pourvoi — Pourvoi accueilli — Analyse de la LTA et de la LACC conduisait
à la conclusion que le législateur ne saurait avoir eu l'intention de redonner la priorité, dans le cadre de la LACC, à la fiducie
réputée de la Couronne à l'égard de ses créances relatives à la TPS quand il a modifié la LTA, en 2000 — Législateur avait mis un
terme à la priorité accordée aux créances de la Couronne sous les régimes de la LACC et de la Loi sur la faillite et l'insolvabilité
(LFI), et ni l'une ni l'autre de ces lois ne prévoyaient que les créances relatives à la TPS bénéficiaient d'un traitement préférentiel
— Fait de faire primer la priorité de la Couronne sur les créances découlant de la TPS dans le cadre de procédures fondées
sur la LACC mais pas en cas de faillite aurait pour effet de restreindre le recours à la possibilité de se restructurer sous le
régime plus souple et mieux adapté de la LACC — Il semblait probable que le législateur avait par inadvertance commis une
anomalie rédactionnelle — On ne pourrait pas considérer l'art. 222(3) de la LTA comme ayant implicitement abrogé l'art. 18.3
de la LACC, compte tenu des modifications récemment apportées à la LACC — Sous le régime de la LACC, le tribunal avait
discrétion pour établir une passerelle vers une liquidation opérée sous le régime de la LFI et de lever la suspension partielle des
procédures afin de permettre à la débitrice de procéder à la transition au régime de liquidation — Il n'y avait aucune certitude,
en vertu de l'ordonnance du tribunal, que la Couronne était le bénéficiaire véritable de la fiducie ni de fondement pour donner
naissance à une fiducie expresse — Montant perçu au titre de la TPS ne faisait l'objet d'aucune fiducie présumée, priorité ou
fiducie expresse en faveur de la Couronne.
Taxation --- Principes généraux — Priorité des créances fiscales dans le cadre de procédures en faillite
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Débitrice devait à la Couronne des montants de TPS qu'elle n'avait pas remis, en vertu de la Loi sur la taxe d'accise (LTA)
— Débitrice a entamé des procédures judiciaires en vertu de la Loi sur les arrangements avec les créanciers des compagnies
(LACC) — En vertu d'une ordonnance du tribunal, le montant de la créance fiscale a été déposé dans un compte en fiducie et
la balance du produit de la vente des actifs a servi à payer le créancier garanti principal — Demande de la débitrice visant à
obtenir la levée partielle de la suspension de procédures afin qu'elle puisse faire cession de ses biens a été accordée, alors que
la demande de la Couronne visant à obtenir le paiement des montants de TPS non remis a été rejetée — Appel interjeté par la
Couronne a été accueilli — Créancier a formé un pourvoi — Pourvoi accueilli — Analyse de la LTA et de la LACC conduisait
à la conclusion que le législateur ne saurait avoir eu l'intention de redonner la priorité, dans le cadre de la LACC, à la fiducie
réputée de la Couronne à l'égard de ses créances relatives à la TPS quand il a modifié la LTA, en 2000 — Législateur avait mis un
terme à la priorité accordée aux créances de la Couronne sous les régimes de la LACC et de la Loi sur la faillite et l'insolvabilité
(LFI), et ni l'une ni l'autre de ces lois ne prévoyaient que les créances relatives à la TPS bénéficiaient d'un traitement préférentiel
— Fait de faire primer la priorité de la Couronne sur les créances découlant de la TPS dans le cadre de procédures fondées
sur la LACC mais pas en cas de faillite aurait pour effet de restreindre le recours à la possibilité de se restructurer sous le
régime plus souple et mieux adapté de la LACC — Il semblait probable que le législateur avait par inadvertance commis une
anomalie rédactionnelle — On ne pourrait pas considérer l'art. 222(3) de la LTA comme ayant implicitement abrogé l'art. 18.3
de la LACC, compte tenu des modifications récemment apportées à la LACC — Sous le régime de la LACC, le tribunal avait
discrétion pour établir une passerelle vers une liquidation opérée sous le régime de la LFI et de lever la suspension partielle des
procédures afin de permettre à la débitrice de procéder à la transition au régime de liquidation — Il n'y avait aucune certitude,
en vertu de l'ordonnance du tribunal, que la Couronne était le bénéficiaire véritable de la fiducie ni de fondement pour donner
naissance à une fiducie expresse — Montant perçu au titre de la TPS ne faisait l'objet d'aucune fiducie présumée, priorité ou
fiducie expresse en faveur de la Couronne.
The debtor company owed the Crown under the Excise Tax Act (ETA) for GST that was not remitted. The debtor commenced
proceedings under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (CCAA). Under an order by the B.C. Supreme Court, the amount
of the tax debt was placed in a trust account, and the remaining proceeds from the sale of the debtor's assets were paid to
the major secured creditor. The debtor's application for a partial lifting of the stay of proceedings in order to assign itself into
bankruptcy was granted, while the Crown's application for the immediate payment of the unremitted GST was dismissed.
The Crown's appeal to the B.C. Court of Appeal was allowed. The Court of Appeal found that the lower court was bound by
the ETA to give the Crown priority once bankruptcy was inevitable. The Court of Appeal ruled that there was a deemed trust
under s. 222 of the ETA or that an express trust was created in the Crown's favour by the court order segregating the GST
funds in the trust account.
The creditor appealed to the Supreme Court of Canada.
Held: The appeal was allowed.
Per Deschamps J. (McLachlin C.J.C., Binnie, LeBel, Charron, Rothstein, Cromwell JJ. concurring): A purposive and contextual
analysis of the ETA and CCAA yielded the conclusion that Parliament could not have intended to restore the Crown's deemed
trust priority in GST claims under the CCAA when it amended the ETA in 2000. Parliament had moved away from asserting
priority for Crown claims in insolvency law under both the CCAA and Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act (BIA). Unlike for source
deductions, there was no express statutory basis in the CCAA or BIA for concluding that GST claims enjoyed any preferential
treatment. The internal logic of the CCAA also militated against upholding a deemed trust for GST claims.
Giving the Crown priority over GST claims during CCAA proceedings but not in bankruptcy would, in practice, deprive
companies of the option to restructure under the more flexible and responsive CCAA regime. It seemed likely that Parliament had
inadvertently succumbed to a drafting anomaly, which could be resolved by giving precedence to s. 18.3 of the CCAA. Section
222(3) of the ETA could no longer be seen as having impliedly repealed s. 18.3 of the CCAA by being passed subsequently to
the CCAA, given the recent amendments to the CCAA. The legislative context supported the conclusion that s. 222(3) of the
ETA was not intended to narrow the scope of s. 18.3 of the CCAA.
The breadth of the court's discretion under the CCAA was sufficient to construct a bridge to liquidation under the BIA, so there
was authority under the CCAA to partially lift the stay of proceedings to allow the debtor's entry into liquidation. There should
be no gap between the CCAA and BIA proceedings that would invite a race to the courthouse to assert priorities.
The court order did not have the certainty that the Crown would actually be the beneficiary of the funds sufficient to support an
express trust, as the funds were segregated until the dispute between the creditor and the Crown could be resolved. The amount
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collected in respect of GST but not yet remitted to the Receiver General of Canada was not subject to a deemed trust, priority
or express trust in favour of the Crown.
Per Fish J. (concurring): Parliament had declined to amend the provisions at issue after detailed consideration of the insolvency
regime, so the apparent conflict between s. 18.3 of the CCAA and s. 222 of the ETA should not be treated as a drafting anomaly.
In the insolvency context, a deemed trust would exist only when two complementary elements co-existed: first, a statutory
provision creating the trust; and second, a CCAA or BIA provision confirming its effective operation. Parliament had created
the Crown's deemed trust in the Income Tax Act, Canada Pension Plan and Employment Insurance Act and then confirmed in
clear and unmistakable terms its continued operation under both the CCAA and the BIA regimes. In contrast, the ETA created
a deemed trust in favour of the Crown, purportedly notwithstanding any contrary legislation, but Parliament did not expressly
provide for its continued operation in either the BIA or the CCAA. The absence of this confirmation reflected Parliament's
intention to allow the deemed trust to lapse with the commencement of insolvency proceedings. Parliament's evident intent was
to render GST deemed trusts inoperative upon the institution of insolvency proceedings, and so s. 222 of the ETA mentioned
the BIA so as to exclude it from its ambit, rather than include it as the other statutes did. As none of these statutes mentioned the
CCAA expressly, the specific reference to the BIA had no bearing on the interaction with the CCAA. It was the confirmatory
provisions in the insolvency statutes that would determine whether a given deemed trust would subsist during insolvency
proceedings.
Per Abella J. (dissenting): The appellate court properly found that s. 222(3) of the ETA gave priority during CCAA proceedings
to the Crown's deemed trust in unremitted GST. The failure to exempt the CCAA from the operation of this provision was a
reflection of clear legislative intent. Despite the requests of various constituencies and case law confirming that the ETA took
precedence over the CCAA, there was no responsive legislative revision and the BIA remained the only exempted statute. There
was no policy justification for interfering, through interpretation, with this clarity of legislative intention and, in any event, the
application of other principles of interpretation reinforced this conclusion. Contrary to the majority's view, the "later in time"
principle did not favour the precedence of the CCAA, as the CCAA was merely re-enacted without significant substantive
changes. According to the Interpretation Act, in such circumstances, s. 222(3) of the ETA remained the later provision. The
chambers judge was required to respect the priority regime set out in s. 222(3) of the ETA and so did not have the authority to
deny the Crown's request for payment of the GST funds during the CCAA proceedings.
La compagnie débitrice devait à la Couronne des montants de TPS qu'elle n'avait pas remis, en vertu de la Loi sur la taxe
d'accise (LTA). La débitrice a entamé des procédures judiciaires en vertu de la Loi sur les arrangements avec les créanciers des
compagnies (LACC). En vertu d'une ordonnance du tribunal, le montant de la créance fiscale a été déposé dans un compte en
fiducie et la balance du produit de la vente des actifs de la débitrice a servi à payer le créancier garanti principal. La demande
de la débitrice visant à obtenir la levée partielle de la suspension de procédures afin qu'elle puisse faire cession de ses biens
a été accordée, alors que la demande de la Couronne visant à obtenir le paiement immédiat des montants de TPS non remis
a été rejetée.
L'appel interjeté par la Couronne a été accueilli. La Cour d'appel a conclu que le tribunal se devait, en vertu de la LTA, de donner
priorité à la Couronne une fois la faillite inévitable. La Cour d'appel a estimé que l'art. 222 de la LTA établissait une fiducie
présumée ou bien que l'ordonnance du tribunal à l'effet que les montants de TPS soient détenus dans un compte en fiducie créait
une fiducie expresse en faveur de la Couronne.
Le créancier a formé un pourvoi.
Arrêt: Le pourvoi a été accueilli.
Deschamps, J. (McLachlin, J.C.C., Binnie, LeBel, Charron, Rothstein, Cromwell, JJ., souscrivant à son opinion) : Une analyse
téléologique et contextuelle de la LTA et de la LACC conduisait à la conclusion que le législateur ne saurait avoir eu l'intention
de redonner la priorité, dans le cadre de la LACC, à la fiducie réputée de la Couronne à l'égard de ses créances relatives à la TPS
quand il a modifié la LTA, en 2000. Le législateur avait mis un terme à la priorité accordée aux créances de la Couronne dans le
cadre du droit de l'insolvabilité, sous le régime de la LACC et celui de la Loi sur la faillite et l'insolvabilité (LFI). Contrairement
aux retenues à la source, aucune disposition législative expresse ne permettait de conclure que les créances relatives à la TPS
bénéficiaient d'un traitement préférentiel sous le régime de la LACC ou celui de la LFI. La logique interne de la LACC allait
également à l'encontre du maintien de la fiducie réputée à l'égard des créances découlant de la TPS.
Le fait de faire primer la priorité de la Couronne sur les créances découlant de la TPS dans le cadre de procédures fondées sur
la LACC mais pas en cas de faillite aurait pour effet, dans les faits, de priver les compagnies de la possibilité de se restructurer
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sous le régime plus souple et mieux adapté de la LACC. Il semblait probable que le législateur avait par inadvertance commis
une anomalie rédactionnelle, laquelle pouvait être corrigée en donnant préséance à l'art. 18.3 de la LACC. On ne pouvait plus
considérer l'art. 222(3) de la LTA comme ayant implicitement abrogé l'art. 18.3 de la LACC parce qu'il avait été adopté après
la LACC, compte tenu des modifications récemment apportées à la LACC. Le contexte législatif étayait la conclusion suivant
laquelle l'art. 222(3) de la LTA n'avait pas pour but de restreindre la portée de l'art. 18.3 de la LACC.
L'ampleur du pouvoir discrétionnaire conféré au tribunal par la LACC était suffisant pour établir une passerelle vers une
liquidation opérée sous le régime de la LFI, de sorte qu'il avait, en vertu de la LACC, le pouvoir de lever la suspension partielle
des procédures afin de permettre à la débitrice de procéder à la transition au régime de liquidation. Il n'y avait aucune certitude,
en vertu de l'ordonnance du tribunal, que la Couronne était le bénéficiaire véritable de la fiducie ni de fondement pour donner
naissance à une fiducie expresse, puisque les fonds étaient détenus à part jusqu'à ce que le litige entre le créancier et la Couronne
soit résolu. Le montant perçu au titre de la TPS mais non encore versé au receveur général du Canada ne faisait l'objet d'aucune
fiducie présumée, priorité ou fiducie expresse en faveur de la Couronne.
Fish, J. (souscrivant aux motifs des juges majoritaires) : Le législateur a refusé de modifier les dispositions en question suivant
un examen approfondi du régime d'insolvabilité, de sorte qu'on ne devrait pas qualifier l'apparente contradiction entre l'art.
18.3 de la LACC et l'art. 222 de la LTA d'anomalie rédactionnelle. Dans un contexte d'insolvabilité, on ne pourrait conclure à
l'existence d'une fiducie présumée que lorsque deux éléments complémentaires étaient réunis : en premier lieu, une disposition
législative qui crée la fiducie et, en second lieu, une disposition de la LACC ou de la LFI qui confirme l'existence de la fiducie. Le
législateur a établi une fiducie présumée en faveur de la Couronne dans la Loi de l'impôt sur le revenu, le Régime de pensions du
Canada et la Loi sur l'assurance-emploi puis, il a confirmé en termes clairs et explicites sa volonté de voir cette fiducie présumée
produire ses effets sous le régime de la LACC et de la LFI. Dans le cas de la LTA, il a établi une fiducie présumée en faveur de
la Couronne, sciemment et sans égard pour toute législation à l'effet contraire, mais n'a pas expressément prévu le maintien en
vigueur de celle-ci sous le régime de la LFI ou celui de la LACC. L'absence d'une telle confirmation témoignait de l'intention du
législateur de laisser la fiducie présumée devenir caduque au moment de l'introduction de la procédure d'insolvabilité. L'intention
du législateur était manifestement de rendre inopérantes les fiducies présumées visant la TPS dès l'introduction d'une procédure
d'insolvabilité et, par conséquent, l'art. 222 de la LTA mentionnait la LFI de manière à l'exclure de son champ d'application,
et non de l'y inclure, comme le faisaient les autres lois. Puisqu'aucune de ces lois ne mentionnait spécifiquement la LACC,
la mention explicite de la LFI n'avait aucune incidence sur l'interaction avec la LACC. C'était les dispositions confirmatoires
que l'on trouvait dans les lois sur l'insolvabilité qui déterminaient si une fiducie présumée continuerait d'exister durant une
procédure d'insolvabilité.
Abella, J. (dissidente) : La Cour d'appel a conclu à bon droit que l'art. 222(3) de la LTA donnait préséance à la fiducie présumée
qui est établie en faveur de la Couronne à l'égard de la TPS non versée. Le fait que la LACC n'ait pas été soustraite à l'application
de cette disposition témoignait d'une intention claire du législateur. Malgré les demandes répétées de divers groupes et la
jurisprudence ayant confirmé que la LTA l'emportait sur la LACC, le législateur n'est pas intervenu et la LFI est demeurée la
seule loi soustraite à l'application de cette disposition. Il n'y avait pas de considération de politique générale qui justifierait
d'aller à l'encontre, par voie d'interprétation législative, de l'intention aussi clairement exprimée par le législateur et, de toutes
manières, cette conclusion était renforcée par l'application d'autres principes d'interprétation. Contrairement à l'opinion des
juges majoritaires, le principe de la préséance de la « loi postérieure » ne militait pas en faveur de la présance de la LACC,
celle-ci ayant été simplement adoptée à nouveau sans que l'on ne lui ait apporté de modifications importantes. En vertu de la
Loi d'interprétation, dans ces circonstances, l'art. 222(3) de la LTA demeurait la disposition postérieure. Le juge siégeant en
son cabinet était tenu de respecter le régime de priorités établi à l'art. 222(3) de la LTA, et il ne pouvait pas refuser la demande
présentée par la Couronne en vue de se faire payer la TPS dans le cadre de la procédure introduite en vertu de la LACC.
Table of Authorities
Cases considered by Deschamps J.:

Air Canada, Re (2003), 42 C.B.R. (4th) 173, 2003 CarswellOnt 2464 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) — referred to
Air Canada, Re (2003), 2003 CarswellOnt 4967 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]) — referred to
Alternative granite & marbre inc., Re (2009), (sub nom. Dep. Min. Rev. Quebec v. Caisse populaire Desjardins de
Montmagny) 2009 G.T.C. 2036 (Eng.), (sub nom. Quebec (Revenue) v. Caisse populaire Desjardins de Montmagny) [2009]
3 S.C.R. 286, 312 D.L.R. (4th) 577, [2009] G.S.T.C. 154, (sub nom. 9083-4185 Québec Inc. (Bankrupt), Re) 394 N.R.
368, 60 C.B.R. (5th) 1, 2009 SCC 49, 2009 CarswellQue 10706, 2009 CarswellQue 10707 (S.C.C.) — referred to

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2003059722&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2003895073&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2020254645&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2020254645&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2020254645&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2020254645&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)


Ted Leroy Trucking [Century Services] Ltd., Re, 2010 SCC 60, 2010 CarswellBC 3419
2010 SCC 60, 2010 CarswellBC 3419, 2010 CarswellBC 3420, [2010] 3 S.C.R. 379...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 6

ATB Financial v. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp. (2008), 2008 ONCA 587, 2008 CarswellOnt 4811,
(sub nom. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp., Re) 240 O.A.C. 245, (sub nom. Metcalfe & Mansfield
Alternative Investments II Corp., Re) 296 D.L.R. (4th) 135, (sub nom. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II
Corp., Re) 92 O.R. (3d) 513, 45 C.B.R. (5th) 163, 47 B.L.R. (4th) 123 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Canadian Airlines Corp., Re (2000), [2000] 10 W.W.R. 269, 20 C.B.R. (4th) 1, 84 Alta. L.R. (3d) 9, 9 B.L.R. (3d) 41,
2000 CarswellAlta 662, 2000 ABQB 442, 265 A.R. 201 (Alta. Q.B.) — referred to
Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne de la Croix Rouge, Re (2000), 2000 CarswellOnt 3269, 19 C.B.R. (4th)
158 (Ont. S.C.J.) — referred to
Doré c. Verdun (Municipalité) (1997), (sub nom. Doré v. Verdun (City)) [1997] 2 S.C.R. 862, (sub nom. Doré v. Verdun
(Ville)) 215 N.R. 81, (sub nom. Doré v. Verdun (City)) 150 D.L.R. (4th) 385, 1997 CarswellQue 159, 1997 CarswellQue
850 (S.C.C.) — distinguished
Dylex Ltd., Re (1995), 31 C.B.R. (3d) 106, 1995 CarswellOnt 54 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) — considered
First Vancouver Finance v. Minister of National Revenue (2002), [2002] 3 C.T.C. 285, (sub nom. Minister of National
Revenue v. First Vancouver Finance) 2002 D.T.C. 6998 (Eng.), (sub nom. Minister of National Revenue v. First Vancouver
Finance) 2002 D.T.C. 7007 (Fr.), 288 N.R. 347, 212 D.L.R. (4th) 615, [2002] G.S.T.C. 23, [2003] 1 W.W.R. 1, 45 C.B.R.
(4th) 213, 2002 SCC 49, 2002 CarswellSask 317, 2002 CarswellSask 318, [2002] 2 S.C.R. 720 (S.C.C.) — considered
Gauntlet Energy Corp., Re (2003), 30 Alta. L.R. (4th) 192, 2003 ABQB 894, 2003 CarswellAlta 1735, [2003] G.S.T.C.
193, 49 C.B.R. (4th) 213, [2004] 10 W.W.R. 180, 352 A.R. 28 (Alta. Q.B.) — referred to
Hongkong Bank of Canada v. Chef Ready Foods Ltd. (1990), 51 B.C.L.R. (2d) 84, 1990 CarswellBC 394, 4 C.B.R. (3d)
311, (sub nom. Chef Ready Foods Ltd. v. Hongkong Bank of Canada) [1991] 2 W.W.R. 136 (B.C. C.A.) — referred to
Ivaco Inc., Re (2006), 2006 C.E.B. & P.G.R. 8218, 25 C.B.R. (5th) 176, 83 O.R. (3d) 108, 275 D.L.R. (4th) 132, 2006
CarswellOnt 6292, 56 C.C.P.B. 1, 26 B.L.R. (4th) 43 (Ont. C.A.) — referred to
Komunik Corp., Re (2010), 2010 CarswellQue 686, 2010 QCCA 183 (C.A. Que.) — referred to
Komunik Corp., Re (2009), 2009 QCCS 6332, 2009 CarswellQue 13962 (C.S. Que.) — referred to
Nova Metal Products Inc. v. Comiskey (Trustee of) (1990), 1990 CarswellOnt 139, 1 C.B.R. (3d) 101, (sub nom. Elan
Corp. v. Comiskey) 1 O.R. (3d) 289, (sub nom. Elan Corp. v. Comiskey) 41 O.A.C. 282 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
Ottawa Senators Hockey Club Corp., Re (2005), 2005 G.T.C. 1327 (Eng.), 6 C.B.R. (5th) 293, 2005 D.T.C. 5233 (Eng.),
2005 CarswellOnt 8, [2005] G.S.T.C. 1, 193 O.A.C. 95, 73 O.R. (3d) 737 (Ont. C.A.) — not followed
Pacific National Lease Holding Corp., Re (1992), 72 B.C.L.R. (2d) 368, 19 B.C.A.C. 134, 34 W.A.C. 134, 15 C.B.R. (3d)
265, 1992 CarswellBC 524 (B.C. C.A. [In Chambers]) — referred to
Philip's Manufacturing Ltd., Re (1992), 9 C.B.R. (3d) 25, 67 B.C.L.R. (2d) 84, 4 B.L.R. (2d) 142, 1992 CarswellBC 542
(B.C. C.A.) — referred to
Quebec (Deputy Minister of Revenue) c. Rainville (1979), (sub nom. Bourgeault, Re) 33 C.B.R. (N.S.) 301, (sub nom.
Bourgeault's Estate v. Quebec (Deputy Minister of Revenue)) 30 N.R. 24, (sub nom. Bourgault, Re) 105 D.L.R. (3d) 270,
1979 CarswellQue 165, 1979 CarswellQue 266, (sub nom. Quebec (Deputy Minister of Revenue) v. Bourgeault (Trustee
of)) [1980] 1 S.C.R. 35 (S.C.C.) — referred to
Reference re Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (Canada) (1934), [1934] 4 D.L.R. 75, 1934 CarswellNat 1, 16 C.B.R.
1, [1934] S.C.R. 659 (S.C.C.) — referred to
Royal Bank v. Sparrow Electric Corp. (1997), 193 A.R. 321, 135 W.A.C. 321, [1997] 2 W.W.R. 457, 208 N.R. 161, 12
P.P.S.A.C. (2d) 68, 1997 CarswellAlta 112, 1997 CarswellAlta 113, 46 Alta. L.R. (3d) 87, (sub nom. R. v. Royal Bank) 97
D.T.C. 5089, 143 D.L.R. (4th) 385, 44 C.B.R. (3d) 1, [1997] 1 S.C.R. 411 (S.C.C.) — considered
Skeena Cellulose Inc., Re (2003), 2003 CarswellBC 1399, 2003 BCCA 344, 184 B.C.A.C. 54, 302 W.A.C. 54, 43 C.B.R.
(4th) 187, 13 B.C.L.R. (4th) 236 (B.C. C.A.) — referred to
Skydome Corp., Re (1998), 16 C.B.R. (4th) 118, 1998 CarswellOnt 5922 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List]) — referred to
Solid Resources Ltd., Re (2002), [2003] G.S.T.C. 21, 2002 CarswellAlta 1699, 40 C.B.R. (4th) 219 (Alta. Q.B.) — referred
to
Stelco Inc., Re (2005), 253 D.L.R. (4th) 109, 75 O.R. (3d) 5, 2 B.L.R. (4th) 238, 9 C.B.R. (5th) 135, 2005 CarswellOnt
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United Used Auto & Truck Parts Ltd., Re (1999), 12 C.B.R. (4th) 144, 1999 CarswellBC 2673 (B.C. S.C. [In Chambers])
— referred to
United Used Auto & Truck Parts Ltd., Re (2000), 2000 BCCA 146, 135 B.C.A.C. 96, 221 W.A.C. 96, 2000 CarswellBC
414, 73 B.C.L.R. (3d) 236, 16 C.B.R. (4th) 141, [2000] 5 W.W.R. 178 (B.C. C.A.) — referred to

Cases considered by Fish J.:
Ottawa Senators Hockey Club Corp., Re (2005), 2005 G.T.C. 1327 (Eng.), 6 C.B.R. (5th) 293, 2005 D.T.C. 5233 (Eng.),
2005 CarswellOnt 8, [2005] G.S.T.C. 1, 193 O.A.C. 95, 73 O.R. (3d) 737 (Ont. C.A.) — not followed

Cases considered by Abella J. (dissenting):
Canada (Attorney General) v. Canada (Public Service Staff Relations Board) (1977), [1977] 2 F.C. 663, 14 N.R. 257, 74
D.L.R. (3d) 307, 1977 CarswellNat 62, 1977 CarswellNat 62F (Fed. C.A.) — referred to
Doré c. Verdun (Municipalité) (1997), (sub nom. Doré v. Verdun (City)) [1997] 2 S.C.R. 862, (sub nom. Doré v. Verdun
(Ville)) 215 N.R. 81, (sub nom. Doré v. Verdun (City)) 150 D.L.R. (4th) 385, 1997 CarswellQue 159, 1997 CarswellQue
850 (S.C.C.) — referred to
Ottawa Senators Hockey Club Corp., Re (2005), 2005 G.T.C. 1327 (Eng.), 6 C.B.R. (5th) 293, 2005 D.T.C. 5233 (Eng.),
2005 CarswellOnt 8, [2005] G.S.T.C. 1, 193 O.A.C. 95, 73 O.R. (3d) 737 (Ont. C.A.) — considered
R. v. Tele-Mobile Co. (2008), 2008 CarswellOnt 1588, 2008 CarswellOnt 1589, 2008 SCC 12, (sub nom. Tele-Mobile Co.
v. Ontario) 372 N.R. 157, 55 C.R. (6th) 1, (sub nom. Ontario v. Tele-Mobile Co.) 229 C.C.C. (3d) 417, (sub nom. Tele-
Mobile Co. v. Ontario) 235 O.A.C. 369, (sub nom. Tele-Mobile Co. v. Ontario) [2008] 1 S.C.R. 305, (sub nom. R. v. Tele-
Mobile Company (Telus Mobility)) 92 O.R. (3d) 478 (note), (sub nom. Ontario v. Tele-Mobile Co.) 291 D.L.R. (4th) 193
(S.C.C.) — considered

