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This article considers potential implications of the Alberta Energy Regulator’s (AER) 
recent decision to reject joint applications by Shell Canada Limited (Shell) and Pieridae 
Alberta Production Ltd. (Pieridae) relating to the transfer of ownership of certain sour 
gas assets.

Legal background

In January 2019, the Supreme Court of Canada issued its landmark decision in Orphan 
Well Association v Grant Thornton Ltd1 (also known as Redwater) and confirmed that a 
trustee in bankruptcy cannot disclaim environmental liabilities of the bankrupt estate. 
This decision had significant implications for the oil and gas industry, as it introduced 
changes to the credit risk assessment in a changing economic and political climate.2

After Redwater, the Government of Alberta indicated that it would prioritize legislative 
responses to address the consequences of Redwater. In April, the government passed 
Bill 12, Liabilities Management Statutes Amendment Act, 2020, providing additional 
tools for the Orphan Well Association (the OWA) and the AER to manage and remediate
orphan wells. However, this legislation remains untested to date. The AER made its 
decision in the Shell/Pieridae transaction in this unique legal context. 

AER’s decision on the Shell/Pieridae transfer of sour 
gas assets

On May 13, 2020, the AER issued a decision refusing joint applications by Shell and 
Pieridae with respect to the sale of Shell’s sour gas processing plants to Pieridae.3 In 
the application, the companies had sought approvals under a number of statutes. The 
crux of the AER’s decision concerned the Environmental Protection and Enhancement 
Act (EPEA) applications, in which Shell and Pieridae proposed they split regulatory 
liabilities. Under the proposal, Shell would remain liable for historic regulatory liability for
sulfinol and certain other substances, while Pieridae would be liable for all other 
remediation and reclamation costs. The AER rejected this proposal for several reasons, 
including:
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 The scope and extent of contamination at the sites was unclear.  This created 
practical uncertainty as to how to distinguish between contamination from historic
operation of the assets and ongoing operations for the purposes of apportioning 
liability, as well as regulatory uncertainty arising from the proposed partial 
obligations of each party;

 The EPEA does not distinguish reclamation or remediation liabilities by 
substance;

 The proposal was contrary to the polluter-pays principle that guides the EPEA. 
Shell, as the current operator, has remediation and reclamation obligations 
relating to the two sour gas plants. If the proposed approval was granted, Shell, 
as polluter, would be relieved from costs associated with decommissioning, 
remediating and reclaiming the plants (except for the liability associated with 
historic sulfinol contamination); and

 The proposal diminished the AER’s ability to enforce obligations under the 
EPEA. First, the proposal was contrary to the concept of joint and several liability 
for environmental obligations. Second, the AER would have fewer enforcement 
tools to incentivize Shell to discharge its liability for historic sulfinol contamination,
as Shell would not be benefiting from the continued activities at the plants.

The AER’s decision was without prejudice to the parties’ ability to submit further 
applications in respect of the proposed transaction.

Potential implications

The AER’s decision means there are challenges ahead for oil and gas transactions, as 
commercial parties regularly separate environmental liabilities by contract. The decision 
reflects concerns with ensuring sufficient regulatory certainty and oversight for 
remediating and reclaiming oil and gas facilities, continuing the theme previously seen 
in Redwater of emphasizing redress for environmental liabilities in commercial 
transactions. Together with enacting Bill 12, these developments suggest that the AER 
will take a more active role in overseeing oil and gas transactions, as the costs of 
satisfying the environmental obligations associated with oil and gas assets is a growing 
concern in all transactions requiring regulatory and judicial approval.

The AER’s decision also demonstrates how the existing regulatory framework may 
affect in the future transactions concerning the purchase and sale of oil and gas assets. 
In particular, the regulatory restraint on vendor and purchaser abilities to limit 
contractually environmental liabilities will likely affect a potential purchaser’s willingness 
to purchase an asset. At minimum, it will affect the terms of the deal. It will also affect 
parties’ decisions to enter formally into insolvency proceedings. To the extent that the 
subject assets constitute the only viable assets of a debtor company, the debtor should 
consider the possibility that court approval of a proposed transaction may not satisfy 
AER’s requirements for the appropriate distribution of liabilities, and the relative costs of 
realization in a formal proceeding or by other means.

As financial impacts of the COVID-19 measures and the federal and provincial 
governments’ responses become clearer, the balance of the proposed “suite of policies” 
will hopefully provide further insight for issues that are yet to be addressed in Alberta’s 
liability management framework and provide helpful guidance for the oil and gas 
insolvency proceedings following Redwater.
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1 Orphan Well Association v Grant Thornton Ltd, 2019 SCC 5, [2019] 1 SCR 150 
[Redwater].

2 Read BLG’s previous article on the implications of Redwater

3 Alberta Energy Regulator, Shell Canada Limited Transfer of Ownership Including the 
Waterton Sour Gas Plant EPEA Application No 021-258 and Jumping Pound Sour Gas 
Plant EPEA Application No. 015-11587, Decision dated May 13, 2020.

Par

Matti  Lemmens, Tiffany  Bennett

Services

Insolvabilité et restructuration, Énergie – Pétrole et gaz

____________________________________________________________________________________

BLG  |  Vos avocats au Canada

Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. (BLG) est le plus grand cabinet d’avocats canadien véritablement 

multiservices. À ce titre, il offre des conseils juridiques pratiques à des clients d’ici et d’ailleurs dans plus de 

domaines et de secteurs que tout autre cabinet canadien. Comptant plus de 725 avocats, agents de propriété 

intellectuelle et autres professionnels, BLG répond aux besoins juridiques d’entreprises et d’institutions au pays 

comme à l’étranger pour ce qui touche les fusions et acquisitions, les marchés financiers, les différends et le 

financement ou encore l’enregistrement de brevets et de marques de commerce.

blg.com

Bureaux BLG

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada
T2P 0R3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 1J9

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415

Montréal

1000, rue De La Gauchetière Ouest
Suite 900
Montréal, QC, Canada
H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada
M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

https://www.blg.com/fr/insights/2019/02/redwater-decision
https://www.blg.com/fr/people/_deactive/l/lemmens-matti
https://www.blg.com/fr/people/b/bennett-tiffany
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/insolvency-and-restructuring
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/industries/energy-oil-and-gas
http://www.blg.com/fr/


4

Les présents renseignements sont de nature générale et ne sauraient constituer un avis juridique, ni un énoncé complet de la législation 

pertinente, ni un avis sur un quelconque sujet. Personne ne devrait agir ou s’abstenir d’agir sur la foi de ceux-ci sans procéder à un examen 

approfondi du droit après avoir soupesé les faits d’une situation précise. Nous vous recommandons de consulter votre conseiller juridique si 

vous avez des questions ou des préoccupations particulières. BLG ne garantit aucunement que la teneur de cette publication est exacte, à 

jour ou complète. Aucune partie de cette publication ne peut être reproduite sans l’autorisation écrite de Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., 

S.R.L. Si BLG vous a envoyé cette publication et que vous ne souhaitez plus la recevoir, vous pouvez demander à faire supprimer vos 

coordonnées de nos listes d’envoi en communiquant avec nous par courriel à desabonnement@blg.com  ou en modifiant vos préférences 

d’abonnement dans blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe. Si vous pensez avoir reçu le présent message par erreur, veuillez nous écrire à 

communications@blg.com. Pour consulter la politique de confidentialité de BLG relativement aux publications, rendez-vous sur 

blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. Borden Ladner Gervais est une société à responsabilité limitée de l'Ontario.

mailto:desabonnement@blg.com
https://www.blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels



