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SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

BETWEEN:

DAVID WANG, RON MacVICAR,
' DAVID CHAO, ANNE CHAO and PAT AUCLAIR

Applicants
= and . o
* STEPHEN PRITCHARD, JONATHAN P'NG and
~ THE CHURCH OF TORONTONIANS |
| ' Respondents

AFF]])AVIT OF S’I'EPHEN ROBERT PRITCHARD
(sworn March 1, 2007)

1, Stephen Robert Pntchard of the City of Toronto Soﬁware Developer MAKE OATH AND
SAY AS FOLLOWS ‘

Personal Backgmund

1. I am a Director and Treasurer of the respondent corporation, the Church of ‘the.
Torontonians’ (the "Church"). I have been 4 Church- Director since 1993. I have also E

maintained the Church books since 1981 and have served forrﬂally as _Church-tréashrer since
1991. . 7" ” o

2. 1 joined the Church in 1973 and was bapﬁzed that same year. I was able to assist

' 'w1th the construction of our first meetmg hall in. 1977 and oversaw the acquls1t1on of the -

 subsequent pmpemes in which our Church meets and houses in Wh1ch domestlc missionaries

(whom we call co-workers) rcs1de '

3. After 5 years of regul_ar atténdancé and commitment, I became a Deacon in '1978,' -

wh_eréin I assisted (and still assist) in the organisation of Church se;rv'ices' and other‘practical ,

- matters.
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4. 1 have had the pnvﬂege of servmg as an Elder of the Church since 1985 ass1stmg with
the spiritual governance of the Church and its members In this capacrtyI attend conferences, |
represent the Church, see to the needs of members, visit the sick, counsel people in difficulty,
do comrnumty outreach through. Gospel preachmg and chantable endeavours, and facrhtate |

child and youth ministries.

8y My respons1b111t1es as a Director and Treasurer mclude assisting the Pres1dent with the
secular governance of the Corporatlon, undertakmg govemrnental filings, seeing to payment .

of bills and taxes and issuing of recelpts

6. . My role is unpa:ld and strlctly voluntary I feel I have a respons1b111ty both to God and'
to my fellow Church members to provide an envnonment wherein those who attend our

Church can come to know the Good News of Jesus Chrrst and attaln salvatton

-‘7. - My famlly is also very 1nvolved in the Church 1nclud1ng my Wlfe Selena my daughter

7 esslyn Maurier and her husband Jason.

8. » The Church is a voluntary Christian church, which was founded in Toronto in 1967
then formally 1ncorporated in 1974. The Church currently has about 600 members who meet

regularly on Sunday (called the Lord’s Day) as well as at other -tnnes, and on other occasions.

9. I make this affidavit in response to the affidavit of David Wang sworn February 27

2007 (the “Wang Afﬁdawt”) - Throughout the course. of this affidavit, when I refer to - - |

'mformauon from others, I will identify those people, and note that my reference to, their belief

18 true unless I 1nd1cate the contrary

Dlrectors, Officers and Elders

10. 1 serve on the Church board with its Pres1dent Jonathan P’ ng, an ofﬁclal W1th the

- City of Toronto waterworks department, and who like me also serves as a Church Elder.

11 The Applicant David Wang, (“Wang”) also serves as a Director of the Church and is

also an Elder, havmg been made such in 1985 along w1th me.



12, The Apphcant Ron MacVicar (“MacV1car”) is a Church member and former Secretary
of the Church. He is also an Elder ; -

13. The other three 'Applicants are members of the Church In the case of David and

Anne Chao Mr. Chao had been an Elder however he abandoned this task some years ago at’ '

he insistence of Mr. ‘Wang, Who at that time expressed the view that Mr. Chao was chfﬁcult
to work with. Mr. Chao and his wife Anne are very occasronal attendees at our Church.

