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Introduction and Notice to
Reader

1. OnJlanuary 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 {"EM$$") 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.5.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 nine extensions of the Stay. The most recent Order was granted at an application
on September 2, 2016 (the “September 2 Hearing”) and extended the Stay until the earlier of December
31, 2016 or the date on which a Certificate of Plan Termination is filed signaling the completion of the
plan of compromise and arrangement for the District as subsequently amended (the "District Plan™). On
November 15, 2016 counsel for the Applicants wrote a letter to the Court noting that the Monitor would
not be in a position to file the Certificate of Plan Termination by December 31, 2016 as several properties
still needed to be dealt with and there was still one disputed claim that was unresolved. Counsel also
noted in the letter that upon further review of the sanction orders granted by the Court for all of the plans,
it was noted that each of the sanction orders granted an extension of the Stay period until the Certificates
of Plan Termination were filed and that, as a result, another Court application was not necessary to extend
the Stay. The Monitor understands that the Court has not disputed this position and the Stay remains in
place until the Certificates of Plan Termination are filed.
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4. Prior to the Initial Order being granted, Deloitte prepared a Pre-Filing Report of the Proposed Monitor
dated January 22, 2015 (the “Pre-Filing Report”). The Monitor subsequently filed the following reports:

4,1. the First Report of the Monitor dated February 17, 2015;

4.2. the Second Report of the Monitor dated March 23, 2015 (the “"Second Report”);

4.3. the Third Report of the Monitor dated June 16, 2015;

4.4. the Fourth Report of the Monitor dated June 24, 2015 (the “Fourth Report”);

4.5. the Fifth Report of the Monitor dated August 24, 2015 (the “Fifth Report’);

4.6. the Sixth Report of the Monitor dated September 9, 2015;

4.7. the Seventh Report of the Monitor dated October 20, 2015;

4.8. the Eighth Report of the Monitor dated October 30, 2015;

4.9. the Ninth Report of the Monitor dated November 26, 2015;

4.10. the Tenth Report of the Monitor dated December 22, 2015;

4.11. the Eleventh Report of the Monitor dated January 11, 2016;

4.12. the Twelfth Report of the Monitor dated January 27, 2016;

4.13. the Thirteenth Report of the Monitor dated February 4, 2016;

4.14. the Fourteenth Report of the Monitor dated Fehruary 18, 2016;

4.15. the Fifteenth Report of the Monitor dated February 25, 2016 (the “Fifteenth Report”);
4.16. the Sixteenth Report of the Monitor dated March 14, 2016;

4.17. the Seventeenth Report of the Monitor dated March 18, 2016 (the “Seventeenth Report”);
4,18. the Eighteenth Report of the Monitor dated April 25, 2016;

4.19. the Nineteenth Report of the Monitor dated May 27, 2016;

4.20. the Twentieth Report of the Monitor dated June 14, 2016;

4.21. the Twenty-First Report of the Monitor dated July 7, 2016;

4.22. the Twenty-Second Report of the Monitor dated July 12, 2016;

4.23. the Twenty-Third Report of the Monitor dated August 22, 2016;

4.24. the Twenty-Fourth Report of the Monitor dated October 17, 2016;

4.25. the Twenty-Fifth Report of the Monitor dated December 12, 2016;

4.26. the Twenty-Sixth Report of the Monitor dated March 2, 2017 (the “"Twenty-Sixth Report”);

4.27. the Twenty-Seventh Report of the Monitor dated April 17, 2017; and
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4.28. the Twenty-Eighth Report of the Monitor dated May 24, 2017 (the “Twenty-Eight Report”) was
prepared to provide the Court with an update on the special meeting of Sage Properties Corp.
(“Sage™) called for May 26, 2017 (the “Sage Meeting”} and the various correspondence from
several parties with respect to the meeting and the items to be discussed and voted on at the Sage
Meeting and to seek related advice and direction from the Court in the application held on May 25,
2017 Court application (the “Sage Meeting Application”).

4.29. The Twenty-Eighth Report, together with the Pre-Filing Report, the reports listed in 4.1 to 4.27 will
collectively be referred to as the “Reports”).

5. 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, a confidential supplement to the Fifth Report dated
August 26, 2015, a confidential supplement to the Fifteenth Report dated February 26, 2016, a
confidential supplement to the Seventeenth Report dated March 18, 2016, and a confidential supplement

to the Twenty-Eighth Report (collectively the “Supplements”). The Supplements have been sealed by the
Court.

6. In addition to the Reports and the Supplements, the Monitor prepared a First Report to the Creditors of
ECHS and EMSS dated November 10, 2015 (the “Encharis Report”), a First Report to the Creditors of DIL
dated December 8, 2015 (the “DIL Report™), and a First Report to the Creditors of the District dated March
28, 2016 (the “District Report”). All of the Encharis Report, the DIL Report and the District Report were
prepared for the purpose of providing creditors of the corresponding entities with specific information
related to the respective plans of compromise and arrangement for ECHS, EMSS, DIL and the District
(respectively the “ECHS Plan”, the "EMSS Plan”, the "DIL Plan” and the “District Plan”, collectively the

Applicant Plans”), all as subsequently amended.

7. This report represents the Twenty-Ninth Report of the Monitor (the “Twenty-Ninth Report”). The Twenty-
Ninth Report has been prepared to provide the Court with an update since the Sage Meeting Application
and the Twenty-Eighth Report, to advise the Court of the District Subcommittee Reformation Process, and
to provide an updated cash flow for the Applicants for the 13 week period ending August 12, 2017 along
with a cash flow variance analysis for the Applicants for the twelve week period ended May 13, 2017. The
Twenty-Ninth Report also outlines the proposed settlements between the District and the Lutheran Church
Canada ("LCC") and the District and Foothills Lutheran Church of Calgary ("FLC”) and is seeking the
Court’s approval of the settlements. A more fulsome report with a complete update on the CCAA
proceedings will be submitted to the Court prior to July 4, 2017 pursuant to the Court’s direction at the
unsuccessful April 19, 2017 application by the District Subcommittee to lift the Stay (the “Stay
Application”) as against the District.

Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings given to them in the Reports and
in the Supplements.
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9. Information on the CCAA proceedings can be accessed on Deloitte’s website (the “Monitor’s Website”) at
www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca under the link entitled “Lutheran Church — Canada, the Alberta — British
Columbia District et. al.”.

10. 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.

11. 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,

12. All amounts included herein are in Canadian dollars unless otherwise stated.
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Sage Meeting Application Update

13,

14,

15.

16.

The Twenty-Eighth Report was prepared in advance of the Sage Meeting Application and provided
background information in respect of the District Subcommittee, including the various concerns of the
Monitor with respect of the conduct of certain members of the District Subcommittee and its counsel, Mr.

Allan Garber of Allan Garber Professional Corporation, in connection with the Sage Meeting and other
issues.

The Sage Meeting Application was heard on May 25, 2017. That same day, shortly before the hearing,
Mr. Garber advised by email, and, subsequently, by a letter addressed to the District Subcommittee, with
a copy to the Monitor's counsel (the “Monitor's Counsel”), that he had withdrawn as counsel for the District
Subcommittee (the *Garber Withdrawal Letter”). The Garber Withdrawal Letter advised that Mr. Garber’s
withdrawal was as a result of certain allegations in a letter dated May 23, 2017 (the “May 23 Sage Letter
to Garber™) from Burnet, Duckworth & Palmer LLP, counsel for Sage ("Sage's Counsel”), to the effect that
Mr. Garber and Mr. Georg Beinert had taken certain actions in “a concerted effort to decrease the value
of the Sage shares and increase the amount of a potential damages award in the Representative Action.”
The May 23 Sage Letter to Garber was affixed to the Twenty-Eighth Report as Appendix J. Mr. Garber
also indicated in the Garber Withdrawal Letter that, among other things, the above-noted allegation in
the May 23 Sage Letter to Garber was “vile and reprehensible, and has no foundation in fact” and that it
profoundly undermines my ability to act as counsel for the Representative Action” and that he could "no
longer act in an environment of bullying and intimidation.” A copy of the Garber Withdrawal Letter is
affixed to this Twenty-Ninth Report as “Appendix A",

The Monitor's Counsel was also informed on the day of the Sage Meeting Application that Mr. Beinert
would not attend the hearing of the Sage Meeting Application as a result of certain commitments that he
could not avoid. The Sage Meeting Application proceeded due to the urgency of the matters at issue, but
the District Subcommittee was not represented at the hearing as a result of the withdrawal of Mr. Garber
and the fact that none of the District Subcommittee members attended the hearing. However, as such
parties were not represented at the hearing, all relief granted was on an interim basis only pending a final
decision on the merits.

As a result of the Sage Meeting Appilcation, the Court issued an Order on May 26, 2017 providing the
following directions, among others (the “Sage Meeting Order”);

16.1. There was to be no further use by Allan Garber, Georg Beinert, William Mulder, Donald Specht and
Randy Kellen (collectively, the ™“Restricted Group”) ofthe list of shareholders (the
“Shareholders”) of Sage, or the personal information of the Shareholders obtained from such
list, without further order of this Court;
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17.

18.

16.2. There was to be no further solicitation of votes and/or proxies by the Restricted Group in relation
to Sage without further order of this Court;

16.3. The Monitor was required to issue a communication (the "Communication”) clarifying the recent
developments leading up to and relating to the Sage Meeting, which was scheduled to take place
on May 26, 2017. The Communication was to be:

16.3.1. made available to all Shareholders in attendance at the Sage Meeting;

16.3.2. read to the Shareholders at the commencement of the Sage Meeting by a duly authorized
representative of Sage;

16.3.3. sent by regular mail to the list of Shareholders following the Sage Meeting;
16.3.4. posted to the Monitor's Website; and

16.3.5. posted to Sage's website.

16.4. Georg Beinert, William Mulder and Allan Garber were not authorized to make any written or oral
submissions or statements at the Sage Meeting on behalf of the District Subcommittee;

16.5. The Monitor was required to reschedule the Advice and Direction Application before the Honourable
Madam Justice Romaine on notice to all interested parties after the District Subcommittee retained
new legal counsel, at which time such application shall be determined on its merits; and

16.6. Any party or member of the Restricted Group may apply to set aside this Order upon providing the
Monitor and all other interested parties with five (5) days’ notice of such application.

The Sage Meeting Order was subsequently amended on June 5, 2017 to include a reference to the Affidavit
of Georg Beinert sworn on May 23, 2017 (the "May 23 Beinert Affidavit”) in the pre-amble to the Order
as among the documents considered by the Court as part of the Order. Although the May 23 Beinert
Affidavit was delivered to the Court prior to the Sage Meeting Application and was considered by the Court
prior to the issuance of the Sage Meeting Order, it was inadvertently not included in the pre-amble of the
Order. The Sage Meeting Order Is affixed to this Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix "B”. The Court also

granted an Order to have the confidential supplement to the Twenty-Eighth Report dated May 24, 2017
sealed.

The Monitor has complied with the Sage Meeting Order, including by issuing the Communication, which
was mailed by the Monitor to the Shareholders on May 29, 2017 and posted on the Monitor's Website. A
copy of the Communication is affixed to this Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix "C”. The Monitor
understands that, in compliance with the Sage Meeting Order, the Communication was made available by
Sage to all of the Shareholders at the Sage Meeting, read to those present at the commencement of the
Sage Meeting, and posted to Sage’s website,

© Deloitte LLP and affiliated entities



Twenty-Ninth Report of the Monitor | Sage Meeting Application Update

19.

20.

21,

22,

On May 29, 2017, Mr. Garber wrote a ietter to the Monitor's Counsel (the “May 29 Garber Letter”)
indicating that, among other things, paragraph 46.3 of the Twenty-Eighth Report was “false” and
*profoundly defamatory” and that he had not engaged in any solicitation of proxies and had no knowledge
of certain actions referenced in that paragraph. The May 29 Garber Letter also invited the Monitor to
retract the paragraph. Shortly thereafter on May 29, 2017, the Monitor’s Counsel responded to Mr. Garber
(the “May 29 Monitor’'s Counsel Response Letter”) to, among other things, clarify that the paragraph at
issue merely referenced a letter from Sage’s Counsel and that it was not an independent statement of the
Monitor. The May 29 Monitor's Counsel Response Letter also advised that the paragraph at issue
accurately described allegations which had been made and which the Monitor was obligated to report to
the Court, and, as such, the Monitor did not intend to Issue a retraction. Copies of the May 29 Garber
Letter and the May 29 Monitor's Counsel Response Letter are affixed to this Twenty-Ninth Report as
Appendix "D” and Appendix "E”, respectively.

On May 30, 2017, Mr. Beinert sent a letter to the Monitor’'s Counsel (the “May 30 Beinert Letter”) which
suggested that, among other things, the Twenty-Eighth Report “conveys statements that are lies and are
completely defamatory”. The May 30 Beinert Letter requested that the Twenty-Eighth Report be “removed
and replaced with a version that does not convey this false information”. In particular, Mr. Beinert denied
the allegations that he had, among other things, impersonated Sage representatives and engaged in
activities which constitute solicitation and suggested that these allegations had been fabricated. The May
30 Beinert Letter also noted that the Twenty-Eighth Report did not exhibit the May 23 Beinert Affidavit
and that the Sage Meeting Order did not initially reference the May 23 Beinert Affidavit in its pre-amble,
and suggested that such exclusion was inappropriate. A copy of the May 30 Beinert Letter is affixed to
the Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix “F”.

Also on May 30, 2017, Mr. Garber wrote a letter to the Monitor's Counsel (the "May 30 Garber Letter”)
which responded to the various allegations in the May 23 Sage Letter to Garber which was summarized
in the Twenty-Eighth Report and affixed thereto as Appendix J. In particular, Mr. Garber denied the
allegations that he had, among other things, continued to correspond with Shareholders in an effort to be
named as proxy for such Shareholders, encouraged others to solicit proxies on behalf of Mr. Beinert, or

solicited proxies indirectly through others. A copy of the May 30 Garber Letter is affixed to this Twenty-
Ninth Report as Appendix “"G”.

On May 31, 2017, Sage’s Counsel wrote a letter to the Monitor's Counsel {the "May 31 Sage’s Counsel
Letter) to report to the Monitor on certain events that occurred at the Sage Meeting, including the alleged
solicitation of votes by Mr. Garber. In particular, the May 31 Sage’s Counsel Letter expressed the view
that Mr. Garber had engaged in the solicitation of proxies from certain Shareholders present at the Sage
Meeting in potential violation of the Sage Meeting Order. A copy of the May 31 Sage's Counsel Letter is
affixed to this Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix “H”.
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23.

24,

25,

On May 31, 2017, Mr. Specht wrote a letter to the Monitor's Counsel and Sage (the “May 31 Specht
Letter”) in response to the allegations raised by Sage in its May 23 and May 24, 2017 letters, which were
summarized in the Twenty-Eighth Report and included thereto as Appendix J and Appendix K, concerning
the alleged use by Mr. Specht and others of a list of the Shareholders in order to solicit proxies. In
particular, Mr. Specht denied that, among other things, he or Mr. Kellen made any use of a list of the
Shareholders or engaged in any solicitation of proxies. A copy of the May 31 Specht Letter is affixed to
this Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix "I".

On June 1, 2017, the Monitor's Counsel responded to the May 30 Beinert Letter (the "June 1 Monitor’s
Counsel Response Letter”) indicating that, among other things, the Monitor had a duty to report to the
Court on the communications exchanged and the allegations made and would not be removing or replacing
the Twenty-Eighth Report, that the Monitor did not take any position in relation to the allegations, and
that the Monitor encouraged Mr. Beinert to participate in a further hearing of the matter and to file
whatever evidence he deemed fit in response to both the allegations raised by Sage and the concerns of
the Monitor and the Court. The Monitor's Counsel also noted that the Twenty-Eighth Report did not include
a copy of the May 23 Beinert Affidavit, because, among other things, at the time the Twenty-Eighth Report
was prepared the Monitor was of the view that Mr. Garber would be advancing Mr. Beinert’s position on
his behalf during the hearing of the Sage Meeting Application. A copy of the June 1 Monitor’s Counsel
Response Letter is affixed to this Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix *J”.

Notwithstanding the Monitor’s decision not to remove or replace the Twenty-Eighth Report, the Monitor
agreed to include the May 23 Beinert Affidavit in its next report and, accordingly, It is affixed to this

Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix “K”. In brief summary, the May 23 Beinert Affidavit describes, among
other things:

25.1. Mr. Belnert’'s belief that Sandton Capital Partners contacted certain Shareholders and offered to
purchase the Shares held by them at a price which Mr. Beinert belleved to be “very low";

25.2. Mr. Beinert's belief that Sage provided the contact information of certain Shareholders to Sandton

Capital Partners so as to permit it to contact Shareholders for the above-noted purpose;

25.3. Mr. Beinert’s view that the communications by Sandton Capital Partners to the Sharehoiders were
inappropriate and, among other things, put “pressure on other shareholders who were not
contacted and created an environment of fear and panic”;

25.4. Mr. Beinert’s view that Sage has made “false and grossly misleading allegations” against hirn in
respect of his actions as a dissident and that he was justified in undertaking whatever steps he
deemed necessary in order to assert his right as a shareholder of Sage;

25.5. Mr. Belnert's statements that actions he undertook in relation to Sage were not undertaken in his
capacity as a member of the District Subcommittee, but were undertaken in his capacity as
shareholder;
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

25.6. Mr. Beinert’s concern that, among other things, there was a lack of financial reporting by Sage,
that none of the directors of Sage had been elected by the Shareholders, that Sage had not made
disclosure of officer compensation, that the resolutions proposed by Sage to be voted on at the
Sage Meeting were designed to reduce protections provided to the Shareholders, and that the
commercial options presented to the Shareholders were incomplete; and

25.7. Mr. Beinert’s rationale for his decision to send the Dissident Circular and certain subsequent
correspondence to the Shareholders.

On June 1, 2017, Mr. Garber responded to the May 31 Sage’s Counsel Letter (the “June 1 Garber Response
Letter”) in regards to the solicitation of votes at the Sage Meeting. In the June 1 Garber Response Letter,
Mr. Garber denied various allegations in the May 31 Sage’s Counsel Letter and indicated that he did not
engage in any solicitation of proxies at the Sage Meeting. A copy of the June 1 Garber Response Letter is
affixed to the Twenty-Ninth Report as Appendix “L".

The Monitor is also in receipt of the Affidavit of Laura Hristow sworn May 25, 2017 (the “Hristow Affidavit”)
which was filed by Sage. The Hristow Affidavit exhibits communications allegedly received or sent by or
on behalf of Sage and/or its counsel which allegedly support Sage’s allegations that, among other things,

Mr. Beinert solicited proxies and engaged in certain allegedly inappropriate dissident activities with Mr.
Garber.

On or around May 30, 2017, the Monitor’s Counsel was advised by counsel to the District Committee (the
“District Committee’s Counsel”) that all members of the District Subcommittee had resigned with the
exception of Mr. Laurie Schutz.

The District Subcommittee Order dated August 2, 2016 (the "District Subcommittee Order") provides for
the procedure for the replacement of members of the District Subcommittee who have resigned. Pursuant
to the District Subcommittee Order, the District Subcommittee has the authority to reconstitute itself by
replacing members by a majority vote. In addition, the District Subcommittee Order provides that, where
it is "impractical or impossible" for the District Subcommittee to replace its members by a majority vote,
the District Committee may make replacements by a majority vote.

Accordingly, pursuant to the District Subcommittee Order, Mr. Schutz, as the sole remaining member of
the District Subcommittee, has the authority to replace the members of the District Subcommittee that
have resigned. However, the Monitor’s Counsel has been advised by the District Committee’s Counsel that
although Mr. Schutz intends to continue to serve on the District Subcommittee, he does not wish to be
chairman of the District Subcommittee or assume the responsibility of appointing the replacement
members of the District Subcommittee. In addition, Mr. Schutz’s has expressed the view that the District
Committee should issue a communication to the members of the Representative Action Class inviting
them to participate as a member of the District Subcommittee. The Monitor and counsel to the District
Committee share this view.
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31. Accordingly, the Monitor is recommending that the District Subcommittee be reconstituted through the
following process (the “District Subcommittee Reformation Process”):

31.1. The District Committee will, as soon as practicable, mail a notice (the “Notice”) to all members of
the Representative Action Class inviting them to participate a member of the District
Subcommittee and, if they wish to do so, submit an expression of interest to the District Committee
by no later than the date that is three weeks from the date of mailing of the Notice (the *Deadline");

31.2. Following the receipt and review of expressions of interest by the District Committee, the District
Committee will conduct interviews of prospective members of the District Subcommittee and will,
by no later than the date that is one week from the Deadline, select the individuals that will replace
the members of the District Subcommittee that have resigned;

31.3. Once the District Subcommittee has been reconstituted, it will, as soon as practicable, retain

counsel to replace Mr. Garber in respect of the Representative Action.

32. The Monitor’s Counsel has also been advised by the District Committee’s Counsel that Mr. Garber has
confirmed that he holds $86,547.80 in trust, constituting the Representative Action Holdback. The Monitor
understands that Mr. Garber has undertaken to continue to hold these funds in trust until a new

Representative Action counsel has been appointed by the District Subcommittee.
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Settlements with Lutheran
Church Canada and Foothills
Lutheran Church of Calgary

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

11

LCC filed its original claim against the District in the CCAA proceedings as a secured claim for $675,466
but later consented to the claim being treated as unsecured (the “LCC Claim”). The LCC Claim relates to
an unfunded pension liability for the District in the LCC pension plan.

