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Introduction and Notice to Reader  

Introduction 

1. On January 23, 2015 (the “Filing Date”), Lutheran Church – Canada, the Alberta – British Columbia 

District (the “District”), Encharis Community Housing and Services (“ECHS”), Encharis Management 

and Support Services (“EMSS”) and Lutheran Church – Canada, the Alberta – British Columbia District 

Investments Ltd. (“DIL”, collectively the “Applicants” or the “District Group”) obtained an Initial Order 

(the “Initial Order”) from the Court of Queen’s Bench of Alberta (the “Court”) under the Companies’ 

Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, as amended (the “CCAA”).  Deloitte Restructuring 

Inc. (“Deloitte”) was appointed as Monitor (the “Monitor”) in the CCAA proceedings.   

2. For clarity, the District includes the Church Extension Fund (“CEF”), which was originally created to 

allow District members to loan their money and earn interest in faith-based developments.  CEF was 

operated under the purview of the District’s Department of Stewardship and Financial Ministries and 

was not created as a separate legal entity.  As such, depositors to CEF are creditors of the District 

(the “District Depositors”).  Depositors to DIL will be referred to as the “DIL Depositors”.  The District 

Depositors and the DIL Depositors will collectively be referred to as the “Depositors”. 

3. The Initial Order provided for an initial stay of proceedings (the “Stay”) until February 20, 2015.  The 

Court has now granted five extensions of the Stay.  The most recent Order was granted at an 

application on October 23, 2015 (the “October 23 Hearing”) and extended the Stay until January 29, 

2016.  

4. Prior to the Initial Order being granted, Deloitte prepared a Pre-Filing Report of the Proposed Monitor 

dated January 22, 2015.  The Monitor subsequently filed the First Report of the Monitor dated February 

17, 2015, the second report of the Monitor dated March 23, 2015 (the “Second Report”), the Third 

Report of the Monitor dated June 16, 2015, the Fourth Report of the Monitor dated June 24, 2015 (the 

“Fourth Report”), the Fifth Report of the Monitor dated August 24, 2015 (the “Fifth Report), the Sixth 

Report of the Monitor dated September 9, 2015, the Seventh Report of the Monitor dated October 20, 

2015 and the Eighth Report of the Monitor dated October 30, 2015 (collectively the “Reports”).  The 

Monitor also filed a confidential supplement to the Second Report dated March 25, 2015, a confidential 

supplement to the Fourth Report dated June 25, 2015 and a confidential supplement to the Fifth Report 

dated August 26, 2015 (collectively the “Supplements”).  The Supplements provided the Court with 

additional detail with respect to the District Group’s applications for the approval of the sales of six 

parcels of land (the “Sale Lands”).  The Supplements were sealed by the Court in order to avoid 
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tainting any future sale processes that would be required if any of the transactions involving the Sale 

Lands failed to be completed. 

5. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings given to them in the Reports 

and in the Supplements. 

6. Information on the CCAA proceedings can be accessed on Deloitte’s website at 

www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca under the link entitled “Lutheran Church – Canada, the Alberta – British 

Columbia District et. al.” (the “Monitor’s Website”). 

Notice to Reader  

7. In preparing this report, the Monitor has relied on unaudited financial information, the books and 

records of the Applicants and discussions with the Applicant’s employees, the Applicant’s Chief 

Restructuring Officer (the “CRO”), interested parties and stakeholders.  The Monitor has not performed 

an independent review or audit of the information provided.   

8. The Monitor assumes no responsibility or liability for any loss or damage occasioned by any party as 

a result of the circulation, publication, reproduction, or use of this report. 

9. All amounts included herein are in Canadian dollars unless otherwise stated. 
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Court Applications  

10. The activities of both the Monitor and the Applicants leading up to the most recent Court application 

on November 5, 2015 (the “November 5 Hearing”) are detailed in the Reports. 

11. At the November 5 Hearing, this Honourable Court granted Orders approving the following relief: 

11.1. Authorizing and directing both ECHS and EMSS to present their plans of compromise and 

arrangement to their respective creditors for approval.  ECHS’ plan of compromise and 

arrangement will be referred to as the “ECHS Plan”; 

11.2. Approving the sale of the District’s former head office (the “District Office Sale”);  

11.3. Approving the transfer of a building occupied by Concordia Lutheran Church (“Concordia”) and 

the leasehold interest on the lands and assigning the corresponding lease to Concordia upon 

repayment of their outstanding indebtedness to the District (the “Concordia Settlement”);.   

11.4. Sealing the Confidential Affidavit of Cameron Sherban sworn on October 23, 2015, which 

contains specific information related to the District Office Sale and the Concordia Settlement in 

order to avoid tainting any future sale processes that may be required should the District Office 

Sale or the Concordia Settlement fail to be completed; 

11.5. Approving the return of approximately $159,070 to District Depositors who had funds withdrawn 

by electronic funds transfer between March 2014 and the date of the Initial Order (the “Pre-

CCAA EFT(s)”); and  

11.6. Amending the Order granted on August 28, 2015 (the “Distribution Order”) approving an interim 

distribution to DIL Depositors (the “DIL Distribution”) such that DIL Depositors who hold 

registered retirement income fund accounts (the “RRIFs”) and locked-in income fund accounts 

(the “LIFs”) can transfer their pro-rata share of the DIL Distribution to an alternative investment 

fund of their choosing and further amending the Distribution Order to correct the definition of 

“Pro-rata Share” included therein.  

12. This report constitutes the Ninth Report of the Monitor (the “Ninth Report”).  The Ninth Report provides 

additional information with respect to the following: 

12.1. The relief sought by the District Group at a hearing scheduled for November 30, 2015 (the 

“November 30 Hearing”);  

12.2. The status of the plan of arrangement for the District (the “District Plan”); and 
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12.3. The Monitor’s dealings with the Life Lease Equity Protection Group (the “LLEPG”), who 

represents residents of the Prince of Peace Village (the “Residents”) and concerns raised by 

Mr. Neil Neufeld related to the Monitor’s dealings with the LLEPG.  The Residents hold life 

leases in respect of condominiums (the “Village Condo(s)”) owned by ECHS. 

13. At the November 30 Hearing, the Applicants will be seeking the following relief: 

13.1. Authorizing and directing DIL to present its plans of compromise and arrangement (the “DIL 

Plan”) to the DIL Depositors for approval; 

13.2. Approving for the sale of lands in St. Albert, Alberta (the “St. Albert Lands”), which are legally 

described as follows: 

PLAN 9423702 
LOT C 
CONTAINING 22.54 ACRES MORE OR LESS 
EXCEPTING THEREOUT ALL MINES AND MINERALS 
AREA: 9.12 HECTARES (22.54 ACRES) MORE OR LESS; 

13.3. Approving the transfer of a condominium located within the Prince of Peace Village  (the 

“Robinson Condo”) to George, Inez, Gerald and Connie Robinson (the “Robinsons”) the 

holders of the leasehold interest on the Robinson Condo (the “Robinson Transfer”): 

CONDOMINIUM PLAN 0011410 
UNIT 51 
AND 43 UNDIVIDED ONE TEN THOUSANDTH SHARES IN THE COMMON PROPERTY 
EXCEPTING THEREOUT ALL MINES AND MINERALS; and 

13.4. Sealing the Second Confidential Affidavit of Cameron Sherban sworn on November 23, 2015 

(the “Confidential Affidavit”), which contains specific information related to the sale of the St. 

