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(November 1, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:

 

 

My responses to the above 2 bullet point entries are as follows: 

My response to the 1st bullet point entry is as follows: 

On October 30, 2009, after we had transported the female prisoner PC Foster had me drive back to 
Peterborough from the jail. Most likely though PC Foster made a comment about me driving slowly and 
cautiously while PC Nie conveniently turned his comment into a very negative one about me.  
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My response to the 2nd bullet point entry is as follows: 

Surprisingly enough, that detailed documentation was not reflected anywhere in my Month 10 PER 
anywhere. Again PC Nie was seeing my actions through what he would have done. He was so biased against 
me that he expected me to act in the way an experienced officer would. How could PC Nie state, ‘told him 
he knows where it is’ and ‘PC Pitts also advised him to drive down Bensfort Road which he knows where 
that is as well’ when I did not know. The call was in Zone 1 which I was totally unfamiliar with. PC Nie 
literally had no compassion whatsoever towards me. Please note an excerpt, ‘he would have completely 
missed it had I not yelled at him to stop’. The ‘yelled at him’ is very much indicative of my work 
environment at the Peterborough County OPP Detachment.  

(November 4, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 5, 2009) (Volume 1, I-1):
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(November 5, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (March 13, 2012), PC Jack’s notes: 
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(November 5, 2009) (Volume 3, X), S/Sgt. Campbell’s notes: 

 

 

 
(November 5, 2009) S/Sgt. Campbell’s transcribed notes pertaining to Constable Michael Jack:

 

Though both S/Sgt. Campbell and Sgt. Butorac felt there was no issue with me to alert the police of a 
potential drunk driver and follow the car until uniformed officers arrived, PC Nie found it incumbent upon 
himself to carefully document it in an overly negative manner in the point form chronology. 

 

(November 5, 2009) (Volume 2, M), PC Nie’s notes: 

 

1440 – asked to [black] re 
PC Jack vehicle stop 
1540 Att. (Attend) Det. (Detachment) 
- spoke with Jack/Butorac 
- advised him correct 
decision but wrong time –  
not without uniform 
in cruiser 
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(November 5, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:
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My responses to the above 4 bullet point entries are as follows: 

My response to the 1st bullet point entry is as follows: 

First of all, the unmarked cruiser was available and that is why I took it! All of my driving training sessions 
were conducted in an unmarked Provincial Police Academy vehicle and neither the driving instructor (Sgt. 
Kent Taylor) not I were allowed to wear uniform as to not alert the other drivers on the road with our 
police identity. When I was on my way back approaching Peterborough I observed a vehicle with an expired 
plate that also weaved twice in the lane. That is why I reported and asked the dispatcher to dispatch 
uniform police officers to intercept it. Members of motoring public frequently call police on their cell 
phones when they spot unsafe driving by other members of the motoring public. That is how police 
frequently intercept drunk drivers. Since I was not in uniform I alerted the police of a potential drunk driver 
and followed the car until uniformed officers arrived, at which time I showed them the car and the shop 
where the driver, which turned out to be an elderly lady, went. PC Nie later told me that when he heard me 
on the radio he “almost blew a cap”. Sgt. Butorac told me that if any officers had a problem with it, direct 
them to speak with him. Moreover, Sgt. Butorac told me that had I stopped the car while not in uniform 
and without use of force equipment on me and the old lady had a machine gun it could have been a 
problem. I found the part with the old lady carrying around a machine gun somewhat amusing, but I did not 
voice it. Sgt. Butorac and PC Nie are all too familiar of the fact that many officers when off duty and in their 
personal vehicles or even off duty (returning from attendance somewhere) in an unmarked cruiser often 
call in suspicious vehicles or possible impaired drivers and even follow vehicles. However, PC Nie found it 
incumbent upon himself to reprimand me for it.  

My response to the 2nd bullet point entry is as follows: 

PC Nie went home leaving me to work on the case under the supervision of PC Jason Clarke from the night 
shift (Platoon ‘C’). PC Clarke and I interviewed the suspect and came to the conclusion that the only 
applicable charge at the time was Breach of Probation. I find this documentation interesting since PC Nie 
told me that he was going to accept the responsibility of the incident.  