Statutes considered by Deschamps J.:
Bank Act, S.C. 1991, c. 46

Generally — referred to
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3

Generally — referred to

s. 67(2) — referred to

s. 67(3) — referred to

s. 81.1 [en. 1992, c. 27, s. 38(1)] — considered

s. 81.2 [en. 1992, c. 27, s. 38(1)] — considered

s. 86(1) — considered

s. 86(3) — referred to
Bankruptcy Act and to amend the Income Tax Act in consequence thereof, Act to amend the, S.C. 1992, c. 27

Generally — referred to

s. 39 — referred to
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act and the Income Tax Act, Act to amend the, S.C.
1997, c. 12

s. 73 — referred to

s. 125 — referred to

s. 126 — referred to
Canada Pension Plan, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-8

Generally — referred to

s. 23(3) — referred to
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s. 23(4) — referred to
Cités et villes, Loi sur les, L.R.Q., c. C-19

en général — referred to
Code civil du Québec, L.Q. 1991, c. 64

en général — referred to

art. 2930 — referred to
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, Act to Amend, S.C. 1952-53, c. 3

Generally — referred to
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, 1933, S.C. 1932-33, c. 36

Generally — referred to
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36

Generally — referred to

s. 11 — considered

s. 11(1) — considered

s. 11(3) — referred to

s. 11(4) — referred to

s. 11(6) — referred to

s. 11.02 [en. 2005, c. 47, s. 128] — referred to

s. 11.09 [en. 2005, c. 47, s. 128] — considered

s. 11.4 [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 124] — referred to

s. 18.3 [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 18.3(1) [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 18.3(2) [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 18.4 [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — referred to

s. 18.4(1) [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 18.4(3) [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 20 — considered

s. 21 — considered

s. 37 — considered

s. 37(1) — referred to
Employment Insurance Act, S.C. 1996, c. 23

Generally — referred to

s. 86(2) — referred to
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s. 86(2.1) [en. 1998, c. 19, s. 266(1)] — referred to
Excise Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15

Generally — referred to

s. 222(1) [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — referred to

s. 222(3) [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — considered
Fairness for the Self-Employed Act, S.C. 2009, c. 33

Generally — referred to
Income Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 1 (5th Supp.)

s. 227(4) — referred to

s. 227(4.1) [en. 1998, c. 19, s. 226(1)] — referred to
Interpretation Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. I-21

s. 44(f) — considered
Personal Property Security Act, S.A. 1988, c. P-4.05

Generally — referred to
Sales Tax and Excise Tax Amendments Act, 1999, S.C. 2000, c. 30

Generally — referred to
Wage Earner Protection Program Act, S.C. 2005, c. 47, s. 1

Generally — referred to

s. 69 — referred to

s. 128 — referred to

s. 131 — referred to
Statutes considered Fish J.:
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3

Generally — referred to

s. 67(2) — considered

s. 67(3) — considered
Canada Pension Plan, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-8

Generally — referred to

s. 23 — considered
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36

Generally — referred to

s. 11 — considered

s. 18.3(1) [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 18.3(2) [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 37(1) — considered
Employment Insurance Act, S.C. 1996, c. 23

Generally — referred to

s. 86(2) — referred to
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s. 86(2.1) [en. 1998, c. 19, s. 266(1)] — referred to
Excise Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15

Generally — referred to

s. 222 [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — considered

s. 222(1) [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — considered

s. 222(3) [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — considered

s. 222(3)(a) [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — considered
Income Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 1 (5th Supp.)

Generally — referred to

s. 227(4) — considered

s. 227(4.1) [en. 1998, c. 19, s. 226(1)] — considered

s. 227(4.1)(a) [en. 1998, c. 19, s. 226(1)] — considered
Statutes considered Abella J. (dissenting):
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3

Generally — referred to
Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36

Generally — referred to

s. 11 — considered

s. 11(1) — considered

s. 11(3) — considered

s. 18.3(1) [en. 1997, c. 12, s. 125] — considered

s. 37(1) — considered
Excise Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15

Generally — referred to

s. 222 [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — considered

s. 222(3) [en. 1990, c. 45, s. 12(1)] — considered
Interpretation Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. I-21

s. 2(1)"enactment" — considered

s. 44(f) — considered
Winding-up and Restructuring Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. W-11

Generally — referred to

APPEAL by creditor from judgment reported at 2009 CarswellBC 1195, 2009 BCCA 205, [2009] G.S.T.C. 79, 98 B.C.L.R.
(4th) 242, [2009] 12 W.W.R. 684, 270 B.C.A.C. 167, 454 W.A.C. 167, 2009 G.T.C. 2020 (Eng.) (B.C. C.A.), allowing Crown's
appeal from dismissal of application for immediate payment of tax debt.

Deschamps J.:

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2018796659&pubNum=0005472&originatingDoc=I9789f50083171cade0440021280d79ee&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2018796659&pubNum=0003986&originatingDoc=I9789f50083171cade0440021280d79ee&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2018796659&pubNum=0003986&originatingDoc=I9789f50083171cade0440021280d79ee&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)


Ted Leroy Trucking [Century Services] Ltd., Re, 2010 SCC 60, 2010 CarswellBC 3419
2010 SCC 60, 2010 CarswellBC 3419, 2010 CarswellBC 3420, [2010] 3 S.C.R. 379...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 11

1      For the first time this Court is called upon to directly interpret the provisions of the Companies' Creditors Arrangement
Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 ("CCAA"). In that respect, two questions are raised. The first requires reconciliation of provisions
of the CCAA and the Excise Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15 ("ETA"), which lower courts have held to be in conflict with one
another. The second concerns the scope of a court's discretion when supervising reorganization. The relevant statutory provisions
are reproduced in the Appendix. On the first question, having considered the evolution of Crown priorities in the context of
insolvency and the wording of the various statutes creating Crown priorities, I conclude that it is the CCAA and not the ETA that
provides the rule. On the second question, I conclude that the broad discretionary jurisdiction conferred on the supervising judge
must be interpreted having regard to the remedial nature of the CCAA and insolvency legislation generally. Consequently, the
court had the discretion to partially lift a stay of proceedings to allow the debtor to make an assignment under the Bankruptcy
and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3 ("BIA"). I would allow the appeal.

1. Facts and Decisions of the Courts Below

2      Ted LeRoy Trucking Ltd. ("LeRoy Trucking") commenced proceedings under the CCAA in the Supreme Court of British
Columbia on December 13, 2007, obtaining a stay of proceedings with a view to reorganizing its financial affairs. LeRoy
Trucking sold certain redundant assets as authorized by the order.

3      Amongst the debts owed by LeRoy Trucking was an amount for Goods and Services Tax ("GST") collected but unremitted
to the Crown. The ETA creates a deemed trust in favour of the Crown for amounts collected in respect of GST. The deemed trust
extends to any property or proceeds held by the person collecting GST and any property of that person held by a secured creditor,
requiring that property to be paid to the Crown in priority to all security interests. The ETA provides that the deemed trust operates
despite any other enactment of Canada except the BIA. However, the CCAA also provides that subject to certain exceptions,
none of which mentions GST, deemed trusts in favour of the Crown do not operate under the CCAA. Accordingly, under the
CCAA the Crown ranks as an unsecured creditor in respect of GST. Nonetheless, at the time LeRoy Trucking commenced CCAA
proceedings the leading line of jurisprudence held that the ETA took precedence over the CCAA such that the Crown enjoyed
priority for GST claims under the CCAA, even though it would have lost that same priority under the BIA. The CCAA underwent
substantial amendments in 2005 in which some of the provisions at issue in this appeal were renumbered and reformulated (S.C.
2005, c. 47). However, these amendments only came into force on September 18, 2009. I will refer to the amended provisions
only where relevant.

4      On April 29, 2008, Brenner C.J.S.C., in the context of the CCAA proceedings, approved a payment not exceeding $5 million,
the proceeds of redundant asset sales, to Century Services, the debtor's major secured creditor. LeRoy Trucking proposed to
hold back an amount equal to the GST monies collected but unremitted to the Crown and place it in the Monitor's trust account
until the outcome of the reorganization was known. In order to maintain the status quo while the success of the reorganization
was uncertain, Brenner C.J.S.C. agreed to the proposal and ordered that an amount of $305,202.30 be held by the Monitor in
its trust account.

5      On September 3, 2008, having concluded that reorganization was not possible, LeRoy Trucking sought leave to make an
assignment in bankruptcy under the BIA. The Crown sought an order that the GST monies held by the Monitor be paid to the
Receiver General of Canada. Brenner C.J.S.C. dismissed the latter application. Reasoning that the purpose of segregating the
funds with the Monitor was "to facilitate an ultimate payment of the GST monies which were owed pre-filing, but only if a
viable plan emerged", the failure of such a reorganization, followed by an assignment in bankruptcy, meant the Crown would
lose priority under the BIA (2008 BCSC 1805, [2008] G.S.T.C. 221 (B.C. S.C. [In Chambers])).

6      The Crown's appeal was allowed by the British Columbia Court of Appeal (2009 BCCA 205, [2009] G.S.T.C. 79, 270
B.C.A.C. 167 (B.C. C.A.)). Tysoe J.A. for a unanimous court found two independent bases for allowing the Crown's appeal.

7      First, the court's authority under s. 11 of the CCAA was held not to extend to staying the Crown's application for immediate
payment of the GST funds subject to the deemed trust after it was clear that reorganization efforts had failed and that bankruptcy
was inevitable. As restructuring was no longer a possibility, staying the Crown's claim to the GST funds no longer served a
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purpose under the CCAA and the court was bound under the priority scheme provided by the ETA to allow payment to the
Crown. In so holding, Tysoe J.A. adopted the reasoning in Ottawa Senators Hockey Club Corp. (Re), [2005] G.S.T.C. 1, 73
O.R. (3d) 737 (Ont. C.A.), which found that the ETA deemed trust for GST established Crown priority over secured creditors
under the CCAA.

8      Second, Tysoe J.A. concluded that by ordering the GST funds segregated in the Monitor's trust account on April 29, 2008, the
judge had created an express trust in favour of the Crown from which the monies in question could not be diverted for any other
purposes. The Court of Appeal therefore ordered that the money held by the Monitor in trust be paid to the Receiver General.

2. Issues

9      This appeal raises three broad issues which are addressed in turn:

(1) Did s. 222(3) of the ETA displace s. 18.3(1) of the CCAA and give priority to the Crown's ETA deemed trust during
CCAA proceedings as held in Ottawa Senators?

(2) Did the court exceed its CCAA authority by lifting the stay to allow the debtor to make an assignment in bankruptcy?

(3) Did the court's order of April 29, 2008 requiring segregation of the Crown's GST claim in the Monitor's trust account
create an express trust in favour of the Crown in respect of those funds?

3. Analysis

10      The first issue concerns Crown priorities in the context of insolvency. As will be seen, the ETA provides for a deemed trust
in favour of the Crown in respect of GST owed by a debtor "[d]espite ... any other enactment of Canada (except the Bankruptcy
and Insolvency Act)" (s. 222(3)), while the CCAA stated at the relevant time that "notwithstanding any provision in federal or
provincial legislation that has the effect of deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, property of a debtor company
shall not be [so] regarded" (s. 18.3(1)). It is difficult to imagine two statutory provisions more apparently in conflict. However,
as is often the case, the apparent conflict can be resolved through interpretation.

11      In order to properly interpret the provisions, 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. It will
be seen that Crown priorities in the insolvency context have been significantly pared down. The resolution of the second issue
is also rooted in the context of the CCAA, but its purpose and the manner in which it has been interpreted in the case law are
also key. After examining the first two issues in this case, I will address Tysoe J.A.'s conclusion that an express trust in favour
of the Crown was created by the court's order of April 29, 2008.

3.1 Purpose and Scope of Insolvency Law

12      Insolvency is the factual situation that arises when a debtor is unable to pay creditors (see generally, R. J. Wood,
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Law (2009), at p. 16). Certain legal proceedings become available upon insolvency, which typically
allow a debtor to obtain a court order staying its creditors' enforcement actions and attempt to obtain a binding compromise
with creditors to adjust the payment conditions to something more realistic. Alternatively, the debtor's assets may be liquidated
and debts paid from the proceeds according to statutory priority rules. The former is usually referred to as reorganization or
restructuring while the latter is termed liquidation.

13      Canadian commercial insolvency law is not codified in one exhaustive statute. Instead, Parliament has enacted multiple
insolvency statutes, the main one being the BIA. The BIA offers a self-contained legal regime providing for both reorganization
and liquidation. Although bankruptcy legislation has a long history, the BIA itself is a fairly recent statute — it was enacted in
1992. It is characterized by a rules-based approach to proceedings. The BIA is available to insolvent debtors owing $1000 or
more, regardless of whether they are natural or legal persons. It contains mechanisms for debtors to make proposals to their
creditors for the adjustment of debts. If a proposal fails, the BIA contains a bridge to bankruptcy whereby the debtor's assets are
liquidated and the proceeds paid to creditors in accordance with the statutory scheme of distribution.
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14      Access to the CCAA is more restrictive. A debtor must be a company with liabilities in excess of $5 million. 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. As discussed in greater detail below, the key difference between the reorganization regimes
under the BIA and the CCAA is that the latter offers a more flexible mechanism with greater judicial discretion, making it more
responsive to complex reorganizations.

15      As I will discuss at greater length below, the purpose of the CCAA — Canada's first reorganization statute — is to permit
the debtor to continue to carry on business and, where possible, avoid the social and economic costs of liquidating its assets.
Proposals to creditors under the BIA serve the same remedial purpose, though this is achieved through a rules-based mechanism
that offers less flexibility. Where reorganization is impossible, the BIA may be employed to provide an orderly mechanism for
the distribution of a debtor's assets to satisfy creditor claims according to predetermined priority rules.

16      Prior to the enactment of the CCAA in 1933 (S.C. 1932-33, c. 36), practice under existing commercial insolvency legislation
tended heavily towards the liquidation of a debtor company (J. Sarra, Creditor Rights and the Public Interest: Restructuring
Insolvent Corporations (2003), at p. 12). The battering visited upon Canadian businesses by the Great Depression and the
absence of an effective mechanism for reaching a compromise between debtors and creditors to avoid liquidation required
a legislative response. The CCAA was innovative as it allowed the insolvent debtor to attempt reorganization under judicial
supervision outside the existing insolvency legislation which, once engaged, almost invariably resulted in liquidation (Reference
re Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (Canada), [1934] S.C.R. 659 (S.C.C.), at pp. 660-61; Sarra, Creditor Rights, at pp.
12-13).

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 (Sarra,
Creditor Rights, at pp. 13-15).

18      Early commentary and jurisprudence also endorsed the CCAA's remedial objectives. It recognized that companies retain
more value as going concerns while underscoring that intangible losses, such as the evaporation of the companies' goodwill,
result from liquidation (S. E. Edwards, "Reorganizations Under the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act" (1947), 25 Can.
Bar Rev. 587, at p. 592). Reorganization serves the public interest by facilitating the survival of companies supplying goods or
services crucial to the health of the economy or saving large numbers of jobs (ibid., at p. 593). Insolvency could be so widely
felt as to impact stakeholders other than creditors and employees. Variants of these views resonate today, with reorganization
justified in terms of rehabilitating companies that are key elements in a complex web of interdependent economic relationships
in order to avoid the negative consequences of liquidation.

19      The CCAA fell into disuse during the next several decades, likely because amendments to the Act in 1953 restricted its
use to companies issuing bonds (S.C. 1952-53, c. 3). During the economic downturn of the early 1980s, insolvency lawyers
and courts adapting to the resulting wave of insolvencies resurrected the statute and deployed it in response to new economic
challenges. Participants in insolvency proceedings grew to recognize and appreciate the statute's distinguishing feature: a grant
of broad and flexible authority to the supervising court to make the orders necessary to facilitate the reorganization of the debtor
and achieve the CCAA's objectives. The manner in which courts have used CCAA jurisdiction in increasingly creative and
flexible ways is explored in greater detail below.

20      Efforts to evolve insolvency law were not restricted to the courts during this period. In 1970, a government-commissioned
panel produced an extensive study recommending sweeping reform but Parliament failed to act (see Bankruptcy and Insolvency:
Report of the Study Committee on Bankruptcy and Insolvency Legislation (1970)). Another panel of experts produced more
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limited recommendations in 1986 which eventually resulted in enactment of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act of 1992 (S.C.
1992, c. 27) (see Proposed Bankruptcy Act Amendments: Report of the Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy and Insolvency
(1986)). Broader provisions for reorganizing insolvent debtors were then included in Canada's bankruptcy statute. Although
the 1970 and 1986 reports made no specific recommendations with respect to the CCAA, the House of Commons committee
studying the BIA's predecessor bill, C-22, seemed to accept expert testimony that the BIA's new reorganization scheme would
shortly supplant the CCAA, which could then be repealed, with commercial insolvency and bankruptcy being governed by
a single statute (Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence of the Standing Committee on Consumer and Corporate Affairs and
Government Operations, Issue No. 15, October 3, 1991, at pp. 15:15-15:16).

21      In retrospect, this conclusion by the House of Commons committee was out of step with reality. It overlooked
the renewed vitality the CCAA enjoyed in contemporary practice and the advantage that a flexible judicially supervised
reorganization process presented in the face of increasingly complex reorganizations, when compared to the stricter rules-
based scheme contained in the BIA. The "flexibility of the CCAA [was seen as] a great benefit, allowing for creative and
effective decisions" (Industry Canada, Marketplace Framework Policy Branch, Report on the Operation and Administration of
the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act and the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act (2002), at p. 41). Over the past three decades,
resurrection of the CCAA has thus been the mainspring of a process through which, one author concludes, "the legal setting for
Canadian insolvency restructuring has evolved from a rather blunt instrument to one of the most sophisticated systems in the
developed world" (R. B. Jones, "The Evolution of Canadian Restructuring: Challenges for the Rule of Law", in J. P. Sarra, ed.,
Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2005 (2006), 481, at p. 481).

22      While insolvency proceedings may be governed by different statutory schemes, they share some commonalities. The
most prominent of these is the single proceeding model. The nature and purpose of the single proceeding model are described
by Professor Wood in Bankruptcy and Insolvency Law:

They all provide a collective proceeding that supersedes the usual civil process available to creditors to enforce their claims.
The creditors' remedies are collectivized in order to prevent the free-for-all that would otherwise prevail if creditors were
permitted to exercise their remedies. In the absence of a collective process, each creditor is armed with the knowledge that
if they do not strike hard and swift to seize the debtor's assets, they will be beat out by other creditors. [pp. 2-3]

The single proceeding model avoids the inefficiency and chaos that would attend insolvency if each creditor initiated
proceedings to recover its debt. Grouping all possible actions against the debtor into a single proceeding controlled in a single
forum facilitates negotiation with creditors because it places them all on an equal footing, rather than exposing them to the
risk that a more aggressive creditor will realize its claims against the debtor's limited assets while the other creditors attempt
a compromise. With a view to achieving that purpose, both the CCAA and the BIA allow a court to order all actions against a
debtor to be stayed while a compromise is sought.

23      Another point of convergence of the CCAA and the BIA relates to priorities. Because the CCAA is silent about what
happens if reorganization fails, the BIA scheme of liquidation and distribution necessarily supplies the backdrop for what will
happen if a CCAA reorganization is ultimately unsuccessful. In addition, one of the important features of legislative reform
of both statutes since the enactment of the BIA in 1992 has been a cutback in Crown priorities (S.C. 1992, c. 27, s. 39; S.C.
1997, c. 12, ss. 73 and 125; S.C. 2000, c. 30, s. 148; S.C. 2005, c. 47, ss. 69 and 131; S.C. 2009, c. 33, ss. 25 and 29; see
also Alternative granite & marbre inc., Re, 2009 SCC 49, [2009] 3 S.C.R. 286, [2009] G.S.T.C. 154 (S.C.C.); Quebec (Deputy
Minister of Revenue) c. Rainville (1979), [1980] 1 S.C.R. 35 (S.C.C.); Proposed Bankruptcy Act Amendments: Report of the
Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy and Insolvency (1986)).

24      With parallel CCAA and BIA restructuring schemes now an accepted feature of the insolvency law landscape, the
contemporary thrust of legislative reform has been towards harmonizing aspects of insolvency law common to the two statutory
schemes to the extent possible and encouraging reorganization over liquidation (see An Act to establish the Wage Earner
Protection Program Act, to amend the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act and the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act and to
make consequential amendments to other Acts, S.C. 2005, c. 47; Gauntlet Energy Corp., Re, 2003 ABQB 894, [2003] G.S.T.C.
193, 30 Alta. L.R. (4th) 192 (Alta. Q.B.), at para. 19).
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25      Mindful of the historical background of the CCAA and BIA, I now turn to the first question at issue.

3.2 GST Deemed Trust Under the CCAA

26      The Court of Appeal proceeded on the basis that the ETA precluded the court from staying the Crown's enforcement of the
GST deemed trust when partially lifting the stay to allow the debtor to enter bankruptcy. In so doing, it adopted the reasoning
in a line of cases culminating in Ottawa Senators, which held that an ETA deemed trust remains enforceable during CCAA
reorganization despite language in the CCAA that suggests otherwise.

27      The Crown relies heavily on the decision of the Ontario Court of Appeal in Ottawa Senators and argues that the later in
time provision of the ETA creating the GST deemed trust trumps the provision of the CCAA purporting to nullify most statutory
deemed trusts. The Court of Appeal in this case accepted this reasoning but not all provincial courts follow it (see, e.g., Komunik
Corp., Re, 2009 QCCS 6332 (C.S. Que.), leave to appeal granted, 2010 QCCA 183 (C.A. Que.)). Century Services relied, in its
written submissions to this Court, on the argument that the court had authority under the CCAA to continue the stay against the
Crown's claim for unremitted GST. In oral argument, the question of whether Ottawa Senators was correctly decided nonetheless
arose. After the hearing, the parties were asked to make further written submissions on this point. As appears evident from the
reasons of my colleague Abella J., this issue has become prominent before this Court. In those circumstances, this Court needs
to determine the correctness of the reasoning in Ottawa Senators.

28      The policy backdrop to this question involves the Crown's priority as a creditor in insolvency situations which, as I
mentioned above, has evolved considerably. Prior to the 1990s, Crown claims largely enjoyed priority in insolvency. This was
widely seen as unsatisfactory as shown by both the 1970 and 1986 insolvency reform proposals, which recommended that
Crown claims receive no preferential treatment. A closely related matter was whether the CCAA was binding at all upon the
Crown. Amendments to the CCAA in 1997 confirmed that it did indeed bind the Crown (see CCAA, s. 21, as am. by S.C. 1997,
c. 12, s. 126).

29      Claims of priority by the state in insolvency situations receive different treatment across jurisdictions worldwide. For
example, in Germany and Australia, the state is given no priority at all, while the state enjoys wide priority in the United States
and France (see B. K. Morgan, "Should the Sovereign be Paid First? A Comparative International Analysis of the Priority for
Tax Claims in Bankruptcy" (2000), 74 Am. Bank. L.J. 461, at p. 500). Canada adopted a middle course through legislative reform
of Crown priority initiated in 1992. The Crown retained priority for source deductions of income tax, Employment Insurance
("EI") and Canada Pension Plan ("CPP") premiums, but ranks as an ordinary unsecured creditor for most other claims.

30      Parliament has frequently enacted statutory mechanisms to secure Crown claims and permit their enforcement. The two
most common are statutory deemed trusts and powers to garnish funds third parties owe the debtor (see F. L. Lamer, Priority
of Crown Claims in Insolvency (loose-leaf), at § 2).

31      With respect to GST collected, Parliament has enacted a deemed trust. The ETA states that every person who collects
an amount on account of GST is deemed to hold that amount in trust for the Crown (s. 222(1)). The deemed trust extends to
other property of the person collecting the tax equal in value to the amount deemed to be in trust if that amount has not been
remitted in accordance with the ETA. The deemed trust also extends to property held by a secured creditor that, but for the
security interest, would be property of the person collecting the tax (s. 222(3)).

32      Parliament has created similar deemed trusts using almost identical language in respect of source deductions of income
tax, EI premiums and CPP premiums (see s. 227(4) of the Income Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 1 (5th Supp.) ("ITA"), ss. 86(2) and
(2.1) of the Employment Insurance Act, S.C. 1996, c. 23, and ss. 23(3) and (4) of the Canada Pension Plan, R.S.C. 1985, c.
C-8). I will refer to income tax, EI and CPP deductions as "source deductions".

33      In Royal Bank v. Sparrow Electric Corp., [1997] 1 S.C.R. 411 (S.C.C.), this Court addressed a priority dispute between a
deemed trust for source deductions under the ITA and security interests taken under both the Bank Act, S.C. 1991, c. 46, and the
Alberta Personal Property Security Act, S.A. 1988, c. P-4.05 ("PPSA"). As then worded, an ITA deemed trust over the debtor's
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property equivalent to the amount owing in respect of income tax became effective at the time of liquidation, receivership, or
assignment in bankruptcy. Sparrow Electric held that the ITA deemed trust could not prevail over the security interests because,
being fixed charges, the latter attached as soon as the debtor acquired rights in the property such that the ITA deemed trust had no
property on which to attach when it subsequently arose. Later, in First Vancouver Finance v. Minister of National Revenue, 2002
SCC 49, [2002] G.S.T.C. 23, [2002] 2 S.C.R. 720 (S.C.C.), this Court observed that Parliament had legislated to strengthen the
statutory deemed trust in the ITA by deeming it to operate from the moment the deductions were not paid to the Crown as required
by the ITA, and by granting the Crown priority over all security interests (paras. 27-29) (the "Sparrow Electric amendment").

