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“… providing for honest things, not only in the sight of the Lord, but also in the sight of men.”  
(2 Corinthians 8.21) 

 
1. Introduction 

1.1 The so-called Definitive Public Response (“DPR”) by the Council of 
Reference addressing the conclusions of our August 2024 Report (“Report”) 
and the first Supplementary Report issued in February 2025 (“SR1”) 
contains a large number of incorrect assertions, as well as a number of 
disobliging comments about ourselves and, in particular, about Muralee 
Kanagalingam. It would not be a good use of our time to seek to rebut 
every questionable claim (let alone every libellous slur), but we hope it may 
be helpful to those whose eyes are still closed to the issues with Jeyakanth 
to provide this further brief Supplementary Report. 

1.2 In this Supplementary Report we are focussing narrowly on the questions 
arising from some of the claims made by the CofR in connection with the 
organisational arrangements of Lanka Evangelical Fellowship of Churches 
(LEFC).  We are not addressing other matters at this time. 

 

2. Is LEFC a Limited Company? 

2.1 We have previously stated that LEFC “has no legal existence whatsoever, 
so far as we have been able to ascertain, whether in the UK or in Sri Lanka” 
(Report, 8.12). We wrote this, because we were advised that the searches 
carried out on our behalf indicated this to be so. However, we have now 
verified that the company number PV00281744 cited in the “DPR” 
(embedded document in paragraph 8.12) is indeed a company named 
L.E.F.C. Care Lanka (Pvt) Ltd.   However –  

2.2 We are perplexed by the statement notarised by the LEFC lawyer, T 
Karikalan, which is included in paragraph 8.12 of the CofR’s so-called 
“DPR”, and which confirms the existence of this company. The statement 
was dated 6 May 2023, whereas the application to set up the company, 
filed with the Registrar of Companies, is dated 24 July 2023, well over two 
months later. The company was eventually registered at the Registrar of 
Companies on 3 August 2023. Notarising the status of a company that does 
not yet exist looks like criminal misconduct, as it is difficult to see how this 
could be a genuine mistake. If the intention was to certify that an 
application was in hand (as it evidently was), it would have been easy 
enough to say so, rather than indicate that the company was already in 
existence. 



2.3 Moreover, even if the company had existed as early as 6 May 2023, it would 
still falsify the claim made by the CofR earlier in paragraph 8.12, where 
they state: “LEFC is a registered body … and has been for a long time” 
(emphasis added). In the context of this dispute, the suggestion that less 
than two years is a “long time” is disingenuous, as LEFC’s critics were 
making their case long before May 2023 that the LEFC was not registered. 
The CofR were fully aware of this, and we are troubled by their duplicity. 

2.4 Furthermore, although L.E.F.C. Care Lanka (Pvt) Ltd [hereafter, LEFC Ltd] 
is now registered as a private limited company with 100 issued shares, 
there are a number of matters of concern: 

a. Jeyakanth has listed 6 Mile Post as his residential address. However, we 
all know that his residential property in Trincomalee is at Nilaveli Road, 
3 Mile Post. Moreover, he should in any case have listed his property in 
Mitcham, UK, as his permanent address, given that that is where he 
usually resides. Could this be another case of Jeyakanth telling lies? If 
so, it seems entirely gratuitous, as there would not seem to be any 
problem in registering a company with the majority shareholder resident 
abroad. 

b. According to the Articles of Association of the company, the main object 
of the company is, “To carry on the business of educators, owners, 
operators and managers of tutorials and Training institutions and 
provide education, training and teaching, education in the fields of 
English and, (sic) national and international diploma courses [etc.]” (See 
Appendix.) There is no mention at all of any of the activities for which 
LEFC would normally want to be known, such as preaching the Christian 
gospel and engaging in acts of mercy, poverty relief, etc. Perhaps that 
is not surprising given that LEFC Ltd is set up as a trading company, but 
then it begs the question why Karikalan has cited the company’s 
registration as belonging to “Lanka Evangelical Fellowship Churches” 
[sic] at all. LEFC Ltd would appear to be a company completely distinct 
from LEFC (apart from being under common control), carrying on none 
of LEFC’s activities. 