My response to the 3rd bullet point entry is as follows: 

First, PC Nie attended the incident. Second, PC Nie was involved in the investigation same as I was so I am 
not sure why PC Nie did not review the victim statements as he should have done. However, it was very 
easy to blame me for not telling him about it. I clearly remember how he told me prior to leaving the 
detachment that the female victim could have attacked the male first and we could not charge the male 
suspect prior to interviewing him first.  

Furthermore, prior to becoming a police officer I learned from a Trent University acquaintance of mine 
(Laura Jaramillo), who was a Canadian born female of Columbian heritage that sometime in the spring of 
2008 she was arrested by Peterborough County OPP and charged with Assault on her common-law spouse. 
Laura told me that her common-law spouse assaulted her by grabbing her hands and while she tried to free 
herself she left a few scratch marks on his arms. She called the police for assistance and when the officers 
arrived on scene and “investigated” the matter they formed the grounds that she was a dominant 
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aggressor (based on the scratch marks on her common-law spouse’s hands) and arrested and charged her 
instead. Subsequently, due to the conditions imposed on her in the PTA and OIC Undertaking she could not 
even return to her house and had to live with her mother for over a year. It sounded very wrong to me at 
the time. When I became a police officer I read the Crown Brief Synopsis involving her, which confirmed her 
story. Of interest was the fact that the investigating officers were PC Nie and PC Read (PC Nie was coaching 
PC Read at the time). 

My response to the 4th bullet point entry is as follows: 

PC Nie was eager to go home that night and he dared to justify it by saying ‘I tried to give him some 
latitude’. What a hypocrite! 

Anticipated evidence of Mr. Michael Jack (Schedule A): 
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 (November 5, 2009) (Volume 2, N-33):

 

(November 5, 2009) (Volume 2, N-33):

 

(November 6, 2009) (Volume 2, N-33):

 

(November 6, 2009) (Volume 1, I-1):
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I hope the Tribunal will take note of PC Payne’s manner of communication to Sgt. Flindall. PC Payne 
frequently appended a smiley/happy face emoticon after her name in her e-mail correspondence to Sgt. 
Flindall ONLY. 

(November 6, 2009) (Volume 1, A): 

 

 

 
Could this Tribunal just imagine how biased and fearful PC D’Amico was of me? Why of me? We had a 
number of officers at the Peterborough Detachment who were hunters and had numerous registered 
firearms. I truly marvel how the maliciously coined nick name “Crazy Ivan” and the term “Loose Canon” by 
PC Marc Gravelle poisoned my work environment to such an extent and ignited a flame of hatred and 
racism. Two possibilities come to mind for PC D’Amico’s feeling: 

• First, she was extremely biased against me and instead of regarding me as an educated, dedicated 
and student-oriented former University professor of Computer Science she viewed me as an 
unbalanced and dangerous individual. 

• Second, my offenders were conscious of their actions and PC D’Amico feared that I could get violent 
with them in the spirit of my racially derogatory nickname “Crazy Ivan”. 

PC Gravelle and the rest of the Peterborough Detachment’s reference of me with those derogatory nick-
names that poisoned my work environment and in turn ignited a flame of hatred and racism towards me 
was exactly the behavior the Promise of the OPP and supportive policies were meant to address but 
obviously could not. How could it when supervisors in various ranks were actively engaged in looking for 
negative information regarding me, a member of a racially marginalized group. The correspondence 
between Peterborough Detachment supervisors and Command Staff in August – September, 2008 
confirming that I was a Russian-Israeli that everyone was supposed to keep an eye on supports my 
assertion.  

The Promise of the OPP (Exhibit 87, page 4): 
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Ontario Provincial Police Orders, Administration & Infrastructure, 6.10.3 Accountability (Volume 7, 2): 

Employee 

Professional Ethics 

 

 

Ontario Provincial Police Orders, Administration & Infrastructure, 6.10.3 Accountability, (Volume 7, 2): 

Manager/Supervisor 

Positive Workplace: 
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Performance Management: 

 

Conflict of Interest: 
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(November 9, 2009) (Volume 6, 56): 
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14 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please note the source of information: SUPERVISION. My supervisors, whose duty was to build me up, tore 
me apart instead and threw the remains of me into oblivion! 
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(November 9, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:

 

My responses to the above 2 bullet point entries are as follows: 

My response to the 1st bullet point entry is as follows: 

For my Crown Brief Synopsis of the incident please refer to Exhibit 47c, pages 30 – 32. 