The Monitor disallowed the LCC Claim (the “LCC Claim Disallowance”) on the basis that it was a contingent
claim and the value was too uncertain to quantify. LCC filed a dispute notice in respect of the LCC Claim
Disallowance.

The District has been in ongoing negotiations with LCC with respect of the LCC Claim. Pursuant to these
lengthy negotiations, the District and L.CC have agreed to the LCC Claim being settled for a one-time cash
payment of $164,000 (the “Proposed LCC Settlement”). Upon receipt of the cash payment, LCC will
provide a full release of any claim it may have against the District in respect of the LCC pension plan and
the CCAA proceedings.

Pursuant to the District Plan and based on the LCC Claim amount of $675,466, LCC would have been
entitled to a cash payment of $144,308 plus shares of Sage valued at approximately $400,373 (the “LCC
Sage Shares”).

As a result of the Proposed LCC Settlement, the District is required to make an additional cash payment
of approximately $20,000 to LCC. However, the LCC Sage Shares that have been held in trust by the
District pending the outcome of the negotiations will be cancelled for the benefit of the remaining Sage
shareholders, with the exception of 2,595 Sage shares that would be issued to the Lutheran Women's
Missionary League as a partial payment of its valid claim under the District Plan. Such share distribution
was erroneously missed in the prior distribution.

The Monitor as well as the District Committee support the Proposed LCC Settlement on the basis that it
appears fair and reasonable given the potential merits of the LCC Claim and considering the costs that
would be required to further dispute the LCC Claim.
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40.

41.

42.

43.
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C
The Monitor understands that the District originally purchased approximately 39 acres of land in the
community of Tuscany in NW Calgary on or around 1994, which included two acres donated by a member
of the FLC congregation (the “Mission Lands”), in the hope of helping FLC expand its mission. The District
and FLC worked together over several years to help facilitate a development of the Mission Lands and
entered into several agreements and related amendments since that time.

In 2005, after FLC and the District were not successful in attracting suitable developers, the Monitor
understands that the District sold the Mission Lands, with the exception of 7.81 acres to be retained for
future mission development use (the “FLC Lands”). The FLC Lands include the two acres previously
donated by a member of the FLC congregation.

In February 2008, the Monitor understands that the FLC Lands were transferred to FLC at no cost pursuant
to a land partnership agreement which included several terms and conditions, including a time
requirement for FLC to commence construction of an approved mission development and an option for
the District to repurchase the FLC Lands for one dollar if this condition was not met (the “Repurchase
Condition”). As part of the Repurchase Condition, it was agreed that the District would pay FLC 25.61%
of the net proceeds of sale received by the District from any future sale of the FLC Lands. The District

registered a caveat against the FLC Lands as part of the agreement and to help secure the Repurchase
Condition.

FLC considered various options in respect of the FLC Lands and engaged various realtors and consultants
and it was determined that the only way to maximize value was to rezone and subdivide the FLC Lands
and to build a church on a smaller parcel. A lengthy subdivision process was undertaken by FLC at its
cost and the FLC Lands are now comprised of two parcels, one being 3.73 acres (the “FLC Sale Lands”)
and the other being 4.08 acres (the “FLC Remaining Lands”). The Monitor understands that several
builders were approached by the FLC consultant to gauge interest and the FLC Sale Lands were appraised
by Acumen Real Estate Valuations Inc. in April 2016 (the “Acumen Appraisal”). The 2016 municipal
property tax assessed value for the FLC Sale Lands was $4.9 miilion.

On or around October 2016, FLC entered into a purchase and sale agreement for the FLC Sale Lands for
approximately $3.76 million, or $1 million per acre. FLC approached the District to consent to the sale of
the FLC Sale Lands by releasing the caveat and to allow FLC to be reimbursed its out-of-pocket costs
incurred in relation to the subdivision of the FLC Lands, along with the holding costs for the FLC Lands
including property taxes, maintenance expenses, consulting fees, and other various expenses (the
“Subdivision Costs”). The Subdivision Costs were estimated to total approximately $600,000 and FLC
requested that the Subdivision Costs be paid out of the net sales proceeds from the FLC Lands with the

remaining funds being split 25.64% to FLC and 74.36% to the District (the “Proposed FLC Settlement
Amounts”).
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48.

49.
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Deloitte’s Real Estate group reviewed the offer on the FLC Sale Lands, comparable properties and
transactions, the Acumen Appraisal and other information and agreed that the offer for the FLC Sale Lands
reasonably represented the market value of the property in the circumstances.

The Monitor reported the details of the FLC Lands and the FLC history with the District Committee at a
meeting held on November 23, 2016 and the District Committee approved the removal of the caveat on
the FLC Lands to allow for the sale of the FLC Sale Lands for $3.76 million by FLC, allowed a maximum of
$700,000 in reasonable Subdivision Costs (subject to review by the District) to be reimbursed from the

proceeds of sale to FLC, and to have the remaining funds held in trust pending a resolution.

The District and the CRO completed a subsequent detailed analysis of the Subdivision Costs including the
detailed accounting and various supporting invoices and contracts provided by FLC. The Monitor also
reviewed the information and discussed the amounts with the CRO. The Monitor understands that the
District’s counsel also reviewed the various agreements in place between FLC and the District and held
several meetings and discussions with FLC’s counsel. The Monitor’s counsel and counsel for the District
Committee also reviewed the agreements.

The District was informed that FLC held back $300,000 in funds from the sale of the FLC Sale Lands in
order to account for an emergency access road that was required as part of the subdivision process (the
“Hold Back Funds”). FLC has provided a quote to the District and, along with estimated contingency costs,

has indicated that the emergency access road is expected to cost approximately $60,000 (the “Emergency
Access Road Costs”).

The Monitor and the CRO provided an update to the District Committee at a meeting held on June 15,
2017 on the Subdivision Costs, Hold Back Funds and the Proposed FLC Settlement Amounts. The Monitor
and CRO advised the District Committee that the current estimate of the Subdivision Costs and the
Emergency Access Road Costs were expected to total approximately $690,000 and the current net
proceeds being held in trust by FLC from the FLC Sale Lands was approximately $3.46 million (not
including the Hold Back Funds). It was also reported that FLC and the District agreed that the District
would sell the FLC Remaining Lands.

The District Committee approved a maximum amount of $750,000 to be reimbursed to FLC from the FLC
Sale Lands proceeds for the Subdivision Costs, the Emergency Access Road Costs and that the remaining
proceeds from the FLC Sale Lands, along with the future proceeds from the FLC Remaining Lands, shall

be split between FLC and the District according to the Proposed FLC Settlement Amounts (the “Proposed
FLC Settlement”).

The Proposed FLC Settlement should result in the District receiving approximately $2.1 million from the
net proceeds from the FLC Sale Lands, prior to the split of the remaining Hold Back Funds after the
deduction of the Emergency Access Road Costs. The District would also receive its share of the net
proceeds from the FLC Remaining Lands.
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51. The Monitor as well as the District Committee support the Proposed FLC Settlement on the basis that it
appears fair and reasonable given the various agreements, supporting documentation and the history
between FLC and the District.
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Cash Flow Forecast

52.

53.
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Attached as "Schedule 1”7 is the Statement of Projected Cash Flow for the District for the thirteen week
period ending August 12, 2017 (the *District Forecast”, the "Forecast Period”). The District Forecast has
been broken down to distinguish between cash flow related to CEF and that related to other District
operations. The District, including CEF, estimates a total net cash outflow of approximately $337,200
over the Forecast Period and projects that it will have cash on hand of approximately $1.7 million
(including marketable securities) at the end of the Forecast Period.

A summary of the District Forecast is included betow:

The District Including CEF
Statement of Projected Cash Flow
For the Thirteen Week Period Ending August 12, 2017

Total

Cash flow from CEF operations
Receipts

Bank interest income $ 300

Management fees 23,050
Total receipts 23,350
Disbursements

CEF salaries and benefits (50,100)

Distributions pursuant to the District Plan {(137,697)

Operating expenses (3,750)

Restructuring fees (140,000)

CRO fees (30,870)
Total dishursements (362,417)
Net cash flow from CEF operations {339,067)
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The District Including CEF
Statement of Projected Cash Flow
For the Thirteen Week Period Ending August 12, 2017

Total

Cash flow from other District operations
Receipts

Mission remittances 110,500
Total receipts 110,500
Disbursements

Salaries and benefits (21,645)

Administrative expenses, travel and utilities (26,750)

Outreach operating expenses (23,001)

Department of Stewardship and Financial Ministries

operating expenses (1,000)

President's expenses (6,000)

Mission Payments to LCC (30,248)
Total disbursements (108,644)
Net cash flow from other District operations 1,856
Total net cash flow $ (337,211)
Cash and marketable securities on hand

Beginning balance $ 2,040,894

Total net cash flow (337,211)

Ending balance $ 1,703,683

Cash Flow Related to CEF Cperations

54. The District is forecasting receipts of approximately $23,000 over the Forecast Period related to CEF,

primarily for management fees reiated to administrative assistance provided to DIL by the District.

55. No receipts from other District asset sales are included, as the remaining sales are not anticipated to close

prior to the end of the Forecast Period.
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56. The District is forecasting disbursements of approximately $362,400 over the Forecast Period related to
CEF. We highlight the following with respect to these disbursements:

56.1.

56.2.

56.3.

56.4.

Payments totalling approximately $50,100 are due for salaries and benefits payable to employees
of the District for CEF related activities;

As at May 13, 2017, the District has issued approximately $17.1 million of the District
distributions. As previously communicated, distribution amounts due to minors are to be released
to the guardians of the affected minors. Distribution amounts due to the estates of deceased
depositors are to be released to the estate beneficiaries. Certain forms are required to be returned
to the District and/or the Monitor in order to facilitate these distributions, not all of which have
yet been submitted. As such, approximately $137,700 of the District distributions have not yet
been issued, but are anticipated to be paid-out during the Forecast Period;

The District estimates disbursements of approximately $140,000 to pay restructuring fees,
including payments to the Applicant’s legal counsel, the Monitor, the Monitor’s legal counsel, and
legal counsel for the District Committee. Where appropriate, restructuring fees are allocated
between the Applicants; and

The District estimates fees for the CRO of approximately $30,900 over the Forecast Period. The
fees of the CRO are allocated between the Applicants.

Cash Flow Related to Other District Operations

57. The District is forecasting receipts of approximately $110,500 over the Forecast Period for mission
remittances (the “Donations”) from the District’'s 127 member congregations. Pursuant to the Order
granted on June 26, 2015, a portion of the Donations are payable to LCC (the “LCC Portion”). For the
Forecast Period, the LCC Portion is estimated to be $30,200.

58.

17

The District is forecasting disbursements of approximately $108,600 over the Forecast Period. We

highlight the following with respect to these dishursements:

58.1.

58.2.

The District’'s employees are paid on a bi-weekly basis. Payroll and the corresponding CRA payroll
source deduction remittances are anticipated to total approximately $21,600 over the Forecast
Period; and

Operating expenses for outreach services are anticipated to total approximately $23,000 over the
Forecast Period.
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The District had an opening cash balance of approximately $2.0 million consisting of a cash balance of
approximately $1.8 million held in bank accounts with BMO Bank of Montreal ("BMO”), bonds of
approximately $38,800 as at April 30, 2017 which are held with FI Capital Ltd. (“FI Capital”), and an
investment of approximately $155,300 as at January 31, 2017, which is held with Richardson GMP. We
note that the value of the bonds held by FI Capital decreased by approximately $10,300 between January
31, 2017 and April 30, 2017 as certain investments matured. As noted above, the District, including CEF,
is projected to have a net cash outflow of approximately $337,200 over the Forecast Period. In addition,
as at February 11, 2017, the District’s legal counsel is holding approximately $2.3 million in trust for
future distributions to District Depositors. Based on its opening cash balance, the District has sufficient

liquidity to sustain its ongoing operations during the Forecast Period.

Attached as “Schedule 2” is the Statement of Projected Cash Flow for DIL for the thirteen week period
ending August 12, 2017 (the “DIL Forecast”). DIL estimates a net cash outflow of approximately $162,500
over the Forecast Period and projects that it will have cash on hand of approximately $195,000 at the end
of the Forecast Period. A summary of the DIL Forecast is included below:

DIL
Statement of Projected Cash Flow
For the Thirteen Week Period Ending August 12, 2017

Total

Receipts

Bank interest $ 105
Total receipts 105
Disbursements

Management fee (28,350)

Operating expense (60)

Restructuring fees (45,000)

CRO fees (41,160)

DIL distribution (48,083)
Total disbursements (162,653)
Net cash flow $ (162,548)
Cash and marketable securities on hand

Beginning balance $ 357,513

Net cash flow (162,548)

Ending balance $ 194,965
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62.

63.

64.
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DIL is forecasting receipts of approximately $100 over the Forecast Period for interest receivable from
accounts that it holds with BMO.

No receipts from other DIL asset sales are included, as the remaining sales are not anticipated to close

prior to the end of the Forecast Period.

DIL is forecasting disbursements of approximately $162,700 over the Forecast Period. We highlight the
following with respect to these disbursements:

63.1.

63.2.

63.3.

63.4.

DIL is estimating the disbursement of $28,400 for management fees payable to the District, who
assists in administering the investment fund;

DIL estimates disbursements of approximately $45,000 to pay restructuring fees, including
payments to the Applicant’s lega! counsel, the Monitor, the Monitor’s legal counsel, and the DIL
Committee’s legal counsel over the Forecast Period. Where appropriate, restructuring fees are
allocated between the Applicants;

DIL estimates fees for the CRO of approximately $41,200 over the Forecast Period. The fees of
the CRO are allocated between the Applicants; and

As at November 12, 2016, DIL had transferred approximately $21.9 million of the DIL Distributions
to DIL Depositors. As previously reported, pursuant to the DIL Distributions, amounts releasable
to DIL Depositors who were RRIF and LIF holders were available to be transferred to an alternative
investment fund of the DIL Depositor's choosing. Selected RRIF and LIF holders have not yet
requested the transfer of their share of the DIL Distribution. As such, approximately $48,100 of
the DIL Distributions have not yet been transferred by DIL but are anticipated to be paid-out
during the Forecast Period.

DIL had an opening cash balance of approximately $357,500 in various BMO bank accounts. As noted
above, DIL is projected to have a net outflow of cash of approximately $162,500 over the Forecast Period.

In addition, as at May 13, 2017, DIL's legal counsel is holding approximately $1.8 million in trust for

future distributions to DIL Depositors. Based on its opening cash balance, DIL has sufficient liquidity to

sustain its ongoing operations during the Forecast Period.
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65. Attached as “Schedule 3" is the Statement of Projected Cash Flow for ECHS for the thirteen week period

66.

67.

68.
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ending August 12, 2017 (the “"ECHS Forecast”). ECHS estimates a net decrease in cash of approximately
$49,800 over the Forecast Period and projects that it will have cash on hand of approximately $79,500 at
the end of the Forecast Period. A summary of the ECHS Forecast is included below:

ECHS
Statement of Projected Cash Flow
For the Thirteen Week Period Ending August 12, 2017

Total

Disbursements

Operating expenses $ (28,000)

Restructuring fees (10,000)

CRO fees (8,820)

Contingency (3,000)
Total disbursements (49,820)
Net cash flow $ {49,820)
Cash on hand

Beginning balance $ 129,288

Net cash flow (49,820)

Ending balance $ 79,468

As previously reported, ECHS' operations and assets were transferred to NewCo effective October 31,
2016.

ECHS is projecting disbursements of approximately $49,800 over the Forecast Period. We highlight the
following with respect to these disbursements:

67.1. Operating expenses of approximately $28,000 are estimated over the forecast period. These
primarily relate to audit and tax services, and insurance premiums.

ECHS had an opening cash balance of approximately $129,300. As noted above, ECHS is projected to
have a net cash outflow of approximately $49,800 over the Forecast Period. In addition, as at May 13,
2017, ECHS's legal counsel is holding approximately $67,400 in trust from the transfer of life leases for
future distributions to DIL Depositors. Based on its opening cash balance, ECHS has sufficient liquidity to
sustain its ongoing operations during the Forecast Period.
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69. Attached as “Schedule 4” is the Statement of Projected Cash Flow for EMSS for the thirteen week period

70.

71.

72.

73.
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ending August 12, 2017 (the "EMSS Forecast”). EMSS estimates a net decrease in cash of approximately
$100,000 over the Forecast Period. EMSS projects that it will have cash on hand of approximately
$314,600 at the end of the Forecast Period. A summary of the EMSS Forecast is included below:

EMSS
Statement of Projected Cash Flow
For the Thirteen Week Period Ending August 12, 2017

Total

Disbursements

Transfer to SAGE 3 5,000

Operating expense (41,000)

D&O insurance expense (1,919)

Restructuring fees (10,000)

CRO fees (13,230)

Contingency (39,000)
Total disbursements (100,149)
Net cash flow $ (100,149)
Cash on hand

Beginning balance $ 414,798

Net cash flow _(100,149)

Ending balance $ 314,649

As previously indicated, EMSS operations and assets were transferred to NewCo effective October 31,
2016.

EMSS is not projecting any receipts over the Forecast Period.

EMSS is projecting disbursements of approximately $100,100 over the Forecast Period. We highlight the
following with respect to these disbursements:

72.1. Operating expenses of approximately $41,000 are estimated over the forecast period. These

primarily relate to audit and tax services, and insurance premiums.

EMSS has an opening cash balance of approximately $414,800. As noted above, EMSS is projected to
have a net cash outflow of approximately $100,100 over the Forecast Period. Based on their opening

cash balance, EMSS has sufficient liquidity to sustain its ongoing operations during the Forecast Period.
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74. The District Forecast, the DIL Forecast, the ECHS Forecast and the EMSS Forecast will collectively be
referred to as the “Applicants’ Forecasts”.

75. The Monitor reports as follows with respect to the Applicants’ Forecasts:

75.1.

75.2.

75.3.

75.4.

75.5.

22

Each of the Applicants’ Forecasts have been prepared by Management for the purposes described
in the notes contained therein (the “Notes”) using the probable and hypothetical assumptions set
out in the Notes;

The Monitor’s review consisted of inquiries, analytical procedures and discussion related to
information supplied to it by Management and selected employees of the Applicants. Since
hypothetical assumptions need not be supported, the Monitor’s procedures with respect to them
were limited to evaluating whether they were consistent with the purpose of each of the
Applicants’ Forecasts. We have also reviewed the support provided by Management for the

probable assumptions, and the preparation and presentation of the Applicants’ Forecasts;

Based on our review, nothing has come to the attention of the Monitor that causes us to believe
that, in all material respects:

75.3.1. The hypothetical assumptions are not consistent with the purpose of each of the
Applicants’ Forecasts;

75.3.2. As at the date of the Twenty-Ninth Report, the probable assumptions developed by
Management are not suitably supported and consistent with the Plans of each of the
Applicants or do not provide a reasonable basis for each of the Applicants’ Forecasts,
given the hypothetical assumptions; or

75.3.3. Each of the Applicants’ Forecasts does not reflect the probable and hypothetical
assumptions.

Since the Applicants’ Forecasts are based on assumptions regarding future events, actual results
will vary from the information presented even if the hypothetical assumptions occur and the
variations may be material. Accordingly, the Monitor expresses no assurance as to whether the
Applicants’ Forecasts will be achieved. We further express no opinion or other form of assurance
with respect to the accuracy of any financial information reported with respect to the Applicants’
Forecasts, or relied upon by it in reporting on the Applicants’ Forecasts; and

The Applicants’ Forecasts have been prepared solely for the purpose described in the Notes, and
readers are cautioned that they may not be appropriate for other purposes.
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Variance Analysis

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.
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Attached as “Schedule 5” is a variance analysis (the “Variance Analysis”) for the District for the thirteen
week period ended May 13, 2017 (the “Variance Period”). The Variance Analysis for the District reflects
an overall net positive variance of approximately $93,300. The Variance Analysis is based on the
Statement of Projected Cash Flow for the Thirteen Week Period Ending May 13, 2017 for the District,
which was dated February 2, 2017.

The Variance Analysis includes information as to timing and permanent variances reported by the District

over the Variance Period. The following permanent variance over $25,000 was reported during the
Forecast Period:

77.1. A negative variance of approximately $34,200 due to restructuring fees being higher than
originally forecast, as a result of additional court applications being brought in the CCAA
proceedings.

Attached as “Schedule 6” is the Variance Analysis for DIL for the Variance Period. The Variance Analysis
for DIL reflects an overall net positive variance of approximately $214,500. The Variance Analysis is
based on the Statement of Projected Cash Flow for the Thirteen Week Period Ending May 13, 2017 for
DIL, which was dated February 2, 2017.

The Variance Analysis includes information as to timing and permanent variances reported by DIL over

the Variance Period. The following permanent variance over $25,000 was reported during the Forecast
Period:

79.1. A positive variance of $117,400 due to forecast annual RRIF minimum payments having already
been paid in a prior period.

Attached as “Schedule 7" is the Variance Analysis (the “Variance Analysis”) for ECHS for the Variance
Period. The Variance Analysis for EMSS reflects an overall net positive variance of approximately $42,500.
The Variance Analysis is based on the Statement of Projected Cash Flow for the Thirteen Week Period
Ending May 13, 2017 for ECHS, which was dated February 2, 2017.

