I * Canada Revenue  Agence du reveny
Agency du Canada

REGISTERED MAIL

Attention: [N

BN: 89110 6841RR0001
File #: 0744540

Subject: Notice of Intention fo Revoke
Theanon Charitable Foundation

Dear I

1 am writing further to our {etter dated January 17, 2013 {copy enciosed), in which you
were invited to submit representations as to why the registration of

Theanon Charitable Foundation (the Crganization} should not be revoked in accerdance
with subsection 168(1) of the income Tax Act (the Act).

We have now reviewed and considered your written response dated March 15, 2013,
However, notwithstanding your reply, our concerns with respect to the Organization's
non-compliance with the reguirements of the Act for registration as a charity have not
been alieviated. Our position is fully described in Appendix "A”.

Additionally, as per our lefter of March 24, 2014, we have considered the Organization’s
request for voluntary revocation and we are not in a position to grant your request due
to the seriousness of the non-compliance revealed during our audit.

Concilusion

It is our position that during the audit penod, the Organization did not compiy with the
requirements set out in the Income Tax Act. In particuiar, it was found that the
Crganization failed to devote resources to charitable purposes by making gifts to
non-qualified donees and providing undue benefits, carrying on an unrelated business,
issuing donation receipts that were not in accordance with the Act and/or its Regulations
and failing to maintain adequate books and records.

The audit found that the Organization pariicipated in tax planning arrangernents which

were designed to confer undue benefits on the parties involved. in 2005, the
Crganization, along with three other charities, participated in two corporate farm sale
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arrangements where shares of the comporations were purchased for $6.7 million. The
corporations’ assets, of equivalent value, were then donated to the Organization and the
other participating charities who in tum issued official donation receipts. The
corporations used the official donation receipts obtained to offset the capital gain taxes
otherwise payable on the sale of their shares, Subsequent to the donations, the shares
declined substantially in value leaving the Organization and the other charities with a
minimal profit or participation fee. It is the position of the Canada Revenue Agency
{CRA) that the transfers for which the official receipts were issued did not legally qualify
as gifts and that the Organization operated for the hon-charitable purpose of facilitating
the tax planning arrangements for a participation fee.

Furthernmore, the Organization acquired control, other than by donation, of a corporation
which is not permitted for charitable foundations such as the Organization. Additionally,
the Organization acquired fifty-six lots for residential development and sale which we do
not consider to be a related business as it is not linked or subordinate to its charitable
purposes.

For all of these reasons, and for each reason alone, it is the position of the CRA that the
Organization no ionger meets the requirements necessary for charitable registration and
should be revoked in the manner described in subsection 168(1) of the Act.

Consequently, for each of the reasons mentioned in our letter dated January 17, 2013

I wish to advise you that, pursuant to subsection 168(1) and 148.1(3) of the Act, |
propose o revoke the registration of the Organization. By virtue of subsection 168(2) of
the Act, revocation will be effective on the date of publication of the foillowing notice in
the Canada Gazetfie:

Notice is hereby given, pursuant fo paragraphs 168(1)(b), 168(1){dl and
168{1}(e), subsection 149.1(1), and paragraphs 149.1{3)(a) and
148.1(3){c) of the Income Tax Act, that | propose fo revoke the registration
of the organization fisted below and that the revocation of registration is
effective on the date of publication of this notice.

Business Number Name
g91106841RRO001 Theanon Charitable Foundation
Vancouver BC

Should you wish to object to this notice of intention to revoke the Organization's
registration in accordance with subsection 168({4) of the Act, a written Naotice of
Objection, which includes the reasaons for objection and all relevant facts, must be filed
within 90 days from the day this letter was mailed. The Notice of Objection should be
sent to:
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Tax and Charities Appeals Directorate
Appeals Branch

Canada Revenue Agency

250 Albert Street

Ottawa ON K1A 0L5

A copy of the revocation notice, described above, will be published in the

Canada Gazette after the expiration of 90 days from the date this letter was mailed. The
Organization’s registration will be revoked on the date of publication, unless the CRA
receives an objection to this Notice of Intention to Revoke within this timeframe.

A copy of the relevant provisions of the Act concerning revocation of registration,
including appeals from a notice of intent to revoke registration can be found in
Appendix “B’, attached.

Consequences of Revocation

As of the effective date of revocation:

a) the Organization will no fonger be exempt from Part | tax as a registered
charity and will no longer be permitted to issue official donation receipts.
This means that gifts made to the Organization wouid not be ailowable as tax
credits to individual donors or as allowable deductions to corporate donors
under subsection 118.1(3), or paragraph 110.1(1)(a), of the Act, respectively.

b) by virtue of section 188 of the Act, the Organization wili be required to pay a
tax within one year from the date of the Notice of intention to Revoke. This
revocation tax is calculated on prescribed form T-2046, Tax Return Where
Registration of a Charily is Revoked (the Return). The Return must be filed,
and the tax paid, on or before the day that is one year from the date of the
Notice of Intention to Revoke. The reievant provisions of the Act concerning
the tax appiicable to revoked charities can alsc be found in Appendix “B”.
Form T-2046 and the related Guide RC-4424, Completing the Tax Return
Where Registration of a Charity is Revoked, are available on our Web site at
www .cra-arc.gc.ca/charities;

c) the Organization will no longer qualify as a charity for purposes of
subsection 123(1) of the Excise Tax Act. As a result, the Organization may
be subject to obligations and entitiements under the Excise Tax Act that
apply to organizations other than charities. If you have any questions about
your Goods and services tax/harmonized sales tax (GST/HST) obligations
and entitlements, please call GST/HST Rulings at 1-800-959-8287.

Finaliy, | wish to advise that subsection 150(1) of the Act requires that every corporation
(other than a corporation that was a registered charity throughout the year) file a return
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of income with the Minister in the prescribed form, containing prescribed information, for
each taxation year. The retum of income must be filed without notice or demand.

Yours sincerely,

7 ..

Caé—l ara

Director GGeneral
Charities 'Directorate

Attachments:
- CRA letter dated January 17, 2013;
- Representation letter dated March 15, 2013;
- Appendix “A”, Comments on Representations; and
- Appendix “B” Relevant Provisions of the Act

c.c.. Blake Bromley, Director
Theanon Charitable Foundation
Suite 1250, 1500 West Georgia St,
Vancouver BC V6G 226
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Theanon Charitable Foundation
Suite 1555, 1500 West Georgia Street
Vancouver, BC VB6G 276

REGISTERED MAIL

BN: 891106841 RR0O0O1

Attention: Blake Bromley, Director

January 17, 2013

Subject: Audit of Theanon Charitable Foundation

Dear Mr. Bromley:

File #: 0744540

This letter is further to the audit of the books and records of Theanon Charitable Foundation
(the Organization) conducted by the Canada Revenue Agency (the CRA). The audit inifially
related to the operations of the Organization for the period of May 1, 2004 to April 30, 2006.
The audit has since been expanded to include fiscal periods ending April 30, 2007 to

April 30, 2009.

The CRA has identified specific issues of non-compliance with the provisions of the income
Tax Act and/or its Regulalions in the following areas:

AREAS OF NON-COMPLIANCE:

Issue Reference

1. | Failure to Devote Resources to Charitable Purpose — Gifting 149.1(1), 149.1(3)(c),
to Non-Qualified Donees and undue benéefits 168(1)(b)

2. | Carrying on an unrelated business 149.1(3)(a)

3. | Issuing receipts not in accordance with the Act and/or its 168(1)(d), Reg. 3501
Reguiations

4. | Failure to maintain adequate books and records 168(1)(e), 230(2)

The purpose of this letter is to describe the areas of non-compliance identified by the CRA
during the course of our audit as they relate to the legislative provisions applicable to
registered charities and to provide the Organization with the opportunity to address our

Vancouver Island Tax Services

Services fiscaux de I Tle de Vancouver

1415 Vancouver Street 1415, rue Vancouver

Victoria BC Victoria, C-B

Mailing Address: I’adresse postale :

Vancouver Island Tax Services Services fiscaux de | Tle de Vancouver,
¢/o 9755 King George Hwy. AJS 9755 Aut. King George

Surrey, BC V3T 5E1 Surrey, C-B V3T 5E1%
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concerns. In order for a registered charity to retain its registration, it is required to comply with
the provisions of the Act and common law applicable to registered charities. If these
provisions are not complied with, the Minister of National Revenue (the Minister) may revoke
the Organization’s registration in the manner prescribed in section 168 of the Act.
The balance of this letter describes the identified areas of non-compliance in further detail.

Identified Areas of Non-Compliance

1) Failure to Devote its Resources to Charitable Activities

In order for an organization to be recognized as a charitable foundation, it must be constituted
exclusively for charitable purposes’. In the Supreme Court decision of Vancouver Society of
Immigrant and Visible Minority Women v. M.N.R. [1999] 1 S.C R. 10, Lacobucci J. speaking
for the majority, summarized the requirements for charitable registration at paragraph 159, as
follows:

“In conclusion, on the basis of the Canadian jurisprudence, the requirements for
registration under s. 248(1) come down to two:

(1) the purposes of the organization must be charitable, and must define the
scope of the activities engaged in by the organization; and

(2) all of the organization’s resources must be devoted to these aclivities.”

The term “charitable” is not defined in the Act; therefore it is hecessary to rely on the
jurisprudence in the common law. The courts have recognized four general categories of
charitable purposes: (1) the relief of poverty; (2) the advancement of religion; (3) the
advancement of education; and (4) other purposes beneficial to the community as a whole (or
a sufficient section thereof) in a way that the law regards as charitable. This |last category
identifies an additional group of purposes that have been held charitable at law rather than
qualifying any and all purposes that provide a public benefit as charitable.

As per subsection 149.1(1) of the Act, “charitable foundation” means a corporation or trust
that “operated exclusively for charitable purposes, no part of the income of which is payable
to, or is otherwise available for, the personal benefit of any proprietor, member, shareholder,
trustee or settler thereof”. Under the Act, this means a charitable foundation should only use
its resources (funds, personnel and/or property) in two ways, both inside and outside Canada
~ for charitable activities undertaken by itself or under its continued supervision, direction and
control; and for gifting to “qualified donees”, as defined in the Act. A charitable foundation
must be able to show through documented evidence and proper books and records that all its
operations are in furtherance of its charitable purposes. To this end, the charity must be able
to demonstrate to the CRA’s satisfaction that it maintains control over, and is fully
accountable for, the use of resources, including those provided to intermediaries, if any, at all
times.

' Vancouver Society of Immigrant & Visible Minority Women v. Minister of National Revenue, [1999] 1 S.C.R. 10,
at page 110 (paragraph 152, 154, 156)
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The Organization’s Purposes and Activities

The Organization was registered as a public foundation, effective September 22, 1986, to
receive and manage funds for the exclusive purpose of making gifts to qualified donees.

While the purposes can generaily be considered charitable at law, it is a question of fact
whether the Organization operates exclusively for charitable purposes. The Organization
must also demonstrate through its activities, actions, and programs that it operates
exclusively for charitable purposes?.

Based on our audit findings, the Organization has demonstrated that it does not operate for
purely charitable purposes. In fact, the evidence on the file, as outlined below, demonstrates
that a preponderance of the Organization’s effort and resources are devoted to participating
in various tax-planning arrangements that were designed to confer significant undue private
benefits to individuals and other persons. Operating to confer undue private benefits is not a
charitable purpose at law. It is our view that the Organization primarily operated for the
purpose of promoting private tax planning schemes and has structured its affairs for the
benefit of private individuals to the detriment of the Organization’s charitable mandate.

570129 BC Ltd. Vision Paoultry Ltd.

in 2005, the Organization purportedly transferred funds to three charities to assist their
purchase of all the outstanding shares of 570129 BC Ltd. On the same day, 570129 BC Ltd.
purportedly transferred farm assets valued at $3,460,000 to the Organization and was issued
an official donation receipt for the amount of $2,020,000 ($3,460,000 net of an outstanding
debt of $1,440,000 assumed by the Organization). Subsequently, the Organization
purportedly sold the farm assets of 570129 BC Ltd. for $3,460,000. A detailed summary of the
transactions is provided in the attached Appendix A.

In our view, the transactions were designed to give the appearance of routing the farm assets
of 570129 BC Ltd. through the participating registered charities under the guise of
investments and gifts, to facilitate the avoidance of taxes otherwise payable on the disposition
of these assets, rather than to genuinely enrich the charities involved. As indicated in
Appendix A, an agreement was already in place to sell the farm assets to an outside
purchaser, the Brandmas, before the purported donation to the Organization took place. If
570129 BC Lid. sold the assets directly to the outside purchaser, the sale would have been
subject to a capital gains tax. Dividend taxes would also be applicable when the sales
proceeds are withdrawn from 570129 BC Ltd. by Mr. H. Dekker and his spouse Ms. M. Vogel
(its original shareholders). By purportedly gifting the farm assets to the Organization before
the eventual sale, 570129 BC Ltd. was able to offset the capital gains tax otherwise payable
with the tax receipt issued by the Organization. Furthermore, the net proceeds from the sale
of the farm assets purportedly received by the Organization approximately equal the cash
transfers it made to the three charities that purchased the shares of 570129 BC Ltd. five days
prior. Effectively, the three charities and the Organization routed to its original shareholders

~ 2vancouver Society of Immigrant & Visible Minority Women v. Minister of Nationa! Revenue, [1999] 1 S.C.R. 10,
at page 131 (paragraph 194)
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on a tax-free basis the proceeds from the sale of 570129 BC Ltd.'s farm assets under the
guise of a share purchase, as the original shareholders were able to offset the capital gains
tax on the sale of the 570129 BC Ltd. shares with the capital gains exemption on farm
property. We note that while the original shareholders and 570129 BC Ltd. achieved
significant tax savings from these transactions, it does not appear that the Organization
received any benefit from its participation.

The facts as outlined in Appendix A indicate that the Organization played a crucial role in
facilitating these transactions by issuing the official donation receipt for 570129 BC Ltd. and
funnelling the proceeds from the sales of farm assets to the original shareholders. It is our
position that the primary, if not exclusive, purpose of the transactions as outlined was fo
facilitate a tax planning arrangement to confer undue private benefits rather than furthering
the Organization’s charitable purpose. |t is therefore our position that the Organization did not
operate exclusively for charitable purposes during the years under audit.

Dekker Pouliry Ltd (DPL)

On May 26, 2005, the Organization and two other charities purportedly purchased all the
outstanding shares of DPL from the ﬁfor $3,275,300. -1ad
purportedly purchased all of the outstanding shares of DPL for $3,034,025 less liabilities
earlier on the same day. Four days later, DPL purportedly gifted its assets valued at
$3,298,400 to the Organization and the two other charities. The Organization and the other
two charities issued official donation receipts for the fotal amount of $3,298,400 to DPL. A
detailed summary of the transactions are provided in the attached Appendix B.

In our view, the transactions were designed to give the appearance of routing the farm assets
(including BC egg quotas and livestock) of DPL through the participating registered charities,
under the guise of investments and gifts, fo facilitate the avoidance of taxes otherwise
payable on the disposition of these assets, rather than to genuinely enrich the charities
involved. As indicated in Appendix B, agreements were already in place to seli the farm
assets to various individuals and corporations before they were purportedly donated to the
Organization and two other charities. if DPL sold the assets directly to the outside purchasers,
the sales would have been subject to capital gains taxes. Dividend taxes would also be
applicable when the sales proceeds are withdrawn from DPL by - -and

(its original shareholders). By purportedly gifting the farm assets to the
Organization and the other two charities before the eventual sale, DPL was able to offset the
capital gains tax otherwise payable with the tax receipt issued by the charities. Furthermore,
the net proceeds from the sale of the farm assets purportedly received by the Organization
and the other two charities approximately equalled the purported consideration they paid for
the purchase of shares of DPL. Effectively, the Organization and the two charities routed to
the Dekkers, on a tax-free basis, the proceeds from the sale of DPL’s farm assets under the
guise of a share purchase, as the Dekkers were able to offset the capital gains tax on the sale
of the DPL shares with the capital gain exemption on farm property.

The facts as outlined in Appendix B indicate that the Organization and the other two charities

played a crucial role in facilitating these transactions by issuing the official donation receipts
for DPL and funnelling the proceeds from the sales of farm assets to the Dekkers. It is our

&0 -3
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position that the primary, if not exclusive, purpose of the transactions as outlined was to
facilitate a tax planning arrangement to confer undue private benefits rather than furthering
the Organization’s charitable purpose. It is therefore our position that the Organization did not
operate exclusively for charitable purposes during the years under audit.

On January 12, 2005, the Organization purchased 82,598 preferred shares of [JJJj, with
redemption value of $550,000, paid-up capital (PUC) of $15, and adjusted cost base (ACB) of
$550,000, fromn the @) for $539,000. The same preferred
shares were redeemed by on January 26, 2005 for $550,000.

Although this series of transactions seems to have resulted in a gain of $11,000 for the
Organization, we do not believe the purpose of the series was exclusively charitable. In our
view, the series of transactions were designed to utilize the tax exempt status of the
Organization to allow the- to receive the proceeds from the redemption of the preferred
shares of JJjjJj on a tax-free basis. We observe that if [JJll had redeemed the preferred
shares while they were held by the [JJjjij the ] would have been subject to a tax on
deemed dividends equal to the amount by which the redemption value of $550,000 exceeds
the PUC of $15. By selling the preferred shares to the Organization for $539,000, the

was able to receive the redemption proceeds less a small discount of $11,000 and report a
capital loss rather than a deemed dividend. Since the Organization was tax exempt, it was not
subject to a tax on the deemed dividends from the redemption of the preferred shares while it
was the holder of such shares. In essence, the [ paid an $11,000 fee, in the form of a
discount on the preferred shares, to the Organization in exchange for significant tax savings
on receiving the proceeds from the redemption of preferred shares that were held originally by
the-

In our view, the Organization accepted an $11,000 service fee to facilitate this series of
transactions that was designed to confer a significant undue private benefit, which is not a
charitable purpose. It is our position, therefore, that the Organization failed to operate
exclusively for charitable purposes.

Our audit indicated that the Organization participated in an arrangement that involved the
transactions of a number of assets originally belonging to h

in fiscal period ending 2002, transferred 16,063,637 publicly traded-
common shares of shares) to the Organization. The shares
were valued at $1.90 per share for an aggregate amount of $30,520,910.30. An official
donation receipt for $30,520,910.30 was issued to by the Organization. Eight
days later the Organization gifted the shares to h

sold the- shares to in 2005 in exchange for the latter’s royalty interest in
mining operations known as ° " (royalty interest). eventually transferred
the royalty interest to the a

S~
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private foundation controlled by _ A summary of these transactions

are provided in the attached Appendix C.

In our view, the transfer of the _ shares to the Organization and the related transactions
as summarized in Appendix C were never intended to benefit the Organization nor further its
charitable purposes. While the Organization’s charitable purpose is to make gifts to qualified
donees, it is our pasition that the transfer of the - shares by the Organization to
chﬁnot fit under this purpose. The facts, as summarized in Appendix C, indicate that the

shares were pre-ordained to be transferred to - as the Organization had no
discretion regarding their use and only acted as a conduit to route the property to [Jwhite
issuing a donation%* As explained in Mr. Blake Bromley's June 29, 2006
letter to the CRA, had intended for to receive the shares but routed
the property through the Organization solely to prevent -from losing its designation as a
charitable organization®. In other words, one of the intended purposes of these transactions,
in which the Organization played a crucial role, was to help circumvent certain
provisions of the Act.

Mr. Bromley also stated that the purpose of transferring the [l shares to [Jjwas to
I use the shares to secure loans to assist in the construction of the
. However, our records indicate that - never used the

shares to secure any loan during the time it held the shares. It is our view, therefore, that
neither the Organization’s nor h charitable purposes were ever furthered by their
participation in this arrangement.

Wary, it is our view that the arrangement conferred significant benefits on

a elated to We note that, as a result of the transactions in the
arra ngw received a donation receipt of $30,520,910 from the Organization
for the s@ut ultimately retained possession of this property. While h
re-acquired the shares from with the royalty interest, the Blusson Foundation
subsequently received the royalty interest with no consideration. Furthermore
would only have to report 25% of the capital gains from the disposition of the shares
to the Organization because of its status as a public foundation®. Yet, by acquiring them back,
the ACB of the shares has been increased to $31,324,092. Finally, it is our view that another

purpose of the arrangement was to avoid the application of the “loanback” provision under
subsection 118.1(16) of the Act. Our records indicated that the used the

es cansideration to acquire 27.500 Class B non-voting shares of

: e rom L
on , 2005. The shares are considered non-qualifying securities
(NQS) of

1
Wely after that time, as owns 100% of the common
shares of Therefore, if had received a donation receipt

*Mr. Blake Bromley, in his letter of June 29, 2006 to the CRA, advised: "It was in the interests of that
these shares not be donated directly to it by ibecause such a donation would cause to
subsequently lose its status as a charitable organization because 50% of the capitai would have been
contributed by a single donor. This potential problem was avoided because ireceived the donation from a
ublic foundation.”
See paragraph 38(1){(a) of the Act, as amended by S.C. 2002, ¢.9, s. 22(1), applicable to dispositions that
occur after 2001,

OO0~ ¢
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directly from the ||| |} } SN vithin 5 years before December 31, 2005, the amount of
the donation receipt would have to be reduced by the fair-market value of the _
shares under subsection 118.1(16) of the Act. However, the arrangement was structured to
avold this provision by having the Organization issue the donation receipt for the
shares and later substitute the Jij shares with the royalty interest, which was not
tax-receipted, before the latter was transferred to the * Accordingly, the
arrangement would have conferred significant tax savings on by preventing the
application of subsection 118.1(16) of the Act.

It is our view that the Organization participated in this arrangement to confer undue private
benefits on an individual while helping another charity circumvent certain provisions of the
Act. It is therefore our position that the Organization did not operate exclusively for charitable
purposes. ‘

Independent \World Television Foundation (IWTF)

In 2007, the Organization loaned $4,000,000 to IWTF, which was at the time a registered
charity but whose status has since been revoked, with the intent that the funds would flow
through to a US organization related to IWTF. The loan was set up to provide an interest rate
of 20% per annum plus 5% term interest. The annual interest is payable on March 31 of
each year, whereas the term interest is due and payable upon repayment of the principal, on
or before January 1, 2012. The Organization expected to receive payments of $800,000 per
year and annual accrued term interest of $200,000; however, the Organization has not
received any interest income from IWTF as of April 30, 2009.

In our view, the Organization has jeopardized its resources by loaning these funds to IWTF.
IWTF’s ability to pay the 20% annual interest is contingent on its ability to raise income® and
according to Mr. Jay, one of the directors of IWTF, an unwritten agreement existed wherein it
was understocd by the parties involved that the 20% annual interest was not payable until
IWTF raised sufficient income. From our review of IWTF’s publicly available annual
information returns up to the time of its revocation, it appeared they did not have the means to
make the annual payments let alone the ability to repay the loan at the end of its term.
Additionally, it is unclear whether IWTF repaid the loan and the interest accrued therein upon
cessation of its operations®.

While the Act does not expressly prohibit the loaning of funds by an Organization, the Act
does require a registered charity to devote all its resources to charitable activities. In our view,
the purpose of the loan was to ultimately transfer the funds to a US organization related to
IWTF rather than a bona fide investment. It is in this regard, that we view the Organization to
have not devoted its resources to charitable activities.

In light of the above information, it is our view that the Organization has failed to operate
exclusively for charitable purposes in compliance with the requirements of the Act. As a

- P IWTF's ability to repay the loan is also a concern given its demonstrated inability to meet the annual interest
anment obligation so far.
MTF was voluntarily revoked August 7, 2010.
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result, the Organization does not meet the definition of a charitable foundation under
subsection 149.1(1) of the Act.

According to the Organization’s 2008 general ledger, the Organization transferred $500,000
toa hbased corporation, as a security deposit. In November 2008 it appears the
Organization made a decision not to go forward with the project because the security deposit
was returned to the Organization. It is not clear what the deposit was for or how it relates to
the Organization’s charitable mandate. According to

In the absence of details provided by the Organization, it can reasonably be argued that the
$500,000 transferred to _ in 2008 was a gift made to a non-qualified donee. While
we recognize that the amount was subsequently returned to the Organization, it appears the
Organization was contemplating making a gift to a non-qualified donee; another potential
example of non-compliance with the Income Tax Act.

In 2008, the Organization acquired control of — as a means

to hold land it acquired under a court order bankruptcy sale which is a direct contravention of
paragraph 149.1(3)(c) of the Act. According to Mr. Bromley, “[The Organization] purchased
land under a court ordered bankruptcy sale. It subsequently rolled the land into a new
corporation it acquired” and it “did not purchase an operating corporation or the corporation
which previously held the land.” Paragraph 149.1(3)(c) of the Act specifically prohibits a public

fo ion from acquiring control of any corporation. The Organization is the sole shareholder
of nd it appears that _assets (land, building and docks) were leased to
over a five year period.

Additionally, in 2007, the Orgamzatlon loaned $1,500,000 to -w:th no specific terms of
e. According to Mr. Biake Bromley’s letter of May 10, 2010,
as vou are well aware, holds property and exists s ec;ftcally

is independent as indicated by Theanon being the sole shareholder.
Theanon has been actively trying to divest itself of and repay its loan and the most
fikely purchaser will be one of the aforementioned entities. However, given the current
economic conditions they have not been able to raise the capital to purchase ?

It is our view this arrangement is another instance of the Organization failing to devote its
resources to the charitable objects for which it was registered. The Organization has
contravened paragraph 149.1(3)(c) of the Act in addition to loaning funds to a corporation
without any guarantee the corporation will or can repay its debt. In our view, this is not a
prudent use of the Organization’s funds.

O 0p &



Due Diligence of Directors

We note with concern, with respect to the activities of the Organization and the safeguarding
of assets, that the directors have demonstrated a lack of due diligence. it is our opinion that
the Organization’s directors failed to demonstrate due diligence by using the Organization to
transact a series of complex transactions for the benefit of other organizations and
individuals, allowing its receipting privilege to be used for the benefit of other individuals and
organizations, authorizing expenditures unrelated to the Organization’s activities to be paid by
it, and simply accepting the decisions of one of the directors with regard to a number of
transactions without written, documented evidence of full board acceptance and
understanding.

Directors of a not-for-profit corporation are fiduciaries and are generally subject to the same
common law fiduciary obligations as directors of a business corporation. A fiduciary is a
person having a legal duty to act primarily for another person's benefit and is a person who
(a) owes another person the duties of good faith, trust, confidence, and candor; and (b) must
exercise a high standard of care in managing another's property. As a general matter,
fiduciary duties are imposed by the law to protect those who are vulnerable from those who
have power over them. Being a fiduciary means the directors will be held to high standards of
good faith, fair dealing and loyalty regarding the organization. The duties of the directors
include decision making, investing charitable property, performing corporate governance and
the active management and protection of charitable assets. The fiduciary duties of the
directors go beyond furthering the charitable objects of the charity, and the interests of the
charity should be put ahead of the interest of the directors.

Charity law also dictates that a charity’s assets are to be managed so as to obtain the best
return within the bounds of prudent investment principles. In our view, the Organization has
failed to enter into prudent investments of its resources as.follows:

o The purchase of shares in the following transactions are not considered to be prudent
investments because it resulted in a loss in the value of the shares as follows:

Shares — In December 2006, the Organization purchased 3,115,000 ||l
shares from valued at $3.25/share for total consideration
of $10,123,750. The consideration for the purchase of shares was a promissory note. In
April 2009, | bought the shares from the Organization for $0.81/share, for
total consideration paid of $2,523,150 resulting in a loss to the Organization’s
investment in of $7,600,600. The shares had previously been donated to '
by . At the time of sale fo , the Organization owed
$7,235,661 (after paying interest of $712,911.30 and principal of $2,887,018.70).

A historical review of stock market prices between the purchase in
December, 2006 and the sale in April 2009 revealed that the Organization sold the
shares to [l when the stock was at its lowest price in more than two years.

OO0~ =7




-10 -

It appears that the sale of the asset at this price and time period was strictly for the
benefit of _at the detriment of the Organization. The Organization reported a
loss of $7.600,600 on this transaction and remains to have a liability of $7,235,661

owing to -

» The Organization transferred funds to other charities involved in the tax planning
transactions so that the charities could purchase shares/assets of the farms involved
and complete the transaction as preordained for the personal benefit of corporations and
individuals. As per Appendix A attached, the Organization transferred $665,000 to
Gateway; $665,000 to Essential and $570,000 to Prescient to acquire the shares of
Vision.

Conclusion

From a purely financial standpoint, an overwhelming majority of the Organization’s resources
were devoted to and received from its participation in these tax planning arrangements and
the manner in which the Organization permitted the transactions to occur, became an end in
itself. Operating for the purpose of facilitating tax planning arrangements is not a charitable
purpose at law and, for this reason, we are of the position that the Organization does not
operate for exclusively charitable purposes as required by the definition of “charitable
foundation” under subsection 149.1(1) of the Act.

Under subsection 149.1(3) of the Act, the Minister may revoke the registration of the
registered charity in the manner as described at paragraph 168(1)(b} of the Act because the
registered charity has failed to comply with the requirements of the Act for its registration as
such. As outlined above, there appears to be sufficient grounds for revocation of the
charitable status of the Organization under paragraphs 149.1(3)(c) and 168(1}(b) of the Act.

2) Carrying on an Unrelated Business

Under paragraph 149.1(3)(a} of the Act, a public foundation may have its charitable
registration revoked if it carries on a business that is not a related business. ltis our view that
the Organization has carried on a business that is not a related business in a venture wherein
it purchased residential lots with the intention of resale for profit.

A business involves commercial activity, deriving revenues from providing goods or services,
undertaken with the intention to earn profit. The facts and circumstances surrounding the
Organization must be considered in the light of criteria discussed by the courts in Stewart v.
Canada, 2002 SCC 46 as follows:
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e The intended course of action: Is the rationale to earn a profit, and if so, the activity is
likely a business.

e The potential to show a profit: If the activity did not earn a profit but has the capability
of earning a profit, it may be a business because it is the intention and capacity to
make a profit that is relevant.

» The existence of profits in the past years: If the activity has been carried out for some
time, a history of it earning a profit would generally indicate that a business exists.

e The expertise and experience of the person or organization that underiakes the
activity: Review the knowledge, skill or experience of the person making the decisions
with regard to the activity as this may indicate that the activity is commercial in nature
and may be a business.

The definition of “business” in subsection 248(1) of the Act includes a reference to an
“adventure or concern in the nature of trade”. While the latter phrase was not defined in the
Act, CRA has summarized its common law definition in the Interpretation Bulletin 1T-459,
Adventure or concern in the nature of trade. Furthermore, the factors for determining whether
a sale of real property is considered an “adventure or concern in the nature of trade” were
outlined in 1T-218, Profits, capital gains and losses from the sale of real eslate, including
farmland and inhenited land and conversion of real estate from capital property to inventory
and vice versa. Although Interpretation Bulletins published by CRA do not have legal authority
in general, we note that both [T-459 and IT-218R have been explicitly referenced by the

~ courts in considering whether a transaction is an “adventure or concern in the nature of
trade”. For example, the Supreme Court of Canada, in Friesen vs. The Queen (95 DTC
5551), dealt with the issue of whether a parcel of land purchased for resale at a profit should
be considered an “inventory” and the whole venture a “business”, or more precisely, an
“adventure in the nature of trade”. The majority opinion in Friesen referenced both [T-459 and
IT-218R in its analysis of whether the venture should be considered “an adventure in the
nature of trade” pursuant to the definition of business in subsection 248(1) of the Act. The
majority opinion first determined that the venture must “involve a ‘scheme for profit-making™,
and proceeded to highlight the foliowing factors outlined in IT-218R:

(i) The taxpayer's intention with respect to the real estate at the time of purchase and the
feasibility of that intention and the extent to which it was carried out. An intention to sell
the property for a profit will make it more likely to be characterized as an adventure in the
nature of trade.

(i) The nature of the business, profession, calling or trade of the taxpayer and associates.
The more closely a taxpayer's business or occupation is related to real estate
transactions, the more likely it is that the income will be considered business income
rather than capital gain.

(iii) The nature of the property and the use made of it by the taxpayer.
(iv) The extent to which borrowed money was used to finance the transaction and the length

of time that the real estate was held by the taxpayer. Transactions involving borrowed
money and rapid resale are more likely to be adventures in the nature of trade.
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It is our position that these factors as applied in Friesen should serve as the framework for
determining whether the Organization had engaged in an “adventure or concem in the nature
of trade” within the meaning of the definition of “business” under subsection 248(1) of the Act.

On May 1, 2007 the Organization purchased fifty six residential lots in the District of
Squamish, British Columbia from Sea to Sky Foundation (SSF) for $9,000,000. The intent
was to seli the lots to build no more than seventy eight housing units on the property. The
Organization sold four lots at a profit in the audit period. As well, it appears that the
Organization held mortgages for at least two of the lots sold. Mr. Bromley’s letter dated
May 10, 2010 indicated the land was purchased by the Organization to provide needed
liquidity to and in the future the Organization would sell further lots for a profit.

The Orﬁanization hired of and -

of to direct and manage the sales and marketing
program affiliated with the sale of lots. It appears that the parties have been hired to market
and sell the lots on an ongoing and continuous basis. According to Mr. Bromley’s letter of
May 10, 2010, the Organization would continue to sell lots at a profit.

It is our view that the purchase and sale of residential lots by the Organization fits the
definition of “business” under subsection 248(1) of the Act based on the factors as applied in
Friesen. First, we note that the Organization never disputed that it was its intention to make a
profit from this venture, as evident by Mr. Bromley’s letter of May 10, 2010. This was further
reinforced by fact that the Organization had already sold four lots at a profit during the audit
period. Second, the Organization’s associates, _ in this venture are
persons for whom the purchase and sale of residential lots are very much related to their core
businesses. Third, the nature of the property in question being residential lots made it unlikely
that the Organization could generate a profit by merely holding them. Therefore, the oniy way
the Organization can profit from these lots is to resell them at a profit. Fourth, as indicated
above, the Organization had engaged in borrowing to finance at least two of the lots. It also
seems that the Organization is only intending to hold these lots for a relatively short term
before resale, as four of the lots purchased in 2007 were resold within two years. Finally, an
overview of the venture, as supported by the information provided by the Organization,
indicates that it involves a “scheme for profit-making” pursuant to Friesen.

For the purpose of applying paragraph 149.1(3)(a) of the Act, it is our position that the
purchase and sale of residential lots is a business carried on by Organization as opposed to a
one-time, isolated business transaction. In Tara Exploration and Development Company Ltd v
MNR (ECC), the court explained the phrase “to carry on” as something that “involves
continuity of time or operations”. As indicated above, the Organization purchased

56 residential lots for resale at a profit but had only sold 4 up to the end of the 2009 fiscal
year. it seems reasonable to conclude that the Organization wouid have to engage in
repeated and regular sales fransactions in subseguent years in order to fully realize the profit
it intended to generate from all 56 lots. We suggest that one of the reasons that the
Organization engaged real estate advisors and developers to be its associates for this
venture was that it realized the venture is a business to be carried on for multiple years. As
such, it is our position that the Organization has carried on a business for the purposes of
paragraph 149.1(3)(a) of the Act. ‘
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The purchase and sale of lots in this case cannot be considered related business activity
because:

¢ the business is not run substantially by volunteers; and
« the business is not linked to the Organization's charitable purpose and subordinate to
that purpose.

It is our opinion that the purchase and sale of lots and the holding of mortgages for the
purchasers is not a business activity which is linked and subordinate to the Organization’s
charitable purpose because it:

e is not specifically necessary for the effective operation of the Organization’s charitable
programs or to improve the quality of service delivered in its programs;
is not an asset that occurs as a by-product of the Organization’s charitable programs;

e is not a use of existing excess capacity which stems from the Organization’s usual
charitable activities; and

« s not carried on to advertise, promote, or symbolize the charity or its objects.

Moreover, to be considered a related business, the business activity must clearly be
subordinate to the overall charitable programming conducted by a charity. In the absence of
any significant charitable activity undertaken by the Organization, its business activities do not
meet this test.

A public foundation that carries on an unrelated business is liable to a penalty equal to 5% of
its gross revenue for a faxation year from any unrelated business that it carries on in the
taxation year. This penalty increases to 100% and the suspension of tax-receipting privileges
for a repeat infraction within five years. Although we have considered applying penalties in
this regard, we do not believe that this is an appropriate alternative, given the serious nature
of the matter of non-compliance.

Conclusion

In light of the abowve, it is our position that the Organization has carried on a business that is not a
related business. As such, there appears to be sufficient grounds to revoke the Organization’s
registration under paragraph 149.1(3)(a) of the Act.

3) Failure to Accept Valid Gifts in Accordance with the Act

It is our opinion that the Organization has contravened the Income Tax Act by issuing receipts
for transactions that do not qualify as gifis under section 118.1 of the Act. We offer the
following explanations to support our position.
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No Animus Donandi

In order to qualify as a charitable donation, there must be a true gift at common law. A true
gift is a voluntary transfer of real or personal property from a donor, who must freely dispose
of the property, to a donee, who receives the property given. The transaction may not result
directly or indirectly in a right, privilege, benefit or advantage to the donor or to the person
designated by the donor. Any legal obligation on the payor would cause the transfer to lose its
status as a gift.

The courts’ have also established that an essential element of a gift is animus donandi - that

the donor must be motivated by an intention to give. it must be clear that the donor intends to
enrich the donee, by giving away property, and to generaily grow poorer as a result of making
the gift.

It is our view that Organization issued significant donation receipts for the following
fransactions even though they lacked the requisite donative intent of a gift at law:

o« Receipt # P-027 to [ TGN o B <25 at $30,520,910

s Receipt # P-036 to 570129 BC Ltd. for farm assets at $2,020,000
*» Receipt# P-037 to _ for farm assets at $1,154,440

As explained previously, it is our position that the primary purpose of the donor in each case
was not to enrich the Organization or the other participating charities but, through a series of
transactions, to avoid certain provisions of the Act and taxes otherwise payable. As outlined
above, these transactions were pre-arranged by the donor, as the Organization merely acted
as a conduit to issue donation receipts and funnel cash and tax-receipted property to achieve
the desired tax effects. In each case, the financial positions of the Organization and other
charities involved did not improve by nearly as much as the tax-receipted amount, if at all. At
best, the Organization was lending its tax-receipting priviledge for a fee.

It is our position that there is no donative intent behind the aforementioned transactions. As
such, the property purportedly received by the Organization in each case did not qualify as a
gift under section 118.1 of the Act. it is our position, therefore, that the Organization had failed
to issue donation receipts in accordance with the Act.

Directed Gift — -Shares

As outlined above, the donor had intended to transfer the _Shares to -but feared
that doing so would cause to lose its status as a charitable organization. it was for this
reason alone that the shares were routed through the Organization, which then shortly
re-directed the prope According to an executed Option Agreement between
= dated January 8, 2002, “Theanon apticipates that it will in the
future assign and transfer 16,063,63ﬁccmm0n shares to ". The shares were

transferred from the Organization to January 10, 2002. Therefore, it is our position that

" For example, see Friedberg v The Queen 89 DTC 5115
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the transfer of the [} shares to the Organization was not a gift to the Organization, as it
merely acted as a conduit to route the property to its intended recipient.

Conclusion

Under paragraph 168(1)(d) of the Act, the Minister may, by registered mail, give notice to the
registered charity that the Minister proposes to revoke its registration if it issues a receipt
other than in accordance with the Act and its Regulations. It is our opinion the Organization
issued receipts for transactions that do not qualify as gifts at law. For this reason, there are
grounds for revocation of the charitable status of the Organization under paragraph 168(1){d)
of the Act.

4) Failure fo Maintain Adequate Books and Records

Subsection 230(2) of the Act requires that every registered charity maintain adequate books
and records, and books of account, at an address in Canada recorded with the Minister. In
addition to retaining copies of donation receipts, as explicitly required by subsection 230(2),
subsection 230(4) provides that “Every person required by this section to keep records and
books of account shall retain:

(a) the records and books of account referred to in this section in respect of which a
period is prescribed, together with every account and voucher necessary to verify
the information contained therein, for such period as prescribed; and

(b) all other records and books of account referred to in this section, together with
every account and voucher necessary to verify the information contained therein,
until the expiration of six years from the date of the last taxation year to which the
records and books of account relate.”

The policy of the CRA relating to the maintenance of books and records, and books of
account, is based on several judicial determinations, which have held that:

o itisthe respon3|blltty of the registered charity to prove that its charitable status should
not be revoked;®

= aregistered charity must maintain, and make available to the CRA af the fime of an
audit, meaningful books and records, regardless of its size or resources. It is not
sufficient to supply the required documentation and records subsequent thereto:® and

« the failure to maintain proper books, records and records of account in accordance
with the requxrements of the Act is itself sufficient reason to revoke an organization's
charitable status.™

The Canadian Committee for the Tel Aviv Foundation vs. Her Majesty the Queen, 2002 FCA 72 (FCA)
® Supra, footnote 3; The Lord's Evangelical Church of Deliverance and Prayer of Toronte v. Canada (2004) FCA

397
? (College Rabbinique de Montreal Oir Hachaim D'Tash v. Canada {Minister of the Cusioms and Revenue

Agency, (2004) FCA 101; Act section 168(1)
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The Act requires a registered charity to maintain information in such a form as to determine
whether there are grounds for the revocation of its registration under the Act and
jurisprudence has stated that the records of a charity should prove why its charitable status
should not be revoked.

As described above, the Organization was involved in various arrangements which, in our
opinion, appeared to be unrelated to its charitable purposes and were aimed at conferring
undue private benefits. Given the reportedly significant values of the assets and the
complexity of the transactions involved, it is reasonable to expect that the directors of the
Organization would have conducted extensive discussion regarding the approval of such
transactions. However, our audit indicated a lack of records of such discussions. For instance,
we found no Board minutes nor planning documents with respect to the transactions of the
shares of DPL and 570128 BC Ltd. Further, it would seem prudent for the Organization to
review the transactions and the associated expenditures on a continual basis. Here again, our
audit indicated the Organization did not retain adequate records to support these
expenditures. For instance, the Organization reported incurring significant legal fees
seemingly related to the transactions of DPL and 570129 BC Ltd. shares on its accounting
records, but the supporting documents did not fully explain specifically what type of legal
services were provided nor now the total fees were calculated.

Additionally, a review of the invoices recorded in the books and records indicated that
amounts were incurred by other individuals and/or organizations in relation to these
transactions and yet paid by the Organization. For example

¢ In 2005 invoices for legal and consulting expenses totalling $86,576 were paid in
relation to Dekker and Vision Poultry transactions.

« In 2005 and 2006 travel expenses were paid totalling $35,949 including $26,774 for
expenses related to a conference in Brussels and Amsterdam and a meeting in
Alberta.

¢ In 2006 a $30,000 invoice from _was paid for solicitor-client privileged
legal communication.'!

