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Appendix A 

(December 14, 2010) (HRTO 2010-07633-I) - Application to the Human Rights Tribunal of Ontario Area of 
Discrimination Employment (Form 1-A): 

 

(April 20, 2012) (HRTO 2010-07633-I) – Request for an Order During Proceedings: 
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Counsel’s disclosure dated January 12, 2012 (Volume 3, W-3): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 
 

 

 

 
 
Counsel’s disclosure dated January 12, 2012 (Volume 3, V-20): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 
 

 

 

 

 

  



5 
 

Counsel’s disclosure dated January 12, 2012 (Volume 1, F): 
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Counsel’s disclosure dated January 12, 2012 (Volume 1, G): 
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Counsel’s disclosure dated January 12, 2012 (Volume 1, E): 
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(November 19, 2009) (Volume 6, 60): 
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(November 19, 2009) (Volume 6, 60) (With Applicant’s comments): 
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That is incorrect. I told PC Filman about the photograph and I brought it to the detachment voluntarily with 
the best of intentions to confirm we spoke about the same people. 

 

PC Brockley was re-assigned from the Drug Unit to the Peterborough County OPP Detachment after his 
affair with PC Stephanie Mackaracher became publicly known. PC Brockley could have observed Edwardes-
Evans because Edwardes-Evans was not in the photograph. 

 

Sgt. Flindall in his relentless pursuit to drive me out gathered the information to further discredit me. The 
Tribunal has to admire Sgt. Flindall’s insatiable appetite to have me for breakfast. 

 

If how the OPP treated me and how quick they were to rush to judgment in the allegation of me associating 
with “Undesirables” (based on a simple photograph that was six years old and that was introduced by me 
voluntarily with the best of intentions to fight crime) then one has to naturally wonder about the OPP’s 
belief that George Tzavaras was involved in drugs. If I, a Russian-Israeli immigrant with no criminal record 
was treated like dirt how much better could one expect the OPP to treat another Russian or for that sake 
any immigrant with a criminal record?  

Yet again, if someone with a criminal record is classified by the OPP as an “Undesirable” which is so 
humiliating and degrading and contrary to the Code, then the OPP also viewed me as an “Undesirable” 
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because of all the negativity being documented along with a false allegation that I was associating with 
people with criminal records. To use the poignant terminology of Sgt. Flindall that he believed I was 
involved with a criminal organization is akin to me also being referred to as an “Undesirable”. 

Nowhere in the Police Services Act and its Regulations is anyone with a criminal record referred to as an 
“Undesirable”. Canada would never refer to its citizens as “Undesirables” regardless of whether or not they 
have criminal records. However, the OPP singles out and classifies such persons as “Undesirables” and is 
quick to deny any allegations that they have violated the provisions of the Ontario Human Rights Code. 
Consequently, Counsel for the Respondent wants this Tribunal to believe that I was not treated with racial 
contempt. Hogwash!!! 

 

 

 

I do not get it. Since I brought the photograph to the interview by D/Dsgt. Thompson and let him 
photocopy it for his records (actually I told him he could have it, but he chose to only photocopy it and 
returned the original to me) how could D/Sgt. Thompson have stated that Edwardes-Evans was in the 
photograph when he was not there? While Tzavaras and that prick Karaj got into the picture, Edwardes-
Evans was not even around at the time the photo was taken!  

This deliberate manipulation of facts on the part of the OPP also questions their ability to do a proper 
investigation. PC Brockley lied in stating that all three were present in the photograph when only two were. 
The Tribunal has been provided with the copy of the photograph (Exhibit 74) and will have an opportunity 
to view the original photograph during the hearing. Hence, PC Brockley’s credibility is questionable as well 
as the credibility of D/Sgt. Thompson. He was shown the same photograph and I named everyone present. 
He knew Edwardes-Evans was not present yet prepares this report in the manner presented. There was no 
basis for any investigation to be conducted and the truth was evident. However the investigation that was 
conducted is another example of the shoddy investigations of the OPP – one that lacks integrity and 
professionalism as initially pointed out in Exhibit 96b.   
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Noteworthy is the fact that there is no PSA Ont. Reg. 23/198. The correct regulation is Ont. Reg. 298/10. 

