
 
 
 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE 
 

IPPERWASH PUBLIC INQUIRY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

_______________________________________________________ 
 
 

PART I REPLY SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF 
ABORIGINAL LEGAL SERVICES OF TORONTO 

 
_______________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
      Julian N. Falconer 
      Falconer Charney LLP 
      8 Prince Arthur Avenue 
      Toronto, Ontario, M5R 1A9 
      Ph: (416) 964-3408 
      em: julianf@fcbarristers.com 
 
      Kimberly R. Murray 
      Aboriginal Legal Services of Toronto 
      415 Yonge Street – Suite 803 
      Toronto, Ontario, M5B 2E7 
      Ph: (416) 408-4041 
      em: murrayk@lao.on.ca 

 
 
 



INDEX 
 
Description          Page No.
 

Introduction          2 
 

1. Pretext Policing: Reply with respect to the decision to deploy the  3 
CMU and TRU teams   

 
 (a) Pretext Policing         3 

 
(b) Improper Purpose: The desire to regain control of the Incident:   4 
       the true motivation for the CMU deployment 

 
(c) The decision to deploy the CMU was effectively made by Mark Wright 6 
       and Stan Korosec (Reply to OPP Submission p.118) 

 
(d) “The Attack of the Cottagers” (Reply to OPP Submission p. 118-120)  17 

       
(e)  The “threat” to the cottages adjacent to the Park     19 

(Reply to OPP Submission p.139-140) 
 

(f) The Fires (Reply to OPP Submission p.130)     21 
 

(g) The alleged threat posed by the movement of blinds in the kiosk  21 
 

(h) Movement of vehicles within the Park (Reply to OPP Submission p.129) 22 
 

(i) Baseball bats in the sandy parking lot      22 
 

(j) The Gerald George Incident       23 
 

(k) The Failure to Pursue Negotiations as evidence of Pretext Policing  27 
 
 

2. Reply with respect to the propriety of the Dining Room Meeting and   29 
    Premier Harris’ conduct 

 
3. Institutional Responses to Racism       33 

 
(a) Racism against Aboriginal People       35 

 
(b) Racism within the OPP         36 

(c) Racism within Government       42 
 
(d) Conclusion with respect to Racism      45 

 

 



 2

 
PART I REPLY SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF 

ABORIGINAL LEGAL SERVICES OF TORONTO 
 
 
Introduction 
 
1. Aboriginal Legal Services of Toronto’s (“ALST”) reply submissions will be limited to 

three issues that are central to this Inquiry: 

 

i. The justifications offered for the decision to deploy the CMU and TRU teams against the 

occupiers on the evening of September 6, 1995;  

 

ii. The submissions made as to the propriety of the Dining Room Meeting and Premier Harris’ 

conduct at the meeting; and, 

 

iii. The institutional response to anti-Aboriginal racism on the part of the OPP and the 

Government of Ontario. 

 
 
2. Apart from the above noted issues, ALST is content that its main submissions adequately 

address the remaining issues raised in the submissions of other parties. 
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1. PRETEXT POLICING:  Reply with respect to the decision to deploy the CMU and TRU 
teams
 
 
3. ALST respectfully submits that the reasons offered for the deployment of the CMU and 

TRU team against the occupiers’ amount to mere pretexts, or after-the-fact justifications, for a 

show of force that was initiated by Mark Wright and Stan Korosec for entirely inappropriate 

reasons.  While the justifications relied on in the OPP submissions are capable of providing an 

objective basis for some form of policing response, they did not form the actual basis for the 

decision to march.  The march was an extreme show of force motivated by embarrassment at 

having “lost the Park” in the first place, and the resultant loss of face before Provincial 

politicians and the local community.  

 
 
(a) Pretext Policing 
 
 
4. “Pretext policing” involves the employment of facially valid, objective grounds as a 

pretext for police conduct that is in reality based on ulterior and improper motivations.  Ontario 

courts have both recognized and roundly condemned the phenomenon of pretext policing.   The 

presence of an ex post facto valid and lawful reason for police action does not justify an exercise 

of police discretion that was improperly motivated at the relevant time.  This point was 

emphasized by the Court of Appeal for Ontario in Brown v. Durham Regional Police, in the 

context of the purported exercise of police powers under the Highway Traffic Act: 

 
While I can find no sound reason for invalidating an otherwise proper stop because the police 
used the opportunity afforded by that stop to further some other legitimate interest, I do see 
strong policy reasons for invalidating a stop where the police have an additional improper 
purpose. Highway safety concerns are important, but they should not provide the police with 
a means to pursue objects which are themselves an abuse of the police power or are otherwise 
improper. For example, it would be unacceptable to allow a police officer who has valid 
highway safety concerns to give effect to those concerns by stopping only vehicles driven by 
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persons of colour. Section 216(1) of the HTA does not, in my view, authorize discriminatory 
stops even where there is a highway safety purpose behind those stops. 

  
When I refer to improper police purposes I include purposes which are illegal, purposes 
which involve the infringement of a person's constitutional rights and purposes which have 
nothing to do with the execution of a police officer's public duty. Officers who stop persons 
intending to conduct unauthorized searches, or who select persons to be stopped based on 
their sex or colour, or who stop someone to vent their personal animosity toward that person, 
all act for an improper purpose. They cannot rely on s. 216(1) of the HTA even if they also 
have highway safety concerns when making the stop. [emphasis added] 

   
Brown v. Durham Regional Police (1998), 132 C.C.C. (3d) 1 (Ont. C.A.) at 17; see also: R. v. 
Brown (2003), 173 C.C.C. (3d) 23 (Ont. C.A.) at para.47-48; R. v. Calderon (2004), 188 
C.C.C. (3d) 481 (Ont. C.A.) at para.67; R. v. Nicely, [2000] O.J. No. 4776 (Ont. C.A.) at para. 
5. 

 
 
5. ALST respectfully submits that justifications offered by counsel to the OPP represented 

(in the words of the Court of Appeal) “a means to pursue objects which [were] themselves an 

abuse of the police power or [were] otherwise improper”. 

 
 
(b)  Improper Purpose:  The desire to regain control of the Incident:  the true motivation 
for the CMU deployment 
 
 
6. John Carson made a prudent decision to withdraw his officers from the Park on the 

evening of September 4, 1995.  Nevertheless, it reflected an inability to retain control over the 

Park in circumstances where the O.P.P. had notice over a period of months as to the intentions of 

the occupiers and in the wake of assurances to local politicians and community members that the 

O.P.P. had the situation “under control”. 

7. John Carson’s good call on September 4 was cast in doubt by a torrent of critical 

messages that flowed into the command post throughout September 5 and 6, 1995.  The 

messages were initiated from within the OPP command structure, the local community, and most 

significantly from the Provincial government and the Premier himself.  The consistent message 
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was that the OPP had not been properly prepared for the occupation, and that having had several 

days’ notice that the occupation would occur, the OPP had failed to prevent it: 

 
 “Ah ah I’m only going to ask this question because I’m sure that the Chief is probably 

going to ask it.  How did we ah given the fact we have people there when this all 
happened. How did we lose containment?” (Parkin to Carson, September 5, 1995 – 
Exhibit 444(a) Tab 6, p.35-36); 

 
 “They’re going to say that, well, we knew this was going to happened” (Parkin to Carson, 

September 5, 1995 – Exhibit 444(a) Tab 6, p.42); 
 

 “Yeah I’m just um I guess it’s it’s unfortunate we couldn’t maintain the Park” (Parkin to 
Carson, September 5, 1995 – Exhibit 444(a) Tab 6, p.); 

 
 “…the OPP in my opinion made mistakes they should have done something right at the 

time and he said that will I’m sure all come out in an Inquiry sometime after the fact” 
(Fox quoting Premier Harris, September 6, 1995 at 2:00 p.m. – Exhibit P-444(a) Tab 37 
p. 263-64); and, 

 
 “I walked in the tail end Chris with him saying things like well I think the OPP have 

made mistakes in this one.  They should have just gone in.  He views it as a simple 
Trespass to Property that’s in his thinking” (Fox quoting Premier Harris, September 6, 
1995 at 2:00 p.m. – Exhibit P-444(a) Tab 37 p. 274). 

 
 
8. The questions and criticisms concerning the decision to vacate the Park on September 4 

culminated in a meeting amongst John Carson, Christopher Coles and Anthony Parkin on the 

afternoon of September 6, 1995.   None of the participants made contemporaneous notes of the 

meeting.  In fact, the scribe was intentionally excluded from the meeting.  None of the meeting 

participants are able to provide reliable accounts as to the discussions at the meeting.  The only 

reasonable inference is that the “loss of the Park” and its impact on the reputation of the OPP 

was discussed. 
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(c)  The decision to deploy the CMU was effectively made by Mark Wright and Stan 
Korosec (Reply to OPP Submission p.118)
 
 
9. Counsel to the OPP identifies a number of events that allegedly formed part of John 

Carson’s decision to deploy the CMU.  ALST respectfully submits that these factors constitute 

nothing more than after the fact justifications, in view of the reality that it was Mark Wright and 

Stan Korosec, and not John Carson, who effectively made the decision to deploy the CMU on the 

evening of September 6, 1995.  To Mark Wright and Stan Korosec, the CMU represented a use 

of force in search of a justification. 

 

10. ALST respectfully submits that the chronology of events between 18:30 and 22:44 on the 

evening of September 6, 1995 (as set out in the table below) make it clear that John Carson did 

not effectively participate in the decision to mobilize and deploy CMU.  The evidence is that the 

decision to mobilize CMU was effectively made before John Carson’s return to the command 

post.  Assuming (without accepting) the validity of a distinction between “calling out” the Crowd 

Management Unit and “deploying” the Crowd Management Unit (see OPP Submissions at par. 

