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1.0 Introduction 

1. On May 29, 2024 (the “Filing Date”), 420 Investments Ltd. (“420 Investments”), 420 

Premium Markets Ltd. (“420 Premium Markets”), and Green Rock Cannabis (EC 1) 

Limited (“Green Rock” and collectively, the “NOI Entities”) each filed a Notice of 

Intention to Make a Proposal (“NOI”), pursuant to Section 50.4(1) of the Bankruptcy 

and Insolvency Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. B-3, as amended (the “BIA”) (the “NOI 
Proceedings”). KSV Restructuring Inc. (“KSV”) consented to act as proposal trustee 

(the “Proposal Trustee”) in the NOI Proceedings.  

2. On September 19, 2024, the NOI Entities and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (“Dispensaries” 

and together with the NOI Entities, the “Applicants”) sought and obtained an initial 

order (the “Initial Order”) from the Court of Kings’ Bench of Alberta (the “Court”) 
granting, among other things, a continuation of the NOI Proceedings under the 

Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c C-36, as amended (the 

“CCAA”) (the “CCAA Proceedings”). This report (the “Fourth Report”) is filed by 

KSV in its capacity as monitor (the “Monitor”) in the CCAA Proceedings.  

1.1 NOI Proceedings Background 

1. On June 27, 2024, the NOI Entities were granted an Order by the Court (the “First 
Stay Extension Order”) which included, amongst other matters, relief for the 

following:  

a) extending the period in which the NOI Entities could make proposals to their 

creditors in the NOI Proceedings and the stay of proceedings up to and including 

August 12, 2024; 

b) consolidating the NOI Proceedings for procedural purposes;  

c) approving a key employee retention plan (the “KERP”); 

d) granting the following charges against the NOI Entities’ current and future 

assets, undertakings and properties of every nature and kind whatsoever 

(including all real and personal property), and wherever situated, including all 

proceeds thereof (collectively the “Property”) in the following relative priorities: 
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i. First – a charge to not exceed $300,000 as security for the fees and 

disbursements of the Proposal Trustee, the Proposal Trustee’s counsel, 

Bennett Jones LLP (“Bennett Jones”), and the NOI Entities’ counsel, 

Stikeman Elliott LLP (“Stikeman”) (the “Administration Charge”);  

ii. Second – a charge in favour of the NOI Entities’ directors and officers to 

a maximum amount of $433,000 (the “D&O Charge”); and 

iii. Third – a charge in favour of certain key employees for amounts payable 

under the KERP up to a maximum amount of $373,928.17 (the “KERP 
Charge”, and together with the Administration Charge and the D&O 

Charge, the “Charges”). 

2. On August 12, 2024, the Court granted two orders, which, amongst other matters:  

a) extended the period in which the NOI Entities could make a proposal to its 

creditors and the stay of proceedings from August 12, 2024, up to and including 

September 26, 2024; and  

b) provided direction to the Commercial Coordinator to schedule a half-day 

application for the appeal of the order for summary judgment granted by 

Applications Judge J.R. Farrington to be heard by the Honourable Justice 

Feasby on October 8, 2024. 

1.2 CCAA Proceedings Background 

1. Pursuant to an initial order, on September 19, 2024, the Court granted, among other 

things, the following relief within the CCAA Proceedings: 

a) declaring the NOI Proceedings of the NOI Entities is taken up and continued 

under the CCAA, pursuant to section 11.6(a) of the CCAA;  

b) terminating the NOI Proceedings; 

c) granting a stay of all proceedings, rights, and remedies against or in respect of 

the Applicants not exceeding 10 days following the Initial Order (the “Stay 
Period”); and 
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d) confirming the granting and priority of the Charges pursuant to the First Stay 

Extension Order in the NOI Proceedings and taking up such Charges and 

amounts under the CCAA Proceedings except for the KERP Charge, which was 

to be reduced based on the amounts paid out to date to eligible recipients.  

2. Further on September 19, 2024, the Court granted the Applicants’ application for an 

amended and restated initial order (“Amended and Restated Initial Order”), which, 

amongst other matters, extended the Stay Period to, and including, December 16, 

2024.  

3. Also on September 19, 2024, the Court granted the Applicants’ application for an 

order (the “Claims Procedure Order”) approving the solicitation, determination and 

resolution of claims against the Applicants (the “Claims Procedure”). 

4. On October 2, 2024, the Court granted the Applicants’ application for an order (the 

“SISP Order”) which approved, amongst other matters, a sale and investment 

solicitation process (“SISP”).  

5. On December 5, 2024, the Court granted the Applicants’ application for an Order to 

extend the Stay Period from December 16, 2024 to February 25, 2025 and sealing 

certain confidential appendices to the Monitor’s first report, dated November 29, 2024.  

6. On February 14, 2025, the Court granted: 

a) the Applicant’s application for an order, among other things, extending the Stay 

Period to, and including, March 31, 2025; and 

b) the Monitor’s application for an order, among other things, declaring that the 

Late Claims (as defined in the Monitor’s second report, dated February 7, 2025) 

were not barred under Section 12 of the Claims Procedure Order. 

7. On March 18, 2025, the Court issued an Order which, among other things, sealed 

certain exhibits of the first affidavit of Ms. Lisa Roy, sworn March 7, 2025. 

Subsequently, on April 1, 2025, the Court issued an Order which, among other things, 

sealed certain appendices to the third report of the Monitor, dated March 11, 2025 

(the “Third Report”).  
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8. On March 27, 2025, the Honourable Justice M.H. Bourque issued a decision (the 

“Bourque Decision”) which granted the Applicants’ application for an order (the 

“Meeting Order”), which among other things, authorized the Applicants to hold a 

meeting with its creditors for the purpose of considering and voting on the Applicants’ 

proposed plan of arrangement, including subsequent amendments (the “Plan”).   

9. Correspondingly, the Bourque Decision extended the Stay Period to, and including, 

May 23, 2025, and dismissed the opposing application by High Park Shops Inc. (“High 
Park”) to resume the SISP and grant enhanced powers to the Monitor. A copy of the 

Bourque Decision is attached hereto as Appendix “A”. 

1.3 Purposes of this Fourth Report  

1. This Fourth Report is intended to provide the Court with further information related to 

the relief sought in the Applicants’ application scheduled for April 28, 2025, and 

specifically provides information regarding:  

a) the Monitor’s comments and report on the Applicants’ cash flow statement for 

the period commencing on February 24, 2025, and ending May 25, 2025 (the 

“Seventh Cash Flow Statement”); 

b) the Applicants’ actual performance to date versus the Seventh Cash Flow 

Statement; 

c) the Monitor’s comments and report on the Applicants’ cash flow statement for 

the period commencing on April 14, 2025, and ending July 13, 2025 (the “Eighth 
Cash Flow Statement”);  

d) background on the claim assignments made to Tilray Brands, Inc. (“Tilray”) 

prior to the meeting held in accordance with the Meeting Order; 

e) an update on the events of the meeting held by the Monitor for the Applicants’ 

creditors to vote on the Plan on April 11, 2025 (the “Creditors’ Meeting”); and 

f) the Applicants’ application for an order, which among other things: 

i. disallows Tilray from voting on the Plan on their own capacity, through an 

assigned claim or through proxy; and 
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ii. extends the Stay Period, which is set to expire on May 23, 2025, up to and 

including June 30, 2025, or such other date as the Court may deem 

appropriate.   

1.4 Scope and Terms of Reference 

1. In preparing this Fourth Report, the Monitor has relied upon the Applicants’ unaudited 

financial information, books and records, information available in the public domain 

and discussions with the Applicants’ management (“Management”) and Stikeman.    

2. The Monitor has not audited or otherwise attempted to verify the accuracy or 

completeness of the financial information relied on to prepare this Fourth Report in a 

manner that complies with Canadian Auditing Standards (“CAS”) pursuant to the 

Chartered Professional Accountants of Canada Handbook and, accordingly, the 

Monitor expresses no opinion or other form of assurance contemplated under the CAS 

in respect of such information. Any party wishing to place reliance on the financial 

information should perform its own due diligence.   

3. An examination of the Eighth Cash Flow Statement as outlined in the Chartered 

Professional Accountants of Canada Handbook has not been performed. Future-

oriented financial information relied upon in this Fourth Report is based upon the 

Applicants’ assumptions regarding future events; actual results achieved may vary 

from this information, and these variations may be material. The Monitor does not 

express any opinion or other form of assurance on whether the Eighth Cash Flow 

Statement will be achieved. 

4. This Fourth Report should be read in conjunction with the materials filed by the 

Applicants, including the Affidavits of Scott Morrow, the Chief Executive Officer of the 

Applicants, sworn June 19, 2024, August 6, 2024, September 10, 2024, November 

25, 2024, February 3, 2025, March 4, 2025, and April 17, 2025 and any supplemental 

affidavit filed by the Applicants in advance of the April 28, 2025 application 

(collectively, the “Morrow Affidavits”). Capitalized terms not defined in this Fourth 

Report have the meanings ascribed to them in the Morrow Affidavits. 

1.5 Currency 

1. Unless otherwise noted, all currency references in this Fourth Report are in Canadian 

dollars.  
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1.6 Court Materials 

1. Court materials filed in these proceedings are made available by KSV on its case 

website at www.ksvadvisory.com/experience/case/420  (the “Case Website”). 

2.0 Appeal Update 

1. On April 17, 2025, a three-member panel of the Alberta Court of Appeal heard the 

appeal of Justice Feasby’s October 8, 2024, decision to overturn the summary 

judgment order granted by the Honourable Applications Judge Farrington dated 

February 7, 2024.  

2. The Monitor understands that the panel unanimously ruled from the bench dismissing 

the appeal.  A copy of the Report of Civil Appeal dated April 24, 2025, confirming the 

dismissal is attached hereto as Appendix “B”.  

3.0 Summary of the Creditors’ Meeting1  

3.1 Distribution of Meeting Materials and Subsequent Plan Amendments 

1. Following the issuance of the Bourque Decision, the Applicants worked with the 

Monitor to schedule the Creditors’ Meeting and advance a vote on the Plan. In 

agreement with the Monitor, the Applicants ultimately set the date for the Creditors’ 

Meeting to be held at 10:00 am on April 11, 2025, which, in the Monitor’s view, 

provided sufficient time for the Affected Creditors to review the conditions of the Plan 

and submit a proxy.  

2. In accordance with the Meeting Order, the Monitor posted a copy of the Meeting 

Materials on the Case Website two business days following the Bourque Decision. 

Further to the Meeting Order, a copy of the Meeting Materials was provided via email 

to all Affected Creditors on April 2, 2025. 

 
1 Capitalized terms in this section have their meaning provided to them in the Meeting Order or the Plan, unless 
otherwise defined herein.  

http://www.ksvadvisory.com/experience/case/420
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3. As more fully described in the Monitor’s supplement to the Third Report dated April 8, 

2025 (the “Supplement Report”), the Monitor understands that a number of the 

Affected Creditors ultimately requested that the distribution offered via the Creditor 

Cash Pool be improved prior to the Creditors’ Meeting. As a result, the Applicants 

were able to negotiate additional funding for the Plan and improved the quantum of 

the Creditor Cash Pool to increase the projected cash distribution from 55% to 70%. 

Further detail on the Plan amendments is summarized in the Supplement Report. A 

copy of the revised Plan and the Supplement Report were distributed to the Affected 

Creditors on April 8, 2025.  

3.2 Proxy Voting Events2 

1. In accordance with the Meeting Order, Affected Creditors were required to submit a 

proxy indicating their vote by no later than April 9, 2025, at 5:00 PM.  

2. On April 9, 2025, at 2:00 PM, the Monitor had collected a majority of proxies from the 

Affected Creditors, all of which had indicated a vote in favour of the Plan. This included 

a proxy (the “First McCarthy Proxy”) completed by McCarthy Tetrault LLP 

(“McCarthy”) and submitted to the Monitor at 11:19 AM. At 1:44 PM the Monitor 

received a second proxy completed by McCarthy which indicated a vote against the 

Plan (the “Second McCarthy Proxy”). The Second McCarthy Proxy was submitted 

by Blakes, Cassels & Graydon LLP (“Blakes”), counsel to Tilray and High Park listing 

Mr. Mitchell Gendel as a proxy. In addition to submitting the Second McCarthy Proxy, 

Blakes informed the Monitor that McCarthy’s affected claim had been assigned to 

Tilray and that they did not believe they could comply with the 10-notice of assignment 

pursuant paragraph 17 of the Meeting Order due to timing of the issuance of the 

Meeting Order (the “Blakes Correspondence”). A copy of the Blakes 

Correspondence is attached hereto as Appendix “C”. In accordance with the Form 

of Affected Creditor Proxy, in the event a second subsequent proxy was submitted by 

an Affected Creditor, the second proxy would take precedent3.   

 
2 All times documented within this section are expressed as Mountain Daylight Time.   
3 The Form of Affected Creditor Proxy states:  

“If multiple Proxies are received from the same person with respect to the same Claims prior to the Proxy Deadline, the 
latest dated, validly executed Proxy timely received will supersede and revoke any earlier received Proxy. However, if 
a holder of Claims casts Proxies received by the Monitor dated with the same date, but which are voted inconsistently, 
such Proxies will not be counted. If a Proxy is not dated in the space provided, it shall be deemed dated as of the date 
it is received by the Monitor.” 
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3. Following the Second McCarthy Proxy, at 2:49 PM on April 9, 2025, Blakes submitted 

another proxy on behalf of Meadowland Development Corporation (“Meadowlands”) 

also listing Mr. Gendel as a proxy and also indicating a vote against the Plan (the 

“Meadowlands Proxy” and together with the Second McCarthy Proxy, collectively 

the “Tilray Proxies”).  

4. Copies of the Tilray Proxies are attached as exhibits to the eighth affidavit of Scott 

Morrow, dated April 17, 2025. 

3.3 Creditors’ Meeting Adjournment and Claim Assignments 

1. As a result of the proxy issues noted above, the Applicants and certain Affected 

Creditors, including Mr. Scott Morrow, were of the view that the Creditors’ Meeting 

should be adjourned to provide time to review the background on the Meadowlands 

Proxy and the Second McCarthy Proxy and allow the opportunity for the Applicants to 

seeks the Court’s assistance in determining whether it is appropriate for these proxies 

to be admitted for voting purposes. Accordingly, at the Creditor’s Meeting, a motion 

was made by Mr. Morrow, in his personal capacity as an Affected Creditor, to adjourn 

the Creditors’ Meeting to May 9, 2025 (the “Adjournment”). After a thorough 

discussion regarding the requested Adjournment, the Applicants’ creditors voted 

unanimously in favour of the Adjournment. The minutes of the Creditors’ Meeting is 

attached hereto as Appendix “D”.  

2. After the Creditors’ Meeting, the Monitor obtained additional information regarding the 

concerns raised by the Applicants as follows:  

a) McCarthy’s claim was purchased and assigned to Tilray on November 22, 2024 

(the “McCarthy Assignment”). A redacted copy of the assignment agreement 

between Tilray and McCarthy was provided to the Monitor shortly after the 

Creditors’ Meeting on April 11, 2025, and is attached hereto as Appendix “E”. 

The McCarthy Assignment was not disclosed to either the Monitor nor the 

Applicants prior to April 11, 2025;  

b) The First McCarthy Proxy was signed by Mr. Pantelis Kyriakakis, who was 

unaware of the McCarthy Assignment;  
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c) The Monitor received an email from McCarthy explaining that the First McCarthy 

Proxy was submitted in error as the claim had been acquired by Tilray Brands 

Inc.; and   

d) Meadowlands’ affected claim was formally purchased and assigned to Tilray on 

April 10, 2025 (the “Meadowlands Assignment” and together with the 

McCarthy Assignment, the “Claim Assignments”). The Meadowlands 

Assignment is effective the date following the Meadowlands Proxy. A redacted 

copy of the assignment agreement between Tilray and Meadowlands was 

provided to the Monitor on April 11, 2025, together with the McCarthy 

Assignment and is attached hereto as Appendix “F”.  

3. The Monitor notes that paragraph 17 of the Meeting Order sets out the procedure for 

assignment of affected claims in order for the transferee to vote at the Meeting. While 

the Monitor acknowledges that it was not possible to comply with the 10-day notice 

period pursuant to paragraph 17 due to the timing of issuance of the Meeting Order, 

the Monitor can confirm no Proof of Assignment was provided to the Monitor or the 

Applicants in accordance with paragraph 17 of the Meeting Order.  

4. The Monitor understands the Applicants’ are seeking an order from this Honourable 

Court to disallow Tilray from voting on the Plan in their own capacity, using the Claim 

Assignments or through proxy. This application is predicated on the Applicants’ view 

that the Claim Assignments were executed with the intention to vote on the Plan for 

an improper purpose.  

