ANALYSIS OF THE COMMENTS AND SIGNATURES IN MY PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS:

On April 26, 2009, I was presented with my Month 1 & 2 performance evaluation (form PCS-066P) (09 Jan
2009 – 09 Mar 2009) (Exhibit 15) by Sgt. Flindall. The evaluation was prepared by Cst. Filman. There were 3
“Does Not Meet Requirements” ratings out of 28 evaluation criteria ratings and 3 work improvement plans
(Exhibit 16). The evaluation was overdue by a month and a half. Sgt. Flindall advised me that it was his
fault and reassured me that it was not going to happen again.
On April 26, 2009, I was presented with my Month 3 performance evaluation (09 Mar 2009 – 09 Apr
2009) (Exhibit 17) by Sgt. Flindall together with the Month 1 & 2 evaluation. The evaluation was prepared by
Cst. Filman. There were no “Does Not Meet Requirements” ratings.
On May 14, 2009, I was presented with my Month 4 performance evaluation (09 Apr 2009 – 09 May
2009) (Exhibit 18) by Sgt. Flindall. The evaluation was prepared by Cst. Filman. There were no “Does Not
Meet Requirements” ratings.
On August 19, 2009, I was presented with my Month 5 performance evaluation (09 May 2009 – 09
June 2009) (Exhibit 21) by Sgt. Flindall. The evaluation was prepared by Cst. Filman. There were no “Does Not
Meet Requirements” ratings. The evaluation was overdue by two months. What happened to Sgt. Flindall’s
assurance that the tardiness of my evaluations would never re-occur?

ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE ORDERS
CHAPTER 6: ADMINISTRATION & INFRASTRUCTURE (Exhibit 99b)
6.4.9 PROBATIONARY PERIOD – UNIFORM MEMBER

1

Probationary Performance Evaluation Guidelines (Exhibit 99a) stipulate the following:

In light of the imperatives in the aforementioned Police Orders I reiterate the following:
•

My Month 1 & 2 evaluations were late by a month and a half even though they were combined into one
evaluation as per Probationary Constable Guidelines (Exhibit 99a).

•

My Month 3 evaluation was presented to me at the same time as my Month 1 & 2 evaluation.

•

The copies of these 3 evaluations that were given to me reflected no presence of the Regional
Commander’s reviews and/or his presence.

•

My Month 1 & 2 evaluations are among the most important evaluations since they identify a
probationer’s immediate deficiencies should the organization (OPP) have a need to begin specific
development or take remedial action.

•

Alas, in my case, Month 1 & 2 evaluations were a month and a half late!

•

My Month 5 evaluation was a little more than 2 months late!

The Detachment Commander failed to carry out his duty under Police Orders 6.4.9 in such crucial stages of my
probationary period by ensuring my evaluations were done in a timely manner according to orders and in
compliance with the Probationary Constable Guidelines and shockingly the Regional Command followed right
along. All of the mentioned are in violation of the Police Services Act – Neglect of Duty.
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Probationary Performance Evaluation Guidelines (Exhibit 99a) stipulate the following:
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In light of the imperatives in the aforementioned Probationary Performance Evaluation Guidelines I state the
following:
•

In some categories of many of my evaluations the evaluator goes on to state that he carried over the
specific example from the previous evaluation due to the lack of an available example and rated me
with a Does Not Meet Requirements again instead of the more appropriate No Basis For Rating as per
Police Orders.

•

Even more alarming is the usage of a rating of Does Not Meet Requirements in the Self-awareness
section of my Month 8 evaluation, which has no specific example when the same section is rated with
Meets Requirements with a specific example in my Month 6 & 7 combined evaluation. I was denied the
benefit of No Basis For Rating which would be in compliance with Ontario Provincial Police Orders.

•

Furthermore, I was literally deprived of the opportunity of having the 3 identified deficiencies in my
Month 1 & 2 performance evaluation, the 10 identified deficiencies in my Month 6 & 7 performance
evaluation and the 17 identified deficiencies in my Month 8 performance evaluation brought to my
attention and discussed prior to being entered onto the evaluations!

•

I was genuinely taken by surprise due to the lack of compliance to the stipulated Police Orders state
and I was literally shocked in the forthcoming evaluations.

By placing a computerized X mark beside each of the three statements on the last page of each of my first 6
evaluations the evaluator is conveying impression that I have gone over them with my coach officer and/or
supervisor beside a computer so that the appropriate boxes could be marked with an X.