Albert Lands in order to avoid tainting any future sale process that may be required should the 

sale of the St. Albert Lands (the “St. Albert Sale”)  fail to be completed. 
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The District’s Plan  

The Settlement Matters 

14. As previously reported, one of the key items that needs to be resolved prior to the District Plan being 

finalized is the settlement of the following two matters (the “Settlement Matters”) being considered by 

the creditors’ committees for the District and DIL (respectively, the “District Committee” and the “DIL 

Committee”, collectively the “Committees”): 

14.1. The District’s potential challenge of a mortgage (the “Strathmore Mortgage”) held by DIL on a 

District-owned property located in Strathmore, Alberta (the “Strathmore Property”); and   

14.2. DIL’s potential claim that two mortgages granted to DIL by ECHS (the “DIL – ECHS 

Mortgages”) and registered against properties in the Prince of Peace Development have 

priority to a mortgage registered on many of the same properties in favour of the District.  

15. Meetings have occurred between both representatives from each of the Committees and legal counsel 

for each of the Committees related to the Settlement Matters.  As at the date of this report, the 

Committees have been unable to finalize an agreement with respect to the Settlement Matters (a 

“Settlement”). Although the Monitor continues to be hopeful that the Committees will complete a 

Settlement in a timely manner, the Monitor does not wish to see the Settlement Matters delay the 

District Plan or be litigated.  As such, the Monitor has advised the Committees that, if they are unable 

to demonstrate that they are close to finalizing or have finalized a Settlement in the very near term, 

the Monitor will recommend to the Court that the Settlement Matters be referred to a judicial settlement 

conference. 

16. The Monitor is of the view that it would be a disservice to the Depositors if the Settlement Matters were 

litigated due to the following: 

16.1. The significant cost involved for both the District and DIL in litigating the Settlement Matters, 

which litigation would likely require witness testimony; 

16.2. The time involved in litigating the Settlement Matters, which could further delay the District 

Plan.  This delay would serve to further increase professional fees and expenses; 

16.3. The desire expressed by the Committees not to litigate the Settlement Matters; and 

16.4. The division within the larger body of Depositors that may occur as a result of litigation between 

groups that include members of the same family or from the same or related congregations. 
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The District Plan 

17. The Monitor is continuing to support the District Group in their efforts to formulate the District Plan.  As 

previously reported, the Monitor, the Monitor’s legal counsel, the Applicants, the CRO, the Applicant’s 

legal counsel, the Committees and legal counsel for the Committees have had the opportunity to 

review and comment on drafts of the District Plan.  In addition, several meetings have been held 

between variations of these parties related to the content of the District Plan.   

18. Although selected revisions to the District Plan are ongoing, the key elements of the District Plan have 

been formulated.  It appears that the District will be in a position to finalize the District Plan prior to the 

expiry of the Stay.  The Monitor is of the view, however, that an agreement with respect to the 

Settlement Matters should be finalized ahead of the District’s Plan proceeding due to the following: 

18.1. As previously reported, distributions pursuant to the District Plan will include both cash and 

shares.  Until a Settlement is finalized, the District will be required to hold-back sufficient funds 

to repay the DIL – ECHS Mortgages in full.  This will have a significant impact, at least in the 

short-term, on the cash available for distribution to District Depositors; 

18.2. Based on the District’s recent marketing efforts for the Strathmore Property, it is anticipated 

that the proceeds from the sale of the Strathmore Property will be insufficient to repay the 

Strathmore Mortgage and that DIL will have an unsecured claim against the District with respect 

to any resulting shortfall (the “Strathmore Claim”).  It is further anticipated that the Strathmore 

Claim will be addressed in a Settlement.  Should a Settlement not be finalized, the District will 

need to withhold sufficient distributions to satisfy the Strathmore Claim.  This will further limit, 

at least in the short-term, distributions to the District Depositors; and 

18.3. A lack of certainty surrounding the quantum and nature of the distributions to District Depositors 

pursuant to the District Plan could prevent District Depositors from adequately assessing their 

recovery pursuant to the District Plan for voting purposes. 

Other Restructuring Considerations 

19. The District previously established a Review Task Force (the “RTF”).  The Monitor understands that 

the RTF was formed by Management to investigate the non-financial causes of the District’s 

insolvency, including a review of the District’s culture.  On November 23, 2015, the RTF issued a 

report (the “RTF Report”) on their findings.  The Monitor has not yet completed a detailed review of 

the RTF Report.  The Monitor understands that the RTF Report was released publicly without prior 

review by the District.  Based on its preliminary review of the RTF Report, the Monitor may comment 

further with respect to selected matters raised in the RTF Report in a future report. 
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The DIL Plan 

20. The DIL Plan only has one class of creditors, who consist of DIL Depositors (the “Affected Creditors”).  

As previously reported, the DIL Depositors have proven claims totalling approximately $38.0 million. 

DIL Distribution 

21. As previously reported, pursuant to the Distribution Order, DIL was authorized to distribute $15.0 

million to DIL Depositors (defined above as the “DIL Distribution”).  In addition to the DIL Distribution, 

and as set out in the Initial Order, statutory annual minimum payments to RRIF holders have been 

made for 2015 (the “Minimum Payments”). Selected DIL Depositors have also received payments 

pursuant to an emergency fund that was implemented prior to the Filing Date and approved by the 

Court as part of the Initial Order (the “Emergency Payments”).  Taking into account the DIL Distribution, 

the Minimum Payments and the Emergency Payments, distributions to DIL Depositors to date 

represent 41% of their investments, as at the Filing Date, without taking into account any estimated 

write-downs. 

Treatment of Affected Creditors 

Distributions 

22. The DIL Plan contemplates the liquidation of DIL’s assets, which include cash held in financial 

institutions, investments in lines of credits and mortgages, any proceeds received from the Settlement 

Matters and amounts payable by the Residents pursuant to the ECHS Plan (collectively the “DIL 

Assets”). 

23. Pursuant to the DIL Plan, all proceeds from the realization of the DIL Assets (the “Plan Distributions”) 

will be distributed to DIL Depositors through accounts established with Great-West Life Assurance 

Company (“GWL”), who acts as the replacement fund manager for DIL and has established or is in 

the process of establishing new registered retirement savings plans of the same type as those 

previously established by DIL (the “New Registered Plans”).  GWL previously experienced technical 

difficulties in their software system related to RRIFs and LIFs, which precluded them from accepting 

payments to DIL Depositors holding RRIFs and LIFs pursuant to the DIL Distribution.  The Monitor 

understands that these issues will be resolved by January 2016.  As such, it is anticipated that all Plan 

Distributions will be payable through GWL. 

