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In its Interim Decision dated October 11, 2024, the panel directed MPL to provide an 
unredacted copy of page 8 of its Book of Documents for circulation to stakeholders. 
 
By letter dated October 16, 2024 (a copy of which is attached without the enclosure 
referenced therein), MPL provided an unredacted copy of page 8 of its Book of Documents 
to the panel “for compliance purposes only.” MPL goes on to essentially indicate that it is 
providing information regarding the ownership interests in MPL under protest, and it 
asserts, among other things, that “ownership interests in private corporate entities are 
generally a confidential matter, and agencies’ ownership interests are not a matter of 
public disclosure in the ordinary course.” MPL also asserts that disclosure of this 
information will prejudice MPL, and it “encourages the Commission to reconsider its 
direction to both MPL BC and Red Sun on this specific issue, and withhold MPL BC’s 
requested disclosure from public access.” 
 
In its September 24, 2024 Interim Decision, the panel articulated the basis for requiring the 
disclosure of ownership information as follows: 
 

If a licensing body does not look behind the corporate veil, it may act 
contrary to its statutory mandate and commit a reviewable error: Wight v. 
Canadian Egg Marketing Agency, [1978] 2 F.C. 260; (1977), 19 N.R. 529 
(Federal Court of Appeal); Syntex Pharmaceuticals International Ltd. v. 
Medichem Inc. 1990 CarswellNat 636, [1990] 2 F.C. 499 (Federal Court of 
Appeal); and Villetard’s Eggs Ltd. v. Canada, 1995 CarswellNat 669, [1995] 
2 FC 581, 181 N.R. 374 (Federal Court of Appeal). 
 
. . . . . 
 
… the withholding of this information could impair the ability of industry 
stakeholders to provide a full response to the application. The 
Commission’s ability to make an informed decision on the application 
depends, at least in part, on its ability to receive meaningful feedback from 
industry stakeholders. 

 
Notwithstanding this direction, Red Sun has refused to disclose ownership information, 
and MPL has essentially provided this information to the Commission under protest. 
 
In the circumstances, the Commission has decided that it will not circulate the unredacted 
copy of page 8 MPL’s Book of Documents to stakeholders, given that it has essentially been 
provided to the panel under protest. However, the following issues will form part of the 
panel’s consideration of Red Sun’s application and MPL’s probationary licence review: 
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(a.) The procedural fairness implications, if any, arising from Red Sun’s failure or refusal 
to comply with the Commission’s directions concerning redactions, and whether 
that has impacted the ability of other industry stakeholders to consider and 
comment on Red Sun’s application; 
 

(b.) The procedural fairness implications, if any, arising from MPL’s decision to provide 
ownership information to the Commission under protest, and whether that has 
impacted the ability of other industry stakeholders to consider and comment on 
MPL’s probationary licence; 
 

(c.) The extent to which, if any, Red Sun’s failure or refusal to comply with the 
Commission’s directions concerning redactions bears on its suitability as a 
prospective Agency; and 
 

(d.) The extent to which, if any, MPL’s decision to provide ownership information to the 
panel under protest bears on its suitability as an Agency (probationary or 
otherwise). 

 
 
 
 

 
__________________________________ 
Derek Sturko, Chair 