108, p. 108), a number of seemingly “simple” questions have arisen in the course of this Inquiry 

for which there have been no “simple” answers: 

 
1) Who of the incident commanders made the decision to “call out” the Crowd Management 

Unit? 
2) Why is there no record of the decision to “call out” the Crowd Management Unit? 
3) Who of the incident commanders made the decision to “deploy” the Crowd Management 

Unit? 
4) Why is there no record of the decision to “deploy” the Crowd Management Unit? 
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11. ALST has established a time chronology relating to the CMU decision-making process 

which is set out below.  An analysis follows. 

 
Time 
(Approximate 
Time) 

Event Evidence Referenced 

September 5, 
1995 at 08:20 
(08:27, 
maximum 
lapse time)  

Lacroix advises Carson that a Staff 
Sergeant is required from a crowd control 
operation.  Carson advises Lacroix that, 
“we don’t intend to go into that mode” 

Exhibit 444A, Tab 4, at p. 10 

18:30 Gerald George drives his vehicle to 
checkpoint Charlie, located at Army 
Camp Road near Matheson Drive.  Upon 
arriving at checkpoint Charlie, Gerald 
George informed Constable Sam Poole 
that his vehicle had been damaged by the 
occupiers.  Constable Mark Zacher then 
relayed this information back to the 
Command Post. 

Exhibit 1114, Transcript of Mark Wright 
& unknown OPP Officer (Radio call) 
Region 10 Chatham Communication 
Centre Logger Tape #0146 Track 12 
Disc 12 of 20, 19:51, Sept 06/95 

 

19:10 - 19:30 Inspector Carson leaves for dinner.  At 
the time of his departure Carson does not 
anticipate any major incidents occurring 
nor does he make any preparations for 
any major events. 

(i) Evidence of Superintendent John 
Carson, June 6, 2005 at p.199 l.13 - 
p.200  l.24;  
 
(ii) Exhibit P-426, Scribe notes (OPP) 
from Sep 4/95 to Sep 9/95 pages 1 to 58 
(typed), at pg.72 
 
(iii) Evidence of Superintendent John 
Carson, June 6, 2005 at p. 199 l.13 - p. 
200  l.24 
 

19:25 Mark Wright finishes his meeting with 
cottagers and moments later meets 
Aboriginal Occupiers in sandy parking 
lot.  
  

Evidence of Mark Wright, February 23, 
2006, at pg. 18  l. 18 
 

19:26 – 19:50 Mark Wright proceeds to the various 
checkpoints to inform checkpoints of 
build up in sandy parking lot area.  

Time gap between meeting with 
Aboriginal occupiers and radio call to 
checkpoint Charlie 

19:40 3rd District E.R.T. team is debriefed at 
Forest Command Post. During debriefing, 
the E.R.T. teams are told to suit up in 
“hard tac” C.M.U. gear.  Constable Kevin 
York testified that the C.M.U. units were 
deployed twice. The first time they were 

Evidence of Kevin York, May 18, 2006, 
at pg. 27  l. 5; Evidence of Kevin York, 
May 18, 2006, at pg. 30  l. 20-22 
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deployed to the Tactical Operation Centre 
(T.O.C.) site they received an order to 
return back to the Forest Command Post. 
 

19:51 Wright radios checkpoint Charlie to have 
Poole take a statement from the driver of 
the damages vehicle.  Wright states, "You 
know what I'm after, okay?" 
 

Exhibit P-1114, Transcript of Mark 
Wright & unknown OPP Officer (Radio 
call) Region 10 Chatham 
Communication Centre Logger Tape 
#0146 Track 12 Disc 12 of 20, 19:51, 
Sept 06/95 
1114 Volume 16 
 

19:58 (20:05, 
maximum 
lapse time) 
(duration of 
call is 3:47) 

Wright calls Carson to inform him that 
there are 8-10 “Natives” with bats and 
axe handles occupying the sandy parking 
lot.  During the conversation, Wright 
advises that he has held back the day shift 
E.R.T team. During the call Wright 
overhears Linton calling out TRU and so 
advises Carson. Carson tells Wright to 
advise Linton that Carson should be 
notified before the T.R.U. is called to 
Forest.  Wright testifies during cross-
examination that at the time of this 
conversation, deploying the C.M.U, 
“wasn't on the table”.   
 

Evidence of Mark Wright, February 23, 
2006, at pg. 394 l. 9 

20:00 Lacroix is called by Korosec to attend at 
the Forest Command Post. 
 

Evidence of Wade Lacroix,, May 8, 
2006, at pg. 25  l. 24 
 

20:00 - 20:02 Mark Wright arrives back at the 
Command Post and advises Korosec to 
hold back the day shift E.R.T. teams to 
allow Inspector Carson to use them as 
necessary. 
 

Evidence of Mark Wright, February 23, 
2006, at pg. 57  l. 20 – p.59 l.8 
 
 

20:08 Linton makes the decision to call out 
T.R.U. stationed at Pinery Park 
 

Exhibit P-426, Scribe notes (OPP) from 
Sep 4/95 to Sep 9/95 pages 1 to 58 
(typed), at pg.73 
 

20:10 Sergeant George Hebblethwaite departs 
from Forest Command Post to Grand 
Bend to obtain his “hard tac” kitAt the 
time of his departure from the Command 
Post, Hebblethwaite knew that the 
C.M.U. may be mobilized and the order 
to call out the C.M.U. was made by 
Korosec. At 20:27, Hebblethwaire left 

(i) Evidence of Sergeant George 
Hebblethwaite, May 15, 2006, at p. 59  l. 
12 – p. 1-18;  
 
(ii) Evidence of Sergeant George 
Hebblethwaite, May 15, 2006, at p. 60  l. 
11 – p. 1-15; 
 
(iii) Evidence of Sergeant George 
Hebblethwaite, May 11, 2006, at p. 124 
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Grand Bend to head back to the 
Command Post. Accordingly, he drove 
from Grand Bend to Forest in 13 minutes. 

l.7 – l.17 
 
(iv) Evidence of Sergeant George 
Hebblethwaite, May 11, 2006, at p. 53 l. 
12 – p. 56  l.22 
 
 
 
 

20:13 (20:20, 
maximum 
lapse time)  

Carson calls Linton. Linton advises 
Carson that he is going to suit up T.R.U. 
to arrest occupiers.  Carson tells Linton 
that he will call him back. 
 

Exhibit 444B, Carson-Linton, 20:13, tab 
51, at pg. 324- 326 

20:15 (20:22, 
maximum 
lapse time) 

Carson calls back Linton. Carson advises 
Linton that he is misusing T.R.U. 
 

Exhibit 444B, Carson-Linton, 20:15, tab 
53, at pg. 330- 335 
 

20:18 (20:25, 
maximum 
time lapse) 
(duration of 
the call is 
approximately 
19 minutes) 

Wright and McCabe discuss injunction 
hearing and Wright advises McCabe that 
the “marines” are going down to the 
sandy parking lot area. Wright advises 
McCabe that a car has been “totally 
trashed” by the occupiers and that the 
OPP have, “four ERT teams and a TRU 
team and two (2) K-9 units going down 
there [sandy parking lot] to do battle right 
now." 
 

Exhibit P-463,  Pages 1-29, command 
post logger synopsis Sep 6/95 and 
transcript 

20:19 Poole informs Command Post that the 
driver of the vehicle has identified, 
“suspects in the same area”. During 
examination Poole states that “suspects” 
should have been singular.  Mark Wright 
is at the Command Post when Poole 
transmits information.  
 

Evidence of Sam Poole, May 16, 2006, at 
p. 60 l.8 

20:19 Korosec sends out radio transmission 
advising 3rd and 6th District Teams to 
return to Forest Command Post. 
Hebblethwaite testified under cross-
examination that at this time most if not 
all of the 3rd and 6th District teams were 
already at the Command Post. 

(i) Exhibit P-1321, Transcript of Region 
20, Stan Korosec, Sept 6/95, 20:19 hrs. 
Chatham Communications Centre; From 
OPP Logger Tape #0146, Track 12, Disc 
12 of 20;  
 
(ii)Evidence of George Hebblethwaite, 
May 15, 2006, at p.267  l. 6 – p.268  l.5 
 

20: 21 Korosec advises Linton and Wright that 
he has called Lacroix to attend. 

Exhibit P-426, Scribe notes (OPP) from 
Sep 4/95 to Sep 9/95 pages 1 to 58 
(typed), at pg.74 

20:25 (20:32, 
maximum 

Korosec makes a phone call where he 
states that, “Lacroix is on his way up to 

Exhibit P-1155, Transcript of Stan 
Korosec, September 06,1995, 20:25 hrs. 



 10

lapse time) do these guys.” Mobile Command Unit, OPP, Logger 
Tape # 04, Track 3, Disc 2of 3, Region 
21 
 

20:29 Carson arrives back at the Command 
Post. 

(i) Exhibit P-426, Scribe notes (OPP) 
from Sep 4/95 to Sep 9/95 pages 1 to 58 
(typed), at pg.74); 
 
(ii)Evidence of Superintendent John 
Carson, May 19, 2005 at p. 164  l.15 -  
l.23 
 

20:29 or 20:46 Alleged decision to deploy C.M.U. is 
made 

(i) Evidence of Superintendent John 
Carson, June 27, 2005 at p. 140  l.6 -  l. 
19; 
 
(ii)Evidence of Mark Wright, March 6, 
2006, p. 182 l. 19 – l.25 
 

20:34 Dew radios Command Post and advises 
Graham of the possibility that occupiers 
have firearms. 
 