24. Distributions will be made to DIL Depositors each time that the funds held in trust by DIL reach $3.0 

million, subject to the following two holdbacks: 
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24.1. To satisfy reasonable fees and expenses of the Monitor, the Monitor’s legal counsel, the 

Applicant’s legal counsel and legal counsel for the DIL Committee; and 

24.2. For DIL Depositors, who elect or are deemed to elect to participate in a future legal action or 

actions, which may be undertaken as a class proceeding (the “Representative Action”), an 

amount sufficient to fund the out-of-pocket costs associated with the Representative Action and 

to indemnify any DIL Depositor, who may be appointed as a representative plaintiff in the 

Representative Action (the “Representative Plaintiff”) for any cost award. 

The Representative Action 

25. In addition to setting out how the Plan Distributions will be paid, the DIL Plan establishes a process 

(the “Representative Action Process”) whereby the Representative Action can be undertaken for the 

benefit of those DIL Depositors who elect or are deemed to elect to participate (the “Representative 

Class”).  The Representative Action will include claims by DIL Depositors that are not paid under the 

DIL Plan or released by the DIL Plan and specifically includes the following: 

25.1. Claims related to a contractual right of one or more of the DIL Depositors; 

25.2. Claims based on allegations of misrepresentation or wrongful or oppressive conduct; 

25.3. Claims for breach of any legal, equitable, contractual or other duty; 

25.4. Claims pursuant to which DIL has coverage under the Applicant’s directors’ and officers’ liability 

insurance; and 

25.5. Claims to be pursued in DIL’s name, including any derivative action (whether statutory or 

otherwise) or any claims that could be assigned to a creditor pursuant to Section 38 of the 

Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, if such legislation were applicable (claims listed in 25.1 to 25.5 

will be collectively referred to as the “Representative Action Claims”). 

26. The Monitor notes as follows with respect to the Representative Action Process: 

26.1. DIL Depositors will have the ability to opt in or opt-out of the Representative Action using a 

representative action letter attached as “Schedule 2” to the DIL Plan (the “Representative 

Action Letter”).  Those DIL Depositors who do not submit a Representative Action Letter will 

be deemed to have opted-in to the Representative Action.  Those DIL Depositors who opt-in 

(whether they explicitly opt-in or have been deemed to opt-in) will constitute the Representative 

Class.  Those Depositors, who explicitly opt-out of the Representative Action will be forever 

barred from participating in the Representative Action, including receiving any proceeds that 

may become payable pursuant to the Representative Action.   

26.2. A subcommittee will be established to choose legal counsel to represent the Representative 

Class in the Representative Action (the “Subcommittee”).  The Subcommittee will include 

between three and five individuals, including initially at least one member of the DIL Committee.  

All members of the Subcommittee will be appointed by the DIL Committee. 
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26.3. The duties and responsibilities of the Subcommittee will include the following: 

26.3.1. Reviewing the qualifications of at least three lawyers and selecting one lawyer to act 

as legal counsel for the Representative Class (the “Representative Counsel”);  

26.3.2. With the assistance of Representative Counsel, identifying a party willing to act as the 

Representative Plaintiff; 

26.3.3. Remaining in place throughout the Representative Action with their mandate to include 

the following: 

26.3.3.1. Assisting in maximizing the amount available for distribution to the 

Representative Class; 

26.3.3.2. Replacing Representative Counsel; 

26.3.3.3. Serving in a fiduciary capacity on behalf of the Representative Class;  

26.3.3.4. Establishing the amount of the Representative Action Holdback and 

directing that payments be made to the Representative Counsel from the 

Representative Action Holdback; and  

26.3.3.5. Bringing any matter before the Court by way of an application for advice and 

direction. 

27. Those DIL Depositors who elect to participate in the Representative Action will have a portion of their 

Plan Distributions withheld to fund the Representative Action Holdback.  It will only be possible to 

estimate the value of the Representative Action Holdback once the Representative Counsel has been 

retained.  As such, upon the Representative Counsel being retained, the Monitor will send further 

correspondence to the Representative Class, providing them with an estimate of the Representative 

Action Holdback as well as instructions on how to opt-out of the Representative Action should they 

choose to do so.  Attached as “Schedule 5” to the DIL Plan is a Notice of Opting Out that DIL 

Depositors may use to opt-out of the Representative Action following the sanction of the DIL Plan. 

28. The Representative Action will represent the sole recourse available to DIL Depositors with respect to 

the Representative Action Claims.  The Monitor is aware that at least one other group intended to 

commence a class action proceeding in respect of the Representative Action Claims.  Should they 

desire, interested parties may submit name(s) of individuals, who may wish to act on the 

Subcommittee or, where they have consulted with legal counsel, have their legal counsel put forward 

as one of the legal counsel to be considered by the Subcommittee to act as Representative Counsel. 

29. The Monitor is of the view that the inclusion of the Representative Action Process in the DIL Plan is 

beneficial to DIL Depositors for the following reasons: 

29.1. It provides a streamlined process for the establishment of the Representative Class and the 

funding of the Representative Action;  
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29.2. It allows for ongoing involvement of members of the DIL Committee who have information and 

insight into the CCAA Proceedings that may prove useful to the Subcommittee; and 

29.3. Selected Depositors have indicated that they view any involvement in litigation as inconsistent 

with their personal religious beliefs.  The Representative Action Process allows DIL Depositors 

to opt-out of the Representative Action before litigation is ever commenced, should that be their 

preference. 

Treatment of Unaffected Creditors 

30. Those creditors with claims that would be unaffected by the DIL Plan include Crown claims, post-filing 

claims, claims with respect to reasonable fees and disbursements of the Monitor, the Monitor’s legal 

counsel, the Applicants’ legal counsel and legal counsel for the DIL Committee, limited claims of 

current employees, directors and officers, critical suppliers (as set out in the Initial Order), claims 

against directors that are not released by the CCAA, claims regarding agreements that have not been 

disclaimed or resiliated, the Representative Action Claims, and a proven claim by the District in the 

amount of $863,022 for outstanding management fees (the “District Claim”).  

31. It is anticipated that the treatment of the District Claim will be addressed in a Settlement.  The Monitor’s 

legal counsel has advised that they are of the view that the DIL Assets are effectively held in trust by 

DIL for the benefit of DIL Depositors.  As such, no funds would be available to satisfy the District Claim. 