14. © Mrs. Pat Auclair is a long—standiﬂg Church r_nember.
Goal of this Affidavit

15, My goal in making this affidavit is to outline: . -

A. The Church of the Torontonians — A Brief History;

B. Recent Erents fThe Background to the Dispute;

C. The Church, Mer_nbership, Bylaws and the Law |

D. Collusion; and -

" E. Other matters;

A. The CHURCH OF "l“HE TORONTON_IANS _A BRIEF HISTORY -

16. The basic tenet of the Church is that the Chnstlan Church as.a Whole is, in a sp1r1tua1

-+ semse, one universal body yet practically, it gathers and is administered locally, W1th1n a crty'

or town boundarres as the “local church”

17. Pract1ca11y there are many local churches whrch are descnbed accordmg to
geographlc loca’uon, for example, the- Church in Toronto the Church in Montreal the Church
in Vancouver etc. In everyday activities we refer to our Church as “the Church in Toronto »

rather than the legal name, “The Church of the Torontomans.”

]

18. Our'practices we believe are mirrors of the manner in which the initial Christian‘

believers referenced in the New Testament practiced their faith (1e the Church in Antroch the
Church in Jerusalem, the Church in Corinth, etc. ) |

——



19. OQwr faith is based on’ theaBihle“ which_ we regard as our unique standard of truth and
-practice It has 'been' further nurtured by the writings and p'ractices developed by two
ministers, Watchman Nee and Wrtness Lee, whorn we regard as havrng had partrcular 1ns1ght |

‘and revelation ﬁ'om God.

20. I stress that our Church is an 1ndependent entity, both legally and practrcally Our
'forefathers in faith rejected the not:ron that there was. to be ‘an overarching. ecclesrastrcal

hrerarchy to govern all the churches of our partrcular faith. This des1re for mdependence B
fact a need for independence — is in keeping with our belref that Jesus Christ will achreve—hrs

: goal,'throngh ‘many local churches, and bring salvation as was prornised in the Gospels. |

21.. We do have fellowshrp Wlth other Christian churches especrally with s1ster churches
who have srmrlar beliefs as we do 'however that fellowship stops short of ceding governance _
and drrectron to others. Such contact is encouraged but remains voluntary and not necessary

or mandatory to our functronrng asa vrable and 1ndependent faith entity.

22, It is 1rnportant to ernphasrze (as Mr: Wang notes) that the Church’s “admunstratron is
local.” The Church’s sprrrtual management is undertaken by its Elders who are local members
called to service by people we recogmze and deem as bemg apostles of the Lord’s present-day

_ numstry . _ g ;

- : 23. ~ The Church, however specrﬁcally rejects governance by any lugher regronal nat:ronal
or mternatlonal body or headquarters however estabhshed Over theé past years our
requirement to be: mdependent has been challenged (in fact { have'used the phrase that the
* Church is “under attack™) by people who believe that our Church (and its assets) must come

under the control of a “worldwide church™ ‘administered by a group located in Anahelm o

Calrforma in the United States.of Ammerica who are affiliated with a publrshmg ccrnpany, the
Living Strearn Mrmstry or “L8M” (the “Anaheim group”)

er—— w‘ it
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: 24, Wlnle the Church is “non-hierarchical” in that its helievers are all equal, it is
inaccurate to state (as Mr. Wang does) that “We do not accord any person more authority than

any other due to their posrtron ” It is our teachmg and practice that Church Elders, through

demonstrated character, abrhtres and experrence are qualified to lead and shepherd the

mapa—g



- Church and its members. As such; the “Eldets” do have a position and authority which differs

from other Church members ‘and make dec131ons on the direction and falth of the Church, and

have done $0 since the mception of our Chureh

25. Church Directors administer the Church through the Respondent corporation they

. have the respon31b111ty to manage, protect and enhance Church assets as well as too ensure

that the Church carries out its Stated ob_] ectives.