I hope the Tribunal will take further note from the above entry of a mind boggling ratio in PC Nie’s 
documentation of my performance:  

 Positive: Negative: 
# of lines of documentation: 1 23 
 
The fact that I arrested an impaired driver was documented in 1 line only, but the fact that according to PC 
Nie I messed something up again is documented in excruciating detail in 23 lines. 
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My response to the 2nd bullet point entry is as follows: 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):

 

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

 

(November 10, 2009) (Volume 2, N-29):

 

Please not the excerpt: ‘and to be honest don’t see anything changing here by the 12th month’ 

Since I doubt that PC Nie had a crystal ball, then that excerpt can only mean that he was getting tired of my 
presence next to him and wanted to get rid of me as soon as possible. PC Nie had already documented 
enough over the two months to force terminate me and my presence was irritating him. I know it as I 
witnessed his irritation first hand. Moreover, he frequently complained that being seated in the passenger 
seat in the cruiser was irritating one of his leg’s nerves and causing him pain and discomfort.  
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(November 10, 2009) (Volume 3, X), 
S/Sgt. Campbell’s notes: 

(November 10, 2009) S/Sgt. Campbell’s transcribed 
notes pertaining to Constable Michael Jack: 

 

 
 

 
 (November 10, 2009) (Volume 2, N-29):

 

S/Sgt. Campbell complements PC Nie for thoroughly documenting my “deficiencies”. 
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(November 10, 2009) (Volume 2, N-30):
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(November 10, 2009) (Volume 2, N-31):

 

Interestingly, that the ‘significant time with PC Jack in attempting to bring him to the standards of 
professional driving’ amounted to approximately 1.5 hours of driving instruction at the Provincial Police 
Academy in January 2008 and approximately 3 hours of driving instruction in the City of Lindsay in October 
and November of 2009. I am saying that as I had heard that there existed special driving courses for police 
officers that last for several weeks. A several weeks course could probably be categorized as a significant 
amount of time, but to make such a statement about approximately only 4.5 hours of driving instruction is 
nothing, but exaggeration. Furthermore, at the end of the second remedial driving session Sgt. Kent Taylor 
told me very straight forward that though he saw no issues with my driving he wanted to conduct one more 
remedial driving session to have sufficient paperwork on my file. He basically told me that he needed to 
have one more meeting with me in order to properly cover his ass.  
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(November 10, 2009) (Volume 1, I-15, I-16, I-17):

 

(November 10, 2009) (Volume 1, I-15, I-16, I-17 and Volume 2, N-32):

 

(November 10, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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(November 10, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 10, 2009) (Volume 1, I-15, I-16, I-17):
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(November 10, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology: 

 

 

 

My response to the above bullet point entry is as follows: 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):
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(November 11, 2009) (Volume 1, E)  Sgt. Flindall’s fax to D/Sgt. Thompson with enclosed Confidential 
Duty Report Re: Internal complaint #2545009-0173: 

 

• Request for duty report to Professional Standards Bureau (PSB) made on October 15, 2009, with 
clear instruction to be filed within 10 clear days.  

• I was interviewed by D/Sgt. Thompson with regards to the matter on October 31, 2009. 
• I presume that D/Sgt. Thompson wanted to obtain Sgt. Flindall’s duty report before interviewing 

me.   
• Sgt. Flindall was on the pre-approved vacation at the time of the request (Exhibit 66). 
• Sgt. Flindall returned on duty on October 28, 2009 (Exhibit 66). 
• Sgt. Flindall faxed his duty report to D/Sgt. Thompson only on November 11, 2009.  
• There were 15 clear days between October 28, 2009, and November 11, 200 

 



24 
 

 



25 
 

 



26 
 

 



27 
 

 

Aside from the excerpts below one can see how the nickname of “Crazy Ivan” (Crazy Russian) and “Loose 
Cannon” and the direction from S/Sgt. Campbell to Sgt. Flindall on September 23, 2008, that I was the one 
to keep an eye (Volume 1, I-41) on assisted in poisoning the minds of the people I worked with on duty. Just 
because I talked occasionally to some individuals between my sets of exercises at the gym six years earlier, 
PC Filman perceived me as associating with them. That view was so narrow minded and totally false.  

Please consider the following excerpts:  

 

If PC Brockley did hear me run an undercover plate on July 31, 2009, which I know now for a fact that PC 
Payne did and not PC Brockley, then why did PC Brockley wait for over a month to report his concerns? The 
answer is simple. It was PC Payne who had her common-law spouse PC Brockley report it in her attempts to 
oppress and discredit me. 

