
Between October-December 2012, the RCMP External Review
Committee (ERC) issued the following recommendations:

D-124 The Appellant admittedly acted in a disgraceful
manner by deploying his taser too hastily while

trying to place a drunk and resistant suspect into a police truck.  
The parties proceeded by way of the Early Resolution Discipline
Process (ERDP).  They cited case law suggesting that a proper
sanction ranged from a reprimand to a moderate forfeiture of pay.
They sought penalties which respectively fell at the very low end of
that range.  However, the Board imposed a reprimand, a four-day
pay forfeiture, and a counselling recommendation.  It did so without
telling the parties that it was considering a sanction stricter than
those proposed, and without inviting submissions on that prospect.
It reasoned that a harsher penalty was required, partly because the
Appellant failed to comply with Use of Force policy, acted in anger,
and had other members at the scene who could have helped him
with the suspect.  The Appellant appealed the decision on sanction.

ERC’s Findings: The ERC considered numerous preliminary issues.  It
stressed that while the ERDP is a useful tool, it cannot remove a
board's statutory powers, nor relieve it of its statutory duties, nor
fetter its statutorily-entrenched discretion.  It also observed that
because information was not entered under oath or affirmation, or
via an affidavit, the Board could consider it only if it was information
upon which both parties agreed.  In the ERC’s view, the record
showed that such information was agreed-upon.  Furthermore, the
ERC determined that the Board acted in a procedurally unfair way by
not inviting the parties to make submissions on the possibility of a
sanction stricter than those proposed.  Yet it added that this breach
was rectified, as the parties had an opportunity to present
submissions on the impugned penalty during the appeal process.

The ERC then found that the Board’s sanction decision contained
overriding and determinative errors.  The Board overstated the
extent to which the Appellant’s actions were at odds with Use of
Force policy.  Moreover, the Board’s findings that the Appellant
acted in anger, and that other members could have helped him
handle the suspect, were unsupported.  The ERC ultimately
concluded that a sanction consisting of a reprimand and a forfeiture
of two-days’ pay was ideal.  It reasoned that this penalty fell within
the agreed-upon sanction range and that it reflected the mitigating
and aggravating factors, the severity of the conduct, the nexus
between the conduct and the requirements of the policing
profession, and an amelioration of the Board’s errors.
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ERC’s Recommendations:  The ERC
recommends to the Commissioner of the
RCMP that he allow the appeal and vary the
sanction to a reprimand and a forfeiture of
two-days’ pay.  In addition, it recommends
that:

1. information about the ERDP is clearly
documented, easily accessible, and
provided to members who are subject to
disciplinary hearings so that they are fully
informed about the process before
making a decision to participate in it;

2. the record confirms that the member
subject to discipline received this
information; and,

3. adjudication boards are advised of the
importance of ensuring that records
clearly show that all evidence was
tendered in accordance with statutory
and regulatory provisions.

G-541 In 2005, the Grievor was
temporarily assigned out of

his HQ to a new workplace (workplace A).
The Grievor remained posted to his HQ.  At
first, the Grievor commuted to workplace A
using a Force vehicle.  Later in 2005, the
Grievor moved to a rental unit closer to
workplace A.  The Grievor then requested a
further move to workplace B which was
about seventy kilometers away from his HQ .
Respondent #1 was in the process of
preparing a business case to create a
permanent position for the Grievor at
workplace B, and the Grievor started work at
workplace B in late 2005. The Grievor still
remained posted to his HQ. The Force
allowed the Grievor to continue using a
Force vehicle for commuting purposes.  In
2006, the Grievor sold his home at the HQ
location and purchased a home close to
workplace B.  In 2007, the Force formally
transferred the Grievor to workplace B, and
normally the Grievor would have been
entitled to relocation benefits based on
distance.  However, Respondent #2 refused
to reimburse the Grievor his relocation
expenses for the 2006 move from HQ to

workplace B, since this had taken place
before the issuance of a formal transfer
notice authorizing the move.

The Grievor grieved the decision not to
reimburse his relocation expenses.  He stated
that he had been unsuccessful in obtaining a
cost transfer prior to selling his home at HQ,
and was also unsuccessful in obtaining an
interview with Staffing and Personnel before
the sale.  He fully anticipated being
reimbursed relocation expenses once he
received his physical transfer to workplace B,
which he understood in 2006 to be imminent
based on the business case prepared by
Respondent #1.  Respondent #2, however,
underscored that relocation policy did not
allow for reimbursement of expenses
incurred before written authorization had
been received, and on this basis the Grievor
was not entitled to reimbursement. The 
Level I Adjudicator agreed with Respondent
#2 and denied the grievance.