34      The amended text of s. 227(4.1) of the ITA and concordant source deductions deemed trusts in the Canada Pension
Plan and the Employment Insurance Act state that the deemed trust operates notwithstanding any other enactment of Canada,
except ss. 81.1 and 81.2 of the BIA. The ETA deemed trust at issue in this case is similarly worded, but it excepts the BIA in
its entirety. The provision reads as follows:

222. (3) Despite any other provision of this Act (except subsection (4)), any other enactment of Canada (except the
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act), any enactment of a province or any other law, if at any time an amount deemed by
subsection (1) to be held by a person in trust for Her Majesty is not remitted to the Receiver General or withdrawn in
the manner and at the time provided under this Part, property of the person and property held by any secured creditor of
the person that, but for a security interest, would be property of the person, equal in value to the amount so deemed to
be held in trust, is deemed ....

35      The Crown submits that the Sparrow Electric amendment, added by Parliament to the ETA in 2000, was intended to
preserve the Crown's priority over collected GST under the CCAA while subordinating the Crown to the status of an unsecured
creditor in respect of GST only under the BIA. This is because the ETA provides that the GST deemed trust is effective "despite"
any other enactment except the BIA.

36      The language used in the ETA for the GST deemed trust creates an apparent conflict with the CCAA, which provides that
subject to certain exceptions, property deemed by statute to be held in trust for the Crown shall not be so regarded.

37      Through a 1997 amendment to the CCAA (S.C. 1997, c. 12, s. 125), Parliament appears to have, subject to specific
exceptions, nullified deemed trusts in favour of the Crown once reorganization proceedings are commenced under the Act. The
relevant provision reads:

18.3 (1) Subject to subsection (2), notwithstanding any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the effect of
deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, property of a debtor company shall not be regarded as held in trust
for Her Majesty unless it would be so regarded in the absence of that statutory provision.

This nullification of deemed trusts was continued in further amendments to the CCAA (S.C. 2005, c. 47), where s. 18.3(1) was
renumbered and reformulated as s. 37(1):

37. (1) Subject to subsection (2), despite any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the effect of deeming
property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, 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.

38      An analogous provision exists in the BIA, which, subject to the same specific exceptions, nullifies statutory deemed trusts
and makes property of the bankrupt that would otherwise be subject to a deemed trust part of the debtor's estate and available
to creditors (S.C. 1992, c. 27, s. 39; S.C. 1997, c. 12, s. 73; BIA, s. 67(2)). It is noteworthy that in both the CCAA and the BIA,
the exceptions concern source deductions (CCAA, s. 18.3(2); BIA, s. 67(3)). The relevant provision of the CCAA reads:

18.3 (2) Subsection (1) does not apply in respect of amounts deemed to be held in trust under subsection 227(4) or (4.1) of
the Income Tax Act, subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan or subsection 86(2) or (2.1) of the Employment
Insurance Act....
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Thus, the Crown's deemed trust and corresponding priority in source deductions remain effective both in reorganization and
in bankruptcy.

39      Meanwhile, in both s. 18.4(1) of the CCAA and s. 86(1) of the BIA, other Crown claims are treated as unsecured.
These provisions, establishing the Crown's status as an unsecured creditor, explicitly exempt statutory deemed trusts in source
deductions (CCAA, s. 18.4(3); BIA, s. 86(3)). The CCAA provision reads as follows:

18.4 (3) Subsection (1) [Crown ranking as unsecured creditor] does not affect the operation of

(a) subsections 224(1.2) and (1.3) of the Income Tax Act,

(b) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution ....

Therefore, not only does the CCAA provide that Crown claims do not enjoy priority over the claims of other creditors (s. 18.3(1)),
but the exceptions to this rule (i.e., that Crown priority is maintained for source deductions) are repeatedly stated in the statute.

40      The apparent conflict in this case is whether the rule in the CCAA first enacted as s. 18.3 in 1997, which provides that
subject to certain explicit exceptions, statutory deemed trusts are ineffective under the CCAA, is overridden by the one in the
ETA enacted in 2000 stating that GST deemed trusts operate despite any enactment of Canada except the BIA. 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.

41      A line of jurisprudence across Canada has resolved the apparent conflict in favour of the ETA, thereby maintaining GST
deemed trusts under the CCAA. Ottawa Senators, the leading case, decided the matter by invoking the doctrine of implied repeal
to hold that the later in time provision of the ETA should take precedence over the CCAA (see also Solid Resources Ltd., Re
(2002), 40 C.B.R. (4th) 219, [2003] G.S.T.C. 21 (Alta. Q.B.); Gauntlet

42      The Ontario Court of Appeal in Ottawa Senators rested its conclusion on two considerations. First, it was persuaded
that by explicitly mentioning the BIA in ETA s. 222(3), but not the CCAA, Parliament made a deliberate choice. In the words
of MacPherson J.A.:

The BIA and the CCAA are closely related federal statutes. I cannot conceive that Parliament would specifically identify the
BIA as an exception, but accidentally fail to consider the CCAA as a possible second exception. In my view, the omission
of the CCAA from s. 222(3) of the ETA was almost certainly a considered omission. [para. 43]

43      Second, the Ontario Court of Appeal compared the conflict between the ETA and the CCAA to that before this Court in
Doré c. Verdun (Municipalité), [1997] 2 S.C.R. 862 (S.C.C.), and found them to be "identical" (para. 46). It therefore considered
Doré binding (para. 49). In Doré, a limitations provision in the more general and recently enacted Civil Code of Québec, S.Q.
1991, c. 64 ("C.C.Q."), was held to have repealed a more specific provision of the earlier Quebec Cities and Towns Act, R.S.Q.,
c. C-19, with which it conflicted. By analogy, the Ontario Court of Appeal held that the later in time and more general provision,
s. 222(3) of the ETA, impliedly repealed the more specific and earlier in time provision, s. 18.3(1) of the CCAA (paras. 47-49).

44      Viewing this issue in its entire context, several considerations lead me to conclude that neither the reasoning nor the result
in Ottawa Senators can stand. While a conflict may exist at the level of the statutes' wording, a purposive and contextual analysis
to determine Parliament's true intent yields the conclusion that Parliament could not have intended to restore the Crown's deemed
trust priority in GST claims under the CCAA when it amended the ETA in 2000 with the Sparrow Electric amendment.

45      I begin by recalling that Parliament has shown its willingness to move away from asserting priority for Crown claims in
insolvency law. Section 18.3(1) of the CCAA (subject to the s. 18.3(2) exceptions) provides that the Crown's deemed trusts have
no effect under the CCAA. Where Parliament has sought to protect certain Crown claims through statutory deemed trusts and
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intended that these deemed trusts continue in insolvency, it has legislated so explicitly and elaborately. For example, s. 18.3(2)
of the CCAA and s. 67(3) of the BIA expressly provide that deemed trusts for source deductions remain effective in insolvency.
Parliament has, therefore, clearly carved out exceptions from the general rule that deemed trusts are ineffective in insolvency.
The CCAA and BIA are in harmony, preserving deemed trusts and asserting Crown priority only in respect of source deductions.
Meanwhile, there is no express statutory basis for concluding that GST claims enjoy a preferred treatment under the CCAA or
the BIA. Unlike source deductions, which are clearly and expressly dealt with under both these insolvency statutes, no such
clear and express language exists in those Acts carving out an exception for GST claims.

46      The internal logic of the CCAA also militates against upholding the ETA deemed trust for GST. The CCAA imposes limits
on a suspension by the court of the Crown's rights in respect of source deductions but does not mention the ETA (s. 11.4). Since
source deductions deemed trusts are granted explicit protection under the CCAA, it would be inconsistent to afford a better
protection to the ETA deemed trust absent explicit language in the CCAA. Thus, the logic of the CCAA appears to subject the
ETA deemed trust to the waiver by Parliament of its priority (s. 18.4).

47      Moreover, a strange asymmetry would arise if the interpretation giving the ETA priority over the CCAA urged by the Crown
is adopted here: the Crown would retain priority over GST claims during CCAA proceedings but not in bankruptcy. As courts
have reflected, this can only encourage statute shopping by secured creditors in cases such as this one where the debtor's assets
cannot satisfy both the secured creditors' and the Crown's claims (Gauntlet, at para. 21). If creditors' claims were better protected
by liquidation under the BIA, creditors' incentives would lie overwhelmingly with avoiding proceedings under the CCAA and
not risking a failed reorganization. Giving a key player in any insolvency such skewed incentives against reorganizing under
the CCAA can only undermine that statute's remedial objectives and risk inviting the very social ills that it was enacted to avert.

48      Arguably, the effect of Ottawa Senators is mitigated if restructuring is attempted under the BIA instead of the CCAA, but it
is not cured. If Ottawa Senators were to be followed, Crown priority over GST would differ depending on whether restructuring
took place under the CCAA or the BIA. The anomaly of this result is made manifest by the fact that it would deprive companies
of the option to restructure under the more flexible and responsive CCAA regime, which has been the statute of choice for
complex reorganizations.

49      Evidence that Parliament intended different treatments for GST claims in reorganization and bankruptcy is scant, if
it exists at all. Section 222(3) of the ETA was enacted as part of a wide-ranging budget implementation bill in 2000. The
summary accompanying that bill does not indicate that Parliament intended to elevate Crown priority over GST claims under
the CCAA to the same or a higher level than source deductions claims. Indeed, the summary for deemed trusts states only
that amendments to existing provisions are aimed at "ensuring that employment insurance premiums and Canada Pension Plan
contributions that are required to be remitted by an employer are fully recoverable by the Crown in the case of the bankruptcy
of the employer" (Summary to S.C. 2000, c. 30, at p. 4a). The wording of GST deemed trusts resembles that of statutory
deemed trusts for source deductions and incorporates the same overriding language and reference to the BIA. However, as noted
above, Parliament's express intent is that only source deductions deemed trusts remain operative. An exception for the BIA in
the statutory language establishing the source deductions deemed trusts accomplishes very little, because the explicit language
of the BIA itself (and the CCAA) carves out these source deductions deemed trusts and maintains their effect. It is however
noteworthy that no equivalent language maintaining GST deemed trusts exists under either the BIA or the CCAA.

50      It seems more likely that by adopting the same language for creating GST deemed trusts in the ETA as it did for deemed
trusts for source deductions, and by overlooking the inclusion of an exception for the CCAA alongside the BIA in s. 222(3) of the
ETA, Parliament may have inadvertently succumbed to a drafting anomaly. Because of a statutory lacuna in the ETA, the GST
deemed trust could be seen as remaining effective in the CCAA, while ceasing to have any effect under the BIA, thus creating
an apparent conflict with the wording of the CCAA. However, it should be seen for what it is: a facial conflict only, capable of
resolution by looking at the broader approach taken to Crown priorities and by giving precedence to the statutory language of
s. 18.3 of the CCAA in a manner that does not produce an anomalous outcome.

51      Section 222(3) of the ETA evinces no explicit intention of Parliament to repeal CCAA s. 18.3. It merely creates an apparent
conflict that must be resolved by statutory interpretation. Parliament's intent when it enacted ETA s. 222(3) was therefore far
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from unambiguous. Had it sought to give the Crown a priority for GST claims, it could have done so explicitly as it did for
source deductions. Instead, one is left to infer from the language of ETA s. 222(3) that the GST deemed trust was intended to
be effective under the CCAA.

52      I am not persuaded that the reasoning in Doré requires the application of the doctrine of implied repeal in the circumstances
of this case. The main issue in Doré concerned the impact of the adoption of the C.C.Q. on the administrative law rules with
respect to municipalities. While Gonthier J. concluded in that case that the limitation provision in art. 2930 C.C.Q. had repealed
by implication a limitation provision in the Cities and Towns Act, he did so on the basis of more than a textual analysis. The
conclusion in Doré was reached after thorough contextual analysis of both pieces of legislation, including an extensive review of
the relevant legislative history (paras. 31-41). Consequently, the circumstances before this Court in Doré are far from "identical"
to those in the present case, in terms of text, context and legislative history. Accordingly, Doré cannot be said to require the
automatic application of the rule of repeal by implication.

53      A noteworthy indicator of Parliament's overall intent is the fact that in subsequent amendments it has not displaced the
rule set out in the CCAA. Indeed, as indicated above, the recent amendments to the CCAA in 2005 resulted in the rule previously
found in s. 18.3 being renumbered and reformulated as s. 37. Thus, to the extent the interpretation allowing the GST deemed
trust to remain effective under the CCAA depends on ETA s. 222(3) having impliedly repealed CCAA s. 18.3(1) because it is
later in time, we have come full circle. Parliament has renumbered and reformulated the provision of the CCAA stating that,
subject to exceptions for source deductions, deemed trusts do not survive the CCAA proceedings and thus the CCAA is now the
later in time statute. This confirms that Parliament's intent with respect to GST deemed trusts is to be found in the CCAA.

54      I do not agree with my colleague Abella J. that s. 44(f) of the Interpretation Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. I-21, can be used to interpret
the 2005 amendments as having no effect. The new statute can hardly be said to be a mere re-enactment of the former statute.
Indeed, the CCAA underwent a substantial review in 2005. Notably, acting consistently with its goal of treating both the BIA
and the CCAA as sharing the same approach to insolvency, Parliament made parallel amendments to both statutes with respect
to corporate proposals. In addition, new provisions were introduced regarding the treatment of contracts, collective agreements,
interim financing and governance agreements. The appointment and role of the Monitor was also clarified. Noteworthy are the
limits imposed by CCAA s. 11.09 on the court's discretion to make an order staying the Crown's source deductions deemed
trusts, which were formerly found in s. 11.4. No mention whatsoever is made of GST deemed trusts (see Summary to S.C. 2005,
c. 47). The review went as far as looking at the very expression used to describe the statutory override of deemed trusts. The
comments cited by my colleague only emphasize the clear intent of Parliament to maintain its policy that only source deductions
deemed trusts survive in CCAA proceedings.

55      In the case at bar, the legislative context informs the determination of Parliament's legislative intent and supports the
conclusion that ETA s. 222(3) was not intended to narrow the scope of the CCAA's override provision. Viewed in its entire
context, the conflict between the ETA and the CCAA is more apparent than real. I would therefore not follow the reasoning in
Ottawa Senators and affirm that CCAA s. 18.3 remained effective.

56      My conclusion is reinforced by the purpose of the CCAA as part of Canadian remedial insolvency legislation. As this aspect
is particularly relevant to the second issue, I will now discuss how courts have interpreted the scope of their discretionary powers
in supervising a CCAA reorganization and how Parliament has largely endorsed this interpretation. Indeed, the interpretation
courts have given to the CCAA helps in understanding how the CCAA grew to occupy such a prominent role in Canadian
insolvency law.

3.3 Discretionary Power of a Court Supervising a CCAA Reorganization

57      Courts frequently observe that "[t]he CCAA is skeletal in nature" and does not "contain a comprehensive code that lays out
all that is permitted or barred" (ATB Financial v. Metcalfe & Mansfield Alternative Investments II Corp., 2008 ONCA 587, 92
O.R. (3d) 513 (Ont. C.A.), at para. 44, per Blair J.A.). Accordingly, "[t]he history of CCAA law has been an evolution of judicial
interpretation" (Dylex Ltd., Re (1995), 31 C.B.R. (3d) 106 (Ont. Gen. Div. [Commercial List])), at para. 10, per Farley J.).
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58      CCAA decisions are often based on discretionary grants of jurisdiction. The incremental exercise of judicial discretion
in commercial courts under conditions one practitioner aptly describes as "the hothouse of real-time litigation" has been the
primary method by which the CCAA has been adapted and has evolved to meet contemporary business and social needs (see
Jones, at p. 484).

59      Judicial discretion must of course be exercised in furtherance of the CCAA's purposes. The remedial purpose I referred
to in the historical overview of the Act is recognized over and over again in the jurisprudence. To cite one early example:

The legislation is remedial in the purest sense in that it provides a means whereby the devastating social and economic
effects of bankruptcy or creditor initiated termination of ongoing business operations can be avoided while a court-
supervised attempt to reorganize the financial affairs of the debtor company is made.

(Nova Metal Products Inc. v. Comiskey (Trustee of) (1990), 41 O.A.C. 282 (Ont. C.A.), at para. 57, per Doherty J.A.,
dissenting)

60      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 can be determined whether it will succeed (see, e.g.,
Hongkong Bank of Canada v. Chef Ready Foods Ltd. (1990), 51 B.C.L.R. (2d) 84 (B.C. C.A.), at pp. 88-89; Pacific National
Lease Holding Corp., Re (1992), 19 B.C.A.C. 134 (B.C. C.A. [In Chambers]), at para. 27). 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 (see, e.g.,
Canadian Airlines Corp., Re, 2000 ABQB 442, 84 Alta. L.R. (3d) 9 (Alta. Q.B.), at para. 144, per Paperny J. (as she then was);
Air Canada, Re (2003), 42 C.B.R. (4th) 173 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List]), at para. 3; Air Canada, Re [2003 CarswellOnt
4967 (Ont. S.C.J. [Commercial List])], 2003 CanLII 49366, at para. 13, per Farley J.; Sarra, Creditor Rights, at pp. 181-92
and 217-26). 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 (see, e.g.,
Canadian Red Cross Society / Société Canadienne de la Croix Rouge, Re (2000), 19 C.B.R. (4th) 158 (Ont. S.C.J.), at para. 2,
per Blair J. (as he then was); Sarra, Creditor Rights, at pp. 195-214).

61      When large companies encounter difficulty, reorganizations become increasingly complex. CCAA courts have been called
upon to innovate accordingly in exercising their jurisdiction beyond merely staying proceedings against the debtor to allow
breathing room for reorganization. They have been asked to sanction measures for which there is no explicit authority in the
CCAA. Without exhaustively cataloguing the various measures taken under the authority of the CCAA, it is useful to refer briefly
to a few examples to illustrate the flexibility the statute affords supervising courts.

62      Perhaps the most creative use of CCAA authority has been the increasing willingness of courts to authorize post-filing
security for debtor in possession financing or super-priority charges on the debtor's assets when necessary for the continuation
of the debtor's business during the reorganization (see, e.g., Skydome Corp., Re (1998), 16 C.B.R. (4th) 118 (Ont. Gen. Div.
[Commercial List]); United Used Auto & Truck Parts Ltd., Re, 2000 BCCA 146, 135 B.C.A.C. 96 (B.C. C.A.), aff'g (1999),
12 C.B.R. (4th) 144 (B.C. S.C. [In Chambers]); and generally, J. P. Sarra, Rescue! The Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act
(2007), at pp. 93-115). The CCAA has also been used to release claims against third parties as part of approving a comprehensive
plan of arrangement and compromise, even over the objections of some dissenting creditors (see Metcalfe & Mansfield). As well,
the appointment of a Monitor to oversee the reorganization was originally a measure taken pursuant to the CCAA's supervisory
authority; Parliament responded, making the mechanism mandatory by legislative amendment.

63      Judicial innovation during CCAA proceedings has not been without controversy. At least two questions it raises are
directly relevant to the case at bar: (1) what are the sources of a court's authority during CCAA proceedings? (2) what are the
limits of this authority?
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64      The first question concerns the boundary between a court's statutory authority under the CCAA and a court's residual
authority under its inherent and equitable jurisdiction when supervising a reorganization. In authorizing measures during CCAA
proceedings, courts have on occasion purported to rely upon their equitable jurisdiction to advance the purposes of the Act or
their inherent jurisdiction to fill gaps in the statute. Recent appellate decisions have counselled against purporting to rely on
inherent jurisdiction, holding that the better view is that courts are in most cases simply construing the authority supplied by
the CCAA itself (see, e.g., Skeena Cellulose Inc., Re, 2003 BCCA 344, 13 B.C.L.R. (4th) 236 (B.C. C.A.), at paras. 45-47, per
Newbury J.A.; Stelco Inc. (Re) (2005), 75 O.R. (3d) 5 (Ont. C.A.), paras. 31-33, per Blair J.A.).

65      I agree with Justice Georgina R. Jackson and Professor Janis Sarra that the most appropriate approach is a hierarchical
one in which courts rely first on an interpretation of the provisions of the CCAA text before turning to inherent or equitable
jurisdiction to anchor measures taken in a CCAA proceeding (see G. R. Jackson and J. Sarra, "Selecting the Judicial Tool to
get the Job Done: An Examination of Statutory Interpretation, Discretionary Power and Inherent Jurisdiction in Insolvency
Matters", in J. P. Sarra, ed., Annual Review of Insolvency Law 2007 (2008), 41, at p. 42). The authors conclude that when
given an appropriately purposive and liberal interpretation, the CCAA will be sufficient in most instances to ground measures
necessary to achieve its objectives (p. 94).

66      Having examined the pertinent parts of the CCAA and the recent history of the legislation, I accept that in most instances
the issuance of an order during CCAA proceedings should be considered an exercise in statutory interpretation. Particularly
noteworthy in this regard is the expansive interpretation the language of the statute at issue is capable of supporting.

67      The initial grant of authority under the CCAA empowered a court "where an application is made under this Act in respect
of a company ... on the application of any person interested in the matter ..., subject to this Act, [to] make an order under this
section" (CCAA, s. 11(1)). The plain language of the statute was very broad.

68      In this regard, though not strictly applicable to the case at bar, I note that Parliament has in recent amendments changed
the wording contained in s. 11(1), making explicit the discretionary authority of the court under the CCAA. Thus in s. 11 of
the CCAA as currently enacted, a court may, "subject to the restrictions set out in this Act, ... make any order that it considers
appropriate in the circumstances" (S.C. 2005, c. 47, s. 128). Parliament appears to have endorsed the broad reading of CCAA
authority developed by the jurisprudence.

69      The CCAA also explicitly provides for certain orders. Both an order made on an initial application and an order on
subsequent applications may stay, restrain, or prohibit existing or new proceedings against the debtor. The burden is on the
applicant to satisfy the court that the order is appropriate in the circumstances and that the applicant has been acting in good
faith and with due diligence (CCAA, ss. 11(3), (4) and (6)).

70      The general language of the CCAA should not be read as being restricted by the availability of more specific orders.
However, the requirements of appropriateness, good faith, and due diligence are baseline considerations that a court should
always bear in mind when exercising CCAA authority. Appropriateness under the CCAA is assessed by inquiring whether the
order sought advances the policy objectives underlying the CCAA. The question is whether the order will usefully further
efforts to achieve the remedial purpose of the CCAA — avoiding the social and economic losses resulting from liquidation of
an insolvent company. I would add that appropriateness extends not only to the purpose of the order, but also to the means it
employs. Courts should be mindful 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.

71      It is well-established that efforts to reorganize under the CCAA can be terminated and the stay of proceedings against
the debtor lifted if the reorganization is "doomed to failure" (see Chef Ready, at p. 88; Philip's Manufacturing Ltd., Re (1992),
9 C.B.R. (3d) 25 (B.C. C.A.), at paras. 6-7). However, when an order is sought that does realistically advance the CCAA's
purposes, the ability to make it is within the discretion of a CCAA court.

72      The preceding discussion assists in determining whether the court had authority under the CCAA to continue the stay of
proceedings against the Crown once it was apparent that reorganization would fail and bankruptcy was the inevitable next step.
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73      In the Court of Appeal, Tysoe J.A. held that no authority existed under the CCAA to continue staying the Crown's
enforcement of the GST deemed trust once efforts at reorganization had come to an end. The appellant submits that in so holding,
Tysoe J.A. failed to consider the underlying purpose of the CCAA and give the statute an appropriately purposive and liberal
interpretation under which the order was permissible. The Crown submits that Tysoe J.A. correctly held that the mandatory
language of the ETA gave the court no option but to permit enforcement of the GST deemed trust when lifting the CCAA stay
to permit the debtor to make an assignment under the BIA. Whether the ETA has a mandatory effect in the context of a CCAA
proceeding has already been discussed. I will now address the question of whether the order was authorized by the CCAA.

74      It is beyond dispute that the CCAA imposes no explicit temporal limitations upon proceedings commenced under the Act
that would prohibit ordering a continuation of the stay of the Crown's GST claims while lifting the general stay of proceedings
temporarily to allow the debtor to make an assignment in bankruptcy.

75      The question remains whether the order advanced the underlying purpose of the CCAA. The Court of Appeal held that it
did not because the reorganization efforts had come to an end and the CCAA was accordingly spent. I disagree.

76      There is no doubt that had reorganization been commenced under the BIA instead of the CCAA, the Crown's deemed trust
priority for the GST funds would have been lost. Similarly, the Crown does not dispute that under the scheme of distribution in
bankruptcy under the BIA, the deemed trust for GST ceases to have effect. Thus, after reorganization under the CCAA failed,
creditors would have had a strong incentive to seek immediate bankruptcy and distribution of the debtor's assets under the
BIA. In order to conclude that the discretion does not extend to partially lifting the stay in order to allow for an assignment
in bankruptcy, one would have to assume a gap between the CCAA and the BIA proceedings. Brenner C.J.S.C.'s order staying
Crown enforcement of the GST claim ensured that creditors would not be disadvantaged by the attempted reorganization under
the CCAA. The effect of his order was to blunt any impulse of creditors to interfere in an orderly liquidation. His order was
thus in furtherance of the CCAA's objectives to the extent that it allowed a bridge between the CCAA and BIA proceedings. This
interpretation of the tribunal's discretionary power is buttressed by s. 20 of the CCAA. That section provides that the CCAA
"may be applied together with the provisions of any Act of Parliament... that authorizes or makes provision for the sanction of
compromises or arrangements between a company and its shareholders or any class of them", such as the BIA. Section 20 clearly
indicates the intention of Parliament for the CCAA to operate in tandem with other insolvency legislation, such as the BIA.

77      The CCAA creates conditions for preserving the status quo while attempts are made to find common ground amongst
stakeholders for a reorganization that is fair to all. Because the alternative to reorganization is often bankruptcy, participants will
measure the impact of a reorganization against the position they would enjoy in liquidation. In the case at bar, the order fostered
a harmonious transition between reorganization and liquidation while meeting the objective of a single collective proceeding
that is common to both statutes.

78      Tysoe J.A. therefore erred in my view by treating the CCAA and the BIA as distinct regimes subject to a temporal gap
between the two, rather than as forming part of an integrated body of insolvency law. Parliament's decision to maintain two
statutory schemes for reorganization, the BIA and the CCAA, reflects the reality that reorganizations of differing complexity
require different legal mechanisms. By contrast, only one statutory scheme has been found to be needed to liquidate a bankrupt
debtor's estate. The transition from the CCAA to the BIA may require the partial lifting of a stay of proceedings under the CCAA
to allow commencement of the BIA proceedings. However, as Laskin J.A. for the Ontario Court of Appeal noted in a similar
competition between secured creditors and the Ontario Superintendent of Financial Services seeking to enforce a deemed trust,
"[t]he two statutes are related" and no "gap" exists between the two statutes which would allow the enforcement of property
interests at the conclusion of CCAA proceedings that would be lost in bankruptcy Ivaco Inc. (Re) (2006), 83 O.R. (3d) 108
(Ont. C.A.), at paras. 62-63).