 

That is incorrect! There were only two males that they could recognize. 

 

That is incorrect! Not a single person in the photograph had their shirt off (Exhibit 74, the top photograph). 
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Why did not PC Brockley come forward with the information initially? What was he waiting for?

 

(November 12, 2009) (Volume 4, 24), S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes, (Original & Transcribed): 
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(November 12, 2009) (Volume 4, 24), S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes (Original & Transcribed): 

 

 

 
 
According to S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes my Month 5 PER was disclosed to me on August 19, 2009, with 0 ‘Does 
Not Meet Requirements’ ratings and my Month 6 & 7 PER was disclosed to me on August 20, 2009, with 10 
‘Does Not Meet Requirements’ ratings plus a refusal to sign the PER. 

First, as I have already stated the refusal to sign my PER was fabricate as I had merely asked for more to 
time to review it (as opposed to 20 minutes allotted by Sgt. Flindall at the end of the shift) and have an 
OPPA representative to review it as well before I signed it. The request was legitimate and fair and it was 
based on the advice of D/Cst. Karen German – the President of the 8th Branch of the OPPA. Second, how 
come S/Sgt. Kohen failed to address the timing and such a sudden and steep increase in the ‘Does Not 
Meet Requirements’ ratings? 

• August 19, 2009 – Month 5 PER had 0 ‘Does Not Meet Requirements’ (and was overdue by 2 
months). 

• August 20, 2009 – Month 6 & 7 PER had 10 ‘Does Not Meet Requirements’. 
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(November 12, 2009) (Volume 4, 24), S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes (Original & Transcribed): 

 

 

 

 

 
According to S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes my Month 8 PER was disclosed to me on September 11, 2009, with 16 
‘Does Not Meet Requirements’ ratings, which the Respondent alleged that I refused to sign. 

First, some corrections are in order:  

• Coach Failure is actually Coach Filman 
• 16 Does not M is actually 17 ‘Does Not Meet Requirements’ ratings 
• Analystic is actually Analytical Thinking 

Second, I never refused to sign my Month 8 PER as no evaluation meeting ever took place. Third, it was 
NOT disclosed to me on September 11, 2009, (which S/Sgt. Colleen Kohen perfectly knew about since she 
personally took part in its revisions), but rather on or about September 24, 2009, after it had been signed 
off by everybody and fraudulently printed “REFUSED” in place of my signature. Hence, there is no date next 
to the “REFUSED” to sign. I wonder about the meaning of number ‘25’ on the last line in the notes. Maybe 
S/Sgt. Kohen wrote down the suspected disclosure date of my Month 8 PER? Or maybe it was the length of 
the report measured in the quantity of pages. S/Sgt. Kohen should know better I hope. 

While in my statement (Schedule ‘A’) I stated that my Month 8 PER was disclosed to me on September 14, 
2009, I seem to be mistaken. In the absence of my signature and in the absence of access to my officer’s 
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journals I assumed it was disclosed to me shortly after I returned on duty (on September 11, 2009) from my 
time off. However, from the e-mail correspondence and from Sgt. Butorac’s notes in the Respondent’s 
disclosure it would appear that my Month 8 PER was disclosed to me on September 24, 2009. 

(November 12, 2009) (Volume 4, 24), S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes (Original & Transcribed): 

 

 

 

 
 
Either S/Sgt. Coleen Kohen had difficulty spelling English words correctly or whoever transcribed them did a 
poor job. 
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(November 12, 2009) (Volume 4, 24), S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes (Original & Transcribed): 
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(November 12, 2009) (Volume 4, 24), S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes (Original & Transcribed): 

 

 

 
 

 
 
Please note that either S/Sgt. Coleen Kohen could 
not properly or she deliberately misspelled the 
names so as to cause confusion as to who the real 
players were. There was never a member named 
Ron Feldman at the Peterborough County OPP 
Detachment as the name purports. It was A/S/Sgt. 
Rob Flindall. 
 

 
 
‘No Race ever raise’ – Well, how about racially 
derogatory nickname “Crazy Ivan”? 
 
‘Changed Coach in July’ – I beg your pardon? It was 
in September and S/Sgt. Kohen knew it! 
 