c. Jeyakanth owns 80% of the issued shares (Samarakoon owning the 
other 20%). As such he is the “person with significant control” over the 
company. If the purpose of the company is for the LEFC assets to be 
transferred into it (though we recognise this may not be so, given the 
unusual objects clause mentioned above), while on paper the beneficial 
owner of the properties will be LEFC Ltd, Jeyakanth will remain the 80% 
beneficial owner of the company itself. Therefore, it is scarcely a 
“scandalous lie”, as the CofR allege, to suggest that Jeyakanth is de facto 
the beneficial owner of the assets. 

d. Owing to the fact that we understand that it is not mandatory for a 
private limited company to file their accounts with the Registrar, unlike 
in the UK (where filleted accounts are required for a small company), we 



have been unable to ascertain whether LEFC Ltd is in fact trading, or is 
dormant. We suspect the latter, but will be happy to be corrected on 
receipt of the accounts of the company. 

2.5 The picture that emerges is that once it became evident that a serious 
investigation was going to be made into Jeyakanth and his operations, he 
came under pressure (perhaps from the CofR or the Care Sri Lanka 
trustees?) to get his house legally in order. He has sought to give the 
impression of doing this with the help of Karikalan, who seems willing to 
sign whatever Jeyakanth places in front of him (doubtless for a suitable 
fee). However, the dates don’t tie up, history cannot be re-written, the 
existence of LEFC Ltd only serves to highlight the falsity of earlier claims 
regarding LEFC’s registration (see below), and a company limited by shares 
does not seem to be the right vehicle for LEFC’s activities. 

 

3. Is LEFC Registered with the Department of Christian Religious Affairs? 

3.1 We have established beyond doubt that LEFC is not registered with the 
Department of Christian Religious Affairs, despite the claim made by 
Karikalan in the notarised document dated 6 May 2023 mentioned above, 
in which he stated, “Lanka Evangelical Fellowship Churches is registered in 
Department of Religious Affairs dated on 20.03.2018.”   

3.2 In response to an enquiry from Mr Bill Goodman, Chathuri Pinto, the Director 
of the Department of Christian Religious Affairs, wrote in an email dated 12 
June 2025, “I would like to inform you that Lanka Evangelical Fellowship of 
Churches is not registered under this Department.” 

3.3 Karikalan wrote a letter (originally in Tamil) to Dr Charles Soper and Mr Bill 
Goodman on 14 July 2025, in which he stated, inter alia, “Your question 
concerning the ‘registration’ of the LEFC and it is ‘not registered in the 
Ministry of Religious Affairs’ misrepresents how Sri Lankan law works … Sri 
Lanka does not maintain a formal registration system for all religious 
organisations, especially independent religious bodies…” 

3.4 From his comments cited in 3.3, it should be noted that Karikalan now 
agrees with the Department of Christian Religious Affairs – that LEFC is not 
registered – which means that he accepts that his statement cited in 3.1 
above is incorrect. In short, in that earlier statement, if he was aware at the 
time that the information his client had given him was false, it would seem 
that he was guilty of Misconduct in Public Office. 

 

4. Is a Marriage Registration Licence sufficient? 

4.1 The CofR claim that the registration of Grace Fellowship Church, 
Thamplagamum (GFC) for the purpose of conducting marriages is “the only 
registration the government required” (“DPR”, p.88, paragraph 2). They 
further claim that “Official bodies … recognise this registration as valid for all 



LEFC ministries [affiliated under the GFC name]”. These claims are highly 
problematic. 

4.2 The “DPR” claims that LEFC itself is simply an umbrella organisation: “Lanka 
Evangelical Fellowship of Churches is Sri Lanka corporation of a lose [sic] 
umbrella of 50 or more Reformed Baptist Churches” (p.12). It further claims, 
“LEFC where able, holds the registration of these churches, lands and 
buildings…”. However, according to the passage quoted in 4.1 above, it 
transpires that LEFC is itself under the umbrella of a local church which is 
part of LEFC! How does that work? 