: 26l_ The relationship between the Elders‘ and Directors' ‘roles in the Church is naturally

oomplementary _Elders, as .“shepherds of the church, properly exercise spiritual and

practical overmght over the Church, and D1reotors are the secular ot legal manifestation of the
Elders. As w1th many orgamsatlons there is some overlap. In order to ensure a seatnless )
relatlonshlp and coordination. between Elders and Directors, it has ‘been our practice to
nominate D1rectors from the ranks of our Elders in order to better fac111tate the achievernent of

the Church’s ob;ect:wes

B. RECENT EVENTS THE BACKGROUND TO THE DISPUTE

27, ' The dlspute brought before the Court 18 in reality the action of a small group of local
people aided by outsiders who seek to merge our Church into the sphere of control of the
Anaheim group, and the efforts of the Board to reS1st any such attempt at takeover on both
theological and practlcal grounds in order to preserve the 1ndependence and mlssmn of the

Church i in aecordance with its ob] ects,

28. M. Wang, aided by people who are not members of 'our"Churoh and who profess a

different understanding of what it means to be “nidependent” now seek to prevent other

‘people who quahfy for membership in the Chureh (where they have faithfully attended and

supported- and served for years) froni havmg a full membership voioe to exercise their

spiritual and religlous freedoms within our Church.

29.  Sadly Mr Wang portrays this asa clash'of pe'rsonalities and targets me specifically,
Nothmg could be further ﬁom the truth. I will bneﬂy identify the opposing philosoplues and

theologies that are at issue,




'30. - In response to paragraph 6 of Mr. Wang’s affidavit, there is no denomination of “one

worldwide Christian church of believers”. This is again the error of denom_inatiOnalism'that
the Anaheim gronp is attempting‘ to force upon-our Church. . What really undetlies the effort
by the Apphcants is an attempt to prevent our Church from exercising its local authorlty to
follow or not follow the recommendanons and rhctates by others who are not. members of our

: Church Yet, the Anaheim group claims Biblical sanction for their efforts

31 Becausejour' goal is to try to co-oper‘a_te with one another and with other churches in

| fellowshji), the Church is made vulnerable ﬁom time to time to outside‘inﬂuences such as the
Anaheim group who seek to take control of our Church and install puppet leadersbJp and

. control the affalrs of our Church, even through our fellow members

. 32, Thereis ample evidence of snch efforts of the An’aheim group to take control of local
- churches across North Amenca most recently in Columbus and Mansfield, Ohlo Plttsburgh,

Pennsylvama and elsewhere.

33,  The methodology of the Anaheim r'group in my view is simple: nromoi:e' discord;

accuse church Eiders of.Sllegal activity”' put forWard the threat of "‘quarantin'e”" on those who

',promote our tradrtlonal beliefs on administrative structure (as opposed to theology, where ‘

there are no fundamental chfferences) and flood the Iocal church. with forelgn “vigitors™ who

press a campa1gn of mt1m1datlon on local members to either drive them out of the church or

. influence them to accept the Anaheim position until such time as the 1atter can take control of

the board of Directors and thereafter 1mp1ement the latter’s. changes That is what they are :

attempting to do to our Church.

34. When Mr. Wang goes on at length _(see paragraphs 25-35 of his afﬁdavit). about the
effort made by himself and the Anaheim group to bar good and decent Christian ministers
_ such as Brother Titus Chu from our Ch’urch .a'.fter his attendance and serving here over the
course of 30 years, and when Mr. Wang s own affidavit matenaI strongly suggests his
constant contact with the Anaheim group Wherefrom he appears to inform and seek
instructions, points to how insidious these activities - and attacks have become + (See Mr
Wang’s Affidavit, Exhibits P & U)




.35 I the case of Brother Chu, repeated appeals were made to 'members of our Church'by

the Anaheim group and other churches under their 1nﬂuence to- “quarantlne” Brother Chu

“Public attacks (non-physical) have been carried out against the Church Elders and Church'
members simply for their resistance to. the efforts of the Anahelm group to nnpose its will

'upon 1ndependent church bodies.