‘If release – concerned with metal state base on 
beh – Heard concerns around off’ 
 
Though I wonder who brought to S/Sgt. Kohen’s 
attention concerns with my mental state based on 
behaviour it is immaterial. What matters is that the 
statement attests that the Respondent totally 
ruined me by the end of my probationary, that is, 
discriminatory, harassing, bulling, humiliating, 
derogatory, oppressing and retaliating period.  
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(November 12, 2009) (Volume 3, X), S/Sgt. Campbell’s notes: 
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(November 12, 2009) S/Sgt. Campbell’s transcribed notes pertaining to Constable Michael Jack:

 

It is evident that S/Sgt. Coleen Kohen, S/Sgt. Ron Campbell, A/S/Sgt. Robert Flindall and PC Richard Nie 
were holding a teleconference to decide upon my fate – resign or be fired!!! Those notes of S/Sgt. Campbell 
were made on November 12, 2009 – over a month before I was presented with the Proposed Release from 
Employment Notice. Obviously, the rest of the month after the date of these notes was merely a side show 
for the order to terminate me had already been given. 

Unless, Sgt. Flindall’s next-door neighbor PC Nie kept him well-informed how would Sgt. Flindall otherwise 
know about my mental state? Why would Sgt. Flindall be concerned about my mental state? He was 
concerned because with all the school shootings/massacres by disgruntled students and employment 
shootings by disgruntled employees he felt I would resort to something similar due to his guilty mind over 
how he had been treating me. It was this guilty mind that appeared to make him fearful of me. After all he 
had put me through he had the right to fear me. All I can say about Sgt. Flindall is that he is nothing but evil. 
When I decided to become a police officer I believed in making positive difference in other people’s lives. I 
could not have possibly envisioned what was in store for me at the Peterborough County OPP Detachment.  

Sgt. Flindall did not seem to care or do anything about PC Filman pulling a gun on an unarmed person on 
May 27, 2009:
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Furthemore, Sgt. Flindall did not seem to care about PC Brockley beating a suspect with a baton: 

 

Furthermore, no one seemed to care about the unlawful arrest and assault by police on August 2, 2009, 
(Exhibit 111).  

Unless the Respondent is willing to fabricate a Use of Force report filled out and filed by me or a public 
complaint against me for excessive use of force, police violence or simply inappropriate behaviour, just like 
the Respondent fabricated a WELCOME JACK.doc letter (Volume 1, I-95) that was allegedly sent to me on 
January 28, 2011, then the allegations by the Respondent of me being a violent person are nothing, but 
prejudicial and malicious lies. It also speaks of their racism towards me. 

• It is a fact that PC Filman drew his handgun on May 27, 2009, on an unarmed person who was 
running away from him. 

• It is a fact the PC Brockley beat a suspect with a baton in the fall of 2009. 
• It is a fact the PC Hanna assaulted an unarmed citizen on August 2, 2009. 
• There is not a single fact of me assaulting anyone.  

All it boiled down to were prejudicial, false and malicious allegations by a few local police officers in order 
to oppress, malign, and discredit an outsider, who was smarter and stronger than them and did believe in 
the Oath he gave to serve people of Ontario and to make difference in people’s lives. 

Furthermore, just a year prior to November 2009 I was physically, mentally and emotionally healthy. I was 
at my peak health. Aside from that I was highly educated, goal-oriented and a very driven person.  

(December 2008) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 3, 2012), File 291, Ontario Police College diploma:

 

(January 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 3, 2012), File 291, Recruit Leadership Assessment 
Tool OPP, Class # 411:
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Within a year at the Peterborough County OPP Detachment I was turned into a mentally sick slave. I was 
turned into such a person not by the unconscious acts of individuals or the stress that was associated with 
the job of a police officer, but by the deliberate acts of those who have been entrusted with the power to 
preserve life, treat people with respect and uphold the law.  

(November 12, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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(November 12, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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(November 13, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:
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My responses to the above 6 bullet point entries are as follows: 

My response to the 1st bullet point entry is as follows: 

The documentation of the incident is true. I jotted something down in my notes in front of the stopped 
vehicle that was parked on the shoulder. However, and again, it was another minor, but major in the mind 
of PC Nie. 

My response to the 2nd bullet point entry is as follows: 

I do not remember that incident. But being that PC Nie was documenting all my mistakes it must have been 
true. My concern of being so closely monitored by my master made me extremely nervous to the point that 
I was unable even do something as simple as turn on the interior light of the cruiser without messing it up. 
The Tribunal can see this point that I make when compared to the comments of PC Stimson when I 
partnered up with him for a shift on November 16, 2009. PC Stimson told me that I was relaxed and noticed 
for the first time an exuberant attitude with an air of confidence.  