As we do not consider the poultry transactions to be a charitable activity, the related charges
by individuals and corporations cannot be considered to be incurred in carrying out the
Organization’s charitable purposes. Similarly, the Brussels trip does not appear to have any
relevance to the Organization’s activities as, to our knowledge, the Organization has no
activity in Brussels that would warrant these expenditures.

Conclusion

It is our view that the Organization failed to maintain adequate books and records and to
provide complete access to its records for our inspection. Under paragraph 168(1)(e) of the
Act, the Minister may, by registered mail, give notice to the charity that the Minister proposes
to revoke its registration because it fails to comply with or contravenes section 230 of the Act

" The Organization inaccurately treated this transaction as a gift to a qualified donee. The cheque stub indicates
the cheque was to cover legal fees. No further information was made available.
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dealing with books and records. it is our position the Organization has faited to comply with
and has contravened section 230 of the Act. For this reason alone there may be grounds to
revoke the registered status of the Organization under paragraph 168(1)(e) of the Act.

The Organization’s Options:

a}) No Response

i you choose not to respond, please advise us in writing of your intent. In that case,
the Director General of the Charities Directorate may give notice of its intention to
revoke the registration of the Organization by issuing a Notice of Intention in the
manner described in subsection 168(1) of the Act.

b} Response

Should you choose to respond, please provide your writien representations and any
additional information regarding the findings outlined above within 30 days from
the date of this letier. After considering the representations submitted by the
Organization, the Director General of the Charities Directorate will decide on the
appropriate course of action.

If you appoint a third party to represent you in this matter, please send us a writien
authorization naming the individual and explicitly authorizing that individual to discuss your file
with us.

If you have any questions or require further information or clayification, please do not hesitate
to contact the undersigned at the numbers indicated be;)%,
]

Yours sincerely,

Jeanne Effler, CGA
Audit Division

Telephone
Facsimile (250) 363-3862

cc: Robert Kruse
Christopher Richardson
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Appendix A

. ) Summary of 570129 BC Ltd./Vision Poultry Ltd. Transactions

Summary of Entities

Vision Poultry Ltd was incorporated in British Columbia on January 14, 1988. Prior to
February 2005, it was owned by 570129 BC i_td. It owned various assets including bird quota,
real estate and equipment. 570129 BC Lid. and Vision were amalgamated under the name of
570129 BC Lid on March 1, 2005.

570129 BC Ltd was incorporated in British Columbia on August 13, 1998. Prior to
February 2005, it was owned by Herman Dekker and Riet (Maria) Vogel.

Theanon Charitable Foundation (Theanon) was incorporated under the British Coiumbia
Society Act on September 22, 1986. It is a registered charity.

Essential Grace Foundation (Essential) was incorporated under the BC Society Act. ltis a
registered charity.

Prescient Foundation (Prescient) was incorporated under the BC Society Act. itis also a
registered charity.

Gateway Benevolent Society (Gateway) was incorporated under the BC Society Act. It is
y also a registered charity.

Philanthropy Without Frontiers (PWF) was incorporated under the BC Society Act. It is also
a registered charity.

Herman Dekker is the spouse of Riet (Maria) Vogel. They are [l residents of [

—is a real estate comiani in - specializing in farm

property. It is a Canadian corporation operated by

— is a law firm that acted for various charities.
— is a law firm that acted for Mr. Dekker and his spouse.
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$ amary of Transactions

) November 15, 2004

Listing agreement was signed between |||l and GG 2d 570129
BC Ltd. whereby |JJJll] acreed to seli property owned by 570129 BC Ltd. for a
commission. The property included real estate, 30,050 BC egg hatching quota and
equipment.

December 14, 2004

Contract of Purchase and Sale was signed whereby ||| |} ] ]JEEEEE offered to purchase
property from 570129 BC Ltd. for $3,460,000. A deposit of $50,000 was to be paid once
conditions were removed.

January 24, 2005
All conditions of the December 14™ agreement were removed. This agreement was
transferred from || to Steve and Krista Brandsma (the Brandsmas).

January 25, 2005
A cheque from the to I in Trust was written in the amount
of $50,000. The is the name of the Brandsma’s business.

February 8, 2005
A share purchase agreement was signed between Gateway and Mr. Dekker and his spouse,

the shareholders of 570129 whereby Gateway agreed to purchase all of the shares of 570129
BC Ltd. for $3,460,000. The deal was to close February 9™, although there is no evidence that -
it did.

February 14, 2005
Theanon purportediy gifted $1,100,000 to Philanthropy Without Frontiers (PWF).

February 25, 2005

~ Theanon purportedly gifted $90,000 to PWF. PWF purportedly lent 570129 BC Ltd.

$1,440,000 for the purpose of paying off amounts owing to the Bank of Montreal (BMO). A
cheque was written in this amount from Legacy to |JJi] 2 taw firm acting on behalf of Mr.
Dekker and his spouse.

Theanon purportedly made the following “Specified Gifts”
« $665,000 to Gateway
+ $665,000 to Essential
« $570,000 to Prescient

These gifts were purportedly disbursed through [l trust account. A total of $3,332,000
was deposited into a trust account at i The funds were purportedly from the charities
and PWF.

February 28. 2005

) A payment was made to Bank of Montreal in the amount of $1,086,955.38 from the

Trust account of ||
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T" “charities purportedly purchased all the outstanding shares of 570129 BC Ltd. from Mr.
Dexker and his spouse for $3,370,000 as per an Agreement for Sale. The purchase price was
Q reduced by $1,440,000 to account for the outstanding loan, resulting in a net purchase price
~ of $1,930,000. (According to the charities, this transaction actually happened on
February 25, 2005).

A cheque was received by -from - in the amount of $350,000. The letter
accompanying this cheque states that it is a charitable gift from Herman Dekker to Theanon.

March 1, 2005
570129 BC Lid. and Vision amalgamated and continued as 570129 BC Lid.

570129 BC Ltd. purportedly gifted all its assets to Theanon. Assets transferred purported!
included a broiler breeder bird’s quota, jand and improvements (at _

poultry, machinery and equipment and miscellanecus inventory in addition to
livestock.

570129 BC Ltd. received a donation receipt in the amount of $2,020,000 from Theanon.

The amount due to PWF by 570129 BC Ltd. appears to have been assumed by Theanon in
this transaction. It recorded a liability of $1,440,000.

Theanon purportedly sold the former 570129 BC Ltd. assets to the Brandsmas for proceeds
of $3,460,000. Theanon purportedly took back a mortgage in the amount of $350,000 secured
by the assets.

PR

March 2, 2005
A document titied “Assignment Loan & Security” purportedly assigned the Brandsma
mortgage to Mr. Dekker and his spouse in exchange for $350,000. This document, however,
was apparently not signed by any of the parties involved.

Payment of $3,109,152.98 was received from the Brandsma's lawyer representing the
amount owing for the assets purchased. '

March 3, 2005
The following cheques were written from the -trust account:

o $3,002,852.98 o (in trust for Theanon)
o $96,300.00 to (regarding commissions plus GST)
o $1,563,917.89 to Mr. Dekker and his spouse

May 9, 2005
A mortgage transfer was registered with Land Titles. This document purportedly records the

transfer of the Brandsma mortgage from Theanon to Mr. Dekker and his spouse. lts Terms
indicate that consideration paid for the mortgage was $350,000.
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Appendix B

Summary of Dekker Poultry Ltd (DPL) Transactiong

Parties involved

S St M st o

Dekker Poultry Ltd (DPL) was incorporated January 4, 1999. Prior to May 25, 2005 the
common shares were owned 50% by (the
Dekkers). It owned land and buildings and some chickens. It held a permit and quota issued
from the BC Chicken Marketing Board and germr{ and guota from the BC Egg Hatching
Commission.

R is 2 real estate company in . specializing in farm
property. It is a Canadian corporation operated by .

Theanon Charitable Foundation (Theanon) was incorporated under the BC Society Act on
September 22, 1986, Blake Bromiey, Robert Kruse and Kenneth Woods are directors, ltis a
registered chanty.

Essential Grace Foundation (Essential) was incorporated under the BC Society Act on
October 4, 2004. The directors are Jhordan Stevenson, Paul Mancuso and Ronnie Negus. It

~ is a registered charity.

Gateway Benevolent Society (Gateway) was incorporated under the BC Society Act on
July 3, 2000. The directors are John Glazema, Ivor Venema and Paul Mancuso, itis a
registered charity.

I B - B i for the Dekkers.
The Dekkers are [ residents living in [}
R - - B sidents lving in [
I s - B o poration.

B s =R corporation.

B s - B rosident %msr{g in [l

O B = the [l are referred to as third party purchasers).

I s Bicke Bromeys [}

)

1
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F “ts and Assumptions

) Feb 08, 2005

* An exclusive listing contract was signed between _and DPL. -agreed to hst
property owned by DPL. The property mentioned is real estate, but we assume it includes
other farm property owned by DPL as well.

Listing price was $3,300,000. DPL owned land and buildings, livestock and had license to
work a BC Hatching Egg quota from the BC Broiler Hatching Egg Commission (the
Commission) and a quota from the BC Chicken Marketing Board.

March 17, 2005

The Dekkers entered into a "Contract of Purchase and Sale of Shares” o seli their shares of
DPL. to Gateway. The purchase price was ta be $3,034,025 and on April 8™, 2005 a deposit of
$55,000 was made to hin frust. There is no evidence that this deal went through,
although nothing in writing cancels it either.

It is assumed that there was a side agreement to this contract whereby if Gateway were to
subsequently sell the quota for more than $103 a bird, then 50% of the excess wouid be
added to the sale price of the shares. The other 50% would go to commissions. This deal was
referred to as the "quota it

March 30, 2005
A contract of Purchase and Sale was signed between the - and DPL in which the -
.) agreed to purchase 15,000 BC Hatching E yota from DPL for a total of $1.65 million
" dollars. A deposit of $60,000 was paid to The deal was to close May 30", 2005. An
application was made Apsil 8", 2005 o the Commission for transfer of quota.

March 31, 2005

A contract of Purchase and Sale was signed between — (- and DPL in
which agreed to purchase 5,400 BC Egg Hatching Quota from DPL for a total of
$594,000. A deposit of $27,000 was paid toﬁm trust. Deal was to close May 30,
2005. An application was made Aprii 8", 2005 to the Commission for the transfer of quota

A contract of Purchase and Sale was signed between [JJJlland DPL in which [
agreed to purchase chickens. Total price was fo he $55,000. A $5,000 deposit was paid {o
hin trust. The deal was to close April 15, 2005,

April 4, 2005
A contract of Purchase and Sale was signed between _and DPL in which -agreed

to purchase 3,050 BC Haiching Egg Quota from DPL for a total of $329,400. A deposit of
$15,000 was paid to i in trust. An application was made April 8, 2005 fo the
Commission re transfer of the quota. The deal was to close May 30™, 2005.

May 26, 2005

Aﬁraemeat for Purchase and Sale purportedly signed between the Dekkers and —

agreed to purchase the shares in the capital of DPL.
" Purchase price was ta he $2,979,025 less $1,235,745 total liabilities (all owing to the Bank of
Montreal). A deposit of $55,000 was agreed to have been already paid.

2
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C ing date was May 26, 2005. The remainder of the purchase price was to be paid by way
of a promissory hots.

* Promissoty note purportedly issued to the Dekkers from -in the amount of $725,000.

The Dekkers purportedly resigned as directors of DPL.

— purportedly agreed to be a new sole director of DPL.

)

purportedly subscribed to an additional 100 common shares of DPL in consideration
of $1,235,745. signed a statement directed to DPL that it assumes the debt owing to
the bank by DPL in the amount of $1,235,745. Neither party informed the bank of this. DPL’s
assets were security for this loan.

I - roortedly sold allits purported DPL shares to Gateway (35%), Essential (30%) and
Theanon (35%). (These entities are hereafter referred to collectively as ‘the foundations’).
Purchase price was to be $3,275,300. Purchase price was to be paid by way of ;:;romissory
note.

May 30, 2005
DPL purportedly gifted to the foundations all of its assets. Donation receipts totalling

$3,298,400 were received.

DPL purportedly declared that it was holding the land and buildings as a “bare trustee and
mere nominee” for the benefit of the foundations.

“Bills of Sale” were purportedly drawn up and signed by DPL regarding the sales of quota to

the [ T O =<

Official donation receipts were issued to DPL by Essential, Gateway and Theanon.

May 31, 2005

A "General Conveyance” between the foundations as the sellers and the Dekkers as the
buyers was purportedly drawn up. The Dekkers purportedly purchased land and building from
the foundations for $725,000.

An “Agreement of Purchase and Sale” between the foundations and the Dekkers was
purportedly signed. The Dekkers purportedly purchased shares of DPL for $1.00.

DPL dectared that it held the land and building as bare trustee for the Dekkers.
$1,235,745 was paid to the Bank from the - trust account.

June 1,2005
The Dekkers were paid $971,552.63 from-trust account.

June 3, 2005

A cheque was issued t{)_tras’c account for $250,350.
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June 6. 2005
ﬂ Two commission cheques totalhng $39,512 were issued from the -trust account.
Both cheques were identified as “quota liit”.

June 16, 2005
Proceeds from the sale of assets were used to repay the loans from _ by Essential,
Gateway and Theanon.

June 29, 2005
$8,000 in legal fees were transferred from the _ account to another account.
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APPENDIX C

3
' TRANSFER OF sHARES oF I

Parties Involved

is a publicly traded company whose shares are fraded on the
Vancouver Stock Exchange. is involved in the mining and exploration business. The
majority of the shares from 1997 10 1989 were held by ; he was the
owner of 94% of the issued and outstanding shares (44,508,677/47,699,293). The authorized

share capital of [ was 100,000 commen shares, no par value and there were no other
classes of shares.

In 1998, - donated 28,571,430 shares of |l IR

Theanon Charitable Foundation (Theanon) was registered as a public foundation effective
September 22, 1986. The directors for the years 2000 through 2007 were Biake Bromley,
Robert Kruse and Kenneth Woods. In 2008 Christopher Richardson replaced Kenneth Woods
as director. The members were Blake Bromley (September 22, 1986 to present),

Marion Bromley (May 20, 1998 to present) and Pam Lushington (October 29, 1895 to
March 1, 2005).

-.

C & R Foundation (C & R) was registered as a private foundation effective

December 1, 1899. The directors since registration have not changed — Greg Kerfoot, Lisa
Kerfoot and Sandra Hancock.

.

| Blake Eromiey - I incorporated
IS Ci:kc Bromley, & and director of the charities involved in

O AS T




tl “share transaction, worked with [l anc other legal representatives to implement
... the plan.
)

Facts and Assumptions

1999
I vited 28,571,430 shares of I tc -as part of a donation arrangement.

December 31, 2001
_gifted the balance of his-common shares {16,063,637) to Theanon. The
shares were valued at a price of $1.90 per share for an aggregate amount of $30,520,910.30.
Deed of Gift between |Jjpnd Theanon dated December 31, 2001 was executed. Official
donation receipt was issued by Theanon to -for 16,063,637 -shares in the
amount of $30,520,910.30.

January 8, 2002
An Option Agreement between -and —was executed. According to
the Agreement

« Theanon anticipates that it will in the future assign and transfer 16,063,637-
common shares to ;

I ants an irrevocable right to purchase at any time and from time to
time up to and including November 30, 2005 all or any of the shares at the option price
of $1.90 on or before November 30, 2003 and $1.95 after November 30, 2003 and

- ~ before December 1, 2005 (price was to be reduced by any dividends paid on the
) shares during the time of the option agreement);
may at any time assign his obligation under this Agreement to | N

January 10, 2002

Deed of Gift was executed by Theanon to [JJJjjj whereby Theanon transferred by way of gift
all of its right, title and interest in the 16,063,637 shares of Jlllill The shares were reported
on line 103 (received from other registered charities) of the T3010 completed by [}

Auqust 11, 2003
loaned JJJij $2.000,000 on August 11, 2003. I

provided collateral of 1,060,000 shares valued at $1.95 per share. Promissory Note
was executed indicating an interest rate of 18% per annum. Interest of $900,000 was to be
prepaid on August 12, 2003. On the same day, Jjeitted $900,000 tojiiij. Principal
amount was to be paid by November 30, 2005.

|

March 15, 2004

Loan Agreement executed between s lender and as borrower -
$6,500,000. The interest rate is 15% per annum with an additional $1,000,000 in interest to
be paid at the end of the three year term. The collateral for the loan is 4,000,000 [
common shares owned by i}

j According to the Loan Agreement, is to loan $3,000,000 to C & R. Foundation to be
used specifically to repay the principal of an amount outstanding under a C & R. Loan
2
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A Trement and the balance of the loan ($3,500,000) is to be used to pay operating costs
incurred in connection with the “Project”. According to Section 1.1 Definitions of the

k ? March 15, 2004 Loan Agreement, the “Project” means the proposed construction of the
' SR o, o for the benei of the I

June 29, 2005

-Directors' Resolution approved transfer of -shares to -pursuant to his

notice of exercise of option.

July 1, 2005

issued a Notice of Exercise of option to purchase the 16,063,637 shares of
t a price of $1.95 per share. Shares purchased.
An Agreement was entered into between and or _to sell his
royalty interest in mining operations known as ° " (“royalty interest”). The
purchase price for the royalty interest was $31,200,000. as purchaser, issued a

promissory note for the entire purchase price with terms of 5% interest per annum,
compounded semi-annually, payable 30 days after demand.

August 17, 2005

An Agreement was entered into by _and
each other, with a new promissory note issued by

$24,092.15. Copies of all promissory notes attached.

regarding their promissory notes {o
o) -for the balance of

\ The new promissofy note amount i$24,092.15) was péid off by chegue byl_

a company in which holds a controlling interest.

same ansferrini the roiali interest irii ht, title and
from to

s a specified gift. It was reported as such on line 5070 of the 2005

30 arity Return - $31,300,000. The Deed of Gift included a copy of the Agreement of
Purchase and Sale between [Illllnd dated July 1, 2005 whereby
sold the royalty interest in the to Ilfor $31,300,000.

Note: On December 31, 2005, 27.500 of ere sold b
= n exchange

for the above- mentioned royal interest for the same amount - $27,500,000.

Receipt #021 issued by
ifor 11,000,000 shares of

share,

A Deed of Gift was e

in the amount of $35,750,000 to
. At a share price of $3.250 per

< !s 2,500 Class B shares for $2,750,000

9027




S’ "MARY OF TRANSFER OF SHARES OF NOR-WEST ROTORS LTD.

U Parties Involved

I (R is o private comporation incorpomunder

th It was struck from the corporate register but
restored | NG wns 100% of the Class A voting,

non-participating shares of the company and as such controls the company. On

December 28, 2005 200,000 Class B non-voting, participating shares of the company were
issued to t an issue price of $200,000,000. There are no other issued shares of
this company.

The

1) (“mining interest”) —-ad a 10% participating interest in the
interest is described as all of right, title and interest in and to the

and the assets used in the described in the
made between

and dated effective

On the same date as the 200,000 Class B shares were issued, -purchased-

s nining interest in the [N -rd 2! assets used in the I

According to the notes to the
__ financial statements, the fmv of the assets received by |Jjij was equal to the issue price
) of the Class B shares. ' :

2) ("buffer zone”) -m a participating interest in the buffer zone joint venture
which has mineral claims in the By agreement dated —the buffer
zone was sold to* Consideration for the acquisition was the
issuance of 40,000,000 common shares of-at a deemed value of $70,000,000

($1.75 per share).
3) (“royalty interest”) qowned all the rights and interest in and to a royaity

interest, including all payments due to-in respect of mining operations in the area known
as ' i

On July 1, 2005 the royalty interest was sold to _or

$31,300,000 in exchange for a promissory note.

O~ P



Blake Bromley —
, Blake Bromley,

) in the share transactions, worked with
- implement the plan.

,a
and director of at least one of the charities involved
and other legal representatives to

Facts and Assumptions

December 28, 2005

d his 10°ﬁ Farticipating interest in the-(mining interest) to

(

Consideration for mining interest is 200,000 Class B non-voting participating shares of-

(issue price of $200 million @ $1,000 per share). The stated fair market value of the
mining interest is $200 million although no valuation was available to support the FMV as
reported.

On the same date, as part of a series of transactions,-donated 110,000 Class B
shares to four different registered charities as follows:

# of Donated Shares

.Registered Chariti of I

65,000
30,000

. 10,000

) 5.000

: ota 110,000

O I0-=2 F




.

1ne balance of the B shares (90,000) were sold by ||| the
j y agreement dated January 3, 2006 for $90,000,000. Consideration
/ "given Tor the purchase was a promissory note.

exchanged shares for cash as per option agreement - $4 miilion as of October 2008.
$700,000 fee paid to Blake Bromley.

xchanged shares for cash as per option agreement - $3 million as of October
2008. Fees paid?

-exchanged shares for $65 million — consideration was interest receivable on loans

Il cxchanged 27,500 Class B shares valued at $27,500,000 for royalty interest valued at
same amount.

l<!is 2,500 Class B shares valued at $2,750,000.
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DATE March 15,2013

. -
Ms. Jeanne Effler

Audit Division, Charities Directorate

Canada Revenue Agency 250-363-3862 -______

Re: Theanon Charitable Foundation
BN 891106841 RR0001
Your File No. 0744540

EMANL

FHONE

Please see attached.
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March 15, 2013

BY FAX 250-363-3862

Ms. Jeanne Effler

Audit Division

Charities Directorate
Vancouver Island Tax Services
Canada Revenue Agency

1415 Vancouver Street

Victoria, B.C.

