
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
DISTRICT OF MAINE 

 

 

In re: 

 

MONTREAL MAINE & ATLANTIC 

RAILWAY, LTD. 

 

Debtor. 

 

 

 

Bk. No. 13-10670 

Chapter 11 

 

 

CHAPTER 11 TRUSTEE’S FIFTH REPORT  

ON CCAA PROCEEDINGS 

 

 Robert J. Keach, the chapter 11 trustee in the above-captioned case of Montreal Maine & 

Atlantic Railway, Ltd., files this report, pursuant to the Cross-Border Insolvency Protocol 

adopted by this Court, regarding certain filings in the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act 

case (the “Canadian Case”) of Montreal Maine & Atlantic Canada Co., which currently pending 

in the Superior Court of Canada, District of Saint-François (the “Superior Court”).  On February 

17, 2014, the Superior Court issued a Judgment granting a request for a joint status conference, 

which conference will be held on February 26, 2014 at 10:00 a.m.  A true and correct copy of the 

Judgment is attached hereto as Exhibit A.  An informal translation of the Judgment from French 

to English, prepared by the Trustee’s Canadian co-counsel, is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

Dated:  February 21, 2014 ROBERT J. KEACH, 

 CHAPTER 11 TRUSTEE OF MONTREAL  

MAINE & ATLANTIC RAILWAY, LTD.  

 

By his attorneys: 

 

/s/ Michael A. Fagone    

Michael A. Fagone, Esq. 

BERNSTEIN, SHUR, SAWYER & NELSON, P.A. 

100 Middle Street, P.O. Box 9729 

Portland, ME 04104 

Telephone: (207) 774-1200 

E-mail: mfagone@bernsteinshur.com 
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
DISTRICT OF MAINE 

 

 

In re: 

 

MONTREAL MAINE & ATLANTIC 

RAILWAY, LTD. 

 

Debtor. 

 

 

 

Bk. No. 13-10670 

Chapter 11 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Kara Mercier, being over the age of eighteen and an employee of Bernstein, Shur, 

Sawyer & Nelson, P.A. in Portland, Maine, hereby certify that, on February 21, 2014, I filed 

the Chapter 11 Trustee’s Fifth Report on CCAA Proceedings, along with Exhibits A and B via 

the Court’s CM/ECF electronic filing system. Parties who were served via CM/ECF are listed 

on the attached Service List.  

 

Dated:  February 21, 2014      /s/ Kara Mercier   

Kara Mercier  

 Legal Assistant 
 
 
 
BERNSTEIN, SHUR, SAWYER & NELSON 

100 Middle Street 

P.O. Box 9729 

Portland, ME 04104-

5029 (207) 774-1200 
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SERVICE LIST 

Via CM/ECF: 

D. Sam Anderson, Esq. on behalf of Attorney Bernstein, Shur, Sawyer & Nelson  

sanderson@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com  

 

D. Sam Anderson, Esq. on behalf of Trustee Robert J. Keach  

sanderson@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Aaron P. Burns on behalf of Interested Party New England Independent Transmission Company, 

LLC  

aburns@pearcedow.com, rpearce@pearcedow.com,lsmith@pearcedow.com  

 

Richard Paul Campbell on behalf of Creditor Progress Rail Services Corporation  

rpcampbell@campbell-trial-lawyers.com, mmichitson@campbell-trial-lawyers.com  

 

Roger A. Clement, Jr., Esq. on behalf of Attorney Verrill Dana LLP  

rclement@verrilldana.com, nhull@verrilldana.com;bankr@verrilldana.com  

 

Roger A. Clement, Jr., Esq. on behalf of Debtor Montreal Maine & Atlantic Railway Ltd.  

rclement@verrilldana.com, nhull@verrilldana.com;bankr@verrilldana.com  

 

Roger A. Clement, Jr., Esq. on behalf of Trustee Robert J. Keach  

rclement@verrilldana.com, nhull@verrilldana.com;bankr@verrilldana.com  

 

Daniel C. Cohn, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Estates of Marie Alliance, et al  

dcohn@murthalaw.com, njoyce@murthalaw.com  

 

Maire Bridin Corcoran Ragozzine, Esq. on behalf of Defendant Robert J. Keach, in his capacity 

as Chapter 11 Trustee of Maine Montreal and Atlantic Railway, Ltd.  

mcorcoran@bernsteinshur.com, 

sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;acummings@bernsteinshur.com;kfo

x@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Maire Bridin Corcoran Ragozzine, Esq. on behalf of Trustee Robert J. Keach  

mcorcoran@bernsteinshur.com, 

sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;acummings@bernsteinshur.com;kfo

x@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com  
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Keith J. Cunningham, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Eastern Maine Railway Company  

kcunningham@pierceatwood.com, mpottle@pierceatwood.com;rkelley@pierceatwood.com  

 

Keith J. Cunningham, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Maine Northern Railway Company  

kcunningham@pierceatwood.com, mpottle@pierceatwood.com;rkelley@pierceatwood.com  

 

Keith J. Cunningham, Esq. on behalf of Creditor New Brunswick Southern Railway Company  

kcunningham@pierceatwood.com, mpottle@pierceatwood.com;rkelley@pierceatwood.com  

 

Debra A. Dandeneau on behalf of Creditor CIT Group, Inc.  