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):

 

Little did PC Stimson know that what he saw in me was present only because of the absence of my master.  

My response to the 3rd bullet point entry is as follows: 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):

 

My response to the 4th bullet point entry is as follows: 

The documentation of the incident rings a bell, but I feel that PC Nie exaggerated my speed in documenting 
it. 

My response to the 5th bullet point entry is as follows: 

The documentation of the incident is correct and is true. 
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My response to the 6th bullet point entry is as follows: 

The documentation of the incident is correct and is true. I hope the Tribunal will pick up on the manner of 
PC Nie’s communication to me, especially, ‘asked him what business of his he thought it was to ask Read 
this information’. It is unfortunate, that the Tribunal is not privy to the PC Nie’s tone of voice when he was 
communicating his frustration with me talking to PC Read. To date I remember PC Nie’s angry, oppressing, 
derogatory, belittling tone of voice.    

 

(November 13, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:

 

My response to the above bullet point entry is as follows: 

Please note the excerpt, ‘PC Jack had approached him and was all scared and upset’. Thanks to PC Nie’s 
inculpatory statement the Tribunal can see how I was scared of PC Nie for asking another officer a simple 
question.  
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(November 14, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:

 



43 
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My response to the above bullet point entry is as follows: 

I hope the Tribunal can see that it was not a case of me twisting words, but rather a case of PC Nie venting 
his true biasness towards me. Furthermore, in at least one instance around the same time PC Nie called PC 
Kevin Duignan ‘Gandalf’ in my presence (‘Gandalf’ is a fictional character in the Lord of the Rings movie). 
Though PC Duignan did not seem to pay attention to PC Nie’s way of addressing him I found such nickname 
calling of a senior Constable very derogatory, but did not voice it. I wonder if by calling Senior Constable 
Kevin Duignan ‘Gandalf’ PC Nie was trying to show him a sense of belonging.  

Counsels’ Response to the Application (HRTO 2010-07633-I), paragraph 50:

 

Furthermore, PC Nie was fretting about the fact the PC Trevor Pitts’ photo was on the wall of honor in the 
Adam Scott High School in Peterborough while his was not. He seemed to be upset about it because both of 
them were graduates of Adam Scott High School and both of them were police officers. Of interest is 
another incident when PC Nie asked me sometime in the fall of 2009 about my future and inquired what I 
would do if I went back to live in Israel. He asked me something to the effect of: ‘Will you be working in 
Israel as a police captain?’ I must say that I found that question very odd at the time.  

Anticipated evidence of Mr. Michael Jack (Schedule A):
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(November 15, 2009) (Volume 2, N-33):

 

(November 17, 2009) (Volume 2, N-34):

 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 18, 2009) (Volume 2, N-34):
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(November 18, 2009) (Volume 2, N-34):

 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 



48 
 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

 

(November 18, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (March 13, 2012), PC Jack’s notes: 

 
 

 

Anticipated evidence of Mr. Michael Jack (Schedule A): 
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(November 19, 2009) (Volume 6, 60): 
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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” 
because of all the negativity being documented along with a false allegation that I was associating with 
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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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(November 19, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 19, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

Please note the excerpt, ‘It is not as formal a document as I prepared for PC Chase…’ 
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(November 19, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology: 
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My response to the above bullet point entry is as follows: 

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

 

 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):
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(???, 2009) (Volume 2, M), PC Nie’s notes: 

 

[black] 
2045 – meeting with Sgt.  
Butorac + PC Jack 
re: evaluation 
2235 – clear 

 

(???, 2009) (Volume 2, M), PC Nie’s notes: 

 

 
0504  Att. (Attend) Det (Detachment) 
- talk with PC Jack 
says he has love/hate 
relationship – loves teaching 
hates intimidation – says 
he does not trust my motives 
0549 In Det. 

 
The above notation is true. I was so oppressed and enslaved at the time when I made that comment to PC 
Nie. Yet, retrospectively I commend myself for having the courage to tell PC Nie at the time that I did not 
trust his motives. I learned that Sgt. Flindall and PC Nie were next-door neighbors many months after my 
termination. 