Exhibit P- 1137, Transcript of Peterman, 
& D/C Mark Dew, Command Post Track 
1, 20:34 hrs. Sept 06/95 1136 Volume 16 
 

21:10 Lacroix arrives at the Forest Command 
Post 

Evidence of Sergeant George 
Hebblethwaite, May 11, 2006, at p.125  
l. 5 

21:41 Linton advises Parkin of situation with 
occupiers and provides Parkin with the 
following information: 
(i) That there was a local meeting of 
townspeople complaining of the lack of 
activity; 
(ii) That a person from the meeting 
had their vehicle damaged by the sandy 
parking lot occupiers; 
(iii) That there was a fire in the Army 
Base; 
(iv) That there is someone in the kiosk 
and that they have lowered the blinds; 
(v) That there was a dump truck and 
bus moving around in the park; 
(vi) That women and children were 
being evacuated; and 
(vii) That there was reports of 
automatic gunfire and weapons 
 
Parkin in hearing this information prefers 
not to intervene, preferring the approach 
to lock down the area and let things settle. 

(i) Exhibit P-469, Excerpts form 
transcript of phone call between Linton 
and Parkin 21:41 hrs. 
 
(ii) Evidence of Anthony Parkin, 
February 8, 2006, at p. 296 l. 18 – 298 
l.14 

22:44 Mark Dew discussed the Gerald George Exhibit P-426, Scribe notes (OPP) from 
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incident with Dale Linton who was to 
give the information to Parkin. Scribe 
entry reads:  
 
Mark Dew discussed the mischief 
incident with Dale Linton to give 
information to Superintendent, Suspect 
Stuart Bradley George, hit car with rock. 

Sep 4/95 to Sep 9/95 pages 1 to 58 
(typed), at pg.79; 

 
 
 
12. The questions, again, are as follows: 
 
 

s1.  Who of the incident commanders made the decision to “call out” the Crowd Management 
Unit? 
 
2.  Why is there no record of the decision to “call out” the Crowd Management Unit? 
 
3.  Who of the incident commanders made the decision to “deploy” the Crowd Management 
Unit? 
 
4.  Why is there no record of the decision to “deploy” the Crowd Management Unit? 

 
 
(i) Questions 1 and 2 – “CALLING OUT” THE CMU – MAKING THE “WRIGHT” CALL 
 
13. Taking a “generous” interpretation of “opposing views” one might accept that “in the 

heat of the moment” decisions are made for which no appropriate written recording is made.  

Leaving aside the role of the scribe in this case, who was the decision maker who “called out” 

the CMU?   

 
14, A number of important contextual points bear repeating: 
 

- On September 5, 1995 at approximately 08:20 (08:27, max lapse time) John Carson 
communicated the clear view to Wade Lacroix that “we don’t intend to go into that 
mode” when it came to using CMU. 

 
- John Carson repeatedly testified that when he left for dinner on September 6, 1995 

between 19:10 and 19:30 it was “status quo” and there was no expectation of a need to 
resort to CMU that night. 
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- Thirty to fifty-one minutes after John Carson goes to dinner, at 20:00 (or 20:21, see 
scribe notes) Wade Lacroix is called in and it is beyond contention that his singular role 
at the Ipperwash Provincial Park was to head a CMU team. 

 
- At 20:10pm, the second in command of the CMU, George Hebblethwaite, is literally 

racing back to Grand Bend from Forest to obtain his “hard tac”, which gear is only used 
for CMU deployment. 

 
- The only officers at the Ipperwash Park occupation with ostensible authority to “call out” 

CMU, other than Linton (the “waffler”), were the head of ERT, Korosek, and the Second 
in Command, Wright. 

 
 

15. It is unnecessary to have resort to all of the inappropriate language engaged in by Wright 

and Korosec to understand the process that really took place after Carson left for dinner.  What is 

far more telling than the regrettable language, is the adamant denials of Wright and Korosec as 

decision makers.  Mark Wright simply takes responsibility for holding the ERT shift back which 

he testified could have been used in a number of different ways by the Incident Commander.  

Wright declines the role of decision maker in “calling out” CMU.  Stan Korosec testified that he 

made no decision in this regard and simply followed up on the direction of Mark Wright. 

 

16. Dale Linton is criticized by Mark Wright for “waffling”.  The sole decision credited to 

Dale Linton in the period between 19:58 (20:05, max lapse time) (commencement of 

Wright/Carson t/c) and 20:29 (return of Carson to Incident Command) is the calling out of the 

TRU team which Carson successfully convinces Linton to reverse (between 20:21pm and 

20:29pm).  So who is responsible for mobilizing Lacroix, Hebblethwaite and their men? 

 



 13

There is a “simple” answer to the question.  The answer is that the decision to “call out” the 

CMU was made “outside of the chain of command”.  That decision to “call out” the CMU was 

made by the only officers in a position to do so:  Wright and Korosec.   

 

17. It is submitted that while it is unnecessary to have regard to the tapes of their comments 

to arrive at the conclusion as stated above, those taped comments serve a confirmatory role in 

demonstrating the true feelings of animosity held by both Wright and Korosec towards the 

occupiers. 

 
 
(ii) Questions 3 and 4 – DEPLOYING THE CMU – NO “SHOULD WE”, JUST “HOW DO 
WE” 
 
18. f the decision to “call out” the CMU was made “outside of the chain of command”, then 

this provides important context for why John Carson was in such a poor position to critically 

analyse and determine the next step as to “deployment”.  A review of Carson’s activities in the 

seventeen minutes between 20:29 and 20:46 (time of alleged decision to deploy) demonstrates 

that there was no critical analysis of the wisdom and utility of resorting to the level of force 

engendered in a CMU mobilization.  In other words, there was no “should we?” it was all “how 

do we?”. 

   

19. An analysis of the scribe notes (typed and written) reveals that upon his entry at Incident 

Command at 20:29 on September 6, 1995, Carson’s attention was focused on the following 

issues between 20:29 and 20:46: 

 
- receiving fragments of information about the activities of the occupiers; 
- communicating with TRU to have them turn their trucks away from the Command Post; 
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- evacuating the cottagers; and 
- obtaining sight lines to assess whether there was a risk of sniper fire coming from the 

kiosk towards the corner where the marching CMU would arrive. 
 
20. It is apparent from the above that John Carson was engrossed in the “mechanical” 

exercise of the CMU and TRU deployment rather than any critical assessment of the wisdom of 

such a tactic.  

 Statements by Korosec and Wright between 20:29 and 20:46 (from scribe notes) are also telling: 

 
- Korosec, 20:41:  “My team is dressed and ready in rear of office”. 
- Wright, 20:46:  “I bet my life it’s ok there” [re danger of sniper fire from the kiosk that 

would militate against using CMU] 
 

 
21. Considering the above, along with the Wright statement to McCabe at 20:18 (20:25, max 

lapse time) early in the conversation describing the march of the marines; and the Korosec 

declaration at 20:25 (20:32, max lapse time) that “Lacroix is on his way up to do these guys”; it 

becomes inescapably obvious that the CMU train was well under way and John Carson was not 

in any position to slow it down.   

 

22. The extreme criticism received by Linton from his second in command, Wright, (between 

20:02 and 20:08) (see typed Scribe notes, p. 73) for “wanting something in writing” before 

taking action is ample evidence of the absolute rejection by Wright and Korosec of anything but 

action.  When Linton declined to immediately act, Wright responded by going to Carson, 

criticizing Linton and complaining that “daylight’s a wasting” (see Wright/Carson t/c, Exhibit 

444A, tab 49 p. 320). 
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23. The motives of Wright and Korosec to effect arrests while the occupiers were outside of 

the Park is a reflection of their understanding that they could not get instructions to enter the park 

without an injunction.  Therefore, the presence of occupiers outside the Park who were, 

according to Wright, committing “numerous criminal offences” (see Exhibit P- 426, p. 73), 

represented an opportunity to effect arrests of a significant number of occupiers.   

 

24. Wright’s thinking is best reflected in the following passage that appears in the typed 

scribe notes at 22:12 on September 6, 1995: 

 
“Mark Wright advise Sarnia Jail has 1 full wing for natives.  1 prisoner van available for 
12 people at a time”. (Exhibit P- 426, p. 79) 

 
 
25. When one has regard to all of the above, it stretches the bounds of artificiality to attempt 

to distinguish between the decision to “call out” the CMU and the decision as to “deployment”.  

All of those aspects of true decision making that might have and should have characterized the 

deployment decision were wholly absent.  The following items never even rated mention by 

Carson in the very detailed scribe notes concerning the seventeen minutes between 20:29 and 

20:46: 

 
- There were no questions and no analysis of the quality of information being provided to 

Carson about the actions of the occupiers; 
 
- There was no discussion about the avenue of “negotiation” with the occupiers allegedly 

in the parking lot with a view to simply securing their return to the Park; 
 

- There was no update sought nor one provided about the activities of Officer Seltzer in his 
efforts to establish communication links with the occupiers.  Seltzer was not even 
contacted in respect of the alleged crisis; 
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26. Ultimately the decision by Wright and Korosec to “call out” the CMU (well in advance 

of Carson’s arrival) was what led Wright (in his conversation at 20:18 (20:25, max lapse time) 

with McCabe) to excitedly refer to the “marines” and the combined forces of CMU and TRU 

marching down to the sandy parking lot.  That same decision also led Officer Stan Korosec (at 

20:25 (20:32 max lapse time)) to describe Lacroix as coming “to do” the occupiers.  Korosec and 

Wright, as key members of the command team, were simply reflecting what they knew had been 

set in motion.   