, arvin.maskin@weil.com  

 

Joshua R. Dow, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Canadian Pacific Railway  

jdow@pearcedow.com, rpearce@pearcedow.com;lsmith@pearcedow.com  

 

Joshua R. Dow, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Canadian Pacific Railway Co.  

jdow@pearcedow.com, rpearce@pearcedow.com;lsmith@pearcedow.com  

 

Michael A. Fagone, Esq. on behalf of Attorney Bernstein, Shur, Sawyer & Nelson  

mfagone@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kq

uirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Michael A. Fagone, Esq. on behalf of Debtor Montreal Maine & Atlantic Railway Ltd.  

mfagone@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kq

uirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Michael A. Fagone, Esq. on behalf of Defendant Robert J. Keach, in his capacity as Chapter 11 

Trustee of Maine Montreal and Atlantic Railway, Ltd.  

mfagone@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kq

uirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Michael A. Fagone, Esq. on behalf of Plaintiff Robert J. Keach  

mfagone@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kq

uirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Case 13-10670    Doc 675-3    Filed 02/21/14    Entered 02/21/14 13:37:40    Desc
 Certificate of Service     Page 3 of 10

mailto:kcunningham@pierceatwood.com
mailto:mpottle@pierceatwood.com;rkelley@pierceatwood.com
mailto:kcunningham@pierceatwood.com
mailto:mpottle@pierceatwood.com;rkelley@pierceatwood.com
mailto:kcunningham@pierceatwood.com
mailto:mpottle@pierceatwood.com;rkelley@pierceatwood.com
mailto:arvin.maskin@weil.com
mailto:jdow@pearcedow.com
mailto:rpearce@pearcedow.com;lsmith@pearcedow.com
mailto:jdow@pearcedow.com
mailto:rpearce@pearcedow.com;lsmith@pearcedow.com
mailto:mfagone@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:mfagone@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:mfagone@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:mfagone@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com
mailto:acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com


Michael A. Fagone, Esq. on behalf of Trustee Robert J. Keach  

mfagone@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;sspizuoco@bernsteinshur.com;kq

uirk@bernsteinshur.com;kfox@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Daniel R. Felkel, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Dakota Plains Transloading, LLC, Dakota Petroleum 

Transport Solutions LLC, Dakota Plains Marketing LLC  

dfelkel@troubhheisler.com  

 

Jeremy R. Fischer on behalf of Interested Party Indian Harbor Insurance Company  

jfischer@dwmlaw.com, aprince@dwmlaw.com  

 

Jeremy R. Fischer on behalf of Interested Party Railroad Acquisition Holdings LLC  

jfischer@dwmlaw.com, aprince@dwmlaw.com  

 

Jeremy R. Fischer on behalf of Interested Party XL Insurance Company, Ltd.  

jfischer@dwmlaw.com, aprince@dwmlaw.com  

 

Isaiah A. Fishman on behalf of Creditor C. K. Industries, Inc.  

ifishman@krasnowsaunders.com, 

ryant@krasnowsaunders.com;cvalente@krasnowsaunders.com  

 

Peter J. Flowers on behalf of Creditor Estates of Stephanie Bolduc  

pjf@meyers-flowers.com  

 

Christopher Fong, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Informal Committee of Quebec Claimants  

christopherfong@paulhastings.com  

 

Christopher Fong, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Official Committee of Victims  

christopherfong@paulhastings.com  

 

Taruna Garg, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Estates of Marie Alliance, et al  

tgarg@murthalaw.com, cball@murthalaw.com;kpatten@murthalaw.com  

 

Jay S. Geller on behalf of Creditor Western Petroleum Corporation  

jgeller@maine.rr.com  

 

Craig Goldblatt on behalf of Interested Party XL Insurance Company, Ltd.  

craig.goldblatt@wilmerhale.com  
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Frank J. Guadagnino on behalf of Creditor Maine Department of Transportation  

fguadagnino@clarkhillthorpreed.com  

 

Michael F. Hahn, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Bangor Savings Bank  

mhahn@eatonpeabody.com, 

clavertu@eatonpeabody.com;dcroizier@eatonpeabody.com;jmiller@eatonpeabody.com;dgerry

@eatonpeabody.com  

 

Andrew Helman, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Company  

ahelman@mcm-law.com, bankruptcy@mcm-law.com  

 

Andrew Helman, Esq. on behalf of Plaintiff Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Company  

ahelman@mcm-law.com, bankruptcy@mcm-law.com  

 

Paul Joseph Hemming on behalf of Creditor Canadian Pacific Railway Co.  

phemming@briggs.com, pkringen@briggs.com  

 

Seth S. Holbrook on behalf of Creditor Atlantic Specialty Insurance Company  

holbrook_murphy@msn.com  

 

Nathaniel R. Hull, Esq. on behalf of Debtor Montreal Maine & Atlantic Railway Ltd.  

nhull@verrilldana.com, bankr@verrilldana.com  

 

David C. Johnson on behalf of Creditor Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Company  

bankruptcy@mcm-law.com, djohnson@mcm-law.com  

 

David C. Johnson on behalf of Plaintiff Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Company  

bankruptcy@mcm-law.com, djohnson@mcm-law.com  

 

Jordan M. Kaplan, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and 

Trainmen  

jkaplan@zwerdling.com, mwolly@zwerdling.com  

 

Robert J. Keach, Esq. on behalf of Trustee Robert J. Keach  

rkeach@bernsteinshur.com, 

acummings@bernsteinshur.com;astewart@bernsteinshur.com;kquirk@bernsteinshur.com  

 

Curtis E. Kimball, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Center Beam Flat Car Company, Inc.  

ckimball@rudman-winchell.com, jphair@rudman-winchell.com;cderrah@rudmanwinchell.com  
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Curtis E. Kimball, Esq. on behalf of Creditor First Union Rail  

ckimball@rudman-winchell.com, jphair@rudman-winchell.com;cderrah@rudmanwinchell.com  

 

Curtis E. Kimball, Esq. on behalf of Creditor J. M. Huber Corporation  

ckimball@rudman-winchell.com, jphair@rudman-winchell.com;cderrah@rudmanwinchell.com  

 