The Variance Analysis includes information as to timing and permanent variances reported by ECHS over

the Variance Period. The following permanent variance over $25,000 was reported during the Forecast
Period:

81.1. A positive variance of approximately $34,800 due to restructuring fees being lower than originally
forecast.
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82. Attached as "Schedule 8” is the Variance Analysis for EMSS for the Variance Period. The Variance Analysis
for EMSS reflects an overall net positive variance of approximately $90,000. The Variance Analysis is
based on the Statement of Projected Cash Flow for the Thirteen Week Period Ending May 13, 2017 for
ECHS, which was dated February 2, 2017.

83. The Variance Analysis includes information as to timing and permanent variances reported by EMSS over
the Variance Period. The following permanent variance over $25,000 was reported during the Forecast
Period:

83.1. A positive variance of approximately $41,400 due to restructuring fees being lower than originally
forecast.
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Conclusion

84. This report has been prepared to update the Court on the proceedings and cash flow and to seek the
Court’s approval of the following:

84.1. the District Subcommittee Reformation Process;
84.2. The Proposed LCC Settlement; and

84.3. The Proposed FLC Settlement.

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

C

/

Jeff Keeble CA, CIRP, LIT, CBV
Senior Vice-President
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ALLAN GARBER
Barrister & Solicitor
#108, 17707 105 Avenue

Edmonton, Alberta T55 1T1

May 25, 2017

Via Email
Laurie Schutz

Georg Beinert

Re: ABC District

Our File #: 212AAG

Bill Mulder

Diane Wilson

I received a letter dated May 23, 2017 from Burnet, Duckworth and Palmer LLP, legal counsel for
Sage, suggesting that actions taken by myself and Mr. Beinert are “a concerted effort to decrease the
value of Sage shares and increase the amount of a potential damages award in the Representative

Action.”

This allegation is vile and reprehensible, and has no foundation in fact. It profoundly undermines my
ability 1o act as counsel for the Representative Action. I can no longer act in an environment of

bullying and intimidation.

[ have filed a notice of withdrawal in the Alberta action and will do the same in British Columbia.

I'have enjoyed the opportunity to serve you, and hope that things work out for the CEF Depositors.

Yours truly,

Allan  arber Professional Corporation

Per;

Alla A. Garber
AGf/as

Cc: Jeffrey Oliver

Telephone: (587) 400-9310
Fax: (587) 400-9313
Email: allan@garberlaw.ca
www.garberlaw.ca
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DOCUMENT NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL OF
LAWYER OF RECORD

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE AND  Allan Garber Professional Corporation
CONTACT INFORMATION OF Suite 108, 17707 — 105 Avenue
PARTY FILING THIS Edmonton, Alberta T5S 1T1
DOCUMENT Tel: (587) 400-9311

Fax: (5687) 400-9313

Allan Garber Professional Corporation, counsel for the Plaintiffs, withdraws as lawyer of record for the
Plaintiffs.

The last known address for the Plaintiffs is as follows:

Georg Beinert Box 1616 Fairview, AB TOH 1L0O

Sharon Sherman #305 10011 — 117 Street, Edmonton, AB T5K 1W7
Legal Counsel for the Piaintiffs
Law firm na Allan G er Professional Corporation

Per:

Print Name of Lawyer Signing ‘
Allan A. Garno,
3arrister and Solicitor

WARNING

former lawyer of record or at any address for service previously provided by the former lawyer of record.

This withdrawal of lawyer of record takes effect 10 days after the affidavit of service of this document on every party is
filed. After that date, no delivery of a pleading or other document relating to the action is effective service on the
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Court

File No. 049073-00001

Attention: Jetfrey Oliver
DATE ON WHICH ORDER WAS PRONOUNCED: May 25, 2017
LOCATION WHERE ORDER WAS PRONOUNCED:  Calgary, Alberta
NAME OF JUSTICE WHC MADE THIS ORDER: The Honourable Madam Justice B.E.C. Romaine

UPON THE APPLICATION of Deloitte Restructuring Inc., in its capacity as the monitor (the
“Monitor”} of Lutheran Church — Canada, The Alberta — British Columbia District (the “District’), Encharis
Community Housing And Services, Encharis Management And Support Services, And Lutheran Church —
Canada, The Alberta — British Columbia District Investments Ltd. {collectively, the "Applicants”) for advice
and direction of this Honourable Court (the “Advice and Direction Application™); AND UPON HAVING
READ the Application of the Monitor returnable May 25, 2017, filed; the Twenty-Eighth Report of the
Monitor dated May 24, 2017 (the “Report”), filed; the Confidential Supplement to the Report (the
“Confidential Supplement’); and the Affidavit of Service of Richard Comstock, filed; and the Affidavit of
Georg Beinert sworn May 23, 2017, filed AND UPON HEARING counsel for the Monitor and other
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interested parties; AND UPON NOTING the absence of Allan Garber, Georg Beinert, William Mulder,
Donald Specht and Randy Kellen (collectively, the “Restricted Group”) from the within hearing;

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND DECLARED THAT:

1 The Court hereby makes the following interim directions:

(a)

(b)

(e)

Legal*43643137.1

There shall be nc further use by the Restricted Group of the list of shareholders (the
“Shareholders”) of Sage Properties Corp. ("Sage”), or the personal information of the
Shareholders obtained from such list, without further order of this Court.

There shall be no further solicitation of votes and/or proxies by the Restricted Group in
relation to Sage without further order of this Court.

The Monitor shall issue a communication (the “Communication”) clarifying the recent
developments leading up to and relating to the meeting of the Shareholders of Sage

(the “Shareholders Meeting”), which is scheduled 1o take place on May 26, 2017. The
Communication shall be:

0 made available to all Shareholders in attendance at the Shareholders Meeting;

(it) read to the Shareholders at the commencement of the Shareholders Meeting by a
duly authorized representative of Sage;

(iii) sent by regular mail to the list of Shareholders following the Shareholders Meeting;
(iv) posted to the website of the Monitor; and
(v) posted to Sage’s website.

Georg Beinert, William Mulder and Allan Garber are not authorized to make any written or

oral submissions or statements at the Shareholders Meeting on behalf of the District
Subcommittee.

The Monitor shall reschedule the Advice and Direction Application before the Honourable
Madam Justice Romaine on notice to all interested parties after the District Subcommittee

retains new legal counsel, at which time such application shall be determined on its merits.
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2. Any party or member of the Restricted Group may apply to set aside this Order upon providing the

Monitor and all other interested parties with five (5) days notice of such application.

JCCQBA.

Legal*43643137.1
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Deloitte Restructuring Inc.
850 2 St SW #700
Calgary, AB T2P OR8
Canada

Tel: 403-503-1458
Fax: 403-718-3681
www.deloitte.ca

May 26, 2017

To: Shareholders of Sage Properties Corp.

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Lutheran Church - Canada, the Alberta - British Columbia District et al
Court of Queen’s Bench Action No. 1501-00955 (the “"CCAA Proceedings”’)

As you are aware, Deloitte Restructuring Inc. is the Monitor of Lutheran Church — Canada, the Alberta
— British Columbia District (the “District”), Encharis Community Housing and Services, Encharis
Management and Support Services and Lutheran Church - Canada, the Alberta - British Columbia
District Investments Ltd. This correspondence has been prepared pursuant to the Order of the
Honourable Madam Justice Romaine pronounced May 25, 2017 (the “"Order”), and has been approved
by the Court of Queen’s Bench of Alberta (the “Court”) prior to its issuance. For your convenience, a
copy of the Order is affixed to this correspondence as Appendix “A”.

The Monitor understands that on April 27, 2017, Sage Properties Corp. ("Sage") mailed you a notice of
meeting and management information circular in respect of today's meeting of shareholders of Sage.

The documents mailed by Sage were accompanied by a management form of proxy to be used to appoint
proxies for the meeting.

In addition to Sage's information circular and form of proxy, you also may have received communications
from one or more of Georg Beinert, William Mulder, Allan Garber, Donald Specht, or Randy Kellen. The
communications from those individuals may have constituted, among other things, direct or indirect
attempts to solicit and collect proxies from Sage shareholders (the “Shareholders”) in relation to
today’s meeting. This solicitation of proxies by this group, the communications and their surrounding
circumstances and conduct is of concern to the Monitor.

The Monitor’s concerns arose from the duties that Messrs. Beinert and Mulder, as members of the District
Representative Action Subcommittee (the "Subcommittee”), owe to those District depositors who have
not opted out of the representative action proceedings and the potential that their communications and
solicitation of proxies was in a conflict of interest with such duties. The Monitor is also concerned that
personal information relating to District depositors may have been improperly used for the solicitation
and counsel to the Subcommittee may have acted in conflict with the lega! duties that he owed to the
Subcommittee. Mr. Garber withdrew from his position as counsel to the Subcommittee late yesterday
morning.

The Monitor wishes to clarify that none of the information that was provided to you by Messrs. Beinert,
Mulder, Garber, Specht and/or Kellen has been authorized by the Court, the Monitor, or is otherwise
sanctioned within the CCAA Proceedings.

As a result of those concerns, the Monitor brought an application before the Honourable Madam Justice
Romaine yesterday, seeking advice and directions in relation to these matters. In support of that
application, the Monitor prepared and provided its 28th Report to the Court, which is posted on the
Monitor’s website and which explains the Monitor’s concerns in further detail.

In yesterday’s hearing, the Court also expressed its concerns, on a preliminary basis, in relation to this
matter. Further, although Messrs. Specht and Kellen were not members of the Subcommittee, the Court
was concerned that they may have improper access to District Depositors' personal information, or that
their solicitation efforts may be directly or indirectly related to those of Messrs. Beinert, Mulder and
Garber.
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As indicated in the attached Order, at yesterday’s hearing, the Court directed, among other things, that
on an interim basis:

(a) There shall be no further use by Messrs. Garber, Beinert, Mulder, Specht and/or Kellen of the
list of the Shareholders of Sage, or the personal information relating to such Shareholders
obtained from that list, without further order of this Court;

(b) There shall be no further solicitation of votes and/or proxies by Messrs. Garber, Beinert, Mulder,
Specht and/or Kellen in relation to Sage without further order of this Court;

(© This communication shall be provided to Shareholders;

(d) Messrs. Beinert, Mulder and Garber are not authorized to make any written or oral submissions
or statements at the Sage Shareholders meeting on behalf of the Subcommittee. Messrs. Beinert
and Mulder remain free to make such submissions and statements in their personal capacity;

(e) The Monitor shall reschedule its application for advice and directions before the Honourable
Madam Justice Romaine on notice to all interested parties after the Subcommittee retains new
legal counsel, at which time such application shall be determined on its merits; and

(f) Any party may apply to set aside the attached Order upon providing the Monitor and all other
interested parties with five (5) days notice of such application.

These directions are only interim in nature, and are designed to ensure that today’s meeting of Sage
Shareholders proceeds as planned without interference and with less confusion for all interested
stakeholders. Messrs. Garber, Beinert, Mulder, Specht and/or Kellen will have an opportunity to tender
evidence and address the concerns expressed by the Monitor at a hearing on the merits in the future.
Further, any party may apply to the Court to set the above referenced directions aside, provided that
proper notice is provided to the Monitor and all interested parties. The Monitor will post all associated
legal pleadings on its website.

Counsel to the District Creditors Committee will provide the Subcommittee with information regarding
legal counsel that have previously expressed an interest in acting on behalf of the Subcommittee, in
order to assist the Subcommittee in its retention of new counsel. Once new legal counsel is retained,
the Monitor will post the identity of such counsel on its website.

If you have any questions in relation to these matters, please contact Joseph Sithole of the Monitor’s
office at (587) 293-3203.

Yours truly,

DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC.

In its capacity as the Court-appointed Monitor of Lutheran
Church - Canada, the Alberta - British Columbia District,
Encharis Community Housing and Services, Encharis
Management and Support Services and Lutheran Church -
Canada, the Alberta - British Columbia District Investments Ltd.
and not in its personal or corporate capacity

Jeff Keeble, CA, CIRP, LIT, CBV
Senior Vice-President

Enclosure — Appendix “A”
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File No. 049073-00001
Attention: Jeffrey Oliver
DATE ON WHICH ORDER WAS PRONOUNCED: May 25, 2017
LOCATION WHERE ORDER WAS PRONOUNCED:  Calgary, Alberta
NAME OF JUSTICE WHO MADE THIS ORDER: The Honourable Madam Justice B.E.C. Romaine

UPON THE APPLICATION of Deloitte Restructuring Inc., in its capacity as the monitor (the
“Monitor”) of Lutheran Church — Canada, The Alberta — British Columbia District (the "District”), Encharis
Community Housing And Services, Encharis Management And Support Services, And Lutheran Church -
Canada, The Alberta — British Columbia District Investments Ltd. (collectively, the "Applicants”) for advice
and direction of this Honourable Court (the "Advice and Direction Application”); AND UPON HAVING
READ the Application of the Monitor returnable May 25, 2017, filed; the Twenty-Eighth Report of the
Monitor dated May 24, 2017 (the "Report”), filed, the Confidential Supplement to the Report (the
“Confidential Supplement”); and the Affidavit of Service of Richard Comstock, filed; AND UPON
HEARING counsel for the Monitor and other interested parties; AND UPON NOTING the absence of Allan

Legal*43610141.2
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Garber, Georg Beinert, William Mulder, Donald Specht and Randy Kellen (collectively, the “Restricted
Group”) from the within hearing;

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND DECLARED THAT:

1 The Court hereby makes the following interim directions:

(a)

(b)

()

Legal*43610141.2

There shall be no further use by the Restricted Group of the list of shareholders (the
“Shareholders”) of Sage Properties Corp. (“Sage”), or the personal information of the
Shareholders obtained from such list, without further order of this Court.

There shall be no further solicitation of votes and/or proxies by the Restricted Group in
relation to Sage without further order of this Court.

The Monitor shall issue a communication (the "Communication”) clarifying the recent
developments leading up to and relating to the meeting of the Shareholders of Sage

(the “Shareholders Meeting”), which is scheduled to take place on May 26, 2017. The
Communication shall be:

(i made available to all Shareholders in attendance at the Shareholders Meeting;

(i) read to the Shareholders at the commencement of the Shareholders Meeting by a
duly authorized representative of Sage;

(ifi) sent by regular mail to the list of Shareholders following the Shareholders Meeting;
(iv) posted to the website of the Monitor; and
(v) posted to Sage's website.

Georg Beinert, William Mulder and Allan Garber are not authorized to make any written or

oral submissions or statements at the Shareholders Meeting on behalf of the District
Subcommittee.

The Monitor shall reschedule the Advice and Direction Application before the Honourable
Madam Justice Romaine on notice to all interested parties after the District Subcommittee

retains new legal counsel, at which time such application shall be determined on its merits.
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2 Any party or member of the Restricted Group may apply to set aside this Order upon providing the
Monitor and ali other interested parties with five (5} days notice of such application.

i

i - . ,
e /7,0&‘76014 )7(3 m C{G’/d,,/l 7\, ST« Kam:”?c '
J.C.C.QBA

Legal*43610141.2



Appendix D




From: Allan Garbar Fax: (587} 400-9313 Ta: Fax: {403) 648-1151 Page 1 of 2 22/05/2017 12:01 PM

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

To: From: Allan Garber

Allan Gatber Professional C.

17707 105 Ave

Edmonton

AB T581T1
Phone: Phone: (587) 400-9310 * 101
Fax Phone: (403) 648-1151 Fax Phone: (587) 400-9313

Note:

Attention: Jeffery Oliver
CC: Chris Simard

Date: 29/05/2017

Pages: 2




From; Allan Garber

Fax: (587) 400-2313 Ta: Faw: (403) 648-1151 Page 2 of 2 29/05/2017 12:01 PM

ALLAN GARBER

Barrister & Solicitor
#108, 17767 105 Avenue
Edmonton, Alberta TSS 1T1

May 29, 2017
Via Fax: (403) 648-1151 Our file No, 212A/G

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP
Millennium Tower

440 2 Ave. 8.W., Suite 1250
Calgary, Alberta T2P 5E9

Tel: 403 351-2921

Fax: 403 648-1151

Email: joliver@casselsbrock.com

Attention: Jeffery Oliver

Re:  ABC District/Sage Properties

The statement in paragraph 46.3 of the Monitor’s 28" Report that after receipt of Sage’s letter dated
May 11, 2017, I “continued to take actions which clearly and undeniably fall within solicitation” is
patently false. It is also profoundly defamatory. I had no knowledge of some of the actions which

were complained of by Sage’s lawyers, and the other actions, if they do constitute solicitation, were
not mine in any event.

I invite the Monitor to retract this statement in its next Report.

I will be filing a Notice of Ceasing to Act in the British Columbia actions. You have the filed Notice
of Withdrawal in the Alberta Action.

Yours truly,
Allan Garber Professional Corporation

Per;

Allgd A, Garber
AG/as

cc: Chris Simard (Fax) 403-265-7219

Telephone: (587) 400-9310
Fax: (587) 400-9313

Email: allan@garberlaw,ca
www.garberlaw.ca
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CASSELS BROCK
LAaw?Y E8 -«
May 29, 2017
By Email joliver@casselsbrock.com

Allan A Garber Professional Corporation

108, 17707-105 Avenue tel 403.351.2021
Edmonton, AB T5S 1T1 fax 403.444.6758
Attention: Allan Garber

file # 043073-00001

Dear Sir:

Re: Lutheran Church — Canada, the Albertan — British Columbia Disirict ¢ al Court of Queen’s
Bench Action No. 1501-00955

We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated May 29, 2017,

In your letter, you have alleged that paragraph 46.3 of the Monitor’s Twenty-Eighth Report (the "Report”)
is "profoundly defamatory”. With respect, we disagres. That paragraph is not a statement from the
Monitor — it instead references a letter from Sage's counsel, a copy of which is affixed as Appendix J to
the Repert. The quotation in that paragraph is clearly linked to that letter, and is not an independent
statement of the Monitor. The Monitor is cbliged to report to the Ceurt on matters such as this, including
the allegations made by Sage. The statements accurately describe the allegations and therefore the

Monitor does not intend to retract them.
Would you also please:
ay  advise if you intend to withdraw from the derivative actions that have been commenced;

b)  correspond with Mr. Simard in relation to

the Representative Action holdback and its status, and confirm that you shall continue to hold
such funds in trust until new Representative Action counsel can be appointed; and

ii. if there are any pending limitaticn period issues which must be managed on an interim basis.

Yours truly,
Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP

ce: Chris Simard {email)

Legal*43648164.1

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP Suite 1250, Mitllennium Tower, 440 - 2nd Avenue SW, Calgary, AE Canzda TZP 5£9

Tel: 403 351 2920 Fax: 403 648 1151 www.casselsbrock.com
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May 30, 2017
Attention: Jeftrey Oliver,

The Monitor's 28th report conveys statements that are lies and are completely defamatory. I ask
(demand) that you have it removed and replaced with a version that does not convey this false
information.

The lies and defamatory statements appear to originate from a set of emails written or authored by Ted
Brown and appear to be authorized by SAGE Board and Management for the purpose of assassinating
my character.

I am appalled that the Monitor has chosen to post this information without having probed and consulted
to determine if there is a counter-position to these severely false allegations.

The most hideous lie is that I impersonated SAGE officials. This is a severe lie that I believe was a
creative and malicious fabrication that was made based on communications directed to me and were
designed to fish out certain words from me unawares, resulting in entrapment. I have communication
documentation that I believe can support my position in a forensic investigation. When in conversation
with other shareholders I ALWAY'S made it clear that I was speaking in my capacity as a shareholder. 1
NEVER EVER held myself out to be a representative of SAGE.

The suggestion that I told people not to return their proxies is also a lie. People contacted me and
pressed me on this issue. I could not offer them any advice and could only state the options available
to them (to attend the meeting in person, to send in their proxy, or if they were not comfortable to do
these then not participating was also an option). I have record of some of those communications and
now believe that these communications were deliberately designed to press me for a response that
could be falsely fabricated against me, again resulting in entrapment. Again, I believe my position can
be supported in a forensic investigation.

The statements alleging that I have engaged in illegal activities and continued to solicit proxies after I
received SAGE's notice to cease and desist are also gross misrepresentations and are malicious and
defamatory. I entirely stopped soliciting proxies and I did not ask anyone to solicit proxies on my
behalf. My May 12 letter was not intended to solicit proxies, and the wording was my wording as a
very unsophisticated 'first time' shareholder trying to express my position, as I knew that people who
supported my view would want to know. I understand that my dissident proxy was merely non-
compliant. My May 12 letter, in hindsight, was also non-compliant with the relevant portions of the
Act. T have no lawyer to help me. I did the best I could with the little that I had.

The fact that I did not solicit proxies is supported by the fact that I had no knowledge of being named
as a SAGE proxy holder until May 24, just before noon. At that time, I became aware that I had been
named as proxy holder for only ONE person, and I had not solicited that proxy.

The allegation that my actions were the actions of the District Subcommittee, and that my actions were
driven by interests of the RA class are entirely false. It is difficult to separate the fact that many people
in the RA class, who hold a view that I had expressed, are both shareholders and RA class members at
the same time. The actions that I took were NOT part of the representative action. It must be noted
that there are significant similar matters of importance to the shareholders and to the RA class.
However, those matters are approached differently. My dissident actions were in the capacity of



shareholder entirely. I believe that unqualified Subcommittee information was wrongly interpreted by
SAGE, resulting in SAGE fabricating a story meant to sway sentiment. The ultimate result of this was
the compromising of the RA. SAGE needs to be reminded that 70% of their share holdings is within
the RA class.

The suggestion that my intent was to reduce the value of SAGE shares is a ridiculous suggestion. I am
keenly aware of the challenges that the RA will face and I am therefore that much more eager to see the
very best return for my shares. My proposals were entirely reasonable. I believe that SAGE's
opposition to my dissident actions were severe, overblown, and largely unwarranted.