4.3 Furthermore, the registration of LEFC with the Registrar of Companies in 
August 2023 seems to give the lie to the claim made by the CofR in 
paragraph 8.12 of the “DPR”, that the registration of GFC for the purpose of 
conducting marriages is a sufficient registration, under which LEFC could 
operate all of its ministries. Evidently, Jeyakanth now recognises that that is 
not the case, hence the setting up of the company. 

 

5. Why does LEFC use a bank account belonging to a defunct charity? 

5.1 As explained in our Report (see section 3.2), Children for Jesus was a charity 
set up by the late Martha Morphew in the early 2000s as “an independent 
mission bringing the Gospel and practical support to children in Sri Lanka”. 
It had bank accounts in both the UK and Sri Lanka, and was being run in 
conjunction with Jeyakanth. 

5.2 In 2007, there was “a growing sense of distrust towards Jeyakanth” which 
“led directly to the decision to close the charity” (Report, 3.2.2). The UK bank 
account was duly closed; however, the Sri Lanka bank account in the 
charity’s name remained open, and it would seem that it has been used ever 
since by Jeyakanth, holding it out to be part of the LEFC organisation. 

5.3 It is clearly inappropriate – indeed, fraudulent – for one organisation to 
operate a bank account in the name of a completely different entity (even 
one that is now defunct), and it is disappointing that the CofR fail to 
acknowledge this (see “DPR”, 8.14). 

5.4 What is even more odd is that for a number of years (up to and including 
2022), the accounts for Care Sri Lanka (CSL) indicated that its grants (for 
the latter two years, all of them) were sent to “Children for Jesus Church” 
(emphasis added), despite the fact that there has never been such an 
organisation. [We note, however, that Richard Clarke has stated, “The 
“Children for Jesus Church” is the name of the bank account into which 
transfers of funds from Care Sri Lanka are made” (email to Bill Goodman, 
23/7/23)]. Perhaps in recognition that that was incorrect, the CSL accounts 
for 2023 and 2024 refer simply to “Children for Jesus” (no mention of 
“Church”). 

5.5 The correction referred to in 5.4 then renders even more strange the far-
fetched attempt in 8.14 of the “DPR” to claim that every single local church 



under the LEFC banner operates under the “alias” of “Children for Jesus 
Church [location]”. (It is perhaps fitting that one dictionary definition of 
“alias” is: “a false name, especially one used by a criminal”.) Could members 
of the CofR confirm whether they have ever seen a church notice board at 
any of the listed churches giving the “Children for Jesus Church” title? The 
likelihood seems remote. 

5.6 One has only to step back for a moment to consider the very expression 
“Children for Jesus Church” to recognise that the claims which the CofR make 
strain credulity. Why would any church select for itself the title, “Children for 
Jesus Church”? Does the church not exist for people of all ages? Rebadging 
the churches with the “Children for Jesus” slogan is clearly a rather naked 
attempt to affiliate the LEFC churches with a bank account that was set up 
for a completely different organisation. 

 

6. Are the accounts of LEFC properly audited? 

6.1 This question was first raised by David Cooke in a telephone conversation 
with Jeyakanth on 10 March 2021. His notes of that conversation (written 
immediately afterwards) include the following, “I asked whether the 
accounts of LEFC in SL are independently audited.  Yes, he said, by 3 
independent men from LEFC!  I pointed out that they were not independent!  
He said that they would not be comfortable having Buddhists or Hindus 
auditing their accounts, as they could cause trouble; and he seemed to be 
saying that a fully independent audit (by UK standards) is not required in 
SL.” 

6.2 We have ascertained that it is indeed not mandatory for an unincorporated 
charity to have an audit, although we have been advised that the income tax 
department may request such an entity to do so, depending on the level of 
income. 

6.3 However, we note that the CofR state, “Richard [CSL Chairman] also 
confirmed that LEFC also pay external auditors on an annual basis” (p.106), 
and they then include a (redacted) cover page of the 2019/20 accounts. It 
is not clear whether these accounts are audited accounts, but either way, 
someone is not telling the truth: 

a. If they are audited accounts, it should be noted that they pre-date the 
occasion when Jeyakanth indicated that an external audit was not 
conducted. Surely he was not lying again? 

b. If they are not audited accounts, the CofR are acting duplicitously in holding 
them out as such. 

