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was to an area which could be misconstrued and apologized for the contact. It is
Inspector De Haas's belief that the contact was to the hip. Whether it was to the hip or
(Cst. G) recognized that there was nothing sexual
to the buttock area,
(Cst. F) on
about the contact and said so in her interview with
August 22, 2017.
Since that interview, and for the first time in the investigati�aint the touch
has taken on more sinister tones and is now described by -(Cst. G) in this
hearing as a "spanking". She now views the contact as disciplinary, that she had been
bad.
In her evidence before this tribunal she also tried to back-track on what she said to
(Cst. F) about the incident. She claims she could not find the right
words to describe the contact at the time of the interview. Page 2 of the transcript of
her interview starting at line 24 she describes having her arms pulled out of her
pockets. It was a just a grip on her forearms. It was a surprise. It was unexpected.
She did not see Inspector De Haas coming. Inspector De Haas told her "Don't put your
hands in your pockets". She then describes receiving a smack to her right buttock.
(Cst F) asks her to describe that contact, at line 57:

59
60
61
62.

Cst F: Okay. How would you describe that slap? Was it a tap? Was it like a
forceful slap?
Cst G: A tap. I guess.
:
Did you ever play sports growing up?
Cst G: Yes
Would it be like one of your teammates..
:
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Cst G: Yeah
...giving ya, giving ya a pat on the bum?
:
Cst G: Yeah I think so. It didn't feel sexual in nature at all.

57

(Cst.
When given the opportunity to describe the nature of the contact,
G) was given the choice of a "slap", a "tap", or a "forceful slap". She chose "tap" and
later accepted a "pat like you would give a teammate". She claims in this hearing she
was at the time of the interview at a loss for words and did not know how to describe
the contact. That evidence is not credible.
It is unfortunate that in order to accommodate
s (Cst. G's) schedule she
was not called as a witness until after all other witnesses for public hearing counsel
had been called in the proceeding. It is unfortunate for the gratuitous character
assassination that she made regarding Inspector De Haas suggesting there were
rumours about his behaviour towards other females under his command. Based on her
(Cst. G) could
text messages with
(Cst. A), it ap ears that
She alleged on the
herself be the source of rumours involving
witness stand a comment made by Inspector De Haas in the control room to herself
about-

-7There has never been any dispute that contact took place between Inspector DeHaas and
Cst. G on April 4, 2017. It is the nature of that contact that has always
been at issue. Public hearing and OPCC counsel believe it is sufficient for another
person to simply make an allegation that an event happened as they say it happened,
with all the undertones that they put on the event 16 months later, in which case how
dare a respondent contest that version and perception of the event. If Inspector de
Haas had struck a junior constable, out of anger, as part of a creepy desire to touch
another officer or as part of a disciplinary measure, he would never have contested his
innocence and put himself through this process. Because he has the temerity to
contest that what is alleged as to the nature of the contact being sexual om now
disciplinary, he has been vilified by public hearing and OPCC counsel as a liar only
interested in his own reputation.
It is the lack of any intention on his part, that has led Inspector DeHaas to believe that
the public inquiry process was unnecessary, that the April 4, 2017 incident could have
been dealt with " i n-house". That is not to say 'covered-up" but other processes used to
deal with any concerns or questions that Cst. G might have had about the contact
between them. Inspector De Haas is an experienced officer. He knows what tools are
available to deal with workplace issues. Believing that those other tools could and should
have been used does not make him contemptuous of the Police Act process.
OPCC counsel wants the adjudicator to find that the email sent by Inspector De Haas on
June 9, 2017 to his fellow inspectors in the Vancouver Police Officers Union is itself
evidence of misconduct. The email is headed "My putative transfer and constructive
dismissal". Inspector De Haas explained that their officers union get to vote on any
actions taken by their union. At the conclusion of his email he asks the VPOA as his
collective bargaining unit to grieve the employer's actions. That is the context in which
the email was sent. As the union members get to vote, he felt it necessary to provide
details so that the rumours, which were already circulating, could be dealt with.
Could Cst. G's deportment have been better dealt with on April 4, 2017. Absolutely. Was
there in the nature of the contact between Cst G and Inspector De Haas anything that
would scandalize the Vancouver Police
Department. Absolutely not.

All of which is Rese<::full�d thisl,i;y of August, 2018
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Counsel for Inspector De Haas