5. It is the Monitor’s view that disallowing an Affected Creditor’s right to vote is most 

appropriately determined by the Court, and accordingly, does not form a 

recommendation for this Court 4. Nonetheless, it is important to highlight that: (i) 

notwithstanding the votes cast against the Plan via the Claim Assignments, the 

 
4 See the decision of the Supreme Court of Canada in 9354-9186 Québec inc. v. Callidus Capital Corp, 2020 SCC 10 
in which the SCC stated at paragraphs 75-76: 

“the supervising judge’s oversight of the CCAA voting regime must not only ensure strict compliance with the Act, but 
should further its goals as well.  We are of the view that the policy objectives of the CCAA necessitate the recognition 
of the discretion to bar a creditor from voting where the creditor is acting for an improper purpose.”   

Whether this discretion ought to be exercised in a particular care is a circumstance specific inquiry that must balance 
the various objectives of the CCAA.  As this case demonstrates, the supervising judge is best-positioned to undertake 
this inquiry.” 
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Affected Creditors voted unanimously in favour of the Plan5; and (ii) the Affected 

Creditors have expressed frustration with the protracted timeline of these CCAA 

Proceedings and continued to express that view at and subsequent to the Creditors’ 

Meeting.  

6. The Monitor notes that based on the proxies received from Affected Creditors and on 

the assumption that no Affected Creditor revises its vote at the re-convened Creditors’ 

Meeting, the outcome of the voting based on various scenarios would be as follows:  

a) The Tilray Proxies are not allowed to vote on the Plan – the Plan would be 

unanimously approved by Affected Creditors;  

b) The Tilray Proxies are allowed to vote on the Plan – the Plan would be rejected 

by the Affected Creditors with 83.3% voting in favour in number and 47.6% 

voting in favour by dollar value;  

c) The Second McCarthy Proxy is not allowed to vote on the Plan and the 

Meadowlands Proxy is allowed to vote on the Plan – the Plan would be rejected 

by the Affected Creditors with 93.7% voting in favour in number and 61.8% 

voting in favour in dollar value; and 

d) The Second McCarthy Proxy is allowed to vote on the Plan and the 

Meadowland’s Proxy is not allowed to vote on the Plan – the Plan would be 

approved by the Affected Creditors with 88.2% voting in favour in number and 

67.4% voting in favour in dollar value.  

7. A summary of the Affected Creditors’ claims and proxies received with votes is 

attached as Appendix ”G”.  

4.0 Cash Flow Statement 

4.1 Performance Against the Seventh Cash Flow Statement 

1. In accordance with the CCAA, the Monitor has continued to review and evaluate the 

state of the Applicants’ business and financial affairs during the CCAA Proceedings.  

 
5 Inclusive of Convenience Creditors who were deemed to vote in favour of the Plan.  
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2. Pursuant to the CCAA, the Applicants prepared the Seventh Cash Flow Statement for 

the extended Stay Period. The Seventh Cash Flow Statement, together with 

management’s Report on the Cash-Flow Statement as required pursuant to Section 

10(2)(b) of the CCAA are attached hereto as Appendix “H”.  

3. The Applicants have remained current in respect of their obligations that have arisen 

since the Third Report except for the rental payments owing relating to certain leases 

that were disclaimed at the outset of the NOI Proceedings. Further details on the 

disclaimed leases are documented in the Proposal Trustee’s first report, dated June 

24, 2024.  

4. A review process was established with the Applicants to review weekly cash 

variances. A comparison of the Applicants’ receipts and disbursements to the Seventh 

Cash Flow Statement for the period from the Third Report to April 13, 2025 (the 

“Reporting Period”) is as follows:  

 

Monitor’s Comments 

5. During the Reporting Period, the Applicants experienced higher business activity than 

forecasted, resulting in more receipts than anticipated.  

6. Operating disbursements were consistent with forecast. Non-operating 

disbursements were also lower than forecasted as a result of timing of payment of 

professional fees.   

Actual
Seventh Cash 

Flow Statement

Favourable / 
(Unfavourable) 

Variance

Opening Cash balance 241                    241                    (0)                      

Receipts 4,064                 3,872                 192                   

Operating Disbursements (3,753)               (3,744)               (10)                    

Net Cash Flow from Operations 311                    129                    182                   

Non-operating disbursements (201)                  (256)                  55                     

Net Cash Flow 110                    (127)                  

Closing cash balance 350                    113                    

Post Filing Reporting Period ($CAD)
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4.2 The Eighth Cash Flow Statement 

1. The Applicants prepared the Eighth Cash Flow Statement for the purposes of the 

extended Stay Period. The Eighth Cash Flow Statement assumptions are largely 

consistent with the Seventh Cash Flow Statement assumptions except for the time 

period covered.  

2. The Eighth Cash Flow Statement and the Applicants’ statutory report on the cash flow 

pursuant to Section 10(2)(b) of the CCAA is attached as Appendix “I”. 

3. The Eighth Cash Flow Statement reflects that the Applicants have sufficient liquidity 

for the duration of the Stay Period. 

4. Based on the Monitor’s review of the Eighth Cash Flow Statement, the assumptions 

appear reasonable. The Monitor’s statutory report on the Eighth Cash Flow Statement 

is attached hereto as Appendix “J”. 

5.0 Applicants’ Request for an Extension 

1. The Applicants are seeking an extension of the Stay Periods from May 23, 2025, to 

June 30, 2025. The Monitor supports the extension request for the following reasons: 

a) the Monitor’s observations are that the Applicants are acting in good faith and 

with due diligence; 

b) the extension of the Stay Period allows the necessary time for a determination 

by this Honourable Court on the relief sought by the Applicants and resume the 

previously adjourned, Creditors’ Meeting on May 9, 2025; and 

c) the extension should not adversely affect or prejudice any group of creditors as 

the Applicants are projected to have sufficient liquidity for the extended Stay 

Period as contemplated by the Eighth Cash Flow Statement. 

6.0 Conclusion and Recommendation 

1. The Monitor respectfully submits the forgoing to support its recommendation to extend 

the Stay Period as requested by the Applicants and to provide a summary of the 

information obtained by the Monitor on matters related to the Creditors’ Meeting to 

assist this Honourable Court in its decision on the relief sought by the Applicants.   
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*   *   * 

All of which is respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
KSV RESTRUCTURING INC.,  
in its capacity as Monitor of the Applicants, 
and not in its personal capacity 



Appendix “A”



 

 

Court of King’s Bench of Alberta 

 

Citation: 420 Investments Ltd (Re), 2025 ABKB 183 

 

 

Date:  

Docket: 2401 17986 

Registry: Calgary 

 

 

In the Matter of the Companies' Creditors Arrangement Act RSC 1985, c. C-36, as amended 

In the Matter of the Compromise or Arrangement of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium 

Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (EC 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. 

 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Reasons for Decision 

of the 

Honourable Justice M.H. Bourque 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

I. Introduction and Background 

A. NOI Proceedings 

[1] On May 29, 2024 (Filing Date), 420 Investments Ltd (420 Parent), 420 Premium 

Markets Ltd (420 OpCo), and Green Rock Cannabis (EC 1) Limited (Green Rock), 

(collectively, NOI Entities) each filed a Notice of Intention to Make a Proposal (NOI) pursuant 

to section 50.4(1) of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, RSC 1985 c B-3 (BIA), (NOI 

Proceedings). KSV Restructuring Inc (KSV) consented to act as proposal trustee (Proposal 

Trustee) in the NOI Proceedings. 

[2] On June 27, 2024, the Court granted an order, among other things, extending the stay and 

time to make a proposal to August 12, 2024, approving a key employee retention plan, and 

granting typical administration and related charges. 

[3] On August 12, 2024, the Court granted two orders, among other things, further extending 

the stay and time to make a proposal to September 26, 2024, and directing and accelerating the 

scheduling of an appeal of the decision of Applications Judge Farrington’s decision in an action 

involving, on the one hand, 420 Parent, and, on the other, Tilray Inc (Tilray) and High Park 

Shops Inc. (High Park) (Tilray Litigation), described in greater detail below.  

B. CCAA Proceedings 

[4] On September 19, 2024, the Court granted an initial order on the application of the NOI 

Entities and 420 Dispensaries Ltd (Dispensaries) (collectively, Applicants) continuing the NOI 

Mar 27, 2025 

FILED 
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Proceedings under the Companies Creditors Arrangement Act, RSC 1985, c C-36 (CCAA) 

(CCAA Proceedings). On the same date, the Court granted an amended and restated initial order 

(ARIO) extending the stay period to December 16, 2024, as well as a claims procedure order.  

[5] On October 2, 2024, Jones J granted an order (SISP Order), approving a sale and 

investment solicitation process (SISP). As discussed in greater detail later, the SISP did not 

result in a sale transaction. 

[6] On December 5, 2024 and again on February 14, 2025, the Court granted orders 

extending the CCAA stay period to February 25, 2025 and March 31, 2025 respectively. 

C. Tilray Litigation 

[7] At all material times, 420 Parent owned and operated retail cannabis stores in Alberta. 

Pursuant to an Arrangement Agreement dated August 28, 2019 (Arrangement Agreement), 

Tilray and High Park agreed to acquire 420 Parent for $70 million plus a potential additional $44 

million in contingent consideration. As part of the proposed transaction, pursuant to a loan 

agreement (Loan Agreement), High Park provided $7 million in bridge financing (Bridge 

Loan) to 420 Parent to facilitate the continued development of retail stores before the closing of 

the Arrangement Agreement. The Loan Agreement provided for the repayment of the Bridge 

Loan on the later of (i) 180 days from the advance of funds or (ii) the termination of the 

Arrangement Agreement. 

[8] On January 28, 2020, and February 4, 2020, Tilray and High Park provided 420 Parent 

with notices of alleged breaches of the Arrangement Agreement, which 420 Parent rejected 

because Tilray and High Park had not particularized the alleged breaches. On February 21, 2020, 

420 Parent commenced an action against Tilray and High Park. On February 26, 2020, Tilray 

and High Park issued a notice of termination, citing 420 Parent’s failure to cure the alleged 

breaches within the time allowed under the Arrangement Agreement. 

[9] On March 11, 2020, High Park issued a notice of acceleration requiring 420 Parent to 

repay the Bridge Loan. When 420 Parent refused to repay the Bridge Loan, Tilray and High Park 

counterclaimed, seeking the repayment of the $7 million advance (High Park Counterclaim). In 

an unpublished endorsement dated February 7, 2024, Applications Judge Farrington granted 

High Park’s application for summary judgment (High Park Summary Judgment), the effect of 

which was to make enforceable the repayment of the amount advanced under the Bridge Loan 

plus interest. 420 Parent appealed the High Park Summary Judgment. Shortly thereafter, High 

Park commenced enforcement proceedings against 420 Parent, which led the NOI Entities to file 

the NOI. 420 Parent appealed the High Park Summary Judgment.  

[10] On October 16, 2024, Feasby J allowed 420 Parent’s appeal of the High Park Summary 

Judgment (420 Investments Ltd v Tilray Inc, 2024 ABKB 610 (Feasby Decision)). Given their 

importance in these proceedings, I have set out the relevant portions of the Feasby Decision:  

[17]           The Applications Judge recognized that Tilray and High Park may be 

liable in respect of [420 Parent’s] main claim but did not see that as an obstacle to 

the enforcement of the Loan Agreement.  His view was that the money advanced 

to 420 [Parent] was owing, and the Loan Agreement provided there was to be no 

set-off.  He concluded that this meant that any claim regarding the Arrangement 

Agreement should be decided separately.  Accordingly, it was appropriate to grant 
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summary judgment in respect of the counterclaim for the amount of the Bridge 

Loan. 

[18]           The Applications Judge’s approach overlooked the words of Loan 

Agreement s 7.1.  Loan Agreement s 7.1 makes repayment of the Bridge Loan 

contingent on the termination of the Arrangement Agreement.  Put differently, 

termination of the Arrangement Agreement is a condition precedent to the 

enforcement of the Bridge Loan.  This requires the Court to determine whether 

the Arrangement Agreement has been terminated. 

[19]           The Arrangement Agreement can only be terminated in accordance with 

its terms.  Article 7.1 of the Arrangement Agreement provides the grounds on 

which it may be terminated, and art 4.7 outlines the required contents of a notice 

to terminate.  To determine whether there has been a “termination of the 

Arrangement Agreement” for the purposes of Loan Agreement s 7.1 it is 

necessary to determine whether the procedural and substantive requirements for 

termination under the Arrangement Agreement have been satisfied.  The parties 

have adduced conflicting evidence concerning whether the procedural and 

substantive requirements for termination of the Arrangement Agreement have 

been satisfied. 

[20]           Termination of the Arrangement Agreement is a question that is integral 

to 420’s main claim for specific performance and Tilray and High Park’s defence 

to that claim.  Termination of the Arrangement Agreement is not amenable to 

summary determination.  Whether the notices of termination provided the 

particulars required by Arrangement Agreement art 4.7 and whether the alleged 

grounds of termination can be proved are issues for trial.  It would be contrary to 

the interests of justice to decide these issues summarily in the face of conflicting 

evidence when those issues are central to the main action. 

[21]           The only way around the interpretation of Loan Agreement s 7.1 that I 

have outlined is to do what the Applications Judge did and effectively read 

“termination of the Arrangement Agreement” as meaning “delivery of a notice of 

termination.”  This reading is not consistent with the text of Loan Agreement s 7.1 

which refers to the Arrangement Agreement and, in my view, thereby requires the 

Court to consider whether the evidence shows that the termination provisions of 

the Arrangement Agreement have been satisfied.  Further, from a practical 

standpoint, such an interpretation allows Tilray and High Park to call the Bridge 

Loan by issuing a notice of termination of the Arrangement Agreement even if 

they do not have a bona fide basis to issue a notice of termination. 

       [emphasis added in para 18] 

[11] Accordingly, repayment of the Bridge Loan is not currently enforceable by High Park 

against 420 Parent because its repayment is contingent on whether termination of the 

Arrangement Agreement has occurred. The issue of whether the Arrangement Agreement has 

been terminated remains unresolved, and according to Justice Feasby, it cannot be resolved in a 

summary manner. High Park has appealed the Feasby Decision. The Court of Appeal has 

scheduled the hearing of High Park’s appeal for April 17, 2025. 
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[12] Although the parties disagree on the degree of progress and advancement of 420’s claim 

against Tilray and High Park, one claiming not very advanced, the other, significantly so, I need 

not decide as it does not impact my decision. 

II. Applications and Cross-Application in Issue 

[13] The Applicants seek an order permitting the filing of a plan of compromise and 

arrangement (Proposed Plan) and calling for a meeting of creditors to vote on the plan 

(Creditors’ Meeting). Although the Applicants indicated an April 3, 2025 Creditors’ Meeting 

date, in response to my questions at the hearing regarding the suitability of holding it after the 

Court of Appeal hearing, the Applicants expressed openness to doing so. 

[14] The salient features of the Proposed Plan include the following: 

a. the Applicants will borrow a pool of cash (Creditor Cash Pool); 

b. the unsecured creditors of 420 OpCo and Green Rock (OpCo Unsecured Creditors) 

will have their proven claims satisfied in full through a combination of their 

proportional share of the Creditor Cash Pool, currently estimated at 55 cents on the 

dollar, and by electing to potentially receive the other 45 cents on the dollar, either 

from: 

(i) the issuance by 420 Parent of such number of its shares having equivalent 

value to the differential; or 

(ii) future proceeds from a final judgment obtained in the Tilray Litigation, if 

any, in an amount equal to but not exceeding the differential; 

c. Stoke Canada Finance Corp. (Stoke), the senior secured lender of OpCo, will have its 

claim paid in full; 

d. the secured creditors of 420 Parent and 420 Dispensaries to be unaffected creditors; 

e. the Tilray Litigation, including the High Park Counterclaim, is preserved and can 

continue unaffected following emergence from the CCAA proceedings; 

f. the Applicants and their retail operations would continue for the benefit of all 

stakeholders. 

[15] Under the Proposed Plan, two classes of affected creditors would be created, voting 

separately. If accepted in sufficient number and value, the Applicants will return to the Court to 

seek approval of the Proposed Plan and have reserved time on April 24, 2025 (Sanction 

Hearing). 

[16] The Applicants also seek an order extending the CCAA stay to April 30, 2025. 

[17] High Park opposes the applications and cross-applies for orders that enhance the 

Monitor’s powers and direct the Monitor to resume the SISP. 
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III. Analysis 

A. Should the Court Grant the Creditors’ Meeting Order? 

1. Legislative Authority and Decision-Making Framework 

[18] The Court derives its authority to order a creditor meeting from sections 4 and 5 of the 

CCAA: Delta 9 Cannabis Inc (Re), 2024 ABKB 657 (Delta 9), para 9. The statutory provisions 

are permissive and require the exercise of judicial discretion in furtherance of the CCAA’s 

remedial purpose (para 10-11). 