Dear Ms. Effler:

Re: Theanon Charitable Foundation (“Theanon”)
BN891106841 RR0001
Your File No. 0744540

Further to our letter of January 13 to Ross Thackray and your letter of February 22,
granting an extension until March 15 to reply to your letter of January 17, we are now
replying on behalf of Theanon.

You have alleged four specific areas of non-compliance, hamely:

1.

4.

failure to devote resources to charitable purposes by making gifts to non-
qualified donees and providing undue benefits;

catrying on an unrelated business;

issuing receipts that were not in accordance with the Income Tax Act (the
“ITA") or the regulations;

failure to maintain adequate books and records.

For the reasons set out below, we do not agree with your analysis and conclusions. In
particular, we do not agree that Theanon failed to devote its resources to charitable
purposes, made gifts to a non-qualified donee, conferred undue benefits within the
meaning in the ITA (or perhaps private benefits that are not “undue” benefits) or
acquired control of a corporation as contemplated in the ITA. We also do not agree that
Theanon carried on an unrelated business, issued receipts that were not in accordance
with the ITA or failed to maintain adequate books and records, as required by the ITA.
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Qverview

Unless otherwise stated, we use the definitions in your letter and schedules.

We hope that this approach is not a suggestion or perhaps an allegation that there is
some fype of inappropriate conspiracy or nefarious purpose involving some or all of
those parfies in carrying out transactions that you have described as “tax-planning
arrangements”, with an implication that tax planning, in and of ifself, is somehow
improper, inappropriate or not permitted, if it involves a registered charity in any way.
We are not aware of any principle of faw or any provision in the ITA that suggests a
registered charity cannot participate n its own tax planning or be involved in
transactions where others, particularly donors, canry out their own tax planning, or
where there are collateral benefits for third parties that do not emanate from the charity,
as long as a registered charity complies with the requirements in the ITA. The ITA
contains extensive anti-avoldance rules, including a general anti-avoidance ruie
{"GAAR") and recent amendments have dealt with the specific anti-avoidance rules
relating to registered charifies, in subsections 149.1(4.1), 188.1(11) and 188.1(12). We
note that subsection 207.1(5), which applies to exempt organizations including
registered charities, addresses situations in which there is an agreement to acquire a
share of a corporation {other than from the comporation itself), at a price that differs from
the fair market value of the share at the time the share may be acquired. In that regard,
we submit that it is implicit and confirmed by this provision that public foundations in
particular can and do buy and sell securities. indeed, many public foundations hold
endowment funds, which require them to make investments and thus buy and sell
shares and other securities. We note as well that subsection 100(1) deals with
situgtions in which an interest in a partnership is transferred to a person that is exempt
from fax, including a registered charity. These rules clearly indicate that the Department
of Finance is aware of potential abuses and has enacted specific ritles to address them
as they relate to registered charifies. We are not aware of any overall policy or any
professed object and spirit of the provisions in the 1TA that would prevent a registered
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charity from engaging in aclivities, consistent with its charitable purposes, that enable it
to raise funds to carry out its charitable purposes, simply because it engages in
fransactions with other registered charities, donors, or third parties with whom it is
dealing at amm’s length which do not confer any benefit on its own members, directors or
other officials.’

In Remaf®, a registered chatity patticipated in an arrangement that assisted a donor in
achieving a beneficial tax result. Promissory notes owned by the charity were non-
qualifying securities. The charity co-operated with the donor and a “friendly” third party
to carry out an arrangement under which those notes were sold for notes issued by the
third party. This “cleansed” the original notes and permitted the original donor to claim
the intended tax relief. The reported decision does not suggest that the charity was
criticized by CRA for participating in the transaction that resulted in the substitution of
“old” notes for “new” notes. The old notes had been donated subject to a 10 year
retention direction, under the former “enduring property” rules. The court said the
transaction did not provide any monetary benefit to the third party because the new
notes were for identical amounts and for the same rates of interest as the old notes and
the third party did not charge any fee for entering into the transaction. The court also
said that regardless of the face amount of a note, its value depends on the ability of the
issuer to honour it. It added that if a charity that receives a note as a donation disposes
of it to a third party in an arm’s length transaction, the valuation problem is largely
solved, since it can be assumed that the third party will have investigated the financial
position of the issuer to ensure that it can honour the note at its face value. The court
also said that if the third party purchases the note for its face value, the Minister can
assume that this is what it is worth. We submit that the same principle applies to shares
or assets given to a charity and sold by it.

The decision in the Tax Court® states that the donor's adviser felt the charity had a
“moral obligation” to make an otherwise non-qualifying security a qualifying security so it
would result in the resolution of the donor's tax problem. It is clear that the charity
engaged in a transaction solely o provide a collateral benefit to a third party and without
any monetary benefit to itself. It appears that applying your analysis, that charity should
be criticized for having devoted any of its resources to assisting the donor in carrying
out a transaction that resulted in a clear tax benefit to him.

' As discussed below, there are also antl-avoidance rules dealing with giffing arrangements and tax
shelters.

* The Queen v. Remai, 2009 DTC §188 (FCA). The donor died and the issue became one for his estate.
42008 DTC 4567
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We have some other general observations, based on information provided to us by
Theanon. With reference to the comments under the heading “The Organization's
Purposes and Activities’, we are advised that it is incorrect to allege that a
preponderance of the effort and resources of Theanon were devoted to participating in
various fax planning arrangements. We are advised that in its T3010 returns Theanon
disclosed gifts to gualified donees in the total amount of approximately $11.3 million
during the period of the audit, in addition to the approximately $1.9 million donated to
Prescient, Essential Grace and Gateway in connection with the purchase of shares by
them. The 73010 returns filed by Theanon disclosed that in the three fiscal periods
subsequent to the audit, Theanon made additional grants worth approximately $39.7
million to qualified donees.

We submit that the alleged tax-planning arrangements involving the Dekkers and-
were not carried out to the detriment of Theanon's charitable mandate,
ecause Theanon made a profit from each arangement. You refer to undue benefits,
but it appears you have not relied on subsection 188.1(5) of the iTA and you have not
identified any particular transactions that allegedly fall within the meaning of that term.
This is discussed more fully below. Looking at the audit as a whole from the
perspective of overall fairness, we submit that it is not appropriate not to refer to the fact
that the Dekkers donated $350,000 to Theanon, which was in addition to the "profit” that
it and other charities made from the arrangements,

We submit that the rules in Part V dealing with conferral of undue benefits are not open-
ended. Subsection 188.1(5) states that an undue benefit conferred on a persen (the
“beneficiary”) includes a disbursement by way of gift or the amount of income, rights,
property or resources that is paid, payable or assigned or otherwise made available for
the personal benefit of a person, provided that the person meets certain tests.
Specifically, the person must be a proprietor, member, shareholder, frustee or settlor of
the charity who has contributed or otherwise paid more than 50% of the capital to the
charity or who deals not at arm's iength with such a person or with the charity. Neither
the Dekkers nor the-fall within that definition. The definition also includes any
benefit conferred on a ’beneficiary” (as defined above)} by another person, at the
direction of or with the consent of the charity in certain circumstances. We submit that
the person on whom the benefit is conferred must be a “beneficiary”, which is limited o
a specific class of persons and no such undue benefits were conferred by Theanon.

Your main concern appears to be that Theanon was involved in transactions as a result
of which unrelated third parties achieved a tax advantage despite the fact that there was
also a benefit to Theanon, We do not know the nature or extent of any tax advantage
that unrelated third parties are alleged to have received as a result of simply having sold
shares 10 Theanon or another charity and having received ho advantage comparedto a
sale o any other unrelated purchaser. However, it seems to be implicit in your
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approach that this, in and of itself, is contrary to carrying on a charitable activity or a
charitable purpose, even if the activity is not itself a purpose and even if the activity
raised revenue that Theanon used to pursue its charitable purposes. In effect, it
appears to us that you are importing a form of anti-avoidance rule into the ITA in
circumstances in which Parliament chose not to enact this form of anti-avoidance rule.
In the context of a requirement to devote all resources to charitable activities, you have
mentioned the concept of due diligence of directors. You note that directors are
fiduciaries, We do not agree that there is necessarily a lack of due diligence or a failure
to carry out fiduciary duties simply because a registered charity undertakes activities, for
its own benefit, that result in collateral benefits to third parties, as long as those benefits
do not confer an undue benefit for purposes of the ITA and do not impoverish the
charity.

More generally, your references to the failure of Theanon to devote its resources to
charitable purposes seems, with respect, to be confusing the requirements for a
charitable organization, which is that it must devote all of its resources to its own
charitable activities, and the requirements for a charitable foundation, which is that it
must be constituted and operated exclusively for charitable purposes. We submit that
there is a clear distinction between a requirement to devote resources to charitable
activity and a requirement to engage in exclusively charitable purposes. We further
submit that there is a fundamental difference between an activity and a purpose, as the
Supreme Court of Canada has noted in the Vancouver Society case and in the Towle
case, referred to in that case.

On page 7, you state that while the ITA does not expressly prohibit the loaning of funds,
it does require a registered charity to devote all its resources to charitable activities. As
noted, this is an incorrect description of the requirements imposed on a public
foundation, rather than on a charitable organization. The definition of “charitable
purposes” includes a disbursement to a qualified donee. We submit that it is therefore
clear that making a loan to a qualified donee must necessarily be regarded as a
devotion of resources to charitable activities, to the extent that you feel it is relevant.
You make a similar statement about a failure of Theanon to devote its resources to its
charitable objects for which it was registered, in the final paragraph on page 8. Again,
we submit that this confuses the requirement imposed on a charitable organization to
devote all of its resources to its own charitable activities and the requirement imposed
on a public foundation to ensure that it is constituted and operated at all times for
exclusively charitable purposes. We gather that you are alleging Theanon failed to
ensure that it was operated for its charitable purposes when it undertook various
activities, We would be grateful if you would confirm our understanding of the true
nature of your allegation.
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Another comment about devotion of resources appears in the first paragraph under the
heading “Conclusion” on page 10, where you state that an overwhelming majority of the
resources of Theanon were devoted to and received from its participation in tax-
planning arrangements and the manner in which Theanon permitted the transactions to
occur had become an end in itself. You state that operating for the purpose of
facilitating tax planning arrangements is not a charitable purpose. If in fact Theanon
had operated for the purpose of facilitating tax planning arrangements, we might be
inclined to agree with you. In that regard, we note that the ITA contains rules dealing
with “giting arrangements”* The definiion is subsection 237.1(1) confirms that
Parliament addressed its mind to what it perceived to be abusive tax planning. It
appears to us that the definition is sufficiently broad that it could include, for instance, an
arrangement under which a registered charity receiving a gift from a donor makes a gift
to another qualified donee. As far as we are aware, CRA does not take the position that
this constitutes a gifting arrangement or a tax shelter. We do not agree that Theanon
was operating for the purpose of facilitating tax planning arrangements. We submit that
Theanon was not engaged in any activities that engaged the provisions dealing with
gifting arrangements or tax shelters and at all times was undertaking activities that fell
short of becoming a purpose, with a view to raising funds so that it could carry out its
charitable purposes.

The extensive schedules fo your letter appear to be fairly generic and we assume you
are using them in connection with audits of some or all of the other registered charities
Whose schedules. We note in particular that the schedule relating to_

does not involve Theanon. This seems to suggest an element of "guilt by
association”, since Theanon participated in discrete and clearly identified transactions
and we submit that it should not be tarred wath any brush that might involve other
parties, whether they were donors, purchasers, sellers or other registered charities. In

our view, the question is whether Theanon was constituted and operated at all times for
charitable purposes and did not contravene any provisions in the ITA.

* We dlscuss gifting arrangements in more detail below. We also note the anti-avoidance rule in section
46, dealing with “excluded property” which is defined as property acquired in circumstances in which It is
reasonable to consider that the acquisition relates to an arrangement that is promoted by another person
under which it is reasonable to conclude that the property will be the subject of a gift to a qualified donee.
We note as well subsection 110.1(1.2) which is intended to prevent “trafficking” in charitable donation
deductions if control of a corporation is acquired by a person or group of persons and that corporation has
a carry forward for donations made in previous years.
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Our specific comments in response ta your letter are set out below:

Dekker Poultry Transactions

We submit that a number of the statements made your letter with respect to 570129
B.C. Ltd./Vision Poultry Ltd. are not reasonable based on the facts. For instance:

1.

you repeatedly use the “purportedly” when describing transactions that
were the subject of your audit and that are alsao mentioned in the Crown’s
Memorandum of Fact and Law filed in the Prescient appeal, but withaut
such coloured language;

we submit that it is not reasonable or correct to assume that when a
husband and wife are each entitied to claim an exemption for capital gains
if they sell shares of a farming corporation, they would instead deliberately
choose to sell the corporation’s assets and pay more tax than if they had
engaged in legitimate tax planning to take advantage of the capital gains
exemption;

we submit that it is nat correct to say that Theanon does not appear to
have received any benefit from its participation in the transactions when,
based on the facts in your letter, it made specified gifts of approximately
$1.9 million to facilitate the purchase of shares, received a danation of
approximately $2 million and received an additional $350,000 from the
individuals who had sald their shares;

we are advised that Blake Bromley has never communicated with or
spaken to or met either Mr. or Mrs. Dekker in connection with the Dekker
Poultry transaction or the Vision Poultry transaction. We submit that it is
unreasonable to suggest Theanon is responsible for ¥ax and business
decisions made by the Dekkers in connection with their dealings with
Theanon;

we submit that the value of shares can be legitimately reduced to a
nominal amount if assets of a carporation are sold, tax is paid and
dividends are paid to a shareholder out of retained earnings. This is not
an unusual situation with respect to the type of transaction described in
your letter. This is the same result with respect to the value of the shares
that would accur if the corporation donated its assets, paid tax and paid a
dividend to its shareholder;
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6. we are advised that the Dekker Poultry transaction and the Vision Poultry
transactions were substantially the same, except that Prescient did not
participate and the Dekker family members involved sold their shares to a
faxabie corporation and not to a registered charity in that situation,

it appears o us that your approach of the transactions imposes on
Theanon responsibility for tax planning undertaken by other parties. in reality, Theanon
simply purchased shares at a discount and arranged to have them redeemed. The
redemption resylted in a profit and a benefit to Theanon and we subimit that no “undue
benefit” was conferred on any perscn (and in particular on any "beneficiary” as
discussed more fully below), because Theanon paid “reasonable consideration” for the
shares.

You state at page 5 that Theanon accepted a fee to facilitate a series of transactions
that was designed to confer a significant undue private benefit which is not a charitable
purpose. It is not ciear if you are refenring to an undue benefit as contemplated in
subsection 188.1(5) or you fee| that, notwithstanding the provisions in the ITA, any
collateral benefit that happens to accrue to a third party is sufficient to permit revocation
of registration of a charitable organization. We submit that the introduction of the rules
deaiing with conferral of undue benefits indicates that Parliament intended to narrow the
situations in which undue benefits put the status of a registered charity at risk, where
there is no issue about overali public henefit and overall charitable purposes.

As stated above, there is an exception from the rules dealing with a conferral of undue
benefits where reasonable consideration is paid to or by a registered charity. We
submit that Theanon did not pay anything other than a reasonable amount for any of the
shares n question.

We submit that the detailed analysis of the -transactions is_not relevant or
reasonable, since the donation of approximately 16 million shares of - ccuired
well before the beginning of the Theanon audit peried. Theanon was not involved in the
subsequent transactions relating to the shares. In any eveni, we submit that

was impoverished as a result of the donation of shares, as is evident from
your own descrption of the documents and the transactions. We submit that the value
credited o | for the sale of the was approximately $27.5
miilion, whereas we are advised that the Royalty has to date produced approximately
that much in revenue for the charity that owns it and that charity is i

ally entitled to a
further $24 million in compensation. As a result, we submit thatekwafs
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impoverished by almost twice the amount recorded i the donation receipt that he
received from Theanon and the overall benefit to the chantable sector was in excess of
$50 millicn. We submit that when viewed from an overall perspective, the transactions
resulted in a significant benefit to the registered charities and the fact that other
taxpayers may have obtained collateral benefits that did not impoverish or emanate
from the charities, is not in and of itself a reason to suggest that the registration of any
of the registered charities should be revoked or that they were engaged in any improper
activity.

We submit that your approach is wrong in both law and fact fo the extent that it
suggests that 1eceived a greater tax benefit as a result of donating to
Theanon rather than to We understand that ] has at all relevant times been
a charitable organization and qreceived the same benefit from donating to
Theanon that he would have received had he donated to any other public foundation.

in that regard, we submit that whatever benefit may have resulted from a donation by
Theanon to [ it did not result in any benefit oI \We submit that as a
matier of tax policy, the ITA does not put small charitable organizations at risk of loss of
status as a charitable organization simply because they receive one large donation if
that donation did not come from an individual taxpayer or private foundation. The rules
in section 149.1 expressly permit public foundations to make gifts to charitable
organizations without requiring the charitable organizations t0 change their designation

to private foundations. We submit that it is not reasonable to focus on a single example
of tax planning as cause for revocation of registration of Theanon.

We submit that the transfer of shares of [l from Theanon to [l vas carried out
in furtherance of a charitable purpose within the meaning of “charitable purposes” as
defined in subsection 149.1(1). We do not agree with any implied or express
suggestion of a nefatious or improper plan when one registered charity issues a
donation receipt to another registered charity, when the property that is donated might
ultimately be sold by the transferee charity {0 a third parly, even if that party has been
involved in other transactions with the charity. In our experience, CRA frequently
acknowledges that such transactions take place through many different charities and
does not suggest this is grounds for revocation. For instance, we understand that
qhas transferred in excess of $300 million on this basis to other registered
charities, on the direction of its donors. We think if is inappropriate to omit reference to
the fact that during the audit period, made nine additional gifts to Theanon
with a total value of approximately $1o million, which were not challenged on the audit.
Those gifts were made in cash or shares of publicly traded corporations, of which only
about $700,000 was based on the vaiue of shares of . Theanon issued official
donation receipts which have not been challenged on this audit or other audits of
Theanon or, as far as we are aware, on any audits of || R
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We are aware of many situations in which pre-arranged sale transactions have been
carried out, based on advance tax rulings issued by CRA, involving flow-through shares.
Typically, a registered charity, a publicly traded company and a promoter amange
tfransactions so that a donor acquires shares of the company and donates them fo the
reégistered charity. The value of those shares is agreed upon, on the understanding that
the charlty will immediately sell those shares to a "liquidity provider” at an agreed upon
price which the charity uses to delermine the value of the gift. As far as we are aware,
CRA has never questioned these arrangements or suggested that the registered charity
is acting as a mere conduit or funnel between the donor and the ultimale purchaser of
the shares. We enclose a copy of a ruling issued in 2008 by CRA in connection with a
flow-through share offering. In the Theanon transactions, we submit that all transfers
that were characterized as gifts were legaily gifts and should be recognized as stich at
common law and for purposes of the (TA.

We are also aware that in invites donors to identify other
registered charities to which “gifts” will be transferred after deducting a fee. This seems
to be similar to the iarrangement. The clearly undertakes fo a
donor that it will treat the gift as a directed gift and in effect act as a conduit. While the
issues the official receipt, there is no doubt that denated funds, net of a
service charge, will be transferred to the other registered charity, This is not a wish but
a command. We understand CRA does not object to this approach, since both the

-ad the other registered charity are qualified donees, a gift is made to a
gualified donee and whether —acta as a conduit or is a principal and then in
turn makes a gift to the other registered charity is of little practical consequence. We
understand the ||| o h on the one hand, and the other recipient
charities, on the other hand, {real (hese iransactions as a g or
by the donor and a gift i’:yﬁor to the other

return, but we have no direct information

registered charity for purposes of their T30
in that regard.

In our view_ it is inconsistent for CRA to accept arrangements such as those involving
I - and object to arrangements involving smaller charities
such as Theanon, as if they are improper or non-compliant. You say || c©
not want to transfer the shares to [l because doing so might cause it to lose
its designation as a chartable organization and become designated as a private
foundation. We understand you think Theanon effectively conspired withﬁ
and to act as a conduit. We do not understand how this arrangement is any
different from those involving or

We submit further that it is not correct to say never used the -shafes to
secure any loan. Schedule C to your letter refers fo three separate loans that were
secured by shares. In addition, we submit that your letter is not correct in its
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reference to the possible application of subsection 118.1(16). In that regard, we note

that in Schedule C it is clear that the

issued the tax receipt on which your theory seems to be based, and that this had
nothing to do with Theanon.

Independent World Television Foundation

We submit that your analysis of the loan to IWT is unreasonable and does not form a
basis for revocation, for the following reasons:

1.

making a loan to a qualified donee is permissible as a charitable purpose
as contemplated in the ITA;

there is nothing improper when a registered charity lends money to
another registered charity on terms such that interest need not be paid
until money is available to pay it;

it is unreasonable and incorrect to suggest that Theanon did not want the
loan to be repaid. We are advised that Mr. Jay represented that he would
cause the loan to be repaid by IWT and in November, 2009, IWT did repay
$3 million as a combination of interest and principal on the loan;

it is unreasonable and incorrect to aliege that the purpose of the loan was
to transfer funds to a US organization. On the contrary, to the extent that
funds were transferred to a US organization, the transfer did not involve
Theanon but was based on the actions of IWT. We understand that CRA
did not revoke the registration of IWT which is the charity that transferred
those funds to a US organization;

Theanon was aware that there was an exempt US 501(c)(3) organization
related to IWT because Mr. Jay represented to Theanon that he expected
to raise more money in the US than in Canada;

Theanon was influenced much more by the fact that the principals of IWT
were applying to CRA to have a Canadian organization registered as a
charitable organization. Since Theanon was aware that the Internal
Revenue Service had registered a similar organization in the US, it fully
expected that CRA would grant registration to the related charity in
Canada.



