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REPLY'

Dr. Weir’s Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee prepared the final TWU report
and it was her committee that advised that TWU be published on a list as a threat to

academic freedom in the national CAUT Bulletin

1. Contrary to the respondents paras 3, para 8a, and 10, The Canadian Association of University

Teachers (“CAUT”)’s “Procedures in Academic Freedom Cases Involving Allegations of
Requirement of an Ideological or Faith Test as a Condition of Employment” scts out the
procedures that were followed for The TWU report. In particular, at paragraphs “k”, “m”,
“n” | and the concluding paragraph (Motion Book, p.7 opening para 1 and p. 18-20) the
procedures specifically establish that it is the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
who set and approved the procedures for The TWU “investigation™. Specifically:
a. Dr. Weir's Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (“AFTC”) has responsibility
for finalizing the Bruneau-Feildman “investigation” and draft report. (para “k”)
b. Dr. Weir's AFTC “recommend[ing]” that the Christian TWU be placed on a list of
institutions because of their “statement of faith” (para “n” and concluding parza)

2. Contrary to the respondents paragraphs 7 and 8: the new evidence is connected to this case

based on the three grounds on Leave to Appeal: a) the same unfolding pattern of using
specious “procedures” against a Christian university and student; b) the respondents” CAUT
collective ownership of The TWU “investigation” just as they did in adopting a CAUT
collective position against the Christian student; ¢) the CAUT funded faculty defining
“religion” and “religious beliefs”, etc. contrary to the Syndicat Northcrest v. Amselem, 2004
SCC 47 suggesting to the average Canadian that their CAUT has the legal authority to
conduct “investigations” by “commissioners” and they have found TWU’s statement of faith

punishable by public censure, just as they censured The Student in Maugharn v. UBC et al.

' The applicant has reproduced the respondents’ response letter/document with para numbers to permit the
response to be referenceable.

Regarding the respondents’ para 2, the respondents did not release the new evidence until after the October
Court of Appeal hearing. It was not in the newspapers until after the applicant had filed her leave to appeal
preventing it from being included in the leave to application




a) The Same Unfolding Pattern of Specious “Procedures” against Christians who
express or are suspected of having a statement of faith

3. Dr. Weir’s AFTC followed the same procedures as was followed against The practicing
Christian Student: 1) proceeding as if there were an official complaint with a refusal to
resolve the matter; 2) an “investigation” 3) a national Bulletin finding the Christian
university and student a “threat to academic freedom ” (Leave to Appeal, p. I para b. iv;
p- 5-6, paras 10-13; p. 8 para 20-29 and p. 17-18 para 70-74; and Motion Beok, p. 32
paras 1-7 and p. 33 paras 4-8.

4. Both matters began because The TWU (publically) (Motion Book, p. 8-16 ) and The
Student (initially, privately) both expressed evangelical Christian “statements of faith”
(Leave to Appeal, p. 2 paras 2-3).

5. The CAUT funded respondents prepared reports about The Student: The June Email (Leave
to Appeal p. 5 para 10) and Senate Reports (Leave to Appeal, p. 8, para 20 and p. 8 para
21-27) and The TWU (Motion Book, p. 7-17)

6. Both The Student and The TWU were published in the CAUT funded faculty’s Bulletin as a
threat to academic freedom:

a. The Student through Dr. Weir’s Bulletin “media work™” and in national and
international journals as a “fundamentalist Christian” as a threat to academic
freedom ? (Trial Judge’s Ruling on Admissibility of Documents, Leave Book,
Tab , in particular at p. p. 84 para 5 and p. 88 para 8 and Trial Judge’s
Reasons, p. 213, paras 311-317) and www.caut.ca

b. The TWU through Dr. Weir’s AFTC ? finalized and advised that the Christian TWU
be put on the list through the CAUT Bulletin. (Motion Book, p. 17). www.caut.ca

7. The intention to continue to promote the inferiority and contempt of Christians based on
their religious beliefs is in the evidence of The Collective Interrogatory (Leave Book, Tab
8, p. 174-185) which was put to the individual respondents Weir, Segal, Scott and Egan
individually. They chose to answer as a Collective (Trial Judge’s Reasons, Leave Book,
Tab 8, p. 184, para 7-8). The individual respondents refused to withdraw when given

opportunity.

? The Student placed the evidence before the lower Courts that the report about The Student is faise and
fabricated for which the applicant seeks Leave to Appeal. (Leave Book, para 1. b. ii; para 2 b. ii and j; para
4.c.;para 8-9; para 16; para 26; para 49.

It is not in dispute that Dr. Weir is the AFTC at the material time of the new evidence. Response, para 6 b.