[19] The CCAA is remedial and seeks to provide for timely, efficient and impartial resolution 

of a debtor’s insolvency, preserving and maximizing the value of a debtor’s assets, ensuring fair 

and equitable treatment of the claims against a debtor, protecting the public interest, and 

balancing the costs and benefits of restructuring or liquidating the company: 9354-9186 Québec 

inc v Callidus Capital Corp, 2020 SCC 10 (Callidus), paras 40-42; Delta 9, para 11. 

[20] Historically, proceedings under the CCAA typically involved an approach to “facilitate 

the reorganization and survival of the pre-filing debtor company” as “a going concern”, failing 

which “the alternative course of action [is] a liquidation through either a receivership or under 

the BIA” (Callidus para 41). Over time, the approach has evolved “to permit outcomes that do 

not result in the emergence of the pre-filing debtor company in a restructured state, but rather 

involve some form of liquidation” (Callidus, para 42).  

[21] In Delta 9, Marion J comprehensively surveys Canadian jurisprudence regarding the test 

as to whether a creditor meeting should be ordered. As he observes, the decision to order a 

meeting requires an assessment of whether it is in the best interests of the debtor and its 

stakeholders to hold such a meeting. The decision to order a meeting is performed on a low 

standard. Because an order directing a creditors’ meeting is often uncontroversial, the decision-

making process generally does not involve argument as to whether the proposed plan is fair and 

reasonable (paras 12-13). 

[22] As in this case, where the application for a creditors’ meeting is opposed, Marion J 

explains that the Court should more carefully examine the material filed and the issues or 

concerns raised. Moreover, “the Court may consider the equities as they relate to the debtor 

companies and its secured creditor” (Delta 9, para 14). 

[23] Marion J provides a non-exhaustive list of circumstances where courts have refused to 

grant a creditors’ meeting order (Delta 9, para 15): 

a. the plan is not in the best interests of the debtor and its stakeholders; 

b. where there is no reasonable chance the debtor will be able to continue in business; 

c. where the plan “lacks economic reality”; 

d. where there is no hope creditors would approve the plan, but the Court should not 

impose too a heavy burden on the proponent to establish the likelihood of success or 

second guess the probability of success (except where doomed to fail); 

e. where the Court would not approve the plan, including where the Court lacks 

jurisdiction to sanction it; 
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f. where the plan is inconsistent with court orders or the CCAA process did not unfold 

fairly and transparently.  

[24] Of the instances enumerated above, High Park opposes the Creditors’ Meeting Order 

under a, d, and f. In addition, High Park argues that the Plan should not be approved because it 

disregards and negatively and unfairly impacts High Park, a secured creditor of 420 Parent, and 

prohibits High Park from voting on the Proposed Plan. 

2. What happened in the SISP? 

[25] High Park’s opposition to the Creditors’ Meeting Order is largely shaped by its 

perspective on how the SISP unfolded. To provide context, I have outlined the parties’ 

perspectives on what occurred in the SISP. In doing so, I have largely borrowed from their 

counsels’ briefs. Accordingly, the reader should not interpret my reasons in this section as 

making findings or inferences of fact, except if specifically stated.  

a) High Park’s Perspective 

[26] The SISP proceeded in two phases. In Phase 1, interested parties were required to provide 

non-binding letters of intent (LOI). The Monitor was tasked with determining whether an LOI 

qualified for participation in Phase 2; qualified parties would then provide binding offers in 

accordance with the SISP requirements and timelines. Following the Phase 2 bid deadline, the 

Monitor was tasked with assessing the bids and notifying bidders as to whether any of their 

respective bids constituted a Phase 2 Qualified bid. 

[27] High Park states that it actively engaged in good faith with the SISP. It made an offer to 

420 Parent, which could have been pursued by the Applicants in combination with any bid for 

their operating assets by another party. High Park also partnered with One Plant (Retail) Corp 

(One Plant), and together, they prepared and submitted an LOI in Phase 1. On November 22, 

2024, the Monitor confirmed that High Park and One Plant were deemed qualified bidders for 

Phase 2 of the SISP, jointly in respect of their joint LOI, and High Park alone, in respect of its 

individual bid.  

[28] High Park and One Plant assert that they prepared a detailed bid for Phase 2 of the SISP 

(Joint Bid) and confidentially provided it to the Monitor on December 20, 2024, in accordance 

with the timelines and requirements under the SISP. They say the Joint Bid followed the 

template subscription agreement provided by the Applicants and the Monitor. High Park and One 

Plant paid a cash deposit in trust to the Monitor in connection with the Joint Bid. In their view, 

the Joint Bid provided two options for the purchase price, which would be either a combination 

of cash and a credit bid of certain amounts outstanding under the Loan Agreement, or entirely 

cash consideration. The quantum of cash consideration is the subject of a sealing order. 

[29] According to High Park, under either option, the cash consideration provided under the 

Joint Bid was sufficient to pay in full (a) all secured creditors of 420 OpCo and Green Rock, 

(b) all third-party unsecured creditors of 420 OpCo and Green Rock, and (c) all claims against 

420 Parent which rank in priority to High Park’s claim, including Nomos’ secured claim. The 

reference to third-party unsecured claims is to distinguish from the intercompany claims owed by 

420 OpCo and Green to 420 Parent, which would be assumed under the Joint Bid. 

[30] In their view, the Joint Bid was not conditional on any due diligence or financing. The 

Joint Bid provided for a going concern sale. High Park and One Plant would assume leases in 

respect of nearly all of the Applicants’ stores (save up to 3 identified before closing). Offers of 
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employment would be extended to at least 90% of the Applicants’ employees at retail and head 

office levels. 

[31] Neither the Applicants nor the Monitor provided any feedback or asked any questions of 

High Park after the Joint bid was submitted. According to High Park, it was prepared to engage 

in good-faith negotiations. 

[32] On January 7, 2025, High Park received a letter from the Monitor confirming the Joint 

Bid was a Phase 2 Qualifying Bid, but that the Applicants had advised that no bid would be 

selected in the SISP and the Applicants had elected to advance a plan of arrangement “intended 

to provide realizations to creditors that are [in] excess of any potential realizations creditors may 

receive by advancing a Phase 2 Qualified Bid”. According to High Park, this was the first time 

that High Park was informed that a plan of arrangement was substantially ready for acceptance.  

[33] High Park asserts that the Proposed Plan does not provide realizations to creditors 

exceeding those available under the Joint Bid.   

[34] High Park says that it became apparent that the Monitor and the Applicants may have 

misunderstood certain aspects of the Joint Bid. Through its counsel (not High Park’s counsel on 

this application), High Park wrote to the Monitor’s counsel to clarify the Joint Bid, reiterating 

that the Joint Bid would see all third-party creditors repaid in full, and indicating that High Park 

and One Plant remained ready and willing to progress the Joint Bid. Notwithstanding the 

clarifications provided, the Applicants proceeded to pursue the Proposed Plan, which High Parks 

says is a “materially less favourable Plan”. 

b) The Applicants’ Perspective 

[35] According to the Applicants, the SISP involved significant marketing efforts, and they, 

along with the Monitor, worked diligently with interested bidders to provide information, solicit 

bids in Phase I, and advance bids from Phase 1 to Phase 2. According to the Applicants, the SISP 

Order required bidders to put their best foot forward by the Phase 2 bid deadline, after which the 

Applicants and monitor would determine the best bid. 

[36] Upon their review of the Joint Bid, the Applicants assert that they and the Monitor 

concluded that the Joint Bid was not the best bid as it not only did not offer full cash payout to 

unsecured creditors as High Park claims it does, but it also did not offer the best cash payout to 

unsecured creditors out of the bids received. Further, according to the Applicants, it did not 

appear that Stoke, 420 OpCo’s secured creditor, would receive any payment under the Joint Bid. 

c) The Monitor’s Third Report 

[37] The Monitor is the Court-appointed officer designated by the Initial Order to, among 

other things, report to the Court concerning matters relevant to the CCAA proceedings.  

[38] In its Third Report, the Monitor confirms that the Applicants and the Monitor reviewed 

the Joint Bid. Contrary to High Park’s assertion that the consideration under the Joint Bid would 

repay in full all of 420 OpCo’s and Green Rock’s third-party unsecured creditors and 420 

Parent’s senior secured creditor, at the time of reviewing the Joint Bid, the Monitor and the 

Applicants concluded that the Joint Bid, as structured, did not accomplish the payout of 420 

OpCo’s and Green Rock’s third-party creditors. The Monitor’s analysis is also detailed in a 

Confidential Annex to the Third Report, which is the subject of a restricted court access order. 
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[39] Moreover, the Monitor indicates that the Applicants were of the view that the offers 

received for the Tilray Litigation did not maximize value. The Third Report confirms that the 

Applicants rejected the Joint Bid and all other bids received in the SISP because the Applicants 

believed they could advance a plan that would result in an equal or greater outcome for 

stakeholders. 

[40] In its Third Report, the Monitor confirmed receipt of the letter from High Park and 

Tilray’s counsel (not its counsel in this proceeding) referenced earlier. Following its receipt, the 

Monitor responded, explaining and commenting on other matters that both the Monitor’s and the 

Applicants’ understanding of the mechanics of the Joint Bid was that it would not result in 

distributions to 420 OpCo’s creditors. A further email was sent to High Park’s counsel, further 

explaining the Monitor’s views on the Joint Bid.  

[41] Following receipt of the Monitor’s letter and email, High Park’s counsel on this 

application wrote to the Monitor further clarifying the Joint Bid, which, in their view, would 

provide for a full recovery for the creditors of 420 OpCo. However, High Park’s counsel 

acknowledged that the allocation of the consideration in the Joint Bid was not clear, and that the 

lack of clarity was caused by the Applicants' deficient form of subscription agreement, which did 

not allow for the allocation of the consideration.  

[42] At page 24 of the Third Report, the Monitor states: 

The Monitor is of the view that it now understands the intent of the Joint Bid with 

the subsequent clarifications, (the “Clarified Joint Bid”), however, it remains of 

the view that the initial Joint Bid did not achieve the intent of the Clarified Joint 

Bid. 

The Monitor understands the intent of the Resumed SISP would therefore allow 

High Park to clarify and resubmit its bid for consideration by the Applicants and 

their creditors. If the Clarified Joint Bid were advanced as clarified, it would 

result in the assumption of the Intercompany Claims and a full cash payment of 

the Affected Claims. However, the Monitor cannot guarantee that the Clarified 

Joint Bid would be advanced in the manner presented or that this Court would 

sanction a transaction arising from the Clarified Joint Bid. 

[43] As expected in the case of a court-appointed officer, the Monitor confirms in its Third 

Report that it takes no position in these applications.  

3. Should the Court make the Creditors’ Meeting Order? 

[44] In this section, I will assess whether the Creditors’ Meeting Order should be granted by 

reference to the grounds upon which High Park says it should be refused. 

a) Is the Proposed Plan not in the best interests of the Applicants’ 

creditors? 

[45] The thrust of High Park’s argument can be summarized as follows: the Joint Bid 

immediately puts more money into the Applicants’ creditors’ hands than does the Proposed Plan; 

therefore, the Proposed Plan cannot be in the best interests of the Applicants’ creditors, only the 

Joint Bid is in the best interests of the creditors, and their interests can only be best served by 

reopening the SISP. I reject High Park’s argument for the following reasons. 
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[46] First, in the context of the CCAA proceedings, while the quantum of recovery is an 

important consideration in assessing the best interests of creditors, it is not the only one. 

Undoubtedly, unsecured creditors strive for the greatest recovery possible; however, as Counsel 

for RioCan pointed out, unsecured creditors, such as RioCan, which supports the Proposed Plan, 

are also interested in “certainty and finality in a speedy process”. While not necessarily 

quantifiable in pecuniary terms, I agree that certainty and finality can provide a range of value to 

stakeholders, depending on their circumstances, and is an important consideration in the best 

interests analysis.  

[47] Second, while the Proposed Plan does not offer immediate 100% recovery, it does offer a 

path to full recovery. As currently contemplated, affected creditors are expected to receive 55 

cents on the dollar and can elect between two options that may make them whole in the future.  

One option involves the election to receive such number of 420 Parent shares equal in value to 

the differential. Some creditors, perhaps those having confidence in 420 Parent’s management 

team and longer-term prospects, may find this option attractive as it represents an opportunity to 

invest and obtain considerably more than the differential. The other option, a future right to 

receive the differential via proceeds from the successful prosecution of and recovery from the 

Tilray Litigation, may be attractive to those affected creditors who value certainty and finality in 

a speedy process. 

[48] Third, I find it essential to consider whose interests the Joint Bid best serves. I find the 

answer is evident: High Park.  

[49] When the Applicants sought the SISP Order, they argued that the Tilray Litigation should 

not be included. High Park strenuously argued that it should be included. In deciding to include 

the Tilray Litigation in the SISP, Justice Jones posited that the best way to determine the value of 

the Applicants’ assets was to include all of them in the SISP, including the Tilray Litigation, and 

that some useful information may emerge from the process. Based on my review of the 

information provided by the Monitor in the confidential appendices to its Second and Third 

Reports, it turns out that very little information regarding the valuation of the Tilray Litigation 

emerged.   

[50] In my view, the fact that very little useful information about the value of the Tilray 

Litigation emerged is likely explained by the unique nature of this intangible asset. Some 

intangible assets are not only more easily valued than others, but they may also be more 

desirable to an investor. Take, for instance, an intangible asset, such as goodwill or a client list. 

A hypothetical investor may be inclined to acquire and ascribe value to that asset because it 

contributes positively to the underlying business’s profit-making apparatus. Compare that 

scenario with an interest in a contractual breach lawsuit, which is also an intangible asset. In my 

view, there are several reasons why a hypothetical investor may be less inclined to acquire or 

value such an asset. Although potentially lucrative if successful, lawsuits generally do not 

significantly contribute to a business's profit-making apparatus. They generally don’t increase 

revenue or attract a new business clientele. They require time and often divert management's 

attention from its focus on the business and its profitability. A hypothetical investor may not 

wish to retain those in the management group with the requisite information and knowledge to 

pursue the lawsuit successfully.  

[51] Unlike the hypothetical investor, High Park is highly motivated to acquire the Tilray 

Litigation. By submitting the Joint Bid, which would have resulted in the acquisition of nearly all 
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the Applicants’ assets, including the Tilray Litigation, for a price that results in full recovery to 

all creditors (which High Park says is the only bid in the stakeholders’ best interests), not only 

can High Park set as low a price as possible for the Tilray Litigation but it can also argue that any 

arrangement or compromise plan put forward that does not offer full recovery is not in the 

stakeholders’ best interests. It’s a circular argument. 

[52] I am not persuaded that the Creditors’ Meeting Order should not be granted because it is 

not in the creditors’ best interests.  

b) Is there no hope that the creditors will approve the Proposed 

Plan? 

[53] High Park submits that there is no hope that the creditors will approve the Proposed Plan 

as it appears unlikely that those creditors are aware of at least one alternative available that 

would see them immediately repaid in full: the Joint Bid. At least one unsecured creditor, with 

knowledge of the Joint Bid, indicated at the hearing of this application that it supported the 

Proposed Plan, preferring certainty and finality over recovery. 

[54] I am not persuaded that the Creditors’ Meeting Order should not be granted because there 

is no hope that the creditors will approve the Proposed Plan. 

c) Did the process not evolve fairly or transparently? 

[55] High Park submits that, in exercising its discretion whether to grant the Creditors’ 

Meeting Order, I should examine the unique circumstances surrounding the SISP that was 

conducted and then “abruptly” abandoned. High Park points to the fact that the Applicants 

“plainly did not want to include the Litigation Asset in the SISP.” While it is true that the 

Applicants argued against the inclusion of the Tilray Litigation in the SISP, they were also clear 

that they did not view their insolvency as a liquidation, nor were they obliged to put everything 

on the market, nor complete a sale under the SISP. That the Applicants did not proceed with a 

transaction under the SISP and instead are now proceeding with the Proposed Plan does not 

mean the process did not evolve fairly or transparently. I find no unfairness or lack of 

transparency in how the process evolved. 

[56] High Park also advances arguments regarding the funding the Applicants have obtained 

to fund the Proposed Plan, which High Park says may impact its ability to recover amounts 

advanced under the Loan Agreement. According to High Park, the details of the proposed 

financing ought to be disclosed to creditors and the Court. Based on the record before me, I am 

unable to determine whether the new funding will adversely impact High Park’s ability to 

eventually recover on the Bridge Loan. That said, as Feasby J determined, repayment of the 

Bridge Loan is contingent on the Court’s determination of whether the Arrangement Agreement 

has been terminated. At this stage, I am not prepared to deny the Creditors’ Meeting Order 

because of the potential impact the proposed financing may have on repayment of the Bridge 

Loan. Depending on the outcome of the Creditors’ Meeting and the hearing in the Court of 

Appeal, this may be an issue better suited for the Sanction Hearing. 

d) Should the Proposed Plan not be approved by the Court? 