Thomas Addison Knowlton, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Maine Revenue Services  

Thomas.a.knowlton@maine.gov  

 

Andrew J. Kull, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Estate of Jefferson Troester  

akull@mittelasen.com, ktrogner@mittelasen.com  

 

George W. Kurr, Jr. on behalf of Creditor Estates of David Lacroix Beaudoin  

gwkurr@grossminsky.com, tmseymour@grossminsky.com  

 

George W. Kurr, Jr. on behalf of Creditor Estates of Marie Alliance, et al  

gwkurr@grossminsky.com, tmseymour@grossminsky.com  

 

George W. Kurr, Jr. on behalf of Creditor Estates of Stephanie Bolduc  

gwkurr@grossminsky.com, tmseymour@grossminsky.com  

 

George W. Kurr, Jr. on behalf of Creditor Real Custeau Claimants et al  

gwkurr@grossminsky.com, tmseymour@grossminsky.com  

 

Alan R. Lepene, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Eastern Maine Railway Company  

Alan.Lepene@ThompsonHine.com, Cathy.Heldt@ThompsonHine.com  

 

Alan R. Lepene, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Maine Northern Railway Company  

Alan.Lepene@ThompsonHine.com, Cathy.Heldt@ThompsonHine.com  

 

Alan R. Lepene, Esq. on behalf of Creditor New Brunswick Southern Railway Company  

Alan.Lepene@ThompsonHine.com, Cathy.Heldt@ThompsonHine.com  

 

Alan R. Lepene, Esq. on behalf of Interested Party Irving Paper Limited  

Alan.Lepene@ThompsonHine.com, Cathy.Heldt@ThompsonHine.com  

 

Alan R. Lepene, Esq. on behalf of Interested Party Irving Pulp & Paper, Limited  

Alan.Lepene@ThompsonHine.com, Cathy.Heldt@ThompsonHine.com  
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Alan R. Lepene, Esq. on behalf of Interested Party J.D. Irving, Limited  

Alan.Lepene@ThompsonHine.com, Cathy.Heldt@ThompsonHine.com  

 

Edward MacColl, Esq. on behalf of Creditor CIT Group, Inc.  

emaccoll@thomport.com, 

bbowman@thomport.com;jhuot@thomport.com;eakers@thomport.com  

 

Benjamin E. Marcus, Esq. on behalf of Interested Party Railroad Acquisition Holdings LLC  

bmarcus@dwmlaw.com, hwhite@dwmlaw.com;dsoucy@dwmlaw.com  

 

Benjamin E. Marcus, Esq. on behalf of Interested Party XL Insurance Company, Ltd.  

bmarcus@dwmlaw.com, hwhite@dwmlaw.com;dsoucy@dwmlaw.com  

 

George J. Marcus, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Company  

bankruptcy@mcm-law.com  

 

George J. Marcus, Esq. on behalf of Plaintiff Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Company  

bankruptcy@mcm-law.com  

 

Patrick C. Maxcy, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Rail World, Inc.  

patrick.maxcy@dentons.com  

 

Patrick C. Maxcy, Esq. on behalf of Defendant LMS Acquisition Corp.  

patrick.maxcy@dentons.com  

 

Patrick C. Maxcy, Esq. on behalf of Defendant Montreal Maine & Atlantic Corporation  

patrick.maxcy@dentons.com  

 

Patrick C. Maxcy, Esq. on behalf of Other Prof. Edward A. Burkhardt, Robert Grindrod, Gaynor 

Ryan, Joseph McGonigle, Donald M. Gardner, Jr., Cathy Aldana, Rail World, Inc, Rail World 

Holdings, LLC, Rail World Locomotive Leasing, LLC and Earlston As  

patrick.maxcy@dentons.com  

 

John R McDonald, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Canadian Pacific Railway Co.  

jmcdonald@briggs.com, mjacobson@briggs.com  

 

Kelly McDonald, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Camden National Bank  

kmcdonald@mpmlaw.com, kwillette@mpmlaw.com  
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Kelly McDonald, Esq. on behalf of Creditor GNP Maine Holdings, LLC  

kmcdonald@mpmlaw.com, kwillette@mpmlaw.com  

 

James F. Molleur, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and 

Trainmen  

jim@molleurlaw.com, 

all@molleurlaw.com;tanya@molleurlaw.com;jen@molleurlaw.com;barry@molleurlaw.com;kati

@molleurlaw.com;martine@molleurlaw.com;Jessica@molleurlaw.com  

 

Ronald Stephen Louis Molteni, Esq. on behalf of Interested Party Surface Transportation Board  

moltenir@stb.dot.gov  

 

Victoria Morales on behalf of Creditor Maine Department of Transportation  

Victoria.Morales@maine.gov, 

rhotaling@clarkhillthorpreed.com,Toni.Kemmerle@maine.gov,ehocky@clarkhill.com,Nathan.

Moulton@maine.gov,Robert.Elder@maine.gov  

 

Dennis L. Morgan on behalf of Creditor Fred's Plumbing & Heating, Inc.  

dmorgan@coopercargillchant.com, hplourde@coopercargillchant.com  

 

Stephen G. Morrell, Esq. on behalf of U.S. Trustee Office of U.S. Trustee  

stephen.g.morrell@usdoj.gov  

 

Kameron W. Murphy, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Midwest Railcar Corporation  

kmurphy@tuethkeeney.com, gcasey@tuethkeeney.com  

 

Office of U.S. Trustee  

ustpregion01.po.ecf@usdoj.gov  

 

Richard P. Olson, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Informal Committee of Quebec Claimants  

rolson@perkinsolson.com, jmoran@perkinsolson.com;lkubiak@perkinsolson.com  

 

Jeffrey T. Piampiano, Esq. on behalf of Interested Party XL Insurance Company, Ltd.  