 

27. The O.P.P. submission that there is an important distinction between “calling out” the 

CMU and “deploying” the CMU is, in theory, a valid point.  At the heart of this case, is the utter 

absence of any evidence of substantive decision-making at the deployment phase.  In essence, 

momentum simply propelled the decision to “call out” into a decision to “deploy”. 

 

28. In the end, the answer to question 4 as to why there is no record of a decision to deploy  

is addressed by the answer to question 3: there was never a decision by the incident 

commanders to deploy CMU.   The decision was made outside of the chain of command. 
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(d) “The Attack of the Cottagers” (Reply to OPP Submission p. 118-120) 
 
 

29. The OPP submits, in paragraphs 109 to 111 of their submissions that one of the reasons 

the CMU was called out was for fear that the cottagers would march into the Park.  ALST 

respectfully submits that this “factor” has no bearing on the decision to call out the CMU.  

Rather, the cottagers marching is another pretext for the OPP to show a use of force in an attempt 

to recover from their embarrassment and to respond to political pressure they received as a result 

of “losing” the Park.  

 

30. There is very little significance that can be attached to the threat of cottagers marching on 

the Park.  Indeed, Inspector Carson’s conversation with Acting Staff Sergeant Wright at 19:58 

evidences his lack of concern over the cottagers desire to march on the Park: 

 
 19  CARSON:        Okay well you let me know if you want me 
 20                 to come back. 
 21  WRIGHT:        Well don't you want to be briefed about 
 22                 the citizens? 
 23  CARSON:        Well I do but ah... 
 24  WRIGHT:        Let him run it. 
 25  CARSON:        We got, to get, we got to get together and 
  1                 talk about your meeting tomorrow morning. 
  2  WRIGHT:        Yeah okay well where are you? 
 

Exhibit P-444B, Transcript of Telephone Call between J.Carson and M. Wright, Tab 48, 
p. 307 

 
 
31. Clearly the above referenced passage indicates that Inspector Carson was not very 

concerned about the cottagers marching on the Park.  Furthermore, in examination in chief 

Acting Staff Sergeant Wright admitted feeling frustration with respect to Inspector Carson not 

dealing with the issue of the cottagers: 
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  Q:   Okay.  And if you go to page 309 and 
  3  the top of page 310, you say: 
  4                   "Well -- well, don't you want to be 
  5                   briefed about the citizens?" 
  6                 And on the tape you sound a little 
  7  frustrated? 
  8                 A:   Yes. 
  9                 Q:   And why was that? 
 10                 A:   Well -- and I have to take 
 11  responsibility for that because I didn't clearly explain 
 12  to Inspector Carson the concern that I had about the -- 
 13  the cottage owners that had met -- that I had met there 
 14  earlier with. 
 15                 So I don't think he understood my concern 
 16  about potentially them coming back and maybe marching 
 17  again. 
 18                 So he -- he kind of -- he pushed me back 
 19  towards Linton, because he was there and I was a little 
 20  frustrated by that because I felt that to be part and 
 21  parcel with the -- the problem there, and the reason that 
 22  I felt it needed to deal -- be dealt with right away. 
  
 Evidence of Mark Wright, February 23, 2006, p. 113 l.2 -1.22 
 
 

32. While the above noted passage may indicate that Acting Staff Sergeant Wright was 

concerned about the cottagers marching again, it was clear that this was not a concern shared by 

Inspector Carson. If Inspector Carson made the decision to call out the CMU, then ALST 

respectfully submits that this was not one of the “factors” that was considered in making the 

decision.   

 

33. At paragraph 111, the OPP submit that the incident with the cottagers continued to be 

discussed after Inspector Carson’s arrival at the Command Post.  In their submission, the scribe 

note entries at 20:46 and 20:49 reflect this fact.  While both entries refer to Acting Staff Sergeant 

Wright’s meeting with the cottagers, none of the referenced scribe notes refer to the possibility of 

cottagers coming back and marching on the Park - the very concern that the OPP use to justify 
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calling out C.M.U. More telling is that both entries occur after Inspector Carson, according to his 

examination in chief, decided to call out the C.M.U. i.e. 20:29.  

 
Evidence of Superintendent John Carson, June 27, 2005 at p. 140  l.6 -  l. 19 
 

34. Furthermore, ALST respectfully submits that at the time the decision to deploy CMU was 

made, at either 20:29 (according to Carson) or 20:46 (according to Wright), there was no further 

indication that the cottagers were going to march on the Park.  Simply put, the cottagers 

marching on the park is an after the fact attempt to justify the march. 

 

35. Finally, ALST respectfully submits that, to the extent that aggressive action by cottagers 

against the occupiers was apprehended, it could only have justified a policing response to the 

cottagers and not solely the occupiers.  There is no evidence that any such police response to the 

cottagers was ever contemplated by the command team. 

 
(e) The “threat” to the cottages adjacent to the Park (Reply to OPP Submission p.139-140) 
 
 
36. In paragraph 130 of the OPP submission, it is submitted that the movement of occupiers 

into the sandy parking lot represented a loss of containment.  It is their submission that this loss 

of containment posed a serious risk to the safety and security of the cottagers and their 

properties.  The OPP submit that this was one of the many factors that informed Inspector 

Carson’s decision to call out the CMU. 

 

37. ALST respectfully submits that the occupiers posed no threat to the cottagers.  This fact 

is made abundantly clear by the OPP’s decision not to evacuate the cottagers. In cross 



 20

examination, Inspector Carson admitted that when Acting Staff Sergeant Wright called him at 

19:58, the threat of the occupiers attacking the cottagers was not on his mind: 

 
 19                 Q:   And is it also correct that earlier 
 20  that same afternoon, Mark Wright, to your knowledge, had 
 21  met with some irate cottagers.  He told them to calm down 
 22  and go home, and he reported that to you, correct? 
 23                 A:   Yes. 
 24                 Q:   And it's clear, is it not, that Mark 
 25  Wright would not have advised the cottagers to do that, 
  1  and you would not have advised the cottagers -- you would 
  2  not have agreed with that, if you thought the cottagers 
  3  were going to be invaded in their cottages that night, 
  4  correct? 
  5                 A:   I'm sorry, I'm -- I'm not sure I 
  6  understand. 
 
  7                 Q:   All right, let's put it this way, 
  8  let's cut to the chase. 
  9                 As of the time that you spoke to Mark 
 10  Wright at eight o'clock on the evening of September 6th, 
 11  approximately -- 
 12                 A:   Right.  
 13                 Q:   I think I have your evidence correct 
 14  that you did not anticipate any invasion of the cottages 
 15  that night? 
 16                 A:   No. 
 17                 Q:   All right.  And I'm suggesting to you 
 18  that once you made the decision to send in the CMU, and 
 19  you decided to get a message to the cottagers, ultimately 
 20  it was a message about staying put in their cottages, 
 21  correct? 
 22                 A:   Basically, yes. 
 
 Evidence of John Carson, July 27, 2005 p. 136 l.7 – l.22 
 
  
38. Two things are clear from the above noted passage.   First, the decision to deploy the 

CMU was not made in an attempt to prevent the occupiers from invading the cottages.  As such, 

the cottagers were told to remain in their cottage.  If there was any threat to the cottagers, the 

only reasonable course would have been evacuation.  

 

39. Second, the threat to the cottagers was not a factor in deciding to call out the CMU.  As 

early as 20:05, Inspector Carson admitted that there was no threat to the cottagers.  If the OPP’s 
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theory of the incident is correct, which ALST specifically rejects, then the decision to call out the 

CMU was made shortly after Inspector Carson returned to the Command Post (approximately 

20:29).  On this theory, the threat to the cottagers would have materialized within the 24 minutes 

between 20:05 and 20:29.  However, at 20:05 Inspector Carson already knew that the occupiers 

had entered the sandy parking lot area and that they had bats and axe handles.  By 20:05, John 

Carson was already in possession of all the information listed in paragraph 129 of the OPP’s 

submission. ASLT respectfully submits that there is no event or incident that occurs between 

20:05 and 20:29 that could have changed Inspector Carson’s position with respect to the 

supposed threat to the cottages.   

 
(f) The Fires (Reply to OPP Submission p.130) 
 
 
40. ALST respectfully submits that a concern about fires could not realistically have played 

any meaningful part in the decision to march, and are offered before this Inquiry as a transparent 

ex post facto justification.  The uncontested fact that there were no fires in the sandy parking lot, 

or anywhere outside the Park, is enough to dispense with this alleged factor. 

 
Evidence of Superintendent John Carson, June 27, 2005, p.140 

 

 
(g) The alleged threat posed by the movement of blinds in the kiosk 
 
 
41. It is evident from John Carson’s testimony that the supposed threat of sniper fire from the 

kiosk, which is said to have become elevated by virtue of the kiosk’s blinds being closed, could 

have played no actual role in the decision to deploy the CMU.  Mr. Carson fairly conceded that a 

sniper in the kiosk could not have posed a threat to the cottages.  He also conceded that this 
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supposed threat materialized after a decision to deploy officers to the sandy parking lot was 

made.  Far from justifying the march, the possibility of a sniper in the kiosk could only have 

weighed against deploying the CMU to the sandy parking lot. 