[57] In its brief, High Park argues that the Court should not approve the Proposed Plan for two 

main reasons: (i) it is an affected creditor entitled to vote on the Proposed Plan, and (ii) there is 

no reasonable chance that the applicants will be able to continue their business if the Proposed 

Plan is approved. I will address these issues in reverse order.  
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(1) Is there no reasonable chance that the applicants will be 

able to continue their business if the Proposed Plan is 

approved? 

[58] High Park advances several arguments under this heading, which I find to be largely 

speculative. 

[59] Regarding the appeal of the Feasby Decision, the Court of Appeal’s disposition may 

render the Applicants unable to continue their business if repayment of the Bridge Loan becomes 

enforceable. However, that is not the current situation, and these CCAA proceedings should not 

be grounded to a halt awaiting the outcome. Nor should they be because the Applicants have not 

disclosed how they intend to fund the continued pursuit of the Tilray Litigation. 

[60] Regarding High Park’s submission that 420 Parent has no means to repay the Nomos debt 

and that that debt will be immediately due upon implementation of the Proposed Plan if 

approved by the creditors and sanctioned by the Court, I have no information regarding Nomos’ 

intentions if the Proposed Plan is approved. Given that the Applicants were able to obtain 

financing to fund the Proposed Plan, I surmise that the Applicants and/or the proposal funder 

may have received some assurances regarding Nomos’ intentions.  

(2) Is High Park an affected creditor entitled to vote at the 

Creditors’ Meeting? 

[61] Although it is generally accepted that creditors with provable claims are usually entitled 

to vote on plans of arrangement, it is “subject to the proper exercise of discretion by the 

supervising judge to constrain or bar the creditor’s right to vote” (Callidus, para 56; Delta 9, para 

19). Barring a creditor from voting at a plan approval meeting should only occur “where the 

circumstances demand such an outcome”, which is “necessarily a discretionary, circumstance-

specific inquiry” (Callidus, para 69). In addition (at para 70): 

... The exercise of this discretion must further the remedial objectives of the 

CCAA and be guided by the baseline considerations of appropriateness, good 

faith, and due diligence. This means that, where a creditor is seeking to exercise 

its voting rights in a manner that frustrates, undermines, or runs counter to those 

objectives — that is, acting for an “improper purpose” — the supervising judge 

has the discretion to bar that creditor from voting. 

See also: Canada v Canada North Group, 2021 SCC 30, per Côté J at para 21; per 

Karakatsanis J at para 138. 

[62] The Applicants argue that High Park’s claim is contingent. They submit that the situation 

is analogous to that in Nalcor Energy v Grant Thornton Poirier Ltd, 2015 NBQB 20. I agree 

with High Park that the facts of that case are very different. Importantly, the case did not, like 

here, involve an advance of money. In the High Park Counterclaim, the issue for determination is 

the timing of when the advance of money is repayable, an issue which Feasby J determined was 

not capable of being decided in a summary way. As matters stand, the Bridge Loan is not 

currently repayable and will not be until after a decision has been made at trial. Several years 

away. 

[63] In my view, this case presents unique circumstances that necessitate denying High Park 

the right to vote on the Proposed Plan. Repayment of the Bridge Loan is currently not 

enforceable, and it is unlikely to become enforceable for some time. A trial decision favourable 



Page: 12 

 

to 420 Parent may result in the Bridge Loan being set off against damages awarded to 420 

Parent. If High Park were allowed to vote at the creditors’ meeting, the outcome would be a 

foregone conclusion. In my view, to allow High Park to vote would unduly prejudice the other 

creditors, particularly the unsecured creditors, who are not awaiting a trial judgment but are 

presently owed money, and who may be interested in certainty and finality in a speedy process. 

[64] Moreover, a failed creditors’ meeting would undoubtedly lead to the resumption of the 

SISP and the likely liquidation of the Applicants. It is not readily apparent to me that a 

liquidation of the Applicants is required. As the Applicants’ CEO, Mr. Morrow, attests, the 

Applicants have been able to run on a cashflow positive basis in these proceedings without the 

need for DIP financing. It must also be recalled that the Applicants find themselves in these 

CCAA proceedings as a result of the High Park Summary Judgment and High Park’s 

enforcement measures. Those measures have ceased in light of the Feasby Decision. 

[65] For these reasons, I am exercising my discretion to deny High Park the right to vote on 

the Proposed Plan at the Creditors’ Meeting. 

e) Creditors’ Meeting Order is granted 

[66] For all these reasons, the application seeking an order permitting the filing of the 

Proposed Plan and calling the Creditors’ Meeting is granted.  

B. Should the CCAA Stay be Extended? 

[67] The current CCAA Stay is set to expire on Monday. Given my decision to permit the 

filing of the Proposed Plan and calling the Creditors’ Meeting, extending the stay is appropriate. 

I am satisfied that the Applicants have acted and continue to act in good faith and with due 

diligence. 

[68] Although the Applicants had requested that the stay be extended to April 30, 2025, this 

may not provide sufficient time to finalize the Proposed Plan and hold the Creditors' Meeting. 

The Applicants also expressed some willingness to call the meeting for a date after the hearing of 

the appeal of the Feasby Decision. I express no opinion on the appropriateness of delaying the 

Creditors’ Meeting. Given these considerations and the costs associated with a court application 

to merely extend the stay, I would order the stay be extended to Friday, May 23, 2025.  

C. Resumption of SISP with Enhanced Powers to the Monitor 

[69] Given my decision to permit the filing of the Proposed Plan and calling the Creditors’ 

Meeting, I dismiss High Park’s application seeking the resumption of the SISP and the granting 

of enhanced powers to the Monitor.  

Heard on the 14th day of March, 2025. 

Dated at the City of Calgary, Alberta this 27th day of March, 2025. 

 

 

 

 

 

M.H. Bourque 

J.C.K.B.A. 
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Andrew, Ross,
 
Please find attached a proxy form duly completed by McCarthy Tetrault LLP
(“McCarthy”), reflecting a vote against the Plan, which is hereby submitted to the
Monitor in accordance with the Creditors’ Meeting Order.  It relates to McCarthy’s
claims against both 420 Investments Ltd. and 420 Premium Markets Ltd.
 
For your information and for transparency, McCarthy has assigned its claims to Tilray
Brands, Inc.  As you may know, the deadline for filing a proof of assignment under
paragraph 17 of the Creditors’ Meeting Order passed prior to when the Creditors’
Meeting Order was available (including prior to when an unsigned, unfiled version of the
Order was served by the Monitor’s counsel with the Meeting Materials).  Accordingly, the
attached proxy has been signed by McCarthy as the Affected Creditor of record.
 
Please feel free to contact me if there are any questions.
 
Kind regards,
Jenna
 
Jenna Willis
Counsel
jenna.willis@blakes.com
T. +1-403-260-9650
C. +1-403-608-4148
 

Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP 

855 ‑ 2 St. S.W., Suite 3500, Calgary AB T2P 4J8 (Map)
blakes.com | LinkedIn

This email communication is CONFIDENTIAL AND LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify me at the telephone
number shown above or by return email and delete this communication and any copy immediately. Thank you. L'information paraissant dans ce
message électronique est CONFIDENTIELLE. Si ce message vous est parvenu par erreur, veuillez immédiatement m’en aviser par téléphone ou par
courriel et en détruire toute copie. Merci.
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FORM OF AFFECTED CREDITOR PROXY 


PROXY AND INSTRUCTIONS 


FOR AFFECTED CREDITORS 


IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED  


PLAN OF COMPROMISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF 


420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1)  


LIMITED and 420 DISPENSARIES LTD. 


MEETING OF THE AFFECTED CREDITOR CLASS 


to be held pursuant to an Order of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta (the “Court”) made on March 14, 
2025 (the “Creditors’ Meeting Order”) in connection with the Plan of Compromise or Arrangement of 420 
Investments Ltd. (“420 Parent”), 420 Premium Markets Ltd. (“420 OpCo”), Green Rock Cannabis (EC 1) 
Limited (“Green Rock”) and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (“420 Dispensaries”, and together with 420 Parent, 
420 OpCo, and Green Rock, “FOUR20”) dated March 4, 2025 (as amended, restated, modified and/or 
supplemented from time to time, the “CCAA Plan”), on April 11, 2025 at 10:00 a.m. (Calgary time) by live 
audio webcast or telephone through Microsoft Teams at: 


Link: https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-
join/19%3ameeting_ZDQ1NDY3ODAtZmNkNC00ODc4LTk1MjYtMDEzN2MzZDVkNDU2%40t
hread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22394646df-a118-4f83-a4f4-
6a20e463e3a8%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22ab28a7f9-d523-4338-b3a5-
0c14fc50de41%22%7d 


Meeting ID: 250 240 156 890  


Passcode: we2TD3wS 


Dial in by phone  


+1 403-910-7168,,516304200# Canada, Calgary  


Find a local number  


Phone conference ID: 516 304 200# 


and / or at any adjournment, postponement or other rescheduling thereof (the “Creditors’ Meeting”). 


PLEASE COMPLETE, SIGN AND DATE THIS PROXY (THE “PROXY” OR “PROXIES”) AND RETURN 
IT TO KSV RESTRUCTURING INC., IN ITS CAPACITY AS THE MONITOR OF FOUR20 (THE 
“MONITOR”) BY 5:00 P.M. (CALGARY TIME) ON APRIL 9, 2025, OR AT LEAST TWO (2) BUSINESS 
DAYS PRIOR TO ANY ADJOURNED, POSTPONED OR RESCHEDULED CREDITORS’ MEETING 
(THE “PROXY DEADLINE”). PLEASE RETURN OR SEND YOUR ORIGINAL PROXY SO THAT IT IS 
ACTUALLY RECEIVED BY THE MONITOR ON OR BEFORE THE PROXY DEADLINE. 


Please use this Proxy form if you do not wish to attend the Creditors’ Meeting to vote in person “virtually” 
but wish to appoint a proxyholder to attend the Creditors’ Meeting “virtually”, vote the aggregate amount 
of your Allowed Affected Claim to accept or reject the CCAA Plan and otherwise act for and on your 
behalf at the Creditors’ Meeting and any adjournment(s), postponement(s) or rescheduling(s) thereof. 
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A copy of the CCAA Plan is attached as Schedule “1” to the Creditors’ Meeting Order. Capitalized but 
undefined terms are defined the CCAA Plan or the Creditors’ Meeting Order. 


You should review the CCAA Plan before you vote. In addition, on March 27, 2025, the Court issued the 
Creditors’ Meeting Order establishing certain procedures for the conduct of the Creditors’ Meeting. A copy 
of the Creditors’ Meeting Order was included with the meeting materials set to you along with this form of 
Proxy and is also available on the Monitor’s website at 
https://www.ksvadvisory.com/experience/case/420. The Creditors’ Meeting Order contains important 
information regarding the voting process. Please read the Creditors’ Meeting Order and the instructions 
sent with this Proxy prior to submitting this Proxy. 


If the CCAA Plan is approved by the Required Majority and is sanctioned by the Court, it will be binding 
on you whether or not you vote. 


APPOINTMENT OF PROXYHOLDER AND VOTE 


By checking one of the two boxes below, the undersigned Affected Creditor hereby revokes all proxies 
previously given and nominates, constitutes and appoints either (if no box is checked or the information 
listed below is not sufficiently provided, the Monitor will act as your proxyholder): 


   (name of proxyholder) 


   (telephone of proxyholder)  


   (email address of proxyholder) 


or 


a representative of KSV Restructuring Inc., in its capacity as Monitor of FOUR20 


as proxyholder, with full power of substitution, to attend, vote and otherwise act for and on behalf of the 
undersigned at the Creditors’ Meeting and at adjournment(s), postponement(s) and rescheduling(s) 
thereof, and to vote the amount of the Affected Creditor’s Allowed Affected Claim. Without limiting the 
generality of the power hereby conferred, the person named as proxyholder is specifically directed to vote 
as shown below. The person named as proxyholder is also directed to vote at the proxyholder’s discretion 
and otherwise act for and on behalf of the undersigned with respect to any amendments or variations to 
the CCAA Plan and to any matters that may come before the Creditors’ Meeting or at any adjournment, 
postponement or rescheduling thereof and to vote the amount of the Affected Creditor’s Allowed Affected 
Claim as follows (mark only one): 


Vote FOR the approval of the CCAA Plan, or  
Vote AGAINST the approval of the CCAA Plan 


Please note that if no specification is made above, the Affected Creditor will be deemed to have 
voted FOR approval of the CCAA Plan at the Creditors’ Meeting provided the Affected Creditor 
does not otherwise exercise its right to vote at the Creditors’ Meeting. 


The proxyholder can log in and attend the Creditors’ Meeting by using either the link or telephone number 
provided above. 


x             Mitchell Gendel


 mitchell.gendel@aphria.com


917-209-4695


x
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DATED this ____ day of _______________, 2025 


AFFECTED CREDITOR’S SIGNATURE: 


   


(Print Legal Name of Affected Creditor)   


   


(Print Legal Name of Assignee, if applicable)   


   


(Signature of the Affected Creditor/Assignee or an Authorized Signing Officer of the Affected 
Creditor/Assignee) 


   


(Print Name and Title of Authorized Signing Officer of the Affected Creditor/Assignee, if applicable) 


   


(Mailing Address of the Affected Creditor/Assignee) 


   


(Telephone Number and E-mail of the Affected Creditor/Assignee or Authorized Signing Officer of the 
Affected Creditor/Assignee) 


 


YOUR PROXY MUST BE RECEIVED BY THE MONITOR BY MAIL, COURIER, EMAIL OR FACSIMILE 
AT THE ADDRESS LISTED BELOW BEFORE THE PROXY DEADLINE. 


KSV Restructuring Inc. 
1165, 324 – 8th Ave SW  
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2Z2 
Attention: Andrew Basi / Ross Graham 


E-mail: abasi@ksvadvisory.com 
 rgraham@ksvadvisory.com  


 


IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THIS PROXY OR THE VOTING PROCEDURES, OR IF 
YOU NEED AN ADDITIONAL COPY OR ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE ENCLOSED MATERIALS, 


April


McCarthy Tetrault LLP


Suite 4000, 421 7 Ave SW, Calgary AB T2P 4K9


ebarak@mccarthy.ca   416-601-8191


 2nd 


Stephen Te


Director Billing & Collections


ste@mccarthy.ca 416-806-8941
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PLEASE CONTACT THE MONITOR AT THE ADDRESS ABOVE OR VISIT THE MONITOR’S 
WEBSITE AT: https://www.ksvadvisory.com/experience/case/420. 


INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF PROXY 


All capitalized terms used but not defined in this Proxy shall have the meanings given to such terms in the 
CCAA Plan (a copy of which is attached as Schedule “1” to the Creditors’ Meeting Order) or the Creditors’ 
Meeting Order 


Please read and follow these instructions carefully. Your Proxy must actually be received by the Monitor 
at: 


KSV Restructuring Inc. 
1165, 324 – 8th Ave SW  
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2Z2 
Attention: Andrew Basi / Ross Graham 


E-mail: abasi@ksvadvisory.com 
 rgraham@ksvadvisory.com  


prior to 5:00 p.m. (Calgary time) on April 9, 2025, or at least two (2) Business Days prior to the time of 
any adjournment, postponement or rescheduling of the Creditors’ Meeting. If your Proxy is not received 
by the Proxy Deadline, unless such time is extended, your Proxy will not be counted. 


Your Allowed Affected Claim will be the amount as determined by the Monitor in accordance with the 
Claims Procedure Order and the Creditors’ Meeting Order. This Proxy may only be used to vote the 
amount of your Allowed Affected Claim. 


Each Affected Creditor who has a right to vote at the Creditors’ Meeting has the right to appoint a person 
(who need not be an Affected Creditor) to attend, act and vote for and on behalf of the Affected Creditor 
and such right may be exercised by inserting in the space provided the name, telephone and email 
address of the person to be appointed, or to select a representative of the Monitor as its proxyholder. If no 
proxyholder is selected, or if the contact information for such proxyholder is not sufficiently provided, the 
Affected Creditor will be deemed to have appointed an officer of KSV Restructuring Inc., in its capacity as 
Monitor, or such other person as KSV Restructuring Inc. may designate, as proxyholder of the Affected 
Creditor, with power of substitution, to attend on behalf of and act for the Affected Creditor at the 
Creditors’ Meeting to be held in connection with the CCAA Plan and at any and all adjournments, 
postponements or other rescheduling thereof. The proxyholder will be able to log in and attend the 
Creditors’ Meeting using the link or telephone numbers provided in the Affected Creditor Proxy. 


Check the appropriate box to vote for or against the CCAA Plan. If you do not check either box, you 
will be deemed to have voted FOR approval of the CCAA Plan provided you do not otherwise 
exercise your right to vote at the Creditors’ Meeting. 