The regulation states the following: 

PART VIII (OMITTED) 
 31.  OMITTED (REVOKES OTHER REGULATIONS).  O. Reg. 268/10, s. 31. 
 32.  OMITTED (PROVIDES FOR COMING INTO FORCE OF PROVISIONS OF THIS REGULATION).  O. Reg. 268/10, 
s. 32. 

SCHEDULE 
CODE OF CONDUCT 

2. (1) Any chief of police or other police officer commits misconduct if he or she engages in, 
 (a) DISCREDITABLE CONDUCT, in that he or she, 
 (xi) acts in a disorderly manner or in a manner prejudicial to discipline or likely to bring discredit upon 

the reputation of the police force of which the officer is a member; 
 

My allegation obviously fell under the later part of sub-clause ‘(a) (xi)’ which reads ‘… likely to bring 
discredit …’. In light of the aforementioned I re-iterate what I mentioned earlier that nowhere does one see 
the mention of anyone with a criminal record to be an “Undesirable”. Coming short of including that whole 
PSA and or the complete Ont. Reg. 298/10 there is no reference to anyone with a criminal record as being 
an “Undesirable”. Being an “Undesirable” is an exclusive term used by the Ontario Provincial Police that is 
obviously condoned by the Ontario Public Service for anyone that has a criminal record as evidenced by 
D/Sgt. Thompson’s classification of the three named individuals. Obviously, it must be in compliance with 
the Ontario Human Rights Code. Hogwash! 

 

 

Please note that as of August 25, 2008, Peterborough had been my home for almost 8 years, not 10. 

http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_100268_f.htm#s31
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_100268_f.htm#s32
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_100268_f.htm#sft1
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• I was interested in working in the drug unit as a line of police work because all my life I have been 
strongly opposed to drugs. As a matter of fact I have never tried any illegal drugs in my entire life. 

• There were only 6 people in the photograph! 
• How could PC Brockley and PC Filman recognize Edwardes-Evans in the photograph when he was 

not even present in it? This flaw in their cognitive abilities can be seen to have a serious impact on 
the credibility of any investigations they conduct.  

 

I was naïve in my belief that I could be an undercover officer to fight an organized crime. I could not have 
imagined that the Respondent was going to use it against me to malign, discredit, isolate, oppress and 
establish a prima facie case for my dismissal from employment with the OPP.   
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At least PC Filman was truthful about his observations of Edwardes-Evans perplexed look when he saw me 
in uniform. 

 

Exactly!  

 

That is correct. 

 

PC Payne advised Sgt. Flindall about the querying of the plate, had PC Filman and her common-law spouse 
PC Brockley advise Sgt. Flindall about the photograph. Sgt. Flindall in turn advised S/Sgt. Campbell, S/Sgt. 
Coleen Kohen and Insp. Johnston about both. 

 

Still, they proceeded with the investigation.  
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That is only partially correct. I did see Karaj from a distance in the winter of 2007 in Good Life gym. 

 

That is correct. 

 

That is only partially correct as Edwardes-Evans was not in the photograph. 

 

 

Please not the excerpt: ‘Insufficient evidence’. How could a six (not five) years old photograph disclosed 
voluntarily by a member with the best of intentions to be of use to the OPP, i.e. fight organized crime 
possibly though an undercover operation, be interpreted as an insufficient evidence to support the 
allegation that this member was associating with the very people he wanted to fight against? 
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That is correct! 

 

That is correct! 

 

 

 

Though I am thankful for the outcome of this false investigation I re-iterate my points mentioned above in 
D/Sgt. Thompson’s referenced information section. Once again I also state that this is an example of the 
shoddy investigations of the Ontario Provincial Police that denotes a lack of integrity and professionalism.  

 

Anticipated evidence of Mr. Michael Jack (Schedule A): 

From the Respondent’s disclosure the real names of the three “Undesirables” in my statement are: 

• Male X – Elvis Karaj 
• Male Y – George Tzavaras 
• Male Z – Dave Edwardes-Evans 
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