Understanding that the Monitor was wishing to seek the court's advice on this matter, I prepared and
delivered an Affidavit which you received on May 23. However, there is absolutely NO mention of my
Affidavit in the Monitor's 28th report, which was generated the following day. I also had to ask you to
make mention of my Affidavit, retroactively, in the court order. It appears to me that the Monitor has
little interest in assuring fairness in the process, as again, I understand that the notice of the court
hearing was sent late in the day or after business hours on May 24th, and that the hearing was
scheduled for May 25th. How is this a fair notice so that people can come to represent themselves?

Please state how you intend to rectify this travesty.
Yours truly,

Georg Beinert
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From: Allan Garbayr Fax: (587} 400-9313 To: Fax: (403) 643-1151 Page 1 of 4 30/05/2017 1:38 PM

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

To: From: Allan Garber

Allan Garber Professional C:

17707 105 Ave

Edmonton
AB T551T1
Phone: Phone: (587) 400-9310 * 101
Fax Phone: (403) 648-1151 Fax Phone: (587) 400-9313

Note:
Attention: Jeffery Oliver

Date: 30/05/2017

Pages: 4




Erom: Allan Garber

Fax: {587) 400-9313 Ta: Faw: (403) 648-1151 Page 2 of 4 30/05/2017 1:38 PM

ALLAN GARBER
Barrister & Solicitor
#108, 17707 105 Avenue

Edmonton, Alberta TSS 1T1

May 30, 2017
Via Fax: (403) 648-1151 Oar file No. 212A/G

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP
Millennium Tower

440 2 Ave. S.W., Suite 1250
Calgary, Alberta T2P SE9

Tel: 403 351-2921

Fax: 403 648-1151

Email: joliver@casselsbrock.com

Attention: Jeffery Oliver

Re:  ABC District/Sage Properties

A letter from Mr. Ted Brown, the lawyer for Sage dated May 23, 2017 is attached as Appendix “J”
to the Monitor’s 28™ Report. Mr. Brown accused me of having done or carried out the following
actions after receipt of their May 11, 2017 “cease and desist letter.”

a. “Mr. Beinert sent a letter to Shareholders dated May 12, 2017, recommending that
Shareholders can name someone other than the management represcntatives as proxies
and recommending that Sharcholders revoke their proxies.”

Garber Response:

i) Beinert’s letter was not Garber’s letter. It was prepared by Beinert.

ii) Beinert’s letter did not “recommend that Shareholders can name someone other
than the management representatives as proxies.” His leiter said “If you choose to
participate by proxy, you are at liberty to choose someone you trust to carry your
proxy on your behalf.”

b. “Continued to correspond with Shareholders in an effort to be named as proxy for such
Shareholders.”

Telephone: (587) 400-9310
Fax: (387) 400-9313
Email: allan@garberlaw.ca
www.garberlaw.ca

\



From: Allan Garker

Fax: (587) 400-9313 To: Fax: (403) 648-1151 Page 3 of 4 30/05/2017 1:38 PM

Garber Response:

1) I did not continue to correspond with Shareholders in an effort to be named as
proxy. Magda Carr, through her friend William Wood, asked if I would be her
proxy. See attached email dated May 16, 2017, which is the only correspondence
after the cease and dcsist letter relating to the issue of proxies. 1 know Magda
personally and was honored to be her proxy. She is 98 years old.

“Encouraged others to solicit proxies on behalf of Mr. Beinert.”

Garber response. The statement is false. I did not speak to, nor solicit from anyone
proxies on behalf of Mr. Beinert.

“Solicited proxies indirectly through others including the memorandum of Don Specht to
“CEF Defense Fund Supporters and Friends” dated May 18, 2017.

Garber response: I did not solicit proxies indirectly through others. I did not ask Mr.

Specht to prepare any documents, and I had no knowledge of the Don Specht Memo dated
May 18, 2017 until today, May 30, 2017 when I searched my in-box and found it.

“Indirectly distributed a document authored by Beinert entitled “Beinert Response to
Sage’s May 20, 2017 Frequently Asked Questions.”

Garber response: I did not send the document to anyone, whether directly or indirectly.

I have ceased to act for the District Subcommittee. I took this case out of an abiding concern to help
the elderly who have lost so much. I do hope that they will receive full compensation for their losses.

Yours truly,

Allan Garber Professional Corporation

AG/as

cC:

Garber

Chris Simard (Fax) 403-265-7219



From: Altan Garbar Fax: {887} 400-9313 Ta: Fax: {403) 648-1151 Page 4 of 4 30/05/2017 1:38 PM

Allan Garber

From; Allan Garber

Sent: May 16, 2017 9:58 AM
To: ‘William Wood'
Subject: RE: Proxy for Magda

Yes, 1 would be happy to do so. She needs to cross out the names of the Sage people and print my name in. How is she
planning to vote on the commercial options? And the resolutions?

Allan Garber
Barristar & Solicitor

108, 17707 = 105 Avenue NW
Edmonton, AB T55 1T1
Telephone (587} 400-9310
Fax (587) 400-9313

Email allan@garberiaw.ca

Note: This email address is not a valid address far service pursuant to Rule 11.21 of the Alberta Rules of Court. If you
need to serve legal documents on Allan A. Garber, as lawyer of record, please do so by courier, recorded mail or fax.

Original Message
From: William Wood [mailto:bwood @telusplanet.net}
Sent: May 15, 2017 8:04 PM
To: Allan Garber <allan@garberlaw.ca>
Subject: Proxy for Magda

Magda asked us to ask if you could be her proxy. In light of all that Is going on, we are not sure how to advise her, and
so her solution was to ask you to represent her?

Thank you.

leanette
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B Reply to: Edward B. Brown
Direct Phone: (403) 260-0298

Direct Fax: (403) 260-0332
& Palmer Lie ebb@bdplaw.com
Law Firmn Assigtant: Taylor McKinmey
Diirect Phone: (403) 260-0132
Our File: 74569.5
May 31, 2017

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP
Millennium Tower

Suite 1250, 440 — 2™ Avenue SW
Calgary, AB T2P 5E9

Attention: Jeffery Oliver

Dear Sirs:

Re: Lutheran Church -Canada, the Alberta -British Columbia District et al
Court of Queen's Bench Action Ne. 1501-00955

As counsel to Sage Properties Corp. ("Sage” or the "Corporation"), we are providing this letter to report to
the Monitor certain events that occurred at the special meeting (the "Special Meeting") of sharcholders
("Shareholders") of Sage held on May 26, 2017. In providing this letter we note several facts:

1. According to the records of Alliance Trust Company, Eleanor Unterschultz and Richard Unterschultz
(collectively, the "Unterschulizes™), who hold 396,065 Sage shares and 963,245 Sage shares,
respectively, appointed AHan Garber on May 17, 2017 to act as their proxy for the Special Meeting.

2. In reporting to the Alberta Court of Queen's Bench (the "Court"} at the application heard on May 25,
2017 in respect of the above referenced matter, Jeffrey Oliver as counsel to the Monitor, reported that
Mr. Garber had indicated in a letter to Mz, Oliver that Mr. Garber would be attending the Special
Meeting acting as proxy of Magdalene Carr and that he would not be speaking at the Special Meeting,.
To our knowledge, Mr. Garber did not indicate that he would be acting as proxy to the Unterschultzes.

3. On May 25, 2017, the Court ordered and directed, among other things, that "There shall be no further
solicitation of votes and/or proxies by the Restricted Group in relation to Sage without further order of
this Court." For the purposes of the order of the Court, the Restricted Group included Mr. Garber.

Immediately prior to the commencement of the Special Meeting an associate of Burnet, Duckworth & Palmer
LLP, Paul Mereau, was assisting Shareholders and proxyholders with any questions that they had with respect
to registration for the Special Meeting. While acting in this capacity, a person approached Mr. Mereau who
identified himself as the son of the Unterschultzes and asked Mr. Merean how the Unterschultzes could revoke
their proxies that they had previousty provided to Alliance Trust Company.

Upon receiving the request, Mr. Mereau went $o get revocation forms to provide to the Unterschultzes to allow
them to revoke their appointment of Mr. Garber. In the course of obtaining the revocation forms, Mr. Mereau
noted that Mr. Garber was talking to the gentleman identified by the son as Mr. Unterschultz telling him that
he did not need to revoke the proxies. Mr. Garber had already received the ballots to be voted on behalf of the
Unterschultzes. Mr. Mereau saw Mr. Garber sign the bottom of the ballots and give them to the scrutineers.
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Prior to the commencement of the Special Meeting but after the Unterschultzes were already seated, the
Unterschultzes and their son also discussed this matter with me. I informed them that they still had the right to
revoke their appointment of Mr. Garber as their proxy. I also informed them that Mr. Garber would be
required to vote as directed in the proxy forms that the Unterschultzes had submitted to Alliance Trust
Company but that he would have the discretion to vote as he saw fit on behalf of the Unterschultzes on any
amendment or variation of the matters set out in the form of proxy or on any other matter that may properly be
brought before the Special Meeting. They asked me whether their vote would still count if Mr. Garber
continued to act as their proxy. I asked whether they still wanted Mr. Garber to act as their proxy and they
confirmed that they were okay with him acting as their proxy. As Sage had no desire to put undue pressure on,
or confuse the situation any further for, the Unterschultzes, I confirmed on behalf of Sage that Sage would
accept their proxies and allow Mr. Garber to vote on their behalf.

Mr. Garber left the Special Meeting immediately after the start of the Special Meeting before the presentations
and discussions of the motions were heard. Mr. Garber voted the ballots that he held on behalf of the
Unterschultzes prior to leaving the Special Meeting. The Unterschultzes were present at the Special Meeting
during all of the presentations, discussions and votes on the motions. Several of the special resolutions
considered at the Special Meeting were defeated by a very small margin; if after listening to the presentations

and discussions at the Special Meeting the Unterschultzes had changed their vote on one of such special
resolutions, that special resolution would have passed.

Given the definition of "solicitation" in the Business Corporations Act (Alberta), Sage believes that the actions
taken by Mr. Garber prior to the Special Meeting constituted a continued act of solicitation of proxies by Mr.
Garber in violation of the May 25, 2017 order of the Court. Sage wants to ensure that the Monitor is aware of
Mr. Garber's actions at the Special Meeting to allow the Monitor to determine whether to report these matters
to the Court or to ask Mr. Garber to explain his conduct to the Monitor or the Court.

Yours truly,

BURNET, DUCKWORTH & PALMER LLP

D/

Edward B. Brown
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May 31,2017

Jeffrey Oliver
joliver@.casselbrock.com

Sandra Jory, Chairman of the Board.
sandra jory:@'sageproperties.ca
And the Directors of Sage Properties Corp.

Re: Lutheran Church-Canada, the Alberta-British Columbia District et al
Court of Queen’s Bench Action No. 1501-00955
Application scheduled to be heard at 2:00 pm on May 26, 2017

With reference to the subject application and your letters of May 23™ and May 24%, 2017 and the
message entitled LEGAL DEFENCE FUND MESSAGE RE: CONCERNS ABOUT
RECOVERY PROSPECTS WITH SAGE PROPERTIES CORP (the Message), I say as follows:

1. No use was made by me or Randy Kellen of a list of shareholders of Sage Properties and
the Message was not directed specifically at Sage Properties shareholders but at the CEF
depositors to whom it was email addressed.

2.  The Message was not mailed to anyone through Canada Post.

3. The Message was sent by email only to a list of 43 supporters of the CEF Defence Fund
and 60 other contacts (the CEF Claims Group), all such contacts made long before Sage
Properties was incorporated.

4.  The Message was not a solicitation of proxies but a sharing of the writer’s conclusions
reached from review of materials issued by the Monitor, Deloitte Restructuring, and Sage
Properties explaining why the writer advised his widowed 88 year old sister how she
should respond to the Sage Properties proxy solicitation.

5. When the Message was emailed the writer was out of country and did not have computer
equipment to create a PDF document and so requested Mr. Kellen to convert the Message
to a PDF decument and email it only to the CEF Claims Group.

6. Iam inform Mr. Kellen that is what he did and believe that is so.

§
/

Do ht I confirm the above to be true,

Randy Kellen
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CASSELS BROCK

June 1, 2017

By E-mail: beinert2017@gmail.com joliver@casselsbrock.com

Georg Beinert
Box 1614
Fairview, AB TOH 1.1

tel +1 403 351 2921
fax. +1 403 648 1151
file # 49073-1

Dear Sir;

Re:

Lutheran Church — Canada, the Alberta - British Columbia District ef al
Court of Queen’s Bench Action No. 1501-00955

We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated May 30, 2017.

The Monitor has reviewed and considered your correspondence and the concerns you have
expressed therein. The Monitor understands that you have been frustrated in relation to Sage,
and that your recent experiences in particular have been unsatisfactory to you. However, there
are some factual matters in your correspondence that the Monitor wishes to respond to.

In summary, please be advised as follows:

1.

The Monitor's role is to act as the “eyes and ears” of the Court. That includes the
obligation to report to the Court on matters that are of concern to it. In fulfilling that
obligatior, the Monitor alsc must balance that obligation with an obligation to be prudent
in the resources that it expends. In that regard, the Monitor does not normaity and is not
required to investigate sach and every allegation that is made by parties within CCAA
proceedings. It would be cost prohibitive, and in many instances would be of little benefit
to District creditors. In this instance, what concerned the Monitor was that members of
the Subcommittee and its counsel were linked to proxy solicitation activities and the
apparent use of information obtained via that Subcommittee to facilitate those activities.
The Maonitor did not take any position at all in relation to the substance of the dispute as
between you, Messrs. Garber and Mulder and Sage, including the rather serious
allegations that were being advanced by ali parties. In the circumstances, the Monitor
considered itself obliged to report on the communications that were being exchanged,
but did not consider itself obliged to further investigate any of them. The Report is clear
that the accusations of each party were allegations only;

We remind you that the Order that was granted on May 25, 2017 was granted solely on
an interim basis. The only relief that was granted by Madam Justice Romaine related to
actions that were necessary in order to protect the integrity of the Sage shareholders'
meeting. In the circumstances, it remains completely open to you fo file any evidence
you wish and make any arguments you desire defending the actions that were
undertaken by you and defending against the allegations advanced by Sage. The

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP  Sulte 1250, Millennium Tewer, 440 ~ 2nd Avenue SW, Calqary, AB Canada T2P SES
Tel: 403 351 2920 Fax: 403 648 1151 www.casselsbrock.com
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Monitor encourages your participation in that process, and will ensure that you are
served via email with notice of the next hearing in relation to these matters. The Monitor
also intends to affix your correspondence (and this reply) to its next report to the Court
and make the Court aware of your concerns.

3, You have commented about the lack of notice of the May 25 hearing. First, as we note
above, it remains open to you to apply to set aside any of the findings from that hearing.
More importantly, for the reasons noted below, the Monitor is of the view that appropriate
nhotice of that hearing was provided in the circumstances in any event.

As counsel to the Subcommittee, service on Mr. Garber of the May 25" application is
proper service upon the Subcommittee and its members. In the view of the Monitor, due
to your fiduciary duties as a member of that Subcommittee, the Monitor's application for

advice and direction engaged your interests as a Subcommittee member. [n particular,
the Monitor notes as follows:

a. On April 7, 2017, the Monitor expressed confusion with Mr. Garber about various
inquiries that were being made by you in relation to Sage, as those inquiries did
not appear to be linked to any issue that was properly related to the
Representative Action. In that communication, the Monitor asked for clarification
from Mr. Garber in relation to whether your concerns were being raised in your
personal capacity or in your capacity as a member of the Subcommittee. No
response was received. We also note that, by this point, an application had
already been made by Mr. Garber, on behalf of the Subcommittee, seeking an
appraisal of Sage's assets. As a result of the combination of these
circumstances, the Monitor was of the view that the Subcommittee was actively

pursuing matters relating to Sage, and that the Monitor could correspond with Mr.
Garber on such issues;

b. Inparagraphs 23 and 24 of the Monitor's 27" Report dated April 17, 2017, the
Monitor's concerns in this regard were again noted, and no clarification was
received from Mr, Garber or anyone else;

c. The Dissident Proxy did not contain a disclaimer that you were not acting in your
capacity as a member of the Subcommittee, and provided Mr. Garber's contact
information as the party to whom proxies should be submitted;

d. lwrote to Mr. Garber on May 17, 2017 expressing my concerns in relation to
what was occurring regarding Sage shareholder proxies. In that letter, | advised
Mr. Garber that we anticipated that the matter would be brought before the Court
the following week. For the reasons noted above, Mr. Garber was the
appropriate contact person in relation to this letter. The Monitor therefore
considers that the general notice provided to Mr. Garber of its intent to proceed
with a hearing the week of May 23 to 26, 2017 to be adequate.

e. Mr. Garber responded to us on May 19 and 22, 2017. In the May 22 response,
Mr. Garber indicated that he undertook no action in his capacity as counsel for

Legal*43669316.1
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the Subcommitiee. That statement further led the Monitor to the conclusion that
Mr. Garber was acting as your counsel in relation to Sage matters.

On the basis that Mr. Garber was engaged as Subcommittee counse! and/or your
counsel, he was inciuded on a letter that was sent to the Service List from our
office on May 23, 2017 which advised that this matter was scheduled to be heard
on May 25, 2017 at 2:00 PM. Based on your recent correspondence, it appears
that you may not have bsen made aware of this correspondence by Mr. Garber;

On May 23, 2017, Mr. Garber advised that he was not retained by you in his
capacity as shareholder. However, as noted above, the Monitor remained of the
view that the facts at issue also engaged your duties as a member of the
Subcommittee, and that it had properly provided notice of its intent to proceed
with an application; and

The Monitor only learned of Mr. Garber’s resignation as counsel to the
Subcommittee late in the morning of May 25, 2017. Further, the Monitor advised
the Court of his resignation in the May 25" hearing, that you were unable to
attend that hearing, and of our view that your excuse for non-attendance
appeared to be legitimate. It was on that basis that the relief that was granted in
that hearing was only interim in nature.

4. You have raised concerns that the Monitor did not refer to your Affidavit in its 28"
Report. We received your Affidavit, unfiled, at approximately noon on May 23, 2017. This
suggests to us that you were aware that a hearing was likely to cccur that week, as per
our May 17, 2017 letter to Mr. Garber. We received a filed copy of that Affidavit at 4:16

PM on May 24, 2017, after the Report of the Monitor was filed. In response to your
concerns:

a.

Legal*43668316.1

at the time the 28" Repaort of the Monitor was prepared, the Monitor was of the
view that Mr. Garber would be advancing your position on your behalf at the May
25" hearing, and that your Affidavit weuld be put befare the Court through its
filing. We also note that the Monitor is not required to comment on every
pleading filed in a proceeding. On issues where the Monitor is taking no position,
it would be particularly unusual for the Monitor to do that. Rather. the Monitor's
28" Report is focused upon correspondence received by the Monitor or between
the relevant parties which may not otherwise be put before the Court but for the
report of the Monitor;

the majority of your Affidavit relates to the merits of the issues as between Sage
and you, on which the Monitor is taking no position;

our office, on its own volition, served your Affidavit on the entire service list to
ensure that all parties had notice of your position. The Monitor also posted the
filed Affidavit on its website in advance of the May 25" hearing where it remains
available for public viewing;
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d. Madam Justice Romaine received a copy of your Affidavit and confirmed the
same at the hearing to me; and

e. The failure to reference your Affidavit in the Order was inadvertent, and was a
praduct of extreme time pressures and rapidly changing circumstances as this
matter progressed. As | advised you by email, the Monitor does not dispute that

your Affidavit was before the Court, and has amended the Qrder to refiect the
same.

In light of the foregoing, the Monitor does not intend to remove or replace its 28" Report. The
report is a fair characterization of the issues between the parties, and the Monitor considered
itself duty bound to issue it. The Monitor was and remains of the view that there remains a

legitimate concern over the actions of you and Mr. Mulder in relation to Sage, based solely on

the matters that you have not disputed (such as the issuance of the Dissident Proxy and other
communications). '

The Monitor has since learned of your resignation from the Subcommittee as well as that of Mr,

Mulder's. The Monitor will consider whether those resignations will influenced views in relation
to the future disposition of this matter.

In conclusion, and noted above, while the Court and the Monitor have expressed concern about
these matters, no final determination has been made on them. The Monitor ehcourages you to
participate in the hearing of this matter on its merits and to file whatever evidence you deem fit
in response to the allegations raised by Sage, and the concerns of the Monitor and the Court,

We also encourage you to retain legal counsel in relation to these matters, and would be
pleased to work with them co-operatively in relation to the scheduling of a return hearing.

Yours truly,

Cas Br ck & Blackwell LLP

Jeffrey Ol er
JO/rc

o] ok Client

Leqal*43669316.1
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AFFIDAVIT OF GEORG BEINERT

I, Georg Beinert, of Fairview, Alberta

SWEAR AND SAY THAT:

1. Tam a significant shareholder of Sage Properties Corp. (“Sage™). 1 hold 215,513 shares
in Sage. I have paid attention to the activities of Sage, as my shareholding interests
represent a significant portion of my savings (now 'assets").

2. Around December 22, 2016 and thereafter a Mr. Robert Rice, from Sandton Capital
Partners from the USA had established an Unlimited Liability Corporation and was
phoning SAGE shareholders, offering to purchase their shares at a very low (about 33



cents on the dollar) price.