jpiampiano@dwmlaw.com, aprince@dwmlaw.com;hwhite@dwmlaw.com  

 

Jennifer H. Pincus, Esq. on behalf of U.S. Trustee Office of U.S. Trustee  

Jennifer.H.Pincus@usdoj.gov  

 

William C. Price on behalf of Creditor Maine Department of Transportation  

wprice@clarkhill.com, rhotaling@clarkhillthorpreed.com  
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Joshua Aaron Randlett on behalf of Interested Party Travelers Property Casualty Company of 

America  

jrandlett@rwlb.com, kmorris@rwlb.com  

 

Elizabeth L. Slaby on behalf of Creditor Maine Department of Transportation  

bslaby@clarkhillthorpreed.com  

 

F. Bruce Sleeper, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Guy Ouellet  

bankruptcy@jbgh.com  

 

F. Bruce Sleeper, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Louis-Serges Parent  

bankruptcy@jbgh.com  

 

F. Bruce Sleeper, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Serge Jacques  

bankruptcy@jbgh.com  

 

F. Bruce Sleeper, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Yannick Gagne  

bankruptcy@jbgh.com  

 

John Thomas Stemplewicz on behalf of Creditor United States of America  

john.stemplewicz@usdoj.gov  

 

Deborah L. Thorne, Esq. on behalf of Creditor GATX Corporation  

deborah.thorne@btlaw.com  

 

Timothy R. Thornton on behalf of Creditor Canadian Pacific Railway Co.  

pvolk@briggs.com  

 

Mitchell A. Toups on behalf of Interested Party Wrongful Death, Personal Injury, Business, 

Property and Environmental Clients as of September 1, 2013  

matoups@wgttlaw.com, jgordon@wgttlaw.com  

 

Jason C. Webster, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Estates of David Lacroix Beaudoin  

jwebster@thewebsterlawfirm.com, 

dgarcia@thewebsterlawfirm.com;hvicknair@thewebsterlawfirm.com  

 

William H. Welte, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Atlantic Specialty Insurance Company  

wwelte@weltelaw.com  
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Elizabeth J. Wyman, Esq. on behalf of Creditor Maine Department of Transportation  

liz.wyman@maine.gov, eve.fitzgerald@maine.gov  
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SUPERIOR COURT 
Commercial Division 


 
 
CANADA 
PROVINCE OF QUEBEC 
DISTRICT OF SAINT-FRANÇOIS 
 
NO.:  450-11-000167-134 
 
DATE: February 17, 2014 
 


 
IN THE PRESENCE OF:  The Honourable Gaétan Dumas, S.C.J. 
 


 
In the Matter of the Plan of Arrangement of: 
 
MONTRÉAL, MAINE & ATLANTIQUE CANADA CIE (MONTREAL, MAINE & 
ATLANTIC CANADA CO.) (M.M.A.) 
 


Petitioner 
 


-AND- 
 
RICHTER ADVISORY GROUP INC. 
 


Monitor 
 


 
JUDGMENT 


 


 
1. The Court is seized with a motion to hold a “joint status conference before US 


and Canadian Court”.  This request was made to the Court on February 11.  The 
suggested date for the conference is February 26. 


 
2. The undersigned, believing that there is urgency and risk if no action is taken, 


decided to address the following letter to the attorneys of the Debtor (MMA): 
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[LETTER OMITTED] 
 
3. Even though the decision regarding the management of the file could have been 


rendered without detailed reasons, the Court believes that the reasons for which 
this request has been granted must be known to all since in the opinion of the 
Court, there is risk of the failure of the proceedings initiated pursuant to the 
Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act (CCAA). 


 
4. A review of the file is necessary. 
 
5. The facts giving rise to the filing of a motion pursuant to the CCAA flow from a 


train derailment that occurred on July 6, 2013 in the Town of Mégantic. 
 
6. According to MMA’s own pleadings in its motion, the railway accident destroyed 


the downtown of the Town of Mégantic and caused the death of 47 people.  MMA 
admits its responsibility for this tragic accident. 


 
7. MMA’s motion was filed on August 6, 2013. 
 
8. On August 8th, the Honourable Martin Castonguay, J.C.S. rendered an Initial 


Order and named Richter Advisory Group Inc. as Monitor. 
 
9. On September 3, 2013, MMA filed a motion seeking an extension to the stay of 


proceedings and the approval of a Cross Border Protocol. 
 
10. On September 4, 2013, the undersigned extended the stay of proceedings to 


October 9, 2013 and approved the Cross Border Protocol. 
 
11. On December 13, 2013, the Petitioner filed a motion seeking an order approving 


a claims solicitation process and the establishment of a claims bar date. 
 
12. The claims process motion has been postponed on several occasions.  It is now 


presentable on February 26, 2014 but will be postponed given the present 
Judgment. 


 
13. On December 13, 2013, the Petitioner and the Monitor filed a joint motion 


seeking to increase the administrative charge.  The undersigned approved this 
increase on December 19, 2013. 
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14. It is to be noted that on each occasion that the administrative charge has been 
increased, it was done with the consent of all of the parties, and principally the 
consent of the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Quebec 
government. 


 
15. The FRA declares that it holds security over the assets of the Petitioner for a 


debt in excess of $30,000,000.00. 
 
16. With respect to the Quebec government, it declares that it must be considered as 


a priority creditor for the cost of the environmental cleanup resulting from the 
train derailment. 


 
17. At each time that an increase in the charges has been requested by the 


Petitioner, the Court has certainly taken into consideration the consent given by 
FRA and the Quebec government given that the chances of realizing an amount 
in excess of the secured claims is very low. 


 
18. In fact, the file is technically financed by the secured creditors who will receive a 


lesser amount given that they have paid for the steps taken so far. 
 