Key Elements of the DIL Plan 

32. The key elements of the DIL Plan are as follows: 

32.1. The DIL Plan would only become effective at such time as a Sanction Order has been granted 

in respect of the DIL Plan; 

32.2. The DIL Depositors will be paid as set out above;  

32.3. DIL will continue its efforts to realize on the DIL Assets by encouraging borrowers to refinance 

or through the sale, demand, enforcement or non-renewal of loans and registered mortgages;  

32.4. Upon the DIL Assets having been fully realized and upon distributions having been made to 

GWL, DIL will cease to operate; and 

32.5. DIL does not have any employees and pays a monthly management fee to the District for 

assistance in administering DIL’s investment fund (the “Management Fee”).  The Management 

fee will continue under the DIL Plan, however, as it is based on the value of the DIL Assets, it 

will be reduced as the Plan Distributions are made. 
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Other Considerations  

33. The DIL Plan meets the criteria outlined in Section 6 of the CCAA in respect of restrictions on the 

payment of Crown claims.  As stated above, DIL does not have any employees and does not 

participate in any prescribed pension plans.   

34. The DIL Plan specifies that Section 36.1 of the CCAA and Sections 38 and 95 to 101 of the Bankruptcy 

and Insolvency Act (the “Preference Sections”) do not apply.  The Monitor has reviewed redemptions 

by DIL Depositors during the year preceding the Filing Date, which total approximately $1.5 million 

(the “DIL Redemptions”).  Approximately $19,700 of the DIL Redemptions appear to have been 

redeemed by related parties.  For the three months leading up to the Filing Date, the DIL Redemptions 

total approximately $301,700 of which $5,000 appears to have been redeemed by a related party. 

Based on the quantum of the individual DIL Redemptions, the Monitor is of the view that there would 

be very few cases where it would be cost effective to seek the repayment of DIL Redemptions from 

DIL Depositors.  The Applicants also provided, where available, information regarding the member 

congregations for those DIL Depositors who received DIL Redemptions.  Based on the information 

provided, it does not appear that selected congregations had advance knowledge of the CCAA 

proceedings.  The information regarding the DIL Redemptions was shared with the DIL Committee, 

who confirmed that they did not have any concerns with the Preference Sections not being applicable 

should the DIL Plan be sanctioned.  

35. The DIL Plan provides for releases to the Monitor, the Monitor’s legal counsel, the Applicant’s legal 

counsel, the CRO, DIL, legal counsel for the DIL Committee and the other Applicants, the directors, 

officers and employees of DIL, and any independent contractors of DIL, who were employed three 

days or more a week on a regular basis (the “Releases”).   

36. The Monitor notes that, pursuant to Section 5.1(2) of the CCAA, claims against directors may not be 

compromised that relate to contractual rights of one or more creditors or are based on allegations or 

misrepresentations made by directors to creditors or of wrongful or oppressive conduct by directors 

(the “Section 5.1(2) Claims”).  The Releases carve out Representative Action Claims, which include 

the Section 5.1(2) Claims.  As such, the releases for directors are largely limited to statutory filing 

obligations incurred during the pre-CCAA period. 

Proposed Meeting Order 

37. DIL is seeking the Meeting Order, which sets out the following time and place for the DIL creditors’ 

meeting (the “DIL Meeting”): 

37.1. Time:  Saturday, January 23, 2016 at 10:00 a.m. 

37.2. Location:  Prince of Peace church and school, 243209 Garden Road NE, Calgary, AB 

38. A representative of the Monitor shall preside as the chair of the DIL Meeting with those individuals 

entitled to attend the DIL Meeting including affected  creditors with proven claims or disputed claims 

that have not been settled or adjudicated (the “Eligible Affected Creditors”) for DIL or their respective 
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proxy-holders, directors of DIL, the Monitor, the CRO, the Applicant’s legal counsel, the Monitor’s legal 

counsel, members of the Committees, legal counsel for the Committees, the meeting chair, scrutineers 

and the meeting secretary. 

Notice 

39. The Meeting Order further sets out the notice requirements for the DIL Depositors as follows: 

39.1. The DIL Notice of Creditors’ Meeting (the “Notice”) will include the website address where 

Eligible Affected Creditors can access and retrieve copies of relevant documents including the 

DIL Plan, the Meeting Order, a report to DIL Depositors issued by the Monitor, the time and 

place of the DIL Meeting and the form of proxy, which will collectively form the “Information 

Package”; 

39.2. The Monitor will post the Information Package on the Monitor’s Website by no later than 

December 10, 2015 and send the Information Package as soon as practicable and, in any 

event, not later than December 14, 2015 to each Eligible Affected Creditor by regular mail, 

facsimile, courier or email to the last known address; 

39.3. The Monitor will further send the Information Package to all Eligible Affected Creditors of DIL 

who request a copy by no later than two days prior to the DIL Meeting or any adjournments 

thereof; and 

39.4. A newspaper notice of the DIL Meeting will be published once by the Monitor in the Globe and 

Mail National Edition as soon as practicable and no later than December 12, 2015. 

Voting  

40. Eligible Affected Creditors may vote in person at the DIL Meeting, which votes shall be done by a 

show of hands or by a confidential written ballot, at the discretion of the meeting chair.  DIL Depositors 

can also vote on the approval of the DIL Plan via Election Letter (the “Election Letter”) and can vote 

on the approval of the DIL Plan as well as on any other items that may be considered at the DIL 

Meeting via proxy (the “Proxy(ies”). 

41. Both Election Letters and Proxies must be submitted in the form prescribed in the Information Package 

to the Monitor by 5:00 p.m. on the last business day preceding the date set for DIL Meeting or any 

adjournments thereof.  Proxies can also be hand delivered to the chair prior to the commencement of 

the DIL Meeting but will not be accepted thereafter. 

42. The person named in the Proxy shall vote the relevant claim in accordance with the direction of the 

Eligible Affected Creditor who appointed them.  The Proxy confers a discretionary authority upon the 

person named therein with respect to amendments or variations of the matters being tabled for 

consideration. 
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Approval of Plan 

43. In order for the DIL Plan to be considered approved, two-thirds in value and a majority in number of 

the Eligible Affected Creditors must vote in favour of the DIL Plan.   

Monitor’s Recommendation regarding the Meeting Order 

44. The Monitor believes that the Meeting Order provides sufficient notice for the DIL Meeting and the 

Monitor is prepared and able to fulfill the duties set out for the Monitor in the Meeting Order.  As such, 

the Monitor recommends that the Meeting Order be approved. 