36, | The Elders are rosponsible to shepherd the Church and when there are situations that

need clear direction, the Elders need. to lead. In October, 2006 the Anaherrn group issued a
letter of “quarantme” agamst Brother Chu, and this brought confusron mto the Church m
Toront_o. The reasoned response of the Elders and Directors was to seek input ﬁ-om the '

members and thereby to reach a oonclusron on this topie for the best mterests of the Church as

. a. whole. This issue was not a drspute between members as Mr. Wang alleges but a position

on theologrcal acceptabﬂlty of Brother Chu to our Church rmphcrt within the Directors’

powers to resolve, Cons_equently the dispute resolution procedure referr.ed_ to in the Church |

* by-laws and Mr. Wang’s affidavit (meant to apply between individuals) was inapplicable.

37. TheChurch Elders devised a review committee process to Seek'outsubmissions'to be

COns_idered to resolve the discord concerning this quarantine_- request. - We involved our

‘Church members in . assisting a 'ReView Committee of the Elders to determine a Church

response and position (the “Revrew Comrmttee”) The respondmg Church members
overwhelmingly re_]ected the * quarantme” of Brother Chu. Mr.- Wang and certain other ‘
rmnorlty members of the Church proposed every possrble objectron despite this fa1r and

workable process having ensued on theological grounds to resolve the _1ssue and prevent |

bd_iscord._ s

38. lt--is important to note that all the nine Elders were asked to seWe on the'Revie_w_

- Committee to ¢onsider the “quarantine” question. Five declined, for reasons best known to

them. That left the four [remammg Elders to constitute the Revrew Comrmttee (The lrrmtatron

of cornrmttee members to be drawn excluswely from among the Elders is consrstent with the -

: Church’s teachmg that Elders admuuster the Church) The group of Elders asked to serve

1ncludes both David Wang and Ron Machcar (2 of the Applicants). They were not alone

among the Elders in dechmng to serve on that Committee. Three other Eldérs—Bob Duncan .

A—— > s
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Soon-Ong Seo and Nrgel Tomes—also dechned to serve as. Review Comrnrttee members. It is

disingenuous of Mr. Wang to suggest that the Review Comnnttee was “stacked” with people_

' hav1ng ‘stfong personal relat:tonsh1ps with Titus Chu ”?

39. During the Review Committee process 95 subtmissions representing 114 members

were made. Four of the five. Apphcants also made submissions. to the Review Commiittee.

sufﬁc1ent numbers to warrant. adhermg to the “quarantine”.

/

40, Ultimately the Board considered the submissions and issued' and Determination
Document found at Tab I of Mr. Wang’s afﬁdav1t Mr. Wang was party to the Board rneet1ng.
on November 5, 2006, the minutes of which are attached as EX.hlblt “p® hereto

41.  The fact is that Mr Wang and others re only able to accept the maj onty v1ew when 1t

coincides with thelr view.

42, Tthas been clear for some time now that M. Wang and the Anaheim group will not be

satisﬁed until they have caused me, “and anyone else who will stand up to them on prmc1p1e

1o leave our own. Church or be subsumed into their ranks. They could decide to worshlp in

their own way, one that meets w1th the1r parncular beliefs and preferences, but it- ‘would b

appear that they rather would seek to take over our Church

43, . The majority of the Board seeks to involve 'all Church members and admit those who

qualify as members (whether they agree w1th the posrtlon taken by the Board or not) to

express their voice at forthcoming meetings that will determine our contrnurng governance as

" a Church and Church corpor_atmn._ It is to that expression of self—deterrnrnat:lon that Mr. Wang

and the other applicants object, and also what motivates'this costly and unnecessary battle.

C. THE CHURCH, MEMBERSHIP, BY-LAWS and the LAW .

44.  Traditionally, membership in our Church -- and by this I mean the people who vote on
issues of governance and on nomination.of Directors -- are the lifeblood of .our Church.

Without them, no ‘Church would survive,. We, as practicing members, encourage others to

| The Applicants made their objections known, but the mernbershlp d1d not support them 1n" _

H
i
i
i
i
|
|
i



-take the steps to become vested members and join those existing members, where all are

. fecogniSed as full participants in the Church’s mission and objectives.