 
Evidence of Superintendent John Carson, June 27, 2005 at p.140, l.20-p.141, l.18  

 
 
(h) Movement of vehicles within the Park (Reply to OPP Submission p.129) 
 
 
42. ALST respectfully submits that the decision to deploy the CMU was unrelated to any 

concerns about movement of the school bus and other vehicles within the Park.  First, there is no 

evidence that John Carson initiated any meaningful inquiries in respect to any alleged concern 

about the movement of the vehicles.  In any event, the deployment of the CMU would have been 

an entirely inappropriate response to threats posed by large vehicles.  The presence of such 

vehicles could only have weighed against the deployment of the CMU to the confines of the 

sandy parking lot; a TRU deployment to disable the vehicles would have been the only 

reasonable response in the face of such a threat.  

 
Evidence of Superintendent John Carson, June 27, 2005 at p.141-43 

 
 
(i) Baseball bats in the sandy parking lot 
 
 
43. John Carson in his testimony before this Inquiry was unable to provide any explanation 

for how the decision to deploy the CMU and TRU teams was related to a concern about the 

alleged presence of occupiers with baseball bats in the sandy parking lot.  He acknowledged that 

the men with bats posed no realistic threat to the OPP officers manning the proximate 
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checkpoints.  The failure to evacuate the adjacent cottages makes it clear that John Carson had 

no real concerns that the men with bats would attack the cottages. 

 
Evidence of Superintendent John Carson, June 27, 2005, at p.144-46 

 

44. Furthermore, the contemporaneous logger taped communications between John Carson 

and Mark Wright, and later Inspector Linton, amply demonstrate that the police viewed the 

occupiers as having armed themselves with bats as a defensive response to an anticipated assault 

by the police.  To the extent that the overall approach was “to contain and negotiate a peaceful 

resolution”, the only reasonable response to the occupiers with bats was to contain the situation 

such that no civilians and police initiated direct contact.  Certainly, the presence of occupiers 

with bats in the sandy parking lot, did not call for a hasty, poorly planned CMU operation over 

unfamiliar terrain in the dark. 

 
Evidence of Superintendent John Carson, June 27, 2005, at p.148-52 

 
45. It is evident that the “baseball bats in the sandy parking lot” represents nothing more than 

a convenient ex post facto justification for a show of force that was initiated for improper 

reasons.   

 
 
(j) The Gerald George Incident 
 
 
46. The OPP submits, in paragraph 120 of their submissions, that the decision to call out the 

CMU was a reasonable option available to Inspector Carson in spite of the fact that he had 

grossly inaccurate information pertaining to the incident.  ALST respectfully submits that the 
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decision not to confirm the facts pertaining to the Gerald George incident represents the most 

compelling example of pretext policing.  Rather than taking any steps to confirm the information, 

the OPP relied upon an exaggerated version of events so as to justify a decision to call out and 

deploy the CMU.  The unconfirmed information became a pretext for the incident commander 

and his fellow senior officers to initiate a show of force aimed at placating concerns about their 

handling of the occupation.  

 

47. The failure to confirm the Gerald George incident is a serious one.  The evidence is clear 

that the correct information was readily available and most certainly ignored. 

 

48. As early as 19:51, Acting Staff Sergeant Mark Wright radioed checkpoint Charlie and 

requested that P.C. Sam Poole take a statement from the owner of the vehicle that had been 

damaged (Exhibit P-1114, Transcript of Mark Wright & unknown OPP Officer (Radio call) 

Region 10 Chatham Communication Centre Logger Tape #0146 Track 12 Disc 12 of 20, 19:51, 

Sept 06/95 1114 Volume 16 ). The statement that was taken by P.C. Poole indicated the following 

things: 

 
(i) the damage to the vehicle was not substantial; 

(ii) the vehicle belonged to Gerald George’s sister; 

(iii) the vehicle was damaged by a rock; and 

(iv) the rock was thrown by Stewart George.  

Evidence of Sam Poole, May 19, 2006, p. 67 .7 – p. 69 l. 17 
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49. At 20:19, before the decision to call out CMU has been made, P.C. Poole informs the 

Command Post that the driver of the vehicle has identified, “suspects in the same area”.   P.C. 

Poole stated that “suspects” should have been singular.  At this time, Inspector Carson was not at 

the Command Post.  Acting Staff Sergeant Mark Wright was at the Command Post when this 

information was relayed to the Command Post (Evidence of Sam Poole, May 16, 2006, at p. 60 

l.8).  ALST respectfully submits that the correct version of events was available to the command 

team as early as 20:19 and was ignored for approximately 3 hours. 

 

50. Under cross-examination, Inspector Carson testified that he made no efforts to confirm 

the exaggerated version of events: 

 
15                 Q:   Right.  Now, I want to just go to the 
 16  last point in terms of your thinking, your decision 
 17  making process, when you decided to send your officers 
 18  down the road, and that's the Gerald George incident, the 
 19  -- the car incident? 
 20                 A:   Oh, yes, yes, I'm sorry. 
 21                 Q:   And we've already amply gone into the 
 22  fact that the information you had was wrong, and you 
 23  don't dispute that, that it was wrong in many significant 
 24  respects? 
 25                 A:   That's fair. 
  1                 Q:   All right.  And you have already said 
  2  that -- you -- you confirm that you made no effort to 
  3  verify any of the information before making the decision 
  4  to send your officers down the road, or implementing that 
  5  decision, right? 
  6                 A:   Correct. 
 
 Evidence of John Carson, June 27, 2005, p. 156 l. 15 – p.157 l.6 
 
 

51. ALST submits that the failure of anybody in the Command team to verify the information 

evidences their intention to create a facially justifiable reason for calling out the CMU.  In order 

to justify the show of force the OPP needed a serious event and when information came that a 
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serious event had occurred, they failed to confirm the information so as to ensure that they had a 

bona fide reason for calling out and deploying CMU.   
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(k) The Failure to Pursue Negotiations as evidence of Pretext Policing 
 
 
52. Counsel to the OPP has offered a myriad of explanations and excuses to explain the 

failure to engage in any meaningful negotiations with the occupiers prior to the shootings.  While 

there were significant obstacles to communications on both sides (as one would expect in any 

such case), what cannot be explained is the utter failure to initiate and commit to a meaningful 

plan of negotiation.  

 

53. The deficiencies of the negotiation plan and its execution are startling.  Sgt. Seltzer, who 

had been appointed the lead negotiator, had no training or experience in negotiating in a First 

Nations’ occupation setting, nor did the members of his negotiating team.  He was not personally 

aware of the tensions between the Stoney Point group and the leadership of the recognized First 

Nation until September 6, 1995.  Project Maple did not clearly distinguish between critical 

incident negotiation and the broader forms of negotiation.  There was no effort to open dialogue 

with the putative occupiers between September 1 and 4, 1995, during which time the OPP was 

aware that the occupation was imminent.  There was no effort to establish a line of telephone 

communication with the occupiers to facilitate non-face to face discussion. 

 
Evidence of Brad Seltzer, June 13, 2006, at pp.219-220, 245-46, 318-19 

 

54. Most significantly, as events were said to be escalating in the sandy parking lot over the 

course of two to three hours, the person in charge of negotiation was never contacted so that the 

potential for peaceful de-escalation or meaningful communication with the occupiers could be 

explored.   Whether or not the lines of communication had been sufficiently developed by the 
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evening of September 6, 1995 is beside the point; the failure to contact the lead negotiator in 

these circumstances is an unambiguous indictment of the command team’s collective mindset. 

 
Evidence of Brad Seltzer, June 13, 2006, at p.344-52 

 

55. The only reasonable inference to be drawn from these failings is that the stated 

justifications for the CMU deployment, far from constituting a regrettable escalation of events by 

the occupiers, represented an opportunity to certain elements of the command team to initiate a 

show of force.   
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2.  Reply with respect to the propriety of the Dining Room Meeting and Premier Harris’ 
conduct
 

56. Counsel for Michael Harris emphasized through their submissions at pp. 258-292 that the 

Dining Room Meeting was a routine and uneventful meeting of Ministers, civil servants and 

political staff, in which no impropriety occurred – a “Status Update”1.  ALST respectfully 

submits (by way of amplification of its main submission), that Mr. Harris’ “after the fact” 

conduct is compelling evidence that Mr. Harris committed misconduct at the meeting, and that 

he did so knowingly.   

 

57. Mr. Harris’ was presented with numerous opportunities to reveal the existence of the 

dining room meeting, and his role in it.  If the meeting was innocuous as Mr. Harris’ counsel has 

submitted, there would have been no reason whatsoever for Mr. Harris to conceal its existence.  

A chart outlining Mr. Harris’ numerous opportunities to tell the truth, and his less than truthful 

responses to those opportunities are summarized below: 

 
May 29, 1996 (a) Harris is asked whether he was involved in any informal meetings where 

any informal opinions or directions were expressed about how to end 
occupation. Harris does not answer the question about an informal meeting.  
Instead claiming that he understands the difference between the separation of 
the government and the OPP. 
 
(b) Harris claims that the only briefing he received with respect to the 
Ipperwash occupation occurred after the September 5, 1995, IMC meeting.  
No mention of the briefing he received from Ron Fox at the dining room 
meeting. 
 
(c) Harris states that there was a liaison OPP officer who attended the 
September 5, 1995 IMC meeting but does not state that the officer was also in 
attendance at the dining room meeting.  
 

                                                 
1 Written Submissions of the Hon. Michael Harris, p.262 
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November 6, 
1996 

Harris is asked whether he will call a public inquiry into his personal 
involvement with the OPP.  Harris claims that he has, “given all the 
information that [he] have been aware of every day, at every instance, and 
continue to do so, going back to events over a year ago”.  At this point the 
existence of the dining room meeting has not been revealed. 
 

December 4, 
1996 

Harris is asked whether the comment "Get those fucking Indians out of the 
park, even if you have to use your weapons”  was made at any government 
meeting, Cabinet meetings or otherwise.  Harris responds that the comment 
was not made at any meeting.  Harris does not mention the existence of the 
dining room meeting. 
 