Sign the Proxy – your original signature is required on the Proxy to appoint a proxyholder and vote at the 
Creditors’ Meeting. An electronic signature will be accepted and deemed to be an original with respect to 
any Proxy submitted by email or facsimile. If you are completing the Proxy as a duly authorized 
representative of a corporation or other entity, indicate your relationship with such corporation or other 
entity and the capacity in which you are signing and, if subsequently requested, provide proof of your 
authorization to so sign. In addition, please provide your name, mailing address, telephone number and 
e-mail address. 


If you need additional Proxies, please immediately contact the Monitor. 


If multiple Proxies are received from the same person with respect to the same Claims prior to the Proxy 
Deadline, the latest dated, validly executed Proxy timely received will supersede and revoke any earlier 
received Proxy. However, if a holder of Claims casts Proxies received by the Monitor dated with the same 
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date, but which are voted inconsistently, such Proxies will not be counted. If a Proxy is not dated in the 
space provided, it shall be deemed dated as of the date it is received by the Monitor. 


If an Affected Creditor validly submits a Proxy to the Monitor and subsequently “virtually” attends and 
votes at the Creditors’ Meeting, it will be revoking the earlier received Proxy. If an Affected Creditor 
wishes to attend the Creditors’ Meeting but does not wish to revoke its Proxy, it may log in and decline to 
vote at the Creditors’ Meeting when prompted to do so. 


Proxies may be accepted for purposes of an adjourned, postponed or other rescheduled Creditors’ 
Meeting if received by the Monitor by the Proxy Deadline. 


Any Proxy that is illegible or contains insufficient information to permit the identification of the claimant will 
not be counted. 


After the Proxy Deadline, no Proxy may be withdrawn or modified, except by a General Unsecured 
Creditor voting in person “virtually” at the Creditors’ Meeting, without the prior consent of the Monitor and 
FOUR20. 


IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THIS PROXY OR THE VOTING PROCEDURES, OR IF 
YOU NEED AN ADDITIONAL COPY OR ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THIS PROXY, PLEASE CONTACT 
THE MONITOR AT THE ADDRESS LISTED IN THE PROXY FORM OR VISIT THE MONITOR’S 
WEBSITE AT: https://www.ksvadvisory.com/experience/case/420. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS   
ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, as amended 

AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF 
420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 PREMIUM MARKETS LTD.,  

GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) LIMITED and 420 DISPENSARIES LTD. 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF CREDITORS 

Minutes of the meeting of creditors of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd, Green Rock 
Cannabis (EC 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (collectively, the “Companies”) held on the 11th 
day of April 2025 at 10:00 a.m. (MST) via video conference. 

An attendance list of those present at the meeting is attached as Appendix “A”. 

Andrew Basi, of KSV Restructuring Inc. (“KSV” or the “Monitor”), acted as Chair of the meeting; Ross 
Graham of KSV acted as Secretary and Scrutineer. 

The Chair advised that the notice to creditors and all other required materials were sent to the creditors 
required to vote, prior to the meeting.  

At 10:03 a.m. the Chair announced that a review of the attendance list and list of proxies has been 
conducted, which confirmed that a quorum is present, and declared the meeting validly constituted as 
there was at least one affected creditor with an allowed claim present at the meeting, in person or by 
proxy, and therefore called the meeting to order. 

Meeting Adjournment 

The Chair advised that a creditor had requested an adjournment of the meeting of creditors until May 
9, 2025, to allow the Companies the opportunity to seek assistance of the court to determine whether 
certain claims are eligible to vote in favour of or against the amended plan of arrangement (the “Plan”). 
A motion was tabled by Scott Morrow, in his capacity as a creditor of the Companies, and KSV as 
proxy for Yocan Canada, seconded the motion. The Chair announced that the motion was open for 
discussion and asked if there were any questions regarding the motion to adjourn.  

Questions from Creditors 

Q: Mitchell Gendel (“Mr. Gendel”), representing Tilray, Inc. (“Tilray”) and High Park Shops Inc. (“High 
Park”), requested clarification on the rationale for the adjournment.  

A: The Chair advised that certain claims have been assigned from the original holder and the 
Companies believe that the assistance of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta (the “Court”) is required 
to confirm whether those claims, as assigned, are eligible to vote either in favour or against the Plan.  

Q: Mr. Gendel further inquired why the Court’s input was required and what specific claims were in 
question.  

A: Archer Bell (“Mr. Bell”), a representative of Stikeman Elliot LLP (“Stikeman”) and counsel for the 
Companies, advised that there were concerns with respect to certain proxies received, including two 
proxies submitted for the same creditor, each signed by different individuals. Mr. Bell noted that 
additional irregularities in proxies have been noted that have raised concerns regarding the legitimacy 
of those proxies and this matter needs to be brought before the Court before a creditor vote can be 



held. 

Q: Mr. Gendel provided comments with respect to the submission of the proxies related to the 
McCarthy Tetrault LLP (“McCarthy”) unsecured claims, which he explained were assigned to Tilray.   

A: Mr. Bell advised that there were also questions regarding the McCarthy claims that he understood 
were assigned in November 2024, which had not been disclosed to the Companies. Mr. Bell advised 
that there were concerns about transparency and the purpose of these assignments (and the 
assignment of certain unsecured claims related to Meadowlands Development Corporation) as well 
as the legitimacy of the voting rights are important threshold issues that must be resolved to ensure 
all creditors are treated fairly and no creditor is unduly prejudiced.  

Q: Mr. Gendel asked whether any of the Court’s prior orders required the disclosure of such 
assignments.  

A: Mr. Bell explained that a previous Court order required disclosure of assignments. Micheal Selnes 
(“Mr. Selnes”) of Bennett Jones LLP, counsel for the Monitor, added that the Monitor was advised by 
the Companies and their counsel that they had concerns regarding a potential abuse of process and 
the rationale for the assignments. Mr. Selnes further advised that the appropriate venue for resolving 
these matters is the Court and confirmed that Court time has been scheduled for April 24th, 2025, 
which may be able to be utilized for this purpose. 

A: Mr. Gendel stated that he is happy to answer any questions in the interest of transparency. Mr. 
Gendel explained that while the Companies may not like that votes were cast against the Companies’ 
Plan, Tilray’s underlying rationale for voting no on the Plan is that Tilray believes that there should be 
more fulsome recovery to all creditors, which could be achieved if the Plan does not move forward.  
Mr. Gendel emphasized that the current Plan benefits equity holders to the detriment of the 
Companies’ creditors.  

Q: Jenna Willis (“Ms. Willis”) of Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP, and counsel for Tilray and High Park 
requested clarification as to which creditors raised concerns. 

A: Chair advised that Scott Morrow, in his capacity as a creditor of the Companies, raised concerns. 
Mr. Bell further noted that multiple other creditors had also expressed concerns.  

Q: Mr. Gendel asked how the other creditors were made aware of the issues and why there was a 
select outreach to some creditors and not others.   

A: Mr. Bell and Karen Fellowes (“Ms. Fellowes”) of Stikeman advised that the Companies had been 
in touch with the affected creditors (the “Affected Creditors”) of the Plan over the last several months 
in an effort to secure the support of the Affected.  

Q: Ms. Willis asked whether the materials related to the Companies’ application on April 24th, 2025, 
would be served on Monday, April 14th, 2025.  

A: Ms. Fellowes advised that Stikeman had asked the Monitor to investigate the assignments and 
proxies in question. She noted that it may not be possible for the Monitor to complete its investigation 
in time for materials to be finalized by April 14. Accordingly, a short extension may be required to 
complete the investigation. Ms. Fellowes further indicated that she would be canvassing the ability to 
obtain another date from the Court no later than April 30, 2025, to allow for additional time.  

Q. Gabrielle Schachter – representing Stoke Canada Finance Corp. indicated her client’s concerns 
about further delays and frustrations with the timeline.  



Motion to adjourn the meeting unanimously passed, 

Adjourned meeting rescheduled to reconvene at 10:00 am on May 9, 2025. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *

There being no further business, the meeting was terminated at 10:18 a.m. 

Dated at Calgary, Alberta this 11th day of April, 2025. 

Andrew Basi, Chair 

_____________________________________ 
Ross Graham, Secretary 



Appendix “A” 
To the Minutes of the First Meeting of Creditors 



# Name Representing Remarks
1 Andrew Basi KSV Restructuring Inc.
2 Ross Graham KSV Restructuring Inc.
3 Maha Shah KSV Restructuring Inc.
4 Michael Selnes Bennett Jones LLP - counsel for KSV Restructuring Inc. 
5 Archer Bell Stikeman Elliot LLP - counsel for 420 Investments Ltd.
6 Freida Butcher 420 Investments Ltd.
7 Gabrielle Schachter Reconstruct LLP - counsel for Stoke Canada Finance Corp
8 Heather Cattell Stikeman Elliot LLP - counsel for 420 Investments Ltd.

9 Howard J. Sniderman Witten LLP - counsel for Palisades Edmonton Holdings Ltd. and 
Palisades Edmonton G.P. Ltd. c/o Humford Management Inc.

10 Karen Fellowes Stikeman Elliot LLP - counsel for 420 Investments Ltd.
11 Scott Morrow 420 Investments Ltd.
12 Cristobal Arnao Stoke Canada Finance Corp

13 George Body Department of Justice Canada - counsel for Canada Revenue 
Agency 

14 Jenna Willis Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP - Counsel for Tilray, Inc. and High 
Park Shops Inc.

15 Mitchell Gendel Tilray, Inc. and High Park Shops Inc.
16 Sharon Kor Reconstruct LLP - counsel for Stoke Canada Finance Corp

IN THE MATTER OF THE BANKRUPTCY OF

FIRST MEETING OF CREDITORS

420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., 
GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) LIMITED and 420 DISPENSARIES LTD.

4/11/2025

Estate Number: 25-3086318 



Appendix “E”



CLAIMS ASSIGNMENT AGREEMENT

SELLER: McCarthy Tetrault LLP

ADDRESS OF SELLER: Suite 4000, 421 7 Ave SW
Calgary, AB T2P 4K9

Attn: Effi Barak

BUYER: Tilray Brands, Inc.

ADDRESS OF BUYER: 445 Park Ave.
New York, NY 10021

Attn: Mitchell Gendel

with copy (which shall not constitute notice or service) to:

DLA Piper (Canada) LLP
Suite 2700, 10220 – 103 Ave NW
Edmonton, AB T5J 0K4

Attention: Jerritt Pawlyk

DATE OF THIS AGREEMENT: November 22, 2024

DEBTOR: 420 Investments Ltd. and 420 Premium Markets Ltd.
(together, the “Debtor”)

INSOLVENCY PROCEEDING: In re 420 Investments Ltd. 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green
Rock Cannbis (EC1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd., Court
File No. 25-3086318 / B301-086318 (the “Case”), commenced
on May 29, 2024 and continued on September 19, 2024 in the
Court of King’s Bench of Alberta (such court, or any other
court with competent jurisdiction over the Case, the “Court”).

MONITOR: KSV Advisory Inc.

FILING DATE: May 29, 2024 (NOI Filing); September 19, 2024 (CCAA)

CLAIM AMOUNT: CAD $440,142.19 plus accrued interest (420 Investments Ltd.)
CAD $169,805.46 plus accrued interest (420 Premium
Markets Ltd.)

(together, the “Claim Amount”)

1. Assignment. Seller, for good and valuable consideration, does hereby irrevocably sell,
transfer, assign, grant and convey unto Buyer all of Seller’s rights, title and interest in, to and under:

(a) all claims (including, without limitation, all “claims” as defined in the Companies’
Creditors Arrangement Act (Canada) (“CCAA”), of Seller against the Debtor (together, and
including any part thereof, the “Claims”) to the extent that such Claims existed as of May 29,
2024;
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(b) any and all rights to receive amounts paid or payable in respect of the Claims
(including, without limitation, principal, interest, fees, damages, penalties, and any other
amounts in respect of the Claims, in each case whether accruing prior to, on or after the date
of this Agreement, and any setoffs and recoupments received, applied or effected by or for
the account of Seller in respect of the Claims, and, for the avoidance of doubt, any
recoveries on the Claims arising from or related to any theories of constructive trust) and, to
the extent relating to the Claims, all accounts, accounts receivable and other rights and
interests of Seller against the Debtor, including, without limitation, all of Seller’s rights, title
and interest in, to and under each of the documents listed in Exhibit “A” hereto (collectively
hereinafter referred to as the “Claim Documents”);

(c) any and all collateral, claims, suits, causes of action and/or voting rights and other
rights and benefits arising under or relating to any of the foregoing, whether against the
Debtor or any other party, including without limitation, any collateral relating to or securing
the Claims and held, delivered or pledged at any time;

(d) any cash, securities, and/or other property distributed to or obtained by Seller in
respect of the Claims or Claim Documents under or pursuant to any plan of reorganization,
liquidation, or other scheme in the Case, any redemption, restructuring or other liquidation,
after the date of this Agreement (“Distributions”); and

(e) any and all proceeds of any kind of the foregoing, including, without limitation, all
cash, securities or other property hereafter distributed or payable on account of, or
exchanged in return for, any of the foregoing.

All of the foregoing items and types of property and assets described in clauses (a) through (e)
above, whether against the Debtor, any affiliate of the Debtor or any other guarantor or other third
party liable in respect thereof, are collectively referred to herein as the “Assigned Rights”. Without
limitation of the foregoing, the Assigned Rights shall include, and Buyer shall have, any and all
Distributions received by Seller on and after the date of this Agreement. For the avoidance of doubt,
except as expressly set forth herein, Seller shall retain, and Buyer shall not assume, any and all
obligations and liabilities under the Claim Documents or in respect of the Assigned Rights.

2. Payment of Purchase Price. (a) The consideration to be paid by Buyer to Seller for the
Assigned Rights, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged by Seller, is the
“Purchase Price” specified on Schedule 1 (the “Purchase Price”). Upon the execution and delivery of
this Agreement by Buyer and Seller, Buyer shall pay the Purchase Price to Seller by wire transfer of
immediately available funds to Seller’s account specified on Schedule 1 within five (5) business days
of execution and delivery (the date of such payment being the “Closing Date”).

3. Representations, Warranties and Covenants of Seller. Seller represents, warrants and
covenants that:

(a) Seller is duly organized and validly existing under the laws of its jurisdiction of
organization, in good standing under such laws, and authorized and empowered (i) to execute and
deliver this Agreement and all other agreements or instruments relating hereto, and (ii) to perform all
of its obligations under this Agreement.

(b) Seller is the sole legal and beneficial owner of the Assigned Rights and has (and
upon the consummation of the transactions contemplated hereby shall deliver to Buyer) good and
marketable title to the Assigned Rights, free and clear of any (i) legal, regulatory or contractual
restriction (including by way of necessary consent of a third party) on transfer or resale; (ii)
mortgage, pledge, lien, claim, charge, security interest, participation, hypothecation, factoring
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arrangement or encumbrance of any kind or nature whatsoever; and (iii) any and all taxes, imposts
and duties of any kind. Nothing in the Claim Documents or any other contract that the Seller is party
to limits the ability of Seller to transfer or assign the Assigned Rights to Buyer.

(c) Seller has fulfilled all of its obligations to the Debtor under, and did not breach any
terms or provisions of, any of the Claim Documents.

(d) Seller has not received any notice or information from any Debtor or the Monitor: (i)
of any dispute over, or intent to object to or seek avoidance of, the Claims or to seek any avoidance
recovery from Seller; or (ii) that the Claims are not valid, enforceable, liquidated, non-contingent,
allowed and unsubordinated claims against the Debtor.

(e) The Assigned Rights are not, to the Seller’s knowledge, currently subject to any
objection, defense, counterclaim, claim or right of setoff, reduction, recoupment, subordination,
avoidance (by reason of preference, fraudulent conveyance or otherwise), disallowance, impairment
or other claim that may result in Buyer receiving proportionately less in payments or distributions in
respect of, or less favorable treatment (including timing of payments or distributions) for, the Claims
than are generally received by holders of other unsubordinated claims allowed in the Case (each, an
“Existing Disallowance Event"). For clarity, Seller has not received a Notice of Revision or
Disallowance from the Monitor (or any other writing or communication from the Monitor or any other
party) disallowing or revising the Claims to an amount less than the Claim Amount.

(f) No payment has been received by or on behalf of Seller in full or partial satisfaction
of the Claims or the Assigned Rights.

(g) Seller: (i) does not, and did not on the Filing Date, hold any funds or property of, or
owe any amounts or property to, any Debtor; and (ii) has not effected or received, and shall not
effect or receive, the benefit of any setoff against any Debtor (it being understood that the calculation
of the Claims as described in the Claim Documents does not involve “setoff” for these purposes), in
each case in a manner that would have an adverse consequence on the Assigned Rights.

(h) Seller is not, and has never been, (i) an insider of the Debtor, or (ii) an affiliate of the
Debtor.

(i) Seller has delivered true and complete copies of all Claim Documents to the Buyer.
Each of the Claim Documents are described in the list attached as Exhibit A hereto and, other than
the Claim Documents, there are no other correspondence or other documents which materially affect
the Assigned Rights.