LAWY LR

Page 12

I o Transaction

We are advised that Theanon had intended to invest in | llllland transferred
$500,000 to it as a deposit, but after Theanon completed its due diligence, it decided
not to invest and the funds were returned to it. We submit that it is incorrect to suggest
that it can reasonably be argued that the $500,000 transferred by Theanon to&
was a gift to a non-qualified donee. There was no intent to make a gift, which is a legal
prerequisite. You state that you recognize the amount was subsequently retumed to
Theanon but you then state that it appears Theanon was contemplating making a gift to
a non-qualified donee. We are alamed and surprised that you would suggest the mere
consideration of a course of action is tantamount to having carried cut that course of
action. We trust you do not really mean fo say that a registered charity can risk losing
its registered status if it merely considers an act that, if completed, might not be
permissible, but does not carry cut that act.

We submit that your analysis of this transaction is incorrect for the following reasons:

1. you state that it was a direct contravention of paragraph 143.1(3){c) of the
ITA for Theanon to acquire control of We note, first of all, that
the Minister has discretion to revoke registration but is not compelled to do
so. As a result, we disagree that there is a "confravention”, as opposed o
an event that exposes a registered charity to a possible revoceation,

2. we are advised that Theanon acquired land and sea leases to hold fish
farming tanks and concluded that it was prudent to fransfer those assets
to a corporation to fimit its liability if claims should arise from third parties.
it is not unusual for separate corporations to be used as a shield for
kmited liability purposes. We note as well that in its guidance on related
businesses, CRA says that registered charities may form wholly-owned
subsidiaries to avoid carrying on an unrelated business. This structure
also offers the benefit of limited liability from a commercial perspective,
We submit that this step should be recognized as an indication of
prudence and not as cause for revocation;

3. you state that Theanon did not purchase the shares of ||l and in
fact the shares were donated to it. As a resulf, consistent with our opining
comments, we submit that the prerequisite for an acquisition of control
was not met. Paragraph 148.1(12)(a), specifically excludes acquisitions
that are not a result of a purchase or other acquisition for consideration;
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4, we submit that it is incorvect to allege that the loan itself was grounds for
revocation. Since the shares of were owned by Theanon, we
submit that it was effectively lending money to itself by making the loan
and this was in furtherance of the charitable purposes of Theanon and
Wta complefe the purchase. We are advised that

has a morigage on the purchased land and that the 1oan from

Theanon is fully secured in any event.

Due Diligence

As noted above, we submit that the directors acted with due diligence at all tfimes and
carried out their fiduciary duty as a matter of law. We submit that it is not the role of
CRA to second-guess commercial decisions of directors of registered charities. There
is an extensive body of case law including cases dealing with the former concept of
‘reasonable sexpectation of profit” which have held that it is not the role of CRA or the
couits to substitute their decisions for legitimate, commercial decisions of taxpayers, as
long as there is no “‘personal” slement. Those cases have typically dealt with
deductibility of a loss claimad from an investment property, such as a condominium unit.
For instance, in Shaughnessy® the judge stated that “the Minister or the court should
not, with the benefif of hindsight, second-guess the business acumen of a taxpayer who
embarks upon a business venture in good faith”. We submit that the principle applies
equally to investments made by a charity in good faith and is not limited to situations
involving losses and businesses. The judge also stated that the losses were disallowed
‘on the basis of the Minister's ceremonial chanting of the rubric identified by the
acronym REOP (reasonable expectation of profit), a gloss on the statute that, as applied
by the CRA as a free-standing test, cannot withstand rational serutiny®. We submit that
in charity audits, and in particular the audit of Theanon, due diligence {which is a matter
of charity 'aw and corporate governance, but is often raised as a basis for alleged non-
compliance) is a matter better left to other regulators and is, in and of itself, not relevant
iIn detemmining whether a public foundation has been constituted and operated
exclusively for chantable purposes,

in Stewart, the Supreme Court held that the issue is whether there is a source of
income and not whether there is a reasonable expectation of profit from that source.
We submit that it is not the role of CRA fo use hindsight to analyze legitimate
commercial decisions made by directors of registered charities. In that regard, we
submit that the fact that the desired results may not have been attained is not an
indication of lack of due diligence or failure to carry out fiduciary duty. We submit that
directors should not be held to a standard that requires them to guarantee that activities,

® Shaughnessy v. The Queen, 2002 DTC 1272 (TCC)
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investments or other steps taken on behalf of a registered charity or require anything of
them other than the usual standard of due difigence.

We submit that the directors of Theanon, did not intend to and did not in fact confer any
private benefit or any undue benefit for purposes of Part V and at all times acted to
ensure that Theanon was operating to carry out its charitable purposes. As noted
above, we submit that the tax planning transactions (as you have described them) were
a means used by Theanon to raise money for its charitable purposes and were not a
purpose in and of themselves. This is the distinction made in Vancouver Sociely and

Towfe.
We submit that the purchase of the Fhar@s from I provided I with

immediate liquidity so that it could construcl an academic building. This also enabled
;o rocoive matching funds from the ﬁaﬁd from the
Province of British Columbla. We submit that any amounts paid by Theanon to acquire
shares were paid to | as vendor and did not confer any benefit on [
If Theanon did pay more than the fair market vaiue to for the |G
shares (which is not admitted), the “beneficiary” of that overpayment was [JJlland not
‘ You state that the shares were sold to dat a price that was the
lowest in two years. We point out that on the date of your letter, the Jiishares
were trading at virtually the same price for which they were soid in 2009, In addition, we
stbmit that you have ignored the fact that in 2009 there was a very serious stump in the
stock markets globally and resource industry shares were particularly hard hit We
understand that the public company that owned the diamond mining rights on the
property adjacent to the primary asset of s the *aad
that in the same two year period it shares decreased in value from about $47 to about
$2.50, with the low point being approximately one month before Theanon sold its
shares. We undersland as well that the corporation that owned the
of the I operty was owned by [JJli| a major mining
company based in and the shares of went from a high in 2007 of about
$86 fo about $36 two months before Theanon sold its shares. We note that

even the shares of dropped from about $127 to about $36 and the
shares of the dropped from about $58 to about $22 in the same
period. We submit that it is unreasonable to treat a loss realized by Theanon on the

hares as being unique toljifr Theanon.

As a result, and as stated above, we submit that it is wrong and unreasonable to
conclude that from a purely financial standpoint an overwhelming majority of the
resources of Theanon were devoted to and received from its participation in tax
planning arrange ments.

property
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We submit that the directors of Theanon acted with due diligence in protecting its assets
when making investment decisions and that this is evident from the fact that Theanon
had locked in the proceeds from the sale of the assets, following the sale of shares. We
submit that Theanon received a significant profit without incurring any risk associated
with purchasing assets or shares and there was no element of speculation. Similarly,
we submit that the directors acted at all times with due diligence by not proceeding with
the investment inFand in moving the assets intolllll 2nd securing them with
a mortgage. As stated above, we submit that it is permissible for a registered charity to
make investments that further its purposes and the loan to IWT was intended to provide
a retumn to Theanon commensurate with the nisk and to assist IWT to raise the capital
that it needed to launch its charitable activities. We submit that there is no requirement
that a charitable purpose must include the immediate receipt of interest income and we
submit further that the loan, which provided for deferred interest was reasonable in the
circumstances. '

Carrying on an Unrelated Business

You have alleged that Theanon carried on an unrelated business and purchased
residential lots from Sea to Sky Foundation in the course of carrying on a business that
was not an adventure in the nature of trade.

The cases such as Tara establish that an adventure in the nature of trade is not
tantamount to carrying on business. We submit that even if Theanon was involved in a
business (which is not admitted) it was at most an adventure in the nature of trade,
which does not constitute carrying on a business. Even if Theanon engaged in an
adventure in the nature of trade, we submit that this did not constitute carrying on any
business, let alone a business that was not related, at any relevant time. Tara has been
followed in a number of cases, including as you have noted, Friesen. Other cases have
dealt with whether a partnership exists where two or more parties are acting in concert
and whether they are carrying on business in common with a view to profit. The
principles are similar and in our submission, there must be a continuous activity rather
than simply a motive to make a profit. As a result, even if the lots in question
constituted inventory as part of an adventure in the nature of trade (which is not
admitted), we submit that this did not constitute carrying on an unrelated business. In
that regard, we note that all of the remaining lots have subsequently been donated by
Theanon to another registered charity, and Theanon is no ionger capable of carrying on
any business in that regard.

In CPS-019, CRA acknowledges the difference between a business and a business that
is “carried on”. Al paragraph 9, the guidance states that “camying on” a business
implies that the commercial activity is a continuous or regular operation and at
paragraph 10 states that a charity can engage in some business-like transactions,
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provided they are not operated regularly or continuously. We submit that the actions _of
Theanon in connection with the lots did not have any degree of continuity or regularity
that would be required in order to constitute “carrying on” a business.

In any event, we submit that even if Theanon had carried on an unrelated business at
any time, that business was not significant in the overall circumstances and should not
be grounds for revocation of registration.

Requirements for a Gift

You have referred to the requirements for a gift. The courts have consistently held that
whether a gift was made should be determined using common law principles. We
submit that in each case in which the parties intended a gift to be made, all of the
requirements were met. These include intention, delivery and acceptance. We submit
that there was no “advantage” in any situation that would vitiate the gift, which was
otherwise valid. We submit that Theanon did not issue any improper receipts, either
because there was no gift or because the information set out in the receipt was not
correct. We submit that all amounts recorded on receipts accurately reflecied the value
of the property teceived. in particular, we submit that Theanon received full value in the
form of cash or property for the amount reflected in each receipt, particularly in the
share fransactions, after the property was sold.

You have used pejorative terms such as “conduit” and ‘funnel” and suggest that
because the “financial position” of Theanon did not improve by nearly as much as the
tax-receipted amount, if at all, Theanon was lending its tax-receipting privilege for a fee.
We disagree with your analysis and conclusion. We note that the only tax receipl
issued by Theanon to the Dekkers was for a cash gift of $350,000 and no tax receipts
were issued by Theanon to the JJllland we submit that Theanon did not act as a
conduit or funnel at any time, that it acted at all imes in its own best interest and that at
all times it engaged in activities in furtherance of its own charifable purposes and not
with a view to conferring any private benefit or conferring any undue benefit as
contemplated in Part V.

in a recent decision®, the British Columbia Supreme Court stated that the loss of a tax
benefit did not enrich the charity, rather it enriched the government as a result of the
fact that the "donor” was required to pay more tax then had bsen intended. In addition,

¢ Navf?fg v. National Foundation for Christisn Leadership and The Queen and the Province of British
Columbia, 2013 BCSC 183, under appeal fo the Court of Appeat of British Columbila
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the Federal Court of Appeal held in Friedberg’, that the tax benefit to a donor from
making a gift to a qualified donee is not a benefit that vitiates the gift itself

We understand that CRA has taken the position that the proposed amendments dealing
with split-receipting and in particular subsection 248(30) of the ITA are applicable at this
time, as if they were law. In thaf event, it is difficult {o understand how a fransfer wouid
not be regarded as a gift for purposes of the ITA because of any alleged advantage,
since we submit that the value of any such advantage would not exceed 80% of the fair
market value of the property and there clearly was an intention to make a gift. As you
may be aware, the Federal Court of Appeal recently was very critical of the position
taken by CRA with respect to these amendments and the long delays on the part of the
Department of Finance in enacﬂng them. In Fdwards®, the court said that there seems
something fundamentally unfair in CRA’s administration of proposed amendments to the
ITA for the past 10 years as if they were already law. The court further stated that a
taxpayer is not able to challenge a decision by the CRA that the proposed amendments
do not apply to the circumstances of the taxpayer. We agree with the statements in
Edwards.

Directed Gift -Shares

You have alleged that there was notf a gift of the-shams to Theanon because it
in effect acted as a condult or agent on behalf o In that event, we submit that
there was no harm from a fiscal perspective, because [l was nevertheless a
qualified donee and whether the donation was made to Theanon or to i the donor
should have been entitled fo tax relief and thers was no harm from a tax perspective.
We refer to comments above about the anti-avoidance rules in subsections 148,1(4.1)
and Part V, that are designed to prevent them from “playing games”. Consequently, we
submit that it is not correct to allege that Theanon was not the true recipient of a gift of
the [ shares but we further submit that, even if your view is corredt, there are no
legitimate grounds for revoking the registration of Theanon as a resuit of that particular
transaction.

We have commented earlier in this letter on the other reasons why the transactions
involving the[Jjjifshares did not constitute a directed gift and Theanon did not act as
a conduit or funnel but on the contrary acted as a principal, receiving a gift and in turn
making a gift, as is the case with the and IR =< is the case in
transactions involving pre-arranged sales of flow-through shares.

Frfﬁdberg v. The Quesn, 92 DTC 6031 (FCA)
® Edwards v. The Queen, 2013 DTC 5028 {FCA)
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Failure to Maintain Books and Records

You have alleged that Theanon did not maintain proper books and records in the form
of minutes of meetings of directors. We submit that there is no express requirement for
such minutes to be maintained. We understand that the transactions were fully
documented by the lawyers involved and the document binder for each transaction was
very comprehensive. We find it difficult to understand how those voluminous
documents do not meet the requirements of the ITA, since we understand they contain
all of the information required to carry out an audit. We are advised as well that those
documents establish that amounts paid for legal fees to am's length law firms by
Theanon in connection with the transactions were reasonable.

You have also alleged that Theanon has not provided you with adequate planning
documents. We submit that there is no requirement in the ITA that a registered charity
prepare any planning documents. It is the documents related to the transactions that
were actually implemented that are relevant. In many cases, planning does not bear

fruit. This is evident from the potential investment in the _that was
never made, as discussed above.

We submit that the provisions in the ITA are specific to the extent that they refer to
“records and books of account” and “vouchers” and it is a question of law whether those
words apply to planning documents or minutes of meetings of directors. We also submit
that there is a legitimate question as to whether any such planning documents would be
the subject of solicitor-client privilege. We understand that Theanon asserts privilege to
the extent necessary.

You have referred to expenses for travel to Brussels. We understand that all of those
expenses were clearly documented and disclosed in the books and records of Theanon.
We understand that Theanon is a member of the European Foundation Centre based in
Brussels, and it is not unreasonable for it to have sent a director to attend a conference
put on by that organization for the benefit of Theanon. We submit that it is not
reasonable to allege that Theanon had no activity in Brussels that justified those travel
expenses, since there was no requirement for Theanon to engage in any activity in
Brussels and the purpose of the travel was to enhance the ability of Theanon to carry
out is charitable purposes in Canada.

Issuing Improper Receipts

For the reasons outlined above, we submit that all receipts issued by Theanon complied
with the requirements in the ITA and regulations.
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Conclusion

For all of the reasons set out above, we submit that:
5,

10,

at all relevant times, Theanon was constituted and operated exclusively for
charitable purposes and did not confer any undue benefits,

your references to the devotion of resources to charitable purposes are not
consistent with the requirements in the ITA;

Theanon did not carry on any unrelated business at any relevant time;

Theanon did rot acquire control of @ corporation at any relevant time for
purposes of the ITA;

Theanon did not issue any receipts that were not in accordance with the ITA or
the regulations;

Theanon maintained adequate books and records as required by the 1TA,

Yours very fruly,

!er:

Enclosure
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DONATION OF FLOW-THROUGH SHARFES. Whether a donafion of flow-through shares constitutes a gift for
income tax purpeses.

Past News
LANGIND E
DOCHUM 2009-0316961K3
REFDATE 09XXXX
SUBJECT Donation of flow-through shares
SECTION ITA 110.1; 118.1; 38(a.1); 248(32); XX XOOXAXHEX

Please note that the following doousacnt, although believed to be correct
at the ime of issue, may not represend the catrent position of the CRA.
Prenez note que ce document, bien qu'exact an moment émis, peut ne pas
reprisenter iz position actuelie de FARC.

PRINCIPAL 1SSUES: Whether 3 dooation of flovw-through shares constimtes
a gift for income tax purposes.

POSBITION: Yes, in this particulsr case,

REASONS: Based on the facts and having regard to the cavears provided

in the Ruling, it is our view that the donation would constitede g gift

for incomie tax parposes and that the CEF rencunoed to the donor and any
investiyent tax credit or fooused flow-through share tax eredii clained
purspant 1o the flow-throagh share financing will not constitute an

advantape under the draft split-receiptiug rules,

P 864.0.689.9.6.4 2009-031696
KAXRXERXXX, 2009
Dear XXXSO000(XX ¢

Res Advance Income Tax Ruling Request
) 0.6.6.0.6.9.9.6.6.4

This 18 in teply to your letter of XXXXXXXXXK , in which yov requasted an
advance income tax ruling on behalf of the above named taxpayers. We elso
acknowledge the information provided in subsequent comrespondence and
during our varions telephone conversations in connection with your request
CEXXKAXK KKK ).

We nnderstand that, to the best of your knowledze and that of the
taxpayers involved, none of the ssues involved in the suling request

A, is in an carlier return of the taxpayers or g related person;

B. is being considerced by a Tax Seryices Office of Taxation Cenlre in
connection with s previously filed tax retum of the laxpayets or a
related person;

C. is under objection by the taxpayers or a related person;

1, is before the courts or, if a judpment has been issued, the time limit
For appeal to a higher court bas not expired; or

E. isthe subject of a ruling previously issued to the taxpayers, other
than ruling 2007-024236, by the Directorste,

Unless othorwise stated, 2ll refirances o 2 statute are to the Tneome Tax

http://www._cchonline.ca/printorsave/htmfetch. asp?d=raddDDCF
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unless otherwise indicated.

Our understanding of the relevant definitions, the facts, proposed
transactions and the purpose of the proposed transactions is a8 follows:

Definitions
" ACO" means XX XXOXXXX , a securities dealer;

"BCO" means XXO00D00X ., a securities dealer through whish the Donors
will subscribe for the Shares;

"Agents” means the syndicate of secusities dealers which will participate

in the private offering of the Sharey of Resource Company, which syndicate
includes ACO (as lead) and BCG;

"Arrangement” means the fransactions as described in 9 to 27 below;

"CEE" means Canadian exploration expenses as defined in subsection
66.1(6);

"Charity" means each charity listed in Schedule A, individually, and
"Charities" means such charities collectively;

"Corporation” means XXXCOXXXXX ;
"CRA" means the Canada Revenue Agency;

“Donor” means each donor listed in Schedule A, individually, and “Donors®
rieans such Donors collectively;

"Exchange" means the XXX XXXXXXX Stock Exchange,

"Liquidity Provider” mesns cach liguidity provider listed in Schedule B,
individually, and "Liquidity Providers" means such entities collectively;

$9.9.9.9.0.0.0.0.¢.4
"Resource Company” means XXXXXXX XXX ; and

"Share" means a flow-through common share of Resource Company as described
in 11 below.

Facts

1) The Corporation was incorporated on JPCXXXXX XXX , wnder the Business
Corporations Act (XXXXOXAXXX ). Itis a "taxable Canadian corporation” as
defined in subsection 89(1). Its tax services office is the XXXXXXXXX
TS0 and its tax centre 3s the XXX Tax Centre, Xt has a fiscal

year ending on XXHUXXXXEXX .

2) The Corporaiion is registered with the XXXXXXXXXX as a limited market
dealer. Xt also catries on the business of providing consulting services
to individual and corporate philanthropists and registered charities.

3} The Corporation has applied for and received tax shelter

identification number XXXKXXOXXX in respect of the Arrangement in
accordance with and pursuant 1o subsection 237.1(2).

hitp:/f'www.cchonline.ca/printorsave/himfetch.asp?d=rad4dDDCF
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125{7), and that the Donors are not traders or dealers in seousitics and
do not hold securitiss a5 inventory. The Donors are all resident in
Canada.

5) The Resource Company is 4 "taxable Cangdian corporation” and a "public
corporation” as defined in subsection §9{1). It is a minkeg cxploration
company ang & “principal-business corporation” as defined in subsection
66(15). Ts commmon shares are listed on the Bxchange under the trading
symbol JEOCO0IKK .

&3 Ench Charity is 4 registered charity and a "gualified donee” as
described i1 subsection 149.1(1}

7} You advise that the Linuidity Providers are independent parties which
will zequire the Shares from the Chanities in the ordisary course of their
businesses, The Liquidity Providers were identified by ACO,

8) You advise that the Corporation, the Rasowrce Company, the Liguidity
Providers and the Donors deal with sach other at arm's length, The
Charitics alsp deal at arm's length with the Corporation, the Resource
Company and the Liguidity Providers. With the exception of the Donors
identified in Schedule A that are making donations to private foundations
with whom they do not deal at arm's length, cach Donor deals with the
respective Charlty or Charitics at amm’s length,

B) Co XXXXXIOOXK, ACO, onbehalf of the Agents, signed @ best efforts
engagement letter (the "Engagement Letier Y with the Resource Company
under which the Agents agreed to sell the Row-theongh ghares to be issued

by the Resource Company (sce 12 below).

10) Bach Donar has established 2 now discretivnaty account with BCO and
has deposited sufficicnt cash to pay the subscription price for the Shares
(see 14 below).