That simply was not the case!
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PCS-066P (Month 1 & 2) (Exhibit 15):

-

-

The evaluation was prepared and signed by my coach officer, Cst. Filman on March 18, 2009.
Sgt. Flindall purports to have gone over the evaluation with me and noted some comments just above
his signature and that this was done on April 15, 2009. He even goes to the extent of printing the words
“Keep up the good work.”
I see this document for the first time on April 26, 2009, at which time I note that the three statements
had already been answered for me.
I make my comments in writing in the space allotted for employee’s comments.
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-

-

-

How can a supervisor state in an evaluation that he had gone over the evaluation with me on April 15,
2009 when I only saw it for the first time on April 26, 2009, at which time I was given the opportunity to
review and sign it? His date would have to postdate April 26, 2009.
Though, on the top of the last page the statement: Evaluation Meeting appears in bold print I never
had such a meeting.
The placement of the X mark beside the first statement would appear to indicate that I did have such a
meeting and the same is true for the other two statements.
How can my coach officer and my accountable supervisor sign it before me?

At the bottom of the last page where it states that a completed and signed copy of the evaluation, after
it has been reviewed by the Regional Commander has to be delivered to me, never occurred. I was
denied a copy of an entire and completed evaluation.
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PCS-066P (Month 3) (Exhibit 17):

-

-

Again my supervisor never went over the three statements with me for when I was presented with this
evaluation I saw that the three boxes had already been marked.
However, this is the first and only time that an evaluation that followed the chain of command via a
date: it was prepared and signed off by my coach officer on April 15, 2009, shown to me on April 26,
2009, by Sgt. Flindall whereby he and I signed it on that same date and only then it was reviewed and
signed by the Detachment Commander on April 27, 2009.
How can my coach officer sign it before me?
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-

However, I was still deprived of a copy of the entire completed evaluation as per Police Orders, which is
reflected at the bottom of the last page of each and every performance evaluation.
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PCS-066P (Month 4) (Exhibit 18):

-

Again my supervisor never went over the three statements with me for when I was presented with this
evaluation I saw that the three boxes had already been marked.
According to the time line of this evaluation it was prepared by Cst. Filman on May 15, 2009.
Sgt. Flindall indicated he had gone over this evaluation with me and his comments appear to show that
he did that on May 13, 2009.
I viewed this evaluation for the first time on May 14, 2009, and noted in the employee’s comments
section, “No comments”.
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-

-

Apparently the Detachment Commander S/Sgt. Ron Campbell noted his remarks and signed it on May
11, 2009.
How can my coach officer (note the absence of Cst. Filman’s initials next to the corrected date),
accountable supervisor and detachment commander sign it before me?
Basically the evaluation was done with a lack of due care and diligence. Hence its integrity comes into
question.

Again I deprived of a copy of the entire completed evaluation as per Police Orders, which is reflected at
the bottom of the last page of each and every performance evaluation.
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PCS-066P (Month 5) (Exhibit 21):

-

-

-

It would appear that the evaluation was prepared by Cst. Filman on August 16, 2009. However, Cst.
Filman was on vacation that day (Exhibit 66) and Sgt. Flindall drove to his house to obtain his
signature.
It would also appear that the evaluation was reviewed by Sgt. Flindall before me and he noted his
responses with a computer generated X mark beside each of three mandatory statements, that he was
supposed to go over, and that this was done on August 16, 2009.
However, I viewed this document for the first time when I signed it on the August 19, 2009.
August 19, 2009, was the second Evaluation Meeting I had.
More confusing is the fact that the Detachment Commander, who was supposed to be one of the last
ones to sign off on an evaluation at the detachment level, clearly did so on August 17, 2009, two days
before I had an opportunity to even see it. Note that the date is not computer generated, but a
handwritten one so it had been in exactly the order mentioned.
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-

The fraudulence that is visible in such plain view speaks volumes about the lack of integrity of these
evaluations.