April 22, 1997 Harris comments about an injunction decision but does not reveal that the 
decision to seek an injunction was made at the dining room meeting.  
 

April 30, 1997 Harris is questioned about the entry in the police log book that says that 
Carson stated "The Premier and the Solicitor General want to deal with this."  
Harris states that,  “All the information that should be made public while the 
court case is on has been made public, I believe; if there is other information, 
certainly there are vehicles to do so. But I think when the case is there, all of 
the information that has been made public indicates that the government's 
involvement was solely to seek an injunction.”  At this time the existence of 
the dining room meeting is still being hidden. 
 

May 1, 1997 Harris is questioned about the decision that is made on September 6, 1995 to 
seek an ex parte injunction as opposed to an injunction with notice.  Harris 
was asked who gave the order to switch to an ex parte injunction and why that 
decision was made. Harris does not admit to the House that the decision to 
seek an ex parte injunction was made at the dining room meeting.  
 

August 18, 
1997 

Harris states that the public record indicates that the only thing the 
government did was to seek an injunction.  Again, there is no reference to the 
informal dining room meeting.  
 

August 20, 
1997 

Harris is questioned about Deb Hutton’s notes from the September 6, 1995 
IMC meeting and about who made the decision to ask the OPP to remove the 
occupiers.  Harnick answers the question but the House is left with the 
impression that the decision to seek the injunction was made at the September 
6, 1995 IMC meeting.  Harris and Harnick do not mention the dining room 
meeting. 
 

August 27, 
1997 

Harris states that Cabinet accepted the recommendation to seek an injunction 
on September 6, 1995.  Harris testified at the Inquiry that this was an 
“unintentional error”.  
 

December 20, Harris comments that the OPP requested an injunction and the government 
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2000 responded to their request and sought an ex parte injunction.  He does not 
clarify that the decision to seek the injunction was made at the dining room 
meeting and not at a September 6, 1995 cabinet meeting.  The “unintentional 
error” remains unfixed. The House is still left with the impression that the 
decision to seek an injunction was made by Cabinet. 
 
Harris was also questioned about the OPP Commissioner’s attendance at the 
September 6, 1996 meeting that Harris attended.   
 

May 2, 2001 Harris corrects the record and states that he did not meet with the OPP 
Commissioner on September 6, 1995.  Harris indicates that he does not recall 
being in Toronto on the day of the shooting or for any meetings. 
 

May 8, 2001 Harris is asked questions about the September 6, 1995 meeting. Harris does 
not reveal that this was not a cabinet meeting, but the dinning room meeting.  
Harris states that the civil case will address these issues.  
 

June 26, 2001 Harris defers a question to Attorney General, David Young, pertaining to 
notes from the dining room meeting. Mr. Young, in responding to the 
question, notes that the document referred to by Mr. Hamptom indicates that 
the government applied for an injunction. Neither Mr. Young or Harris reveal 
that the memo pertains to the dining room meeting. 
 

September 25, 
2001 

Hampton questions Harris on his changing stories: 
 
If we go back over the last five years, first you said that you did not meet with 
OPP officers about the Ipperwash occupation. Documents show you did. 
Then you claimed to have met them at a cabinet committee meeting, but the 
records of the cabinet committee meeting show you weren't there. In fact, you 
met with them afterwards at a meeting where no records were kept, or at least 
so far you haven't disclosed whatever record was kept. 
 
Finally after six years of avoiding revealing the truth about the dining room 
meeting, the existence of the meeting comes to light: 
 
Mr Gerry Phillips (Scarborough-Agincourt): My question is to the Premier, 
and it is on Ipperwash. On September 6, the key meeting was held on 
Ipperwash. We are aware there were at least six people at that meeting, 
perhaps more. You were there; Minister Hodgson; two OPP officers, Fox and 
Patrick; two deputy ministers, Todres and Taman. 
 
The only note that we've been able to secure is from Deputy Minister Taman, 
and it says this: "The Attorney General was instructed by the Premier that he 
desires removal within 24 hours." 
 
Was that what you told the meeting, Premier? 
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Hon Michael D. Harris (Premier): The Attorney General can respond. 
 
Hon David Young (Attorney General, minister responsible for native affairs): 
As the member opposite is undoubtedly aware, there is a fair and impartial 
court process underway.  
 
 

October 9, 
2001 

Harris indicates that he met with OPP officer Scott Patrick on September 6, 
1995 but that he was not aware that Mr. Patrick was at the meeting.  He also 
admits that the dining room meeting was an informal meeting and that Mr. 
Patrick was not in attendance at the meeting in his capacity as a police officer.  
In addition, Harris claims that Mr. Patrick did not identify himself as a police 
officer and took no action as a police officer.  Harris continues on to say that 
there were OPP members at the meeting and that they were not there in a 
command capacity.  Harris claims that they were seconded to the Solicitor 
General to work as bureaucrats.  

 
 

58. There is only one plausible explanation for Mr. Harris’ course of conduct designed at 

concealing his involvement in what is now submitted to be a mere “Status Update”: that he 

attempted to influence the OPP in the conduct of an ongoing policing operation, and that he did 

so with full awareness that his conduct was improper.   
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3. Institutional Responses to Racism 
 
 

59. The OPP, in paragraphs 239-246, has suggested that an institutional response to the 

alleged and proven misconduct should conform with an Aboriginal approach and should avoid 

building an officer’s sense of resentment.    

 

60. ALST submits that if the OPP was truly concerned with conforming to an “Aboriginal 

approach”, it needs to understand the principle of restorative justice. 

 

61. From an Aboriginal perspective, the term “restorative justice” does not mean merely 

returning the offender and victim to the state of circumstances prior to the offence but rather 

restoring harmony to the community.2  

 

62. Harmony requires a balance of accepting responsibility for one’s actions and healing for 

all those involved and impacted both directly and indirectly by the offence.   

 

63. In order for an offender to fully accept responsibility for the offence, an understanding of 

why the offence was a wrong committed against the victim and the community is required as 

well as a sincere dedication to make an amends3 and restore harmony.   

 

                                                 
2 Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, Bridging the Cultural Divide – A Report On 
Aboriginal People and Criminal Justice In Canada, 1996, Canada Communication Group 
Publishing, Ottawa, Canada at p. 64. 
3 The Network Program for Community and Restorative Justice, available online at 
<http://www.crnetwork.ca/programs/comunityand restorativejustice.asp>. 
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Without acceptance of responsibility for one’s actions and a sincere dedication to make amends, 

harmony will not be restored to the community and justice will be denied. 

 

64. ALST respectfully submits that the informal discipline meted out by the OPP in relation 

to the misconduct completely fails to meet the restorative justice principles. Offending officers 

failed to truly understand why their conduct was harmful, and they failed to take responsibility 

for their actions.  A review of Exhibits P-1051 and P-1052 indicates the following: 

 
• Dyke denied remembering making the comments, and states he could not identify his 

own voice; 
 
• Whitehead admitted making the comments, but failed to apologize to the true victim, the 

Aboriginal community. Whitehead merely apologized to the OPP for the “potential 
embarrassment should the comments be revealed to the public”; 

 
• Officers responsible for the arrow on the OPP cruiser failed to acknowledge the harm 

they committed, and stated that they were relieving stress; 
 

• Officers responsible for the beer can with feathers failed to acknowledge the harm they 
committed and stated that they were relieving stress; 

 
• Officers who created mugs, and the investigator of the complaint, failed to see any wrong 

committed to the Aboriginal community; 
 

• Officers who created the T-shirts failed to see the harm they committed. 
 
    
65. ALST agrees that it is important to educate officers, however, it respectfully submits that 

the only way to truly educate officers of why and how their behaviour is offensive to the 

Aboriginal community is to do so in a public forum, with full participation of the true victim.  

Internal discipline that is meted out by an informal, private process, excludes the victim, fails to 

adequately educate the offender, and will not create harmony between the communities in 

questions. 
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ALST further submits that harmonious relations will never be achieved with Aboriginal people 

when racism is permitted to permeate within the OPP and government.     

 
 
(a) Racism against Aboriginal People 
 
 

The root cause of the discrimination, which has been suffered by Indigenous peoples and 
which continues to affect the lives of Indigenous peoples today is racism. Inherent in the 
colonial experience and in the policies of the independent states, which succeeded the 
colonies, is the notion or belief that Indigenous peoples and Indigenous culture are 
inferior. It was this belief in the inherent superiority of the civilisations of the colonists as 
against the civilisations of the Indigenous that, for the colonialists, justified and 
rationalised the widespread expropriation of Indigenous territories and the whole scale 
destruction of Indigenous societies.  Racism is the basis of terra nullius - the idea that a 
land is empty even when people live there. Racism is the basis of unequal treaties and 
broken treaties. Racism is the basis of the failure to apologise and the failure to 
compensate. Racism is the reason that the rights of Indigenous peoples are not protected 
by domestic legal systems to the same degree that the rights of other peoples are 
protected. 

 
The Report of the Regional Meeting of Indigenous Peoples of Australia, New Zealand, Canada, Hawaii and 
the United States, on the World Conference against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and 
Related Intolerance held at Sydney, Australia, 20-22 February 2001, Note by the Secretary General, at para. 
24.  Available online at  <http://racismconference.com/2001/report.html>. 