(j) Seller: (i) has agreed to the Purchase Price based on its own independent
investigation and credit determination and has consulted with such advisors as it believes
appropriate and has not relied on any representations made by Buyer; (ii) is a sophisticated seller
with respect to the sale of the Assigned Rights; (iii) has adequate information concerning the
business and financial condition of the Debtor and the other obligors with respect to the Claims and
the status of the Case to make an informed decision regarding the sale of the Assigned Rights; and
(iv) has independently and without reliance upon Buyer, and based on such information as Seller
has deemed appropriate, made its own analysis and decision to enter into this Agreement, except
that Seller has relied upon Buyer’s express representations, warranties, covenants and indemnities
in this Agreement. Seller acknowledges that Buyer has not given Seller any investment advice,
credit information, or opinion on whether the sale of the Assigned Rights is prudent.

(k) Seller has duly and timely filed a proof of claim in the Case against the Debtor in
respect of the Assigned Rights.



4

4. Representations, Warranties and Covenants of Buyer. Buyer represents, warrants and
covenants that:

(a) Buyer: (i) is duly organized and validly existing under the laws of its jurisdiction of
organization, (ii) is in good standing under applicable laws; and (iii) has full power and authority to
execute, deliver and perform its obligations under this Agreement.

(b) This Agreement; (i) has been duly and validly authorized, executed and delivered by
Buyer; and (ii) is the legal, valid and binding obligation of Buyer, enforceable against Buyer in
accordance with its terms.

(c) Except as provided in the Claim Documents, no notice to, registration with, consent
or approval of, or any other action by, any relevant governmental authority or other entity is or will be
required for Buyer to execute, deliver and perform its obligations under the Agreement.

(d) Without characterizing the Assigned Rights as a “security” within the meaning of
applicable securities laws, Buyer is not purchasing the Assigned Rights with a view towards the sale
or distribution thereof in violation of any applicable securities laws.

(e) Buyer acknowledges that the consideration paid under this Agreement for the
purchase of the Assigned Rights may differ both in kind and amount from any Distribution.

(f) Buyer: (i) is a sophisticated entity with respect to the purchase of the Assigned
Rights; (ii) is able to bear the economic risk associated with the purchase of the Assigned Rights; (iii)
has adequate information concerning the business and financial condition of the Debtor and the
other obligors in respect of the Assigned Rights and the status of the Case to make an informed
decision regarding the purchase of the Assigned Rights; (iv) has such knowledge and experience,
and has made investments of a similar nature, so as to be aware of the risks and uncertainties
inherent in the purchase of rights and assumption of liabilities of the type contemplated in this
Agreement; and (v) has independently and without reliance upon Seller, and based on such
information as Buyer has deemed appropriate, made its own analysis and decision to enter into this
Agreement, except that Buyer has relied upon Seller’s express representations, warranties,
covenants, and indemnities in this Agreement. Buyer acknowledges that Seller has not given it any
investment advice, credit information, or opinion on whether the purchase of the Assigned Rights is
prudent.

5. Acknowledgements. Each of Buyer and Seller acknowledges that the other may possess
material non-public information concerning the Assigned Rights, the Case and/or the Debtor,
including, without limitation, information derived or arising from Buyer’s or Seller’s participation in the
Case or any litigation, hearing or communication relating to any Debtor, plan of reorganization,
liquidation, company voluntary arrangement or scheme of arrangement in the Case, which may be
relevant to their decison to enter into the transaction contemplated by this Agreement (collectively,
the “Excluded Information”). Each of Buyer and Seller further acknowledges that it has not requested
to receive the Excluded Information and has nevertheless determined to proceed with the
transaction contemplated herein, and has expressly not relied on information received from the other
party except as expressly set forth in the representations set forth in this Agreement. Neither party
shall have any liability to the other, and each waives and releases any claims that it might have
against the other (whether under applicable securities laws or otherwise), arising out of the non-
disclosure of the Excluded Information; provided, however, that nothing in this paragraph shall limit,
contradict or render untrue any representation or warranty made by Seller in Section 3 or by Buyer in
Section 4. Each of Buyer and Seller is aware that the consideration herein for the purchase and sale
of the Assigned Rights may differ both in kind and amount from any distributions made with respect



5

to the Claims, including, without limitation, pursuant to any plan of reorganization, scheme of
arrangement, or similar structure in the Case.

6. Notices. Seller agrees that if Seller shall hereafter receive any notices or other information
or documents relating to or in respect of the Assigned Rights, Seller shall promptly deliver the same
to Buyer within three (3) business days of Seller’s receipt. All payments and deliveries of cash,
securities or other amounts to be paid, made and/or delivered under or pursuant to this Agreement,
shall be paid, made and/or delivered, as the case may be, in accordance with the parties’
instructions set forth herein or as later provided in writing by the applicable party. All notices sent
under this Agreement shall be in writing, hand-delivered or sent by overnight courier or facsimile or
electronic mail, and addressed to the relevant party at its address or facsimile number specified
above, or at such other address, facsimile number or e-mail address as such party may request in
writing. All such notices shall be effective upon receipt.

7. Further Assurances. Seller agrees to execute and deliver, or to cause to be executed and
delivered, all such instruments and documents (including, without limitation, any supporting
documents evidencing the Assigned Rights), and to take all such action as Buyer may reasonably
request, promptly upon the request and expense of Buyer, in order to effectuate the intent and
purpose, and to carry out the terms, of this Agreement, and to cause Buyer to become the legal and
beneficial owner and holder of the Assigned Rights.

8. Confidentiality. Each party agrees that, without the prior consent of the other party, and
subject to the final sentence of this section, it shall not disclose the contents of this Agreement to
any entity, except that any party may make any such disclosure: (i) as required to implement or
enforce this Agreement; (ii) if required to do so by any law, regulation, court or legal proceeding; (iii)
to any governmental entity or authority or self-regulatory entity having or asserting jurisdiction over it;
(iv) if its attorneys advise it that it has a legal obligation to do so or that failure to do so may result in
it incurring a liability to any other entity; and/or (v) to its professional advisors, attorneys and
auditors. Buyer may, however, disclose the contents of this Agreement, redacted for pricing, to any
proposed transferee, assignee, participant or other entity proposing to enter into contractual relations
with Buyer in respect of the Assigned Rights or any part of them.

9. Miscellaneous.

(a) All representations, warranties, covenants and agreements contained herein shall
survive the execution, delivery and performance of this Agreement and any sale, assignment,
participation or transfer by Seller of any or all of the Assigned Rights, and shall inure to the benefit of
the successors and assigns of any party hereto; provided, however, that the obligations of Seller and
Buyer contained herein shall continue and remain in full force and effect until fully paid, performed
and satisfied.

(b) This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the Province of Alberta.

(c) This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties with respect to the
subject matter hereof, and supersedes all previous and contemporaneous negotiations, promises,
covenants, agreements, understandings, and representations with respect to such subject matter, all
of which have become merged and finally integrated into this Agreement.

(d) This Agreement may be executed by electronic mail and in multiple counterparts and
all of such counterparts taken together shall be deemed to constitute one and the same instrument.
Transmission by facsimile, electronic mail or other electronic transmission of a legible executed
counterpart shall be deemed to constitute due and sufficient delivery of such counterpart. Each fully
executed counterpart of this Agreement shall be deemed to be a duplicate original.
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(e) The relationship between Seller and Buyer shall be that of seller and buyer. Except
as expressly provided in this Agreement, neither Seller nor Buyer is a trustee or agent for the other,
nor does either have fiduciary obligations to the other. This Agreement shall not be construed to
create a partnership or joint venture between the parties.

(f) The illegality, invalidity, or unenforceability of any provision of this Agreement under
the law of any jurisdiction shall not affect its legality, validity or enforceability under the law of any
other jurisdiction nor the legality, validity or enforceability of any other provision.

(g) SELLER HEREBY WAIVES ANY NOTICE REQUIREMENTS AND CONSENTS TO
THE SUBSTITUTION OF BUYER FOR SELLER FOR ALL PURPOSES IN EACH CASE,
INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, FOR VOTING AND DISTRIBUTION PURPOSES WITH
RESPECT TO THE CLAIMS. SELLER AND BUYER AGREE THAT BUYER MAY FILE THIS
AGREEMENT, ANY EVIDENCE OF TRANSFER OF CLAIM OR ANY OTHER APPROPRIATE
NOTICE WITH ANY BANKRUPTCY COURT.

(h) THE PARTIES HEREBY IRREVOCABLY AND UNCONDITIONALLY WAIVE, TO
THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY APPLICABLE LAW, ANY RIGHT THAT THEY MAY
HAVE TO TRIAL BY JURY OF ANY CLAIM OR CAUSE OF ACTION, OR IN ANY LEGAL
PROCEEDING, DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY BASED UPON OR ARISING OUT OF THIS
AGREEMENT OR THE TRANSACTIONS CONTEMPLATED BY THIS AGREEMENT (WHETHER
BASED ON CONTRACT, TORT OR ANY OTHER THEORY). EACH PARTY (A) CERTIFIES THAT
NO REPRESENTATIVE, AGENT OR ATTORNEY OF THE OTHER PARTY HAS REPRESENTED,
EXPRESSLY OR OTHERWISE, THAT SUCH OTHER PARTY WOULD NOT IN THE EVENT OF
LITIGATION, SEEK TO ENFORCE THE FOREGOING WAIVER AND (B) ACKNOWLEDGES THAT
IT AND THE OTHER PARTY HAVE BEEN INDUCED TO ENTER INTO THIS AGREEMENT BY,
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THE MUTUAL WAIVERS AND CERTIFICATIONS IN THIS SECTION.

[Remainder of pages left intentionally blank]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the undersigned has duly executed this
Agreement by its duly authorized representative as of the date first written above.

SELLER:

MCCARTHY TETRAULT LLP

By:_____________________________________
Name:
Title:

BUYER:

TILRAY BRANDS, INC.

By:_____________________________________
Name: Mitchell Gendel
Title: General Counsel



8

SCHEDULE 1

PRICING AND WIRE TRANSFER INSTRUCTIONS

Claim Amount: CAD $440,142.19 plus accrued interest (420 Investments Ltd.)
CAD $169,805.46 plus accrued interest (420 Premium Markets Ltd.)

Purchase Price

Seller’s Wire Instructions:
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EXHIBIT A

CLAIM DOCUMENTS

1. Proof of Claim dated October 23, 2024

2. Statement of Account – 420 Investments Ltd.

3. Statement of Account – 420 Premium Markets Ltd.

4. Invoices for 420 Investments Ltd. and 420 Premium Markets Ltd.



Appendix “F”



CLAIM ASSIGNMENT AGREEMENT 
 
ASSIGNOR: The Meadowlands Development Corporation (the 

“Seller”) 

ADDRESS OF ASSIGNOR: c/o Courtyard Law Centre 
499 – 1st Street SE 
Medicine Hat, AB T1A 0A7 
Attn: Todd E Herter 
Email: therter@courtyardlaw.ca 
Facsimile: 403-526-3217 
 

ASSIGNEE: Tilray Brands, Inc. (the “Buyer”) 

ADDRESS OF ASSIGNEE: 

DATE OF THIS AGREEMENT: 

445 Park Ave. 
New York, NY  10021 
 
Attn: Mitchell Gendel 
Email: mitchell.gendel@aphria.com  
 
April 10, 2025 

DEBTOR: 420 Premium Markets Ltd. (the “Debtor”) 

INSOLVENCY PROCEEDING: In the matter of the Companies’ Creditors 
Arrangement Act, RSC 1985, c. C-36 as amended 
(the “CCAA”) 

And in the matter of the compromise or arrangement 
of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., 
Green Rock Cannbis (EC1) Limited and 420 
Dispensaries Ltd. 

Court File No. 2401-17986 in the Court of King’s 
Bench of Alberta (the “Case”) 

MONITOR: KSV Restructuring Inc. (in such capacity, the 
“Monitor”) 

CLAIM AMOUNT: CAD $780,508.97 (the “Claim Amount”) 

 
RECITALS 

 
A. The Debtor is indebted to the Seller pursuant to a Lease dated June 14, 2018 between the 

Seller, as landlord, and the Debtor, as tenant (the “Lease”); 
 

B. The Seller filed statements of claim against the Debtor on October 22, 2020 and on October 
21, 2022 , under Court File Numbers 2008-00355 and 2208-00351, respectively, each in the 
Court of King’s Bench of Alberta (together, the “Litigation”); 
 

C. Pursuant to an Order of the Honourable Justice Jones of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta 
dated September 19, 2024 granted in the Case (the “Claims Procedure Order”), the Monitor 
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conducted a claims procedure (the “Claims Procedure”) with respect to claims against the 
Debtor (among others); 
 

D. The Seller submitted a proof of claim dated October 17, 2024 in the Claims Procedure in 
accordance with the Claims Procedure Order, a copy of which is attached hereto in Exhibit A 
(the “Proof of Claim”).  
 

E. The Monitor issued a Notice of Revision or Disallowance dated March 5, 2025 to the Seller 
with respect to the Proof of Claim, a copy of which is attached hereto in Exhibit A (the “NORD”). 
 

F. The Seller did not dispute the NORD.  Accordingly, the Seller’s claim against the Debtor has 
been accepted in the Claims Procedure in an amount equal to CAD $780,508.97, as set out 
in the NORD (the “Claim”). 
 

NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSTH, that for good and valuable consideration, the 
receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby irrevocably acknowledged, the parties hereto agree as 
follows: 
 
1. Assignment.  Seller, for good and valuable consideration, does hereby irrevocably sell, 
transfer, assign, grant and convey unto Buyer all of Seller’s rights, title and interest in, to and under: 

(a) the Claim; 

(b) any and all rights to vote in the Case with respect to the Claim and/or to receive 
amounts paid or payable in respect of the Claim (including, without limitation, principal, 
interest, fees, damages, penalties, and any other amounts in respect of the Claim, in each 
case whether accruing prior to, on or after the date of this Agreement, and any setoffs and 
recoupments received, applied or effected by or for the account of Seller in respect of the 
Claim, and, for the avoidance of doubt, any recoveries on the Claim arising from or related to 
any theories of constructive trust) and, to the extent relating to the Claim, all accounts, 
accounts receivable and other rights and interests of Seller against the Debtor, including, 
without limitation, all of Seller’s rights, title and interest in, to and under each of the documents 
listed in Exhibit “A” hereto (collectively hereinafter referred to as the “Claim Documents”); 

(c) any and all collateral, claims, suits, causes of action and/or voting rights and other 
rights and benefits arising under or relating to any of the foregoing, whether against the Debtor 
or any other party, including without limitation, any collateral relating to or securing the Claim 
and held, delivered or pledged at any time; 

 
(d) any cash, securities, and/or other property distributed or to be distributed to or obtained 
in respect of the Claim or Claim Documents under or pursuant to any plan of reorganization, 
liquidation, or other scheme in the Case, any redemption, restructuring or other liquidation, 
after the date of this Agreement (“Distributions”); and 

(e) any and all proceeds of any kind of the foregoing, including, without limitation, all cash, 
securities or other property hereafter distributed or payable on account of, or exchanged in 
return for, any of the foregoing. 

All of the foregoing items and types of property and assets described in clauses (a) through (e) above, 
whether against the Debtor, any affiliate of the Debtor or any other guarantor or other third party liable 
in respect thereof, are collectively referred to herein as the “Assigned Rights”.  Without limitation of 
the foregoing, the Assigned Rights shall include, and Buyer shall have, any and all Distributions 
received by Seller on and after the date of this Agreement.  
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Notwithstanding the above or any other provision of this Agreement: 

(i) Seller shall retain, and Buyer shall not acquire or assume, any rights or 
obligations under the Lease (including the rights to any deposit held by Seller pursuant 
to the Lease) or in respect of the Litigation, in each case other than the Claim and the 
Assigned Rights related to the Claim.  Seller remains party to the Lease and the 
Litigation; 

(ii) except as expressly set forth herein, Seller shall retain, and Buyer shall not 
assume, any and all obligations and liabilities under the Claim Documents or in respect 
of the Assigned Rights. 

2. Payment of Purchase Price.  The consideration to be paid by Buyer to Seller for the Assigned 
Rights, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged by Seller, is the “Purchase Price” 
specified on Schedule 1 (the “Purchase Price”). Buyer shall pay the Purchase Price to Seller by wire 
transfer of immediately available funds to Seller’s account specified on Schedule 2 within two (2) 
business days of execution and delivery of this Agreement. 

3. Representations, Warranties and Covenants of Seller.  Seller represents, warrants and 
covenants that: 

(a) Seller is duly organized and validly existing under the laws of its jurisdiction of 
organization, in good standing under such laws, and authorized and empowered (i) to execute and 
deliver this Agreement and all other agreements or instruments relating hereto, and (ii) to perform all 
of its obligations under this Agreement.  