Monitor’s Recommendations on the DIL Plan 

45. The Monitor is supportive of the DIL Plan and is of the opinion that the DIL Plan is fair and reasonable 

and appears to be in the general best interest of all parties as follows: 

45.1. DIL will continue to realize on the DIL Assets with all funds being made available to DIL 

Depositors as set out in the DIL Plan.  Should the DIL Plan fail, selected DIL Assets may need 

to be liquidated under forced sale conditions, which may result in lower proceeds, delays in the 

realization of selected DIL Assets and increased professional fees and expenses; 

45.2. The DIL Plan provides a mechanism for distributions to DIL Depositors to be made through 

GWL, which will allow for the transfer of funds from one registered savings plan to another 

registered savings plan of the same type; thereby avoiding any negative tax consequences for 

DIL Depositors;  

45.3. The DIL Plan provides for a streamlined process for DIL Depositors to pursue the 

Representative Action Claims; and 

45.4. The DIL Committee has approved the DIL Plan. 

46. The Settlement Matters will have a significant impact on the estimated realizations for DIL Depositors.  

Any Settlement will be subject to Court approval.  At the time that the Monitor reports on the application 

to approve a Settlement, the Monitor will provide a range of the estimated realizations to DIL 

Depositors.   The Monitor notes that, regardless of the outcome of the Settlement Matters, the amount 

available to DIL Depositors pursuant to the DIL Plan will be in excess of that available should the DIL 

Assets need to be liquidated under forced sale conditions.  The Monitor further notes that as the DIL 

Plan is effectively a liquidation of the DIL Assets and, as all distributions to DIL Depositors pursuant 

to the DIL Plan are being made in cash (to be transferred into accounts in registered retirement savings 

plans), the Monitor does not believe that the fact that the a Settlement is not yet completed will impact 

the ability of DIL Depositors to assess the benefits of the DIL Plan. 
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St. Albert Sale 

47. As reported above, the District is seeking Court approval at the November 30 Hearing for the St. Albert 

Sale. 

48. The District is the registered owner of the St. Albert Lands.  There are no mortgages registered on title 

for the St. Albert Lands; however, there is a registered right of first refusal (the “ROFR”) in favour of 

Landrex Hunter Ridge Inc. (“Landrex”).   

49. The District originally entered into an Exclusive Listing Agreement for sale with Colliers MacCauley 

Nicholls Inc. (“Colliers”) with respect to the St. Albert Lands, which was dated February 12, 2013 and 

amended January 16, 2014 (the “Listing Agreement”).  Pursuant to the Listing Agreement, a 

commission of 3% of the gross sale proceeds is to be paid to Colliers upon the completion of the St. 

Albert Sale.   

50. The original marketing process undertaken by Colliers (the “Marketing Process”) included issuing an 

electronic marketing package to 35 commercial/ industrial developers from Alberta and British 

Columbia, installing onsite signage, listing the St. Albert Lands on Colliers’ property listing website, 

advertising in Western Investor magazine, targeting information to entrepreneurs, investors, 

commercial and multi-family developers and commercial real estate brokerages and brokers and 

discussing the St. Albert Lands with potential purchasers at real estate conferences in Edmonton, 

Toronto, Atlanta and Houston.    

51. The Marketing Process generated two offers on the St. Albert Lands.  On May 5, 2014, the District 

presented the most favourable offer to Landrex pursuant to the terms of the ROFR.  Landrex exercised 

the ROFR, confirming acceptance of the offer upon the terms and conditions set out therein on June 

12, 2014 (the “First Landrex Offer”).   The Court granted an Order approving the First Landrex Offer 

on March 27, 2015 at which time the First Landrex Offer remained subject to conditions including 

subdivision and rezoning.   

52. Landrex failed to waive the conditions included in the First Landrex Offer and the corresponding 

transaction could not be completed. 

53. Despite the Stay, Landrex filed a Statement of Claim and Certificate of Lis Pendens against the District 

on July 2, 2015, which are attached as “Exhibit G” and “Exhibit H” to the Affidavit of Cameron Sherban, 

sworn on November 23, 2015 (the “Sherban Affidavit”).  Landrex has taken the position that, despite 

the fact that they did not waive the conditions included in the First Landrex Offer, the St. Albert Lands 

remain subject to the ROFR.  
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54. Colliers subsequently re-approached all parties identified in the Marketing Process to negotiate a 

further transaction.  There were originally four parties involved in the negotiations, however, one party 

dropped out.  Colliers then completed a sealed bid process with the remaining three parties to 

encourage them to put their best offer forward (the “Bid Process Offers”).  The Monitor has been 

advised that those submitting Bid Process Offers were informed that Landrex may still exercise the 

ROFR.  The Monitor further understands that all of the Bid Process Offers had substantially the same 

terms with the only difference being the purchase price and a break fee that was attached to one of 

the Bid Process Offers. A copy of the most favourable Bid Process Offer (the “Preferred Offer”) is 

attached as “Exhibit B” to the Confidential Affidavit.  The Monitor notes as follows with respect to the 

Preferred Offer: 

54.1. The Preferred Offer had a lower purchase price than the First Landrex Offer; 

54.2. A deposit had been paid in respect of the Preferred Offer; and 

54.3. The Preferred Offer was unconditional with a closing date of December 15, 2015. 

55. The District is seeking Court approval for an offer with the same terms as the Preferred Offer (the 

“Accepted Offer”).  Attached as “Exhibit C” to the Confidential Affidavit is additional correspondence 

related to the Accepted Offer.   

56. The Monitor has reviewed the Accepted Offer in conjunction with Deloitte’s real estate advisory group 

and is supportive of the Accepted Offer based on the following: 

56.1. The reduced purchase price appears to be reasonable given current challenges in the Alberta 

real estate market and the St. Albert Sale may be more beneficial to the Applicant’s creditors 

than a sale or disposition in a forced liquidation scenario; 

56.2. The Marketing Process and Colliers subsequent marketing efforts are satisfactory; 

56.3. The District Committee has approved the Accepted Offer; and 

56.4. The sale proceeds will be held in trust, pending further Order of this Court, for the purposes of 

being included in the District Plan.   
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The Robinson Transfer 

57. As reported above, at the November 30 Hearing, the District is seeking approval of the Robinson 

Transfer.   

58. As outlined in the Sherban Affidavit, the life lease on the Robinson Condo was surrendered prior to 

the Filing Date on December 17, 2014.  The Monitor is advised that the District has been marketing 

the Robinson Condo since January 9, 2015 but had been unable to complete the sale of the Robinson 

Condo. 

59. The Monitor further understands that senior members of the Robinson family have been moved into a 

seniors’ care facility and that the Robinson Condo is currently vacant.  The Robinson’s wish to dispose 

of the Robinson Condo as soon as possible and believe that converting their leasehold interest to a 

fee simple interest (the “Robinson Conversion”) will facilitate that process.  As such, they have 

requested that the Robinson Conversion take place ahead of the ECHS Plan being approved by 

ECHS’ creditors or sanctioned by the Court. 

60. The Robinson Conversion will be done on the same terms as are set out for Residents in the ECHS 

Plan.  The Robinsons will initiate and pay for the Robinson Conversion and pay a $3,000 fee to ECHS, 

which will be held in trust for the benefit of DIL Depositors.  The Applicants will facilitate the conversion 

and ensure that the mortgages and caveats registered against the Robinson Condo by Concentra 

Trust (“Concentra”), as the bare trustee for DIL, are discharged. 