19. On the other hand, given the consent provided, it appears evident that these 


creditors have determined that the proceedings under the CCAA are in their 
interest because, among other reasons, they permit the realization of the assets 
“as a going concern”. 


 
20. The attorneys representing the secured creditors have advised the Court and all 


of the parties that this “financial cooperation” will end once the sale of the assets 
will have been concluded. 


 
21. Moreover, it is difficult order a charge on assets that no longer belong to the 


Debtor. 
 
22. On December 16, 2013, the Petitioner filed a motion seeking an order approving 


(a) bid procedures for the sale of assets of the Debtor; (b) form of bid; (c) break 
fee and reimbursement of expenses; (d) holding of an auction; (d) proceedings to 
assign certain contracts and (f) a form of Notice of Sale.  This motion was 
granted by the undersigned on December 19, 2013. 


 
23. On January 23, 2014, the undersigned granted a motion approving the 


assignment of contracts and authorized the sale of the assets of the Petitioner. 
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24. It must be recalled that the Petitioner operates a local railway for the transport of 


goods in the Province of Quebec.  It is a wholly owned subsidiary of Montreal 
Maine & Atlantic Railway (“MMAR”) that operates a local railway company in the 
States of Vermont and Maine. 
 


25. MMA and MMAR operate a railway network of approximately 500 miles and 
service clients in Canada and the United States. 
 


26. The CCAA proceedings had the objective to maintain, to the extent possible, the 
operation of the railway in order to service the many municipalities and the 
numerous clients situated along the railway.  The proceedings also sought to put 
in place a sale process in order to sell the assets of MMA and MMAR as a going 
concern.  Railroad Acquisition Holdings (“RAH”) was the winning bidder for the 
quasi-totality of the assets of the companies which sale the court authorized on 
January 23, 2014. 
 


27. The CCAA proceedings also had the goal of maintaining the employment of 
specialized personnel that continue to work for the Petitioner in order to 
maximize the value of the Petitioner’s assets and ideally to assure that these jobs 
would be maintained after the sale. 
 


28. According to the Asset Purchase Agreement, RAH will conserve most of the 
current employees of MMA. 
 


29. The CCAA proceedings also had the goal of putting in place a claims process to 
avoid the multiplicity of parallel judicial proceedings and to efficiently treat the 
claims of all of the interested parties, including the families of the victims and the 
holders of claims related to the derailment. 
 


30. The closing of the sale of assets to RAH should occur before mid-March 2014.  
In the interim, the Debtors have benefitted from interim financing for current 
operations.  This interim financing was obtained from Camden National Bank 
(“Camden”).  This interim financing has sustained the activities of MMAR and 
MMA although it has not been sufficient to cover the necessary capital 
expenditures required to effect repairs to the railway nor the payment of 
professional fees owing to legal counsel of Petitioner, the Monitor and its legal 
counsel. 
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31. On February 5, 2014, the US Chapter 11 Trustee filed a motion seeking to 
increase the interim financing provided by Camden to a maximum amount of 
US$4,800,000.00, an amount that should be sufficient to finance the activities of 
the companies up to March 31, 2014, being the outside date envisaged for the 
closing of the sale.  After this date, the proceeds of sale will serve to reimburse 
the interim financing. 
 


32. Given certain notice requirements, the US Chapter 11 Trustee sought to obtain 
an interim approval of an increase of US$750,000.00 during a hearing scheduled 
on February 11, 2014 in connection with a final approval of the total increase of 
US$1,800,000.00 to be sought during a final hearing to be held on February 26, 
2014.  The increase of the interim financing of US$1,800,000.00 would be 
secured by a charge only on MMAR’s assets.  The US Chapter 11 Trustee has 
indicated that he is waiting to obtain from FRA and the Maine Department of 
Transportation, which hold security on the assets of MMAR, their consent to the 
increase of the security. 
 


33. As already mentioned, the Petitioner has filed a motion for a claims process that 
contains a package of claims forms that claimants are to complete.  This motion 
was postponed to February 26, 2014 but will be postponed to a further date given 
the present judgment. 
 


34. It is evident that the financial resources necessary to put in place a claims 
process would not only result in significant professional fees but also substantial 
disbursements (estimated at between $25,000.00 and $50,000.00) for which no 
source of financing is available. 
 


35. It is not necessary to review all of the details of the claims process suggested by 
the motion.  It is sufficient to mention that the Monitor, with the assistance of its 
legal counsel and MMA’s legal counsel, after having taken into consideration 
comments of the US Chapter 11 Trustee, has prepared the package of claims 
forms for all of the creditors that wish to file a claim in the CCAA proceedings. 
 


36. Because of the complexity and the nature of the different claims that might be 
filed, the claims package includes claims forms for different types of claimants. 
 


37. The claims process has been conceived in order to permit victims of the 
derailment to file a single claim with the Monitor that will be deemed to have been 
filed in the Chapter 11 proceedings if the claimant chooses such treatment. 
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38. A process of public announcements is envisaged as well as information 
sessions. 
 


39. The Petitioner also requests a bar date for the filing of the claims.  The date of 
May 31 has been suggested in the motion. 
 


40. A motion has also been filed seeking the appointment of a representative of a 
group of creditors to represent certain victims of the derailment as well as a 
related motion seeking a claims process filed by the representatives of this group 
of creditors. 
 


41. The Monitor disagrees with the conditions surrounding the appointment of the 
representatives of the group of creditors as well as the claims process proposed 
by them.  All of these motions have been postponed to February 26 but will be 
further postponed given the present judgment. 
 


42. We have now found ourselves in the following situation: all those that have 
followed the present file are perfectly aware that, in its actual state, the chances 
for an ordinary creditor to receive any amount from the realization of the assets 
of the Debtor are non-existent.   
 