-

Yet again I deprived of a copy of the entire completed evaluation as per Police Orders, which is
reflected at the bottom of the last page of each and every performance evaluation.
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PCS-066P (Month 6 & 7) (Exhibit 24):

-

This evaluation was served on me by Sgt. Flindall on August 20, 2009, and though it would appear that
there was an Evaluation Meeting there never was one for this period. There was one yesterday for my
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-

-

-

-

month five evaluation. The three statements were already marked with an X when it was presented to
me.
There is no coach officer’s signature and/or comments presence anywhere!
Rather it was prepared by Sgt. Flindall who purported it to have been done by Cst. Filman, who was on
vacation at the time (Exhibit 66).
It was presented to me at 5:40 pm which was near the end of my day shift (Exhibit 26c, pages 31 - 37)
I was never given the opportunity to go over it with Sgt. Flindall rather it was literally shoved towards me
by Sgt. Flindall with the direction to look it over, sign and return it to him by 6 pm. He also handed me 2
negative 233-10s advising me to review them and sign them as well (Exhibit 26c, pages 31 - 37)
Especially noteworthy is the Detachment Commander’s fraudulent comments at the bottom that Cst.
Filman had commenced his parental leave by August 21, 2009. That comment simply was not true. He
was still working at the detachment.
o First, just look at the author of my Month 8 evaluation.
o Second, Cst. Filman actually began his parental leave on December 14, 2009 (Exhibit 66).
Hence, someone had to have been lying to the Regional Command staff as Regional Command was
equally responsible for not having the Professional Fortitude and Insight to pick up on this fraudulence.

This is the first evaluation that I received as per Police Orders – one that was signed off by the
Regional Commander.
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PCS-066P (Month 8) (Exhibit 27):

-

This evaluation alleges to have been shared with me by Sgt. Flindall on September 11, 2009, and to
have actually gone over the three statements with me by the computerized X marks
There is no signature in my section, but a hand printed written word “REFUSED”.
15

-

-

On September 11, 2009, I was on my scheduled day off (Exhibit 66) with my next scheduled day being
September 14, 2009 (Exhibit 66).
I was actually delivered this evaluation by Sgt. Butorac in mid-September 2009, and it was the first time
I saw it!
The evaluation, having been signed by the Detachment Commander on September 11, 2009,
fraudulently alleges that it was reviewed with me by the Detachment Commander on that date.
The fraudulence of all contributors in this evaluation raises questions as to the credibility of their points
of view and the documentation of the information to support the ratings of each and every one of the 28
evaluation categories.

This is the second evaluation that I received as per Police Orders – one that was signed off by the
Regional Commander.
The decisive insight of the Regional Commander is also questionable.
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PCS-066P (Month 9) (Exhibit 32):
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-

This evaluation shows that it was:
o

o
o

Reviewed with me by Sgt. Butorac on October 8, 2009, who noted his comments in the
Accountable Supervisor’s Comments area and checked the applicable boxes beside each of the
three statements.
Reviewed by the Detachment Commander on October 8, 2009, who also noted his respective
comments
Then signed by me on October 13, 2009.

-

However, I was shown this document for the first time on October 13, 2009.
How can my coach officer, my accountable supervisor and the Detachment Commander sign it before
me?

-

Once again I was deprived a copy of the entire completed evaluation as per Police Orders, which is
reflected at the bottom of the last page of each and every performance evaluation.
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PCS-066P (Month 10) (Exhibit 37):

-

This evaluation shows that:
o
o

It was signed off by Detachment Commander on November 10, 2009.
Prepared by Cst. Nie on November 10, 2009.
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o

-

-

-

Signed off as having had an evaluation meeting with me on November 13, 2009, by Sgt.
Butorac and given to me to review and sign.

Though I recall submitting my comments as an attachment along with the evaluation back to Sgt.
Butorac I have a copy to what I stated exactly. My comments are reflected in my statements and
rebuttals.
How can my coach officer, my accountable supervisor and the Detachment Commander sign it before
me?

Once again I was deprived a copy of the entire completed evaluation as per Police Orders, which is
reflected at the bottom of the last page of each and every performance evaluation.
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PCS-066P (Month 11) (Exhibit 44):

-

Everything appears to have done in an orderly timeline.
It is interesting to note that Sgt. Butorac, in just three months of being my supervisor had the decency
to document that he saw in me willingness and eagerness to succeed.
That being the case, one can only wonder what really happened and why did not those in positions of
higher authority did not question what was happening at the detachment to an individual with such a
high level of education (Exhibit 02, Exhibit 03, Exhibit 04, Exhibit 05, Exhibit 06, Exhibit 07a, Exhibit
07b, Exhibit 07c, Exhibit 07d, Exhibit 09, Exhibit 10a, Exhibit 13a, Exhibit 13d).
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-

And of course I deprived of a copy of the entire completed evaluation as per Police Orders, which is
reflected at the bottom of the last page of each and every performance evaluation.
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