61. The Monitor is supportive of the Robinson Transfer based on the following: 

61.1. The treatment of the Robinsons pursuant to the Robinson Transfer is consistent with that 

available to other Residents pursuant to the ECHS Plan; 

61.2. The ongoing maintenance of the Robinson Condo appears to represent a hardship to the 

Robinsons; and  

61.3. The LLEPG has indicated that they are supportive of the Robinson Transfer. 



 

 
Ninth Report of the Monitor  Page  17 
November 26, 2015 

Dealings with the LLEPG and 
concerns raised by Mr. Neil Neufeld 

62. The Monitor wishes to report to the Court with respect to allegations asserted by Mr. Neil Neufeld 

regarding the Monitor’s conduct in the CCAA proceedings. The Monitor is advised that Mr. Neufeld is 

the son of one of the Residents, Mrs. Gladys Neufeld, who is a member of the LLEPG.  He is not, 

himself a creditor of ECHS.   

The Monitor’s Dealings with LLEPG 

63. The LLEPG was formed early in the CCAA Proceedings to represent the interests of the Residents.  

The Monitor understands that the LLEPG represents all but one of the Residents.  The Monitor has 

had ongoing correspondence with the LLEPG throughout the CCAA Proceedings.  The following is a 

brief summary of the Monitor’s dealings with the LLEPG: 

63.1. The Monitor became aware of the LLEPG in early February 2015.  Following initial discussions 

with the LLEPG, the Monitor issued correspondence to the Residents on February 10, 2015 

(the “February 10 Letter”).  The purpose of the February 10 Letter, as set out in the First Report, 

was to reassure Residents that the intention of the ECHS Plan would be to cause the least 

disruption possible for Residents and to set out, on a preliminary basis, the general intention 

of the Applicants in compromising the claims of the Residents.  A copy of the February 10 

Letter was attached as “Schedule 3” to the First Report.  The Monitor consulted with the LLEPG 

prior to the February 10 Letter being issued.   

63.2. On February 20, 2015, the Court granted an Order approving a claims process (the “Claims 

Process”) for all of the Applicants (the “Claims Process Order”).  The Residents were contingent 

creditors of ECHS as, upon surrender of their leasehold interest in the Village Condos, ECHS 

was required to purchase the Village Condo if a purchaser was not found within six months.  

Pursuant to the Claims Process Order, a reverse claims process was established for the 

Residents, with their contingent claims being valued based on the 2015 property tax assessed 

value of their Village Condo, subject to the 5% surrender fee payable pursuant to the life leases.   

Correspondence was sent to Residents regarding the Claims Process on February 25, 2015 

(the “February 25 Letter”).  The Monitor consulted with the LLEPG prior to the February 25 

Letter being issued. 
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63.3. On March 5, 2015, the Monitor was advised that the LLEPG had retained McLeod Law LLP 

(“McLeod”) as legal counsel.  On April 20, 2015, McLeod filed a dispute notice on behalf of the 

Residents (the “Dispute Notice”), which listed the following reasons for the dispute, among 

others: 

63.3.1. The Residents objected to the Claims Process and indicated that the Dispute Notice 

was being filed without prejudice to such objection; and  

63.3.2. The Residents indicated that they were not creditors, contingent or otherwise of the 

Applicants. 

63.4. Following receipt of the Dispute Notice, the LLEPG and the Applicants had ongoing discussions 

related to the inclusion of the Residents in the ECHS Plan.  The Monitor maintained periodic 

communication with the LLEPG during this time. 

63.5. In August 2015, discussions between the LLEPG and the Applicants had not yet yielded 

agreement as to the inclusion of the Residents in the ECHS Plan.  On August 26, 2015, the 

LLEPG filed notice of an application seeking a Vesting Order transferring fee simple title to 

members of the LLEPG at each Residents’ expense free and clear of any mortgage or charge, 

including that held by Concentra save and except for those between each Resident and their 

personal lender (the “LLEPG Application”).  The LLEPG Application was adjourned sine die. 

63.6. On September 16, 2015, the Monitor coordinated a meeting with the LLEPG, McLeod, the 

Monitor’s legal counsel and the CRO.  At that meeting, LLEPG indicated that they would 

advance a further proposal (the “LLEPG Proposal”), which was subsequently provided on 

October 8, 2015.  The Applicants accepted the LLEPG Proposal, which was supported by the 

Monitor and approved by the DIL Committee.   The LLEPG Proposal formed the basis for the 

treatment of the Residents in the ECHS Plan and the ECHS Plan was filed with the support of 

the LLEPG. 

63.7. On November 13, 2015, information packages related to the ECHS Plan, including a Notice for 

the ECHS creditors’ meeting and additional instructions for Residents (the “Resident 

Packages”) were hand delivered to Residents.  The Monitor consulted with the LLEPG prior to 

the Resident Packages being delivered.  

63.8. On November 24, 2015, the Monitor attended a meeting hosted by the LLEPG, in conjunction 

with their legal counsel and the CRO in order to provide further information to Residents 

regarding the ECHS Plan and the go-forward process following sanction of the ECHS Plan.  

Based on their attendance at that meeting and discussions with members of the LLEPG, the 

Monitor believes that there is widespread support among the Residents for the ECHS Plan. 
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Correspondence with Mr. Neil Neufeld 

64. On October 21, 2015, the Monitor was forwarded a letter circulated by Mr. Neufeld (the “October 21 

Neufeld Email”).  The October 21 Neufeld Email is attached hereto as “Schedule1”.  The Monitor is 

not aware of the distribution list for the October 21 Neufeld Email but is aware that it was circulated to 

members of the District as well as selected members of the DIL Committee. 

65. The October 21 Neufeld Email includes certain errors of fact and allegations against the Monitor.  The 

Monitor’s concerns with respect to the October 21 Neufeld Email are summarized below: 

65.1. It includes unfounded allegations that the Monitor is “extorting” the Residents;  

65.2. There appears to be a lack of understanding surrounding the purpose of the claims process; 

and  

65.3. There appears to be a lack of understanding of the role of the Monitor in the CCAA 

Proceedings. 

66. Following discussions with the Monitor’s legal counsel and, upon confirming that Mr. Neufeld was not 

a creditor of ECHS and that Mr. Neufeld’s mother was a member of the LLEPG, the Monitor initially 

declined to respond to the October 21 Neufeld Email.  The Monitor subsequently became aware, 

however, that Mr. Neufeld was continuing to allege that the Monitor was “extorting” the Residents.  Mr. 

Neufeld also made indications, as set out in the October 21 Neufeld Email, that he would communicate 

these allegations to the media.  If not responded to, the Monitor was concerned that these allegations 

could tarnish the reputation of the Monitor and cause confusion among stakeholders.   