79      The Crown's priority in claims pursuant to source deductions deemed trusts does not undermine this conclusion. Source
deductions deemed trusts survive under both the CCAA and the BIA. Accordingly, creditors' incentives to prefer one Act over
another will not be affected. While a court has a broad discretion to stay source deductions deemed trusts in the CCAA context,
this discretion is nevertheless subject to specific limitations applicable only to source deductions deemed trusts (CCAA, s. 11.4).
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Thus, if CCAA reorganization fails (e.g., either the creditors or the court refuse a proposed reorganization), the Crown can
immediately assert its claim in unremitted source deductions. But this should not be understood to affect a seamless transition
into bankruptcy or create any "gap" between the CCAA and the BIA for the simple reason that, regardless of what statute the
reorganization had been commenced under, creditors' claims in both instances would have been subject to the priority of the
Crown's source deductions deemed trust.

80      Source deductions deemed trusts aside, the comprehensive and exhaustive mechanism under the BIA must control the
distribution of the debtor's assets once liquidation is inevitable. Indeed, an orderly transition to liquidation is mandatory under
the BIA where a proposal is rejected by creditors. The CCAA is silent on the transition into liquidation but the breadth of the
court's discretion under the Act is sufficient to construct a bridge to liquidation under the BIA. The court must do so in a manner
that does not subvert the scheme of distribution under the BIA. Transition to liquidation requires partially lifting the CCAA stay
to commence proceedings under the BIA. This necessary partial lifting of the stay should not trigger a race to the courthouse
in an effort to obtain priority unavailable under the BIA.

81      I therefore conclude that Brenner C.J.S.C. had the authority under the CCAA to lift the stay to allow entry into liquidation.

3.4 Express Trust

82      The last issue in this case is whether Brenner C.J.S.C. created an express trust in favour of the Crown when he ordered
on April 29, 2008, that proceeds from the sale of LeRoy Trucking's assets equal to the amount of unremitted GST be held back
in the Monitor's trust account until the results of the reorganization were known. Tysoe J.A. in the Court of Appeal concluded
as an alternative ground for allowing the Crown's appeal that it was the beneficiary of an express trust. I disagree.

83      Creation of an express trust requires the presence of three certainties: intention, subject matter, and object. Express or
"true trusts" arise from the acts and intentions of the settlor and are distinguishable from other trusts arising by operation of
law (see D. W. M. Waters, M. R. Gillen and L. D. Smith, eds., Waters' Law of Trusts in Canada (3rd ed. 2005), at pp. 28-29
especially fn. 42).

84      Here, there is no certainty to the object (i.e. the beneficiary) inferrable from the court's order of April 29, 2008, sufficient
to support an express trust.

85      At the time of the order, there was a dispute between Century Services and the Crown over part of the proceeds from the
sale of the debtor's assets. The court's solution was to accept LeRoy Trucking's proposal to segregate those monies until that
dispute could be resolved. Thus there was no certainty that the Crown would actually be the beneficiary, or object, of the trust.

86      The fact that the location chosen to segregate those monies was the Monitor's trust account has no independent effect such
that it would overcome the lack of a clear beneficiary. In any event, under the interpretation of CCAA s. 18.3(1) established
above, no such priority dispute would even arise because the Crown's deemed trust priority over GST claims would be lost
under the CCAA and the Crown would rank as an unsecured creditor for this amount. However, Brenner C.J.S.C. may well
have been proceeding on the basis that, in accordance with Ottawa Senators, the Crown's GST claim would remain effective if
reorganization was successful, which would not be the case if transition to the liquidation process of the BIA was allowed. An
amount equivalent to that claim would accordingly be set aside pending the outcome of reorganization.

87      Thus, uncertainty surrounding the outcome of the CCAA restructuring eliminates the existence of any certainty to
permanently vest in the Crown a beneficial interest in the funds. That much is clear from the oral reasons of Brenner C.J.S.C.
on April 29, 2008, when he said: "Given the fact that [CCAA proceedings] are known to fail and filings in bankruptcy result, it
seems to me that maintaining the status quo in the case at bar supports the proposal to have the monitor hold these funds in trust."
Exactly who might take the money in the final result was therefore evidently in doubt. Brenner C.J.S.C.'s subsequent order
of September 3, 2008, denying the Crown's application to enforce the trust once it was clear that bankruptcy was inevitable,
confirms the absence of a clear beneficiary required to ground an express trust.

4. Conclusion
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88      I conclude that Brenner C.J.S.C. had the discretion under the CCAA to continue the stay of the Crown's claim for
enforcement of the GST deemed trust while otherwise lifting it to permit LeRoy Trucking to make an assignment in bankruptcy.
My conclusion that s. 18.3(1) of the CCAA nullified the GST deemed trust while proceedings under that Act were pending
confirms that the discretionary jurisdiction under s. 11 utilized by the court was not limited by the Crown's asserted GST priority,
because there is no such priority under the CCAA.

89      For these reasons, I would allow the appeal and declare that the $305,202.30 collected by LeRoy Trucking in respect of
GST but not yet remitted to the Receiver General of Canada is not subject to deemed trust or priority in favour of the Crown.
Nor is this amount subject to an express trust. Costs are awarded for this appeal and the appeal in the court below.

Fish J. (concurring):

I

90      I am in general agreement with the reasons of Justice Deschamps and would dispose of the appeal as she suggests.

91      More particularly, I share my colleague's interpretation of the scope of the judge's discretion under s. 11 of the Companies'
Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 ("CCAA"). And I share my colleague's conclusion that Brenner C.J.S.C. did
not create an express trust in favour of the Crown when he segregated GST funds into the Monitor's trust account (2008 BCSC
1805, [2008] G.S.T.C. 221 (B.C. S.C. [In Chambers])).

92      I nonetheless feel bound to add brief reasons of my own regarding the interaction between the CCAA and the Excise
Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15 ("ETA").

93      In upholding deemed trusts created by the ETA notwithstanding insolvency proceedings, Ottawa Senators Hockey Club
Corp. (Re) (2005), 73 O.R. (3d) 737, [2005] G.S.T.C. 1 (Ont. C.A.), and its progeny have been unduly protective of Crown
interests which Parliament itself has chosen to subordinate to competing prioritized claims. In my respectful view, a clearly
marked departure from that jurisprudential approach is warranted in this case.

94      Justice Deschamps develops important historical and policy reasons in support of this position and I have nothing to
add in that regard. I do wish, however, to explain why a comparative analysis of related statutory provisions adds support to
our shared conclusion.

95      Parliament has in recent years given detailed consideration to the Canadian insolvency scheme. It has declined to amend
the provisions at issue in this case. Ours is not to wonder why, but rather to treat Parliament's preservation of the relevant
provisions as a deliberate exercise of the legislative discretion that is Parliament's alone. With respect, I reject any suggestion
that we should instead characterize the apparent conflict between s. 18.3(1) (now s. 37(1)) of the CCAA and s. 222 of the ETA
as a drafting anomaly or statutory lacuna properly subject to judicial correction or repair.

II

96      In the context of the Canadian insolvency regime, a deemed trust will be found to exist only where two complementary
elements co-exist: first, a statutory provision creating the trust; and second, a CCAA or Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C.
1985, c. B-3 ("BIA") provision confirming — or explicitly preserving — its effective operation.

97      This interpretation is reflected in three federal statutes. Each contains a deemed trust provision framed in terms strikingly
similar to the wording of s. 222 of the ETA.

98      The first is the Income Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 1 (5th Supp.) ("ITA") where s. 227(4) creates a deemed trust:

227 (4) Trust for moneys deducted — Every person who deducts or withholds an amount under this Act is deemed,
notwithstanding any security interest (as defined in subsection 224(1.3)) in the amount so deducted or withheld, to hold
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the amount separate and apart from the property of the person and from property held by any secured creditor (as defined
in subsection 224(1.3)) of that person that but for the security interest would be property of the person, in trust for Her
Majesty and for payment to Her Majesty in the manner and at the time provided under this Act. [Here and below, the
emphasis is of course my own.]

99      In the next subsection, Parliament has taken care to make clear that this trust is unaffected by federal or provincial
legislation to the contrary:

(4.1) Extension of trust — Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act (except
sections 81.1 and 81.2 of that Act), any other enactment of Canada, any enactment of a province or any other law, where
at any time an amount deemed by subsection 227(4) to be held by a person in trust for Her Majesty is not paid to Her
Majesty in the manner and at the time provided under this Act, property of the person ... equal in value to the amount so
deemed to be held in trust is deemed

(a) to be held, from the time the amount was deducted or withheld by the person, separate and apart from the property
of the person, in trust for Her Majesty whether or not the property is subject to such a security interest, ...

...

... and the proceeds of such property shall be paid to the Receiver General in priority to all such security interests.

100      The continued operation of this deemed trust is expressly confirmed in s. 18.3 of the CCAA:

18.3 (1) Subject to subsection (2), notwithstanding any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the effect of
deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, 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.

(2) Subsection (1) does not apply in respect of amounts deemed to be held in trust under subsection 227(4) or (4.1) of
the Income Tax Act, subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan or subsection 86(2) or (2.1) of the Employment
Insurance Act....

101      The operation of the ITA deemed trust is also confirmed in s. 67 of the BIA:

67 (2) Subject to subsection (3), notwithstanding any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the effect of
deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, property of a bankrupt shall not be regarded as held in trust for Her
Majesty for the purpose of paragraph (1)(a) unless it would be so regarded in the absence of that statutory provision.

(3) Subsection (2) does not apply in respect of amounts deemed to be held in trust under subsection 227(4) or (4.1) of
the Income Tax Act, subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan or subsection 86(2) or (2.1) of the Employment
Insurance Act....

102      Thus, Parliament has first created and then confirmed the continued operation of the Crown's ITA deemed trust under
both the CCAA and the BIA regimes.

103      The second federal statute for which this scheme holds true is the Canada Pension Plan, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-8 ("CPP").
At s. 23, Parliament creates a deemed trust in favour of the Crown and specifies that it exists despite all contrary provisions
in any other Canadian statute. Finally, and in almost identical terms, the Employment Insurance Act, S.C. 1996, c. 23 ("EIA"),
creates a deemed trust in favour of the Crown: see ss. 86(2) and (2.1).

104      As we have seen, the survival of the deemed trusts created under these provisions of the ITA, the CPP and the EIA is
confirmed in s. 18.3(2) the CCAA and in s. 67(3) the BIA. In all three cases, Parliament's intent to enforce the Crown's deemed
trust through insolvency proceedings is expressed in clear and unmistakable terms.
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105      The same is not true with regard to the deemed trust created under the ETA. Although Parliament creates a deemed
trust in favour of the Crown to hold unremitted GST monies, and although it purports to maintain this trust notwithstanding any
contrary federal or provincial legislation, it does not confirm the trust — or expressly provide for its continued operation — in
either the BIA or the CCAA. The second of the two mandatory elements I have mentioned is thus absent reflecting Parliament's
intention to allow the deemed trust to lapse with the commencement of insolvency proceedings.

106      The language of the relevant ETA provisions is identical in substance to that of the ITA, CPP, and EIA provisions:

222. (1) [Deemed] Trust for amounts collected — Subject to subsection (1.1), every person who collects an amount as or
on account of tax under Division II is deemed, for all purposes and despite any security interest in the amount, to hold the
amount in trust for Her Majesty in right of Canada, separate and apart from the property of the person and from property
held by any secured creditor of the person that, but for a security interest, would be property of the person, until the amount
is remitted to the Receiver General or withdrawn under subsection (2).

...

(3) Extension of trust — Despite any other provision of this Act (except subsection (4)), any other enactment of Canada
(except the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act), any enactment of a province or any other law, if at any time an amount deemed
by subsection (1) to be held by a person in trust for Her Majesty is not remitted to the Receiver General or withdrawn
in the manner and at the time provided under this Part, property of the person and property held by any secured creditor
of the person that, but for a security interest, would be property of the person, equal in value to the amount so deemed
to be held in trust, is deemed

(a) to be held, from the time the amount was collected by the person, in trust for Her Majesty, separate and apart from
the property of the person, whether or not the property is subject to a security interest, ...

...

... and the proceeds of the property shall be paid to the Receiver General in priority to all security interests.

107      Yet no provision of the CCAA provides for the continuation of this deemed trust after the CCAA is brought into play.

108      In short, Parliament has imposed two explicit conditions, or "building blocks", for survival under the CCAA of deemed
trusts created by the ITA, CPP, and EIA. Had Parliament intended to likewise preserve under the CCAA deemed trusts created
by the ETA, it would have included in the CCAA the sort of confirmatory provision that explicitly preserves other deemed trusts.

109      With respect, unlike Tysoe J.A., I do not find it "inconceivable that Parliament would specifically identify the BIA as
an exception when enacting the current version of s. 222(3) of the ETA without considering the CCAA as a possible second
exception" (2009 BCCA 205, 98 B.C.L.R. (4th) 242, [2009] G.S.T.C. 79 (B.C. C.A.), at para. 37). All of the deemed trust
provisions excerpted above make explicit reference to the BIA. Section 222 of the ETA does not break the pattern. Given the
near-identical wording of the four deemed trust provisions, it would have been surprising indeed had Parliament not addressed
the BIA at all in the ETA.

110      Parliament's evident intent was to render GST deemed trusts inoperative upon the institution of insolvency proceedings.
Accordingly, s. 222 mentions the BIA so as to exclude it from its ambit — rather than to include it, as do the ITA, the CPP,
and the EIA.

111      Conversely, I note that none of these statutes mentions the CCAA expressly. Their specific reference to the BIA has no
bearing on their interaction with the CCAA. Again, it is the confirmatory provisions in the insolvency statutes that determine
whether a given deemed trust will subsist during insolvency proceedings.
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112      Finally, I believe that chambers judges should not segregate GST monies into the Monitor's trust account during CCAA
proceedings, as was done in this case. The result of Justice Deschamps's reasoning is that GST claims become unsecured under
the CCAA. Parliament has deliberately chosen to nullify certain Crown super-priorities during insolvency; this is one such
instance.

III

113      For these reasons, like Justice Deschamps, I would allow the appeal with costs in this Court and in the courts below
and order that the $305,202.30 collected by LeRoy Trucking in respect of GST but not yet remitted to the Receiver General of
Canada be subject to no deemed trust or priority in favour of the Crown.

Abella J. (dissenting):

114      The central issue in this appeal is whether s. 222 of the Excise Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15 ("EIA"), and specifically
s. 222(3), gives priority during Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 ("CCAA"), proceedings to the
Crown's deemed trust in unremitted GST. I agree with Tysoe J.A. that it does. It follows, in my respectful view, that a court's
discretion under s. 11 of the CCAA is circumscribed accordingly.

115      Section 11 1  of the CCAA stated:

11. (1) Notwithstanding anything in the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act or the Winding-up Act, where an application is
made under this Act in respect of a company, the court, on the application of any person interested in the matter, may,
subject to this Act, on notice to any other person or without notice as it may see fit, make an order under this section.

To decide the scope of the court's discretion under s. 11, it is necessary to first determine the priority issue. Section 222(3), the
provision of the ETA at issue in this case, states:

222 (3) Extension of trust — Despite any other provision of this Act (except subsection (4)), any other enactment of
Canada (except the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act), any enactment of a province or any other law, if at any time an
amount deemed by subsection (1) to be held by a person in trust for Her Majesty is not remitted to the Receiver General or
withdrawn in the manner and at the time provided under this Part, property of the person and property held by any secured
creditor of the person that, but for a security interest, would be property of the person, equal in value to the amount so
deemed to be held in trust, is deemed

(a) to be held, from the time the amount was collected by the person, in trust for Her Majesty, separate and apart from
the property of the person, whether or not the property is subject to a security interest, and

(b) to form no part of the estate or property of the person from the time the amount was collected, whether or not
the property has in fact been kept separate and apart from the estate or property of the person and whether or not the
property is subject to a security interest

and is property beneficially owned by Her Majesty in right of Canada despite any security interest in the property or in the
proceeds thereof and the proceeds of the property shall be paid to the Receiver General in priority to all security interests.

116      Century Services argued that the CCAA's general override provision, s. 18.3(1), prevailed, and that the deeming provisions
in s. 222 of the ETA were, accordingly, inapplicable during CCAA proceedings. Section 18.3(1) states:

18.3 (1) ... [N]otwithstanding any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the effect of deeming property to
be held in trust for Her Majesty, property of a debtor company shall not be regarded as held in trust for Her Majesty unless
it would be so regarded in the absence of that statutory provision.
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117      As MacPherson J.A. correctly observed in Ottawa Senators Hockey Club Corp. (Re) (2005), 73 O.R. (3d) 737, [2005]
G.S.T.C. 1 (Ont. C.A.), s. 222(3) of the ETA is in "clear conflict" with s. 18.3(1) of the CCAA (para. 31). Resolving the conflict
between the two provisions is, essentially, what seems to me to be a relatively uncomplicated exercise in statutory interpretation:
does the language reflect a clear legislative intention? In my view it does. The deemed trust provision, s. 222(3) of the ETA,
has unambiguous language stating that it operates notwithstanding any law except the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C.
1985, c. B-3 ("BIA").

118      By expressly excluding only one statute from its legislative grasp, and by unequivocally stating that it applies despite
any other law anywhere in Canada except the BIA, s. 222(3) has defined its boundaries in the clearest possible terms. I am in
complete agreement with the following comments of MacPherson J.A. in Ottawa Senators:

The legislative intent of s. 222(3) of the ETA is clear. If there is a conflict with "any other enactment of Canada (except the
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act)", s. 222(3) prevails. In these words Parliament did two things: it decided that s. 222(3)
should trump all other federal laws and, importantly, it addressed the topic of exceptions to its trumping decision and
identified a single exception, the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act .... The BIA and the CCAA are closely related federal
statutes. I cannot conceive that Parliament would specifically identify the BIA as an exception, but accidentally fail to
consider the CCAA as a possible second exception. In my view, the omission of the CCAA from s. 222(3) of the ETA was
almost certainly a considered omission. [para. 43]

119      MacPherson J.A.'s view that the failure to exempt the CCAA from the operation of the ETA is a reflection of a clear
legislative intention, is borne out by how the CCAA was subsequently changed after s. 18.3(1) was enacted in 1997. In 2000,
when s. 222(3) of the ETA came into force, amendments were also introduced to the CCAA. Section 18.3(1) was not amended.

120      The failure to amend s. 18.3(1) is notable because its effect was to protect the legislative status quo, notwithstanding
repeated requests from various constituencies that s. 18.3(1) be amended to make the priorities in the CCAA consistent with those
in the BIA. In 2002, for example, when Industry Canada conducted a review of the BIA and the CCAA, the Insolvency Institute
of Canada and the Canadian Association of Insolvency and Restructuring Professionals recommended that the priority regime
under the BIA be extended to the CCAA (Joint Task Force on Business Insolvency Law Reform, Report (March 15, 2002), Sch.
B, proposal 71, at pp. 37-38). The same recommendations were made by the Standing Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and
Commerce in its 2003 report, Debtors and Creditors Sharing the Burden: A Review of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act and
the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act; by the Legislative Review Task Force (Commercial) of the Insolvency Institute
of Canada and the Canadian Association of Insolvency and Restructuring Professionals in its 2005 Report on the Commercial
Provisions of Bill C-55; and in 2007 by the Insolvency Institute of Canada in a submission to the Standing Senate Committee
on Banking, Trade and Commerce commenting on reforms then under consideration.

121      Yet the BIA remains the only exempted statute under s. 222(3) of the ETA. Even after the 2005 decision in Ottawa
Senators which confirmed that the ETA took precedence over the CCAA, there was no responsive legislative revision. I see
this lack of response as relevant in this case, as it was in R. v. Tele-Mobile Co., 2008 SCC 12, [2008] 1 S.C.R. 305 (S.C.C.),
where this Court stated:

While it cannot be said that legislative silence is necessarily determinative of legislative intention, in this case the silence
is Parliament's answer to the consistent urging of Telus and other affected businesses and organizations that there be
express language in the legislation to ensure that businesses can be reimbursed for the reasonable costs of complying with
evidence-gathering orders. I see the legislative history as reflecting Parliament's intention that compensation not be paid
for compliance with production orders. [para. 42]

122      All this leads to a clear inference of a deliberate legislative choice to protect the deemed trust in s. 222(3) from the
reach of s. 18.3(1) of the CCAA.
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123      Nor do I see any "policy" justification for interfering, through interpretation, with this clarity of legislative intention.
I can do no better by way of explaining why I think the policy argument cannot succeed in this case, than to repeat the words
of Tysoe J.A. who said:

I do not dispute that there are valid policy reasons for encouraging insolvent companies to attempt to restructure their affairs
so that their business can continue with as little disruption to employees and other stakeholders as possible. It is appropriate
for the courts to take such policy considerations into account, but only if it is in connection with a matter that has not
been considered by Parliament. Here, Parliament must be taken to have weighed policy considerations when it enacted the
amendments to the CCAA and ETA described above. As Mr. Justice MacPherson observed at para. 43 of Ottawa Senators,
it is inconceivable that Parliament would specifically identify the BIA as an exception when enacting the current version
of s. 222(3) of the ETA without considering the CCAA as a possible second exception. I also make the observation that the
1992 set of amendments to the BIA enabled proposals to be binding on secured creditors and, while there is more flexibility
under the CCAA, it is possible for an insolvent company to attempt to restructure under the auspices of the BIA. [para. 37]

124      Despite my view that the clarity of the language in s. 222(3) is dispositive, it is also my view that even the application
of other principles of interpretation reinforces this conclusion. In their submissions, the parties raised the following as being
particularly relevant: the Crown relied on the principle that the statute which is "later in time" prevails; and Century Services
based its argument on the principle that the general provision gives way to the specific (generalia specialibus non derogani).

125      The "later in time" principle gives priority to a more recent statute, based on the theory that the legislature is presumed
to be aware of the content of existing legislation. If a new enactment is inconsistent with a prior one, therefore, the legislature
is presumed to have intended to derogate from the earlier provisions (Ruth Sullivan, Sullivan on the Construction of Statutes
(5th ed. 2008), at pp. 346-47; Pierre-André Côté, The Interpretation of Legislation in Canada (3rd ed. 2000), at p. 358).

126      The exception to this presumptive displacement of pre-existing inconsistent legislation, is the generalia specialibus non
derogant principle that "[a] more recent, general provision will not be construed as affecting an earlier, special provision" (Côté,
at p. 359). Like a Russian Doll, there is also an exception within this exception, namely, that an earlier, specific provision may in
fact be "overruled" by a subsequent general statute if the legislature indicates, through its language, an intention that the general
provision prevails (Doré c. Verdun (Municipalité), [1997] 2 S.C.R. 862 (S.C.C.)).

127      The primary purpose of these interpretive principles is to assist in the performance of the task of determining the intention
of the legislature. This was confirmed by MacPherson J.A. in Ottawa Senators, at para. 42:

[T]he overarching rule of statutory interpretation is that statutory provisions should be interpreted to give effect to the
intention of the legislature in enacting the law. This primary rule takes precedence over all maxims or canons or aids
relating to statutory interpretation, including the maxim that the specific prevails over the general (generalia specialibus
non derogant). As expressed by Hudson J. in Canada v. Williams, [1944] S.C.R. 226, ... at p. 239 ...:

The maxim generalia specialibus non derogant is relied on as a rule which should dispose of the question, but the
maxim is not a rule of law but a rule of construction and bows to the intention of the legislature, if such intention can
reasonably be gathered from all of the relevant legislation.

(See also Côté, at p. 358, and Pierre-Andre Côté, with the collaboration of S. Beaulac and M. Devinat, Interprétation des lois
(4th ed. 2009), at para. 1335.)

128      I accept the Crown's argument that the "later in time" principle is conclusive in this case. Since s. 222(3) of the ETA
was enacted in 2000 and s. 18.3(1) of the CCAA was introduced in 1997, s. 222(3) is, on its face, the later provision. This
chronological victory can be displaced, as Century Services argues, if it is shown that the more recent provision, s. 222(3) of
the ETA, is a general one, in which case the earlier, specific provision, s. 18.3(1), prevails (generalia specialibus non derogant).
But, as previously explained, the prior specific provision does not take precedence if the subsequent general provision appears
to "overrule" it. This, it seems to me, is precisely what s. 222(3) achieves through the use of language stating that it prevails
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despite any law of Canada, of a province, or "any other law" other than the BIA. Section 18.3(1) of the CCAA, is thereby
rendered inoperative for purposes of s. 222(3).

129      It is true that when the CCAA was amended in 2005, 2  s. 18.3(1) was re-enacted as s. 37(1) (S.C. 2005, c. 47, s.
131). Deschamps J. suggests that this makes s. 37(1) the new, "later in time" provision. With respect, her observation is refuted
by the operation of s. 44(f) of the Interpretation Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. I-21, which expressly deals with the (non) effect of re-
enacting, without significant substantive changes, a repealed provision (see Canada (Attorney General) v. Canada (Public
Service Staff Relations Board), [1977] 2 F.C. 663 (Fed. C.A.), dealing with the predecessor provision to s. 44(f)). It directs that
new enactments not be construed as "new law" unless they differ in substance from the repealed provision:

44. Where an enactment, in this section called the "former enactment", is repealed and another enactment, in this section
called the "new enactment", is substituted therefor,

...

(f) except to the extent that the provisions of the new enactment are not in substance the same as those of the former
enactment, the new enactment shall not be held to operate as new law, but shall be construed and have effect as a
consolidation and as declaratory of the law as contained in the former enactment;

Section 2 of the Interpretation Act defines an enactment as "an Act or regulation or any portion of an Act or regulation".

130      Section 37(1) of the current CCAA is almost identical to s. 18.3(1). These provisions are set out for ease of comparison,
with the differences between them underlined:

37.(1) Subject to subsection (2), despite any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the effect of deeming
property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, 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.

18.3 (1) Subject to subsection (2), notwithstanding any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the effect of
deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, property of a debtor company shall not be regarded as held in trust
for Her Majesty unless it would be so regarded in the absence of that statutory provision.

131      The application of s. 44(f) of the Interpretation Act simply confirms the government's clearly expressed intent, found
in Industry Canada's clause-by-clause review of Bill C-55, where s. 37(1) was identified as "a technical amendment to reorder
the provisions of this Act". During second reading, the Hon. Bill Rompkey, then the Deputy Leader of the Government in the
Senate, confirmed that s. 37(1) represented only a technical change:

On a technical note relating to the treatment of deemed trusts for taxes, the bill [sic] makes no changes to the underlying
policy intent, despite the fact that in the case of a restructuring under the CCAA, sections of the act [sic] were repealed
and substituted with renumbered versions due to the extensive reworking of the CCAA.

(Debates of the Senate, vol. 142, 1st Sess., 38th Parl., November 23, 2005, at p. 2147)

132      Had the substance of s. 18.3(1) altered in any material way when it was replaced by s. 37(1), I would share Deschamps J.'s
view that it should be considered a new provision. But since s. 18.3(1) and s. 37(1) are the same in substance, the transformation
of s. 18.3(1) into s. 37(1) has no effect on the interpretive queue, and s. 222(3) of the ETA remains the "later in time" provision
(Sullivan, at p. 347).