6.4 In either case, we wonder what the CofR believe was achieved by supplying 
a cover page (and even that redacted to hide the identity of the accountancy 
firm), but no accountants’ report, and no accounts! 



6.5 David’s notes of the 10 March 2021 telephone call conclude with the 
following comments: “I said it would help to have a copy of the last set of 
“audited” accounts of LEFC, assuming they are in English (which he 
confirmed they are).  I asked him to send me a PDF of these if possible.  He 
said that he would.” If he had done so, this could have resolved the above 
questions. However, they were never received. Was this yet another lie by 
Jeyakanth, or were the accounts lost in the ether? 

6.6 The reluctance of Jeyakanth’s supporters to provide LEFC accounts is 
puzzling. When we raised with Richard Clarke [CSL Chairman] the fact that 
Jeyakanth had not provided the promised accounts and asked him to remedy 
the deficiency, he simply replied, “And if you need an audited copy of the 
LEFC accounts … you will need to approach LEFC, or ask one of your many 
contacts in Sri Lanka to do so for you.” (Email 16/05/2024, 13:51). Given 
that our contact at LEFC is Jeyakanth, we were clearly being sent round in 
circles. What is more, Richard claimed in an email to Bill Goodman dated 12 
August 2023, that Muralee “will still be able to obtain these documents for 
you”. Given that these documents relate to an organisation that is not 
registered anywhere, from where was he supposed to get them?  It is clear 
that, for whatever reason, Jeyakanth and his supporters are unwilling to 
expose the LEFC accounts to any critical scrutiny. 

 

 

7. Does LEFC have any legal existence in the UK? 

7.1 For completeness, it is worth confirming that we have double-checked LEFC’s 
status in the UK. There is no indication on either the Charity Commission 
website or that of Companies House that there is, or ever has been, a charity 
or company called LEFC or anything similar (there are companies with the 
acronym LEF, but these have nothing to do with Jeyakanth).  

7.2 The statement by the CofR Chairman on 28 May 2021 (in an email to Mr Bill 
Goodman) that “Lanka Evangelical Fellowship of Churches is under the 
umbrella of Belvidere Road Church, Liverpool” is meaningless. We have 
confirmed with the former church Treasurer there that the church acted 
simply as a conduit, operating a restricted fund (albeit incorrectly not 
separately disclosed in the published accounts) receiving monies for the 
benefit of LEFC and either sending them via the banking system to Sri Lanka 
or giving sums of money in cash to Jeyakanth himself. This in no way confers 
upon LEFC any legal status in the UK, and the CofR must surely be aware of 
that.  

7.3 In any case, since the CofR Chairman’s statement of 28 May 2021, Belvidere 
Road Church has severed all connections with Jeyakanth because of their 
concern over Jeyakanth’s behaviour. (See our Report, section 3.12.) 

 

 



8. Conclusion 

8.1 It is evident that LEFC has not been properly registered with the authorities 
in Sri Lanka, apart from the recent formation of the private limited company 
L.E.F.C. Care Lanka (Pvt) Ltd, a company whose stated objects have nothing 
to do with the historical activities of LEFC itself. Moreover, the very act of 
forming that company appears to be a tacit admission that there had been 
no formal registration until that point. Why else has the LEFC lawyer sought 
to link LEFC with the company’s registration number? 

8.2 It is further evident that in a number of other areas the organisational 
arrangements of LEFC leave a lot to be desired, which are by no means 
remedied by the mere formation of a private limited company within the past 
two years – especially as that company’s objects have nothing to do with 
LEFC’s activities! 

8.3 Therefore, having begun this brief paper by acknowledging our error in 
overlooking the existence of L.E.F.C. Care Lanka (Pvt) Ltd, we end by again 
calling on the CofR and the CSL trustees to repent of their complicity in 
Jeyakanth’s deceit. 

 

David Cooke and Mark Mullins 
3 September 2025 