67. Based on these concerns, the Monitor requested that their legal counsel Gowling Lafleur Henderson 

LLP (“Gowlings”) prepare a response to the October 21 Neufeld Email.  Gowlings issued a letter to 

Mr. Neufeld on November 13, 2015 (the “November 13 Gowlings Letter”), a copy of which is attached 

hereto as “Schedule 2”.  The purpose of the November 13 Gowlings Letter was to provide Mr. Neufeld 

with relevant facts in relation to the CCAA Proceedings and to address Mr. Neufeld’s allegations of 

wrongdoing by the Monitor.  The Monitor also had a telephone conversation with Mr. Neufeld on 

November 13, 2015, in which the Monitor attempted to provide Mr. Neufeld with relevant facts in the 

CCAA proceedings and responded to inquiries by Mr. Neufeld regarding what may occur if the ECHS 

Plan was approved by the Residents but individual Residents declined to meet the conditions set out 

in the ECHS Plan. 

68. Further email correspondence was exchanged between Mr. Neufeld and the Monitor’s legal counsel 

between November 14, 2015 and November 16, 2015 and is attached hereto as “Schedule 3”.   

69. Based on the serious nature of the allegations raised by Mr. Neufeld,  the Monitor wished to provide 

stakeholders with information on their dealings with the LLEPG and advised Mr. Neufeld that this 

matter would be reported to the Court in advance of the November 30 Hearing.   
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Conclusion 

70. The Monitor believes that the Meeting Order provides sufficient notice for the DIL Meeting and the 

Monitor is prepared and able to fulfill the duties set out for the Monitor in the Meeting Order.  As such, 

the Monitor recommends that the Meeting Order be approved. 

71. The Monitor supports the DIL Plan and is of the opinion that the DIL Plan is fair and reasonable and 

appears to be in the general best interest of all parties, as further described herein. 

72. The Monitor supports the District Group’s application for approval of the St. Albert Sale as described 

herein based on the following: 

72.1. The purchase price appears to be reasonable given current challenges in the Alberta real 

estate market and the St. Albert Sale may be more beneficial to the Applicant’s creditors than 

a sale or disposition in a forced liquidation scenario; 

72.2. The Marketing Process and Colliers subsequent marketing efforts are satisfactory; 

72.3. The District Committee has approved the St. Albert Sale; and 

72.4. The sale proceeds will be held in trust, pending further Order of this Court, for the purposes of 

being included in the District Plan.  

73. The Monitor supports the following additional relief sought by the Applicants, as further set out herein: 

73.1. The Robinson Transfer; and 

73.2.  The sealing of the Confidential Affidavit. 

DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC., 
In its capacity as Court-appointed Monitor of  
The Lutheran Church – Canada, The Alberta – 
British Columbia District, Encharis Community 
Housing and Services, Encharis Management 
and Support Services and The Lutheran Church 
– Canada, The Alberta – British Columbia 
District Investments Ltd. and not in its personal 
or corporate capacity 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Jeff Keeble CA, CIRP, CBV 
Senior Vice-President 
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From: Neil Neufeld 
Sent: October 21, 2015 3:46 PM 
To: rlcvic@rlcvic.ca 
Subject: ABBC District funds through extortion? - for action please 
  
  
Dear Pastor, 

In hopes that this letter finds you in the center of the will of the Father, I thank you in advance for your time, 
and request that this be read with the intention of understanding and hope the following words are as 
valuable as they are intended to be. It has been after some time of praying that I awoke today with a strong 
impression that perhaps my heart is wrong, and perhaps not everything is as much in the light as I think it is, 
and if it were, there would be a difference, and this is the context  under which I am urgently writing you 
today. 

If you would allow me a short story for illustration, and further permit me to include you in the story of a 
time when you built a home and you paid market value for it from a builder; a brother in Christ; and as well 
you enter into an agreement with the builder that in the future the builder will also build a garage for you for, 
let’s say $15,000. And to ensure that the home builder is paid; you agree that a builder’s lien will be placed 
on the your property and further agree that the timing of the garage being built is solely in the hands of you. 
In good conscience, diligence and trust you create an agreement in writing to this effect. 

Now over time, the home builder runs into financial difficulty and in the process the courts step in and see 
that the builder is not alone in his endeavors and there are shareholders wanting a piece of the remnants of 
the company, who after all, paid to have your house built. Now an officer of the court sees on the builder’s 
balance sheet an asset worth $15,000 and a lien, so quickly sends you a letter that requests that you forfeit 
this amount of money because the builder is no longer able to pay their bills. Of course, the letter is written 
in such a way that if you do nothing, this would mean that you agree that you owe the money. 

Naturally, you know the builder did not build the garage. The builder has not completed what they agreed to 
do and you have an agreement that states that this amount is due only if the builder completes their work 
which needs to be initiated by you. You can’t after all take only part of the agreement and enforce it; it’s all 
or none!  

But in the cleverness of the world consumed with the desire of greed, the officer of the court sees an 
opportunity for a business proposition with you. Perhaps your contract is clear and indicates that you do not 
owe the money, but if you take this before a judge, what will they say? Maybe they will agree, maybe not. 
But maybe you can be persuaded to agree to a smaller amount, say $5,000 after your legal fees and pay this 
builder’s company for the benefit of the shareholders. But as is required in all good extortions like this, there 
too needs to be an “or else’; otherwise it would be instantly rejected. Or else what, you would query; to 
which you would be warned “or else we will just make this company disappear in bankruptcy and you will 
need to hire lawyers and get judges to remove the lien, so you won’t be able to sell your house”. And so you 
wonder whether the builder knows of this, if the builder condones this, and why the builder wouldn’t just 
remove the lien. 

Surely you are wondering why I would relay such a disheartening story to you and I thank you for enduring 
this anecdote that hopefully has your inner sense of right and wrong feeling a bit grated. So I will land this 
lofty tale on the runway of reality that, fortunate or not, leads directly to the doors of your church and maybe 
your home; requiring your action to redirect this story’s outcome, not for the sake alone of the injustice that 
it reflects, but also for the stain that this is about to create like wine on a wedding dress; and your role as an 
elder and teacher of God’s word as it pertains to this abhorrent behavior. 

mailto:rlcvic@rlcvic.ca


Truly I do not mean to preach to the choir and have every confidence of your familiarity of where Paul makes 
no illusion of extortion in his first epistle to the Corinthians and as depicted in 1 Corinthians 6:10 where Paul 
writes “Nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners, shall inherit the kingdom of 
God.” 

Not much wiggle room I’m afraid. And I’m sure you are rightfully asking, but what does this have to do with 
me? 

There is a vote coming that you may be participating in, and if not yourself directly then possibly your 
parishioners. The vote will be that of the builder condoning the actions of the officer of the court from which 
worldly counsel was requested. It will certainly be embedded in a plan; ‘the plan’, which will also include a lot 
of terrific and hard work that will have the potential to restructure the district. But sin wrapped in other good 
deeds does not mean that it is not there in all its repulsive nature. 