43. In effect, assets that have been sold for $14,000,000.00 have been charged with 
security for a debt of $30,000,000.00 without taking into consideration the claim 
from the Quebec government. 
 


44. It is also important to remember that FRA has advised the court and all of the 
parties that it does not intend to continue to finance the proceedings in the 
present file. 
 


45. One might ask oneself the reason why the Debtor and the creditors groups wish 
to establish a claims process when there are no other assets to distribute.  The 
reason is simple; MMA has been insured for an amount of $25,000,000.00.   
 


46. In principle, the stay of proceedings pursuant to section 11.02 (1) CCAA applies 
to legal actions and other proceedings against the debtor company. 
 


47. Section 11.03 (1) CCAA also provides that the order pursuant to section 11.02 
may suspend the introduction or continuation of proceedings against directors of 
the company. 
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48. The purpose of the CCAA is therefore not to stay proceedings against third 
parties.  The specific powers given to the Superior Court are to suspend 
proceedings against the debtors and/or the directors, but the law does not 
provide for the stay of proceedings against third parties. 
 


49. On the other hand, section 11 CCAA provides that the court may make any order 
that it deems appropriate.  This is an inherent power of the Superior Court that 
has long inspired courts to issue orders pursuant to the CCAA. 
 


50. The amendments to the CCAA in 2007, but brought into force in 2009, have 
codified the powers of the courts that have been recognized for many years. 
 


51. By utilizing the inherent jurisdiction of the Superior Court, Judge Castonguay also 
ordered the stay of proceedings against XL Insurance Company.  This company 
is the liability insurer of the Debtor.  The court wished to avoid an avalanche of 
proceedings and a race to judgment. 
 


52. In the current situation of the file, it appears to us that it will be difficult to 
conclude a plan of arrangement or to continue the stay of proceedings against 
the insurance company without an important monetary contribution from third 
parties. 
 


53. As already mentioned, the insurance company and the Debtor admit liability.  An 
amount of $25,000,000.00 is therefore available.  The insurance company does 
not have the obligation to defend the Debtor because there is an admission of 
liability.  It does have an obligation to defend the directors that may be sued.  
This could result in costs to the insurance company, but they would be limited to 
the cost of defending the directors.  Because the amount of $25,000,000.00 is 
not an asset of the Debtor, the latter cannot offer this amount to conclude a plan 
of arrangement with its creditors.  In fact, the Debtor might try to do so, however 
the chances of acceptance by the creditors would be very slim because it would 
not be in their interest. 
 


54. The insurance company is ready to pay the amounts but wishes to receive a 
release in exchange. 
 


55. We therefore find ourselves in a situation where there is no asset to divide 
among the ordinary creditors. 
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56. It is unlikely that a plan of arrangement will be proposed to the creditors if nothing 
is done in a short delay. 
 


Obligation to File a Viable Plan of Arrangement in Order to Continue the Stay of 
Proceedings 
 
57. There has long existed a debate on the obligation to file a plan of arrangement if 


one wishes to benefit from the CCAA. 
 


58. Before the 2009 amendments, there was also a debate on the authority of the 
courts to authorize the liquidation of a company without acceptance of a plan of 
arrangement.  Section 36 CCAA provides as follows: 
 


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


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


(3) In deciding whether to grant the authorization, the court is to 
consider, among other things, 


(a) whether the process leading to the proposed sale or disposition was 
reasonable in the circumstances; 


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


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


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


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


(f) whether the consideration to be received for the assets is reasonable 
and fair, taking into account their market value. 
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(4) If the proposed sale or disposition is to a person who is related to 
the company, the court may, after considering the factors referred to in 
subsection (3), grant the authorization only if it is satisfied that 


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


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


(5) For the purpose of subsection (4), a person who is related to the 
company includes 


(a) a director or officer of the company; 


(b) a person who has or has had, directly or indirectly, control in fact of the 
company; and 


(c) a person who is related to a person described in paragraph (a) or (b). 


(6) The court may authorize a sale or disposition free and clear of any 
security, charge or other restriction and, if it does, it shall also order that 
other assets of the company or 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. 


(7) The court may grant the authorization only if the court is satisfied 
that the company can and will make the payments that would have been 
required under paragraphs 6(4) (a) and (5) (a) if the court had sanctioned 
the compromise or arrangement.” 


59. Before this amendment, no provision of the law expressly permitted the partial or 
total liquidation of the assets of a company. 
 


60. The courts had used their inherent jurisdiction to authorize the sale of assets out 
of the ordinary course of business. 
 


61. Shelley C. Fitzpatrick has mentioned that the flexibility of the CCAA has always 
allowed the liquidation of redundant assets.  The debate centered more on the 
issue that some courts authorized the sale of assets that did not fit in this 
category: 


“As is evident from the comments of Blair J.A. in Metcalfe, one of the 
major strengths of the CCAA is its flexibility in meeting any particular fact 
situation.  Clearly, Parliament intended to allow a downsizing of reduntant 
assets as part of the restructuring process.  Such downsizing would assist 
in returning the debtor company to profitability and thereby enable it to 
remain in business.  (page 41) 
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The courts, however, have permitted asset sales that extend well beyond 
a sale of redundant assets as part of a downsizing of operations.  There 
are a variety of liquidation scenarios.  On one end of the spectrum is a 
sale of assets to various purchasers who do not intend to continue the 
operations of any part of the debtor’s business.  On the other end of the 
spectrum is a sale to a single purchaser who does intend to continue 
operating the debtor’s business.  Somewhere in the middle is a sale to 
one or more purchasers who do intend to continue certain parts of the 
debtor’s business on a going concern basis.” 