. In the Sanction Order Reasons for Decisions of the Honourable Madam Justice B.C.E.
Romaine (filed August 2, 2016) in paragraph 22 she states:

[22] The articles of incorporation for NewCo will be created to include the following
provisions, which are intended to provide additional protection for affected
creditors: c) NewCo would establish a mechanism to join those NewCo shareholders
who wished to purchase NewCo shares with those NewCo shareholders who wished
to sell them,;

. This protection mechanism was understood by shareholders to mean that they could sell
shares among each other and that NewCo would safeguard that mechanism. However,
somehow Mr. Robert Rice obtained shareholder information which gave him the ability
to bypass this protection mechanism and to 'cold call' significant shareholders. Also,
shareholders who enquired about selling their shares had their information passed to Mr.
Robert Rice, contrary to the protection mechanism described. This put a pressure on
other shareholders who were not contacted and created an environment of fear and panic
and that was not one of 'orderly liquidation’, as some shareholders were tempted to ‘jump
ship' at the first opportunity.

Mr. Rice began entering into written sales agreements with a number of shareholders.
There had been no meeting held for the shareholders, and there was no management
discussions on the matter so that shareholders could make an informed decision about
their shares (as was SAGE's obligation according to Bylaw 8.6 and 12). This situation
caused distress to me and many sharcholders.

. Furthermore, the question remains unanswered as to how and when did Robert Rice gain
his due diligence information that he needed to give him the confidence to establish his
company for the purpose of buying shares.

. Mr. McCorquodale stated to me “T don't know” when I asked him this question in my
January 25, 2017 phone conversation with him. I would think that, as CEO, it would
certainly be Mr. McCorquodale's business 'to know’ this kind of information.

. T'also phoned Sandra Jory and asked her when and how Robert Rice got his information.
She indicated that Robert Rice and the CRO had been in communication with each other
some time mid-CCAA procecdings. The feedback that I received from other
shareholders caused me to believe that SAGE management had been having significant
discussions with Robert Rice, lasting to approximately mid-April 2017. There is very
little mentioned about this matter in the Management Information Circular, and what is

mentioned is short and vague. I am left wondering what SAGE's legal costs in all of this
was.

. Of alarming concern to me was the fact that Mr. Robert Rice was 'cold-calling’ significant
shareholders. It remains unanswered as to who gave this confidential information to Mr.



Robert Rice. Mr. McCorquodale suggested to me that this information might have been
found from a public site. This would suggest that SAGE shareholder's private and
confidential information is available on a public site, which I do not believe.

10. Sandra Jory, the Chairman of the Sage Board of Directors, on a recent CEF forum post,
suggested that Robert Rice may have found his information by using the CEF Depositor
list (on the Monitor’s site) and using the internet 411 directory. It is difficult to imagine
that a distressed asset buyer would be able to determine which 1000 names from a list of
2600 were those of the shareholders, and which of those 1000 names were the significant
shareholders. It is difficult to imagine that Mr. Robert Rice would spend significant time
searching the 411 directory, even if he were able to discern the significant shareholders
from a list of 2600 names. I believe that Mr. Rice was given the confidential shareholder
information by Sage or its advisors.

11. SAGE has taken issue with my Dissident actions and has responded against me using
false and grossly misleading allegations, and expressing half-truths amounting to
calumny, as is evidenced especially in their answers to Q11 in their May 20, 2017 email
of 'Frequently Asked Questions'.

12. As events unfolded with Sage, I had mounting concemns. First, a shareholder meeting had
not been called within 180 days of the Effective Date, as required by article 12.1 of

Sage’s bylaws. A copy of relevant portions of Sage’s Bylaws is attached as Exhibit “1”
to my Affidavit.

13. 1 communicated my concerns to the Monitor. This is the Monitor’s response from the
27" Report dated April 17, 2017:

23. The bylaws of Sage affixed to the District Plan required that Sage call a sharcholder
meeting (the “Shareholder Meeting”) within six months of the “Effective Date” of the
District Plan. The Monitor understands that the Sharcholder Meeting has recently been
called for May 26, 2017, which is not within that six month period. The Monitor has
received several inquiries about this issue, in particular from 2 member of the District
Subcommittee. The Monitor is advising the Court of this issue, but in the absence of
further Court direction, does not intend to take any further steps in relation to this delay.
As Sage 1s not 2 party to the District Plan (as it did not exist when the District Plan was
created), the Monitor is of the view that it does not have standing to pursue the issue with
Sage. Rather, Sage was bound to hold such a Shareholder Meeting under that time line
pursuant 10 its corporate bylaws. As those are corporate obligations, shareholders of
Sage have various legal rights available to them to require that Sage comply with its legal
obligations under its bylaws. Further, as the District does not contra] Sage, in the view of
the Monitor the late holding of such a meeting does not constitute a default under the
District Plan. In the circumstances, the Monitor has encouraged Sage shareholders to
continue to take up issues directly with Sage, and to undertake whatever steps they
deem necessary in order to assert their rights as shareholders. (Emphasis added.)
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20.

21.

Second, Sage shareholders received no financial information, even though the Monitor
indicated 1o the creditors that this would happen. In the Monitor’s First Report to the ABC
District Creditors dated March 28, 2016, the Monitor stated this at para. 39:

“Newco Management would also be tasked with providing regular financial
reporting, including statements and annual reports with management discussion and
analysis.”

By email dated March 21, 2017, I requested the Monitor’s assistance concerning the lack of

financial reporting. 1 received no response from the Monitor or their legal counsel. Copies
of the emails are attached as Exhibit “2” to this my Affidavit.

The shareholder list that was used was a list that I have, and I believe that 1 have used it
appropriately and prudently, especially given the circumstances. Sage’s lawyer Mr. Ted
Brown asserts that Allan Garber's actions conflict with some of his Class Plaintiffs. This

is false, as the actions are my actions and not Allan Garber's actions. Further, there is no
conflict.

I find it hypocritical that SAGE gives no care about how confidential sharcholder
financial information may have been obtained by Mr. Rice while in the same instant
being adversarial toward a shareholder making contact with all other shareholders. My
contact with fellow shareholders was done nobly and in good faith.

SAGE has made it difficult and inconvenient for me to obtain information from SAGE,
having the majority of my communication passed by the office of SAGE's lawyer. The
responses that I have received do not give me confidence that SAGE is interested in
communicating with me in an open and meaningful way. Iam being left out of
communications that I would otherwise receive in the normal course as a shareholder. [
was excluded from a mass email sent to Sage shareholders.

I received the Sage Management Circular on May 3, 2017. It was sent to me Sandra Jory.

No Election of Board Directors

The first thing I noticed was on page seven, when we were told there would be no
election of the Directors. This was extremely troubling. Three of the original directors
appointed within the CCAA proceedings had resigned by mid-December. No
explanations were given. The Board appointed two new Directors to achieve board
quorum.

None of the Directors have been elected by the sharcholders. The election of the Board
was something that I and many other shareholders had anticipated at the first meeting, as
required by article 3.5 of the Bylaws (Exhibit “A™). I studied the Business Corporations
Act myself and s. 106 made it very clear that the directors are to be elected at the first
meeting. A copy of s, 106 of the Business Corporations Act is attached as Exhibit “3” to
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this my Affidavit.

I understand that Sage is of the view that they do not need to have an election of the
Directors, since they are calling a “special meeting” of the shareholders.

The Fifth Amended Plan of Compromise and Arrangement filed June 10, 2016 stipulates
at s. 7.1 (iii) that the meeting of shareholders is to be a “general meeting.” Attached as
Exhibit “4” to this my Affidavit is the relevant portion of the District Plan.

No Disclosure of Officer Compensation

[ also noticed that there was disclosure in the Management Circular about what the
Directors are being paid, but nothing about what the Officers were being paid. I am aware

that in any corporation of this nature, even non-voting shareholders are entitled to know
what the Officers are being paid.

In the Management Circular, Sage stated that after the meeting, “the Board will review
and consider the appropriate form of compensation to be awarded to the officers of the
Corporation based on the commercial option approved at the Meeting.” Sage did not

indicate which commercial options will result in higher or lower management salaries.

Sage refused requests to disclose the compensation being paid to the senior officers.
Attached as Exhibit “5” to this my Affidavit is a letter dated April 18, 2017 I received
from Mr. and Mrs. Kembel, who are Representative Action class members. It indicates
that on December 9, 2016 they called the Sage office in Calgary inquiring how much
Sage’s employees were being paid. They received no answer. Iam informed by Mr.
Kembel and do believe that this information is true.

Attached as Exhibit “6” to this my Affidavit is email correspondence between Lorraine
Giese and Sandra Jory, Chair of the Sage Board of Directors, indicating that salaries

would not be disclosed until the annual general meeting. I found Sandra Jory’s response
to be very disturbing.

Sage’s non-disclosure contradicts the “transparency, accountability and corporate
governance” we were promised in their letter to the shareholders dated December 1,
2016, attached as Exhibit “7” to my Affidavit.

I'have since learned that Mr. McCorquodale (the CEO) is being paid $240,000 per year
as the CEO plus another $20,000 as a Director, plus possible further amounts if he is the
chair of a Board Committee. Mr. Chin, the CFO, is being paid $192,000.00 per year.

‘The Chief Restructuring Officer is Kiuane Partners.
Mr, McCorquodale, a Board Member and the Sage CEQ, was a member of the Kluane

Partners “engagement team.” An excerpt from the Kluane Partners Restructuring
Proposal showing his qualifications is attached as Exhibit “8” to this my Affidavit.



32. Mr. Tony Chin, the CFQ for Sage, also has ties to Kluane Partners. His “Zoom” profile
indicates that he was a “Senior Associate™ of Kluane Partners prior to July 17, 2016. A
copy of Mr. Chin’s profile is attached as Exhibit “9” to this my Affidavit.

33. Kluane Partners and Sage Properties share the same office space in Calgary: #410, 505-
8™ Ave, S.W., Calgary, AB T2P 1G2.

Resolutions to diminish shareholder protection

34. As 'first order of business' to the shareholders, SAGE's Management and Board are
seeking to remove some of the four protection mechanisms that were added to the court
Sanctioned Plan as provisions which are intended to provide additional protection for
affected creditors.

35. Of high importance to me are the Sanction Order Reasons for Decisions of the
Honourable Madam Justice B.C.E. Romaine (filed August 2, 2016) in paragraph 22
where the she states:

[22] The articles of incorporation for NewCo will be created to include the following

provisions, which are intended to provide additional protection for affected
creditors:

a) NewCo assets may only be pledged as collateral for up to 10% of their fair market
value, subject to an amendment by a special resolution of the shareholders of NewCo;

b) aredemption of a portion of the NewCo shares would be allowed upon the sale of

any portion of the NewCo shares with those NewCo shareholders who wished to sell
them,

¢) NewCo would establish a mechanism to join those NewCo shareholders who

wished to purchase NewCo shares with those NewCo shareholders who wished to sell
them;

d) a general meeting of the NewCo shareholders will be cailed no Iater than six
months following the effective date of the plan for the purpose of having NewCo
shareholders vote on a proposed mandate for NewCo, which may include the
expansion of the Harbour and Manor seniors' care facilities, the subdivision and

orderly liquidation or all or a portion of the NewCo assets or a joint venture to further
develop the NewCo assets

36. 1 found it disturbing and unthinkable that SAGE would challenge the stated provisions of
the Honourable Madam Justice B.C.E. Romaine and seek to remove these items of
shareholder protection, asking shareholders to give up their powers for the sake of
convenience for the board and for management. These bylaw-change resolutions,
especially when viewed together with the nature and time-line of SAGE's proposed
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commercial options, could expose the shareholder demographic to undesirable risk,
prolongation of time to financial returns, and loss of protection through the loss of
information transparency.

Commercial Options

I also noted that three commercial options wete presented, all on an advisory basis. A
fourth opinion should have been presented: “none of the above.”

Sage proposed commercial Option “B”, which is to pursue the sale of Sage’s assets after
subdivision and “emancipation of services.” According to Sage, this process could take
up to three years to complete, and there is no guarantee that subdivision will be
successful. An extract from the Management Circular with respect to Option “B” is
attached as Exhibit “10” to this my Affidavit.

I believe that there was a more prudent 'first approach’ that SAGE could and should take
in the interests of its shareholder demographic, especially since so many of the
shareholders are elderly. The 'option’ that I proposed to be put forward as a resolution
was a slightly modified, very reasonable and sensible 'best effort' initial and immediate
approach to seek maximization of value toward possible liquidation for the benefit of the
shareholders. It provided the ability to test the current commercial real estate market, to
gain potential competitive offers, and to present those offers for consideration to the
shareholders. It was also a defined approach that gave allowance for approaching a
secondary option if the proposed option was found unsuitable. This form of option was
not available within SAGE's option set.

When SAGE's proposed commercial options are weighed together with insufficient
financial performance information, and long time-lines related to each option, there
comes a great concern that SAGE's option choices favour those who are collecting very
lucrative salaries, with an unknown effect on the returns to the shareholders.

Dissident Proxy Circular

Because the Monitor, in it's 27" report, encouraged me (as I am directly referred to in
paragraph 23), as a significant shareholder, to “undertake whatever steps [I] deem

necessary in order to assert [my] right as sharcholder[s],” I have undertaken the activities
described throughout this affidavit.

I decided to send out a Dissident Proxy Circular. I found out about this concept from my
own research. [ initiated and prepared the Dissident Proxy. Tam bearing the cost of this
Dissident Proxy save for others who may wish to help me financially. A copy of the
Dissident Proxy Circutar is attached as Exhibit “11” to this my Affidavit.

My actions to launch a Dissident Proxy Circular and Form were my initiative as a
shareholder. This action was mobilized after receipt and review of the Management
Information Circular that brought great dismay to me upon reading it.
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Not only was this information difficult to follow, I found that it painted a very negative
picture and was ambiguous. I found that it greatly lacked the supportive numbers that are
needed to help determine action impacts on share value. I saw that this information
would be unsuitable for many, and my concern was regularly confirmed in my later
conversations with fellow shareholders, especially the elderly.

I used shareholder contact names, which would be the same names on SAGE's Records
list. Thad confirmed with SAGE if there had been any share transactions, and [ was
advised by SAGE that there had been none.

The list in my possession was for my use to contact people. The financial information in
my list is of confidential nature, and I have kept that information completely confidential,

I told Mr. Garber what I wanted to do, and that I needed a receiving office for the
proxies. Alliance Trust Company indicated they would not receive the dissident proxies.
Due to shoriness of time and the need for a receiving office, I asked Mr. Garber if they

could be mailed to his office. He agreed. He also drafted the Resolutions at my request to
reflect my intentions,

In my Dissident Proxy Circular, I present a very reasonable initial approach and a
balanced new Board.

My proposal to remove the four current Board members is not a malicious move. This
proposal was not made lightly. The proposal was made with the need for continuity in
mind. Itis for this reason that Mr. Scott McCorquodale was not proposed for
replacement.

I'have provided a slate of Director Nominees that reflects a reasonably broad spectrum of
experience and representation. Four of the five proposed Directors are significant
sharcholders. A fifth proposed Director is considered a 'Depositor Nominee'. All
members of this proposed slate share a concern for the entire shareholder community.

Of greater concern were time frames that were proposed for the various options. Due to
the elderly demographic of the shareholders I believe that the promoted Option B was
unsuitable as a first approach. I believe that the proposed selection of Option B was
highly speculative, and that it was not the most suitable first choice, as it provided no
assurance of increased value, but only prolonged the time to possible liquidation, and
that, at an unknown cost with the ultimate arrival at an unknown share value.

In order to protect Sage shareholders from distressed asset buyers, my resolution calls for
Sage to pursue through “all reasonable means” the sale of the assets of the Corporation.
Further, the Board is to present to shareholders for their approval only an offer “which
the Board of Directors determines represents the best opportunity to maximize the value
of the Corporation’s assets.”
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SWORN BEFORE ME at

Edmonton, Alberta, this 23 day of May,

|

20

A

My concern was motivated by the fact that in the past, Sage had met on several occasions
with Mr. Robert Rice, and yet apparently was not willing to meet with commercial
realtors.

SAGE's response to me after my Dissident Proxy Circular is that no business will be
allowed at the sharcholder meeting other than what the Management Information Circular
states. This is not what I and many other shareholders expected. We were told that Sage
was our company, and that we were the owners of it.

I reject the assertions from whatever party is conveying the suggestion through the
Monitor that the proposed slate of Director Nominees represents a District Subcommittee
effort. This is a frivolous and fanciful construct and bears no substance in reality. It
must be mentioned that I am the only one on the slate that is a member of the District
Subcommittee. One member of the slate began on the District Subcommittee but was
eliminated after a thorough check for potential conflict of interest in the RA before the
application efforts began. Another member of the slate was on the District Subcommittee
but resigned, before the application process was complete, to pursue other interests.
Neither of these two people were after those times involved in any capacity on the
District Subcommittee or with its activities.

The effectiveness of my efforts has been significant to the point that SAGE management
has sought every means possible to suppress my efforts and is running to elicit the help of
the Monitor, with SAGE fabricating a fictitious and vile suggestion that what I am doing
is an instrument for the benefit of the District Subcommittee. I wholly reject such
suggestion as being vile, foul, vulgar, detestable, and reprehensible. [ state this most

graciously. I am a shareholder and I am asserting my right as a shareholder and for ALL
my fellow shareholders.

I have done the best that I can, with the little that [ have, with consideration for all my
fellow shareholders. I am firmly of the view that my two proposed resolutions are in the
best interests of all shareholders.

Sage asked me to cease and desist from soliciting proxies, which I did immediately. I felt
it advisable to indicate this to the shareholders. A copy of my letter is attached as
Exhibit “12”,

( |
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(Commussioner for Oa  1n an
the Province of Alberta)
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A Commissioner for Oaths
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My Commission Expires Mar. 2, 2019
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PART 1 - INTERPRETATION

1.1 Deflnitions - In the by-laws of the Corporation,

including this by-law, unless the context otherwise
requires:

(a) “Act’ means the Alberta Business Corporations
Acf, as amended from time to time, and any
supplementary or replacement statute in force
from time to time, as amended from time to time;

(b} "articles” means the original or restated articles
of incorporation, ariicles of amendment, articles
of amalgamstion, articles of continuance,
ariicles of reorganization, articles of
arrangement, articles of dissolution and articlas
oi revivel as the case may be of the Corporation,
and includes an amendment to any of tham;

{c) “Board" means the board of direciors of the
Corporation;

{d) "by-laws" means this by-law and all other by-
iaws of the Corporation from time to time in
force;

(e) "Corporation” means the corporation named in
this by-iaw;

(f) ‘director” means a director of the Corporation;

(g) "District Depositors” has the meaning ascribad
to thal term in Section 1.1 of the Plan of
Compromise and Arrangement for the Lutheran
Church-Canada, The Alberta-Brilish Columbia
District, approved by order of the Court of
Queen's Bench of Alberta dated the ___ day of

. 2016 and filed under court filg
number 1501-00855;

(h) “extraordinary business® means any one or
more &f the follewing actions:

(i) submitiing fo the shareholders any

guestion or matter requiring
approval of the shareholders;

WELEGALO7H 14 00001M13L521 1245

(i)  filling & vacanaoy on the Board or in
the office of auditor;

(iify  issuing securitizs or shares;
(iv) declaring dividends;

(v)  purchasing, redesming or otherwise
acquiring shares issued by the
Corporation;

(Vi)  paying a commission for the sale of
shares of the Corporetion;

(vi) epproving a management proxy
clrcular;

{viii) approving any financial stalements
that are recuired to he placed before
shareholders at an annual meeting;
or

(ix) proposed adopting, amending or
repealing by-laws;

(i} words and expressions defingd in the Act shall
have the same meanings when used in the by-
laws, unless specifically defined in the by-laws;

(i} words importing number shall include both the
plural and the singular and words importing
gender shall include the masculine, feminine
and neuter gendars.

1.2 Invalidity of any Provision - The invalidity of any
provision of the by-taws shall not affect the validity of the
remaining provisions of tha by-laws.

1.3 Confiict of Provisions - [f any of the provisions of
the by-laws are in conflict with the provisions of the Act,
a unanimous shareholder agresment or the articles then
the provisions of the Act, the unanimous shareholder
agreement or the articles shall prevail,

1.4 Headings - The hsadings used in the by-laws and
Table of Contents are Inserted for convenience of
reference and shall not affect the construction or
Interpretation of the by-laws.
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PART 3 - DIRECTORS

1 Number of Directors - Subject to the provisions of
“‘the articles or of a unanimous shareholdsr agresmeant,
the number of directors constituting the Board shall be

determined from time to time by ordinary resolution of
the shareholders,

3.2 Qualification -~ No person shall be qualified to be a
direcior if that person is less than 18 years of ags, is not
an individual, has the status of bankrupt or is disqualified
under the Act, but a director need not be a shareholder.

3.3 Residence Reguiremant —~ The Board and any
committess of tha Board shall, in al cases, have the
minimum  number of resldent Canadian directors
required by the Acl.

3.4 District Depositors Board Representation — At
least one hzlf of the directors must bz District
Depositors.

3.5 Election_and Term - The shareholders shall, by
ordinary resolution at the first meeting of sharsholders
and al each succeading annusl meeting, elect directors
to hold office for 2 term expiring at the close of the next
annual meeling of the shareholders following the
election; provided that if an election of directors is not

#d at a mesting of shareholders, the incumbent
uirectors continue in office until their successors are
elected.

K a meeting of shareholders fails to elect the numbar or
the minimum number of directors required by the articles
by reason of the disqualification or death of any
candidate, ths directors elected at that meeting may
exercise all the powers of the Board if the numbar of
directors so elected constitutes a quorum.