133      This means that the deemed trust provision in s. 222(3) of the ETA takes precedence over s. 18.3(1) during CCAA
proceedings. The question then is how that priority affects the discretion of a court under s. 11 of the CCAA.

134      While s. 11 gives a court discretion to make orders notwithstanding the BIA and the Winding-up Act, R.S.C. 1985, c.
W-11, that discretion is not liberated from the operation of any other federal statute. Any exercise of discretion is therefore
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circumscribed by whatever limits are imposed by statutes other than the BIA and the Winding-up Act. That includes the ETA.
The chambers judge in this case was, therefore, required to respect the priority regime set out in s. 222(3) of the ETA. Neither
s. 18.3(1) nor s. 11 of the CCAA gave him the authority to ignore it. He could not, as a result, deny the Crown's request for
payment of the GST funds during the CCAA proceedings.

135      Given this conclusion, it is unnecessary to consider whether there was an express trust.

136      I would dismiss the appeal.
Appeal allowed.

Pourvoi accueilli.

Appendix

Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 (as at December 13, 2007)
11. (1) Powers of court — Notwithstanding anything in the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act or the Winding-up Act, where
an application is made under this Act in respect of a company, the court, on the application of any person interested in
the matter, may, subject to this Act, on notice to any other person or without notice as it may see fit, make an order under
this section.

...

(3) Initial application court orders — A court may, on an initial application in respect of a company, make an order on
such terms as it may impose, effective for such period as the court deems necessary not exceeding thirty days,

(a) staying, until otherwise ordered by the court, all proceedings taken or that might be taken in respect of the company
under an Act referred to in subsection (i);

(b) restraining, until otherwise ordered by the court, further proceedings in any action, suit or proceeding against the
company; and

(c) prohibiting, until otherwise ordered by the court, the commencement of or proceeding with any other action, suit
or proceeding against the company.

(4) Other than initial application court orders — A court may, on an application in respect of a company other than an
initial application, make an order on such terms as it may impose,

(a) staying, until otherwise ordered by the court, for such period as the court deems necessary, all proceedings taken
or that might be taken in respect of the company under an Act referred to in subsection (1);

(b) restraining, until otherwise ordered by the court, further proceedings in any action, suit or proceeding against the
company; and

(c) prohibiting, until otherwise ordered by the court, the commencement of or proceeding with any other action, suit
or proceeding against the company.

...

(6) Burden of proof on application — The court shall not make an order under subsection (3) or (4) unless

(a) the applicant satisfies the court that circumstances exist that make such an order appropriate; and

(b) in the case of an order under subsection (4), the applicant also satisfies the court that the applicant has acted, and
is acting, in good faith and with due diligence.
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11.4 (1) Her Majesty affected — An order made under section 11 may provide that

(a) Her Majesty in right of Canada may not exercise rights under subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act or any
provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection 224(1.2) of
the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension Plan, or an
employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of any related interest,
penalties or other amounts, in respect of the company if the company is a tax debtor under that subsection or provision,
for such period as the court considers appropriate but ending not later than

(i) the expiration of the order,

(ii) the refusal of a proposed compromise by the creditors or the court,

(iii) six months following the court sanction of a compromise or arrangement,

(iv) the default by the company on any term of a compromise or arrangement, or

(v) the performance of a compromise or arrangement in respect of the company; and\

(b) Her Majesty in right of a province may not exercise rights under any provision of provincial legislation in respect
of the company where the company is a debtor under that legislation and the provision has a similar purpose to
subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act, or refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection
of a sum, and of any related interest, penalties or other amounts, where the sum

(i) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax similar
in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(ii) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province providing
a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and the provincial
legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection,

for such period as the court considers appropriate but ending not later than the occurrence or time referred to in whichever
of subparagraphs (a)(i) to (v) may apply.

(2) When order ceases to be in effect — An order referred to in subsection (1) ceases to be in effect if

(a) the company defaults on payment of any amount that becomes due to Her Majesty after the order is made and
could be subject to a demand under

(i) subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,

(ii) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection
224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension
Plan, or an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of
any related interest, penalties or other amounts, or

(iii) under any provision of provincial legislation that has a similar purpose to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income
Tax Act, or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any
related interest, penalties or other amounts, where the sum

(A) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax
similar in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or
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(B) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province
providing a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and
the provincial legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection; or

(b) any other creditor is or becomes entitled to realize a security on any property that could be claimed by Her Majesty
in exercising rights under

(i) subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,

(ii) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection
224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension
Plan, or an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of
any related interest, penalties or other amounts, or

(iii) any provision of provincial legislation that has a similar purpose to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax
Act, or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any related
interest, penalties or other amounts, where the sum

(A) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax
similar in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(B) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province
providing a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and
the provincial legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection.

(3) Operation of similar legislation — An order made under section 11, other than an order referred to in subsection (1)
of this section, does not affect the operation of

(a) subsections 224(1.2) and (1.3) of the Income Tax Act,

(b) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension Plan, or
an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of any related
interest, penalties or other amounts, or

(c) any provision of provincial legislation that has a similar purpose to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,
or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any related interest,
penalties or other amounts, where the sum

(i) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax similar
in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(ii) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province providing
a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and the provincial
legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection,

and for the purpose of paragraph (c), the provision of provincial legislation is, despite any Act of Canada or of a province
or any other law, deemed to have the same effect and scope against any creditor, however secured, as subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(i), or as subsection 23(2) of the Canada Pension
Plan in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(ii), and in respect of any related interest, penalties or other amounts.
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18.3 (1) Deemed trusts — Subject to subsection (2), notwithstanding any provision in federal or provincial legislation that
has the effect of deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, property of a debtor company shall not be regarded
as held in trust for Her Majesty unless it would be so regarded in the absence of that statutory provision.

(2) Exceptions — Subsection (1) does not apply in respect of amounts deemed to be held in trust under subsection 227(4)
or (4.1) of the Income Tax Act, subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan or subsection 86(2) or (2.1) of the
Employment Insurance Act (each of which is in this subsection referred to as a "federal provision") nor in respect of amounts
deemed to be held in trust under any law of a province that creates a deemed trust the sole purpose of which is to ensure
remittance to Her Majesty in right of the province of amounts deducted or withheld under a law of the province where

(a) that law of the province imposes a tax similar in nature to the tax imposed under the Income Tax Act and the
amounts deducted or withheld under that law of the province are of the same nature as the amounts referred to in
subsection 227(4) or (4.1) of the Income Tax Act, or

(b) the province is a "province providing a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada
Pension Plan, that law of the province establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection and
the amounts deducted or withheld under that law of the province are of the same nature as amounts referred to in
subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan,

and for the purpose of this subsection, any provision of a law of a province that creates a deemed trust is, notwithstanding
any Act of Canada or of a province or any other law, deemed to have the same effect and scope against any creditor,
however secured, as the corresponding federal provision.

18.4 (1) Status of Crown claims — In relation to a proceeding under this Act, all claims, including secured claims, of
Her Majesty in right of Canada or a province or any body under an enactment respecting workers' compensation, in this
section and in section 18.5 called a "workers' compensation body", rank as unsecured claims.

...

(3) Operation of similar legislation — Subsection (1) does not affect the operation of

(a) subsections 224(1.2) and (1.3) of the Income Tax Act,

(b) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension Plan, or
an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of any related
interest, penalties or other amounts, or

(c) any provision of provincial legislation that has a similar purpose to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,
or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any related interest,
penalties or other amounts, where the sum

(i) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax similar
in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(ii) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province providing
a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and the provincial
legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection,

and for the purpose of paragraph (c), the provision of provincial legislation is, despite any Act of Canada or of a province
or any other law, deemed to have the same effect and scope against any creditor, however secured, as subsection 224(1.2)
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of the Income Tax Act in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(i), or as subsection 23(2) of the Canada Pension
Plan in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(ii), and in respect of any related interest, penalties or other amounts.

...

20. [Act to be applied conjointly with other Acts] — The provisions of this Act may be applied together with the
provisions of any Act of Parliament or of the legislature of any province, that authorizes or makes provision for the sanction
of compromises or arrangements between a company and its shareholders or any class of them.

Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36 (as at September 18, 2009)
11. General power of court — Despite anything in the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act or the Winding-up and Restructuring
Act, if an application is made under this Act in respect of a debtor company, the court, on the application of any person
interested in the matter, may, subject to the restrictions set out in this Act, on notice to any other person or without notice
as it may see fit, make any order that it considers appropriate in the circumstances.

...

11.02 (1) Stays, etc. — initial application — A court may, on an initial application in respect of a debtor company, make
an order on any terms that it may impose, effective for the period that the court considers necessary, which period may
not be more than 30 days,

(a) staying, until otherwise ordered by the court, all proceedings taken or that might be taken in respect of the company
under the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act or the Winding-up and Restructuring Act;

(b) restraining, until otherwise ordered by the court, further proceedings in any action, suit or proceeding against the
company; and

(c) prohibiting, until otherwise ordered by the court, the commencement of any action, suit or proceeding against
the company.

(2) Stays, etc. — other than initial application — A court may, on an application in respect of a debtor company other
than an initial application, make an order, on any terms that it may impose,

(a) staying, until otherwise ordered by the court, for any period that the court considers necessary, all proceedings
taken or that might be taken in respect of the company under an Act referred to in paragraph (1)(a);

(b) restraining, until otherwise ordered by the court, further proceedings in any action, suit or proceeding against the
company; and

(c) prohibiting, until otherwise ordered by the court, the commencement of any action, suit or proceeding against
the company.

(3) Burden of proof on application — The court shall not make the order unless

(a) the applicant satisfies the court that circumstances exist that make the order appropriate; and

(b) in the case of an order under subsection (2), the applicant also satisfies the court that the applicant has acted, and
is acting, in good faith and with due diligence.

...

11.09 (1) Stay — Her Majesty — An order made under section 11.02 may provide that

(a) Her Majesty in right of Canada may not exercise rights under subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act or any
provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection 224(1.2) of
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the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension Plan, or an
employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of any related interest,
penalties or other amounts, in respect of the company if the company is a tax debtor under that subsection or provision,
for the period that the court considers appropriate but ending not later than

(i) the expiry of the order,

(ii) the refusal of a proposed compromise by the creditors or the court,

(iii) six months following the court sanction of a compromise or an arrangement,

(iv) the default by the company on any term of a compromise or an arrangement, or

(v) the performance of a compromise or an arrangement in respect of the company; and

(b) Her Majesty in right of a province may not exercise rights under any provision of provincial legislation in respect
of the company if the company is a debtor under that legislation and the provision has a purpose similar to subsection
224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act, or refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum,
and of any related interest, penalties or other amounts, and the sum

(i) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax similar
in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(ii) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province providing
a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and the provincial
legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection,

for the period that the court considers appropriate but ending not later than the occurrence or time referred to in whichever
of subparagraphs (a)(i) to (v) that may apply.

(2) When order ceases to be in effect — The portions of an order made under section 11.02 that affect the exercise of
rights of Her Majesty referred to in paragraph (1)(a) or (b) cease to be in effect if

(a) the company defaults on the payment of any amount that becomes due to Her Majesty after the order is made and
could be subject to a demand under

(i) subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,

(ii) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection
224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension
Plan, or an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of
any related interest, penalties or other amounts, or

(iii) any provision of provincial legislation that has a purpose similar to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax
Act, or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any related
interest, penalties or other amounts, and the sum

(A) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax
similar in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(B) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province
providing a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and
the provincial legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection; or
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(b) any other creditor is or becomes entitled to realize a security on any property that could be claimed by Her Majesty
in exercising rights under

(i) subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,

(ii) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection
224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension
Plan, or an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of
any related interest, penalties or other amounts, or

(iii) any provision of provincial legislation that has a purpose similar to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax
Act, or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any related
interest, penalties or other amounts, and the sum

(A) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax
similar in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(B) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province
providing a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and
the provincial legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection.

(3) Operation of similar legislation — An order made under section 11.02, other than the portions of that order that affect
the exercise of rights of Her Majesty referred to in paragraph (1)(a) or (b), does not affect the operation of

(a) subsections 224(1.2) and (1.3) of the Income Tax Act,

(b) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension Plan, or
an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of any related
interest, penalties or other amounts, or

(c) any provision of provincial legislation that has a purpose similar to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,
or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any related interest,
penalties or other amounts, and the sum

(i) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax similar
in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(ii) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province providing
a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and the provincial
legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection,

and for the purpose of paragraph (c), the provision of provincial legislation is, despite any Act of Canada or of a province
or any other law, deemed to have the same effect and scope against any creditor, however secured, as subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(i), or as subsection 23(2) of the Canada Pension
Plan in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(ii), and in respect of any related interest, penalties or other amounts.

37. (1) Deemed trusts — Subject to subsection (2), despite any provision in federal or provincial legislation that has the
effect of deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, 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.



Ted Leroy Trucking [Century Services] Ltd., Re, 2010 SCC 60, 2010 CarswellBC 3419
2010 SCC 60, 2010 CarswellBC 3419, 2010 CarswellBC 3420, [2010] 3 S.C.R. 379...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 38

(2) Exceptions — Subsection (1) does not apply in respect of amounts deemed to be held in trust under subsection 227(4)
or (4.1) of the Income Tax Act, subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan or subsection 86(2) or (2.1) of the
Employment Insurance Act (each of which is in this subsection referred to as a "federal provision"), nor does it apply in
respect of amounts deemed to be held in trust under any law of a province that creates a deemed trust the sole purpose
of which is to ensure remittance to Her Majesty in right of the province of amounts deducted or withheld under a law
of the province if

(a) that law of the province imposes a tax similar in nature to the tax imposed under the Income Tax Act and the
amounts deducted or withheld under that law of the province are of the same nature as the amounts referred to in
subsection 227(4) or (4.1) of the Income Tax Act, or

(b) the province is a "province providing a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada
Pension Plan, that law of the province establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection and
the amounts deducted or withheld under that law of the province are of the same nature as amounts referred to in
subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan,

and for the purpose of this subsection, any provision of a law of a province that creates a deemed trust is, despite any
Act of Canada or of a province or any other law, deemed to have the same effect and scope against any creditor, however
secured, as the corresponding federal provision.

Excise Tax Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. E-15 (as at December 13, 2007)
222. (1) [Deemed] Trust for amounts collected — Subject to subsection (1.1), every person who collects an amount as or
on account of tax under Division II is deemed, for all purposes and despite any security interest in the amount, to hold the
amount in trust for Her Majesty in right of Canada, separate and apart from the property of the person and from property
held by any secured creditor of the person that, but for a security interest, would be property of the person, until the amount
is remitted to the Receiver General or withdrawn under subsection (2).

(1.1) Amounts collected before bankruptcy — Subsection (1) does not apply, at or after the time a person becomes a
bankrupt (within the meaning of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act), to any amounts that, before that time, were collected
or became collectible by the person as or on account of tax under Division II.

...

(3) Extension of trust — Despite any other provision of this Act (except subsection (4)), any other enactment of Canada
(except the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act), any enactment of a province or any other law, if at any time an amount deemed
by subsection (1) to be held by a person in trust for Her Majesty is not remitted to the Receiver General or withdrawn
in the manner and at the time provided under this Part, property of the person and property held by any secured creditor
of the person that, but for a security interest, would be property of the person, equal in value to the amount so deemed
to be held in trust, is deemed

(a) to be held, from the time the amount was collected by the person, in trust for Her Majesty, separate and apart from
the property of the person, whether or not the property is subject to a security interest, and

(b) to form no part of the estate or property of the person from the time the amount was collected, whether or not
the property has in fact been kept separate and apart from the estate or property of the person and whether or not the
property is subject to a security interest

and is property beneficially owned by Her Majesty in right of Canada despite any security interest in the property or in the
proceeds thereof and the proceeds of the property shall be paid to the Receiver General in priority to all security interests.

Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3 (as at December 13, 2007)
67. (1) Property of bankrupt — The property of a bankrupt divisible among his creditors shall not comprise
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(a) property held by the bankrupt in trust for any other person,

(b) any property that as against the bankrupt is exempt from execution or seizure under any laws applicable in the
province within which the property is situated and within which the bankrupt resides, or

(b.1) such goods and services tax credit payments and prescribed payments relating to the essential needs of an
individual as are made in prescribed circumstances and are not property referred to in paragraph (a) or (b),

but it shall comprise

(c) all property wherever situated of the bankrupt at the date of his bankruptcy or that may be acquired by or devolve
on him before his discharge, and

(d) such powers in or over or in respect of the property as might have been exercised by the bankrupt for his own
benefit.

(2) Deemed trusts — Subject to subsection (3), notwithstanding any provision in federal or provincial legislation that
has the effect of deeming property to be held in trust for Her Majesty, property of a bankrupt shall not be regarded as
held in trust for Her Majesty for the purpose of paragraph (1)(a) unless it would be so regarded in the absence of that
statutory provision.

(3) Exceptions — Subsection (2) does not apply in respect of amounts deemed to be held in trust under subsection 227(4)
or (4.1) of the Income Tax Act, subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan or subsection 86(2) or (2.1) of the
Employment Insurance Act (each of which is in this subsection referred to as a "federal provision") nor in respect of amounts
deemed to be held in trust under any law of a province that creates a deemed trust the sole purpose of which is to ensure
remittance to Her Majesty in right of the province of amounts deducted or withheld under a law of the province where

(a) that law of the province imposes a tax similar in nature to the tax imposed under the Income Tax Act and the
amounts deducted or withheld under that law of the province are of the same nature as the amounts referred to in
subsection 227(4) or (4.1) of the Income Tax Act, or

(b) the province is a "province providing a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada
Pension Plan, that law of the province establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection and
the amounts deducted or withheld under that law of the province are of the same nature as amounts referred to in
subsection 23(3) or (4) of the Canada Pension Plan,

and for the purpose of this subsection, any provision of a law of a province that creates a deemed trust is, notwithstanding
any Act of Canada or of a province or any other law, deemed to have the same effect and scope against any creditor,
however secured, as the corresponding federal provision.

86. (1) Status of Crown claims — In relation to a bankruptcy or proposal, all provable claims, including secured claims,
of Her Majesty in right of Canada or a province or of any body under an Act respecting workers' compensation, in this
section and in section 87 called a "workers' compensation body", rank as unsecured claims.

...

(3) Exceptions — Subsection (1) does not affect the operation of

(a) subsections 224(1.2) and (1.3) of the Income Tax Act;

(b) any provision of the Canada Pension Plan or of the Employment Insurance Act that refers to subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act and provides for the collection of a contribution, as defined in the Canada Pension Plan, or
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an employee's premium, or employer's premium, as defined in the Employment Insurance Act, and of any related
interest, penalties or other amounts; or

(c) any provision of provincial legislation that has a similar purpose to subsection 224(1.2) of the Income Tax Act,
or that refers to that subsection, to the extent that it provides for the collection of a sum, and of any related interest,
penalties or other amounts, where the sum

(i) has been withheld or deducted by a person from a payment to another person and is in respect of a tax similar
in nature to the income tax imposed on individuals under the Income Tax Act, or

(ii) is of the same nature as a contribution under the Canada Pension Plan if the province is a "province providing
a comprehensive pension plan" as defined in subsection 3(1) of the Canada Pension Plan and the provincial
legislation establishes a "provincial pension plan" as defined in that subsection,

and for the purpose of paragraph (c), the provision of provincial legislation is, despite any Act of Canada or of a province
or any other law, deemed to have the same effect and scope against any creditor, however secured, as subsection 224(1.2)
of the Income Tax Act in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(i), or as subsection 23(2) of the Canada Pension
Plan in respect of a sum referred to in subparagraph (c)(ii), and in respect of any related interest, penalties or other amounts.

Footnotes

1 Section 11 was amended, effective September 18, 2009, and now states:
11. Despite anything in the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act or the Winding-up and Restructuring Act, if an application is made under
this Act in respect of a debtor company, the court, on the application of any person interested in the matter, may, subject to the
restrictions set out in this Act, on notice to any other person or without notice as it may see fit, make any order that it considers
appropriate in the circumstances.

2 The amendments did not come into force until September 18, 2009.
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XIV.8 Public interest immunity
XIV.8.a Crown privilege

Headnote
Evidence --- Documentary evidence — Privilege as to documents — Miscellaneous documents
Confidentiality order was necessary in this case because disclosure of confidential documents would impose serious risk on
important commercial interest of Crown corporation and there were no reasonable alternative measures to granting of order
— Confidentiality order would have substantial salutary effects on Crown corporation's right to fair trial and on freedom of
expression — Deleterious effects of confidentiality order on open court principle and freedom of expression would be minimal
— Salutary effects of order outweighed deleterious effects — Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, S.C. 1992, c. 37, s.
5(1)(b) — Federal Court Rules, 1998, SOR/98-106, R. 151, 312.
Practice --- Discovery — Discovery of documents — Privileged document — Miscellaneous privileges
Confidentiality order was necessary in this case because disclosure of confidential documents would impose serious risk on
important commercial interest of Crown corporation and there were no reasonable alternative measures to granting of order
— Confidentiality order would have substantial salutary effects on Crown corporation's right to fair trial and on freedom of
expression — Deleterious effects of confidentiality order on open court principle and freedom of expression would be minimal
— Salutary effects of order outweighed deleterious effects — Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, S.C. 1992, c. 37, s.
5(1)(b) — Federal Court Rules, 1998, SOR/98-106, R. 151, 312.
Practice --- Discovery — Examination for discovery — Range of examination — Privilege — Miscellaneous privileges
Confidentiality order was necessary in this case because disclosure of confidential documents would impose serious risk on
important commercial interest of Crown corporation and there were no reasonable alternative measures to granting of order
— Confidentiality order would have substantial salutary effects on Crown corporation's right to fair trial and on freedom of
expression — Deleterious effects of confidentiality order on open court principle and freedom of expression would be minimal
— Salutary effects of order outweighed deleterious effects — Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, S.C. 1992, c. 37, s.
5(1)(b) — Federal Court Rules, 1998, SOR/98-106, R. 151, 312.
Preuve --- Preuve documentaire — Confidentialité en ce qui concerne les documents — Documents divers
Ordonnance de confidentialité était nécessaire parce que la divulgation des documents confidentiels menacerait gravement
l'intérêt commercial important de la société d'État et parce qu'il n'y avait aucune autre option raisonnable que celle d'accorder
l'ordonnance — Ordonnance de confidentialité aurait des effets bénéfiques considérables sur le droit de la société d'État à un
procès équitable et à la liberté d'expression — Ordonnance de confidentialité n'aurait que des effets préjudiciables minimes sur
le principe de la publicité des débats et sur la liberté d'expression — Effets bénéfiques de l'ordonnance l'emportaient sur ses
effets préjudiciables — Loi canadienne sur l'évaluation environnementale, L.C. 1992, c. 37, art. 5(1)b) — Règles de la Cour
fédérale, 1998, DORS/98-106, r. 151, 312.
Procédure --- Communication de la preuve — Communication des documents — Documents confidentiels — Divers types
de confidentialité
Ordonnance de confidentialité était nécessaire parce que la divulgation des documents confidentiels menacerait gravement
l'intérêt commercial important de la société d'État et parce qu'il n'y avait aucune autre option raisonnable que celle d'accorder
l'ordonnance — Ordonnance de confidentialité aurait des effets bénéfiques considérables sur le droit de la société d'État à un
procès équitable et à la liberté d'expression — Ordonnance de confidentialité n'aurait que des effets préjudiciables minimes sur
le principe de la publicité des débats et sur la liberté d'expression — Effets bénéfiques de l'ordonnance l'emportaient sur ses
effets préjudiciables — Loi canadienne sur l'évaluation environnementale, L.C. 1992, c. 37, art. 5(1)b) — Règles de la Cour
fédérale, 1998, DORS/98-106, r. 151, 312.
Procédure --- Communication de la preuve — Interrogatoire préalable — Étendue de l'interrogatoire — Confidentialité —
Divers types de confidentialité
Ordonnance de confidentialité était nécessaire parce que la divulgation des documents confidentiels menacerait gravement
l'intérêt commercial important de la société d'État et parce qu'il n'y avait aucune autre option raisonnable que celle d'accorder
l'ordonnance — Ordonnance de confidentialité aurait des effets bénéfiques considérables sur le droit de la société d'État à un
procès équitable et à la liberté d'expression — Ordonnance de confidentialité n'aurait que des effets préjudiciables minimes sur
le principe de la publicité des débats et sur la liberté d'expression — Effets bénéfiques de l'ordonnance l'emportaient sur ses
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effets préjudiciables — Loi canadienne sur l'évaluation environnementale, L.C. 1992, c. 37, art. 5(1)b) — Règles de la Cour
fédérale, 1998, DORS/98-106, r. 151, 312.
The federal government provided a Crown corporation with a $1.5 billion loan for the construction and sale of two CANDU
nuclear reactors to China. An environmental organization sought judicial review of that decision, maintaining that the
authorization of financial assistance triggered s. 5(1)(b) of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. The Crown corporation
was an intervenor with the rights of a party in the application for judicial review. The Crown corporation filed an affidavit
by a senior manager referring to and summarizing confidential documents. Before cross-examining the senior manager, the
environmental organization applied for production of the documents. After receiving authorization from the Chinese authorities
to disclose the documents on the condition that they be protected by a confidentiality order, the Crown corporation sought to
introduce the documents under R. 312 of the Federal Court Rules, 1998 and requested a confidentiality order. The confidentiality
order would make the documents available only to the parties and the court but would not restrict public access to the
proceedings.
The trial judge refused to grant the order and ordered the Crown corporation to file the documents in their current form, or in
an edited version if it chose to do so. The Crown corporation appealed under R. 151 of the Federal Court Rules, 1998 and the
environmental organization cross-appealed under R. 312. The majority of the Federal Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal and
the cross-appeal. The confidentiality order would have been granted by the dissenting judge. The Crown corporation appealed.
Held: The appeal was allowed.
Publication bans and confidentiality orders, in the context of judicial proceedings, are similar. The analytical approach to the
exercise of discretion under R. 151 should echo the underlying principles set out in Dagenais v. Canadian Broadcasting Corp.,
[1994] 3 S.C.R. 835 (S.C.C.). A confidentiality order under R. 151 should be granted in only two circumstances, when an order
is needed to prevent serious risk to an important interest, including a commercial interest, in the context of litigation because
reasonable alternative measures will not prevent the risk, and when the salutary effects of the confidentiality order, including
the effects on the right of civil litigants to a fair trial, outweigh its deleterious effects, including the effects on the right to free
expression, which includes public interest in open and accessible court proceedings.
The alternatives to the confidentiality order suggested by the Trial Division and Court of Appeal were problematic. Expunging
the documents would be a virtually unworkable and ineffective solution. Providing summaries was not a reasonable alternative
measure to having the underlying documents available to the parties. The confidentiality order was necessary in that disclosure
of the documents would impose a serious risk on an important commercial interest of the Crown corporation, and there were
no reasonable alternative measures to granting the order.
The confidentiality order would have substantial salutary effects on the Crown corporation's right to a fair trial and on freedom
of expression. The deleterious effects of the confidentiality order on the open court principle and freedom of expression would
be minimal. If the order was not granted and in the course of the judicial review application the Crown corporation was not
required to mount a defence under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, it was possible that the Crown corporation
would suffer the harm of having disclosed confidential information in breach of its obligations with no corresponding benefit
to the right of the public to freedom of expression. The salutary effects of the order outweighed the deleterious effects.
Le gouvernement fédéral a fait un prêt de l'ordre de 1,5 milliards de dollar en rapport avec la construction et la vente par
une société d'État de deux réacteurs nucléaires CANDU à la Chine. Un organisme environnemental a sollicité le contrôle
judiciaire de cette décision, soutenant que cette autorisation d'aide financière avait déclenché l'application de l'art. 5(1)b) de
la Loi canadienne sur l'évaluation environnementale. La société d'État était intervenante au débat et elle avait reçu les droits
de partie dans la demande de contrôle judiciaire. Elle a déposé l'affidavit d'un cadre supérieur dans lequel ce dernier faisait
référence à certains documents confidentiels et en faisait le résumé. L'organisme environnemental a demandé la production
des documents avant de procéder au contre-interrogatoire du cadre supérieur. Après avoir obtenu l'autorisation des autorités
chinoises de communiquer les documents à la condition qu'ils soient protégés par une ordonnance de confidentialité, la société
d'État a cherché à les introduire en invoquant la r. 312 des Règles de la Cour fédérale, 1998, et elle a aussi demandé une
ordonnance de confidentialité. Selon les termes de l'ordonnance de confidentialité, les documents seraient uniquement mis à la
disposition des parties et du tribunal, mais l'accès du public aux débats ne serait pas interdit.
Le juge de première instance a refusé l'ordonnance de confidentialité et a ordonné à la société d'État de déposer les documents
sous leur forme actuelle ou sous une forme révisée, à son gré. La société d'État a interjeté appel en vertu de la r. 151 des Règles
de la Cour fédérale, 1998, et l'organisme environnemental a formé un appel incident en vertu de la r. 312. Les juges majoritaires