.45.  As a Church, we regfettabl'y did n_ot always keep abreast of civil law compliance
- issues in the governance of our affairs. This has led to inadvertent failures in corporate filings
and on at least one occasion required an act of Provincial Parliament to revive our Church

corporation.

| 46. - On one occasion, in 1991, 'this also led to an application to. the Court b'y-some .'
members to take control of the Chu;rch by attempnng to appomt a receiver over: alleged_
ﬁnanmal mls-management Wh1oh case was dlSIHlSSGd “' '

47. It is. instructive to note that the Honoureble Mr Justice Austin, m reviewing this

_internal division noted:

“As to the other matters, they are all 1nter11al conceras. The court is very reluctant to
1nvolve itself in such matter. The proper avenue for rehef is, in the first 1nstanoe

through church procedures and offices.”

48. In 1994" the Church passed the set of hy-laws that are in force‘today , Speclal '
attentlon was placed on membership quallﬁcatlons through desxgnatlon of a Membershlp

Affairs Committee (“MAC”) The MAC as envisioned was constituted. by the presence of the
Dlrectors the Elders and members -equal to the number of Elders

49, The MAC did funetion as a vehicleto admit members between 1994L until 2003. In
. ‘practice, however, that proee'ss did not work particularly well. ‘ We could not get sufficient
commitment from members 'vto serve on the MAC. When they met, which was often a last

| minute and perﬁmctory review of ‘applications for rnembe'rship,'-there; was dissatisfaetion

" expressed by members of MAC as to its ef-fectiveness as a part of the membership process. -

50:.‘ It was only during this calendar 2007 year that Mr. Wang expressed difﬁcnlty with the

current non—invol?em_ent of the MAC in rnembership vetting,

'51.  In 2002, the role of the MAC was curtailed by vesting membership qualiﬁcation in the

Board itself, and leaving overall acceptance of proposed members to the members themselves.
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This step was taken long before this present dispute and was in reaction to advice the Board

. and Elders received from"legal counsel and which was put to the members who accepted it.

5_2. Attached hereto as exhibit “B” to thlS my afﬁdawt is a copy of the meetmg agenda and

scnpt from June 16, 2002 wherem the authonty of the MAC to admit or remove members was

g clearly removed.

53, Through madvertence the minutes of the June 16, 2002 meetmg were not prepared at
~ the time, and when reconstructed on June 22, 2003, the approval of By-law Number 2 was,
~also madvertently, 0m1tted (see Exhibit “C”)

54 Smce that trme with the exceptron of 2003 when there had been uncertainty because

of the loss of the minutes of the previous general meeting and the MAC contlnued to.

- recommend membershrp, all members havebeen admltted after bemg quahﬁed by the Board
not the MAC

55. L Asa member of the current Board Mr. Wang has parhcrpated and played a part in the
membership quahﬁcatmn process in 2004 2005 and 2006, during which time member

quahﬁcatmns wete approved and voted on by the membershlp It appears now, When Mr ;

Wang has a perceptron that the process we have followed these past 3 years does not meet
with his desired result, he seeks to discard it and effectively drsenfranchlse pecple whom
otherwrse quahfy for full. fellowshlp w1th lum asa member of our Church ‘

56.  It.is not true that Mr Wang as a Drrectcr did' not have input mto the apphcatlon

'process Both the membership apphcatton form and the prcpcsed by—laws were tabled at

'Board meetings at which Mr. Wang partrcrpated He may not have agreed ‘with the decisions

of the Board but he did part:lmpate in the meetmgs and made suggeshons on what he vrewed -

were form deﬁcrenmes or how the form could be made acceptable in hrs view,

57. Atan afternoon Board meeting on February 10, 2007 the application form for new

voting members was tabled for dlscussron I explained at that time that the form was bas1ca11y .

the same as that used in 2006 except that the 2007 form was more deta;rled in order for the
cnterra to be verifiable. I e-mailed both the 2006 and 2007 membership application forms to
Mr. Wang so that he could compare them. He advised that he needed “more time” to read the
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form even’ tnough it was only a one-page, document with a one-page an'neunce’ment.- He ’said.
~ that he would call me back later that evening. FiVe hours later (at 10'30 PM Toronto time,
| 7 30 PM Anaheim time) Mr. Wang -called me to resume the d1scus310n He was remgned to
) the other Directors going ahead with the announcement It is not true that Mr. Wang had.
stated his o_bJectlon to the Board gomg ahead w1th the announcement. K ‘
58.". The membership criteria are not new and they do not dev1ate ﬁom the bylaws This is’
shown in the table attached as Exhibit “D” herem wlnch maps the membershlp criteria to the
existing by-laws. These membership criteria were a_greed and deemed by the Board to be

equivalent.
59.  Asaresult, the membership' criteria do conform with the bylaws.