3.8 Ceasing to Hold Office - A directer ceases to hold
office:

(a) upon death;

(b) upon resignation, in  which event such
resignation becomes efiective at the time a
written resignation is sent to the Corporation or
at the time specified in the written resignation,
whichever is later;

{c) upon removal from office in accordance with the
provisions of the Act; or

I (d) upon disqualification.
.7 Removal of Dirgctors - Subject to the provisions of

the arficles or of a unanimous shareholders agresment,
WSLEGAL:074414 D0ODIA3 102125

the shareholders of the Corporation may by ordinary
resolution at & special meating remove any director or
directors from office.

3.8 Vacancies - Subject to the provisions of a
unanimous shareholdsr agreement, a vacancy created
by the removal of a director may b filled by an ordinary
resoiution of shareholders passed at ihe mesting st
which the director was removed, and if not so filled may
be filted by the Board. A quorum of directors may fill a
vacangcy arnong the directors, except a vacancy resulting
from an increase in the number or minimum number of
direciors or from a fallure to elect the number or
minimum number of directors required by the arficles.

3.9 Remuneration of Directars - Subject to the articles
or any unanimous shareholder agreement, the Board of
the Corporation may fix the remuneration of ths
directors, officers and employess of the Corporation.

3.10 Powers of the Board -

(8) The Board shall manage or supervise the
managemant of the business and affairs of the
Corparation.

(b) Subject to any restrictions contained In the
Articles, the Board may, without authorization of
the shareholders:

(1) borrow money on the credit of the
Corporation;

(i)  issue, reissue, sell or pledge debt
obligations of the Corporation:

(if)  subject to the provisions of the Act,
give a guarantee an behalf of the
Corparation to secure performance
of an obllgation by any person; and

{iv) morigage, hypothecale, pledge or
otherwise create a security interest
in all or any property of the
Corporation ownad or subssquently
acquired, to secure any obligation of
the Corporation,

(c} Notwithstanding any restriclions on  the
defegation of extraordinary busingss, the Board
may by resolution delegate the powers referred
i0 in subsection 3.10(b)3:9(b) of these by-laws
to a director, 2 committee of directors or an
ofiicer of the Carporation.



PART 12 - SPECIAL REPORT TO THE SHAREHOLDERS

.21 Not less than 75 days and not more than 180
| 426 days from the efiective date of the plan of
compromise and arrangement of Lutheran Church-
Canada, the Alberia-British Columbia Disteict, as
amended, the Carporation shall send notice of a special
meating of the shareholders of the Corparation, In
accordance with these by-laws, at which the Board of
the Corporation shall report to the shareholders on all
reasonable commerclal options avallable o the
Corporation for achieving the Corporation’s Business (as
defined in the articles), such options to include, but no}
be limited to, the following:

(g) an orderly fiquidation of some or all of the assels
comprising the Prince of Peace Davelopment
(tha "Corporation's Assets");

{b) subdivision of some or all of the Corporation's
Assets; and

{¢) the furiher development of some or aif of the
Corporation's Assets,

WSLEGAL 74414 Q0001:13192112v5

12.2 For each option presented under Section 121,
the board of directors of the Carporation shall include in
its report an sstimate of:

{2) the cosis involvad;
(b) ths time pariod required;

{c) the expected impact on the value of the
Corparation's Assets;

(d) tha risks associaled with such option structures
or processes providing for shareholder liquidity,
and

{e} the recommendations of the board of directors of
the Corporation,

12.3 For grealer certainty, holding a special
mesting of the shareholders to  report to the
shareholders on =zl reasonzble commercial options
available to the Corporation for achiaving the
Corporation’s Business (as defined in the articles) doss
not constitute an addition, change or removal of any of
the restriclions on the business conisined in the articles.



Financial Reporting of NewCo (Sage)
Georg _ <alternatel517@gmail.com>
Mar 21

to vanallen
Hello Vanessa,

The First Monitor's Report to the Creditors of the Lutheran Church Canada, dated March 28,2016, on
page 16, paragraph 39 under the NewCo subtitle, it states:

"NewCo Management would also be tasked with providing regular financial reporting, including
quarterly statements and annuat reports with management discussion and analysis."

To date, we shareholders have received NO financial information from Sage, and my requests for
financial information from Sage have been deflected.

Furthermore, Sage is in default, as it has missed its obligation to the shareholders to hold a first
shareholders meeting within six months of the effective date. (refer to paragraph 40)

What does the Monitor propose to do about this?

Georg Beinert

Georg _ <alternatel517@gmail.com>
Mar 21

to josithole, bee: Allan

- Joseph, This is Exhibit* Q * eterred to in the
ARidavit of
1 did not realize that Vanessa was away. F_ﬂ_g’_lt@_[%__#_?_)‘.ﬂ.L y(;,%-;'-&:- —
Syorn bet rodne s ¥ [“3?3 .\__7‘ Y
- ' L Y AL L
Please answer the following email for me. ol CC\’ s
. i sotary PutAic AC«.-'-“-'_ Tssitedy 157 O
Your prompt reply will be appreciated. Aty Pk A o B S

Thank you.



Sithole, Joseph (CA - Alberta) <josithole@deloitte.ca>
Mar 23

to me
Hi Georg,

We are aware of the planned date for the shareholders meeting, and this matter is being discussed with
legal counsel.

We may need to report this matter to the court, and assess if this is a significant change. We will know
more on our next steps shortly.

Regards,
Joseph Sitholé, CA
Senior Associate | Restructuring Services

D: (587) 293 3203 | F: (403) 718 3681
josithole@deloitte.ca | deloitte.ca

Georg _ <alternatel517@gmail.com>
Apr 4

to Joseph, Allan, Sharon, Dianne, bill, Laurie
Hello Joseph,

On March 21, 2017 I forwarded my request for information to you. You only responded to part of my
question. 1 had written:

The First Monitor's Report to the Creditors of the Lutheran Church Canada, dated March 28, 2016, on
page 16, paragraph 39 under the NewCo subtitle, it states:

"NewCo Management would also be tasked with providing regular financial reporting, including
quarterly statements and annual reports with management discussion and analysis."

To date, we shareholders have received NO financial information from Sage, and my requests for
financial information from Sage have been deflected.

Furthermore, Sage is in default, as it has missed its obligation to the shareholders to hold a first
shareholders meeting within six months of the effective date. (refer to paragraph 40)

What does the Monitor propose to do about this?

It has been two weeks and the Monitor has not yet responded regarding my concern about the financial



reporting.

Please respond immediately. I will expect your reply by the end of the business day, Wednesday, April
5,2017.

Awaiting your immediate reply.
Georg Beinert

Sithole, Joseph (CA - Alberta) <josithole@deloitte.ca>
Apr 5

to Jeff, me, Alian, Sharon, Dianne, bill, Laurie
Hello Georg,

We are going to have our legal counsel, Jeffrey Oliver, reply to your specific inquiries contained in this
email and your previous emails. You will hear from him shortly.

Regards,
Joseph Sitholé, CA

Senior Associate | Restructuring Services
D: (587) 293 3203 | F: (403) 718 3681
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HER MAIJESTY, by and with the advice and consent of the Legislative Assembly of Alberta, enacts as follows:

Part 1
Interpretation and Application

Definitions

1 Inthis Act,

(a) “affairs” means the relationships among a corporation, its affiliates and the shareholders, directors and

officers of those bodies corporate, but does not include the business camied on by those bodies corporate;

(b) “affiliate” means an affiliated body corporate within the meaning of section 2(1);

(c) “Alberta company” means a body corporate incorporated and registered under the Companies Acf or any
of its predecessors;

(d) *“‘articles” means the original or restated articles of incorporation, articles of amendment, articles of
amalgamation, articles of continuance, articles of reorganization, articles of arrangement, articles of
dissolution and articles of revival and includes an amendment to any of them;

(¢) ‘“associate”, when used to indicate a relationship with any person, means

hitps:/iwww.canlii.org/enablaws/stat/irsa-2000-c- b-9/latest/rsa-2000-c-b-9.html
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(2) Subsection (1) does not apply to a body corporate to which a certificate of amalgamation has been issued
under section 185 or 187 orto which a certificate of continuance has been issued under section 1 8%,

(3) An incorporator or a director may call the meeting of directors referred to in subsection (1) by giving not
less than 5 days’ notice of the meeting to each director, stating the date, time and place of the meeting.

(4) A director may waive notice under subsection (3).
1981 ¢B- 15 99

Qualifications of directors
105(1) The following persons are disqualified from being a director of a corporation:

(z) anyone who is less than 18 years ofage;
{b) anyone who

(i) isarepresented adult as defined in the Adult Guardiaunship and Trusteeship Act oris the subject of a
certificate of incapacity that is in effect under the Public Trustee Act,

(ii) isaformal patient as defined in the Mental Healih Act,

(iii) isthe subject of an order under The Mentally Incapacitated Persons Act, RSA 1970 ¢232, appointing a
committee of the person or estate, or both, or

(iv) has been found to be a person of ansound mind by a court elsewhere than in Alberta;
(c) aperson who is not an individual;
(d) a person who has the status of bankrupt.

(2) Unless the articles otherwise provide, a director of a corporation is not required to hold shares issued by the
cotporation.

(3) At least 1/4 of'the directors of a corporation must be resident Canadians.
(4) Repealed 2005 c8 s21.
(3) A person who is elected or appointed a director is not a director unless

(2) the person was present at the meeting when the person was ¢lected or appointed and did not refuse to act
as a director, or

(b) ifthe person was not present at the meeting when the person was elected or appointed,

(i) the person consented to act as a director in writing before the person’s election or appointment or
within 10 days after it, or

(ii) the person has acted as a director putsuant to the election or appointment.

(6) Forthe purpose of subsection (5), a person who is elected or appointed a director and refuses under
subsection (5)(a) or fails to consent or act under subsection (5)(b) is deemed not to have been elected or
appointed a director.

RSA 2000 cB-9 5105:2005 ¢8 521:2008 cA-4.2 5121

Election and appointment of directors
106(1) At the time of sending articles of incorporation, the incorporators shall send to the Registrar a notice of
directors in the prescribed form and the Registrar shall file the notice.

(2) Each director named in the notice referred to in subsection (1)} holds office from the issue ofthe certificate of
incorporation untit the first meeting of sharcholders.

https fwww.canlii org/en/ablaws/stat/rsa-2000-6- b-9 atestirsa-2000-c-b-9.htm!
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(3) Subject to subsection (9)(a) and section 107, shareholders of a corporation shall, by ordinary resolution at
the first meeting of shareholders end at each succeeding annual meeting at which an election of directors is
required, elect directors to hold office for a term expiring not later than the close of the next annual meeting of
shareholders following the election.

(4) Ifthe articles so provide, the directors may, between annual general meetirgs, appoint one or more
additional directors of the corporation to serve until the next annual general meeting, but the number of
additional directors shall not at any time exceed 1/3 of the number of directors who held office at the expiration
ofthe last annual meeting of the corporation.

(5) It is not necessary that all directors elected at a meeting of sharcholders hold office for the same term.

(6) A dircctor not elected for an expressly stated term ceases to hoid office at the close of the first annual
meeting of sharcholders following the director’s election.

(7) Notwithstanding subsections (2), (3) and (6), if directors are not elected at a meeting of shareholders, the
incumbent directors cantinue in office until their successors are elected.

(8) Ifa meeting of shatreholders fails to elect the number or the minimum number of directors required by the
articles by reason of the disqualification or death of any candidate, the directors elected at that meeting may
exercise all the powers of the directors if the number of directors so elected constitutes a quorum.

(9) The articles or a unanimous shareholder agreement may provide for the election or appointment ofa director
or directors

(a) forterms expiring not later than the close of the 3rd annual meeting of shareholders following the
election, and

(b) by creditors or employees of the corporation or by a class or classes of those creditors or employees.
1981 ¢B-15 s101,1983 ¢20 51

Cumnulative voting

107 Ifthe articles provide for cumulative voting,
{(2) the articles shall require a fixed number and not a minimum and maximum number of directors,

(b) each shareholder entitled to vote at an election of directors has the right to cast a number of votes equal to
the number of votes attached to the shares held by the sharcholder multiplicd by the number of directors
to be elected, and the shareholder may cast all those votes in favour of one candidate or distribute them
among the candidates in any manner,

{c) aseparate vote of sharcholders shall be taken with respect to each candidate nominated for director unless
a resojution is passed unanimously permitting 2 or more candidates to be elected by a single resolution,

{d} ifa shareholder votes for more than one candidate without specifying the distribution of the shareholder’s
votes among the candidates, the shareholder is deemed to have distributed the votes equally among the
candidates for whom the sharcholder voted,

{e) ifthe number of candidates nominated for director exceeds the number of positions to be filted, the
candidates who receive the least number of votes shall be eliminated until the aumber of candidates
remaining equals the number of positions to be filled,

{f) each director ceases to hold office at the close of the first annual meeting of shareholders following the
director’s election,

(g} adirector may not be removed from office if the votes cast against the director’s removal would be
sufficient to elect the director, and those votes could be voted cumulatively, at an election at which the

same total number of votes were cast and the number of directors required by the articles were then being
elected, and

https:ifwww.canlil.or glen/abliaws/statirsa-2000-¢- b- 9/ atestirsa-2000-c-b-9.htmil
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In the event that the Plan is not agreed to, accepled and approved as set out herein, the Sanction Order
is net granted or the conditions set forth in Arlicle 7.2 are not satisfied or waived in accordance with the
terms of this Plan, this Plan shall automatically terminate and in which case the District shall not be under
any further obligation to implement this Plan.

€12 Court Assistance

The District reserves the right to seek the assistance and/or direction of the Court regarding any matters

refating to this Plan, including the resolution of any disputes arising between the Monitor and any other
parties.

ARTICLE 7
CONDITIONS PRECEDENT AND PLAN iIMPLEMENTATION

7.1 Sequence of Events

Following the Effective Date, the following events will occur in the following sequence:

a. The District’s bylaws and handbook shall be amended in accordance with Article 4.3 and as
permitted by the Sanction Order.

b. The Convenience Payments will be made, as set out herein.

c. Distributions will be made from the Payment Pool to those Affected Creditors with Proven Claims
as set out herein.
d NewCo shall be incorporated under the Alberta Business Corporations Act. The initial Articles

and initigl By-Laws of NewCo shall be materially in the form of Arficles and By-Laws attached as
Schedule “E" with such changes as may be authorized by the District Committee, which state and
may include amongst other matters:

| asset value and the

e fair market value of
the assets of NewCo as determined at the Effective Date, subject to amendment bya
special resolution of shareholders;

fi.  that a pro-rata share redemption will be allowed upon the sale of any portion of the
property located within the Prince of Peace Development that is over $5.0 million in net
sale proceeds, and that the total value of the share redemption would be 90% of the net
sale proceeds of the property;

iii.  that NewCo will establish a mechanism aflowing the sale of the NewCo Common Shares
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7.2

iv.  that a general meeting of shareholders of NewCo will be called no later than 6 months
following the Effective Date with the purpose of having a proposed mandzate of NewCo
voted on by the shareholders, and to discuss the considerations of the board of directors
of NewCo regarding their recommendations of the mandate to the shareholders; and

v. the dissent rights to protect the rights of minority shareholders.

In addition, the Bylaws of NewCo will require that at least 50% of the Board of Directors be
Distriet Depositors or their nominees.

Upon the advice of its legal and accounting consultants and with the approval of the Monitor,
NewCo may cause a wholly owned subsidiary corporation io be incorporated to carry out the
operations of the seniors care facilities on the Prince of Peace Development.

A contractual relationship will be entered into between NewCo and NewCo Management related
to the operation of NewCo and the optimization of the value of the Prince of Peace Development.
The Prince of Peace Development shall be transferred from ECHS and EMSS to NewCo free and
clear of any encumbrances, charges, securily interests or Claims and the Registrar of the Atberta
Land Tilles Office will be directed to cance! the existing certificates of title to the Prince of Peace
Cevelopment and issue a new certificate of title in the name of Newco.

A tax planned transaction will see, as its end result NewCo Common Shares being distributed to
each Resident Affected Creditor in an amount equal o the Resident Affected Creditor’s Pro Rata
Portion of the NewCo Common Shares,

Upon conclusion of the Representative Actien, any funds remaining in the Representative Action
Poof following payment from the Representative Action Paol of such amounts payable in
accordance with this Plan and the Sanction Order will be distributed on a pro-rata basis to the
District Depositors who remain part of tha Representative Action Class.

Caonditions to Implementation of Plan

The implementation of the Plan shall be conditional upen the fulfiliment of the following conditions on or
prior to the Effective Date, as the case may be:

a. All applicable governmental, regulatory and judicial consents, orders and any and all filings with

all governmental and regulatory authorities having jurisdiction, in each case to the effect deemed

necessary or desirable for the completion of the transactions contemplated by the Plan or any
aspect thereof shall have been cbhtained.

The Restructuring Holdback shall have been funded in an amount sufficient to satisfy the
Restructuring Costs.

The Representative Actlon Holdback shall have been established in an amount sufficlent to

satisfy the anticipated out-of-packet costs and the indemnity provided in Article 5.7 associated
with the Representative Action,
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APR.
MNev. 18 ,2017
MirAllan Garber and District Sub Committee Members

First let me Thank you and the sub-committee members for initiating this action on
behalf of the depositors ,who have been so greatly affected by the actions that have
taken place up to this point. A special thanks to Georg Beinert for his excellent
presentation to the court in the original action last year.

For your information I would like to tell you about my inquiries to Directors of
Sage Properties.

I phoned Sage Properties @ 403 478-9661 in Calgary on Dec.9,2016.First I spoke
with a lady but I did not get her name. I asked her if the employes of Sage were

getting paid, and if so ,how much were they being paid. I also asked her who the

. emplayees were appointed by. She could not, or would not answer. I also asked her __
what is the price of Sage shares today and how was the share price arrived at originally.
She would not answer that and after my insistence she turned me over to

Scott McCorquodale. Scott also would not or could not answer the same questions.

He asked several times if I had a question for him. I replied that I had several questions

but they are choosing not to answer them. Scott then told me that I should hire a
financial consultant .

These are the people that are suppased to be working for us the depositors, and yet are
so secretive and arrogant.

T am also enclosing an article from the Globe and Mail of June 9, 2016 regarding some
of Deloittes past dealings. I hope this is of some help to you

Vernon and Elizabeth Kembel
vkembel(@telus.net
(604)856-8800
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From: Lorraine Giese <pinnapearl@yahoo.ca>
Sent: May 12, 2017 12:55:15 PM

To: Sandra Jory

Subject: sandrajory(@sageproperties.ca

Thanks for letter

Been trying to email you but it won't go

I have some questions for vou

#1 who invited sage speakers to our School meeting at St Maithews in Stony Plain ?
#2How much is Scott MCorquodale getting paid ?

#3 How much is Tony Chin getting paid ?

Please reply as soon as possible

Lotrraine Giese

Larry and 1 are share holders and large ones we feel we have a right to know.

On May 12, 2017, at 1:53 PM, Sandra Jory <sandra.jory@sageproperties.ca> wrote:

Hi Lorraine
Thank you for the email. In response to your questions:

#1. One of our board members, Stephen Nielsen is a member St. Mathews and has been speaking with

your council president (I believe). I will also be attending the meeting so hopefully we will get the
opportunity to meet,

#2 & #3 We are not disclosing detailed financial information of this kind until after our financial
statement audit is completed. There will be salary disclosures included with the audited financial
statements presented at our annual general meeting this fall.

If you have any other questions you are welcome to speak to me at St. Mathew's this Tuesday or feel
free to give me a call at 780-686-2441.

Will you be attending the shareholder meeting?
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December 1, 2016
Dear Shareholder,

On behalf of the Board of Directors, we are pleased to report that effective October 31, 2016
the Prince of Peace real estate assets were transferred to SAGE Properties Corp. (“SAGE”). This
marks an important milestone in the effort to return value to ABC District depositors who are
now the shareholders of SAGE. _ mm e e - T T

The assets now under SAGE governance and management are on one site located along the
TransCanada Highway (16™ Avenue N.E.) at Garden Road in Rocky View County, just outside of
Calgary, Alberta and consist of the following:

* Prince of Peace Manor - a 158-room senior’s assisted living facility;

¢ Prince of Peace Harbour - a 32-room memory care facility;

* Prince of Peace Lutheran School which is currently leased to Rocky View Schools;
¢ More than 60 acres of surplus undeveloped land.

SAGE was created to take custody of the assets that were not easily liquidated through the
CCAA restructuring process. We have assembled a team with the knowledge, skills and
expertise to maximize the value of these assets and get liquidity to shareholders in a responsive
manner. The Board is committed to transparency, accountability, and corporate governance
while representing your ownership interest in SAGE.

The Board of Directors of SAGE and the executive team are aligned to the following priorities:

1. Enmsuting the c~nrue—safety and wellteing of the residents, studénts and staff at our
facilities;

2. Supporting the value of SAGE’s assets with the ongoing identification and remediation
of property and maintenance issues;

3. Evatuating and pursuing opportunities to increase the value of the assets through
activities such as vacancy reduction, subdivision and zoning, and utility optimization;

4. Attracting qualified purchasers that will attribute the highest value to the assets for a
possible sale;

5. Pursuing opportunities to create future liquidity {i.e. cash) for all shareholders.
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The Board and Management are working diligently to ensure your interests are properly
represented. There is much work to de and critical activities have been initiated. We |ook

forward to keeping you abreast of the work as it unfolds, on your behalf, as a shareholder of
SAGE.