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=0005845&cite=LCCA1992&originatingDoc=I10b717d3ca7b63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1994402443&pubNum=0005156&originatingDoc=I10b717d3ca7b63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1994402443&pubNum=0005156&originatingDoc=I10b717d3ca7b63f0e0440003ba0d6c6d&refType=IC&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Default)


Sierra Club of Canada v. Canada (Minister of Finance), 2002 SCC 41, 2002 CSC 41,...
2002 SCC 41, 2002 CSC 41, 2002 CarswellNat 822, 2002 CarswellNat 823...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 4

de la Cour d'appel ont rejeté le pourvoi et le pourvoi incident. Le juge dissident aurait accordé l'ordonnance de confidentialité.
La société d'État a interjeté appel.
Arrêt: Le pourvoi a été accueilli.
Il y a de grandes ressemblances entre l'ordonnance de non-publication et l'ordonnance de confidentialité dans le contexte des
procédures judiciaires. L'analyse de l'exercice du pouvoir discrétionnaire sous le régime de la r. 151 devrait refléter les principes
sous-jacents énoncés dans l'arrêt Dagenais c. Société Radio-Canada, [1994] 3 R.C.S. 835. Une ordonnance de confidentialité
rendue en vertu de la r. 151 ne devrait l'être que lorsque: 1) une telle ordonnance est nécessaire pour écarter un risque sérieux
pour un intérêt important, y compris un intérêt commercial, dans le cadre d'un litige, en l'absence d'autres solutions raisonnables
pour écarter ce risque; et 2) les effets bénéfiques de l'ordonnance de confidentialité, y compris les effets sur les droits des
justiciables civils à un procès équitable, l'emportent sur ses effets préjudiciables, y compris les effets sur le droit à la liberté
d'expression, lequel droit comprend l'intérêt du public à l'accès aux débats judiciaires.
Les solutions proposées par la Division de première instance et par la Cour d'appel comportaient toutes deux des problèmes.
Épurer les documents serait virtuellement impraticable et inefficace. Fournir des résumés des documents ne constituait pas
une « autre option raisonnable » à la communication aux parties des documents de base. L'ordonnance de confidentialité était
nécessaire parce que la communication des documents menacerait gravement un intérêt commercial important de la société
d'État et parce qu'il n'existait aucune autre option raisonnable que celle d'accorder l'ordonnance.
L'ordonnance de confidentialité aurait d'importants effets bénéfiques sur le droit de la société d'État à un procès équitable et
à la liberté d'expression. Elle n'aurait que des effets préjudiciables minimes sur le principe de la publicité des débats et sur la
liberté d'expression. Advenant que l'ordonnance ne soit pas accordée et que, dans le cadre de la demande de contrôle judiciaire,
la société d'État n'ait pas l'obligation de présenter une défense en vertu de la Loi canadienne sur l'évaluation environnementale,
il se pouvait que la société d'État subisse un préjudice du fait d'avoir communiqué cette information confidentielle en violation
de ses obligations, sans avoir pu profiter d'un avantage similaire à celui du droit du public à la liberté d'expression. Les effets
bénéfiques de l'ordonnance l'emportaient sur ses effets préjudiciables.
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R. v. E. (O.N.), 2001 SCC 77, 2001 CarswellBC 2479, 2001 CarswellBC 2480, 158 C.C.C. (3d) 478, 205 D.L.R. (4th) 542,
47 C.R. (5th) 89, 279 N.R. 187, 97 B.C.L.R. (3d) 1, [2002] 3 W.W.R. 205, 160 B.C.A.C. 161, 261 W.A.C. 161 (S.C.C.)
— referred to
R. v. Keegstra, 1 C.R. (4th) 129, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 697, 77 Alta. L.R. (2d) 193, 117 N.R. 1, [1991] 2 W.W.R. 1, 114 A.R.
81, 61 C.C.C. (3d) 1, 3 C.R.R. (2d) 193, 1990 CarswellAlta 192, 1990 CarswellAlta 661 (S.C.C.) — followed
R. v. Mentuck, 2001 SCC 76, 2001 CarswellMan 535, 2001 CarswellMan 536, 158 C.C.C. (3d) 449, 205 D.L.R. (4th) 512,
47 C.R. (5th) 63, 277 N.R. 160, [2002] 2 W.W.R. 409 (S.C.C.) — followed
R. v. Oakes, [1986] 1 S.C.R. 103, 26 D.L.R. (4th) 200, 65 N.R. 87, 14 O.A.C. 335, 24 C.C.C. (3d) 321, 50 C.R. (3d) 1, 19
C.R.R. 308, 53 O.R. (2d) 719, 1986 CarswellOnt 95, 1986 CarswellOnt 1001 (S.C.C.) — referred to

Statutes considered:
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Part I of the Constitution Act, 1982, being Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982
(U.K.), 1982, c. 11

Generally — referred to

s. 1 — referred to

s. 2(b) — referred to

s. 11(d) — referred to
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, S.C. 1992, c. 37

Generally — considered

s. 5(1)(b) — referred to

s. 8 — referred to

s. 54 — referred to

s. 54(2)(b) — referred to
Criminal Code, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-46

s. 486(1) — referred to
Rules considered:
Federal Court Rules, 1998, SOR/98-106

R. 151 — considered

R. 312 — referred to

APPEAL from judgment reported at 2000 CarswellNat 970, 2000 CarswellNat 3271, [2000] F.C.J. No. 732, (sub nom. Atomic
Energy of Canada Ltd. v. Sierra Club of Canada) 187 D.L.R. (4th) 231, 256 N.R. 1, 24 Admin. L.R. (3d) 1, [2000] 4 F.C. 426,
182 F.T.R. 284 (note) (Fed. C.A.), dismissing appeal from judgment reported at 1999 CarswellNat 2187, [2000] 2 F.C. 400,
1999 CarswellNat 3038, 179 F.T.R. 283 (Fed. T.D.), granting application in part.

POURVOI à l'encontre de l'arrêt publié à 2000 CarswellNat 970, 2000 CarswellNat 3271, [2000] F.C.J. No. 732, (sub nom.
Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. v. Sierra Club of Canada) 187 D.L.R. (4th) 231, 256 N.R. 1, 24 Admin. L.R. (3d) 1, [2000] 4
F.C. 426, 182 F.T.R. 284 (note) (C.A. Féd.), qui a rejeté le pourvoi à l'encontre du jugement publié à 1999 CarswellNat 2187,

[2000] 2 F.C. 400, 1999 CarswellNat 3038, 179 F.T.R. 283 (C.F. (1 re  inst.)), qui avait accueilli en partie la demande.

The judgment of the court was delivered by Iacobucci J.:

I. Introduction

1      In our country, courts are the institutions generally chosen to resolve legal disputes as best they can through the application
of legal principles to the facts of the case involved. One of the underlying principles of the judicial process is public openness,
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both in the proceedings of the dispute, and in the material that is relevant to its resolution. However, some material can be
made the subject of a confidentiality order. This appeal raises the important issues of when, and under what circumstances, a
confidentiality order should be granted.

2      For the following reasons, I would issue the confidentiality order sought and, accordingly, would allow the appeal.

II. Facts

3      The appellant, Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. ("AECL"), is a Crown corporation that owns and markets CANDU nuclear
technology, and is an intervener with the rights of a party in the application for judicial review by the respondent, the Sierra Club
of Canada ("Sierra Club"). Sierra Club is an environmental organization seeking judicial review of the federal government's
decision to provide financial assistance in the form of a $1.5 billion guaranteed loan relating to the construction and sale of two
CANDU nuclear reactors to China by the appellant. The reactors are currently under construction in China, where the appellant
is the main contractor and project manager.

4      The respondent maintains that the authorization of financial assistance by the government triggered s. 5(1)(b) of the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, S.C. 1992, c. 37 ("CEAA"), which requires that an environmental assessment be
undertaken before a federal authority grants financial assistance to a project. Failure to undertake such an assessment compels
cancellation of the financial arrangements.

5      The appellant and the respondent Ministers argue that the CEAA does not apply to the loan transaction, and that if it does,
the statutory defences available under ss. 8 and 54 apply. Section 8 describes the circumstances where Crown corporations
are required to conduct environmental assessments. Section 54(2)(b) recognizes the validity of an environmental assessment
carried out by a foreign authority provided that it is consistent with the provisions of the CEAA.

6      In the course of the application by Sierra Club to set aside the funding arrangements, the appellant filed an affidavit of Dr.
Simon Pang, a senior manager of the appellant. In the affidavit, Dr. Pang referred to and summarized certain documents (the
"Confidential Documents"). The Confidential Documents are also referred to in an affidavit prepared by Dr. Feng, one of AECL's
experts. Prior to cross-examining Dr. Pang on his affidavit, Sierra Club made an application for the production of the Confidential
Documents, arguing that it could not test Dr. Pang's evidence without access to the underlying documents. The appellant resisted
production on various grounds, including the fact that the documents were the property of the Chinese authorities and that it did
not have authority to disclose them. After receiving authorization by the Chinese authorities to disclose the documents on the
condition that they be protected by a confidentiality order, the appellant sought to introduce the Confidential Documents under
R. 312 of the Federal Court Rules, 1998, SOR/98-106, and requested a confidentiality order in respect of the documents.

7      Under the terms of the order requested, the Confidential Documents would only be made available to the parties and the
court; however, there would be no restriction on public access to the proceedings. In essence, what is being sought is an order
preventing the dissemination of the Confidential Documents to the public.

8      The Confidential Documents comprise two Environmental Impact Reports on Siting and Construction Design (the "EIRs"),
a Preliminary Safety Analysis Report (the "PSAR"), and the supplementary affidavit of Dr. Pang, which summarizes the contents
of the EIRs and the PSAR. If admitted, the EIRs and the PSAR would be attached as exhibits to the supplementary affidavit
of Dr. Pang. The EIRs were prepared by the Chinese authorities in the Chinese language, and the PSAR was prepared by the
appellant with assistance from the Chinese participants in the project. The documents contain a mass of technical information
and comprise thousands of pages. They describe the ongoing environmental assessment of the construction site by the Chinese
authorities under Chinese law.

9      As noted, the appellant argues that it cannot introduce the Confidential Documents into evidence without a confidentiality
order; otherwise, it would be in breach of its obligations to the Chinese authorities. The respondent's position is that its right to
cross-examine Dr. Pang and Dr. Feng on their affidavits would be effectively rendered nugatory in the absence of the supporting
documents to which the affidavits referred. Sierra Club proposes to take the position that the affidavits should therefore be
afforded very little weight by the judge hearing the application for judicial review.
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10      The Federal Court of Canada, Trial Division, refused to grant the confidentiality order and the majority of the Federal
Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal. In his dissenting opinion, Robertson J.A. would have granted the confidentiality order.

III. Relevant Statutory Provisions

11      Federal Court Rules, 1998, SOR/98-106

151.(1) On motion, the Court may order that material to be filed shall be treated as confidential.

(2) Before making an order under subsection (1), the Court must be satisfied that the material should be treated as
confidential, notwithstanding the public interest in open and accessible court proceedings.

IV. Judgments below

A. Federal Court of Canada, Trial Division, [2000] 2 F.C. 400

12      Pelletier J. first considered whether leave should be granted pursuant to R. 312 to introduce the supplementary affidavit of
Dr. Pang to which the Confidential Documents were filed as exhibits. In his view, the underlying question was that of relevance,
and he concluded that the documents were relevant to the issue of the appropriate remedy. Thus, in the absence of prejudice to
the respondent, the affidavit should be permitted to be served and filed. He noted that the respondents would be prejudiced by
delay, but since both parties had brought interlocutory motions which had contributed to the delay, the desirability of having the
entire record before the court outweighed the prejudice arising from the delay associated with the introduction of the documents.

13      On the issue of confidentiality, Pelletier J. concluded that he must be satisfied that the need for confidentiality was
greater than the public interest in open court proceedings, and observed that the argument for open proceedings in this case was
significant given the public interest in Canada's role as a vendor of nuclear technology. As well, he noted that a confidentiality
order was an exception to the rule of open access to the courts, and that such an order should be granted only where absolutely
necessary.

14      Pelletier J. applied the same test as that used in patent litigation for the issue of a protective order, which is essentially
a confidentiality order. The granting of such an order requires the appellant to show a subjective belief that the information is
confidential and that its interests would be harmed by disclosure. In addition, if the order is challenged, then the person claiming
the benefit of the order must demonstrate objectively that the order is required. This objective element requires the party to
show that the information has been treated as confidential, and that it is reasonable to believe that its proprietary, commercial
and scientific interests could be harmed by the disclosure of the information.

15      Concluding that both the subjective part and both elements of the objective part of the test had been satisfied, he nevertheless
stated: "However, I am also of the view that in public law cases, the objective test has, or should have, a third component which
is whether the public interest in disclosure exceeds the risk of harm to a party arising from disclosure" (para. 23).

16      A very significant factor, in his view, was the fact that mandatory production of documents was not in issue here. The fact
that the application involved a voluntary tendering of documents to advance the appellant's own cause as opposed to mandatory
production weighed against granting the confidentiality order.

17      In weighing the public interest in disclosure against the risk of harm to AECL arising from disclosure, Pelletier J. noted
that the documents the appellant wished to put before the court were prepared by others for other purposes, and recognized
that the appellant was bound to protect the confidentiality of the information. At this stage, he again considered the issue of
materiality. If the documents were shown to be very material to a critical issue, "the requirements of justice militate in favour
of a confidentiality order. If the documents are marginally relevant, then the voluntary nature of the production argues against
a confidentiality order" (para. 29). He then decided that the documents were material to a question of the appropriate remedy,
a significant issue in the event that the appellant failed on the main issue.
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18      Pelletier J. also considered the context of the case and held that since the issue of Canada's role as a vendor of nuclear
technology was one of significant public interest, the burden of justifying a confidentiality order was very onerous. He found
that AECL could expunge the sensitive material from the documents, or put the evidence before the court in some other form,
and thus maintain its full right of defence while preserving the open access to court proceedings.

19      Pelletier J. observed that his order was being made without having perused the Confidential Documents because they
had not been put before him. Although he noted the line of cases which holds that a judge ought not to deal with the issue of
a confidentiality order without reviewing the documents themselves, in his view, given their voluminous nature and technical
content as well as his lack of information as to what information was already in the public domain, he found that an examination
of these documents would not have been useful.

20      Pelletier J. ordered that the appellant could file the documents in current form, or in an edited version if it chose to do
so. He also granted leave to file material dealing with the Chinese regulatory process in general and as applied to this project,
provided it did so within 60 days.

B. Federal Court of Appeal, [2000] 4 F.C. 426

(1) Evans J.A. (Sharlow J.A. concurring)

21      At the Federal Court of Appeal, AECL appealed the ruling under R. 151 of the Federal Court Rules, 1998, and Sierra
Club cross-appealed the ruling under R. 312.

22      With respect to R. 312, Evans J.A. held that the documents were clearly relevant to a defence under s. 54(2)(b), which
the appellant proposed to raise if s. 5(1)(b) of the CEAA was held to apply, and were also potentially relevant to the exercise
of the court's discretion to refuse a remedy even if the Ministers were in breach of the CEAA. Evans J.A. agreed with Pelletier
J. that the benefit to the appellant and the court of being granted leave to file the documents outweighed any prejudice to the
respondent owing to delay and thus concluded that the motions judge was correct in granting leave under R. 312.

23      On the issue of the confidentiality order, Evans J.A. considered R. 151, and all the factors that the motions judge had
weighed, including the commercial sensitivity of the documents, the fact that the appellant had received them in confidence
from the Chinese authorities, and the appellant's argument that without the documents it could not mount a full answer and
defence to the application. These factors had to be weighed against the principle of open access to court documents. Evans
J.A. agreed with Pelletier J. that the weight to be attached to the public interest in open proceedings varied with context and
held that, where a case raises issues of public significance, the principle of openness of judicial process carries greater weight
as a factor in the balancing process. Evans J.A. noted the public interest in the subject matter of the litigation, as well as the
considerable media attention it had attracted.

24      In support of his conclusion that the weight assigned to the principle of openness may vary with context, Evans J.A. relied
upon the decisions in AB Hassle v. Canada (Minister of National Health & Welfare), [2000] 3 F.C. 360 (Fed. C.A.), where the
court took into consideration the relatively small public interest at stake, and Ethyl Canada Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General)
(1998), 17 C.P.C. (4th) 278 (Ont. Gen. Div.), at p. 283, where the court ordered disclosure after determining that the case was
a significant constitutional case where it was important for the public to understand the issues at stake. Evans J.A. observed
that openness and public participation in the assessment process are fundamental to the CEAA, and concluded that the motions
judge could not be said to have given the principle of openness undue weight even though confidentiality was claimed for a
relatively small number of highly technical documents.

25      Evans J.A. held that the motions judge had placed undue emphasis on the fact that the introduction of the documents
was voluntary; however, it did not follow that his decision on the confidentiality order must therefore be set aside. Evans J.A.
was of the view that this error did not affect the ultimate conclusion for three reasons. First, like the motions judge, he attached
great weight to the principle of openness. Secondly, he held that the inclusion in the affidavits of a summary of the reports
could go a long way to compensate for the absence of the originals, should the appellant choose not to put them in without a
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confidentiality order. Finally, if AECL submitted the documents in an expunged fashion, the claim for confidentiality would rest
upon a relatively unimportant factor, i.e., the appellant's claim that it would suffer a loss of business if it breached its undertaking
with the Chinese authorities.

26      Evans J.A. rejected the argument that the motions judge had erred in deciding the motion without reference to the actual
documents, stating that it was not necessary for him to inspect them, given that summaries were available and that the documents
were highly technical and incompletely translated. Thus, the appeal and cross-appeal were both dismissed.

(2) Robertson J.A. (dissenting)

27      Robertson J.A. disagreed with the majority for three reasons. First, in his view, the level of public interest in the case, the
degree of media coverage, and the identities of the parties should not be taken into consideration in assessing an application for a
confidentiality order. Instead, he held that it was the nature of the evidence for which the order is sought that must be examined.

28      In addition, he found that without a confidentiality order, the appellant had to choose between two unacceptable options:
either suffering irreparable financial harm if the confidential information was introduced into evidence or being denied the right
to a fair trial because it could not mount a full defence if the evidence was not introduced.

29      Finally, he stated that the analytical framework employed by the majority in reaching its decision was fundamentally
flawed as it was based largely on the subjective views of the motions judge. He rejected the contextual approach to the question
of whether a confidentiality order should issue, emphasizing the need for an objective framework to combat the perception that
justice is a relative concept, and to promote consistency and certainty in the law.

30      To establish this more objective framework for regulating the issuance of confidentiality orders pertaining to commercial
and scientific information, he turned to the legal rationale underlying the commitment to the principle of open justice, referring
to Edmonton Journal v. Alberta (Attorney General), [1989] 2 S.C.R. 1326 (S.C.C.). There, the Supreme Court of Canada held
that open proceedings foster the search for the truth, and reflect the importance of public scrutiny of the courts.

31      Robertson J.A. stated that, although the principle of open justice is a reflection of the basic democratic value of
accountability in the exercise of judicial power, in his view, the principle that justice itself must be secured is paramount. He
concluded that justice as an overarching principle means that exceptions occasionally must be made to rules or principles.

32      He observed that, in the area of commercial law, when the information sought to be protected concerns "trade secrets,"
this information will not be disclosed during a trial if to do so would destroy the owner's proprietary rights and expose him or
her to irreparable harm in the form of financial loss. Although the case before him did not involve a trade secret, he nevertheless
held that the same treatment could be extended to commercial or scientific information which was acquired on a confidential
basis and attached the following criteria as conditions precedent to the issuance of a confidentiality order (at para. 13):

(1) the information is of a confidential nature as opposed to facts which one would like to keep confidential; (2) the
information for which confidentiality is sought is not already in the public domain; (3) on a balance of probabilities the party
seeking the confidentiality order would suffer irreparable harm if the information were made public; (4) the information
is relevant to the legal issues raised in the case; (5) correlatively, the information is "necessary" to the resolution of those
issues; (6) the granting of a confidentiality order does not unduly prejudice the opposing party; and (7) the public interest
in open court proceedings does not override the private interests of the party seeking the confidentiality order. The onus in
establishing that criteria one to six are met is on the party seeking the confidentiality order. Under the seventh criterion, it
is for the opposing party to show that a prima facie right to a protective order has been overtaken by the need to preserve
the openness of the court proceedings. In addressing these criteria one must bear in mind two of the threads woven into the
fabric of the principle of open justice: the search for truth and the preservation of the rule of law. As stated at the outset, I
do not believe that the perceived degree of public importance of a case is a relevant consideration.
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33      In applying these criteria to the circumstances of the case, Robertson J.A. concluded that the confidentiality order should
be granted. In his view, the public interest in open court proceedings did not override the interests of AECL in maintaining the
confidentiality of these highly technical documents.

34      Robertson J.A. also considered the public interest in the need to ensure that site-plans for nuclear installations were not,
for example, posted on a web-site. He concluded that a confidentiality order would not undermine the two primary objectives
underlying the principle of open justice: truth and the rule of law. As such, he would have allowed the appeal and dismissed
the cross-appeal.

V. Issues

35         

A. What is the proper analytical approach to be applied to the exercise of judicial discretion where a litigant seeks a
confidentiality order under R. 151 of the Federal Court Rules, 1998?

B. Should the confidentiality order be granted in this case?

VI. Analysis

A. The Analytical Approach to the Granting of a Confidentiality Order

(1) The General Framework: Herein the Dagenais Principles

36      The link between openness in judicial proceedings and freedom of expression has been firmly established by this Court. In
Canadian Broadcasting Corp. v. New Brunswick (Attorney General), [1996] 3 S.C.R. 480 (S.C.C.) [hereinafter New Brunswick],
at para. 23, La Forest J. expressed the relationship as follows:

The principle of open courts is inextricably tied to the rights guaranteed by s. 2(b). Openness permits public access to
information about the courts, which in turn permits the public to discuss and put forward opinions and criticisms of court
practices and proceedings. While the freedom to express ideas and opinions about the operation of the courts is clearly
within the ambit of the freedom guaranteed by s. 2(b), so too is the right of members of the public to obtain information
about the courts in the first place.

Under the order sought, public access and public scrutiny of the Confidential Documents would be restricted; this would clearly
infringe the public's freedom of expression guarantee.

37      A discussion of the general approach to be taken in the exercise of judicial discretion to grant a confidentiality order should
begin with the principles set out by this Court in Dagenais v. Canadian Broadcasting Corp., [1994] 3 S.C.R. 835 (S.C.C.).
Although that case dealt with the common law jurisdiction of the court to order a publication ban in the criminal law context,
there are strong similarities between publication bans and confidentiality orders in the context of judicial proceedings. In both
cases a restriction on freedom of expression is sought in order to preserve or promote an interest engaged by those proceedings.
As such, the fundamental question for a court to consider in an application for a publication ban or a confidentiality order is
whether, in the circumstances, the right to freedom of expression should be compromised.

38      Although in each case freedom of expression will be engaged in a different context, the Dagenais framework utilizes
overarching Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms principles in order to balance freedom of expression with other rights
and interests, and thus can be adapted and applied to various circumstances. As a result, the analytical approach to the exercise
of discretion under R. 151 should echo the underlying principles laid out in Dagenais, supra, although it must be tailored to
the specific rights and interests engaged in this case.
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39      Dagenais, supra, dealt with an application by four accused persons under the court's common law jurisdiction requesting
an order prohibiting the broadcast of a television programme dealing with the physical and sexual abuse of young boys at
religious institutions. The applicants argued that because the factual circumstances of the programme were very similar to the
facts at issue in their trials, the ban was necessary to preserve the accuseds' right to a fair trial.

40      Lamer C.J. found that the common law discretion to order a publication ban must be exercised within the boundaries
set by the principles of the Charter. Since publication bans necessarily curtail the freedom of expression of third parties, he
adapted the pre-Charter common law rule such that it balanced the right to freedom of expression with the right to a fair trial
of the accused in a way which reflected the substance of the test from R. v. Oakes, [1986] 1 S.C.R. 103 (S.C.C.). At p. 878 of
Dagenais, Lamer C.J. set out his reformulated test:

A publication ban should only be ordered when:

(a) Such a ban is necessary in order to prevent a real and substantial risk to the fairness of the trial, because reasonably
available alternative measures will not prevent the risk; and

(b) The salutary effects of the publication ban outweigh the deleterious effects to the free expression of those affected
by the ban. [Emphasis in original.]