 


62. Bill Kaplan similarly writes that courts throughout Canada have confirmed that it 
is possible to authorize the liquidation of assets under the CCAA, however the 
jurisprudence is not consistent in the manner in which this liquidation has been 
permitted: 


“We will see later that there is no consensus among the Alberta Court of 
Appeal, the Ontario Courts and the British Columbia Court of Appeal 
considering the proper exercise of that jurisdiction, but there is no 
disagreement that there is jurisdiction under the CCAA to approve a 
liquidation of assets.” 


 


63. There has therefore been a debate on the circumstances in which a liquidation of 
assets under the CCAA can be authorized both with respect to the kinds of 
assets that may be sold and whether or not there is an obligation to submit the 
liquidation plan to a vote of creditors. 


 
ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF LIQUIDATION 
 
[Justice Dumas canvasses the authorities supporting liquidating CCAA’s] 
... 
 
ARGUMENTS AGAINST LIQUIDATION 
 
[Justice Dumas canvasses the authorities opposing liquidating CCAA’s] 
... 
 
104. Although the undersigned is inclined to support the thesis that the CCAA and the 


BIA are two distinct regimes that apply to two types of distinct situations and 
serve different objectives, the amendments to the CCAA and the particular 
circumstances of the present file militate towards the possibility of allowing the 
liquidation of assets under the CCAA.   
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105. All of the factors to take in consideration as mentioned in section 36 (3) CCAA 


militate in favor of the authorization of a sale of assets.  Not only does this permit 
a higher realization than that which could be obtained by any other manner, it 
also permits the continuation of an indispensable railway for the regional 
economy. 
 


106. The judgment rendered by the undersigned authorizing the sale of assets was 
rendered with the consent of all of the interested parties.  There has not been an 
appeal of this judgment.  The judgment has therefore the authority of res judicata 
with respect to the sale of the assets of the company. 
 


107. It was also in taking into consideration the collective interests and the 
maintenance of employment that the court permitted the sale even if it would not 
have been the best price.  In the end, the best price was obtained but there was 
the possibility that it might not have been the case. 
 


108. This having been said, what do we do now with respect to the continuation of this 
file? 
 


109. In its current state, it seems unlikely that a plan of arrangement can be filed.  It is 
therefore of little use for the moment to foresee a costly claims process since no 
vote will be necessary if no plan of arrangement is proposed. 


 
The only possibility for continuing the CCAA proceedings 
 
110. Many might consider that there is no longer any reason to continue the present 


file. 
 
111. On the other hand, in simply reading the Service List and noting the presence of 


parties represented during each step of the proceedings, might lead one to think 
that an arrangement could be possible. 
 


112. We have already mentioned that on an exception basis, our colleague Martin 
Castonguay ordered the stay of proceedings with respect to XL Insurance 
Company Ltd.  This was done exceptionally and in order to avoid chaos and a 
race to judgment against the insurance company. 
 


113. We have already said, in principle that the CCAA applies only to debtor 
companies.  However, exceptionally, orders may be rendered to release certain 
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third parties that participate in a plan of arrangement by way of monetary 
contribution in exchange for such release. 


 
114. The undersigned in the case of the plan of arrangement of the Société 


industrielle de décolletage et d’outillage (SIDO) sanctioned a Plan of 
Arrangement that envisaged releases to certain third parties in addition to 
directors. 
 


115. Madam Justice Marie-France Bich in a judgment dismissing a Motion for Leave 
to Appeal mentioned: 
 
[Lengthy citation omitted] 
 
... 
 


116. The Debtor is not hiding, it wishes to continue the CCAA proceedings in order to 
obtain a release of the directors. 
 


117. Various class actions have been commenced against the Debtor.  One of these 
actions filed in Quebec and with respect to which motions have been postponed 
to February 26, impleads not only the Debtor and its directors but also more than 
thirty-five (35) other defendants. 
 


118. It is these defendants that the Debtor wishes to bring to the table to try to arrive 
at a settlement that would profit all concerned.  Many of these defendants have 
been present during all steps of the present file. 
 


119. A settlement in the present file would have the advantage of avoiding, for all of 
those who participate therein, of legal proceedings that would be litigated over 
many years. 
 


120. In the present state of the file, it is impossible for a court to order that the 
amounts that XL Insurance Company acknowledges owing should be paid to one 
creditor rather than to another. 
 


121. The only way to settle the present file that is practical, economic and legally 
possible is that third parties participate in a plan of arrangement that is ultimately 
submitted to the mass of creditors. 
 


Case 13-10670    Doc 675-2    Filed 02/21/14    Entered 02/21/14 13:37:40    Desc Exhibit
 B    Page 12 of 16







Page 13 


122. Nothing stops the Petitioners to the Class Action to continue proceedings against 
the defendants that do not participate, however a settlement of this nature will 
allow these parties to participate in the distribution of the $25,000,000.00 
insurance indemnity. 
 


123. Evidently, in order to succeed, it is necessary that third parties participate for 
substantial amounts.  The Class Action Petitioners cannot allocate the insurance 
funds to themselves, they do not have that right.  There are other victims, not 
only the Class Action Petitioners.  These other victims also have the right to 
benefit from the insurance.  Another factor to keep in consideration is that the 
Quebec government through its counsel has declared since the beginning that it 
desires that the insurance proceeds be remitted to the victims.  This desire has 
been mentioned during several hearings but does not bind anyone for the time 
being.  The government’s attorney also declared that her definition of victims is 
not the same as that of the court.  In effect, an insurance company that 
indemnifies a business owner for a property loss or for a loss of profits is also a 
victim of the railway tragedy.  This insurer is legally entitled to receive a part of 
the $25,000,000.00 of the XL Insurance. 