SAGE is working on an option to facilitate the purchase and sale of shares. While this work
continues, we will keep you informed of any opportunities that arise for vou to sell your shares.

Should you wish to buy or sell shares please contact us at (403) 478-9661 or
info@sageproperties.ca.

The significance of the events leading to the formation of SAGE Properties Corp. and the
resultant impact on each of you is not lost on us. We acknowledge and thank you for your
centinued patience as we work through the early days of this new company. It is our intention
to present you with the best possible information and options when we meet at the first
shareholders meeting this February. Until then we will provide you with regular updates.

Thank-you. We lock forward to meeting you in February 2017,

Sincerely yours,

S

Harvey Schott Scott McCorquodale
Chairman Chief Executive Officer
SAGE Properties Corp. SAGE Properiies Corp.
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Jon Brookshaw - Engagement Associate

fon is an employee of Kluane Partners and is an experienced controller and has been respansible for
managing internal accounting systems, month-end reporting, financial/cash flow forecasting and
providing financial and statistical information to both management and operations at a variety of clients.
Jon has also previously held the position of internat auditor and designed new audit procedures. lon
enjoys fishing and holds a Bachelor of Business Administration/Accounting from Acadia University where
he specialized in IFRS reporting, audit, and systems analysis. Jon graduated with distinction from the
Accounting program and is currently pursuing his CPA designation.

Within the LCCA engagement Jon will be responsible for maintaining all cash forecasts and creditor
schedules while working closely with the Moniter to ensure accurate financial reporting to the Courts and

creditors. Jon will also be assisting Cam and Charles in maintaining constant communication with respact
to the plan with all parishioners.

Scott McCorquodale MBA - Special Engagement Advisor ~ Real Estate

An experienced real estate broker and investor Scott’s experience in maximizing the value of investment
praduct will be critical throughout the decision making process. Whether the final decision is to maintain
ownership or sell the District’s pasition, Scott’s knowledge of the market and potential purchasers will be
invaluable. Scott is a former Partner at Colliers International and has sold in excess of $1.5 bilion of real
estate over the past thirteen years. Scott has extensive experience in the marketing process and valuation
of senior care facilities, educational facilities and retait buildings.

Kluane Team

In order to maximize value, Kluane Partners also maintains 2 number of dedicated and enthusiastic
Associates, who assist with derical, bookkeeping and other tasks to ensure a seamless engagement.
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Tony chin zoom profile text extract only
This profile was last updated on 20816-07-17 .

Is this you? Claim your profile.

Wrong Tony Chin?
Tony Chin

Senior Associate
Kluane Partners Inc

HQ Phone: (483) 970-8449
Get ZoomInfo Grow
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8

After completing the subdivision and development projects that the Board determines are
advisable and feasible under Commercial Option B, management and the Board will then
consider and determine a reasonable course of action to maximize the proceeds to be received by
Shareholders from the sale of some or all of the assets of the Corporation or the sale of the
Corporation as a whole. Such course of action would likely involve Sage engaging the services
of a financial advisor, commercial real estate advisor, or other selling agent to assist the

Corporation in identifying and approaching potential counterparties who may want to pursue
such a transaction.

To the extent that potential purchasers make offers to buy some or all of the assets of the
Corporation or the sale of the Corporation as a whole, management and the Board together with
their legal and financial advisors (if any) will assess such offers to determine whether to enter
into definitive agreements to complete such transactions. Management and the Board will pursue
such offers if the Board determines that the offers represent the best opportunity to maximize the
value of the assets comprising the Prince of Peace Development for the benefit of Shareholders.

As noted under "Commercial Option A - Sale of the Corporation or of the Asseis of the
Corporation without any Subdivision or Further Development" a transaction involving the sale
of all of the assets of the Corporation or the sale of the Corporation as a whole could be
structured in a number of different ways each of which would ultimately require the approval of
the Shareholders. In addition, any potential sale of any of the individual properties forming part
of the Prince of Peace Development may require Shareholder approval to the extent that such
property represents substantially all of the assets of the Corporation. For instance, if the
Corporation intends to sell the Harbour and the Manor such assets may meet the test under the
ABCA for a sale of substantially all of the assets of the Corporation and therefore require
approval of Shareholders holding not less than two-thirds of the votes cast in respect of the
resolution 10 approve such transaction. There is no guarantee that Shareholders will provide such
approval(s) in the future and as such Sage may ultimately be unable to complete the sale of the
properties pursuant to Commercial Option B,

If the Corporation is able to sell some but not all of the assets of the Corporation, the Corporation

would still be required to continue to manage the properties not sold and Shareholders would not
achieve full liquidity.

Time Frame

Under Commercial Option B, Sage would be focused on attempting to subdivide the properties,
emancipate the shared services and complete any other development projects it determines to
pursue in as timely 2 manner as possible in order to achieve liquidity for Shareholders on a
quicker time frame than under Commercial Option C. Sage estimates that it would take up to
th’ th C o
8 bdivide the assets comprising the Prince of Peace Development, find a counterparty, or
counterparties, with which to complete such transactions or that it will be able to secure

reasonable terms from such counterparty, or counterparties, if Sage is provided a mandate to
complete Commercial Option B.

Costs Involved

Over the course of the time frame noted above, the costs involved, based on preliminary

estimates received and prepared by Sage, in completing Commercial O tion B may ra
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SAGE Properties Corp. (SAGE) - Dissident Proxy Circular

Edmonton, May 4, 2017 SAGE shareholder Georg Beinert and shareholder Bill Mulder, as Concerned
Shareholders of SAGE, are circulating this Dissident Proxy Circular (the "Dissident Proxy Circular")
and a form of Dissident Proxy (the "Dissident Proxy") in respect of their solicitation of Dissident
Proxies for the Special Meeting (the "Meeting") of Sharcholders of SAGE convened for 12:00 p.m.
(Edmonton time) on May 26, 2017 at the Executive Royal Hotel Edmonton Airport located at 8450
Sparrow Drive, Leduc, Alberta.

The Dissident Proxy Circular proposes that:

- Four of the Directors of SAGE, namely: Sandra Jory, Steven Nielsen, Myron Yurko, and Murray
Warnke be removed;

- A different slate of shareholder nominees be elected as Directors of SAGE, namely: Judy
Kruse, Georg Beinert, Wiley Hertlein, Garry Garrett and Clifford Friesen;

- The shareholders vote to APPROVE the following Special Resolution:
“BE IT RESOLVED by the shareholders (the “Shareholders”) of Sage Properties Corp. that:

i) Sage pursue through all reasonable means a transaction to sell all or substantially ali of the
assets of the Corporation, or alternatively the Corporation as a whole, without first pursuing any
subdivision or development work;

ii) An offer which the Board of Directors determines represents the best opportunity to
maximize the value of the Corporation’s assets shall be presented to the Sharehoiders for their
approvail;

iii) If no offers are received which in the opinion of the Board of Directors represent the best
opportunity to maximize the value of the Corporation’s assets, then Sage shall pursue
Commercial Option “B” contained in the management information circular of the Corporation
dated April 21, 2017,

- The shareholders vote to DEFEAT the special resolutions to amend the Articles and By-Laws of
SAGE, proposed by Management and in particular, the following proposed resolutions:

a The Redemption Provisions Amendment This is Exhibit ¢ i\ referred to in the
A tof

b. The Quorum Requirement Amendment .

C. The Database Requirement Amendment — A?}?fﬁbjjiy

d. The Debt Limit Amendment - r e
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To vote in favour of these proposals as business and resolutions of the Meeting,

please sign and promptly return the enclosed form of Dissident Proxy



In the Dissident Proxy Circular, Messrs. Georg Beinert and Bill Mulder declare their opinion,
» with the substantial majority of the SAGE shareholders being elderly,

¢ with the collapse of the L CC-ABC District CEF having caused financial hardship for many of
SAGE'’s shareholders;

¢ with SAGE having failed or neglected to actively test the commercial real estate market or openly
promote the sale of SAGE's assets;

* with SAGE CEOQO having brushed off commercial real estate option potentials, contrary to its court
sanctioned Mandate, contrary to its December 1, 2016 letter to shareholders, and contrary to Bylaw
sections 7.1 and 12.1;

« with SAGE having exposed its shareholders to a distressed asset buyer without first testing the real
estate market, without shareholder mandate, and without providing management discussion to the
shareholders, contrary to the Sanction Order and contrary to Bylaw sections 8.6 and 12;

» with SAGE having defaulted on its court sanctioned mandate and Bylaw section 12.1 to hold a
shareholder's meeting by February 26, 2017,

e with SAGE advising that it will not hold an election of Directors at the first meeting of the
shareholders, contrary to Bylaw section 3.5 and s. 106 of the Business Corporations Act;

e with SAGE not having provided complete, suitable and timely financial statements or information for
shareholder considerations according te the court sanctioned mandate;

e with SAGE not having informed its shareholders of the resignation of four key Directors and the
reasons therefor;

 with SAGE having provided incomplete and/or misleading information in its March 7, 2017 update
to shareholders;

+ with SAGE recommending commercial option B to subdivide while at the same time advising that
there is no assurance that SAGE will be able to subdivide;

o with SAGE having proposed amendments to SAGE Articles and Bylaws that diminish shareholder
power; and

« with SAGE having proposed an 'Advisory Resolution' to free itself from being bound by sharehoider
votes;

that SAGE's Board, from the effective date of August 26, 2016 and its operations commencement date of
November 1, 2016, has not carried out its duties in good faith nor served the interests of all shareholders
despite the Board's having full understanding of its avowed mandate according to the District Plan, and that
SAGE's Board is now in a position of non-confidence.

and further, that Sage pursue through all reasonable means a transaction to sell all or substantially all of
the assets of the Corporation, or alternatively, the Corporation as a whole, without first pursuing any
subdivision or development work.

Messrs. Georg Beinert and Bill Mulder encourage all SAGE Shareholders to review and act upon their
Dissident Proxy Circular and welcome inquiries to Georg Beinert at (780) 835-8722 or by email at
beinert2017@amail.com and to Bill Mulder at (604) 536-3169 or by emait at mulderbill@hotmail.com .




FORM OF DISSIDENT PROXY
FOR HOLDERS OF CLASS A COMMON SHARES
in SAGE PROPERTIES

For the Special Meeting of SAGE Properties to be held on Friday, May 26, 2017

1 {name) of (location)

being a shareholder of Sage Properties Corp. (“Sage™) hereby appoint Georg Beinert or

as my proxy, with full power of substitution, to attend

and act and vote for me and on my behalf at the special meeting of the shareholders of Sage to be
held on Friday, May 26, 2017 and to any adjournment thereof and at every poll that may take
place in consequence thereof (the “Meeting”).

I hereby revoke any proxies previously given.

Dated

Signature of shareholder

Print narne of shareholder

Notes:

1. If the shareholder is a corporation, this Instrument of Proxy must be signed by its duly
authorized officer.

2. Persons signing this Instrument of Proxy as executors, administrators, trustees etc. should
so indicate.

3. To be effective, this Instrument of Proxy must be received by Allan Garber, lawyer, no
later than 12:00 noon Edmonton time on May 24, 2017 at #108, 17707 - 105 Avenue,
FEdmonton, Alberta T5S 1T1, by email alee@garberlaw.ca, or by facsimile (587) 400-
9313.

4. This blank form of Dissident Proxy may be copied for your convenience.




BIOS OF PROPOSED SAGE BOARD MEMBERS

Wiley Hertlein has lived in Calgary, AB since 1960 and is a retired banker. He holds depth of
experience with the financial aspects of business. In his career, Wiley was directly involved in
over 80 files which required significant oversight and intervention due to financial stress. Asa
long term resident of Calgary, Wiley has valuable perspective of the growth areas in the Calgary
area, and he is also aware of the development and market potentials that exist. He is a devout
member of the Lutheran Church. Wiley has already shown a commitment to fellow shareholders
in making a dedicated effort to seek out potential interests for the shareholder's property.

Judy Kruse lives in Edmonton, AB and serves at a university. She has solid understanding of
governance and has experience in policy procedures and legislation. Judy was raised in the
Lutheran Church and has raised her children in the Lutheran Church and Christian faith also.
She lives out her Christian convictions displaying an exceptionally high degree of integrity.
Seeking to do what is right, even at the risk of personal sacrifice, is a passion that Judy displays
openly. She is warm and insightful in all her communications. Being a fellow shareholder, her

heart umderstands the plight of many shareholders. Judy brings a focused urgency to see the best
outcome for all shareholders.

Garry Garrett lives in the Rocky Mount House, AB area and is a retired businessman. Over a
period of 37 years Garry built a company in the oilfield industry, starting from the ground up to a
size of 40 employees. He understands the hard work, dedication and determination that is
required in achieving goals. Garry also has experience in condo unit development. He has
served for 12 years on the Board of a local Credit Union. Garry loves time with his family and
grandchildren. He is active as a fellow Christian in the Lutheran Church. Garry has a very 'no

nonsense' approach to matters that are of importance, and he has a firm resolve to see the best
cutcome for his fellow shareholders.

Cliff Friesen lives in Rocky Mountain House, AB and is an experienced financial and
operational manager with a solid track record of accomplishments with small to medium size
companies. Twenty-five years of experience in the service side of the construction, petroleum
and mining industry in both office and field. He holds a CMA, B.COMM, and CPA, and has ten
years management consulting experience. Cliff is a dedicated member of the Lutheran Church
and has served for 13 years as Treasurer. He involves himself in many Christian volunteer
organizations both locally and internationally. Cliff brings with him many years of Director,
Board and Chairman experience across a variety of public, private, and service society concerns.

Georg Beinert lives in the Fairview, AB area and his first passion is his family. He holds a
range of certificates in the trades, technologies, and university level Sciences. Georg has
experience in project engineering and project management of extreme environment equipment.
He has a very keen attention to detail. Georg has 8 years experience on an advisory council with
2 years as Chair. He involves himself in many volunteer opportunities and enjoys team-work
environments. Georg is a shareholder and a Christian, and has a firm resolve to see the best
outcome for his fellow-shareholders.



RESOLUTION OF THE SHAREHOLDERS OF
SAGE PROPERTIES CORP.

“BE IT RESOLVED by the sharcholders (the “Shareholders™) of Sage Properties Corp. (the
“Corporation™) that:

1) Sandra Jory, Steven Nielsen, Myron Yurko and Murray Warnke be removed as Directors of the
Corporation.

2) The following persons are hereby elected as Directors of the Corporation to hold office until the
first annual meeting of the Corporation.or until he/she cease to hold office or are removed from
office pursuant to the Alberta Business Corporations Act.

Judy Kruse
Georg Beinert
Wiley Hertlein
Garry Garrett
Clifford Friesen



RESOLUTION OF THE SHAREHOLDERS ON COMMERCIAL OPTIONS

“BE IT RESOLVED as a Special Resolution of the shareholders of Sage Properties Corp. (the
“Corporation”) that:

i) Sage pursue through all reasonable means a transaction to sell all or substantially all of
the assets of the Corporation, or alternatively the Corporation as a whole, without first
pursuing any subdivision or development work;

ii) An offer which the Board of Directors determines represents the best opportunity to
maximize the value of the Corporation’s assets shall be presented to the Shareholders for
their approval,

iii) If no offers are received which in the opinion of the Board of Directors represent the best
opportunity to maximize the value of the Corporation’s assets, then Sage shall pursue
Commercial Option “B” contained in the management information circular of the
Corporation dated April 21, 2017.



May 12, 2017

Dear Fellow SAGE shareholders, and (for many of you) dearest brothers and sisters in Christ,

It is with sincere regret that I inform you that SAGE Properties Corp. has indicated that it will not
recognize or accept what was put forward as the Dissident Proxy.

It has been my pleasure to communicate directly with many of you. Having learned from each
conversation of how many of you have endured through your losses, I am blessed to know that my
efforts have provided a breath of fresh air and a glimmer of hope into your lives. Your expressions of
thanks and appreciation have been an encouragement to help keep me going. I am honoured to know
that you have been encouraged by my efforts. I have poured hundreds of hours into this concern and
had hoped for a far better way going forward. I believe that the proposals that I put forward to you are
the best and most sensible way. My concerns and convictions on this matter have not changed.

However, as I have now been threatened with legal action for expressing my concerns and convictions
and for proposing what many believe to be a very realistic way forward, I must give consideration to
my wife and children and to protect for them the little that remains. Also, due to the shortness of time,
I am not able to personally manage a reasonable legal counter-response. The activities to arrive at this
point have already been quite exhausting. Since many of you may now be wondering what to do, I
provide my perspective by way of information and not advice:

If you choose to participate in the shareholder meeting, I recommend that you attend the meeting 'in
person'. If you choose to participate 'by proxy’, you are at liberty to choose someone you trust to carry
your proxy on your behalf. You will only be allowed to use SAGE's proxy form.

If T were to vote, I would prefer to vote on an amended commercial option A only, with no second
choice option. That means that motions would have to be made to make the vote binding, and that the
wording be made similar to what I had proposed in the Dissident Proxy Circular. 1would also raise the
point that this meeting is a 'special meeting' and that all the resolutions that SAGE has proposed are, by
Bylaw 8.5, considered to be ‘special business' and therefore may require a 2/3's majority vote in order
to pass. If I were to vote, I would choose to DEFEAT the remaining four resolutions on SAGE's proxy.

If I was to have already sent in a proxy as per SAGE's form and advice, I would send a follow-up letter
to revoke that proxy.

I would be in favour of having full discussions at this meeting, but adjourning the meeting until the
Annual General Meeting without transacting any business.

These are what I would choose to do. 1 am not providing to you any advice. What you do is your
choice. Your fellow shareholders will be affected by your choice. Please act wisely.

Sincerel
/ . This is £xniwit* [ * reternsd to i 0
/j/ WB et
A Lofa. HDaeary
/ . S0 el (t) wo _;LB day
Georg Beinert AU 20 17

A ducsry g, A Lomeissisner ror Oathg
U @ fos tha Province of Aibeda
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Fram: Allan Garber

Fax: (587} 400-9313 To:

Fax: {403) 648-1161

Page 1 of 3 O1/06/2017 11:23 AM

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

To: From: Allan Garber
Allan Garber Professional C.
17707 105 Ave
Edmonton
AB T5S1TH1
Phone: Phone: (587) 400-9310 * 101

Fax Phone: (403) 648-1151

Fax Phone: (587) 400-9313

Note:
Attenticn: Jeffery Oliver

Re: Sage Properties

Date: 01/06/2017

Pages: 3




From: Allan Garkier Fax: (587) 400-8313 Ta: Fax: {403) 648-1151 Page 2 of 3 01i06/2017 11:23 AM

ALLAN GARBER
Barrister & Solicitor
#108, 17707 105 Avenue

Edmonton, Alberta T6S8 1T1

June 1, 2017
Via Fax: (403) 648-1151 Our file No. 212A/G

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP
Millennium Tower

440 2 Ave, S.W., Suite 1250
Calgary, Alberta T2P SE9

Tel: 403 351-2921

Fax: 403 648-1151

Email: joliver@casselsbrock.com

Attention: Jeffery Oliver

Re:  ABC District/Sage Properties

I have the BDP letter of May 31, 2016. Mr. Unterschultz and his wife have been to my office on a
number of occasions since the commencement of the ABC District litigation. 1 did not previously
know them. They would ask to see me and always came on their own initiative, Mr. Unterschultz
has also phoned me on many occasions. He has his opinions, and they are strongly held. He was

opposed to the District Plan from the outset. Once the Plan was approved, Mr. Unterschultz has been
adamant about wanting to sell his shares in Sage.

Mr. and Mrs. Unterschultz were not sure if they were going to attend the shareholder meeting, so they
suggested that I be their proxy. I did not think the proxies would be used because I anticipated that
they would attend the meeting, which it turns out they did.

At the meeting, Mr. Unterschultz approached me when I was waiting in line. Prior to my voting the
ballots, we sat on some chairs in the lobby. I made it clear to him that he was frec to revoke the proxy
since he was at the mecting in person. 1 asked him if he wanted to change the way he was going to
vote as he had indicated on the Proxy and he said “No.” He was adamant that nothing would change,
in which case I told him there was no need to withdraw the proxies, but it was their choice. When I
voted the ballots, I told the Representative of Alliance Trust that the Unterschultzes were present at
the meeting. The Alliance Representative wrote their names down in a note book.

Telephone: (587) 400-9310
Fax: (587) 400-9313
Email: allan@garberlaw.ca
www.garberlaw.ca



From: Allan Garber Fax: (587) 400-9313 To: Fax: (403) 648-1151 Page 3 of 3 01/06/2017 11:23 AM

I note from Mr. Brown’s letter that during the meeting, and after I had left, the Unterschultzes were
asked if they still wanted me to be their proxy. They confirmed that they did. If they wanted to
change their votes at the meeting and revoke the proxy, I am sure they would have done so. Mr.
Unterschultz was never confused about what he wanted, and any suggestion to the contrary is
demeaning to him.