41      In New Brunswick, supra, this Court modified the Dagenais test in the context of the related issue of how the discretionary
power under s. 486(1) of the Criminal Code to exclude the public from a trial should be exercised. That case dealt with an
appeal from the trial judge's order excluding the public from the portion of a sentencing proceeding for sexual assault and sexual
interference dealing with the specific acts committed by the accused on the basis that it would avoid "undue hardship" to both
the victims and the accused.

42      La Forest J. found that s. 486(1) was a restriction on the s. 2(b) right to freedom of expression in that it provided
a "discretionary bar on public and media access to the courts": New Brunswick, supra, at para. 33; however, he found this
infringement to be justified under s. 1 provided that the discretion was exercised in accordance with the Charter. Thus, the
approach taken by La Forest J. at para. 69 to the exercise of discretion under s. 486(1) of the Criminal Code, closely mirrors
the Dagenais common law test:

(a) the judge must consider the available options and consider whether there are any other reasonable and effective
alternatives available;

(b) the judge must consider whether the order is limited as much as possible; and

(c) the judge must weigh the importance of the objectives of the particular order and its probable effects against the
importance of openness and the particular expression that will be limited in order to ensure that the positive and
negative effects of the order are proportionate.

In applying this test to the facts of the case, La Forest J. found that the evidence of the potential undue hardship consisted
mainly in the Crown's submission that the evidence was of a "delicate nature" and that this was insufficient to override the
infringement on freedom of expression.

43      This Court has recently revisited the granting of a publication ban under the court's common law jurisdiction in R. v.
Mentuck, 2001 SCC 76 (S.C.C.), and its companion case R. v. E. (O.N.), 2001 SCC 77 (S.C.C.). In Mentuck, the Crown moved
for a publication ban to protect the identity of undercover police officers and operational methods employed by the officers in
their investigation of the accused. The accused opposed the motion as an infringement of his right to a fair and public hearing
under s. 11(d) of the Charter. The order was also opposed by two intervening newspapers as an infringement of their right to
freedom of expression.
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44      The Court noted that, while Dagenais dealt with the balancing of freedom of expression on the one hand, and the right to a
fair trial of the accused on the other, in the case before it, both the right of the accused to a fair and public hearing, and freedom
of expression weighed in favour of denying the publication ban. These rights were balanced against interests relating to the
proper administration of justice, in particular, protecting the safety of police officers and preserving the efficacy of undercover
police operations.

45      In spite of this distinction, the Court noted that underlying the approach taken in both Dagenais and New Brunswick was
the goal of ensuring that the judicial discretion to order publication bans is subject to no lower a standard of compliance with
the Charter than legislative enactment. This goal is furthered by incorporating the essence of s. 1 of the Charter and the Oakes
test into the publication ban test. Since this same goal applied in the case before it, the Court adopted a similar approach to that
taken in Dagenais, but broadened the Dagenais test (which dealt specifically with the right of an accused to a fair trial) such
that it could guide the exercise of judicial discretion where a publication ban is requested in order to preserve any important
aspect of the proper administration of justice. At para. 32, the Court reformulated the test as follows:

A publication ban should only be ordered when:

(a) such an order is necessary in order to prevent a serious risk to the proper administration of justice because
reasonably alternative measures will not prevent the risk; and

(b) the salutary effects of the publication ban outweigh the deleterious effects on the rights and interests of the parties
and the public, including the effects on the right to free expression, the right of the accused to a fair and public trial,
and the efficacy of the administration of justice.

46      The Court emphasized that under the first branch of the test, three important elements were subsumed under the "necessity"
branch. First, the risk in question must be a serious risk well-grounded in the evidence. Second, the phrase "proper administration
of justice" must be carefully interpreted so as not to allow the concealment of an excessive amount of information. Third, the
test requires the judge ordering the ban to consider not only whether reasonable alternatives are available, but also to restrict
the ban as far as possible without sacrificing the prevention of the risk.

47      At para. 31, the Court also made the important observation that the proper administration of justice will not necessarily
involve Charter rights, and that the ability to invoke the Charter is not a necessary condition for a publication ban to be granted:

The [common law publication ban] rule can accommodate orders that must occasionally be made in the interests of the
administration of justice, which encompass more than fair trial rights. As the test is intended to "reflect . . . the substance
of the Oakes test", we cannot require that Charter rights be the only legitimate objective of such orders any more than we
require that government action or legislation in violation of the Charter be justified exclusively by the pursuit of another
Charter right. [Emphasis added.]

The Court also anticipated that, in appropriate circumstances, the Dagenais framework could be expanded even further in order
to address requests for publication bans where interests other than the administration of justice were involved.

48      Mentuck is illustrative of the flexibility of the Dagenais approach. Since its basic purpose is to ensure that the judicial
discretion to deny public access to the courts is exercised in accordance with Charter principles, in my view, the Dagenais
model can and should be adapted to the situation in the case at bar where the central issue is whether judicial discretion should
be exercised so as to exclude confidential information from a public proceeding. As in Dagenais, New Brunswick and Mentuck,
granting the confidentiality order will have a negative effect on the Charter right to freedom of expression, as well as the
principle of open and accessible court proceedings, and, as in those cases, courts must ensure that the discretion to grant the
order is exercised in accordance with Charter principles. However, in order to adapt the test to the context of this case, it is first
necessary to determine the particular rights and interests engaged by this application.

(2) The Rights and Interests of the Parties
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49      The immediate purpose for AECL's confidentiality request relates to its commercial interests. The information in question
is the property of the Chinese authorities. If the appellant were to disclose the Confidential Documents, it would be in breach
of its contractual obligations and suffer a risk of harm to its competitive position. This is clear from the findings of fact of
the motions judge that AECL was bound by its commercial interests and its customer's property rights not to disclose the
information (para. 27), and that such disclosure could harm the appellant's commercial interests (para. 23).

50      Aside from this direct commercial interest, if the confidentiality order is denied, then in order to protect its commercial
interests, the appellant will have to withhold the documents. This raises the important matter of the litigation context in which
the order is sought. As both the motions judge and the Federal Court of Appeal found that the information contained in the
Confidential Documents was relevant to defences available under the CEAA, the inability to present this information hinders
the appellant's capacity to make full answer and defence or, expressed more generally, the appellant's right, as a civil litigant,
to present its case. In that sense, preventing the appellant from disclosing these documents on a confidential basis infringes its
right to a fair trial. Although in the context of a civil proceeding this does not engage a Charter right, the right to a fair trial
generally can be viewed as a fundamental principle of justice: M. (A.) v. Ryan, [1997] 1 S.C.R. 157 (S.C.C.), at para. 84, per
L'Heureux-Dubé J. (dissenting, but not on that point). Although this fair trial right is directly relevant to the appellant, there
is also a general public interest in protecting the right to a fair trial. Indeed, as a general proposition, all disputes in the courts
should be decided under a fair trial standard. The legitimacy of the judicial process alone demands as much. Similarly, courts
have an interest in having all relevant evidence before them in order to ensure that justice is done.

51      Thus, the interests which would be promoted by a confidentiality order are the preservation of commercial and contractual
relations, as well as the right of civil litigants to a fair trial. Related to the latter are the public and judicial interests in seeking
the truth and achieving a just result in civil proceedings.

52      In opposition to the confidentiality order lies the fundamental principle of open and accessible court proceedings. This
principle is inextricably tied to freedom of expression enshrined in s. 2(b) of the Charter: New Brunswick, supra, at para. 23.
The importance of public and media access to the courts cannot be understated, as this access is the method by which the
judicial process is scrutinized and criticized. Because it is essential to the administration of justice that justice is done and is
seen to be done, such public scrutiny is fundamental. The open court principle has been described as "the very soul of justice,"
guaranteeing that justice is administered in a non-arbitrary manner: New Brunswick, supra, at para. 22.

(3) Adapting the Dagenais Test to the Rights and Interests of the Parties

53      Applying the rights and interests engaged in this case to the analytical framework of Dagenais and subsequent cases
discussed above, the test for whether a confidentiality order ought to be granted in a case such as this one should be framed
as follows:

A confidentiality order under R. 151 should only be granted when:

(a) such an order is necessary in order to prevent a serious risk to an important interest, including a commercial
interest, in the context of litigation because reasonably alternative measures will not prevent the risk; and

(b) the salutary effects of the confidentiality order, including the effects on the right of civil litigants to a fair trial,
outweigh its deleterious effects, including the effects on the right to free expression, which in this context includes
the public interest in open and accessible court proceedings.

54      As in Mentuck, supra, I would add that three important elements are subsumed under the first branch of this test. First,
the risk in question must be real and substantial, in that the risk is well-grounded in the evidence and poses a serious threat
to the commercial interest in question.

55      In addition, the phrase "important commercial interest" is in need of some clarification. In order to qualify as an "important
commercial interest," the interest in question cannot merely be specific to the party requesting the order; the interest must be
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one which can be expressed in terms of a public interest in confidentiality. For example, a private company could not argue
simply that the existence of a particular contract should not be made public because to do so would cause the company to lose
business, thus harming its commercial interests. However, if, as in this case, exposure of information would cause a breach of a
confidentiality agreement, then the commercial interest affected can be characterized more broadly as the general commercial
interest of preserving confidential information. Simply put, if there is no general principle at stake, there can be no "important
commercial interest" for the purposes of this test. Or, in the words of Binnie J. in Re N. (F.), [2000] 1 S.C.R. 880, 2000 SCC 35
(S.C.C.), at para. 10, the open court rule only yields" where the public interest in confidentiality outweighs the public interest
in openness" (emphasis added).

56      In addition to the above requirement, courts must be cautious in determining what constitutes an "important commercial
interest." It must be remembered that a confidentiality order involves an infringement on freedom of expression. Although the
balancing of the commercial interest with freedom of expression takes place under the second branch of the test, courts must
be alive to the fundamental importance of the open court rule. See generally Muldoon J. in Eli Lilly & Co. v. Novopharm Ltd.
(1994), 56 C.P.R. (3d) 437 (Fed. T.D.), at p. 439.

57      Finally, the phrase "reasonably alternative measures" requires the judge to consider not only whether reasonable alternatives
to a confidentiality order are available, but also to restrict the order as much as is reasonably possible while preserving the
commercial interest in question.

B. Application of the Test to this Appeal

(1) Necessity

58      At this stage, it must be determined whether disclosure of the Confidential Documents would impose a serious risk on
an important commercial interest of the appellant, and whether there are reasonable alternatives, either to the order itself or
to its terms.

59      The commercial interest at stake here relates to the objective of preserving contractual obligations of confidentiality. The
appellant argues that it will suffer irreparable harm to its commercial interests if the confidential documents are disclosed. In
my view, the preservation of confidential information constitutes a sufficiently important commercial interest to pass the first
branch of the test as long as certain criteria relating to the information are met.

60      Pelletier J. noted that the order sought in this case was similar in nature to an application for a protective order which
arises in the context of patent litigation. Such an order requires the applicant to demonstrate that the information in question has
been treated at all relevant times as confidential and that on a balance of probabilities its proprietary, commercial and scientific
interests could reasonably be harmed by the disclosure of the information: AB Hassle v. Canada (Minister of National Health &
Welfare) (1998), 83 C.P.R. (3d) 428 (Fed. T.D.), at p. 434. To this I would add the requirement proposed by Robertson J.A. that
the information in question must be of a "confidential nature" in that it has been" accumulated with a reasonable expectation
of it being kept confidential" (para. 14) as opposed to "facts which a litigant would like to keep confidential by having the
courtroom doors closed" (para. 14).

61      Pelletier J. found as a fact that the AB Hassle test had been satisfied in that the information had clearly been treated
as confidential both by the appellant and by the Chinese authorities, and that, on a balance of probabilities, disclosure of the
information could harm the appellant's commercial interests (para. 23). As well, Robertson J.A. found that the information in
question was clearly of a confidential nature as it was commercial information, consistently treated and regarded as confidential,
that would be of interest to AECL's competitors (para. 16). Thus, the order is sought to prevent a serious risk to an important
commercial interest.

62      The first branch of the test also requires the consideration of alternative measures to the confidentiality order, as well
as an examination of the scope of the order to ensure that it is not overly broad. Both courts below found that the information
contained in the Confidential Documents was relevant to potential defences available to the appellant under the CEAA and
this finding was not appealed at this Court. Further, I agree with the Court of Appeal's assertion (para. 99) that, given the
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importance of the documents to the right to make full answer and defence, the appellant is, practically speaking, compelled to
produce the documents. Given that the information is necessary to the appellant's case, it remains only to determine whether
there are reasonably alternative means by which the necessary information can be adduced without disclosing the confidential
information.

63      Two alternatives to the confidentiality order were put forward by the courts below. The motions judge suggested that
the Confidential Documents could be expunged of their commercially sensitive contents, and edited versions of the documents
could be filed. As well, the majority of the Court of Appeal, in addition to accepting the possibility of expungement, was of the
opinion that the summaries of the Confidential Documents included in the affidavits could go a long way to compensate for the
absence of the originals. If either of these options is a reasonable alternative to submitting the Confidential Documents under a
confidentiality order, then the order is not necessary, and the application does not pass the first branch of the test.

64      There are two possible options with respect to expungement, and, in my view, there are problems with both of these.
The first option would be for AECL to expunge the confidential information without disclosing the expunged material to the
parties and the court. However, in this situation the filed material would still differ from the material used by the affiants. It
must not be forgotten that this motion arose as a result of Sierra Club's position that the summaries contained in the affidavits
should be accorded little or no weight without the presence of the underlying documents. Even if the relevant information and
the confidential information were mutually exclusive, which would allow for the disclosure of all the information relied on in
the affidavits, this relevancy determination could not be tested on cross-examination because the expunged material would not
be available. Thus, even in the best case scenario, where only irrelevant information needed to be expunged, the parties would
be put in essentially the same position as that which initially generated this appeal in the sense that at least some of the material
relied on to prepare the affidavits in question would not be available to Sierra Club.

65      Further, I agree with Robertson J.A. that this best case scenario, where the relevant and the confidential information
do not overlap, is an untested assumption (para. 28). Although the documents themselves were not put before the courts on
this motion, given that they comprise thousands of pages of detailed information, this assumption is at best optimistic. The
expungement alternative would be further complicated by the fact that the Chinese authorities require prior approval for any
request by AECL to disclose information.

66      The second option is that the expunged material be made available to the Court and the parties under a more narrowly
drawn confidentiality order. Although this option would allow for slightly broader public access than the current confidentiality
request, in my view, this minor restriction to the current confidentiality request is not a viable alternative given the difficulties
associated with expungement in these circumstances. The test asks whether there are reasonably alternative measures; it does
not require the adoption of the absolutely least restrictive option. With respect, in my view, expungement of the Confidential
Documents would be a virtually unworkable and ineffective solution that is not reasonable in the circumstances.

67      A second alternative to a confidentiality order was Evans J.A.'s suggestion that the summaries of the Confidential
Documents included in the affidavits" may well go a long way to compensate for the absence of the originals" (para. 103).
However, he appeared to take this fact into account merely as a factor to be considered when balancing the various interests
at stake. I would agree that at this threshold stage to rely on the summaries alone, in light of the intention of Sierra Club to
argue that they should be accorded little or no weight, does not appear to be a "reasonably alternative measure" to having the
underlying documents available to the parties.

68      With the above considerations in mind, I find the confidentiality order necessary in that disclosure of the Confidential
Documents would impose a serious risk on an important commercial interest of the appellant, and that there are no reasonably
alternative measures to granting the order.

(2) The Proportionality Stage

69      As stated above, at this stage, the salutary effects of the confidentiality order, including the effects on the appellant's
right to a fair trial, must be weighed against the deleterious effects of the confidentiality order, including the effects on the right



Sierra Club of Canada v. Canada (Minister of Finance), 2002 SCC 41, 2002 CSC 41,...
2002 SCC 41, 2002 CSC 41, 2002 CarswellNat 822, 2002 CarswellNat 823...

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 16

to free expression, which, in turn, is connected to the principle of open and accessible court proceedings. This balancing will
ultimately determine whether the confidentiality order ought to be granted.

(a) Salutary Effects of the Confidentiality Order

70      As discussed above, the primary interest that would be promoted by the confidentiality order is the public interest in the
right of a civil litigant to present its case or, more generally, the fair trial right. Because the fair trial right is being invoked in this
case in order to protect commercial, not liberty, interests of the appellant, the right to a fair trial in this context is not a Charter
right; however, a fair trial for all litigants has been recognized as a fundamental principle of justice: Ryan, supra, at para. 84.
It bears repeating that there are circumstances where, in the absence of an affected Charter right, the proper administration of
justice calls for a confidentiality order: Mentuck, supra, at para. 31. In this case, the salutary effects that such an order would
have on the administration of justice relate to the ability of the appellant to present its case, as encompassed by the broader
fair trial right.

71      The Confidential Documents have been found to be relevant to defences that will be available to the appellant in the
event that the CEAA is found to apply to the impugned transaction and, as discussed above, the appellant cannot disclose the
documents without putting its commercial interests at serious risk of harm. As such, there is a very real risk that, without the
confidentiality order, the ability of the appellant to mount a successful defence will be seriously curtailed. I conclude, therefore,
that the confidentiality order would have significant salutary effects on the appellant's right to a fair trial.

72      Aside from the salutary effects on the fair trial interest, the confidentiality order would also have a beneficial impact on
other important rights and interests. First, as I discuss in more detail below, the confidentiality order would allow all parties and
the court access to the Confidential Documents, and permit cross-examination based on their contents. By facilitating access
to relevant documents in a judicial proceeding, the order sought would assist in the search for truth, a core value underlying
freedom of expression.

73      Second, I agree with the observation of Robertson J.A. that, as the Confidential Documents contain detailed technical
information pertaining to the construction and design of a nuclear installation, it may be in keeping with the public interest to
prevent this information from entering the public domain (para. 44). Although the exact contents of the documents remain a
mystery, it is apparent that they contain technical details of a nuclear installation, and there may well be a substantial public
security interest in maintaining the confidentiality of such information.

(b) Deleterious Effects of the Confidentiality Order

74      Granting the confidentiality order would have a negative effect on the open court principle, as the public would be denied
access to the contents of the Confidential Documents. As stated above, the principle of open courts is inextricably tied to the
s. 2(b) Charter right to freedom of expression, and public scrutiny of the courts is a fundamental aspect of the administration
of justice: New Brunswick, supra, at paras. 22-23. Although as a general principle, the importance of open courts cannot be
overstated, it is necessary to examine, in the context of this case, the particular deleterious effects on freedom of expression
that the confidentiality order would have.

75      Underlying freedom of expression are the core values of (1) seeking the truth and the common good, (2) promoting self-
fulfilment of individuals by allowing them to develop thoughts and ideas as they see fit, and (3) ensuring that participation in
the political process is open to all persons: Irwin Toy Ltd. c. Québec (Procureur général), [1989] 1 S.C.R. 927 (S.C.C.), at p.
976, R. v. Keegstra, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 697 (S.C.C.), per Dickson C.J., at pp. 762-764. Charter jurisprudence has established that
the closer the speech in question lies to these core values, the harder it will be to justify a s. 2(b) infringement of that speech
under s. 1 of the Charter: Keegstra, supra, at pp. 760-761. Since the main goal in this case is to exercise judicial discretion in
a way which conforms to Charter principles, a discussion of the deleterious effects of the confidentiality order on freedom of
expression should include an assessment of the effects such an order would have on the three core values. The more detrimental
the order would be to these values, the more difficult it will be to justify the confidentiality order. Similarly, minor effects of
the order on the core values will make the confidentiality order easier to justify.
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76      Seeking the truth is not only at the core of freedom of expression, but it has also been recognized as a fundamental purpose
behind the open court rule, as the open examination of witnesses promotes an effective evidentiary process: Edmonton Journal,
supra, per Wilson J., at pp. 1357-1358. Clearly, the confidentiality order, by denying public and media access to documents
relied on in the proceedings, would impede the search for truth to some extent. Although the order would not exclude the public
from the courtroom, the public and the media would be denied access to documents relevant to the evidentiary process.

77      However, as mentioned above, to some extent the search for truth may actually be promoted by the confidentiality order.
This motion arises as a result of Sierra Club's argument that it must have access to the Confidential Documents in order to test
the accuracy of Dr. Pang's evidence. If the order is denied, then the most likely scenario is that the appellant will not submit the
documents, with the unfortunate result that evidence which may be relevant to the proceedings will not be available to Sierra
Club or the court. As a result, Sierra Club will not be able to fully test the accuracy of Dr. Pang's evidence on cross-examination.
In addition, the court will not have the benefit of this cross-examination or documentary evidence, and will be required to draw
conclusions based on an incomplete evidentiary record. This would clearly impede the search for truth in this case.

78      As well, it is important to remember that the confidentiality order would restrict access to a relatively small number
of highly technical documents. The nature of these documents is such that the general public would be unlikely to understand
their contents, and thus they would contribute little to the public interest in the search for truth in this case. However, in the
hands of the parties and their respective experts, the documents may be of great assistance in probing the truth of the Chinese
environmental assessment process, which would, in turn, assist the court in reaching accurate factual conclusions. Given the
nature of the documents, in my view, the important value of the search for truth which underlies both freedom of expression
and open justice would be promoted to a greater extent by submitting the Confidential Documents under the order sought than
it would by denying the order, and thereby preventing the parties and the court from relying on the documents in the course
of the litigation.

79      In addition, under the terms of the order sought, the only restrictions on these documents relate to their public distribution.
The Confidential Documents would be available to the court and the parties, and public access to the proceedings would not be
impeded. As such, the order represents a fairly minimal intrusion into the open court rule, and thus would not have significant
deleterious effects on this principle.

80      The second core value underlying freedom of speech, namely, the promotion of individual self-fulfilment by allowing
open development of thoughts and ideas, focuses on individual expression, and thus does not closely relate to the open court
principle which involves institutional expression. Although the confidentiality order would restrict individual access to certain
information which may be of interest to that individual, I find that this value would not be significantly affected by the
confidentiality order.

81      The third core value, open participation in the political process, figures prominently in this appeal, as open justice is a
fundamental aspect of a democratic society. This connection was pointed out by Cory J. in Edmonton Journal, supra, at p. 1339:

It can be seen that freedom of expression is of fundamental importance to a democratic society. It is also essential to a
democracy and crucial to the rule of law that the courts are seen to function openly. The press must be free to comment
upon court proceedings to ensure that the courts are, in fact, seen by all to operate openly in the penetrating light of public
scrutiny.

Although there is no doubt as to the importance of open judicial proceedings to a democratic society, there was disagreement
in the courts below as to whether the weight to be assigned to the open court principle should vary depending on the nature
of the proceeding.

82      On this issue, Robertson J.A. was of the view that the nature of the case and the level of media interest were irrelevant
considerations. On the other hand, Evans J.A. held that the motions judge was correct in taking into account that this judicial
review application was one of significant public and media interest. In my view, although the public nature of the case may be
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a factor which strengthens the importance of open justice in a particular case, the level of media interest should not be taken
into account as an independent consideration.

83      Since cases involving public institutions will generally relate more closely to the core value of public participation
in the political process, the public nature of a proceeding should be taken into consideration when assessing the merits of a
confidentiality order. It is important to note that this core value will always be engaged where the open court principle is engaged
owing to the importance of open justice to a democratic society. However, where the political process is also engaged by the
substance of the proceedings, the connection between open proceedings and public participation in the political process will
increase. As such, I agree with Evans J.A. in the court below, where he stated, at para. 87:

While all litigation is important to the parties, and there is a public interest in ensuring the fair and appropriate adjudication
of all litigation that comes before the courts, some cases raise issues that transcend the immediate interests of the parties
and the general public interest in the due administration of justice, and have a much wider public interest significance.

84      This motion relates to an application for judicial review of a decision by the government to fund a nuclear energy
project. Such an application is clearly of a public nature, as it relates to the distribution of public funds in relation to an issue
of demonstrated public interest. Moreover, as pointed out by Evans J.A., openness and public participation are of fundamental
importance under the CEAA. Indeed, by their very nature, environmental matters carry significant public import, and openness
in judicial proceedings involving environmental issues will generally attract a high degree of protection. In this regard, I agree
with Evans J.A. that the public interest is engaged here more than it would be if this were an action between private parties
relating to purely private interests.

85      However, with respect, to the extent that Evans J.A. relied on media interest as an indicium of public interest, this was
an error. In my view, it is important to distinguish public interest from media interest, and I agree with Robertson J.A. that
media exposure cannot be viewed as an impartial measure of public interest. It is the public nature of the proceedings which
increases the need for openness, and this public nature is not necessarily reflected by the media desire to probe the facts of
the case. I reiterate the caution given by Dickson C.J. in Keegstra, supra, at p. 760, where he stated that, while the speech
in question must be examined in light of its relation to the core values," we must guard carefully against judging expression
according to its popularity."

86      Although the public interest in open access to the judicial review application as a whole is substantial, in my view, it is
also important to bear in mind the nature and scope of the information for which the order is sought in assigning weight to the
public interest. With respect, the motions judge erred in failing to consider the narrow scope of the order when he considered
the public interest in disclosure, and consequently attached excessive weight to this factor. In this connection, I respectfully
disagree with the following conclusion of Evans J.A., at para. 97:

Thus, having considered the nature of this litigation, and having assessed the extent of public interest in the openness
of the proceedings in the case before him, the Motions Judge cannot be said in all the circumstances to have given this
factor undue weight, even though confidentiality is claimed for only three documents among the small mountain of paper
filed in this case, and their content is likely to be beyond the comprehension of all but those equipped with the necessary
technical expertise.

Open justice is a fundamentally important principle, particularly when the substance of the proceedings is public in nature.
However, this does not detract from the duty to attach weight to this principle in accordance with the specific limitations on
openness that the confidentiality order would have. As Wilson J. observed in Edmonton Journal, supra, at pp. 1353-1354:

One thing seems clear and that is that one should not balance one value at large and the conflicting value in its context.
To do so could well be to pre-judge the issue by placing more weight on the value developed at large than is appropriate
in the context of the case.

87      In my view, it is important that, although there is significant public interest in these proceedings, open access to the
judicial review application would be only slightly impeded by the order sought. The narrow scope of the order coupled with
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the highly technical nature of the Confidential Documents significantly temper the deleterious effects the confidentiality order
would have on the public interest in open courts.

88      In addressing the effects that the confidentiality order would have on freedom of expression, it should also be borne
in mind that the appellant may not have to raise defences under the CEAA, in which case the Confidential Documents would
be irrelevant to the proceedings, with the result that freedom of expression would be unaffected by the order. However, since
the necessity of the Confidential Documents will not be determined for some time, in the absence of a confidentiality order,
the appellant would be left with the choice of either submitting the documents in breach of its obligations or withholding the
documents in the hopes that either it will not have to present a defence under the CEAA or that it will be able to mount a
successful defence in the absence of these relevant documents. If it chooses the former option, and the defences under the
CEAA are later found not to apply, then the appellant will have suffered the prejudice of having its confidential and sensitive
information released into the public domain with no corresponding benefit to the public. Although this scenario is far from
certain, the possibility of such an occurrence also weighs in favour of granting the order sought.