(b) Seller is the sole legal and beneficial owner of the Claim and the Assigned Rights and 
has (and upon the consummation of the transactions contemplated hereby shall deliver to Buyer) good 
and marketable title to the Assigned Rights, free and clear of any (i) legal, regulatory or contractual 
restriction (including by way of necessary consent of a third party) on transfer or resale; (ii) mortgage, 
pledge, lien, claim, charge, security interest, participation, hypothecation, factoring arrangement or 
encumbrance of any kind or nature whatsoever; and (iii) any and all taxes, imposts and duties of any 
kind. Nothing in the Claim Documents or any other contract that the Seller is party to limits the ability 
of Seller to transfer or assign the Assigned Rights to Buyer.  

(c) Recitals D, E and F of this Agreement are true, accurate and complete.  The copy of 
the Proof of Claim and the NORD attached hereto in Exhibit A are true and complete copies and no 
changes or amendments to such documents have been made. 

(d) Other than the NORD and the notice dated December 17, 2024 (a copy of which is 
attached hereto in Exhibit A) (the “December Notice”), Seller has not received any notice or information 
from the Debtor or the Monitor: (i) of any dispute over, or intent to object to or seek avoidance of, the 
Claim or to seek any avoidance recovery from Seller; or (ii) that the Claim is not valid, enforceable, 
liquidated, non-contingent, allowed and unsubordinated claims against the Debtor. 

(e) Excluding any claim that may be made in relation to the deposit held by the Seller 
pursuant to the Lease, the Assigned Rights are not, to the Seller’s knowledge, currently subject to any 
objection, defense, counterclaim, claim or right of setoff, reduction, recoupment, subordination, 
avoidance (by reason of preference, fraudulent conveyance or otherwise), disallowance, impairment 
or other claim that may result in Buyer receiving proportionately less in payments or distributions in 
respect of, or less favorable treatment (including timing of payments or distributions) for, the Claim 
than are generally received by holders of other unsubordinated unsecured claims allowed in the Case 
(each, an “Existing Disallowance Event"). For clarity, other than the NORD and the December Notice, 
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Seller has not received any writing or communication from the Monitor or any other party disallowing 
or revising the Claim to an amount less than the Claim Amount. 

(f) No payment has been received by or on behalf of Seller in full or partial satisfaction of 
the Claim or the Assigned Rights.  

(g) Seller: (i) does not, and did not as at the commencement of the Case, hold any funds 
or property of, or owe any amounts or property to, the Debtor (other than the deposit held by Seller 
pursuant to the Lease prior to the commencement of the Case, which Seller continues to hold pursuant 
to the Lease); and (ii) has not effected or received, and shall not effect or receive, the benefit of any 
setoff against the Debtor (it being understood that the calculation of the Claim as described in the 
Claim Documents does not involve “setoff” for these purposes), in each case in a manner that would 
have an adverse consequence on the Assigned Rights. 

(h) Seller is not, and has never been, (i) an insider of the Debtor, or (ii) an affiliate of the 
Debtor. 

(i) Seller has delivered true and complete copies of all Claim Documents to the Buyer. 
Each of the Claim Documents are described in the list attached as Exhibit A hereto and, other than 
the Claim Documents, there are no other correspondence or other documents which materially affect 
the Assigned Rights. 

(j) Seller: (i) has agreed to the Purchase Price based on its own independent investigation 
and credit determination and has consulted with such advisors as it believes appropriate and has not 
relied on any representations made by Buyer; (ii) is a sophisticated seller with respect to the sale of 
the Assigned Rights; (iii) has adequate information concerning the business and financial condition of 
the Debtor and the other obligors with respect to the Claim and the status of the Case to make an 
informed decision regarding the sale of the Assigned Rights; and (iv) has independently and without 
reliance upon Buyer, and based on such information as Seller has deemed appropriate, made its own 
analysis and decision to enter into this Agreement, except that Seller has relied upon Buyer’s express 
representations, warranties, covenants and indemnities in this Agreement. Seller acknowledges that 
Buyer has not given Seller any investment advice, credit information, or opinion on whether the sale 
of the Assigned Rights is prudent. 

(k) Seller has not filed any proxy form or any other document with the Monitor or the 
Debtor in respect of any vote on the Claim, and will not do so except as requested by the Buyer. 

4. Representations, Warranties and Covenants of Buyer.  Buyer represents, warrants and 
covenants that:   

(a) Buyer: (i) is duly organized and validly existing under the laws of its jurisdiction of 
organization, (ii) is in good standing under applicable laws; and (iii) has full power and authority to 
execute, deliver and perform its obligations under this Agreement. 

(b) This Agreement; (i) has been duly and validly authorized, executed and delivered by 
Buyer; and (ii) is the legal, valid and binding obligation of Buyer, enforceable against Buyer in 
accordance with its terms. 

(c) Except as provided in the Claim Documents, no notice to, registration with, consent or 
approval of, or any other action by, any relevant governmental authority or other entity is or will be 
required for Buyer to execute, deliver and perform its obligations under the Agreement. 
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(d) Without characterizing the Assigned Rights as a “security” within the meaning of 
applicable securities laws, Buyer is not purchasing the Assigned Rights with a view towards the sale 
or distribution thereof in violation of any applicable securities laws. 

(e) Buyer acknowledges that the consideration paid under this Agreement for the 
purchase of the Assigned Rights may differ both in kind and amount from any Distribution. 

(f) Buyer: (i) is a sophisticated entity with respect to the purchase of the Assigned Rights; 
(ii) is able to bear the economic risk associated with the purchase of the Assigned Rights; (iii) has 
adequate information concerning the business and financial condition of the Debtor and the other 
obligors in respect of the Assigned Rights and the status of the Case to make an informed decision 
regarding the purchase of the Assigned Rights; (iv) has such knowledge and experience, and has 
made investments of a similar nature, so as to be aware of the risks and uncertainties inherent in the 
purchase of rights and assumption of liabilities of the type contemplated in this Agreement; and (v) 
has independently and without reliance upon Seller, and based on such information as Buyer has 
deemed appropriate, made its own analysis and decision to enter into this Agreement, except that 
Buyer has relied upon Seller’s express representations, warranties, covenants, and indemnities in this 
Agreement. Buyer acknowledges that Seller has not given it any investment advice, credit information, 
or opinion on whether the purchase of the Assigned Rights is prudent. 

5. Acknowledgements.  Each of Buyer and Seller acknowledges that the other may possess 
material non-public information concerning the Assigned Rights, the Case and/or the Debtor, 
including, without limitation, information derived or arising from Buyer’s or Seller’s participation in the 
Case or any litigation, hearing or communication relating to the Debtor, plan of reorganization, 
liquidation, company voluntary arrangement or scheme of arrangement in the Case, which may be 
relevant to their decison to enter into the transaction contemplated by this Agreement (collectively, the 
“Excluded Information”). Each of Buyer and Seller further acknowledges that it has not requested to 
receive the Excluded Information and has nevertheless determined to proceed with the transaction 
contemplated herein, and has expressly not relied on information received from the other party except 
as expressly set forth in the representations set forth in this Agreement. Neither party shall have any 
liability to the other, and each waives and releases any claims that it might have against the other 
(whether under applicable securities laws or otherwise), arising out of the non-disclosure of the 
Excluded Information; provided, however, that nothing in this paragraph shall limit, contradict or render 
untrue any representation or warranty made by Seller in Section 3 or by Buyer in Section 4. Each of 
Buyer and Seller is aware that the consideration herein for the purchase and sale of the Assigned 
Rights may differ both in kind and amount from any distributions made with respect to the Claim, 
including, without limitation, pursuant to any plan of reorganization, scheme of arrangement, or similar 
structure in the Case. 

6. Notices.  Seller agrees that if Seller shall hereafter receive any notices or other information or 
documents relating to or in respect of the Assigned Rights, Seller shall promptly deliver the same to 
Buyer within two (2) business days of Seller’s receipt. All payments and deliveries of cash, securities 
or other amounts to be paid, made and/or delivered under or pursuant to this Agreement, shall be 
paid, made and/or delivered, as the case may be, in accordance with the parties’ instructions set forth 
herein or as later provided in writing by the applicable party. All notices sent under this Agreement 
shall be in writing, hand-delivered or sent by overnight courier or facsimile or electronic mail, and 
addressed to the relevant party at its address or facsimile number specified above, or at such other 
address, facsimile number or e-mail address as such party may request in writing. All such notices 
shall be effective upon receipt. 

7. Further Assurances.  Seller agrees to execute and deliver, or to cause to be executed and 
delivered, all such instruments and documents (including, without limitation, any supporting 
documents evidencing the Assigned Rights and any proxy or other voting forms), and to take all such 
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action as Buyer may reasonably request, promptly upon the request and expense of Buyer, in order 
to effectuate the intent and purpose, and to carry out the terms, of this Agreement, and to cause Buyer 
to become the legal and beneficial owner and holder of the Assigned Rights.  

8. Confidentiality.  Each party agrees that, without the prior consent of the other party, and subject 
to the final sentence of this section, it shall not disclose the contents of this Agreement to any entity, 
except that any party may make any such disclosure: (i) as required to implement or enforce this 
Agreement; (ii) if required to do so by any law, regulation, court or legal proceeding; (iii) to any 
governmental entity or authority or self-regulatory entity having or asserting jurisdiction over it; (iv) if 
its attorneys advise it that it has a legal obligation to do so or that failure to do so may result in it 
incurring a liability to any other entity; and/or (v) to its professional advisors, attorneys and auditors. 
Buyer may, however, disclose the contents of this Agreement, redacted for pricing, to the Monitor, the 
Debtor and the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta in connection with the Case, and to any proposed 
transferee, assignee, participant or other entity proposing to enter into contractual relations with Buyer 
in respect of the Assigned Rights or any part of them.  

9. Miscellaneous.   

(a) All representations, warranties, covenants and agreements contained herein shall 
survive the execution, delivery and performance of this Agreement and any sale, assignment, 
participation or transfer by Seller of any or all of the Assigned Rights, and shall inure to the benefit of 
the successors and assigns of any party hereto; provided, however, that the obligations of Seller and 
Buyer contained herein shall continue and remain in full force and effect until fully paid, performed and 
satisfied.   

(b) This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the Province of Alberta and the laws 
of Canada applicable therein.   

(c) This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties with respect to the 
subject matter hereof, and supersedes all previous and contemporaneous negotiations, promises, 
covenants, agreements, understandings, and representations with respect to such subject matter, all 
of which have become merged and finally integrated into this Agreement. 

(d) This Agreement may be executed by electronic mail and in multiple counterparts and 
all of such counterparts taken together shall be deemed to constitute one and the same instrument. 
Transmission by facsimile, electronic mail or other electronic transmission of a legible executed 
counterpart shall be deemed to constitute due and sufficient delivery of such counterpart. Each fully 
executed counterpart of this Agreement shall be deemed to be a duplicate original. 

(e) The relationship between Seller and Buyer shall be that of seller and buyer.  Except 
as expressly provided in this Agreement, neither Seller nor Buyer is a trustee or agent for the other, 
nor does either have fiduciary obligations to the other. This Agreement shall not be construed to create 
a partnership or joint venture between the parties. 

(f) The illegality, invalidity, or unenforceability of any provision of this Agreement under 
the law of any jurisdiction shall not affect its legality, validity or enforceability under the law of any other 
jurisdiction nor the legality, validity or enforceability of any other provision. 

(g) SELLER HEREBY WAIVES ANY NOTICE REQUIREMENTS AND CONSENTS TO 
THE SUBSTITUTION OF BUYER FOR SELLER FOR ALL PURPOSES IN EACH CASE, 
INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, FOR VOTING AND DISTRIBUTION PURPOSES WITH 
RESPECT TO THE CLAIM. SELLER AND BUYER AGREE THAT BUYER MAY FILE THIS 
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AGREEMENT, ANY EVIDENCE OF TRANSFER OF CLAIM OR ANY OTHER APPROPRIATE 
NOTICE WITH THE MONITOR, THE DEBTOR AND/OR ANY COURT. 

(h) THE PARTIES HEREBY IRREVOCABLY AND UNCONDITIONALLY WAIVE, TO THE 
FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY APPLICABLE LAW, ANY RIGHT THAT THEY MAY HAVE TO 
TRIAL BY JURY OF ANY CLAIM OR CAUSE OF ACTION, OR IN ANY LEGAL PROCEEDING, 
DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY BASED UPON OR ARISING OUT OF THIS AGREEMENT OR THE 
TRANSACTIONS CONTEMPLATED BY THIS AGREEMENT (WHETHER BASED ON CONTRACT, 
TORT OR ANY OTHER THEORY). EACH PARTY (A) CERTIFIES THAT NO REPRESENTATIVE, 
AGENT OR ATTORNEY OF THE OTHER PARTY HAS REPRESENTED, EXPRESSLY OR 
OTHERWISE, THAT SUCH OTHER PARTY WOULD NOT IN THE EVENT OF LITIGATION, SEEK 
TO ENFORCE THE FOREGOING WAIVER AND (B) ACKNOWLEDGES THAT IT AND THE OTHER 
PARTY HAVE BEEN INDUCED TO ENTER INTO THIS AGREEMENT BY, AMONG OTHER THINGS, 
THE MUTUAL WAIVERS AND CERTIFICATIONS IN THIS SECTION. 

[Remainder of pages left intentionally blank] 
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SCHEDULE “D” 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS  
ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 

 
IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPROMISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF 420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 
PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) LIMITED, and 420 DISPENSARIES 

LTD. (collectively, the “Applicants”) 
 

 
NOTICE OF REVISION OR DISALLOWANCE  

 

 
 

TO: Meadowlands Development Corporation Reference #: 2 
   
   
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this Notice of Revision or Disallowance is being sent pursuant to an Order 
of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta (Commercial List) dated September 19, 2024 (the “Claims 
Procedure Order”). All capitalized terms used and not otherwise defined in this Notice of Revision or 
Disallowance shall have the meaning ascribed to them in the Claims Procedure Order, which is available 
on the Monitor’s Website at https://www.ksvadvisory.com/experience/case/420.  
 
The Monitor has reviewed your Proof of Claim dated October 17, 2024, and has revised or disallowed 
your claim for the following reasons:   
 
Your pre-filing claim has been adjusted to reflect the actual additional rent owed, inclusive of interest, as 
agreed with your legal counsel on February 27, 2025.  
 
Your restructuring claim remains unaffected and is accepted as filed in your original proof of claim.  
 
Subject to further dispute by you in accordance with the provisions of the Claim Procedure Order, your 
Claim will be as follows:  

Claim 
Against 

Type of Claim 
per Proof of 

Claim 

Amount of Claim 
per Proof of Claim 

Type of Claim per 
this Notice of 
Revision or 

Disallowance 

Amount of Claim per 
this Notice of Revision 

or Disallowance 

420 
Premium 
Markets 
Ltd. 

Pre-filing Claim  
 
Unsecured 
Claim 

CA$803,007.28 Pre-filing Claim  
 
Unsecured Claim 

CA$696,601.82 

420 
Premium 
Markets 
Ltd.  

Restructuring 
Claim  
 
Unsecured 
Claim 

CA$83,907.15 Restructuring Claim  
 
Unsecured Claim  

CA$83,907.15 

IF YOU INTEND TO DISPUTE THIS NOTICE OF REVISION OR DISALLOWANCE, you shall, within 
fourteen (14) calendar days of the date of this Notice of Revision or Disallowance, deliver a Notice 
of Dispute in the form attached hereto in writing to the Applicants and the Monitor which will be 
sufficiently given only if delivered by email (in PDF format), or, if you are unable to deliver by email, 
with the Monitor’s consent, by mail, courier or personal delivery addressed to:  

 
 



 

To the Applicants: 
 
STIKEMAN ELLIOTT LLP 
4300, 888 3rd Street SW 
Calgary, AB T2P 5C5 
Attention: Karen Fellowes (kfellowes@stikeman.com)  

Natasha Doelman (ndoelman@stikeman.com)  
 
To the Monitor: 

 
KSV RESTRUCTURING INC.  
1165, 324 – 8th Avenue SW 
Calgary, AB T2P 2Z2 
Attention:  Andrew Basi (abasi@ksvadvisory.com)  
  Ross Graham (rgraham@ksvadvisory.com)  

 
With a copy to: 
 
BENNETT JONES LLP 
4500, 855 2 Street SW 
Calgary, AB T2P 4K7  
Attention:  Michael Selnes (selnesm@bennettjones.com)  
 

Any such notice or communication delivered by a Claimant shall be deemed to be received upon actual 
receipt thereof before 5:00 p.m. (MT) on a Business Day or if delivered outside of normal business hours, 
the next Business Day. 
 
IF YOU FAIL TO TAKE ACTION WITHIN THE PRESCRIBED TIME PERIOD PURSUANT TO THE 
CLAIMS PROCEDURE ORDER, THIS NOTICE OF REVISION OR DISALLOWANCE WILL BE 
BINDING UPON YOU. 
 