Proposed Transactions

11) The Resowrce Company intends to raise ap to SIOOXXXXNX through a
best efforty private placement of up to XXNXXXXXXX Shares through the
Agents, You advise that the Donors will subscribe for XXIOOOOIXX Shares.
The remzining Shares will be offered o investors who are not

participaling in the Arrangement. Under the teoms of the subscription

agreement for the Shares, the Resource Company has committed to uss the
proceeds of the offering for sxplorstion on jts properties in XXX XHXAXK

12) Pursuant to the Eogupement Letier, the Agents will carn 2 cash fee

equal o XXX XEK % of the gross procseds of the private placement and
that number of broker warrants equal to XICUXK XN % of the aggregate
nmmber of Shares issued pursuant 10 the private placement. Each broker
warrant will entide the holder to buy anc conunon share of the Resource
Company at (he reference price at ary time dusing the XXOTX X0 months
Following the closing of the privaiz placement. The Resource Compatry will
reimburse ACO for ACO's expenses incurred pursuant to the offering,
inelading logal foos and disbursements, The Agenis ave taxable Canadion
volporations and will eam thege fees in the normal course of their

business,

13) The Resource Company will enfer mto subscrption agreements direotly
with the Donors to issue the Shares woder the lowsthrouph share offering.
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14) The Shares will be issued pursuant to the subscription agreentents.

The subsctiption price for the Shares izsued to the Donors will be peid
from the funds deposited in the acconnts of the Doness established at BCO.
You advise that the Donors have not bortowed the funds used to subscribe
for the Shares.

[5) The transfer agent for the Resource Company will register a global
certificate for the Shares in BCO's name, as nominee for the Donoss, in
accordance with imdystry standards. In its records, BCO will maintain a
record of beneficial owneeship reflecting the appropriate number of Shares
purchased by each Donor. Onee issned, the Shares will he listed on the
Exchange.

16) You udvise thet cach Share will be a "flow-through share” as defined

in subgection 66(15), The Resource Company will renounce eligibic CEE o
the Donors and other subscribers pursuant to subsections 66(12.6) and
(12.601). All attendant tax reporting and renunciation forms will be
prepared and filed by the Resource Company in accordance with the Act and
Regulations.

17) In the event that any of the CEE renounced to a Donor gualifies zs
"flow-through mining expeadiiures™ within the meaning of subseciion
127(9), the Donars will claim a federal investment tax credit to the
extent provided for in subparagraph 127(5)a)(i). XXXO0O0OXX

18} You advise that none of the Corporation, the Donors, the Charities,

the Agents or the Liquidity Providers will be "specified persons” in

respect of the Resource Company within (ho meaning of subsection 6202.1(5)
of the Regulations.

19} While not obligated to do so, you advise that each Donor intends to
donate all of the Douor's Shares vnconditionally to the Donor's respective
Charity as listed on Schedule A. The Donors will donate their Shares to
their Charity by Deed of Gifi.

20) The Charities have established non-discretionary accounts with BCO.
In accordance with the Deed of Gift, BCO will transfer the donated Shares
to each Donor's respective Charity's account at BCO. BCO's records will
reflect the change in beneficial ownership in accordance with industry
standards. Each Charity will issue a donation receipt 10 the respective
Donor equal to the fair market value of the Shares donated.

21) You advise us that the Charties have indicated that they do Bot want
to retain the Shares, but instead want to sell them t0 realize cash for
their charitable purposes. The Liquidity Providers will make an offer to
purchasc all of the donated Sharcs from the Charities.

22) You advise us thet none of the Charities has given any undertaking or

is obliged in any manner 10 sell the Shares to the Liquidity Providers. A
Charity can still participate in the Amrangement if it chooses not 10 gell

the donateq Shares, If g Charity wished to hold the donated Shares and

sell them later (either withsn the hold period of XXDOOXXXXX months from
the date of closing 1o another ascreditad investor, or after the hold

period into the market), the Charity will have to pay the Corpomiion its
XXX XXKXXK 9% fee as described in 25 below based on that ultimate sale
price. However, since holding the donated Shares involves considerable
risk of changing prices, you advise that no Charity is likely to assume

such price risk and will sell the donated Shares te the Liquidity
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or more Liquidity Providers as specificd on Schedule B, The Charitios

will enter into share purchase agreements with the Liquidity Providers,

‘The price payable by the Liguidity Providers will be $2OURXZE0OIX per
Share.

24} ACO, vn behalf of the Liquidity Providers, and the Corporation, on
behalf of the Charities, nepotiated thiy price of SOXXXIXXX per Share
ol anm's leng th, without eny direstion or influence from the Donors or the
Resource Company.

253 As consideration for having ananged the series of transactions, the
Churities will pay 2 fee to the Corporation equal o XXOUXXXXXX % of the
gross selling price of any Shares sold to the Liguidity Providers.

26) You advise that go fees, commissions or compensation of any kind will
be puid by or received by any participants in the proposed transactions
other than those deéscribed in 12, 22 mud 25 abave,

27} You advise that all purchases, traasfrs and dispositions of the
Shares will comply with all applicable securitiss laws.

28) Other iban the tax bencfits relating to the CEE, the investment tax
credit aad the fooused fow-through share tax eredit, you advise that the
Donors will notveoeive any benefit or advantage in respect of the
donation of the Shares to the Charities,

Purpose of the Proposed Transactions

29) Tke purpose of the proposed transactions 5 fo allow donors to respond
1o government initiatives designed {o enconrage philanthropy by providing
preferential tax treatraent for gifls of publicly traded shares W

charitable organizationy. However, aotwithstagding that flow-through
shares may bo pablicly fraded, there may not be an active market so that
charitable organizations camnot convert the shares received as donstions
into readily available cash. Under the proposed tunsactions, the
Liquidity Providers, with segard fo thelr ewn independent objectives, will
purchase the Shaves donsted to the Charities so thal they can convert the
gift inkind into fends which can beapplied for their charitable

PRIPoses.

Rulings Given

Providedibat the preceding statements constifate a complste and accurate
diselosare of all the relevant facts, the preposad fransactions, and

parpose of the proposed ttansactions, and provided further tha the
proposed transactions are cagried out as described above, we confiom that:

A, The Arrangement will constitute n gifting arrangement pursuant to
peragraph (a) of the definition of “gifling srrengement” and a tax shelier
pursyant tn parapraph (b) of the definiiion of "isx shelter” in subsection
237.1(1).

B. The donation of the Shares toa Ciza;irify by a Donot will not, in and by
itself, preclude the Doner from deducting:

a, in the computation of the Donor's income for purposes of the Act, any
CEE that the Donor wonld otherwise be enfitled to deduet pursaant to
subsections 66{12.61) and 66.1(3),
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o, XXX XXXKK

C. Provided the parties lo the Arsngement and in particnlar the Resource
Cormpany and the Liguidity Providers deal atamm's length, neither the
donation of the Shares to the Charity by a Denor nor the sale of the
Shares to a Liquidity Provider ae described above will, inand by
thiemselves, cause a Share to be a proscribed share, within the meaning of
section 52072.1 of the Regulations, for pumoses of the definition of
"fow-through share” in sabsection 66{13).

D. An amonnt equal to the fair matcet value on the date of donation of
the Shawes donated by each individus! Donot to the Donor's respective
Chaxity, as desoribad in 19 above, will qualify av a gift for the parposes
of the definition of “iotal charitable pifts" in subscotion 118,1(1)
provided an official yeceipt containing prescribed information is filed as
required by subsection 118.1(2).

E. Anamount equal to the fair merket value on the date of donation of
the Shares donated by each corporats Donor to ite reéspective Charity, as
described in 19 above, will qualify as 2 gift under paragraph 110.1{1 }()
provided an official receipt contsining prescribesd informesion is filed a5
required by subsection 110.1(2).

F. Provided thal the Shazes £re capital property tor a Donor, no portion
of the capital gain ariging from the digpositios of the Shares, if any,
msulting from the making of the gift to the Charity will be includes in
eomputing the Donor's trxable capital gain to the extent provided for in
parageaph 38(a.1).

. Partivipation in the Armagemont, in and of iself, will not cavse the
Shares to not be considered capital property to 2 Donor within the meaning
assigned to that term i section 54 if the Shares would otherwise be
considersd capital property to the Donor.

The gbove ralings are given subject to the lmatations and qualifications
set out in Information Circular 70-6RS and are binding, subject to the
caveats noted below, on the CRA provided that the proposed transactions
are completod before XEXNXXXUXX,

Opimion

Ay stated in pargraph 20 of Information Cirenlar 70-6R3S, sithongh the CRA
does not provide advance Meome tax ulings on draft legislation, it will
give non-binding technical inferpretations, In this regard, provided that
e sbove stalements constitute 8 complete and accurate dischosure of all
the relovant facts, proposed transactions and purpose of the proposed
transactions, and provided that the applicable amendinents to the Act ag
¢t out in Bill C-10 which received Second Reading in the Senate on
Diecember 4, 2007, are enacted substantiafly as proposed, #is our

opmion, subject 1o the caveats noted below, that the CEE renowmced to the
Donors and any investment fox credit or focused flow-through share tax
ercdit claimed pursuant to the fow-through share Soancing will not
constitute an "advantage” for the purposes of propoesed subsection 248(32).

Cavents

Mothing in this letter should be sonstrued as implybng that the CRA bas
agreed to or reviewed:
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sale of the Shares 1o the Liquidity Providers as described in 23 above may
not be representative of fie Fzir market value of the Rhares at the time

the Shares are donated by the Donors to the Charitics. Iis the
sesponsibility of the Charitics (o support tha? the arnownt reported on the
denation receipt redlects the fair market valte of the property donated 1o
the Charilies;

b} the determination of arm's length between any of the parties referred
to herein;

¢) thatany of the Shareg issued by the Resowrce Company will bea
flow-through share;

d} any of the expenses renounced by the Resource Company to a Donor will
qualify as vither a CEE, as & {low-through miging expenditure, or as an
eligibile Ontario exploration expendimre for the purposes of Ruling B;

¢} ‘whedher property held by the Donors is held an incoms or capital
accouni; and

1) any tax consequeonces relating to the facts and proposed transactions
described hercin other than those described in the rulings given above.

Yours traly,

P 90.:6.4.6.6.8.0.6.4

Moanager

Charitable and Financia] Institution Sectors
Financial Secror and Bxempt Entities Divigion
Income Tax Ruliags Directorate

Legishtive Policy and Regulatory Affairs

http://www.cchonline. ca/printorsave/tmfetch, asp?d=rad4DDCF




ITR Appendix “A”
Theanon Charitable Foundation
Commente on Representations received March 15, 2013

The audit conducted by the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA) identified that
Theanon Charitable Foundation (the Organization):

¢ Failed to devote resources to charitable purposes by making gifts to
non-qualified donees and providing undue benefits;

e Carried on an unrelated business;

* Issued receipts that were not in accordance with the /ncome Tax Act or
the regulations; and

o Failed to maintain adequate books and records.

We have reviewed the Organization’s submissions dated March 15, 2013 and we
maintain our position that the non-compliance issues identified during our audit
represent a serious breach of the requirements of the Income Tax Act and that, as a
result of this non-compliance the Organization’s registration should be revoked.

Your general representations suggest a number of observations as follows:

1) You state it is incorrect for the Canada Revenue Agency to allege that a
preponderance of the effort and resources of the Organization were devoted to
participating in various tax planning arrangements. You further state that the
Organization disclosed gifts to qualified donees of $11.3 million in the audit
period and $39.7 million in the three fiscal periods subsequent to the audit.

We respond by stating that the transactions reviewed in detail, such as those
pertaining to 570139 BC Ltd/Vision Poultry Ltd. (670129) and Dekker Poultry Ltd
(Dekker), indicated that there was a high risk of inaccuracy and/or overstatement
of the amounts reported. As a result, we cannot confirm with certainty that the
numbers included on Form T3010, Registered Charity Information Return and
correspondingly, Form T1236, Qualified Donees Worksheet are correct. Of the
$11.3 million reported, $3.09 million pertained to the 570139 and Dekker
transactions and are not considered amounts spent on charitable activities (as
discussed below). Further, it appears the Organization transferred $5.1 million of
the $39.7 million reported in the later years to Independent World Television
Foundation (IWTF) and $18.2 million was transferred to the :
The amount reported as gifted to IWTF appears to be the write-off of their loan
payable and further contradicts the Organization’s submissions that IWTF paid a
portion of the loan payable prior to its revocation (as discussed below).
Additionally, it appears out of place that a charity would gift such a large amount
to an entity winding up its operations. Finally, it appears the amount reported as

gifted to the ||} I s the Organization’s “disposition” of its




2)

3)

unrelated business (as discussed below). We have not reviewed the rest of the
Organization’s gifts fo qualified donees in the three fiscal periods subsequent to
the audit and therefore cannot confirm or deny the remaining amounts reported.

You state Mr. Blake Bromiey has never communicated with, spoken to or met
either of the Dekker families in connection with the 570129 or the Dekker
transaction and it is unreasonable to suggest the Organization is responsible for
tax and business decisions made by the Dekkers.

Although we cannot refute the above statement with complete certainty, we find it
concerning that Mr. Bromley, President and 100% shareholder of h
as well as a Director and the controlling mind of the Crganization at the time of
the 570129 and Dekker transactions, would agree to carry on a number of million
dollar transactions without meeting, communicating or speaking to all of the
parties involved in the transactions.

We understand that all of the directors of 570129 and Dekker stepped down as
directors in 2005 and | NN . =< nomed as
sole director, decreasing the number of directors from two to one. It appears that

*met with the Dekkers on a number of occasions to sign and
complete the necessary agreements for the sale of assets and/or shares.

Parties to both the 570129 and Dekker transactions, who coincidentally are both
named Dekker, filed Civil Claims with the Supreme Court of British Columbia
against the defendants inciuding Mr. Bromley, his son Mr. John Bromley,
Benefic Law Corporation, Legacy Advisors Law Corporation and Mr. [an Worland
to name a few. In the Civil Claim filings, the Dekkers referred to the above-
mentioned defendants as the Charity Advisors and advised that the transactions
and the tax avoidance plans were planned, devised, created, promoted and

implemented by the Charity Advisors with the assistance of the other
Defendants.

The Dekkers advised that the Charity Advisors who were acting as solicitors and
tax advisors, held themselves out as experis in the tax aspects of commercial
transactions such as the 570129 and Dekker farm sale and in particular, in the
use of charities or charitable foundations in such transactions to avoid or reduce
taxation otherwise payable by devising plans to accomplish this resuit.

It is evident that the Charity Advisors were very involved in structuring the tax

avoidance plans because invoices payable to Mr. Bromley,*
and/or_ were paid by the Organization totaling

more than $85,000 in the fiscal year ending 2005.

You state that our references to the failure of the Organization to devote its
resources to charitable purposes may be that we are confusing the requirements
for a charitable organization, which is that it must devote all of its resources to its



own charitable organization, and the requirements for a charitable foundation,
which is that it must be constituted and operated exclusively for charitable
purposes. We do not agree.

We advised in our letter of January 17, 2013 that the Organization is registered
as a public foundation and in order to satisfy the definition of a “public foundation’
pursuant to subsection 149.1(1) of the Act, an organization must be “a
corporation or trust that is constituted and operated exclusively for charitable
purposes’. A charitable foundation may carry on charitable activities of its own,
but in most cases its principal purpose is to make donations to other registered
charities or qualified donees.

¥

This is a two-part test. Firstly, the purposes it pursues must be wholly charitable
and secondly, the activities that a charity undertakes on a day-to-day basis must
support its charitable purposes in a manner consistent with charitable law.
Charitable purposes are not defined in the Act and it is therefore necessary to
refer, in this respect, to the principles of the common law governing charity. An
organization that has one or more non-charitable purposes or devotes its
resources to activities undertaken in support of non-charitable purposes cannot
be registered as a charity.

The term “charitable purposes” in subsection 149.1(1) of the Act states that it
“‘includes the disbursement of funds to qualified donees”. The term is not
otherwise defined in the Act and it is therefore necessary to refer, in this respect,
to the principles of the common law governing charity.

All charitable organizations and foundations must devote all of their resources to
activities undertaken in support of charitable purposes. As outlined in our letter
dated January 17, 2013 it is our view that the Organization does not operate
exclusively for charitable purposes.

1) Failure to Devote all of its Resources to Charitable Purposes

Transactions involving 570129 B.C. Ltd./ Vision Poultry Lid.

Our letter of January 17, 2013 detailed a series of transactions through which the
Organization transferred funds to three charities to assist their purchase of all the
outstanding shares of 570129. On the same day, 570129 transferred farm assets
valued at $3,460,000 to the Organization and was issued an official donation receipt for
the amount of $2,020,000 ($3,460,000 net of an outstanding debt of $1,440,000
assumed by the Organization). The Organization then sold the farm assets of 570129
for $3,460,000 to an outside purchaser, the Brandsmas. An agreement with the
Brandsmas was already in place before the donation to the Organization of the farm
assets took place.




As explained below, it remains our position that the transactions were designed to give
the appearance of routing the farm assets of 570129 through the participating registered
charities under the guise of investments and gifts. The transactions were not
undertaken to fulfill the Organization’s mandate of disbursing funds to qualified donees
as the real intent of the parties involved was to facilitate a sale of farm assets by 570129
to an outside purchaser and to facilitate the avoidance of taxes otherwise payable on
the disposition of these assets.

The reasons for our assertions are as follows:

. The acquisition of 570129’'s shares by the three charities had no legal substance.
Alithough documents were signed to give the appearance that the shares were
sold, there is no compelling evidence the shares were actually paid for in full by the
participating charities. The Dekkers were not paid in full until affer the completion
of the sale of assets to an outside purchaser. The shares were not purchased
unconditionally but with the provision that the assets would be immediately
donated to the Organization and then sold to an outside purchaser.

e  There was no transfer of assets from 570129 to the Organization or from the
Organization to the outside purchaser as there was an unconditional agreement in
place for the sale of assets prior to the assets being gifted o the Organization.
Therefore, neither the other charities nor the Organization ever had unfettered
ownership of the shares or the assets.

¢« There was a listing agreement in place that involved only 570129 and the real
estate brokers, not the Organization.

e  There was one deposit of $50,000 paid by the third party purchasers pursuant fo
the agreement signed with 570129. This deposit was paid January 25, 2005 when
all conditions to the offer to purchase were removed. This deposit was not returned
t{o the purchasers when the agreement was purportedly terminated, but instead
was credited to the purchasers on the purported sale by the Organization.

We have further determined that these transactions represent a tax planning scheme to
facilitate the avoidance of taxes otherwise payable on the disposition of these assets
rather than to genuinely enrich the charities involved. The Dekkers’ real intent was to
sell the farm assets of 570129 to an outside purchaser. If the farm assets had been sold
directly to the outside purchaser, 570129 would potentially have to pay taxes on capital
gains. The Dekkers, on the other hand, may have to pay tax on dividends if they wished
to access the proceeds of the sale of the farm assets from 570129. We believe the tax
planning scheme enabled the Dekkers and 570129 to avoid their potential tax
assessments as follows:

. By gifting the farm assets to the Organization before the eventual sale, 570129
was able to offset the capital gains tax otherwise payable with the tax receipt
issued by the Organization.



. The net proceeds from the sale of the farm assets received by the Organization
approximately equal the cash transfers it made to the three charities that
purchased the shares of 570129 five days prior. Effectively, the three charities and
the Organization routed to its original shareholders on a tax-free basis the
proceeds from the sale under the guise of a share purchase as the original
shareholders were able to offset the capital gains tax on the sale of the 570129
shares with the capital gains exemption on farm property.

It is our position that the Organization acted as a conduit in a tax planning scheme to
utilize its charitable and tax-exempt status to route the proceeds from the sale of
570129's farm assets to the Dekkers on a tax-free basis. As mentioned in our previous
letter, it is our conclusion that, while the original shareholders and 570129 achieved
significant tax savings from these transactions, it does not appear that the Organization
received any benefit from its participation.

On page 4 of your written representations, you submit that the alleged tax-planning
arrangements involving the Dekkers were not carried out to the detriment of the
Organization’s charitable mandate because the Organization made a profit from each
arrangement. You further state that “[/Jooking at the audit as a whole from the
perspective of overall fairness, we submit it is not appropriate not to refer to the fact that
the Dekkers donated $350,000 to the [Organization], which was in addition to the “profit”
that it and other charities made from the arrangements.” On pages 4 and 7 of your
representations, you explained that the Organization "made specified gifts of
approximately $1.9 million to facilitate the purchase of shares, received a donation of
approximately $2 miliion and received an additional $350,000 from the individuals who
sold their shares.” We respectfully disagree with your statement for the following
reasons:

« According to a third party source, the $350,000 donation was negotiated upon
between the parties involved because the Dekkers wanted more money for their
570129 shares and were offered the donation receipt i he purported
donation flowed through the ﬂ;ccount; however,
no proof of payment was provided confirming cash was actually surrendered by
the Dekkers to the Organization. '

+ On April 4, 2008, we asked the Organization for an accounting of net
consideration remaining in the Organization after the 570129 transaction was
completed and to document how the Organization was in a better position
financially after the transaction was complete. Mr. Blake Bromley responded on
behalif of the Organization and, although we were not provided with an
accounting of net consideration, we were advised that the Organization’s net
position was not materially improved by as much as had been hoped.

¢ Our review of the ccount that all funds associated with the 570129
transaction flowed through confirmed Mr. Blake Bromley's statement and our




position that the Organization was not financially improved as a result of its
involvement in the transaction. In fact, the immaterial amount paid as a
participation fee pales in comparison to the value of the properties that were
routed through the Organization and the other charities.

CRA’s audit also disclosed that more than $86,000 in legal and consulting fees
were paid by the Organization as a result of the 570129 and the Dekker
transactions further reducing the facilitator fees paid to the Organization for its
participation.