89      In coming to this conclusion, I note that if the appellant is not required to invoke the relevant defences under the CEAA,
it is also true that the appellant's fair trial right will not be impeded, even if the confidentiality order is not granted. However,
I do not take this into account as a factor which weighs in favour of denying the order because, if the order is granted and
the Confidential Documents are not required, there will be no deleterious effects on either the public interest in freedom of
expression or the appellant's commercial interests or fair trial right. This neutral result is in contrast with the scenario discussed
above where the order is denied and the possibility arises that the appellant's commercial interests will be prejudiced with no
corresponding public benefit. As a result, the fact that the Confidential Documents may not be required is a factor which weighs
in favour of granting the confidentiality order.

90      In summary, the core freedom of expression values of seeking the truth and promoting an open political process are most
closely linked to the principle of open courts, and most affected by an order restricting that openness. However, in the context
of this case, the confidentiality order would only marginally impede, and in some respects would even promote, the pursuit of
these values. As such, the order would not have significant deleterious effects on freedom of expression.

VII. Conclusion

91      In balancing the various rights and interests engaged, I note that the confidentiality order would have substantial salutary
effects on the appellant's right to a fair trial, and freedom of expression. On the other hand, the deleterious effects of the
confidentiality order on the principle of open courts and freedom of expression would be minimal. In addition, if the order is not
granted and in the course of the judicial review application the appellant is not required to mount a defence under the CEAA,
there is a possibility that the appellant will have suffered the harm of having disclosed confidential information in breach of its
obligations with no corresponding benefit to the right of the public to freedom of expression. As a result, I find that the salutary
effects of the order outweigh its deleterious effects, and the order should be granted.

92      Consequently, I would allow the appeal with costs throughout, set aside the judgment of the Federal Court of Appeal,
and grant the confidentiality order on the terms requested by the appellant under R. 151 of the Federal Court Rules, 1998.

Appeal allowed.

Pourvoi accueilli.
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MOTION by receiver for court approval of sale, fees and distribution of net proceeds to priority claims and secured creditor.

D.M. Brown J.:

I. Debtor's request for disclosure of commercially sensitive information on a receiver's motion to approve the sale of
real property

1      PricewaterhouseCoopers Inc., the receiver of all the assets, undertaking and properties of the respondent debtor, 1262354
Ontario Inc., pursuant to an Appointment Order made November 5, 2012, moved for an order approving its execution of an
agreement of purchase and sale dated December 27, 2013, with G-3 Holdings Inc., vesting title in the purchased assets in that
purchaser, approving the fees and disbursements of the Receiver and authorizing the distribution of some of the net proceeds
from the sale to the senior secured creditor, GE Canada Real Estate Financing Business Property Company ("GE").

2      The Receiver's motion was opposed by the Debtor, Keith Munt, the principal of the Debtor, and another of his companies,
800145 Ontario Inc. ("800 Inc."), which holds a subordinate mortgage on the sale property. The Debtor wanted access to the
information filed by the Receiver in the confidential appendices to its report, but the Debtor was not prepared to execute the
form of confidentiality agreement sought by the Receiver.

3      After adjourning the hearing date once at the request of the Debtor, I granted the orders sought by the Receiver. These
are my reasons for so doing.

II. Facts

4      The primary assets of the Debtor were two manufacturing facilities located on close to 13 acres of land at 5230 Harvester
Road, Burlington (the "Property"). Prior to the initiation of the receivership the Property had been listed for sale for $10.9
million. Following its appointment in November, 2012, the Receiver entered into a new listing agreement with Colliers Macaulay
Nicolls (Ontario) Inc. at a listing price of $9.95 million. In January, 2013, the listing price was reduced to $8.2 million.

5      In its Second Report dated March 14, 2013 and Third Report dated February 5, 2014, the Receiver described in detail its
efforts to market and sell the Property. As of the date of the Second Report Colliers had received expressions of interest from 33
parties, conducted 8 site tours and had received 8 executed Non-Disclosure Agreements from parties to which it had provided
a confidential information package. From that 5-month marketing effort the Receiver had received one offer, which it rejected
because it was significantly below the asking price, and one letter of intent, to which it responded by seeking an increased price.

6      Prior to the appointment of the Receiver the Debtor had begun the process to seek permission to sever the Property into two
parcels. Understanding that severing the Property might enhance its realization value, the Receiver continued the services of
the Debtor's planning consultant and in July, 2013, filed a severance application with the City of Burlington. In mid-November,
2013 the City provided the Receiver with its comments and those of affected parties. The City would not support a parking
variance request. Based on discussions with its counsel, the Receiver had concerns about the attractiveness of the Property to a
potential purchaser should it withdraw the parking variance request. Since the Receiver had issued its notice of a bid deadline
in November, it decided to put the severance application on hold and allow the future purchaser to proceed with it as it saw fit.
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7      Returning to the marketing process, following its March, 2013 Second Report the Receiver engaged Cushman & Wakefield
Ltd. to prepare a narrative report form appraisal for the Property. On June 6, 2013, Cushman & Wakefield transmitted its report
stating a value as at March 31, 2013. The Receiver filed that report on a confidential basis. In its Third Report the Receiver noted
that the appraised value was less than the January, 2013 listing price, as a result of which on June 4, 2013 the Receiver authorized
Colliers to reduce the Property's listing price to $6.8 million. That same day the Receiver notified the secured creditors of the
reduction in the listing price and the expressions of interest for the Property it had received up until that point of time.

8      One such letter was sent to Debtor's counsel. Accordingly, as of June 4, 2013, the Debtor and its principal, Munt: (i)
were aware of the history of the listing price for the Property under the receivership; (ii) knew of the marketing history of the
Property, including the Receiver's advice that all offers and expressions of interest received up to that time had been rejected
"because they were all significantly below the Listing Price and Revised Listing Price for the Property"; (iii) knew that the
Receiver had obtained a new appraisal from Cushman which valued the Property at an amount "lower than the Revised Listing
Price, which is consistent with the Offers and the feedback from the potential purchasers that have toured the Property"; and,
(iv) learned that the listing price had been lowered to $6.8 million.

9      On June 18 the Receiver received an offer from an interested party (the "Initial Purchaser") and by June 24 had entered
into an agreement of purchase and sale with that party. The Receiver notified new counsel for Munt and his companies of that
development on July 29, 2013. The Receiver advised that the agreement contemplated a 90-day due diligence period.

10      As the deadline to satisfy the conditions under the agreement approached, the Initial Purchaser informed the Receiver
that it would not be able to waive the conditions prior to the deadline and requested an extension of the due diligence period
until November 5, 2013, as well as the inclusion of an additional condition in its favour that would make the deal conditional
on the negotiation of a lease with a prospective tenant. The Receiver did not agree to extend the deadline. Its reasons for so
doing were fully described in paragraphs 50 and 51 of its Third Report. As a result, that deal came to an end, the fact of which
the Receiver communicated to the secured parties, including Munt's counsel, on September 27, 2013.

11      The Colliers listing agreement expired on September 30; the Receiver elected not to renew it. Instead, it entered into
an exclusive listing agreement with CBRE Limited for three months with the listing price remaining at $6.8 million. CBRE
then conducted the marketing campaign described in paragraph 67 of the Third Report. Between October 7, 2013 and January
21, 2014, CBRE received expressions of interest from 56 parties, conducted 19 site tours and received 12 executed NDAs to
whom it sent information packages.

12      In October CBRE received three offers. The Receiver rejected them either because of their price or the conditions attached
to them.

13      By November, 2013, the Receiver had marketed the Property for one year, during which time GE had advanced
approximately $593,000 of the $600,000 in permitted borrowings under the Appointment Order. The Receiver developed
concerns about how long the receivership could continue without additional funding. By that point of time the Receiver had
begun to accrue its fees to preserve cash.

14      The Receiver decided to instruct CBRE to distribute an email notice to all previous bidders and interested parties
announcing a December 2, 2013 offer submission deadline. Emails went out to about 1,200 persons.

15      In response to the bid deadline notice, four offers were received. The Receiver concluded that none were acceptable.

16      The Receiver then received five additional offers. It engaged in negotiations with those parties in an effort to maximize the
purchase price. On December 13, 2013, the Receiver accepted an offer from G-3 and on December 27 executed an agreement
with G-3, subject to court approval.

17      The Receiver filed, on a confidential basis, charts summarizing the materials terms of the offers received, as well as an
un-redacted copy of the G-3 APA. The G-3 offer was superior in terms of price, "clean" - in the sense of not conditional on
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financing, environmental site assessments, property conditions reports or other investigations — and provided for a reasonably
quick closing date of February 25, 2014.

III. The adjournment request

18      The only personswho opposed the proposed sale to G-3 were the Debtor, its principal, Munt, together with the related
subsequent mortgagee, 800 Inc. When the motion originally came before the Court on February 13, 2014, the Debtor asked
for an adjournment in order to review the Receiver's materials. Although the Receiver had served the Debtor with its motion
materials eight days before the hearing date, the Debtor had changed counsel a few days before the hearing. I adjourned the
hearing until February 18, 2014 and set a timetable for the Debtor to file responding materials, which it did.

19      At the hearing the Debtor, Munt and 800 Inc. opposed the sale approval order on two grounds. First, they argued that they
had been treated unfairly during the sale process because the Receiver would not disclose to them the terms of the G-3 APA,
in particular the sales price. Second, they opposed the sale on the basis that the Receiver had used too low a listing price which
did not reflect the true value of the land and was proposing an improvident sale. Let me deal with each argument in turn.

IV. Receiver's request for approval of the sale: the disclosure issue

A. The dispute over the disclosure of the purchase price

20      The Debtor submitted that without access to information about the price in the G-3 APA, it could not evaluate the
reasonableness of the proposed sale. In order to disclose that information to the Debtor, the Receiver had asked the Debtor to
sign a form of confidentiality agreement (the "Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement"). A dispute thereupon arose between the
Receiver and Debtor about the terms of that proposed agreement.

21      By way of background, on January 8, 2014, the Receiver had advised the secured creditors (other than GE) that it had
entered into the G-3 APA and would seek court approval of the sale during the week of February 10. In that letter the Receiver
wrote:

As you can appreciate, the economic terms of the Agreement, including the purchase price payable, are commercially
sensitive. In order to maintain the integrity of the Sale Process, the Receiver is not in a position to disclose this information
at this time.

22      On January 10, 2014, counsel for the Debtor requested a copy of the G-3 APA. Receiver's counsel replied on January 13
that it would be seeking a court date during the week of February 10 and "as is normally the custom with insolvency proceedings,
we will not be circulating the Agreement in advance".

23      On January 23 Debtor's counsel wrote to the Receiver:

My clients, being both the owner, and secured and unsecured creditors of the owner, and having other interests in the
outcome of the sales transaction, have a right to the production of the subject Agreement, and should be afforded a sufficient
opportunity to review it and understand its terms in advance of any court hearing to approve the transaction contemplated
therein. I once again request a copy of the subject Agreement as soon as possible.

According to the Receiver's Supplemental Report, in response Receiver's counsel explained that the purchase price generally
was not disclosed in an insolvency sales transaction prior to the closing of the sale and that the secured claim of GE exceeded
the purchase price.

24      The Receiver's motion record served on February 5 contained a full copy of the G-3 APA, save that the Receiver had
redacted the references to the purchase price. An affidavit filed on behalf of the Debtor stated that "it has been Mr. Munt's
position that his position on the approval motion is largely contingent upon the terms and conditions of the subject Agreement,
particularly the purchase price".



GE Canada Real Estate Financing Business Property Co...., 2014 ONSC 1173,...
2014 ONSC 1173, 2014 CarswellOnt 2113, [2014] O.J. No. 835, 238 A.C.W.S. (3d) 101

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 5

25      The Debtor and a construction lien claimant, Centimark Ltd., continued to request disclosure of the G-3 APA. On February
11, 2014, Receiver's counsel wrote to them advising that the Receiver was prepared to disclose the purchase price upon the
execution of the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement which confirmed that (i) they would not be bidding on the Property at
any time during the receivership proceedings and (ii) they would maintain the confidentiality of the information provided.

26      Centimark agreed to those terms, signed the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement and received the sales transaction
information. Centimark did not oppose approval of the G-3 sales transaction.

27      On February 12, the day before the initial return of the sales approval motion, counsel for the Receiver and Debtor discussed
the terms of a confidentiality agreement, but were unable to reach an agreement. According to the Receiver's Supplement to
the Third Report, "[Munt's counsel] did not inform the Receiver that Munt was prepared to waive its right to bid on the Real
Property at some future date".

28      At the initial hearing on February 13 the Debtor expanded its disclosure request to include all the confidential appendices
filed by the Receiver - i.e. the June 6, 2013 Cushman & Wakefield appraisal; a chart summarizing the offers/letters of intent
received while Colliers was the listing agent; a chart summarizing the offers/letters of intent received while CBRE had been
the listing agent; and, the un-redacted G-3 APA. Agreement on the terms of disclosure could not be reached between counsel;
the motion was adjourned over the long weekend until February 18.

29      The Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement contained a recital which read:

The undersigned 1262354 Ontario Inc., 800145 Ontario Inc. and Keith Munt have confirmed that it, its affiliates, related
parties, directors and officers (collectively the "Recipient"), have no intention of bidding on the Property, located at 5230
Harvester Road, Burlington, Ontario.

The operative portions of the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement stated:

1. The Recipient shall keep confidential the Confidential Information, and shall not disclose the Confidential Information
in any manner whatsoever including in respect of any motion materials to be filed or submissions to be made in the
receivership proceedings involving 1262354 Ontario Inc. The Recipient shall use the Confidential Information solely to
evaluate the Sale Agreement in connection with the Receiver's motion for an order approving the Sale Agreement and the
transaction contemplated therein, and not directly or indirectly for any other purpose.

2. The Recipient will not, in any manner, directly or indirectly, alone or jointly or in concert with any other person (including
by providing financing to any other person), effect, seek, offer or propose, or in any way assist, advise or encourage any
other person toeffect, seek, offer or propose, whether publicly or otherwise, any acquisition of some or all of the Property,
during the course of the Receivership proceedings involving 1262354 Ontario Inc.

3. The Recipient may disclose the Confidential Information to his legal counsel and financial advisors (the "Advisors")
but only to the extent that the Advisors need to know the Confidential Information for the purposes described in Paragraph
1 hereof, have been informed of the confidential nature of the Confidential Information, are directed by the Recipient to
hold the Confidential Information in the strictest confidence, and agree to act in accordance with the terms and conditions
of this Agreement. The Recipient shall cause the Advisors to observe the terms of this Agreement and is responsible for
any breach by the Advisors of any of the provisions of this Agreement.

4. The obligations set out in this Agreement shall expire on the earlier of: (a) an order of the Ontario Superior Court
(Commercial List) (the "Court") unsealing the copy of the Sale Agreement filed with the Court; and (b) the closing of a
transaction of purchase and sale by the Receiver in respect of the Property.

30      Following the adjourned initial hearing of February 13, Debtor's counsel informed the Receiver that his client would
sign the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement if (i) paragraph 3 was removed and (ii) the last sentence of paragraph 1 was
revised to read as follows:
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The Recipient shall use the Confidential Information solely in connection with the Receiver's motion for an order approving
the Sale Agreement and other relief, and not directly or indirectly for any other purpose.

31      By the time of the February 18 hearing the Debtor had not signed the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement.

B. Analysis

32      In Sierra Club of Canada v. Canada (Minister of Finance) 1  the Supreme Court of Canada sanctioned the making of a
sealing order in respect of materials filed with a court when (i) the order was necessary to prevent a serious risk to an important
interest, including a commercial interest, because reasonably alternative measures would not prevent the risk and (ii) the salutary

effects of the order outweighed its deleterious effects. 2  As applied in the insolvency context that principle has led this Court
to adopt a standard practice of sealing those portions of a report from a court-appointed officer - receiver, monitor or trustee -
filed in support of a motion to approve a sale of assets which disclose the valuations of the assets under sale, the details of the
bids received by the court-appointed officer and the purchase price contained in the offer for which court approval is sought.

33      The purpose of granting such a sealing order is to protect the integrity and fairness of the sales process by ensuring that
competitors or potential bidders do not obtain an unfair advantage by obtaining sensitive commercial information about the

asset up for sale while others have to rely on their own resources to place a value on the asset when preparing their bids. 3

34      To achieve that purpose a sealing order typically remains in place until the closing of the proposed sales transaction.
If the transaction closes, then the need for confidentiality disappears and the sealed materials can become part of the public
court file. If the transaction proposed by the receiver does not close for some reason, then the materials remain sealed so that
the confidential information about the asset under sale does not become available to potential bidders in the next round of
bidding, thereby preventing them from gaining an unfair advantage in their subsequent bids. The integrity of the sales process
necessitates keeping all bids confidential until a final sale of the assets has taken place.

35      From that it follows that if an interested party requests disclosure from a receiver of the sensitive commercial information
about the sales transaction, the party must agree to refrain from participating in the bidding process. Otherwise, the party would
gain an unfair advantage over those bidders who lacked access to such information.

36      Applying those principles to the present case, I concluded that the Receiver had acted in a reasonable fashion in requesting
the Debtor to sign the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement before disclosing information about the transaction price and other
bids received. The provisions of the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement were tailored to address the concerns surrounding
the disclosure of sensitive commercial information in the context of an insolvency asset sale:

(i) Paragraph 1 of the agreement specified that the disclosed confidential information could be used "solely to evaluate the
Sale Agreement in connection with the Receiver's motion for an order approving the Sale Agreement". In other words,
the disclosure would be made solely to enable the Debtor to assess whether the proposed sales transaction had met the

criteria set out in Royal Bank v. Soundair Corp., 4  specifically that (i) the Receiver had obtained the offers through a
process characterized by fairness, efficiency and integrity, (ii) the Receiver had made a sufficient effort to get the best
price and had not acted improvidently, and (iii) the Receiver had taken into account the interests of all parties. The Debtor
was not prepared to agree to that language in the agreement and, instead, proposed more general language. The Debtor
did not offer any evidence as to why it was not prepared to accept the tailored language of paragraph 1 of the Receiver's
Confidentiality Agreement;

(ii) The recital and paragraphs 2 and 4 of the agreement would prevent the Debtor, its principal and related company, from
bidding on the Property during the course of the receivership — a proper request. The Debtor was prepared to agree to
that term;
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(iii) However, the Debtor was not prepared to agree with paragraph 3 of the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement which
limited disclosure of the confidential information to the Debtor's financial advisors only for the purpose of evaluating the
Receiver's proposed sale transaction. Again, the Debtor did not file any evidence explaining its refusal to agree to this
reasonable provision. Although Munt filed an affidavit sworn on February 14, he did not deal with the issue of the form
of the confidentiality agreement.

37      In sum, I concluded that the form of confidentiality agreement sought by Receiver from the Debtor as a condition of
disclosing the commercially sensitive sales transaction information was reasonable in scope and tailored to the objective of
maintaining the integrity of the sales process. I regarded the Debtor's refusal to sign the Receiver's Confidentiality Agreement
as unreasonable in the circumstances and therefore I was prepared to proceed to hear and dispose of the sales approval motion
in the absence of disclosure of the confidential information to the Debtor.

V. Receiver's request for approval of the sale: The Soundair analysis

38      The Receiver filed detailed evidence describing the lengthy marketing process it had undertaken with the assistance of
two listing agents, the offers received, and the bid-deadline process it ultimately adopted which resulted in the proposed G-3
APA. I was satisfied that the process had exposed the Property to the market in a reasonable fashion and for a reasonable period
of time. In order to provide an updated benchmark against which to assess received bids the Receiver had obtained the June,
2013 valuation of the Property from Cushman & Wakefield.

39      The offer received from the Initial Purchaser had contained the highest purchase price of all offers received and that price
closely approximated the "as is value" estimated by Cushman & Wakefield. That offer did not proceed. The purchase price in
the G-3 APA was the second highest received, although it was below the appraised value. However, it was far superior to any
of the other 11 offers received through CBRE in the last quarter of 2013. From that circumstance I concluded that the appraised
value of the Property did not accurately reflect prevailing market conditions and had over-stated the fair market value of the
Property on an "as is" basis. That said, the purchase price in the G-3 APA significantly exceeded the appraised land value and
the liquidation value estimated by Cushman & Wakefield.

40      Nevertheless, Munt gave evidence of several reasons why he viewed the Receiver's marketing efforts as inadequate:

(i) Munt deposed that had the Receiver proceeded with the severance application, it could have marketed the Property
as one or two separate parcels. As noted above, the Receiver explained why it had concluded that proceeding with the
severance application would not likely enhance the realization value, and that business judgment of the Receiver was
entitled to deference;

(ii) Munt pointed to appraisals of various sorts obtained in the period 2000 through to January, 2011 in support of his
assertion that the ultimate listing price for the Property was too low. As mentioned, the June, 2013 appraisal obtained by
the Receiver justified the reduction in the listing price and, in any event, the bids received from the market signaled that
the valuation had over-estimated the value of the Property;

(iii) Finally, Munt complained that the MLS listing for the Property was too narrowly limited to the Toronto Real Estate
Board, whereas the Property should have been listed on all boards from Windsor to Peterborough. I accepted the explanation
of the Receiver that it had marketed the Property drawing on the advice of two real estate professionals as listing agents
and was confident that the marketing process had resulted in the adequate exposure of the Property.

41      Consequently, I concluded that the Receiver's marketing of the Property and the proposed sales transaction with G-3 had
satisfied the Soundair criteria. I approved the sale agreement and granted the requested vesting order.

VI. Request to approve Receiver's activities and fees

42      As part of its motion the Receiver sought approval of its fees and disbursements, together with those of its counsel, for
the period up to January 31, 2014, as well as authorization to make distributions from the net sale proceeds for Priority Claims
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and an initial distribution to the senior secured, GE. The Debtor sought an adjournment of this part of the motion until after any
sale had closed and the confidential information had been unsealed. I denied that request.

43      As Marrocco J., as he then was, stated in Bank of Montreal v. Dedicated National Pharmacies Inc., 5  motions for the
approval of a receiver's actions and fees, as well as the fees of its counsel, should occur at a time that makes sense, having
regard to the commercial realities of the receivership. For several reasons I concluded that it was appropriate to consider the
Receiver's approval request at the present time.

44      First, one had to take into account the economic reality of this receivership - i.e. thatgiven the cash-flow challenges of
this receivership, the Receiver had held off seeking approval of its fees and disbursements for a considerable period of time
during which it had been accruing its fees.

45      Second, the Receiver filed detailed information concerning the fees it and its legal counsel had incurred from
September, 2012 until January 31, 2014, including itemized invoices and supporting dockets. The Receiver had incurred fees
and disbursements amounting to $356,301.40, and its counsel had incurred fees approximating $188,000.00. That information
was available for the Debtor to review prior to the hearing of the motion.

46      Third, with the approval of the G-3 sale, little work remained to be done in this receivership. By its terms the G-3 APA
contemplated a closing date prior to February 27, 2014, and the main condition of closing in favour of the purchaser was the
securing of the approval and vesting order.

47      Fourth, the Receiver reported that GE's priority secured claim exceeded the purchase price. Accordingly, GE had the
primary economic interest in the receivership; it had consented to the Receiver's fees. Also, the next secured in line, Centimark,
had not opposed the Receiver's motion.

48      Which leads me to the final point. Like any other civil proceeding, receiverships before a court are subject to the principle
of procedural proportionality. That principle requires taking account of the appropriateness of the procedure as a whole, as
well as its individual component parts, their cost, timeliness and impact on the litigationgiven the nature and complexity of the

litigation. 6  In this receivership the Receiver had served this motion over a week in advance of the hearing date and the Debtor
had secured an adjournment over a long weekend; the Debtor had adequate time to review, consider and respond to the motion.
I considered it unreasonable that the Debtor was not prepared to engage in a review of the Receiver's accounts in advance of
the second hearing date, while at the same time the Debtor took advantage of the adjournment to file evidence in response to
the sales approval part of the motion.

49      Debtor's counsel submitted that an adjournment of the fees request was required so that the Debtor could assess the
reasonableness of the fees in light of the purchase price. Yet, it was the Debtor's unreasonable refusal to sign the Receiver's
Confidentiality Agreement which caused its inability to access the purchase price at this point of time, and such unreasonable
behavior should not be rewarded by granting an adjournment of the fees portion of the motion.

50      Further, to adjourn the fees portion of the motion to a later date would increase the litigation costs of this receivership.
From the report of the Receiver the Debtor's economic position was "out of the money", so to speak, with the senior secured set
to suffer a shortfall. It appeared to me that the Debtor's request to adjourn the fees part of the motion would result in additional
costs without any evident benefit. I asked Debtor's counsel whether his client would be prepared to post security for costs as
a term of any further adjournment; counsel did not have instructions on the point. In my view, courts should scrutinize with
great care requests for adjournments that will increase the litigation costs of areceivership proceeding made by a party whose
economic interests are "out of the money", especially where the party is not prepared to post security for the incremental costs
it might cause.

51      For those reasons, I refused the Debtor's second adjournment request.

http://nextcanada.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&pubNum=6407&serNum=2024434442&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&contextData=(sc.Default)


GE Canada Real Estate Financing Business Property Co...., 2014 ONSC 1173,...
2014 ONSC 1173, 2014 CarswellOnt 2113, [2014] O.J. No. 835, 238 A.C.W.S. (3d) 101

 Copyright © Thomson Reuters Canada Limited or its licensors (excluding individual court documents). All rights reserved. 9

52      Having reviewed the detailed dockets and invoices filed by the Receiver and its counsel, as well as the narrative in the
Third Report and its supplement, I was satisfied that its activities were reasonable in the circumstances, as were its fees and
those of its counsel. I therefore approved them.

VII. Partial distribution

53      Given that upon the closing of the sale to G-3 the Receiver will have completed most of its work, I considered reasonable
its request for authorization to make an interim distribution of funds upon the closing. In its Third Report the Receiver described
certain Priority Claims which it had concluded ranked ahead of GE's secured claim, including the amounts secured by the
Receiver's Charge, the Receiver's Borrowing Charge and an H.S.T. claim. As well, it reported that it had received an opinion
from its counsel about the validity, perfection and priority of the GE security, and it had concluded that GE was the only secured
creditor with an economic interest in the receivership. In light of those circumstances, I accepted the Receiver's request that, in
order to maximize efficiency and to avoid the need for an additional motion to seek approval for a distribution, authorization
should be given at this point in time to the Receiver to pay out of the sale proceeds the priority claims and a distribution to GE,
subject to the Receiver maintaining sufficient reserves to complete the administration of the receivership.

VIII. Summary

54      For these reasons I granted the Receiver's motion, including its request to seal the Confidential Appendices until the
closing of the sales transaction.

Motion granted.
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