IF YOU AGREE WITH THIS NOTICE OF REVISION OR DISALLOWANCE, there is no need to file 
anything further with the Monitor. 
 
DATED this 5th day of March, 2025. 
 
KSV Restructuring Inc. 
solely in its capacity as Monitor of the 
Applicants and not in its personal capacity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

Ross Graham 
ksv restructuring inc.  

324-8th Avenue SW, Suite 1165   
Calgary, Alberta, T2P 2Z2 

T +1 587 287 2750  
F +1 416 932 6266 

 
rgraham@ksvadvisory.com 

 

 

    
         Estate No.: 25-3086318 / B301-86318 

 
IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS  

ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPROMISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF 420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 
PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) LIMITED, and 420 DISPENSARIES 

LTD. (THE “APPLICANTS”) 
 

NOTICE FROM THE MONITOR 
  

TAKE NOTICE THAT KSV Restructuring Inc., in its capacity as Monitor (“Monitor”) of the 
Applicants, has reviewed the Proof of Claim of Meadowlands Development Corporation received on 
October 17, 2024 (the “Proof of Claim”), which includes amounts claimed as follows:  
 
 

Claim Against Type of Claim per Proof of 
Claim 

Amount of Claim per Proof of 
Claim 

420 Premium Markets Ltd. Unsecured Pre-filing Claim CA$803,007.28 

420 Premium Markets Ltd. Unsecured Restructuring Claim CA$83,907.15 

 
The Monitor understands your Proof of Claim is comprised, in part, of additional rent and interest 
charges, including: (i) $356,725.54 as part of your Unsecured Pre-filing Claim; and (ii) $40,973.63 as 
part of your Unsecured Restructuring Claim.  
 
The supporting information attached with your Proof of Claim documents the additional rent as being 
comprised of a flat $5,000 per month in arrears. Per the lease agreement, additional rent is defined 
as:  
 
“[…] all costs, expenses, rates, taxes and charges in any way relating to the Demised Premises, but 
for those structural repairs which are Meadowlands’ responsibility and such other Meadowlands’ 
costs as specified in the Lease, and its proportional share of all costs, expenses, rates, taxes and 
charges in any way relating to the common areas of the Lands.”  
 
While the additional rent under the lease was estimated at $5,000 per month, the lease does not 
appear to intend for a flat rate of $5,000 to be charged for additional rent. Therefore, the Monitor is 
seeking further information and evidence from you to support the validity of the additional rent 
amounts included in your Proof of Claim.  
 
Absent further satisfactory evidence of the additional rent amounts included in your Proof of Claim, 
the Monitor reserves the right to fully, or partially, disallow your Proof of Claim to the extent it does 
not conform with the lease agreement entered into with 420 Premium Markets Ltd.   



         ksv restructuring inc.  
324-8th Avenue SW, Suite 1165   

Calgary, Alberta, T2P 2Z2 
T +1 587 287 2750  
F +1 416 932 6266 

 
rgraham@ksvadvisory.com 

 
 

  

   
 

 
The Monitor requires a response to the notice by January 6, 2025. If you have any questions, please 
contact the Monitor by email at rgraham@ksvadvisory.com, or by phone at 587-287-2750. 
 
DATED at Calgary, Alberta this 17th day of December 2024. 

KSV RESTRUCTURING INC. 
IN ITS CAPACITY AS MONITOR OF 
THE APPLICANTS 
AND NOT IN ITS PERSONAL CAPACITY 
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420
Vote Tracker
2025-04-09

Secured Creditors:

Debtor Creditor Amount
420 Premium Stoke Canada Finance Corp. 410,000.00                         410,000.00                         Yes Deemed to vote in favour pursuant to the Plan

410,000.00                         410,000.00                         

Unsecured Creditor Class

Debtor Creditor Amount Proxy? Listed Proxy
420 Investments McCarthy Tetrault 440,142.19                         440,142.19                         No Submitted Proxy Mitchell Gendel
420 Investments Diamond 7 Ranch Ltd. 230,079.80                         230,079.80                         Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Investments Gord Cameron 114,438.35                         114,438.35                         Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Investments Scott Morrow 40,000.00                           40,000.00                           Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Investments Zeifmans LLP 9,052.25                             9,052.25                             Yes Convenience
420 Premium McCarthy Tetrault 169,805.46                         169,805.46                         No Submitted Proxy Mitchell Gendel
420 Premium Yocan Canada 125,521.88                         125,521.88                         Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Premium Canada Revenue Agency 55,549.30                           55,549.30                           Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Premium Creo Promotional Solutions 15,179.23                           15,179.23                           Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Premium Atripco Delivery 3,261.98                             3,261.98                             Yes Convenience
420 Premium City of Medicine Hat 512.67                                512.67                                Yes Convenience
420 Premium The Meadowlands Development Corporation 780,508.97                         780,508.97                         No Submitted Proxy Mitchell Gendel
420 Premium Stikeman Elliot LLP 26,050.50                           26,050.50                           Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Premium Roxboro Group Inc. 3,178.02                             3,178.02                             Yes Convenience
420 Premium Palisades Edmonton Holdings Ltd. and Palisades Edmonton G.P. Ltd. c/o Humford Management Inc. 237,186.59                         237,186.59                         Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Premium Strathcona Building Inc. c/o Skyslimit Inc. 123,115.35                         123,115.35                         Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
420 Premium Brentwood Riocan 281,551.00                         281,551.00                         Yes Submitted Proxy KSV
Green Rock Canada Revenue Agency 320.77                                320.77                                Yes Convenience

2,655,454.31                      2,655,454.31                      18

Yes Votes 1,264,997.69                      15
No Votes 1,390,456.62                      3

Thresholds:
# of Voters 83.33%
Value of Votes 47.64%

Vote

Vote
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420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd.
Cash Flow Forecast
February 24, 2025 to May 25, 2025
(Unaudited; C$000s)

Note 02-Mar-25 09-Mar-25 16-Mar-25 23-Mar-25 30-Mar-25 06-Apr-25 13-Apr-25 20-Apr-25 27-Apr-25 04-May-25 11-May-25 18-May-25 25-May-25 Total
1

Receipts
Collection of Accounts Receivable 2 568  551  543  543  543  562  562  562  562  565  565  565  565  7,257  

Total Receipts 3 568  551  543  543  543  562  562  562  562  565  565  565  565  7,257  

Disbursements
Inventory purchases 4 361  350  361  350  361  371  361  371  346  372  372  372  372  4,719  
Payroll 5 - 205 - 205 - 205 - 205 - 205 - 205 - 1,230 
Rent 6 - 182 - - -   182  - - -   182  - - -   546  
Other operating expenses 7 47  41  27  26  42  35  32  26  50  35  26  26  58  473  

Total Operating disbursements 407  779  387  581  403  793  393  602  396  794  398  603  431  6,968  
Net Cash Flow before the Undernoted 161  (228) 156 (38) 140 (231) 169 (40) 166 (229) 167 (38) 135 290  

Professional Fees 8 - 128 - -   - -   128 -   -   -   -   128  - 384 
Net Cash Flow 161  (356) 156 (38) 140 (231) 41 (40) 166 (229) 167 (166) 135 (94)   

Opening Cash balance 9 241  401  46  202  163  303  72  113  73  239  10  177  12  241  
Net Cash Flow 161  (356) 156 (38) 140 (231) 41 (40) 166 (229) 167 (166) 135 (94)   

Closing cash balance 401  46  202  163  303  72  113  73  239  10  177  12  146  146  

The above financial projections are based on management's assumptions detailed in Appendix "1-1".
The note references correspond to the assumption numbers shown in Appendix "1-1".

Period ending



420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd.

Notes to Projected Statement of Cash Flows

February 24, 2025 to May 25, 2025

Purpose and General Assumptions

1.

Hypothetical 

2.

3.

Most Probable

4.

5. Reflects payroll costs of employees. 

6. Represents occupancy costs for the various retail locations. 

7. Other expenses include marketing costs for each retail location and general administrative expenses. 

8. Includes the estimated payments to the Applicant's legal counsel, the Monitor, and the Monitor's legal counsel. 

9. Opening cash reflected as of February 23, 2025. 

The purpose of the projection is to present a forecast of the consolidated cash flow of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (the "Applicants") for the period February 
24 to May 25, 2025 (the "Period"). The projections omit the proceeds and payments contemplated under the Plan. 

Cash collections include funds received from sales of cannabis-related products at various retail store locations and data program revenues.

Represents inventory stock purchases for retail locations.  

Total receipts do not include funds raised to facilitate a potential plan of arrangement. 



 

 

The management of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis 

(Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (the “Applicants”) have developed the assumptions 

and prepared the attached consolidated statement of projected cash flow as of the 9th day of 

March, 2025 for the period February 24, 2025 to May 25, 2025 (“Seventh Cash Flow 

Statement”). All such assumptions are disclosed in the notes to the Seventh Cash Flow 

Statement.  

The hypothetical assumptions are suitably supported and consistent with the purpose of the 

Seventh Cash Flow Statement as described in Note 1 to the Seventh Cash Flow Statement, and 

the probable assumptions are suitably supported and consistent with the plans of the Applicants 

and provide a reasonable basis for the Seventh Cash Flow Statement.  

Since the Seventh Cash Flow Statement is based on assumptions regarding future events, 

actual results will vary from the information presented and the variations may be material.  

The Seventh Cash Flow Statement has been prepared solely for the purpose outlined in Note 1 

using a set of probable assumptions set out therein. Consequently, readers are cautioned that 

the Seventh Cash Flow Statement may not be appropriate for other purposes.  

Dated at Calgary, AB this 9th day of March, 2025. 

420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) 

LIMITED AND 420 DISPENSARIES LTD. 

 

 

Per: Ryan Pernal, CFO 

 

 
IN THE COURT OF KING’S BENCH OF ALBERTA    

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES' CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, 
R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 

AND IN THE MATTER OF 420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 
PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) 

LIMITED AND 420 DISPENSARIES LTD. 

MANAGEMENT’S REPORT ON THE CASH FLOW STATEMENT 
(paragraph 23(1)(b) of the CCAA) 
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420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd.
Cash Flow Forecast
April 14, 2025 to July 13, 2025
(Unaudited; C$000s)

Note 20-Apr-25 27-Apr-25 04-May-25 11-May-25 18-May-25 25-May-25 01-Jun-25 08-Jun-25 15-Jun-25 22-Jun-25 29-Jun-25 06-Jul-25 13-Jul-25 Total
1

Receipts
Collection of Accounts Receivable 2 562   562   565   565   565   565   573   573   573   573   573   590   590   7,430   

Total Receipts 3 562   562   565   565   565   565   573   573   573   573   573   590   590   7,430   

Disbursements
Inventory purchases 4 371   346   372   372   372   372   378   378   378   378   378   384   384   4,860   
Payroll 5 205   - 205 - 205  - 205  - 205 - 205 - 205 1,435   
Rent 6 -   -   182 - - - - 182   -   -   -  182   -              546 
Other operating expenses 7 26   60   38  26  26               46  34               35   26   26   50  35   25   454   

Total Operating disbursements 602   406   798   398   603   418   617   595   608   403   632   601   614   7,295   
Net Cash Flow before the Undernoted (40) 156 (232) 167 (38) 147 (44) (22) (35) 170 (59) (11) (24) 135 

Professional Fees 8 - 170 -   -   127   -   -   60   - 67 -   -   -   424   
Net Cash Flow (40) (14) (232) 167 (165) 147 (44) (82) (35) 103 (59) (11) (24) (289)  

Opening Cash balance 9 350   311   296   64   231   67   214   170   88   53   155   96   86   350   
Net Cash Flow (40) (14) (232) 167 (165) 147 (44) (82) (35) 103 (59) (11) (24) (289)  

Closing cash balance 311   296   64   231   67   214   170   88   53   155   96   86   61   61   

The above financial projections are based on management's assumptions detailed in Appendix "1-1".
The note references correspond to the assumption numbers shown in Appendix "1-1".

Period ending



420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd.

Notes to Projected Statement of Cash Flows

April 14, 2025 to July 13, 2025

Purpose and General Assumptions

1.

Hypothetical 

2.

3.

Most Probable

4.

5. Reflects payroll costs of employees. 

6. Represents occupancy costs for the various retail locations. 

7. Other expenses include marketing costs for each retail location and general administrative expenses. 

8. Includes the estimated payments to the Applicant's legal counsel, the Monitor, and the Monitor's legal counsel. 

9. Opening cash reflected as of April 13, 2025. 

The purpose of the projection is to present a forecast of the consolidated cash flow of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (the "Applicants") for the period April 14 to 
July 13, 2025 (the "Period"). The projections omit the proceeds and payments contemplated under the Plan. 

Cash collections include funds received from sales of cannabis-related products at various retail store locations and data program revenues.

Represents inventory stock purchases for retail locations.  

Total receipts do not include funds raised to facilitate a potential plan of arrangement. 



 

 

The management of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis 

(Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (the “Applicants”) have developed the assumptions 

and prepared the attached consolidated statement of projected cash flow as of the 25th day of 

April, 2025 for the period April 14, 2025 to July 13, 2025 (“Eighth Cash Flow Statement”). All 

such assumptions are disclosed in the notes to the Eighth Cash Flow Statement.  

The hypothetical assumptions are suitably supported and consistent with the purpose of the 

Eighth Cash Flow Statement as described in Note 1 to the Eighth Cash Flow Statement, and the 

probable assumptions are suitably supported and consistent with the plans of the Applicants 

and provide a reasonable basis for the Eighth Cash Flow Statement.  

Since the Eighth Cash Flow Statement is based on assumptions regarding future events, actual 

results will vary from the information presented and the variations may be material.  

The Eighth Cash Flow Statement has been prepared solely for the purpose outlined in Note 1 

using a set of probable assumptions set out therein. Consequently, readers are cautioned that 

the Eighth Cash Flow Statement may not be appropriate for other purposes.  

Dated at Calgary, AB this 25th day of April, 2025. 

420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) 

LIMITED AND 420 DISPENSARIES LTD. 

 

 

Per: Ryan Pernal, CFO 

 

 
IN THE COURT OF KING’S BENCH OF ALBERTA    

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES' CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, 
R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 

AND IN THE MATTER OF 420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 
PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) 

LIMITED AND 420 DISPENSARIES LTD. 

MANAGEMENT’S REPORT ON THE CASH FLOW STATEMENT 
(paragraph 23(1)(b) of the CCAA) 



Appendix “J”



 

 

The attached statement of projected cash flow of 420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets 

Ltd., Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. (the “Applicants”) as of 

the 25th day April, 2025, consisting of a weekly projected cash flow statement for the period 

April 14, 2025 to July 13, 2025 (the “Eighth Cash Flow Statement”) has been prepared by the 

management of the Applicants for the purpose described in Note 1, using probable and 

hypothetical assumptions set out in the notes to the Eighth Cash Flow Statement. 

Our review consisted of inquiries, analytical procedures and discussions related to information 

supplied by the management of the Applicants. We have reviewed the support provided by 

management for the probable and hypothetical assumptions and the preparation and 

presentation of the Eighth Cash Flow Statement. 

Based on our review, nothing has come to our attention that causes us to believe that, in all 

material respects: 

a) the hypothetical assumptions are not consistent with the purpose of the Eighth Cash 

Flow Statement;  

 

b) as at the date of this report, the probable assumptions developed by management are 

not suitably supported and consistent with the plans of the Applicants or do not provide a 

reasonable basis for the Eighth Cash Flow Statement, given the hypothetical 

assumptions; or  

 

c) the Eighth Cash Flow Statement does not reflect the probable and hypothetical 

assumptions. 

 

Since the Eighth Cash Flow Statement is based on assumptions regarding future events, actual 

results will vary from the information presented, and the variations may be material. Accordingly, 

we express no assurance as to whether the Eighth Cash Flow Statement will be achieved. We 

express no opinion or other form of assurance with respect to the accuracy of any financial 

information presented in this report, or relied upon in preparing this report. 

 
IN THE COURT OF THE KING’S BENCH OF ALBERTA    

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES' CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, 
R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 

AND IN THE MATTER OF 420 INVESTMENTS LTD., 420 
PREMIUM MARKETS LTD., GREEN ROCK CANNABIS (EC 1) 

LIMITED AND 420 DISPENSARIES LTD. 

MONITOR’S REPORT ON THE CASH FLOW STATEMENT 
(paragraph 23(1)(b) of the CCAA) 



The Eighth Cash Flow Statement has been prepared solely for the purpose described in Note 1 

and readers are cautioned that it may not be appropriate for other purposes.  

 

Dated at Calgary, AB this 25th day of April, 2025. 

 

 

KSV RESTRUCTURING INC.,  
solely in its capacity as the proposed monitor of  
420 Investments Ltd., 420 Premium Markets Ltd.,  
Green Rock Cannabis (Ec 1) Limited and 420 Dispensaries Ltd. 
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