 
 
66. ALST submits that the following excerpts of evidence indicate that racism against 

Aboriginal people permeates throughout mainstream government, and law enforcement.  These 

excerpts represent only a portion of the evidence that was disclosed throughout the course of the 

Inquiry.  Further excerpts will be submitted by ALST in its Part II submissions.    
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(b) Racism within the OPP 

Citation Statement/Incident 
Evidence of Miles 
Bressette, February 24, 
2005, p. 55, l. 1 – 8 

Context:  In response to a question by Peter Rosenthal, legal counsel 
for the Aazhoodena and George Family Group regarding witness’ 
experiences of racism involving members of the OPP. 
 
A: … I remember one particular inspector was giving a presentation 
and he was a native person and I can remember the  - - the comments 
coming from a lot of the sergeants that if my education was paid for 
freely like his, I’d be up there, too, speaking like him.  And I was kind 
of hurt by those comments and stuff and  - - but that was - - it - - it’s 
quite prevalent within the OPP. 

Evidence of Marlin 
Simon, October 18, 
2004, p. 159, l. 24- p. 
160, l. 5. 

Context:  In response to a question by Peter Downard legal counsel for 
Mike Harris, former Ontario provincial premier regarding an incident 
between the First Nations occupants and OPP officers on September 
5, 1994: 
 
Q:  Who would the first one to be taken out, right?  Is that  - - that 
fair? 
A:  What was it?  Something like that.  They wanted a  - - they were 
going to take us out and welcome us to Canada, they said. Something 
to that effect.  Welcome to Canada, who’s going to be the first one to 
come on out. 

Evidence of Ovide 
Mercredi, April 1, 
2005, p. 97. l. 9 – 24; 
p. 98, l. 2 – 12. 
 
 

Context:  In response to a question by William Horton, legal counsel 
for the Chiefs of Ontario regarding the OPP “commemorative items” 
of Ipperwash. 
 
Q:  I expect that we’re going to hear some evidence about some 
commemorative items that were actually prepared by someone to 
commemorate the police action in Camp Ipperwash, involving - - I’ve 
never seen one (1) of these but apparently there’s a mug with a broken 
arrow and that sort of thing. 
       Can you comment on that as, in terms of its impact, on the ability 
to promote the values that you’ve talked about as a leader? 
A:  Well, it does nothing to restore, you know, it does nothing to 
restore normal relations between the Aboriginal community and the 
police.  It does the opposite.  It - - it creates a - - a greater divide.  It 
reinforces in our minds the suspicions we have about the police and 
their role, right.  And it confirms our observations about their conduct 
in their lives, right. 
… 
You know, to  - - to commemorate an event in that way is just 
antagonizing the Aboriginal communities.  Like the taunting of its 
own, it’s a provocation that should never be allowed within the police 
organization. 
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       Whoever his superiors are, should have disciplined that act in - - 
in the most extreme way in order for them to convey the message to - 
- to their own police organization that that kind of conduct will not be 
condoned by the police association or - - or by the - - by the line of 
command in the police organizations. 

Exhibit P-1154, 
Transcript of Korosec 
- Jacklin, Track 1, 
OPP logger tape # 2 
Disc 1 of 3, Region 2, 
Mobile Command 
Unit, September 05, 
1995. 23:32 hrs. 
[emphasis added]  
 

SK: We want to amass a fucking army.  
WJ: Hm-mmm.  
SK: A real fucking army and do this - do these fuckers big time. But I 
don't want to talk about it because I'll get all hyped up.  

 

Region 09  
London Comm. 
Centre Logger 
Tape 085 Track 2  
September 5, 1995 
03:18 hrs.  
 

[BC= Bob Cousinseu]  
[JW = Joe Wells]  
JW: Canada’s answer to the TRU Team, (Inaudible) I’m Lucan’s 

Black Donnely. Turn me loose.  
BC: The mad dog in front of the Comm Centre.  
JW: That’s right I’d have the damn park back in 15 minutes. 
BC: There ya go. Well I’ll mention that to John Carson for ya 
JW: Well John already knows that’s why I’m in London  
  
BC: You know what? They must be keeping you as an ace in the hole 
or somethin’. 
JW: He’s keeping me in London because he’s afraid of the 

consequences if I get up there.  
(Laughter)  
BC: Okay.  
JW: Just shows ya that everybody’s not as bad as I am. The guys got a 
level head so he’s saying “keep this bastard back and away from me.” 
BC: (laughing) Okay, thanks a lot. Bye.  
JW: Bye.  
 

Region 06  
Chatham Comm. 
Centre Logger Tape 
#0146  
September 6, 1995 
17:30 hrs  
[C=Chuck LNU (Last 
Name Unknown)]  
[W=Wayne Snable 
(phonetic)]  
 

W: Well this kid that went a little nuts 
there. What happened, bumped into three  
Indian kids and they started exchanging  
racial slurs and so the principal grabbed  
this guy and took him into the office. I  
don’t know where they got this drug  
overdose shit. But anyway. Bottom line, is  
he’s been expelled from school and…  
C: (inaudible) I don’t know about this  
drug overdose thing here. I don’t know (inaudible)  
W: But he was talking about purifying the  
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Indian race and everything. This guy like  
he’s really sick.  
C: What’s wrong with him?  
W: I don’t know he just doesn’t like Indians.   
C: Well no, but I mean what’s wrong with that? 

Region 10  
London Comm. 
Centre Logger Tape 
085 Track 6  
September 5, 1995 
09:42 hrs.  
[CC= London Comm 
Centre, Al last name 
unknown]  
[R= Ray (last name 
unknown)  
 

R: Whenever I need something  
CC: Yeah  
R: I’m going to hire an Indian.  
CC: Well go right ahead.  
R: Seriously, they are going to get it for me.  
CC: If you are looking at buying a house don’t buy it, just have the 

Indians come over and take it over for you.  
CC: We’re taking (inaudible)  
R: Ya, over here come take that over for me will ya.  
CC: (inaudible) morning  
R: (inaudible) Come take our house tomorrow  
CC: I’m glad I don’t live in a disputed area.  
R: Oh I know Real estate values drops drastically when the Indians 

come in Strauss (phonetic) from here does.  
 

Region 08  
Chatham Comm. 
Centre  
September 7, 1995 
01:10 hrs Logger 
Tape #0147 Track 7  
[CC= Chatham 
Comm. Centre]  
[TM= Terry McIntosh]

TM: Yeah.  
CC: I have no idea who was involved but it sounds like the people on 
the park opened fire and who knows what happened after that with all 
the people up there. Nobody was hurt though thank goodness. 
TM: Yeah  
CC: From our side.  
TM: Yeah, I don’t give a shit about the stupid fucking Indians.  
CC: I don’t know the status with the natives. 

Evidence of N. 
Whelan, March 29, 
2006, p. 334, l. 19 – 
p.335, l. 20. 

Q:   Now, the note -- the notation in your note, "a big, fat Native", I 
want to ask you some questions about that, sir. 
And you're not sure whether or not there's 
anything inappropriate about that entry in your notebook; is that your 
evidence as it stands presently? 
A:   That's -- that's true 
 
Q:   Okay.  And the cultural sensitivity training that you talked about 
receiving, that didn't shed any light in terms of whether or not that 
statement in your notebook is inappropriate? 
A:   No.  
 
Q:   Now, Mr. -- you were asked about 
whether or not any -- any other senior officers have seen your notes.  
Presumably you would have disclosed these notes to a senior officer 
for the purpose of making 
disclosure in the various criminal cases that arose from this incident? 
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A:   That's correct. 
 
Q:   All right.  So in the course of doing 
that you would have been providing these notes to a senior officer, 
correct? 
A:   That's correct. 
 
Q:   And no senior officer ever addressed 
you about your entry, "big fat Native," in your notebook, correct? 
A:   Correct. 
 

Evidence of M. 
Gransden, March 30, 
2006, p. 323 l. 18 – p. 
324, l. 10. 

Q:   And you also asked for the identification of a female Native 
person who's a passenger, correct? 
A:   Yes. 
 
Q:   And given that that's a passenger, 
that's clearly not related to Highway Traffic Act concerns, is it? 
A:   Well, it's a request if -- if she 
would provide her name, but she's under no – 
Q:   Yeah. 
A:   -- obligation to provide her name. 
 
Q:   I beg your pardon? 
A:   She's under no obligation to have to give me her name. 
 
Q:   Yes.  But you're -- what motivated you to ask for her name, it 
wasn't related to Highway Traffic Act concerns, was it? 
A:   No. 
 

Evidence of M. 
Dougan, April 3, 
2006, p. 253, l. 20 – p. 
254, l. 11. 

Q: Okay.  And the two (2) first non-First Nations person who were 
associated with this vehicle, were both intoxicated, correct? 
A:   That's right. 
 
Q:   And you didn't see any other individuals around that vehicle, did 
you? 
A:   No. 
 
Q:   I beg your pardon? 
A:   No. 
 
Q:   All right.  They weren't charged with impaired driving, or over 
eighty (80), or anything like that? 
A:   We couldn't establish who was the 
driver. 
 
Q:   All right.  So you just picked them 
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up and drove them into town, correct? 
A:   Yes. 
 

Evidence of V. George 
Sr., April 5, 2006, p. 
234, l. 14-21. 

Q: you developed the impression that certain members were elements 
within the OPP viewed Ken Deane as a hero as a result of what 
happened, right? 
A:   Yes. 
 
Q:   And that's obviously very troubling for you, right? 
A:   Yes. 
 

Exhibit 458, OPP t-
shirt with E.R.T. and 
T.R.U. crests and a 
fallen feather “fallen 
arrow t-shirt” 

Evidence of J. Carson, 
June 1, 2005, p. 27, l. 
3-7. 