(November 19, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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This e-mail provided by the Counsel for the Respondent shows the limited scope of view of my personal 
respondents in their assertion that stress and pressure were parts of the job and he needed to be able to 
perform under these situations as well. The stress that one should be able to cope with and work under is 
stress from an officer’s interaction with the public during his/her calls for service and not stress from peers 
and management. This is exactly what the Ontario Public Service strives to eliminate in their many 
mandatory e-courses for all employees. This is exactly the stress that the Ontario Human Rights 
Commission attempts to eliminate from its Provincial and Public employers. 

 (November 20, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 20, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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(November 20, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 20, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

 

 

 

(November 20, 2009) (Volume 3, X), 
S/Sgt. Campbell’s notes: 

(November 20, 2009) S/Sgt. Campbell’s transcribed 
notes pertaining to Constable Michael Jack: 
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(November 20, 2009) (Volume 1, I-14):

 

(November 20, 2009) (Volume 1, I-14):

 

S/Sgt. Campbell was completely “confused”!  

• On November 12, 2009, he participated in a teleconference where it was evident that the order to 
terminate me was given by way of an ultimatum, ‘resign or be fired.’  

• Also, between November 20, 2009, and December 15, 2009 (my termination date) there were only 
25 days.  

• Yet in response to Shelly’s e-mail S/Sgt. Campbell “got confused” and stated that I ‘still had 2 more 
months to be able to attempt to reach an acceptable level’. But that would not be called lying, 
would it? That would simply be called ‘actively hiding the truth with the sole purpose to deceive a 
person who ‘Heaven forbid!’ might leak this confidential information to me’. Of interest is the fact 
that S/Sgt. Campbell stated in an e-mail to Insp. Johnston on August 21, 2009, (Volume 3, V-20) that 
I was not 100% truthful with my fellow officers when I was shopping for answers. Well, it is evident 
from this e-mail that S/Sgt. Campbell was 0% truthful with Shelly. 
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(November 23, 2009) (Volume 4, 24), S/Sgt. Kohen’s notes, (Original & Transcribed): 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
It would appear that S/Sgt. Kohen was truly unaware 
of my racially derogatory nickname “Crazy Ivan”. 

 
(November 23, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:

 

My responses to the above 2 bullet point entries are as follows: 

My response to the 1st bullet point entry is as follows: 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61): 

 

But PC Nie’s interpretation of the vehicle is so wrong and one that is purely motivated by his desire to view 
everything I did with a negative mind. For all one knows the lady, having stated that she had someone 
coming left with that person and that person could have been her husband or relative. Furthermore, they 
could have decided that it best be left on the shoulder where it was so that their mechanic could come by 
later and take care of it.  
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My response to the 2nd bullet point entry is as follows: 

Again Pc Nie is motivated by his desire to see everything that I did with a negative mind. The fact that I 
have been rated in previous evaluations in the section of Provincial Statues with a positive rating has no 
bearing on his perception of me being able to decide which charge to lay. I must have been just 
rationalizing my observations to myself while deciding which the most appropriate charge was. The time 
that I spent doing that was perceived as having difficulty deciding which charge to lay. Apart from that, is 
there anything wrong with a rookie needing/receiving help from an experienced officer on the applicable 
charges. Not to mention that PC Nie worked for 3 years in a Highway Safety Division. 

(November 24, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012): 
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(November 24, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 24, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 24, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 3, 2012), PC Jack’s notes: 

 

 

 

 
(November 24, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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(November 24, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):

 

(November 24, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:
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My responses to the above 3 bullet point entries are as follows: 

My response to the 1st bullet point entry is as follows: 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):

 

My response to the 2nd bullet point entry is as follows: 

What is that supposed to mean? I am in shock! A tow truck driver would not normally talk negatively about 
an officer to another officer even if the officer he had an experience with had damaged some of his 
property because all tow operators in Peterborough County belong to the towing association and like the 
business they get from the police and to talk negatively about an officer would only cause him to believe 
that his business could be hampered.  However, if the other officer started discrediting and talking badly of 
the first officer then and only then the tow truck driver would feel comfortable about sharing his bit of 
information. I find it hard to imagine that a tow truck driver actually stated that I drove over all of his cones 
thereby damaging them. If I did so it would be an act of willfulness and one deserving of a criminal charge 
of mischief – damage to property. Even if I accidently hit one of his cones I could plainly see the rest and 
would naturally be cautious of them. I genuinely believe that PC Nie is over exaggerating this incident. 