ERC’s Findings: Policy was very clear that
under normal circumstances, pre-
authorization was required for any
relocation expenses.  Although the Grievor
knew that Respondent #1 was in the process
of getting a position created for him at
workplace B, this did not constitute pre-
authorization.  However, policy
contemplated that in special circumstances,
payment of relocation costs could be
authorized by Treasury Board Secretariat in
cases where pre-authorization had not been
obtained. The special circumstances in this
case included Respondent#1 accepting blame
for the Grievor being insufficiently informed,
and also the fact that the temporary work
location changes lasted a significant amount
of time.  Required written notice, which
might have assisted the Grievor in being
better informed , was not issued upon his
moves.  The ERC also found that some
provisions of the Treasury Board Travel
Directive may well have been applicable to
the Grievor’s situation beginning in early
2005, when he started working at sites over
16 kilometers from his HQ.
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ERC’s Recommendations: The ERC
recommends that the Commissioner of the
RCMP allow the grievance and find that the
Grievor is entitled to be considered for
reimbursement of his allowable relocation
expenses.  It further recommends that the
Commissioner order a review to determine
the amount of the reimbursement, and that
the required approval be sought from TBS. In
the alternative, the ERC recommends that
the Commissioner allow the grievance and
order that a review be conducted of the
Grievor’s file to determine if he is entitled to
be reimbursed for allowable travel expenses
incurred during the time he worked at
workplaces A and B before his physical
transfer was issued. 

G-542 In 2005, the Force removed
the Grievor from operational

duty in light of his hearing condition.  It
placed him in a graduated return-to-work
program in which he did administrative work
he found intolerable.  In mid 2006, he was
diagnosed with stress and depression, and
went on sick leave.  Over time, several
officials, including return-to-work
coordinators such as the Respondent, were
assigned to his file.  They tried to
accommodate his disabilities by looking for
permanent duties, as well as by offering him
temporary or uncertain opportunities which
he ultimately turned down.

Throughout the process there were a number
of communication breakdowns, delays, and
held up appointments.  Moreover, records
were improperly maintained, officials
displayed confusion over their roles, and an
impasse arose.  The Grievor also believed the
Respondent improperly accessed his personal
information.  In April 2008, a medical doctor
stated that the Grievor could perform
“meaningful” work.  Yet it was unclear what
that meant.  The Force ordered the Grievor
to resume administrative functions by
partaking in another graduated return-to-
work program.

The Grievor presented a grievance in which
he challenged the Force’s overall
administration of his accommodation
process.  He later retired.  A Level I
Adjudicator denied the grievance.  He
concluded that the Grievor’s lack of
cooperation with the Force conflicted with
policy, and was the main reason why the
Grievor had not yet been accommodated.  He
added that the Grievor failed to establish
that the Respondent did not try hard enough
to locate an accommodation.  The Grievor
went on to file a Level II grievance.  In so
doing, he reinforced many of his arguments.

ERC’s Findings: The ERC found that the
Grievor both met the standing test, and
raised live issues.  It also found that the
grievance was timely.  Although the
impugned activity began in 2005, the Grievor
did not reasonably become prejudiced by the
perceived overall failure of his
accommodation process until April 2008.  He
then grieved within 30 days.  This had the
effect of bringing the entire history of his
accommodation process within the scope of
the grievance.

The ERC noted that an accommodation
process is a multi-party venture in which
cooperation is crucial.  It found that while
the Grievor contributed, at least in part, to
missed opportunities, the record revealed
that the Force did not satisfy all its
accommodation obligations under relevant
policies.  Specifically, the Force failed to
comply with provisions involving
consultations, job searches, record-keeping
duties, and priorities during
lateral/promotional opportunities.  Lastly, the
ERC found that the Grievor did not show that
the Respondent committed a privacy breach.  

ERC’s Recommendations: The ERC
recommends to the Commissioner of the
RCMP that he allow the grievance and
apologize to the Grievor on behalf of the
Force for shortcomings in the Grievor’s
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accommodation process.  The ERC also
recommends that the Commissioner order a
review of the Grievor’s case to help
determine how the Force’s accommodation
process might be improved for the benefit of
all stakeholders.

G-543 In 2005, the Force removed
the Grievor from operational

duty in light of his hearing condition.  It
placed him in a graduated return-to-work
program in which he did administrative work
he found intolerable.  In mid 2006, he was
diagnosed with stress and depression, and
went on sick leave.  The details surrounding
his absence led to confusion, and might have
stoked the conflict in this case.  Specifically,
although Health Services green lighted the
sick leave, it did so retroactively, years later,
for reasons unknown.  Moreover, while the
Grievor’s superior had no issue with the
absence, he never formally approved it as he
did not realize that this was his job.  As a
result, none of the Grievor’s clinical reports
recommending sick leave contained a
superior’s signature.

The Respondent became the Grievor’s return-
to-work coordinator.  In late 2007, he
inquired about the Grievor’s status.  A Health
Services Officer apparently replied that she
could not find medical support for the leave.
The Respondent then spent months trying to
find some support, but was unable to.  In
early 2008, he encouraged the Grievor’s
superior to return the Grievor to work, and
gave instructions to that end.  A doctor soon
deemed the Grievor fit to return, and the
Force ordered him to do so.  The Grievor
thought he could stay home.  The
Respondent agreed to delay the return,
pending an informal meeting.  Yet he
warned that this was a policy violation, and
that the Force had power to dock leave and
pursue a discharge for abandonment of post.