You see, the reality is that the funds that your parishioners and possibly yourself had provided to the CEF has 
made you become the shareholders depicted, the homes that were built are the Prince of Peace Village 
homes just outside of Calgary, the homeowners are not you but are quite real and are the scared senior 
citizen owners of the nearly 60 condos that are being extorted under threat of being buried in continuous 
nebulous litigation. There is no lien and garage; but instead a life lease which obligates the owner (builder) of 
the life lease to do mainly two things; only with the seniors’ initiating it; namely 

1.       To appraise, market, sell, and pay legal costs when a senior wants to vacate their home  
2.       To guarantee the sale occurs in 6 months or pay the senior the appraised value as per an appraisal 

from someone recognized by the appraisal institute of Canada 

AND for this, the seniors will forfeit 5% of the appraised value of their home to pay for these activities. There 
is no dispute on these terms. Details of which can be read here if you are inclined 
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/Affidavit%20of%20Donald%20A.%20Fraser%20sworn_filed
%20on%20August%2026,%202015,%20together%20with%20Exhibits.pdf  

The letter, as described was sent by the officer of the court, also known as ‘The Monitor’ without the clarity 
and with the confusion of do nothing and you owe the money; which appears to also have been done 
without direction of the court, but perhaps with the church’s blessing as you can see here if you are so 
inclined http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/TEMPLATE%20Life%20Lease%20Residents%20-
%20Claims%20Process%20Mail-Out.pdf  

This has required the seniors to spend money on lawyers to try to protect themselves and their equity even 
though they honestly did pay all the money back that was invested to build these condos plus a profit; the 
CEF funds were whole and plus when these residents entrusted this agreement with the Lutheran Church. As 
any homeowner too, never thought again about the developer’s financial affairs – it was irrelevant until this 
storm was concocted. 

The “or else” is also present in this reality and is largely as described in the story above. Literally, or else we 
make the Encharis and possibly the ABBC District corporations disappear and these seniors will need to hire 
more lawyers and get more judges to figure out how to remove a life lease and an unauthorized Concentra 
mortgage that was placed there by a corporation that doesn’t exist. Pay up or else! No different that the 
bullies on the playground or the Pharisees in the days of Christ; extortion is what it is. 

There is no force other than greed and opportunity driving this. The life lease could stay in place and be 
exercised by the ABBC District as was originally signed at some date in the future – the church remains whole 
and as agreed is honored by all.  These life lease titles could be released to be fee simple back to these 
seniors, as was done at no fee years ago, and in light that the ABBC district and their Encharis corporations 

http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/Affidavit%20of%20Donald%20A.%20Fraser%20sworn_filed%20on%20August%2026,%202015,%20together%20with%20Exhibits.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/Affidavit%20of%20Donald%20A.%20Fraser%20sworn_filed%20on%20August%2026,%202015,%20together%20with%20Exhibits.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/TEMPLATE%20Life%20Lease%20Residents%20-%20Claims%20Process%20Mail-Out.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/TEMPLATE%20Life%20Lease%20Residents%20-%20Claims%20Process%20Mail-Out.pdf


being unable to fulfill their obligations of the agreement – even have the seniors pay for the costs for this; 
just provide them with release letters – the church again would remain whole. The benefit to the 3,600 
investors for this atrocity is about $50 each, before costs! 

Ideally, all the good work and effort that is being put into restructuring of the ABBC District insolvency should 
not be put at risk over this extortion. Ideally if this part of the plan is stopped NOW, before it even becomes 
part of the plan; but if that doesn’t occur and it is included in the plan, then I pray that justice prevails; the 
plan in its entirety fails and this extortion being done between believers with the approval of the church has 
the backlash it so deserves. Failing either of these scenarios; seniors that can pay the extortion will protect 
their homes, and sacrifice elsewhere from burdening family, food, or medicines unless there are any savings 
at all. There will be no option for them and they will buckle like a bullied child at school from the duress. The 
ones who can’t; my heart breaks and my blood boils! 

There is no access by us seniors to proceedings, to the officer of the court or ‘monitor’ as she is titled; (phone 
calls aren’t even returned), to the investors who will be voting, to any of this – we are merely the victims of a 
storm that is coming out of the body that you are part of and are a leader for.  We have had a committee of 
seniors from and through lawyers that have had discussions and negotiations under the duress of the 
looming ‘or else’. To which it is now expected that the officer of the court will send out a letter that $3,000 
cash must be paid (plus $1,000 to pay for the transfer + $1,500 already paid to lawyers) If I’m correct, the 
Monitor is acting unilaterally as seen as she describes the funds coming in – missing the gory details of 
holding seniors home ransom and forcing them to approve! Please see today’s report at Section 37.1 at 
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/Final%2010_19%20Monitor%27s%20Seventh%20Report.pd
f  

Please, do not gaze heartlessly as if you can only be a bystander to something you are empowered to 
influence. Talk to your parishioners; especially investors who will be voting, challenge the committees that 
are supporting this and make sure they are aware of what is being done and your opinion; request that this 
be rethought; what they see on the proposal may not show the approach used – only the result. John 3:20 
reveals “Everyone who does evil hates the light, and will not come into the light for fear that their deeds will 
be exposed.” This needs to be exposed, and I humbly ask you to help; and if this is their intent then it’s 
informed intent at least. 

Committees: http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/DIL%20Creditors%20Committee%20Write-
up%204_20_15.pdf 

http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/District%20Creditors%20Committee%20Write-
up%204_22_15.pdf  

District investment Committee: 
Gary Clements; Reid Glenn; Esther Borger; Holly 
Drinkle; Gerry Kruger 

Lutheran Church Committee 
Sandra Jory; Phil Lemke; Dieter Steinruck; Clinton 
Ziegler; Tom Lademann; Terry Goerz 

  

Matthew 18:15 instructs us that “If your brother sins against you, go and tell him his fault, between you and 
him alone. If he listens to you, you have gained your brother….. if he refuses to listen, bring it to the church” 

As an 84 year old, blind and disabled senior living alone in one of these condo’s, this is what I hope to 
have done with this letter, the media is what I want to avoid as this stains all of the body of Christ. You are 
aware now, and I apologize for removing the ample excuse of “if I had only known”. You now know, and I 
trust that you will govern yourself accordingly. Please talk to other pastors, feel free to share this as I don’t 
have complete email lists - let all understand that this extorting money from seniors for a mere $50 per 
investor is shameful and not what you and this church stands behind! Bring this into the light! 

http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/Final%2010_19%20Monitor%27s%20Seventh%20Report.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/Final%2010_19%20Monitor%27s%20Seventh%20Report.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/DIL%20Creditors%20Committee%20Write-up%204_20_15.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/DIL%20Creditors%20Committee%20Write-up%204_20_15.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/District%20Creditors%20Committee%20Write-up%204_22_15.pdf
http://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/Documents/District%20Creditors%20Committee%20Write-up%204_22_15.pdf


By early December the plan will be presented; time is short and action required is now! 

Sincerely,                                                                               

Neil Neufeld on behalf of Gladys Neufeld 
621 Advent Bay NE 
Calgary, Alberta T1X 1N8 
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