60.  As recently as February 24, 2007 Mr. Wang attended at a Board meeting wherein thie
applications of 197 membership applicants were considered. Mr. Wang did not object to any
-person being included or ‘excluded for consideration for membershlp in the Church by the

| Board. Ult1mate1y, as [ have noted, the ﬁnal demsmn rests Wlth the members

61.. I note that in his aﬂidawt Mr Wang does not. state that any of the’ 106 people
recommended for membershlp are not qualified to become a ‘member nor has he taken issue
- with the 91 persons deferred from membership reoonmlenda’non for reasons 1n01ud1ng a lack

~ of support for and a lack of s_ervice withjn the Church.

| 62 1 can advise the court that the - Board instituted an appeal procedure for
recons1derat10n Though that process is not complete at the date of this Affidavit only 3 0f 91
' persons to date have appealed and at least 2 persons appear to " have good cause for |
reconsideration. It w111 be my recommendatlon that they be put forward for membership so as

to vote at Sunday’s meetlng

63. I have provided my counsel with copies of all the membership applications. I have -
- instructed counsel to make these aveileble to the presiding judge if she or he would find them
to be material. My only caveat to this is that these records are ,conﬁdentiel in that some of
them identify whether or not the applicant is a donor to the Church. I would be reticent to

provide these without some assurance from the Court and counsel that these records wotld ™




: would consuder it and chscuss it at our next Board meeting.

.

 temain conﬁdential. If access is to be granted to the Applicants’ counsel, that access Should

be subject to the condition they not be copied in any way, or disclosed to anyone including -

the Applicants other than Mr Wang, who as a Director is entitled to examine them.

'64. - Contrary to the Mr. Wang’s allegations in para'graph" 17 of his afﬁdavit ‘and as
described below, all matters relatmg to the activities of the Board of Directors have been

. carrred out i in accordance w1th the bylaws

65.  On February' 10, 2007 1 attended at a meeting of the Board. The only item on the |

agenda was the process for ‘nomination of new members and the membership application

~ form. When Mr Wang said that he wanted to talk. about the date of the business meeting, Mr.

P’ ng rephed that he should table it as an item on the agenda Mr. Wang said that he would
propose June 24 2007 as the date of the busmess rneetmg Both Mr, P ng and I agreed that we

" s

: 66.' At the February 17; 2007 Board meetlng we set March 4, 2007 as the Annual meetmg'
g date, to which Mr. Wang objected on the grounds of it being too “rushed” Concerned with

the reports of harassment by Anahenn group syrnpathrsers gwen to me by Church mcmbers

because of then' support of our Church I 1nd10ated that proper notlce would be glven to the

-rnembers and it was in fact.

67. T am adwsed by Mr P’ng, and I believe that, contrary to what Mr. Wang asserts in.

paragraph 53 of his Afﬁdav1t Mr. P’ ng did not state “that since he and Steve Prltchard were

‘ the rnajonty they could do as they pleased”

68, The new bylaws clean up the confusion that has resulted from our previous efforts at
‘ ‘rewsmg our bylaws In order to. be fa;lr and nnpartlal and to be seen as being fair: and-

nnpartlal we need to use measurable cntena in accordance with the bylaws which can be
- "applied with equity. across all Church—members (1rrespect1ve of their loyalnes) in order to

determme their eli glbrhty for adrmsswn

69. In no way is anyone trying to manipulate the Church rnembers vote rather, we are
actlng in the best interests of the Church-members the Church and the Corpcratlon by trying

to obtain fair representation of the views of the .Church—members and include all thése Who as.