We maintain our position that the predominant purpose of the series of transactions
outlined above and in Appendix A of our prior letter was to facilitate a tax planning
arrangement to confer undue private benefits rather than furthering the Organization’s
charitable purpose.

Transactions Involving Dekker Poultry Ltd.

Our previous letter outlined a series of transactions whereby the Organization and two
other charities purchased all of the outstanding shares of Dekker from the

or $3,275,300. Jllhad purchased al! of the outstanding
shares of Dekker for $3,034,025 less liabilities earlier on the same day. Four days later,
Dekker gifted its assets valued at $3,298,400 to the Organization and two other
charities. The Organization and the other two charities issued official donation receipts
for the total amount of $3,298 400 to Dekker.

It remains our position that the transactions were designed to give the appearance of
routing the farm assets of Dekker through the participating registered charities under the
guise of investments and gifts, to facilitate the avoidance of taxes otherwise payable on
the disposition of these assets, rather than to genuinely enrich the charities involved.
The transactions were not undertaken to fulfill the Organization’s mandate of disbursing
funds to qualified donees; the real intent of the parties involved was to facilitate a sale of
farm assets by Dekker to outside individuals and corporations. Agreements were
already in place to sell the farm assets to outside sources before they were donated to
the Organization and two other charities.

The Organization and the other two charities played a crucial role in facilitating these
transactions by issuing the official donation receipts for Dekker and flowing the
proceeds from the sale of farm assets to the Dekkers. The primary, if not exclusive,
purpose of the transactions was to facilitate a tax planning arrangement to confer undue
private benefits rather than furthering the Organization’s charitable purpose.

On page 7 of your representations with respect to transactions with the Dekkers, you
submit that it is not correct to say that the Organization does not appear to have
received any benefit from its participation in the transactions. On April 4, 2008, we
asked the Organization for an accounting of net consideration remaining in the
Organization after the Dekker transaction was completed and to document how the



Organization was in a better position financially after the transaction was complete.

Mr. Blake Bromley responded on behalf of the Organization saying “[The
Organization’'s] net consideration was $1,154,440 minus $1,142,889 = $11,651. [The
Organization’s] net position was not as materially improved by as much as had been
hoped and [the Organization] does not intend to participate in such transactions in the
future.” The net consideration of $11,551 would be non-existent once the legal fees paid
by the Organization were subtracted. The total legal fees paid for both 570129//ision
and Dekker transactions were $86,000.

Federal Court of Appeal Prescient Foundation v. Minister of National Revenue

Our position on the 570129 transaction was confirmed by the Federal Court of Appeal
on May 1, 2013 as a result of an appeal brought by Prescient Foundation (Prescient)
from the confirmation by the Minister of National Revenue (Minister) of a proposal under
subsection 168(1) of the Income Tax Act to revoke the registration of Prescient as a
registered charity. An application for leave to appeal was then filed by Prescient at the
Supreme Court of Canada but was dismissed with costs.

Your representations suggest that the Dekker transaction and the 570129 transaction
were substantially the same, except that Prescient did not participate in the Dekker
transaction and the Dekker family members involved sold their shares to a taxable
corporation and not to a registered charity. We respectfully agree and believe that
because of the similarities between the 570129 and the Dekker transactions, the

May 1, 2013, Prescient decision from the Federal Court of Appeal would be relevant in
the Dekker case as well.

The FCA stated the following with regard to the 570129 (Farm Sale Transactions):

[36] The Minister concluded that these transactions amounted to pariicipating in a tax
planning arrangement for the private benefit of others and, as such, were not entered
into for charitable purposes. Consequently, the Minister concluded that he should
revoke Prescient’s registration as a result of its participation in the Farm Sale
Transactions. After carefully reviewing the concerned transactions and Prescient’s
submissions in this appeal, I find that the Minister’s conclusion was reasonable in the
circumstances.

[37] The overall purpose of the Farm Sale Transactions was to facilitate the sale of
the farm assets to the Brandsmas while avoiding taxes otherwise payable by

Vision Poultry (670129) and the Dekkers through a tax planning scheme seeking to use
the special tax privileges of registered charities to the private benefit of specific
individuals and corporations. In effect, Prescient’s purchase of the shares of Vision was
part of a scheme to rotute to the Dekkers, on a tax-free basis, the proceeds received
from the Brandsmas for the sale of the farm assets.

[38] The special advantages extended to charities under the Act are meant to assist
them in pursuing their charitable purposes. Under section 149.1(1) of the Act, charitable




foundations must thus be operated exclusively for charitable purposes. Prescient broke
that important rule through its participation in the Farm Sale Transactions. By so doing,
it ignored the fundamental purpose of the special advantages provided to charities
under the Act. In the light of the egregious nature of the Farm Sale Transactions and of
Prescient’s participation therein, it was reasonable for the Minister to revoke Prescient’s
registration under the Act.

[39] | do not accept Prescient’s submission that its intention in participating in the
Farm Sale Transactions was to increase the amounts made available to it and to other
registered charities for charitable purposes....... it does remain that the primary purpose
of the Farmm Sale Transactions was not to benefit the concerned charities, but, rather, to
use the tax privileges of the concerned charities in order to confer unwarranted tax
benefits on the private individuals and corporations involved.

Per our previous letter, the Organization purchased shares of ] at a discount of
$11,000 and we find that the Organization entered into this transaction to merely be the
facilitator or accommodator in the transactions. QOver a period of 14 days, the
Organization acquired the shares at a discount and subsequently “arranged to have
them redeemed” by the very same corporation. It is our belief the Organization would
have been aware that the sole purpose of purchasing and redeeming the shares was to
benefit the shareholder. The shareholder would have been subject to a deemed
dividend under subsection 84(3) of the Act if the shares were redeemed; however, by
selling the shares to the Organization at a loss, the shareholder was able to acquire the
shares to access the redemption proceeds without being subject to tax.

Our position remains that the Organization accepted an $11,000 accommodator fee to
facilitate this series of transactions that were designed to confer a significant undue
private benefit on a shareholder of . Further, there was no guarantee that the
Organization would be able to resell the shares back to -or any other purchaser
thereby risking the resources of the Organization.

Independent World Television Foundation (IWTF)

We have considered your representations with respect to the IWTF transactions and do
not concur with your interpretation of the transactions. We remain of the position that
the Organization failed to operate exclusively for charitable purposes in this regard.

The history of the Organization’s relationship with IWTF is as follows:

. m
There is a related organization in the United States registered wi e

Internal Revenue System as a 501(c)(3) charity under the name of Independent
World Television Inc. (IWT U.S)).




. _applied for registration as a public foundation under the
name of Independent World Television Foundation (IWTF) with the help of
Mr. Blake Bromley F IWTF was registered effective
December 16, 2005 and Mr. Blake Bromley was one of the founding directors.

e According to The m if you are donating in the
United States, you will receive a tax receipt from | U.S., a 501(c)(3) charity. If

ou are donating in Canada, you will receive a tax receipt from
ﬁ a Canadian registered charity. Canadian tax receipts were
issued by IWTF prior to its status as a charity being revoked in 2010.

e« On August 31, 2008, the Organization, loaned $2 million CAD to IWTF at an
interest rate of 20% per annum plus 5% term interest. On April 30, 2007, the
Organization loaned a further $2 million CAD to IWTF at the same interest rates
even though no interest had been paid on the prior loan. According to Mr. Jay, a
director of IWTF, no written loan agreements were in place.

» The funds were flowed through IWTF to IWT U.S. We reviewed the IRS Form
990, Public Charity Status and Public Support filed by IWT US which confirmed
that $3.6 million USD was reported on the 2007 return as an amount due to a
related party. IWTF also reported an amount receivable of $3.6 million CAD and
a liability of $4.2 million CAD for what we believe to be the accrued interest.

We respectfully disagree with your representations advising that $3 million of the
outstanding loan and interest was repaid to the Organization by IWTF in 2009. Further
research in this regard refutes your representations as outlined below.

A review of IWTF’s T3010, Registered Charity Information Returns filed prior to its
revocation in 2010 confirmed that IWTF did not have funds to repay the outstanding
loan and interest to the Organization in 2009. IWTF’s net assets for the period of 2006
to 2009 were as follows:

2009 2008 2007 2006

Assets

Cash $9,703 $234,498 $90,845 | $1,651,033

Accts Receivable | $4,354,817 | $3,812,469 | $3,629.246 $82,574

Other $7,057 $13,222 $17,128 $20.817
Total Assets 54,371,577 | $4,060,189 | $3,737.219 | $1,754,424
Liabilities
Accts payable $4,518 $5,980 $5,000 0
Other Liahilities $4,550685 | $4,350685| $4,150685| $2,000,000
Total Liabilities $4,555,203 | $4,356,665| $4,155685| $2 000,000
Net Assets $(183,626) | $(296,476) | $ (418466)| $ (245,576)




We have now learned that I = Canadian registered
charity, transferred $3 million to IWTF just prior to its revocation in 2010. The funds
were then flowed to the Organization from IWTF under the guise of a partial repayment
of the principal and interest owing. Our records confirm that Mr. Bromiey was a director
of both and the Organization during this time frame. It is reasonable to assume
that Mr. Bromley, as the controlling mind of these charities, provided the direction to
flow $3 million from to IWTF and then to the Organization to give the
impression that at least part of the joan had been repaid. The final T3010 filed by IWTF
in 2010 did not show a decrease in the outstanding liability account of $4.5 million owing
to the Organization nor does it show the purported gift of $5.1 million received from the
Organization.

Our position remains that the Organization jeopardized its resources by loaning funds to
IWTF, an organization that did not have the ability to pay the exorbitant interest
amounts or repay the principal payment of $4 miilion. In our view simply moving funds
from one charity to another does not constifute a legal ioan repayment. As such, the
Organization failed to operate exclusively for charitable purposes in compliance with the
requirements of the Act and does not meet the definition of a charitable foundation
under subsection 149.1(1) of the Act.

We agree with your position that the Act does not require the Minister to revoke the
registration of a public foundation that has acquired control of a corporation; however,
paragraph 149.1(3)(c) of the Act states:

“The Minister may, in the manner described in section 168, revoke the
registration of a public foundation for any reason described in subsection 168(1)
or where the foundation since June 1, 1950, acquired control of a corporation.”

The representations suggest that CRA said the shares of || were not
purchased and in fact, they were donated to it. We cannot find the reference you refer
nor have you provided documentation to support your representations. We will note that
our letter indicates “According to Mr. Bromley, “[The Organization] purchased (emphasis
added) land under a court ordered bankruptcy sale. it subsequently rolled the land into
a new corporation it acquired (emphasis added).” The Organization has provided no
information verifying that the corporation referred to was in fact donated to it".

With respect to your comments noting that CRA guidance on related business indicates
that registered charities may form wholly-owned corporate subsidiaries to carry on an
unrelated business distinguishes the situations by which a charitable organization and a
charitable foundation can acguire control of a corporation. As noted at paragraph 47 of
CPS-019, What is a Related Business?, “As long as its own governing documents and
provincial legislation allow it to do so..., the charity (if it is a charitable organization) can

! A review of the general ledgers and official donation receipts provided does not reveal that the
corporation was donated to the Organization.
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retain control over the taxable corporation through share holdings or a power to
nominate the board of directors. However, the Income Tax Act does not allow a charity
that is a foundation to acquire more than half of the voting shares of a taxable
corporation, unless the shares are donated to the foundation.” Accordingly, we disagree
with your representations as they failed to consider that the Organization is a charitable
foundation and it did not acquire control of Jlloy way of donated shares. Finally, we
disagree the funds loaned to -Nere funds used to further the Organization’s
charitable purposes.

Our position remains that the Organization failed to comply with paragraph 149.1(3)(c)
of the Act and for this reason alone there are grounds to revoke the registered status of
the Organization.

We accept the Organization’s representations with respect to the donation of -
shares and will not rely on the arguments outlined in our previous letter as grounds for
revocation.

Our position remains that, even though the Organization made a decision not to go
forward with the investment in *and the $500,000 deposit was returned, the
transaction was another potential example of non-compliance with the Act. The
$500,000 transfer toﬁwould have been considered a gift to a non-qualified
donee. As this was merely an example, we will not rely on the arguments outlined in our
previous letter as grounds for revocation.

Our audit indicated that the Organization had made significant gifts to persons that were
not qualified donees, as well as engaging in transactions that resuited in significant
losses of its financial resources without benefitting itself or furthering its charitable
purposes. It is therefore our position that the Organization failed to devote its resources
exclusively to charitable activities carried on by it as was required under subsection
149.1(1) of the Act. As such, there are sufficient grounds to revoke the charitable
registration of the Organization under paragraph 168(1)(b) of the Act.

2) Carrying on an Unrelated Business

We have considered your representations submitted with respect to the unrelated
business the Organization was carrying on; however, we do not feel we were provided
with any new information and as a result, our position remains that the Organization has
carried on a business that is not considered to be a related business. Moreover, to be
considered a related business, the business activity must clearly be subordinate to the
overall charitable programming conducted by a charity. In the absence of any significant
charitable activity undertaken by the Organization, its business activities do not meet
this test.
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Per our previous letter:

The intent of purchasing the lots from another registered charity at the time was
to earn a profit. Mr. Blake Bromley, director of the Organization, confirmed this
intent in his letter dated May 10, 2010.

The potential to show a profit was evidenced in the purchase and sale agreement
signed with the vendor, Sea to Sky Foundation. For example, a restrictive
covenant in the purchase and sale agreement prohibited the Organization from
building more than 78 dwelling units on the property; the Organization purchased
56 residential lots from Sea to Sky Foundation for this purpose at a total price of
$9 million. A sample of the lots reviewed and reported on the BCAA site indicates
the fair market value of each lot is $147,500; the Organization reported a large
gain on the sale of the four lots in the 2009 fiscal year. Additionally, a reasonable
person would not conclude, as the Organization has, that purchasing 56
residential lots “did not have any degree of continuity or regularity that would be
required in order to constitute “carrying on” a business.”

The existence of profits in the past years was evidenced by the fact that the
Organization sold four lots in the 2009 fiscal year, earning a profit of $1.8 million.
CRA is unable to verify the number of lots sold since 2009 as it is outside our
audit period. However, it is reasonable to conclude that the Organization would
have to engage in repeated and regular sales transactions in subsequent years
in order to fully realize the profit it intended to generate from all 56 lots.

The expertise and experience of the persons or organizations that entered into
an agreement with the Organization to market and sell the lots are qualified real
estate advisors and developers who have been in business for more than 30
years. It is reasonable to suggest that one of the reasons the Organization
engaged real estate advisors and developers to be its associates for this venture
was that it realized the venture is a business to be carried on for multiple years.
The agreement suggested that the actions in connection with the marketing and
selling of such a large number of lots would need to have a degree of continuity
and regularity in order {o constitute carrying on a successful business in the
years going forward. For example, the advisors were expected to develop a
detailed marketing and sales program including strategies, budgets and
schedules focused on enhancing sales values for current and future iot sales.

Our understanding is the remaining lots have now been gifted to

another public foundation. Please keep in mind that our position is based on the issues
and concerns revealed during the audit period, not on a going-forward basis, and gifting
the business as well as the assets to a qualified donee does not alter cur conclusion
that the Organization has engaged in an unrelated business for which it can be revoked.

In light of the above, it is our position that the Organization has carried on a business
that is not a related business. As such, there appears to be sufficient grounds to revoke
the Organization’s registration under paragraph 149.1(3)(a) of the Act.
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3) Issuing Official Donation Receipts Not in Accordance with the Act

Our position remains that the Organization has contravened the Act by issuing receipts
for transactions that do not qualify as gifts under section 118.1 of the Act. The assets
received lack animus donandi; neither Dekker nor 570129 BC Ltd necessarily enrich, or
intend to enrich the Organization. The purpose of the transactions was to route pre-sold
assets through a registered charity. In the transactions the Organization purportedly
received a gift but was left in no better financial position than before the transaction.

The Organization was, at no time, entitled to maintain or benefit from the property
purportedly donated to it. In fact, it does not appear that the transfer of assets was
legally effective - the purchase and sale agreements to sell the assets to the third
parties were sighed in advance of the purported gifting of assets to the Organization.
For exampie, in the Dekker arrangement the purchase and sale agreements were
signed in March 2005 yet the purported “gifting” occurred in May 2005; and the Dekker's
legal representative confirmed to the BC Chicken Marketing Board that the ownership of
Dekker remained in the hands of Mr. and Mrs. Dekker “despite any change in ownership
and control of the Company [Dekker] which may have taken place”.

It is our position that the primary motivation of the participant in each of the tax-planning
arrangements was not to enrich the Organization or the other participating charities but,
through a series of transactions, to avoid certain provisions of the Act and taxes
otherwise payable. Our audits have revealed the transactions in these two
arrangements were pre-arranged by the participant, as the Organization mereiy acted
as a conduit to issue donation receipts and funnel cash and tax-receipted property to
achieve the desired tax effects. In each case, the financial positions of the Organization
and other charities involved did not improve by nearly as much as the tax-receipted
amount, if at ail. At best, the Organization was lending its tax-receipting privilege for a
fee.

We accept the Organization’s representations with respect to the donation of Archon
shares and will not rely on the arguments in our previous letter as grounds for
revocation.

It is our position that there was no donative intent behind the aforementioned
tax-planning transactions. As such, the property received by the Organization in each
case did not qualify as a gift under section 118.1 of the Act and it remains our position
that the Organization has failed to issue donation receipts in accordance with the Act.
Consequently, this constitutes one of the reasons to recommend revocation of
registration of the Organization by virtue of paragraph 168(1)(d) of the Income Tax Act.

4) Failure to Maintain Adequate Books and Records

A registered charity must maintain, and make available to the CRA at the time of the
audit, meaningful books and records, regardiess of its size or resources. It is not
sufficient to supply the required documentation and records subsequent to the audit.
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The Organization was provided sufficient time to prepare and provide its books and
records prior to and during the course of our audit yet chose not to make all of its
records available.

The Organization’s representations state on page 18 “You have alleged that [the
Organization] did not maintain proper bocks and records in the form of minutes of
meetings of directors. We suggest that there is no express requirement for such
minutes to be maintained.” We respectfully disagree. In the Federal Court of Appeal
case dated May 1, 2013, Prescient Foundation v. Minister of National Revenue, the
Court responded as follows when reviewing the lack of meeting minutes pertaining to
the 570129 transaction (referred to by the Court as Farm Sale Transactions):

[63] | first note that Prescient maintained no records of its Board of Directors
meetings relating to its involvement in the Farm Sale Transactions, most notably
concerning its acquisition of 30% of the shares of Vision Poultry. Articles 14.7 and 14.8
of Prescient's own by-laws (Appeal Book (‘AB”) at p.23) required its board of directors
to approve the acquisition in order to determine both whether it was a prudent
investment and whether Prescient should invest in this type of shares. Yet no record of
such a meeting was maintained.

[54] Moreover, Prescient did not maintain documentation clearly showing that its gift
fo DATA had been made to an American charity, nor did it disclose this important fact to
the CRA auditor in a timely fashjon. As the record shows, the auditor raised the issue of
the contribution to DATA in a query to Prescient dated July 8, 2008 (AB p. 250) and in a
letter to Prescient dated January 21, 2009 (AB p. 520). The lack of proper
documentation relating to this fransaction, coupled with the failure of Prescient to
voluntarily disclose the relevant information in a timely fashion, resulted in the auditor
erroneously assuming that the contribution had been made to a Canadian charity
beanng a similar name to that of DATA. It was only in May of 2009 that the auditor was
made aware that the contribution had been made to an American charity.

[55] Inlight of this, it was reasonable for the Minister to conclude that Prescient did
not maintain adequate records.

Given the reportedly significant values of the assets and the complexity of the
transactions the Organization was involved in, we find it reasonable to expect that the
directors of the Organization would have conducted extensive discussion regarding the
approval of such transactions. However, our audit indicated a lack of records of such
discussions. For instance, we found no Board minutes or planning documents with
respect to the transactions of the shares of DPL and 570129 BC Ltd. Further, it would
seem prudent for the Organization to review the transactions and the associated
expenditures on a continual basis. Here again, our audit indicated the Organization did
not retain adequate records to support these expenditures.

Further, with reference to the 570129 and Vision transactions, the representations state
“amounts paid for legal fees to arm’s length law firms by [the Organization] in
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connection with the transactions were reasonable.” We respectfully disagree with this
statement as all of the legal and consulting fees, $86.576. were paid to non-arm’s length
firms and individuals, Fees were paid to T
= /so, we find it difficult to conclude the legal fees were
reasonable due 1o the limited detail the invoices provided. For example, invoices 05-105
and 05-108 state “For consulting services rendered in relation to Dekker’'s donation
including: All meetings, correspondence and telephone conferences; considering to and
working on the completion of the Dekker's donation by " (or Blake Bromiey
05-108).

In our Query #11 dated April 4, 2008, we asked the Organization to provide a detailed
listing of expenses claimed, by whom and for what purpose as well as an explanation
and the supporting documentation to show expenses were incurred to further the
activities of the Organization. The Organization’s response to our query provided little or
no insight; indicating that the legal bills were incurred as an expense to help the
Organization feel competent that it was complying with the laws governing public
foundations.

The representations provided, referencing expenses for travel to Brussels, advise that
all of those expenses were clearly documented and disclosed in its books of records.
This is not accurate.