  

A:   Well, as you alluded to, sir, it was basically an OPP shoulder 
flash and I believe it had 'TRU' on one (1) side of the crest, 'ERT' on 
the opposite side and a  -- a feather horizontal across the bottom of it. 
 

Exhibit 458 – OPP 
mug created post 
September 6, 1995 

Evidence of J. Carson, 
June 1, 2005, p. 24, l. 
2-18. 

 

A:  the mugs, in -- in a week or two (2) after the incident, I was 
working out of the Detachment at Grande Bend with Chief 
Superintendent Coles and one afternoon I went to the Forest 
Detachment and -- to deal with an issue and as I was leaving the main 
building of the Forest Detachment, approximately 4:00 in the 
afternoon, the Staff Sergeant who was in charge at the time, not the 
local Detachment Commander but one of the Staff Sergeants from out 
of town who were providing some assistance, as I was exiting the 
main -- the general office into the garage area, he commented to me 
that the officers were having some mugs made.  And I said, Oh, and 
he said they're shoulder flash with an arrow through it and I 
immediately stopped, turned to him, and suggested they'd better not be 
and that's -- that's the first that the mugs came to mind, or came to my 
attention. 

Arrow on O.P.P. 
Cruiser Door 
 
Ipperwash Inquiry, 
Privileged Documents, 
vol. 1, Letter to 
Regional Commander, 
Western Region, 
O.P.P. January 8, 
1996, p. 2. 

Mr. Cloud observed an O.P.P. cruiser sitting in the parking lot at 
Pinery Park with a target on the door and an arrow on a suction cup 
stuck to the door. 
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A beer can with a hole 
through it, some sand 
in it, a feather stuck in 
it, and OPP caution 
tape around it at the 
Pinery Park 
 
Ipperwash Inquiry, 
Privileged Documents, 
vol. 1, Letter to 
Regional Commander, 
Western Region, 
O.P.P. January 8, 
1996, p. 3. 

On October 2, 1995 he walked into the bunk house around 6:00 p.m., 
and observed a Labatts Blue beer can sitting on a shelf.  The can had 
O.P.P.  yellow tape wrapped around it, two feathers sticking out the 
back and what he felt was a bullet hold in the front of the can.  He 
stated all he could think of was Dudley George and he felt very 
threatened by the can.  It was this incident that he wondered if he 
might be next to be killed. 

Exhibit 1497, O.P.P. t-
shirt depicting anvil 
and sword breaking an 
arrow  

D. Millar, Commission 
Counsel, May 11, 
2006, p. 13, l. 22 – p. 
14, l. 6. 

The T-shirt is black.  The logo on the T-shirt does not have an OPP 
crest.  The logo is in colours and has on it the words at the top, 
"Project Maple '95". There is a picture of a stylized -- what appears to 
be a pointed hammer with wings on either side. 
The object which I have described as a hammer is -- is on top of what 
appears to be a grey anvil.  The grey anvil has on it the words "E-R-
T", in colours and between the point of what I have described as a 
hammer and the anvil is a broken arrow. 
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(c) Racism within Government 
 
 
67. The Province of Ontario submitted, at paragraph 276 of their Part 1 Submissions, that the 

"Province has worked, and continues to work, to develop and maintain positive, respectful 

relationships with First Nations communities and Aboriginal persons."  ALST submits that the 

evidence noted below indicates otherwise. 

  
Citation Statement/Incident 

Evidence of Thomas 
Bressette, March 2, 
2005, 
p. 158 l. 18 – p. 159, 
l. 24. 

Context:  In response to a question posed by Derry Millar, Commission 
Counsel regarding a meeting with then Premier Harris regarding the 
September 6th 1995 shooting. 
 
Q:  And did you attend a meeting in Toronto with the Premier and 
National Chief Mercredi and others after September 6th? 
A:  Oh, yes, I did.  The - - the whole events of that meeting were rather 
strange because we were - -  the National Chief was insistent on going 
down there and confronting the Premier about what had happened and 
trying to get some process going and - - and the call for an Inquiry into 
this. 
       The funny part about it was we were told that the Premier would 
not see us, the media swarmed the national Chief. 
…. 
       We then went into the office.  We were escorted to an office and 
told to  - - that the Premier wouldn’t see us.  And the National Chief 
said, Well we’re going to stay here until he does. 
       And we were with Charles Fox, who was the Grand Chief of 
Nishnawbe-Aski Nation, and that’s Treaty Number 9 in Northern 
Ontario.  He was there with us.  He drove the car that took the National 
Chief, myself, and I believe Victor Gulevitch went along with us at that 
particular time, to go down there and basically ask what - - what the 
heck this whole thing - - went about and asked the Premier about his 
directions and why he - - he chose to personally involve himself in this. 
        And, you know we - - we sat and we sat until we - - we did get a 
meeting… 
 
 

Evidence of Gordon 
Peters, March 31, 
2005, p. 25, l. 22 – p. 
26, l. 6. 
 

Context:  In response to a question by Jackie Esmond, legal counsel for 
Aazhoodena and George Family Group regarding the provincial 
government’s approach to dealing with First Nations peoples and issues. 
 
Q:  And would agree with me that the Mike Harris government had 
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taken what could be called a “get tough” approach to native issues? 
 
A:  It was based on their  -- their ideology that - - that everybody in the 
province was equal and everybody should be treated equally and so 
what that doesn’t do is, it doesn’t take into account any treaty 
relationship, it doesn’t take into account that  - - that there are 
jurisdictions that are exercised by indigenous people. 
 

Evidence of Gordon 
Peters, March 31, 
2005, p. 182, l. 12- 
25. 

Context:  In response to a question by Matthew Horner, legal counsel 
for the Chiefs of Ontario, regarding the provincial government’s 
approach Aboriginal issues. 
 
A: When we talk about the -- the proposal on the - - on the part of the  - 
- the  - - the Conservative government who, in their  - - in their pre-
election campaign maligned the NDP about the way they handled the 
native agenda and said that they were going to deal with us in terms of 
equality, for us that means assimilation. 
       It means that - - that on the parts of government that they’re going t 
o - - they’re going to step up their processes of assimilation.  They’re 
going to try to bring us into the - - into the mainstream.  It means they’re 
going to disregard our treaty relationships and - - and virtually revert 
back to the 1969 White paper that set out a process about how - - how 
indigenous peoples would be swallowed up within the politic of Canada. 
 

Evidence of Ovide 
Mercredi, April 1, 
2005, p.108, l. 5 – 
18.   

Context:  In response to a question by Julian Falconer, legal counsel for 
ALST, regarding the telephone call between the witness and Detective 
Sergeant Writ, OPP on September 6, 1995. 
 
A:  as Aboriginal leaders, we - - we often have to justify - - not just our 
role but who we represent.  I’ve been to standing committees in the 
House of Commons where certain representatives of political parties 
would question who I represent. 
       But their motive was not  to  - - to clarify who I represent.  Their 
intent was to - - to as one - - as one member of parliament once said to 
me, You’re elected by the Chiefs, I’m elected by the people. 
       Like I mean that - - that was his statement.  Like I - - he was 
making that comment to suggest that I don’t represent the people I claim 
to represent because I wasn’t elected by them.   
 

Evidence of 
Julie Jai, 
August 30, 
2005 at p. 69 
l. 9-15.  
 

A: ...when I was at the MNR briefing with the Minister of 
Natural Resources and also at the -- with the Premier's office 
staff, that the message that I got back after saying that there are -
- that Aboriginal people do have special rights that are protected 
by Section 35 of the Constitution Act, I was told, Well, we don't 
care.  

Evidence of J. Jai,  A: I would say that there were two or three reasons why we were not 
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September 14, 2005, 
p.24, l.14 - p.25, l.2  
 

able to appoint a facilitator/negotiator.  One of them was the -- the sense 
from the impression that we got from Deb Hutton that the Premier 
wanted very immediate action and wanted the occupiers removed within 
a day or two (2). So, that was one reason that made it difficult. The 
second reason was that we were told that -- again that the Premier's 
office or the Government of the day, did not want this viewed as an 
Aboriginal issue.  
 

Evidence of C. 
Harnick, November 
28, 2005, p.10, l. 2-
4. 
 

…And as I walked into the dining room, the Premier in a loud voice 
said, I want the fucking Indians out of the Park.  
 

Exhibit 
P444A, Tab 
37, transcript 
of audio 
loger 
selected 
tracks 
September 5 
to 7/95 
Volume 1.  

 

Fox: Okay well let me just give the I went through this meeting 
John we’re dealing with a real redneck government.  
Carson: Okay.  
Fox: They are fuckin barrel suckers they just are in love with 
guns.  
Carson: Okay.  
Fox: There’s no question.  
Carson: So.  
Fox: they couldn’t give a shit less about Indians.  
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(d) Conclusion with respect to Racism 
 
 
68. At the beginning of the Inquiry, Commissioner Linden noted that:  
 
 

An Inquiry is expected to go beneath the surface of the controversy and to explore the 
factors and conditions that gave rise to the incident.  
 
Opening Remarks April, 20, 2004, p. 7. 

 

69. ALST respectfully submits that racism was a contributing factor that gave rise to the 

tragic shooting death of Dudley Anthony George. 

 

70. Commissioner Linden has noted that one of the broader goals of this public inquiry is the 

desire to contribute to restoring good relations. 

 

71. ALST submits that good relations can never be achieved until such time that government 

and police acknowledge that racism is imbedded within their institutions.  We cannot have 

reconciliation without truth.  
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ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 
 
 
August 16, 2006 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Julian N. Falconer      Kimberly Murray 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Julian Roy      Brian Eyolfson 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Sunil Mathai      Mandy Eason 
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