My response to the 3rd bullet point entry is as follows: 

This is so petty yet poignant. While PC Nie always documented me or noted somewhere that I missed a 
radio-call from the PCC even if I was busy at the time or on the telephone with someone else, when I 
alerted others of the same thing I got criticized. 
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(November 25, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012): 

 
 
(November 25, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012): 

 
 
(November 25, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012): 
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(November 25, 2009) (Volume 6, 61):
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(November 25, 2009) (Volume 3, X), 
S/Sgt. Campbell’s notes: 

(November 25, 2009) S/Sgt. Campbell’s transcribed 
notes pertaining to Constable Michael Jack: 

 

 

 

 

 

(November 25, 2009) (Volume 3, W-11):
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(November 25, 2009) (Volume 3, W-11): 

 

 

(November 26, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012): 

 

 

  



75 
 

(November 26, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012): 

 

 

(November 27, 2009) (Volume 3, X), S/Sgt. Campbell’s notes: 

 

 

 

 
 

(November 27, 2009) S/Sgt. Campbell’s transcribed notes pertaining to Constable Michael Jack:
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(November 27, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:

 

 

My responses to the above 3 bullet point entries are as follows: 

My response to the 1st bullet point entry is as follows: 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):
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My response to the 2nd bullet point entry is as follows: 

The documentation of the incident is true. Interestingly, reading this now makes me recall PC Stimson’s 
comment to me during our only shift together on November 16, 2009, ‘that I exuberated a level of comfort 
and confidence that he had not heard when I was with PC Nie’. 

My response to the 3rd bullet point entry is as follows: 

I would have still stopped in a safe enough distance, but the authoritative and loud voice of my master 
made me panic and slam my brakes. 

(November 28, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:
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My response to the above bullet point entry is as follows: 

Rebuttal to PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 61):

 

(November 29, 2009) (Volume 2, M), PC Nie’s notes: 

 

 

 

 

(November 29, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (March 13, 2012), PC Jack’s notes: 
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(November 29, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (January 27, 2012), Sgt. Butorac’s notes: 

 

 

SUN 29 NOV 09 
on - 0600 
off – 1800 
[black] 
Rich and Jack came 
in with Nie to explain 
that he was not mentally 
prep to work today 
that he had a 
premonition something evil was 
going to happen to him. 
I advised to go home 
take a sick day. He did 
so. 

 
(November 29, 2009) (Volume 3, BB) Point Form Chronology:
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My responses to the above 2 bullet point entries are as follows: 

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

 

(November 29, 2009) (Volume 3, W-11): 

 

(November 29, 2009) Counsel’s additional disclosure (April 5, 2012):
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I hope the Tribunal will take note that PC Richard Nie was asking for his next-door neighbor, Acting Staff 
Sergeant Robert Flindall who was basically in charge of the Peterborough County OPP Detachment, for his 
comments. That is how Acting Superintended Doug Borton “rescued” me from Sgt. Flindall’s targeting. 

(November 30, 2009) (Volume 1, I-12):

 

I hope the Tribunal will take note from the above e-mail of the names of the officers who compiled the 
chronology. 

I hope the Tribunal will take note of the names of the officers in an excerpt from the Sgt. Flindall’s e-mail to 
Insp. Johnston on September 11, 2009, (Volume 1, G) who falsely alleged that I was associating with 
“Undesirables”. 

 

 

Please note that Sgt. Flindall, PC Payne, PC Filman, and PC Nie were all born and raised in 
Peterborough. All four of them had good relationships that in all probability extended 
beyond the confinement of police work. Sgt. Flindall and PC Payne were very close friends 
(rumored to be more than just friends). Furthermore, Sgt. Flindall’s father (Inspector Bill 
Flindall) used to be a Peterborough County OPP Detachment Commander and PC Filman’s 
father (Constable Brad Filman) used to be a senior Constable at the Peterborough County 
OPP Detachment. In one word, local mafia, that could not have possibly tolerated that a 
highly-educated and highly-skilled Russian Jew was going to police their people on their 
territory!  
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Anticipated evidence of Mr. Michael Jack (Schedule A): 

 

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

 

(November 30, 2009) (Volume 1, I-12):

 

S/Sgt. Coleen Kohen complimented the two next-door neighbors for their united effort in building up a file 
to “legitimately” terminate my employment with the OPP.  

 