Our Query #10 dated April 4, 2008, asked the Organization to verify the travel expenses
claimed on the 2005 T3010 of $16,481 and 2006 T3010 of $19,321 by providing the
purpose of the travel, what work was done in support of the Organization and an
explanation and documentation to show that the expenses were incurred to further the
activities of the Organization. The Organization provided the following explanation: “The
travel expenses in 2005 and 2006 relate to attending conferences relating to
international grant-making. The purpose of travel to Europe in 2005 and 2006 was to
attend the annual meeting of the Conference of the European Foundation Centre in an
effort to get a better understanding of some of the best practices of foundation in
Europe so they can be transferred to the [Organization]. The purpose of travel to
Washington, D.C. and San Juan was to attend the Conference of the Council on the
Foundations and a Conference on International Philanthropy, respectively, to discuss
best practices and policies relating to international grant-making and Anti-Terrorism
legislation.” A review of the European Foundation Centre website listed
_ as an associate member in Canada. We did not iocate where the

Organization was listed as being an associate member.

We also received copies of invoices for hotels for nd Blake Bromley and
invoices fromﬂfor outlining an itinerary for
¢ Blake Bromley travelling to Edmonton, Calgary, Frankfurt, Amsterdam,
Brussels, London, Atlanta, San Juan, Athens, Ottawa, Toronto, and Malev in 2004,
2005 and 2006. None of the documentation indicated the invoices were for expenditures
incurred by or on behalf of the Organization. The books and records provided during

and subsequent to the audit did not link any of the travel destinations to the
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Organization nor was the auditor provided with any verifiable information that indicated
the best practices presented at the Conferences in Europe and Washington D.C. have
been transferred to the Organization to enhance the ability {o carry out its charitable
purposes.

Under subsection 149.1(3) of the Act, the Minister may revoke the registration of the
registered charity in the manner as described at paragraph 168(1)(e) of the Act because
the registered charity has failed to comply with or contravenes any of sections 230 to
231.5 of the Act. It is our position the Organization has contravened section 230 of the
Act for failing to maintain complete records to verify the information contained within its
Registered Charity Information Retumns and financial statements. For this reason, there
are grounds for revocation of the charitable status of the Organization under paragraph
168(1)(e) of the Act. '
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iITR APPENDIX B
Section 149.1 Qualified Donees

149.1(2) Revocation of registration of charitable organization

The Minister may, in the manner described in section 168, revoke the registration of a

charitable organization for any reason described in subsection 168(1) or where the

organization

{a) carries oh a business that is not a related business of that charity; or

(b} fails to expend in any taxation year, on charitable activities carried on by it and by
way of gifts made by it to qualified donees, amounts the total of which is at least
equal to the organization’s disbursement quota for that year.

149.1(3) Revocation of registration of public foundation

The Minister may, in the manner described in section 168, revoke the registration of a

public foundation for any reason described in subsection 168(1) or where the foundation

{a) carries on a business that is not a related business of that charity;

(b) fails to expend in any taxation year, on charitable activities carried on by it and by
way of gifts made by it to qualified donees, amounts the total of which is at least
equal to the foundation’s disbursement quota for that year,;

(c) since June 1, 1950, acquired control of any corporation;

{d) since June 1, 1950, incurred debts, other than debts for current operating expenses,
debts incurred in connection with the purchase and sale of investments and debts
incurred in the course of administering charitable activities; or

(e) at any time within the 24 month period preceding the day on which notice is given to
the foundation by the minister pursuant to subsection 168(1) and at a time when the
foundation was a private foundation, took any action or failed to expend amounts
such that the Minister was entitled, pursuant to subsection (4), to revoke its
registration as a private foundation.

149.1(4) Revocation of registration of private foundation

The Minister may, in the manner described in section 168, revoke the registration of a

private foundation for any reason described in subsection 168(1) or where the

foundation

(a) carries on any business;

{b) fails to expend in any taxation year, on charitable activities carried on by it and by
way of gifts made by it to qualified donees, amounts the total of which is at least
equal to the foundation's disbursement quota for that year,

(c) has, in respect of a class of shares of the capital stock of a corporation, a divestment
obligation percentage at the end of any taxation year;

(d) since June 1, 1950, incurred debts, other than debts for current operating expenses,
debts incurred in connection with the purchase and sale of investments and debts
incurred in the course of administering charitable activities.




149.1(4.1) Revocation of registration of registered charity

The Minister may, in the manner described in section 168, revoke the registration

(a) of a registered charity, if it has entered into a transaction (including a gift to another
registered charity) and it may reasonably be considered that a purpose of the
transaction was to avoid or unduly delay the expenditure of amounts on charitable
activities;

(b) of a registered charity, if it may reasonably be considered that a purpose of entering
into a transaction (including the acceptance of a gift) with another registered charity
to which paragraph (a) applies was to assist the other registered charity in avoiding
or unduly delaytng the expenditure of amounts on charitable activities;

(c) of a registered charity, if a false statement, within the meaning assigned by
subsection 163.2(1), was made in circumstances amounting to culpable conduct,
within the meaning assigned by that subsection, in the furnishing of information for
the purpose of obtaining registration of the charity;

(d) of a registered charity, if it has in a taxation year received a gift of property (other
than a designated gift) from another registered charity with which it does not deal at
arm'’s length and it has expended, before the end of the next taxation year, in
addition to its disbursement quota for each of those taxation years, an amount that is
less than the fair market value of the property, on charitable activities carried on by it
or by way of gifts made to qualified donees with which it deals at arm’s length; and

(e) of a registered charity, if an ineligible individual is a director, trustee, officer or like
official of the charity, or controls or manages the charity, directly or indirectly, in any
manner whatever.

Section 168:
Revocation of Registration of Certain Organizations and Associations

168(1) Notice of intention to revoke registration

Where a registered charity or a registered Canadian amateur athletic association

(@) applies to the Minister in writing for revocation of its registration,

(b) ceases to comply with the requirements of this Act for its registration as such,

(c) fails to file an information return as and when required under this Act or a regulation,

(d) issues a receipt for a gift or donation otherwise than in accordance with this Act and
the regulations or that contains false information,

(e) fails to comply with or contravenes any of sections 230 to 231.5, or

(f) in the case of a registered Canadian amateur athletic association, accepts a gift or
donation the granting of which was expressly or impliedly conditional on the
association making a gift or donation to another person, club, society or association,

the Minister may, by registered mail, give notice to the registered charity or registered

Canadian amateur athletic association that the Minister proposes to revoke its

registration.



168(2) Revocation of Registration

Where the Minister gives notice under subsection (1) to a registered charity or to a

registered Canadian amateur athletic association,

(a) if the charity or association has applied to the Minister in writing for the revocation of
its registration, the Minister shall, forthwith after the mailing of the notice, publish a
copy of the notice in the Canada Gazefte, and

(b) in any other case, the Minister may, after the expiration of 30 days from the day of
mailing of the notice, or after the expiration of such extended period from the day of
mailing of the notice as the Federal Court of Appeal or a judge of that Court, on
application made at any time before the determination of any appeal pursuant to
subsection 172(3) from the giving of the notice, may fix or aliow, publish a copy of
the notice in the Canada Gazette,

and on that publication of a copy of the notice, the registration of the charity or

association is revoked.

168(4) Objection to proposal or designation

A person may, on or before the day that is 90 days after the day on which the notice

was mailed, serve on the Minister a written notice of objection in the manner authorized

by the Minister, setting out the reasons for the objection and all the relevant facts, and
the provisions of subsections 165(1), (1.1) and (3) to (7) and sections 166, 166.1 and

166.2 apply, with any modifications that the circumstances require, as if the notice were

a notice of assessment made under section 152, if

(a) in the case of a person that is or was registered as a registered charity or is an
applicant for such registration, it objects to a notice under any of subsections (1) and
149.1(2) to (4.1), (6.3), (22) and (23);

(b) in the case of a person that is or was registered as a registered Canadian amateur
athietic association or is an applicant for such registration, it objects to a notice
under any of subsections (1) and 149.1(4.2) and (22); or

(c) in the case of a person described in any of subparagraphs (a)(i) to (v) of the
definition "qualified donee” in subsection 149.1(1), that is or was registered by the
Minister as a qualified donee or is an applicant for such registration, it objects to a
notice under any of subsections (1) and 149.1(4.3) and (22).

172(3) Appeal from refusal to register, revocation of registration, etc.

Where the Minister

(a) confirms a proposal or decision in respect of which a notice was issued under any of
subsections 149.1(4.2) and (22) and 168(1) by the Minister, to a person that is or
was registered as a registered Canadian amateur athletic association or is an
applicant for registration as a registered Canadian amateur athletic association, or
does not confirm or vacate that proposal or decision within 90 days after service of a
notice of objection by the person under subsection 168(4) in respect of that proposal
or decision,

(a.1) confirms a proposal, decision or designation in respect of which a notice was
issued by the Minister to a person that is or was registered as a registered charity, or
is an applicant for registration as a registered charity, under any of subsections
149.1(2) to (4.1), (6.3), (22) and (23) and 168(1), or does not confirm or vacate that




proposal, decision or designation within 90 days after service of a notice of objection
by the person under subsection 168(4) in respect of that proposal, decision or
designation,

(a.2) confirms a proposal or decision in respect of which a notice was issued under any
of subsections 149.1(4.3), (22) and 168(1) by the Minister, to a person that is a
person described in any of subparagraphs (a)(i) to (v) of the definition "qualified
donee” in subsection 149.1(1) that is or was registered by the Minister as a qualified
donee or is an applicant for such registration, or does not confirm or vacate that
proposal or decision within 90 days after service of a notice of objection by the
person under subsection 168(4) in respect of that proposal or decision,

(b) refuses to accept for registration for the purposes of this Act any retirement savings
plan,

(c) refuses to accept for registration for the purposes of this Act any profit sharing plan
or revokes the registration of such a plan,

(e) refuses to accept for registration for the purposes of this Act an education savings
“plan,

(e.1) sends notice under subsection 146.1(12.1) to a promoter that the Minister
proposes to revoke the registration of an education savings plan,

(f) refuses to register for the purposes of this Act any pension plan or gives notice under
subsection 147.1(11) to the administrator of a registered pension plan that the
Minister proposes to revoke its registration,

(f.1) refuses to accept an amendment to a registered pension plan, or

(9) refuses to accept for registration for the purposes of this Act any retirement income
fund,

the person in a case described in paragraph (a), (a.1) or (a.2), the applicant in a case

described in paragraph (b), (e) or (g), a trustee under the plan or an employer of

employees who are beneficiaries under the plan, in a case described in paragraph (c),

the promoter in a case described in paragraph (e.1), or the administrator of the plan or

an employer who participates in the plan, in a case described in paragraph (f) or (.1},
may appeal from the Minister's decision, or from the giving of the notice by the Minister,
to the Federal Court of Appeal.

180(1) Appeals to Federal Court of Appeal

An appeal to the Federal Court of Appeal pursuant to subsection 172(3) may be

instituted by filing a notice of appeal in the Court within 30 days from

(a) the day on which the Minister notifies a person under subsection 165(3) of the
Minister's action in respect of a notice of objection filed under subsection 168(4),

(c) the mailing of notice to the administrator of the registered pension plan under
subsection 147.1(11), _

(c.1) the sending of a notice to a promoter of a registered education savings plan under
subsection 146.1(12.1), or

(d) the time the decision of the Minister to refuse the application for acceptance of the
amendment to the registered pension plan was mailed, or otherwise communicated
in writing, by the Minister to any person,

as the case may be, or within such further time as the Court of Appeal or a judge

thereof may, either before or after the expiration of those 30 days, fix or allow.



Section 188: Revocation tax

188(1) Deemed year-end on notice of revocation

If on a particular day the Minister issues a notice of intention to revoke the registration of

a taxpayer as a registered charity under any of subsections 149.1(2) to (4.1) and 168(1)

or it is determined, under subsection 7(1) of the Charities Registration (Security

Information) Act, that a certificate served in respect of the charity under subsection 5(1)

of that Act is reasonable on the basis of information and evidence available,

(a) the taxation year of the charity that would otherwise have included that day is
deemed to end at the end of that day;

(b) a new taxation year of the charity is deemed to begin immediately after that day; and

(c) for the purpose of determining the charity’s fiscal period after that day, the charity is
deemed not to have established a fiscal period before that day.

188(1.1) Revocation tax

A charity referred to in subsection (1) is liable to a tax, for its taxation year that is

deemed to have ended, equal to the amount determined by the formula

A-B

where

A is the total of all amounts, each of which is

(a) the fair market value of a property of the charity at the end of that taxation year,

(b) the amount of an appropriation (within the meaning assigned by subsection (2) in
respect of a property transferred to another person in the 120-day period that ended
at the end of that taxation year, or

(c) the income of the charity for its winding-up period, including gifts received by the
charity in that period from any source and any income that would be computed
under section 3 as if that period were a taxation year; and

B is the total of all amounts (other than the amount of an expenditure in respect of which

a deduction has been made in computing income for the winding-up period under

paragraph (c) of the description of A, each of which is

(a) a debt of the charity that is outstanding at the end of that taxation year,

(b) an expenditure made by the charity during the winding-up period on charitable
activities carried on by it, or

(c) an amount in respect of a property transferred by the charity during the winding-up
period and not later than the latter of one year from the end of the taxation year and
the day, if any, referred to in paragraph (1.2)(c) to a person that was at the time of
the transfer an eligible donee in respect of the charity, equal to the amount, if any, by
which the fair market value of the property, when transferred, exceeds the
consideration given by the person for the transfer.




188(1.2) Winding-up period

In this Part, the winding-up period of a charity is the period, that begins immediately

after the day on which the Minister issues a notice of intention to revoke the registration

of a taxpayer as a registered charity under any of subsections 149.1(2) to (4.1) and

168(1) (or, if earlier, immediately after the day on which it is determined, under

subsection 7(1) of the Charities Registration (Security Information) Act, that a certificate

served in respect of the charity under subsection 5(1) of that Act is reasonable on the

basis of information and evidence available), and that ends on the day that is the latest

of

(a) the day, if any, on which the charity files a return under subsection 189(6.1) for the
taxation year deemed by subsection (1) to have ended, but not later than the day on
which the charity is required to file that return,

(b} the day on which the Minister last issues a notice of assessment of tax payable under
subsection (1.1) for that taxation year by the charity, and

(c) if the charity has filed a notice of objection or appeal in respect of that assessment,
the day on which the Minister may take a collection action under section 225.1 in
respect of that tax payable.

188(1.3) Eligible donee

In this Part, an eligible donee in respect of a particular charity is a registered charity

{a) of which more than 50% of the members of the board of directors or trustees of the
registered charity deal at arm’s length with each member of the board of directors or
trustees of the particular charity;

{b) that is not the subject of a suspension under subsection 188.2(1);

{c) that has no unpaid liabilities under this Act or under the Excise Tax Act;

(d) that has filed all information returns required by subsection 149.1(14); and

{e) that is not the subject of a certificate under subsection 5(1) of the Charities
Registration (Security Information) Act or, if it is the subject of such a certificate, the
certificate has been determined under subsection 7(1) of that Act not to be
reasonable.

188(2) Shared liability — revocation tax

A person who, after the time that is 120 days before the end of the taxation year of a
charity that is deemed by subsection (1) to have ended, receives property from the
charity, is jointly and severally, or solidarily, liable with the charity for the tax payable
under subsection (1.1) by the charity for that taxation year for an amount not exceeding
the total of all appropriations, each of which is the amount by which the fair market
value of such a property at the time it was so received by the person exceeds the
consideration given by the person in respect of the property.



188(2.1) Non-application of revocation tax

Subsections (1) and (1.1) do not apply to a charity in respect of a notice of intention to

revoke given under any of subsections 149.1(2) to (4.1) and 168(1) if the Minister

abandons the intention and so notifies the charity or if

(a) within the one-year period that begins immediately after the taxation year of the
charity otherwise deemed by subsection (1) to have ended, the Minister has
registered the charity as a charitable organization, private foundation or public
foundation; and

(b) the charity has, before the time that the Minister has so registered the charity,

(i) paid all amounts, each of which is an amount for which the charity is liable under this
Act (other than subsection (1.1)) or the Excise Tax Act in respect of taxes, penaities
and interest, and

(i) filed all information returns required by or under this Act to be filed on or before that
time.

188(3) Transfer of property tax

Where, as a result of a transaction or series of transactions, property owned by a
registered charity that is a charitable foundation and having a net value greater than
50% of the net asset amount of the charitable foundation immediately before the
transaction or series of transactions, as the case may be, is transferred before the end
of a taxation year, directly or indirectly, to one or more charitable organizations and it
may reasonably be considered that the main purpose of the transfer is to effect a
reduction in the disbursement quota of the foundation, the foundation shall pay a tax
under this Part for the year equal to the amount by which 25% of the net value of that
property determined as of the day of its transfer exceeds the total of all amounts each of
which is its tax payable under this subsection for a preceding taxation year in respect of
the transaction or series of transactions.

188(3.1) Non-application of subsection (3)
Subsection (3) does not apply to a transfer that is a gift to which subsection 188.1(11) or
(12) applies

188(4) Transfer of property tax

Where property has been transferred to a charitable organization in circumstances
described in subsection (3) and it may reasonably be considered that the organization
acted in concert with a charitable foundation for the purpose of reducing the
disbursement quota of the foundation, the organization is jointly and severally liable with
the foundation for the tax imposed on the foundation by that subsection in an amount
not exceeding the net value of the property.




188(5) Definitions
In this section,
“net asset amount” of a charitable foundation at any time means the amount determined
by the formula

A-B
where
A is the fair market value at that time of all the property owned by the foundation at that
time, and
B is the total of all amounts each of which is the amount of a debt owing by or any other
obligation of the foundation at that time;

“net value” of property owned by a charitable foundation, as of the day of its transfer,
means the amount determined by the formula
A-B
Where
A is the fair market value of the property on that day, and
B is the amount of any consideration given to the foundation for the transfer.

189(6) Taxpayer to file return and pay tax

Every taxpayer who is liable to pay tax under this Part (except a charity that is liable to

pay tax under section 188(1)) for a taxation year shall, on or before the day on or before

which the taxpayer is, or would be if tax were payable by the taxpayer under Part | for

the year, required to file a return of income or an information return under Part | for the

year,

(a) file with the Minister a return for the year in prescribed form and containing
prescribed information, without notice or demand therefor;

(b) estimate in the return the amount of tax payable by the taxpayer under this Part for
the year; and

(c) pay to the Receiver General the amount of tax payable by the taxpayer under this
Part for the year.

189(6.1) Revoked charity to file returns

Every taxpayer who is liable to pay tax under subsection 188(1.1) for a taxation year

shall, on or before the day that is one year from the end of the taxation year, and

without notice or demand,

(a) file with the Minister
(1) a return for the taxation year, in prescribed form and containing prescribed
information, and
(i) both an information return and a public information return for the taxation year,
each in the form prescribed for the purpose of subsection 149.1(14); and

(b) estimate in the retum referred to in subparagraph (a)(i) the amount of tax payable by
the taxpayer under subsection 188(1.1) for the taxation year; and

(c) pay to the Receiver General the amount of tax payable by the taxpayer under
subsection 188(1.1) for the taxation year.



189 (6.2) Reduction of revocation tax liability
If the Minister has, during the one-year period beginning immediately after the end of a
taxation year of a person, assessed the person in respect of the person’s liability for tax
under subsection 188(1.1) for that taxation year, has not after that period reassessed
the tax liability of the person, and that liability exceeds $1,000, that liability is, at any
particular time, reduced by the total of
(a) the amount, if any, by which
(i) the total of all amounts, each of which is an expenditure made by the charity, on
charitable activities carried on by it, before the particular time and during the period
(referred to in this subsection as the “post-assessment period”) that begins
immediately after a notice of the latest such assessment was sent and ends at the
end of the one-year period
exceeds

(i) the income of the charity for the post-assessment period, including gifts received
by the charity in that period from any source and any income that would be
computed under section 3 if that period were a taxation year, and

(b) all amounts, each of which is an amount, in respect of a property transferred by the
charity before the particular time and during the post-assessment pertod to a person
that was at the time of the transfer an eligible donee in respect of the charity, equal
fo the amount, if any, by which the fair market value of the property, when
transferred, exceeds the consideration given by the person for the transfer.

189(6.3) Reduction of liability for penalties

If the Minister has assessed a particular person in respect of the particular person's

hability for penalties under section 188.1 for a taxation year, and that liability exceeds

$1,000, that liability is, at any particular time, reduced by the total of ail amounts, each

of which is an amount, in respect of a property transferred by the particular person after

the day on which the Minister first assessed that liability and before the particular time to

another person that was at the time of the transfer an eligible donee in respect of the

particular person, equal to the amount, if any, by which the fair market value of the

property, when transferred, exceeds the total of

(a) the consideration given by the other person for the transfer, and

(b) the part of the amount in respect of the transfer that has resulted in a reduction of an
amount otherwise payable under subsection 188(1.1).

189 (7) Minister may assess

Without limiting the authority of the Minister to revoke the registration of a registered
charity or registered Canadian amateur athletic association, the Minister may also at
any time assess a taxpayer in respect of any amount that a taxpayer is liable fo pay
under this Part.




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39
	Page 40
	Page 41
	Page 42
	Page 43
	Page 44
	Page 45
	Page 46
	Page 47
	Page 48
	Page 49
	Page 50
	Page 51
	Page 52
	Page 53
	Page 54
	Page 55
	Page 56
	Page 57
	Page 58
	Page 59
	Page 60
	Page 61
	Page 62
	Page 63
	Page 64
	Page 65
	Page 66
	Page 67
	Page 68
	Page 69
	Page 70
	Page 71
	Page 72
	Page 73
	Page 74
	Page 75
	Page 76
	Page 77
	Page 78
	Page 79
	Page 80
	Page 81
	Page 82
	Page 83
	Page 84
	Page 85
	Page 86
	Page 87
	Page 88