R ™

members have a stake in the ongoing affa1rs of the Church. Thrs allows many members of
Chinese descent (who encompass a large number of regular attendants) to be adequately and

fa:lrly represented

70. Vlrtually every year we admit new members, if some Church-members have shown
commitment to the Church and as a result deserve the opportunrty to have a voice in the

. Church corporatlon We are snnply contmumg this practice this year.

71. __ The Drrectors would have no more control under the proposed new byIaws than those - |
| conferred under the current bylaws. The Directors are responsrble to 1mp1ement the Church’ :
- bylaws and their actions are circumscribed by those bylaws In fact the procedures in the new
Lbylaws are more exphcrtly defined and would therefore crrcumscrlbe to a greater degree the
Directors’ powers to revoke mcrnbershrps The scope for Directors to arbitrarily. exercise
‘power is in fact reduced under the new bylaws. Hence, we are at a loss to understand Mr

Wang’s clalm that the Directors would have more power under the new bylaws

72_.' In a Spring 2006 Elders’ meetzng, ‘the Elders dlscussed the idea of i imposing a 10% on
the number of new members admitted to the Church but that idea was not pat 1nto effect In
my view, those who quahfy for membership should apply and be accepted for membershrp in
their Church. '

' D. COLLUSION

'_ 7. - ‘When it became evident that Mr. ‘Wang was acting as a conduit to convey information

| to persons connected to the Anaheim group and was .reeei'rfing‘ 'directions from persons
' connected to "the Anaheim group, we were constrained to reduce his participation in the
discussion of sens1t1ve 1ssues related to res1st1ng attempts by the Anaheim group to subjugate -
2 the Church to its control. Nevertheless Mr. Wang was still included in the decrsron—makmg :

process of the Corporatr_on, in his capacity as Director, as required by the bylaws..

74.  Recently, Jonathan P’ng and I began to take some measures to protect the Church as
. we are required to do at law on account of the contrary interests which our fellow Director
Mr. Wang was espousing. We became aware that Mr. Wang was operating in concert with

* the Anaheim group to the extent of reporting our Board meetings to them, even to- the extent—
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" of emailing them during the course of our Board meeting. Exhibits P and U of his affidavit |

clearly show oommumeation with the Anaheim group and his counsel. 1t is 51gt11ﬁcant that

. M. Kwan a legal counsel with the Anatreim group notes to Mr. Wang and others i in Exhibit

“ue that “we now have some maj or demsmns we need to consider gomg forward .

- . -t

75, The Living Stream Ministry (whom I identi_ﬁed ae being part of the Anaheim group) .
- lists on the internet copy of its 2004 US:IRS Tax Records (attached hereto as Exhibit “E”)

that it is a Cahfom1a-reglstered non—proﬁt organisation. Tts 15-member Board includes the

followmg 7 Ofﬁcers (plus 8 other Dlrectors) Benson Phillips (Presrdent), Andrew Yu- |

(Secretary), Francls Ball (Vwe—Premdent), Ron Kangas (Semor Editor), Ray Graver
(Treasurer) Ed Marks (Semor Editor) Kerry Robichaux (Assistant’ Secretary)

76. Atleast3 of these:people _appear in Mr. Wang’s email at Exhibit P, and 2 at Exhibit U.

The Anaheim group’s “Ground Offensive” in'the GTA

77.  The Church in Toronto’s rejection of the Anaheimi ‘group' “?qua'rantine”. of Titus Chu

- was a direct afﬁ'ont'to the Anaheim grouo | They resp‘onded with a campaign ‘against the

Church in Toronto. That’s why I and other certam of Elders and D1rectors declared that “the

Church is under attack"’

78. The A.nahenn group’ s campalgn against the Church in Toronto has 1nvolved a “ground :

. offenswe —sending a succession of high proﬁle workers from the Anaheim group to the

GTA for “trainings.” The minority of the ‘Anaheim group sympathizers within the Church

hav_e' cooperated with the Ansheim group to recruit Toronto Church members to these events.