 
124. The Quebec government may very well prefer the individual victims but that does 


not bind XL Insurance. 
 


125. Evidently, if the Province of Quebec has a claim of $200,000,000.00 and it 
recovers amounts it can do what it wishes with the said sums. 
 


126. The sum of $200,000,000.00 mentioned above appears to be conservative.  If 
the Province recovers amounts it is entitled to do what it wishes therewith. 
 


127. However, for the moment, we are in a situation where there is no possible asset 
that is divisible among the creditors.  It is therefore of no use to establish a costly 
claims process.  Who will finance this process?  The Class Action Petitioners and 
the Quebec government cannot act as if they are the sole creditors of MMA.  It is 
easy to see that the amount of other claims will exceed $100,000,000.00.  But 
the creditors amongst themselves are sovereign.  If they decide that a category 
of creditors should receive amounts when others that have the right to receive 
but renounce thereto, they have that right.  They may have the right but the 
means to arrive there quickly are not numerous.  For the moment, the 
proceedings initiated might result in a settlement if a plan is filed and the 
creditors accept.  A Proposal pursuant to the BIA is not realistic, the process 
would be too costly in the current state of the file.  The CCAA also has the 
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advantage of being more flexible.  The only possible and rapid solution is 
therefore that proposed by the Debtor; whereby third parties participate in the 
creation of a plan.  A monetary contribution is essential to participate therein.  If 
an acceptable plan is proposed the creditors will have the right to accept and will 
have the right to decide the classes of creditors that may participate therein.  
They may also accept that third parties are released.   
 


128. If the Court lifts the stay of proceedings against XL Insurance Company it will be 
chaos and a race to judgment. 
 


129. XL’s attorney has already mentioned to the Court that his interpretation of the 
contract allows him to affirm that the insurance contract obliges the company to 
pay the insurance indemnities on a first to receive judgment basis. 
 


130. Innumerable recourses may thus be initiated against the Debtor and the 
insurance company and the latter will have no further obligation to pay once the 
sum of $25,000,000.00 has been disbursed. 
 


131. The chances of obtaining a judgment pursuant to the Class Action before the 
ordinary individual recourses are initiated are illusory especially given that the 
Defendants have admitted their liability. 
 


132. The Court does not see how such other proceedings could be suspended while 
the Class Action is pending.  No one is required to participate in the Class Action. 
 


133. The present judgment does not confirm the pretention of the insurance company 
that the insurance indemnities are paid on a first to receive judgment basis, 
however it is reasonable for the creditors not to risk the $25,000,000.00 
assuming otherwise.   
 


134. It is in keeping with this spirit that the Debtor proposed that a meeting take place 
between the creditors and the debtor. 
 


135. The Honorable Louis Kornreich, Chief Justice of the Bankruptcy Court of Maine 
has issued an order granting the motion of the Creditors Committee and has 
convoked a “joint status conference before US and Canadian Court”. 
 


136. Evidently, this joint conference is under reserve of the present judgment. 
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137. This joint conference will aim to discuss the procedures to follow in both the US 
and Canadian files. 
 


138. It is evidently not a settlement conference because that does not exist under the 
CCAA.  Any plan of arrangement must be approved by the creditors. 
 


139. However, everyone is conscious that the discussions will go beyond simple 
procedure.  The persons attending must attend in good faith and in the aim of 
finding a solution to the proceedings herein. 
 


140. Settlement conferences presided by a judge pursuant to the Code of Civil 
Procedure prohibit the same judge to sit in other proceedings in the same file if 
there is not a settlement. 
 


141. In civil proceedings this is normal.  It would be difficult for a judge to hear a case 
on the merits once having participated in settlement discussions. 
 


142. In insolvency matters, the situation is not the same.  Judges in insolvency 
matters must be more proactive than in civil matters.  The use of the inherent 
powers of the Superior Court, principally in other Provinces, convinces us that 
the judge cannot content himself to have a passive role. 
 


143. The CCAA envisages a large discretionary power to be exercised by the Court.  
The Court also has the power to give instructions. 
 


144. A plan of arrangement accepted by the creditors must also be sanctioned by the 
Court in order to bind the Debtor and its creditors.  
 


145. It is not rare and it is totally normal that the judge seized of a file under the CCAA 
possess information on the financial situation of the Debtor and possible third 
party offers when this may not be the case in a civil case. 
 


146. Of course, during this conference, the Court will conserve its duty of reserve, but 
is not obliged to participate therein like a sphinx. 
 


147. The undersigned will therefore not be disqualified from presiding over 
subsequent proceedings resulting from the simple fact that certain third parties 
may accept to participate in a possible proposal. 
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148. The Court cannot see how the presentation of proposals could influence the 
Court in future decisions. 
 


149. On the other hand, because negotiations are foreseeable, they will take place in 
a non-public manner with a publication ban. 
 


150. Any person that wishes to attend the conference must sign a confidentiality 
agreement that will be submitted by the Debtor’s counsel. 
 


151. Journalists will not be permitted to attend the conference. 
 


152. Attorneys that wish to participate in the conference must be physically present.  
Participation by way of telephone conference may be accepted under reserve of 
the signature of a confidentiality agreement and provided that the parties that 
wish to participate in this manner make the appropriate arrangements 
beforehand. 
 
... 
 
[The following paragraphs deal with Justice Dumas’ analysis that he is entitled to 
preside over the conference in the State of Maine] 
 


FOR THESE REASONS THE COURT 
 
153. GRANTS the request for a “joint status conference”. 


 
154. DECLARES that a “joint procedural scheduling conference” will be held on 


February 26, 2014 at 10:00 a.m. at the US Court House, Bangor, Maine, USA for 
the present Court and the United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of 
Maine. 
 


155. THE WHOLE without costs. 
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