Yours truly,

Allan Garber Professional Corporation
Pe

bl

’

Allan A. Garber
AG/as
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The Lutheran Church - Canada, Tha Albaria - Britlsh Columbia Bistrict (the *District™) inchading the Church Extension Fund {*CEF")

Statament of Projected Cash Flow
— Fot the Thirtsan Yiesk Parind E 12, 20§7 :
20-May-17 T-May-1T 3~fun-17 8-Jun7 A7 ~Jun-17 Zé-June1y Anjul-4T B-JulAT A5~Jul-17 22-Jul-17 29-Jut-17 5-Aug-17, 12-AuQ-17 Totat Bpacific Mofexs
Cash flow from CEF oparations
Ruceipts 100 190 100 300
Bank Interast Incoma -
Management leas 13676 4,769 465 23050
Tautal Recaipts 13,778 4754 100 4510 100 23,9650
Disburoments
GEF salarias and benefits {12.506) 4,200) (12500) 4.2000 {12,500) (4.200% {50,100)
Dustnbutions pursuant lo the Plan {1ar.gar) (137.697) 2
Gperating expanses 1,250 {1,250 (1,250 (3.750)
Ragirucluring lees {a0,000) (80,0001 (30.,000) (149,000 3
CRO {10.250] {10,290} 10.290) 4
Total disburaemants {150,197} 40.290) « (34500 - (12,500) (0290} + (E450) - (22,790) (30,000) {5,450} - (262417
Nat cush Now from CEF opsratione {150.197) _{an39m) 8326 - (12,500) (85,578) 100 (5450) - {18.380} (30,000} {5.3%0) - (329,067)
Cash fow trom other Disirict opsratfons
Recelpis
Mission remittances 8.500 8,500 8,500 8.500 8,600 5,500 $10.500
Total receipts. 6.500 8,500 8500 8,600 B.500 8,500 8,500 8500 2,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 110,500
Disbursemenls
Bataries and banefits (7.215) (r.215) 7.215) {21,645) B
Agministrative sxpensss, raval and llibs 1,000) {1,000} (2,250 £1.000} +500) 11,0000 (1,000) {2.250) (4.000) (1,500) " (oon) (2.250) {4.0004 {28,750) 7
Cutreach uporaling expansos (7.667) {7.887) [7.667) {23.061) &
Department of Siewardship and Financial
Minisinas opsraling sxpenses. {500} {500} {1,000} 9
President's expenses 1,900 (1,000} {1,000} {1,000} 11,000} (1,000) {6,000)
Misslon Payments to LCC {20,248} (2.000) {5,000} {30,248) -3
Conlingency
Total disbursements {15,802} {22, 248} {2.25%) (2500} (19.362) (7.000) (1,800} {3,250} (19.2a2} (7.5001 {1,000} (3,250} {4.000) (108 544
Het cash Row from olher District 7. 282) 1£3,748) 6,350 5,000 {10.882] 1.500 75600 8,250 {10,852) 1,060 3,800 5250 4500
otal nat cagh fow $ 137,379) $ {54038) 3 14,576 ¢ 6,000 % {23,382} § (4026} § 78003 § {100 § 4300 $ 337.211)
Cash znd markelabte sacuriias on hand
Beginning batanca § 2040884 3 1883315 § 1029277 § 1.B43851 §  1,849853 § 1826471 § 1742445 B LTG0ME 5 749,845 § 1736863 § 1,721,783 § 1600283 § 1609183 § 2040894
Yolal net cash flow 79) 43 5,000 (23,382 (84,026) 7,600 (200) 10,882) £17,180) (22,5000 {100} 4500 (297.214)
Endlng balance S 1983305 3 029277 § 1843050 § 1849853 § 1NI6AT1 § A74XME § (7TR045 § TT4Reen 5 17Iew6d § 721783 5 1633200 8 699183 5 1703833 1,703,683 10

Prapared a3 af the 2 day of Msy 2017



La & Abe -B LshC ud c ns. a

Purposs:
hrs Stalamant o [the Cash FIow’) Fias been prepaned Dy managamant [ATSLAN. 10 secton 1{21a) of (eCompenies. Creditors Arangement Act [ CUAA |. 1t 15 ban] o speciically far INE purposes contemplated in (hal section and feadard are cadtoned that 1t may nof be approprata for
other purposgs, ._.:w n—u... Flow nas bean prepaced based on the h and probable assumptiona deseribed in the genere! and In addilion the Czsh Flow has beaen prepared based on assurnptions regarding future avents; therefora actual rasults may vary from he eslimaies presented

hareis and hase variances may be material.

niess olheraiss IBIed, AMOUNIS &6 bassd on istorical dala and managemant Estmalas.

2. All amounts Includs appiicedie GST.

3. CEF placed a moratorium cn depositors redempltions effective January 2. 2015,

5 The District Fled 2 ffan of compromize and amangsmant (e "Chisirict Plan'} in the CCAA proceadings, which was approvad Sy Ihe Court pursueil ta n Order granied on August 2, 2016 (ihe "District Sanction Order’)

A_ Reprasants a :.o:q_.w :&:woo.;wa Fea payabia from. DIL 1o the Disieicl, which s basad on 1% of the assets under managemant.

1o the Oistnct's creditors pursuant to the Distnet Plan.

a Replesants antcpaled amaunts payable o the Distnots legal counsel, the CCAA Montor, iha COAR Monitars leqal counsel and reprasentalrva ounsel for the creditors' commitioa hal was estabiished fof e Distrct

4. Includas amounts payable to Klane Pariners as the Chiet Restrutturing Officer.

5. Represents the antcipatad weskly amaunt of mission commitments received from the churchs throughou the Disirict a partion of which is payabie to Lutheran Church-Ganada £5 set outin the Order cranted by the Court of Queen's S=nch berta on June 26 2015
8. Indutlas monlhiy salary, benafits and panstan amourls. The Distict is WCB sxempt

7. Incluges information Iechnology, ganeral offica sxpenses and travel.

8. Program funding given {o churches wilkin the Dislvict, Churches can access this programi by appiying Tor specific fundmg wilh all amounts being reviewsd by the Quireach Department and appraved Oy the Disircl's board of duectora

9. Monlhdy amount sant ta the Lutheran Church Canada for use af the services of tha LCC grft planner, wha is assigned 10 the Districl

19, This amounl inchides cash hald by the District In various accaunts with Bank of Montreal, Including apprasimately 52,862 hatd ina U 8 duallar account as al May 13 2017 which has been convarted at an exchange rate of $106 US 13851 GDN  This amount also Inciudes markstable secunlies held with FI
Capital and Richandson GNP with a far markal value of approximately $194,103 as at April 30, 2017.
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Lutharga Church - Canada, The Alberts - British Cohnble District imvesbmants Lid. {"0HL

Staternant of Projected Cash Flow

— Foy the Thirtaen VWesk Pasiod Ending a2, 2417
Waek ending 20:May-17 27-May-17 I-unt? ABTun-17. $Tdun-d7 24-Jun-i7 1-JulA7 [NTEF] A5-JulAT 22-iul17 28-Jul-17 Shug17, A2-hug17 Total Spcilic Notes
Raceipts

Bank Intorest ] 25 ] 105
Totai receigts = W
Disbursamants

Managemant fee (13,676} 4789 {4610} 15,3004

Opetalng Exparas {20} {0y 20)

Reatnuctuding feey (15,000} (15,000) {15,000

RO (10,290} {10,290} (70,290} {16.250)

OIL Orsteidution (48.083)
Total cishursamsnts 48,063) (36,956) 20) {10,250% 1,764) #0) T10.250) GEEEL) 6320 {16,260) 162,653)
Mel cash Naw
Cakh and markelable sacurities on baad

Beginning tatancs $ 357.513 § 9,430 $ 220488 § 270479 8 270470 5 240189 § 240426 3 240460 5 240440 § 20,150 § 200,590 § 210540 3 205,255 § 357,513

Nal cash flow (48,063} (38,966) 15 - 10,2903 19,784} 35 (200 10, - X

Ending balance 3 TR ] 2TRAS 3 270479 F70.479_§ 260,189 % 240478 ¥ 240480 § 240430 § W% 540 £ 05,235 § 194,985 588
Prapared a3 ol the 28nd day of May, 2017,

Cash iow"] has been prap Arangement Act ("CCAA poses contemplated rs a9 cautionad ap
epared basad on  hypothelical 2nd prababla assumphons de h pared bassd on a lure avenls: eralors aciual resuba may n¥imaies preseniod and Iese vErpnoas
ncC rch Caned,
[ trit

A

Hotes & Assu_ lore . Ganeral

1. Unless olnerwita 3ta16d, smounits 618 based on hislerical dald and management estimaiss.

2. All mounis mciuda applicabls GST.

2. DIL has no processed any deposilors redemplions singe Jaruacy 2, 2015,

4. DIL filed a plan of comprodise end esrangement (the "DIL Plan’) in the GCAA procaedings, which was approvad by the Court pursusnt fo an Order granted on August 2. 2616,

Notes & I-i_:.-_mun:-n mﬁ_——nu

1. Represanis 3 manth eman lse payabls o Ihe Districl, which is nased on 1% of the assals undar managoament,

2. Reprasents anticipated smounts payable to DIL's fegal counsal, the COAA Manstor, the CEAA Monrar's kgal counsal and representative counsel for the cradiiors” committss ihal was astablished for DIL

3. Ineludes amounts payable 1o Kiena Pariners as the Chiaf Restuchuring Officar

4. Pursuant 1o an Ordar granted on Augiost 28, 2045 and amendad on Novartber § 2815 a1 an Oraer granted on Aprd 27, 2018, iaterim distribulions lataling $22.¢ mikan have boen released 1o DIL'S croditors {the #tsnm Dislubutars™) ot 2l RRIF and LIF holders have requesied the ransfer of funds and 548 083 remains to be distibuled
from tha Interim Disiribubions.

5. Inchudaes amourts hekd by DIL In sccownta with 8ank of Menlrt,

4. Brshop & Mokonzie LLP. ) 1o DIL, i hokfing §1 8 milion In irust ganerated by nel resbizeflons f-om the sals of DiL s sssel and paysble from ECHS pursuant ke thew plant of comprotise and arrangemon] which [ aot reflocled harsin

Per: 5
Reatu g
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Engharix Community Housing and Services (*ECHS*}
Statemant of Projected Cash Flow
For the Thirteen Week Feriod End| at 12, 2617

Wesk anding 20-May17 T May-t7 3Jun-17 ToduredT T7dan-17 PA-Jun7 Tulir B-Jul-17 TS uAT 22Ju17 29T BAugA7 2-Aug-17 Toisl___ Specific Noles
Dishursemants
Qperating #xpensas 3 (6,000 & 20,000) H £1,000) 5 (1.000) 3 (28.000) 1
Reatructuring fees (5.000) {5,000} (10,000} 2
CRO (4,440} (4430} {0,820} 3
Contingency {1,000y {1,000} {3.000)
Tolal disbursemehts [ {430} {7,0003 1{2,000) (49.820}
et cash flow s (i6410) § {26,000 ¥ {10,4%0) % -3 =¥ B {T0i0] ¥ - 5 -3 P -3 [2,000) § 3 sanze)
Cash on hand
Beginming balance § 129,288 § 118878 § 0BETR § 88468 § 48468 5 BB4B4 § 8468 % 31468 & B1.468 § 81468 5 81468 § 81468 § 79486 ¥ 129,288
Nat cagh Raw {10410} {20,000} {10.410) {2,000} - {46 820}
Ending balance B [] 118,878 § 94,878 § [LXT:1] 33450 § 30,463 § 86,468 3 81,456 $ $1468 § B1 468 81460 § B1488 S 79,458 [ 79,468 5§ 79,488
Prapared a3 4t tiw 250d day of May, 2017,
JBurpose: .
Tiug Statamanl of Projected Cash Flow (the "Cagh Flow™) Raa beon preparad by management pursuant to secion 10{2Ka) ol Iha Companies’ Creckors Arangemant Act ("GUAA }. It 18 belng filed spacifically for the purposas contemplatad in that saction and readers are cautioned Ut it .E_..:o. ba appropriate 3~.
olher pumeses. The Cash Flow has been prepared based on the hyp ical and grobatie 1 ibed ir: Iha genaral and specific notes. In addition the Cash Fiow has basn prepared based on assumptions raganding fulure events; thecefore actual results may vary from the estimates presentacd herein

and these varances may ba material.
usiig and

Encharls ‘:.:..._5_
Bervigen

Par: CAmsbron Sharban, Chinf

Restructuring Officer

Notss & Assumptions - Ganeral

1. Unlass olharwise slated. amaunis are based on histoncal dalz and management eshmatas,
2. All amounts include apohcable GST.
3. ECHS' plan of compromise and amangeman (the "ECHS Plan®) was approvad by the Gourt of Gueen's Bench of Alberts on Jenuary 20, 2016.

4. Tha Lutheran Ghurch - Ganada, ths Alberfa - Brilish Columbta Diabrict's (lha "District”] plan &f compromise and arangament {the “Distnct Plan®) was approved by the Court of Quaen's Bench of Alberta on August 2. 2016, ECHS dparations and assets wera Uansferred to a new company affective Oct 21, 2018

Hotes & ~ Specffic:

1. Includes vear end fees for audlt and tax serices, and Nsuranes premiums,
2. Repressnts anticipated amaunis payable to ECHS' lagal counsel, the CCAA Monltor and tha CCAA Monilor's tegal counsel
3. Incluges amounts payatl 1o Kluana Parlnecs as the Chief Rastructuring Officar
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1] e
dCash

L L) ¥ 49 ug )
Disburssments
Tranafar to Sage 5 5 H 5,000
Operatmeg Expense (2.000) 860} 11,0000 {1,000% {41,000}
DAO irswance Expense (840) (.18}
Festuttunng feos o0y (10,5001
CRO an 810} 15410} (13.230%
Conhngercy k8
Total Suburtaments 344103 © 0 @ ®
Hit cash ow 1§ E000] ¢ [N CR ] Ea0 3 -3 0,54) § RN T 51 EE ] E 7]
Cash an herd
Beglnning batance S 4T T 03 S I S I8 5 WU S 3233 5 3230 5 M3EW 5 AR ) 16289 $ uanwc $ m.mbmo § QM6 5 aume
Mot st faw X -
Ending balanca 5

Prapared as at the 33nd day of May, 2017.

This Staleman of Projacied Cash Flow (e "Cash Figw”) has bésn ?onnina‘gocpﬂlnvcﬂ:g_ﬁm.ﬂg 10(2)(a) of haCompanas’ Credion Amgamen Ad [GLART. H s baing fied spacilically far the and readers thet it mey nat bg
dgsmopriala e gther purposes. The Cash Flow hes d probabia 005008 [ 1ha pereral and spaceic notes, In addition. foﬁzmgﬁf!w@esgan;.uég.g&agéa eieinre actual resulis. may vary from
the asimalas praseried [ecein and thase variences miy be malérial

Hulws & Asgismpilons - Ganaral:

1. Uniiess Gheiwize sialed, EOURES Bre Dassd on nI3tarica Gala and mansgement ssimalas.

2. AN enqunts include appicable GET.

3 EMSS holds security depoaits for PAL 40d idependenl residonts ¢1 @ separla trust socount, which fa ot reflected hersin

4. EMSS' plan cf compromise and aangement (ins “EMSS Pran") was approvest by e Courl of Queen's Bench of Albaria on Jamuary 20, 2016

&. Tha Lulheran Church - Canada, he Alberts - Britiah Columbla Distiel's (the "Thsllet”} plan of “Seataises and arrangamant {ihe "Diatnct Plan"} was approved by the Court of Quesn's Banch of Aberta on Augmst 2, 2018, EMSS” oporations and anests witre ranyfurmed 1 2 new compary,
Sagx Propertias Corp. ["Sage*), alleciva Octobar 31, 2015,

Notes K Asgus - Bpecific:

" TieTBCis 18 Bnd CACCRANDOUS MR EMOCN(S CONaTind by EMSS on Dahal of Sage.

‘ear and audit performed by BOO w il the by Aberia furmting sgteement,
prasents anilicialed amaunts payatie o EMSS” legal counsal. tha CCA anlor and th CGAR Manfior's legal counsel
ludes smounta payabila lo Kluane Parners a5 e Ghiet Rostrixtusing Cifioor.
uges anwunts hald by EMSS in thaw opamiting account with Bank of Monlrgal
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The Lutheran Church - Canada, The Alberta - British Columbia District (the "Disirict”) including the Church
Extension Fund ("CEF")

Variance Analysis

For the period from February 12, 2017 to May 13, 2017

Cash flow from CEF operations

Receipts
Bank Interest Income
Management fees from DIL
Total Receipts

Dishursements
Distributions Pursuant to the District Plan
CEF salaries and benefits
Operating expenses
Restructuring fees
CRO fees
Total dishursements

Net cash flow from CEF operations

Cash flow from other District operations

Receipts
Donations
Miscellaneous
Mission remittances
Total receipts

Disbursements
Salaries and benefits
Agency Funds/Restricted Funds
Administrative expenses, travel and utilities
Outreach operating expenses
Parish and school services operating expenses
Department of Stewardship and Financial
Ministries operating expenses
President's expenses
Mission remittances to LCC
Contingency

Total disbursements

Net cash flow from other District operations

Total Forecast  Total Actual  Variance (A-F) Notes
5 900 § 370 S {530) 1
9,067 (36,821) (45,888) 2
(368,451) (46,418)
(161,960) (23,232) 138,728 2
(57,600) (72,800) (15,000) 2
(5,700) 1,856 7,556 1
(75,000) (109,189) {34,199) 1
(20,580) {20,580) -
(320,840) (223,755) 97,085
{310,873) {260,206) 50,667
- 16,722 16,722 3
- 1,159 1,159 1
117,000 108,963 {8,037) 4
117,000 126,844 0,844
{24,505) (3.205) 1
- 10,455 10,455 2
(17,250) (18,158) (908) 1
{28,000) {22,667) 5,333 1
{500) (500Q) 1
(10,500) (555) 9,945 2
(6,500) (8,075) {1,575) 1
{26,000) 26,000 2,4
{1.500) {4,000} {2,500) 1
(111,080) {68,004) 43,045
5,950 58,840 52,890




Total net cash flow $ (304,923) $ (201,366) $ 103,557

Cash and marketable securities on hand

Beginning balance as per Bank & FI Cap $ 2,252,565 $ 2,252,565 §
Total net cash flow (304,923) (201,366) 103,557
Net Change in value of marketable securities/
adjustment to exchange rate (10,305) (10,305)
Ending Balance as per bank & Fl Capital $ 1,947,642 $ 2,040,894 § 93,252
Notes:

1. Permanent variances as a result of receipts/ disbursements being higher/ lower than originally forecast.
2. Timing related variances, which are expected to reverse themselves in future weeks.
3. Permanent variances as a result of donations being received from congregations, which were not originally forecast.

4. Permanent variance due to mission remittances being higher than forecast. A portion of mission remittances are to be
forwarded to Lutheran Church Canada.
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The Lutheran Church - Canada, The Alberta - British Columbia District Investments Ltd. {"DIL.")
Variance Analysis
For the period from February 12, 2017 to May 13, 2017

Total Forecast Total Actual  Variance (A-F) Notes

Receipts
Bank interest income $ 300 § 151 (149) 1
Total receipts 300 151 (149)

Disbursements

Management fee (9,087) 36,821 45,888
Restructuring fees (40,275) {30,857) 9,418 1
Operating expenses (6,175} (6,175) 1
CRO fees (20,580) (20,580) -
GWIL distribution (69,161) (21,078) 48,083 2
Annual minimum RRIF payments (117,423) 117,423 3
Total disbursements (256,508) (41,865) 214,637
Net cash flow $ {256,208) $ {41,717) $ 214,489

Cash and marketable securities on hand

Beginning balance as per Bank & Fl Capital $ 399,230 $ 399,230 3%

Total net cash flow (256,206) {41,717) 214,489

Ending Balance as per bank & FI Capital $ 143,024 $ 357,513 § 214,489
Notes:

1. Permanent variances as a result of rec pts/ disbursements being higher/ lower than ongmnally forecast.
2. Timing related variances, which are expected to reverse themselves in future weeks.
3. Permanent variances due to error in original forecast. Annual minimum RRIF payments were disburaed in prior period.
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Encharis Community Housing and Services {"ECHS")
Variance Analysis
For the period from February 12, 2017 to May 13, 2017

Total Forecast Total Actual Variange (F-A) Notes
Disbursements
Operating expenses (4,965) (4,660) 305 1
Restructuring fees (45,000) {10,177} 34,823 1
CRO fees (8,820) (4,410) 4,410 2
Contingency (3,000) - 3,000
Total disbursements (61,785) (19,248) 42,539
Net cash flow $ (61,785) $ {19,248) $ 42,539
Cash on hand
Beginning balance $ 148,635 § 143,535 $ -
Net cash flow {61,785) (19,246) 42 539
Ending balance 5 86,750 $ 129,288 $% 42,539

Notes:

1. Permanent variances as a result of receipts/ disbursements being higher/ lowear than onginally forecast.
2. Timing related variances, which are expected to reverse themselves in future weeks.
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Encharis Management and Support Services ("EMSS")
Variance Analysis
For the period from Fehruary 12, 2017 to May 13, 2017

Total Forecast Total Actual Variance (A-F) Notes
Dishbursements
Transfer to Sage $ {135,000) $ (137,285) % {2,285) 1
Misc operating expenses - 20 1
D&O insurance (26,589) {10,142) 16,447 1
Restructuring fees (45,000) (3,581) 41,419 1
CRO fees {(8,820) {4,410) 4,410 2
Contingency (30,000) - 30,000 2
Total dishursements {245,409) (155,399) 90,010
Net cash flow (245,409) $ (155,399} $ a0.010
Cash on hand
Beginning Balance $ 570,197 § 570197 $ -
Net cash flow (245,409) {155,399) 90,010
Ending Balance $ 324788 $ 414,798 $ 90,010

Notes:

1. Permanent variances as a result of receipts/ disbursements being higher/ lower than originally forecast,
2. Timing related variances, which are expected to reverse themselves in future weeks.