79. In December 200.6 and January 2007 the following 'Anaheint group-personnel have

‘ VlSlted the Toronto area: Benson Phillips, Ron Kangas Kerry Rob1chaux Mlnoru Chen
~(President of Blbles for America, an LSM~afﬁ11ate), Bob Danker (8. California), Samuel Liu

(S. California & Ta:iwan) Livmgstone Lee (S California & Taiwan), Albert Lim (S
Callforma)

LSM’S‘ Intem_et Offens'ive against Toronto

e o T .5 _— v
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80.  Simultaneously with ‘thicd “ground o_ffensive” the Ansheim group ‘Jaunched : an
“internet campaign”' den_igrating the Toronto Eld'ership. This is most blatant in a series of
- articles posted on the Anaheim‘ group-afﬁhe.ted website,' AFaithfulWord.org. The series is.
entitled, “Hes the Truth Changed or Have Some Metro-Toronto Eiders‘?” To date if amounts
to 28 pages and 12, 500 words The unabaslied goal is to attack the Eldersh1p of the Toronto
Church. For example “Part B concludes with the calumnious acousahons that the Toronto
Elders “have separated themselves ‘from  the fellowsth of the local churches the
- expression of the one body;. and the truth, does not change; the brothers 111 Toronto have

What a traglc loss to them and to the samts in Toronto who Would follow. them"’

81. GiVen this situatiori. and this overt 'series of attacks, Mr. P’ng and I have been
compelled to take action in the best mteresfs of the Church members," the Chi_Jrch and the’
Church corporation. We have not msde Mr. Wang privy to all our discussions, but despite his

collusion we have continued to involve him in all Board-related rnai:te_rs.
E. OTHER MATTERS

- 82. It is not true that surveillance cameras were set up to record the meetings (services), as
alleged in Mr. Wang’s affidavit. The Church has had the practice for years and still does of
recording some ministry meetings so -that the members who missed the meetmgs due to
various reasons (e.g. serving in the children’s service), could still avail themselves of the tape
to receive the mlmstry When'_this is done, a video camera is set up at the back of the room,
facing the person ministering, to record‘what is 'spoken VThe Church has a tape library of
ministry messages spoken during conferences (whether local or external), or other rmmstry

meetings, which are available for the Church members to borrow.

83.  No one requires permission of the Elders o visit their relatives. I have Spoken w1th ,
Mr. Robert Duncan who demes this accusatmn as made by Mr. Wang at paragraph 36B of his
Afﬁdawt

84. Ron MacV1car was removed from his position as Secretary in the best mterests of the _.
Church corporauon and followmg discussions by the Board ata meetmg at which Mr. Wang

was present. -

[
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85. - Contrary to Mr. Wang’s assertion, no threats were made at meet:ihgs or in writing to
“discipline” any member. for attending Iueeﬁhgs at the church in Brampton. The Elders have
continually warned egainst those who seck to further discord in our Church, tnol_ﬁding
participating i \eve_‘uts, viewing or circulating emails and DVD’s that in our view. _foster

discord.. , i : o

86. - Mr. Wang at paragfaph 3b(f) of his Afﬁdavtt complains about me establiShing a new
website for Our Church. He neglects to mention that the site formerly used was subverted to
include materials that attack Our Church and 'its ,EIders' and Directors. In response, we started -

a new website.

VOTING

87. Itis 1nterest1ng to note that the “lastadam” web site (attached hereto as Exhibit “F”)
includes matenals dated February 24, 2007 posted by Applicants Messrs. Wang and'-
- MacVicar urging their supporters to vote against the by-law amendment and nommate new -
Directors to presumably replace myself and Mr. P’ ng Frankly, that is their nght and pnvﬂege

and indeed a membership vote is in fact the appropnate way of resolvmg such disputes .-

88. I make this afﬁdawt in support .of resistance to the AppllcauOn and for no other or
improper purpose ' ‘

SWORN BEFORE ME st the City of
Toronto, on Marc '

II”
/{ff- 56

ommmissioner far Taking Affidavits,
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