The Grievor initiated a grievance in which he
purported that the Respondent had harassed
him.  He also made a complaint of
harassment.  He later retired.  A Level I
Adjudicator denied the grievance on the
grounds that: the Grievor lacked standing,
parts of the matter were moot, and the case
failed on the merits.  The Grievor grieved at
Level II, reinforcing his positions.

ERC’s Findings: The ERC found that the
Grievor met the statutory test for standing,
raised live issues, and grieved on time.  It
noted that the Grievor’s harassment
complaint was not a subject of the grievance,
and that it in no way barred the Grievor from
engaging the grievance process.

Turning to the merits, the ERC reviewed the
key components of the RCMP and Treasury
Board harassment policies.  It went on to
highlight the objective test for determining if
harassment had occurred, namely, whether
or not a reasonable observer would conclude
that an impugned act satisfied the definition
of “harassment”.  In applying this test, it
found that none of the Grievor’s allegations
amounted to harassment.  The record
illustrated that the Respondent carried out
his functions as required, based his decisions
on the information of health care
professionals, gave stakeholders appropriate
instructions on their respective functions, and
acted without haste or forcefulness in so
doing.  Moreover, although the Respondent
could have been less blunt in his dealings
with the Grievor, he expressed his message in
ways that were neither rude, degrading,
insulting, intimidating, demeaning, or
otherwise offensive.  He also did not abuse
his authority.

ERC’s Recommendation: The ERC
recommends to the Commissioner of the
RCMP that he deny the grievance on its
merits.
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G-544 The Grievor and his family
resided in a house (original

home).  They had, however, decided to sell
the original home and move into a larger
one (new home). The new home construction
began in January 2009 and the Grievor and
his wife placed the original home for sale.
On April 30, 2009, the Grievor applied for a
new position at a new place of work.  The
Grievor’s original home was sold on May 20,
2009, but, he and his dependents continued
to live in it as they awaited completion of the
new home.  A purchase agreement for the
new home was signed on May 24, 2009.  On
May 25, 2009, a Transfer Notice Form (A-22A)
was issued advising the Grievor that he had
been selected for the new position.  The A-
22A was issued as a “no-cost move” by the
Respondent, because the Grievor was
residing in the original home at the time of
its issuance and that home was less than 40
kms from his new place of work.  The Grievor
asked that his new home, situated 48.1 kms
from his new place of work, be considered
his principal residence, since he had
purchased it before the A-22A was issued.
He believed that he should be entitled to a
Crown-paid relocation from the new home
upon its eventual sale.  The Respondent
advised the Grievor that his original home
would be classified as his principal residence,
since he was residing in that home at the
time of his transfer, and as a result, his
transfer was a “no-cost move”.

The Grievor grieved the decision to deny him
a cost move from the new home upon its
eventual sale.  The Level I Adjudicator denied
the grievance.  He found that because the
Grievor was not occupying the new home
prior to the date of the A-22A, the original
home was his principal residence, and the
Integrated Relocation Program did not
provide for him to have a Crown-paid
relocation from it given that it was less than
40 kilometers from his new place of work.

ERC’s Findings: IRP 3.03.1.b. allowed benefits
to flow with respect to the sale of a
residence which had been purchased by the
member but was not occupied due to terms
of a purchase agreement or exceptional
circumstances beyond the member’s control.
Under that provision, the Grievor needed to
show that he had ‘purchased the residence’
within the last six months with the intention
of living in it, but had not yet taken
possession of it due to circumstances beyond
his control.  The date of purchase, according
to IRP 1.10, was the date where all conditions
in a purchase agreement had been met.
Although the Grievor and his wife had
signed an agreement to purchase the new
home before the A-22A was issued, the
Grievor had not established, as he was
required to, that all of the conditions in the
purchase agreement had been met prior to
issuance of the A-22A.

However, the ERC found that the Grievor’s
unique situation met the definition of
exceptional circumstances as described in the
IRP, and that the Force should have
requested the approval of Treasury Board
Secretariat (TBS) to authorize his relocation
benefits.  There appeared to be a significant
detrimental impact on the Grievor and his
family given that they were not being
accorded IRP benefits even though the home
they were committed to moving into before
the issuance of the A-22A was over 40 kms
away from the Grievor’s new place of work.
There was a clear intent on the Grievor’s part
to sell the original home and move into the
new one approximately two months before
the Grievor was advised that he had been
identified as a candidate for the new
position.  The move into the new home was
imminent at the time of the transfer.
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ERC’s Recommendations: The ERC
recommends that the Commissioner of the
RCMP order a review of the Grievor's case to
determine whether the Grievor still wished
to pursue a submission requesting TBS
approval for a Crown-paid relocation from
the new home.  If that is the case, the ERC
recommends that the review also include the
preparation of a submission requesting TBS
approval for a Crown-paid relocation.

The ERC observed that TBS approval for a
Crown-paid relocation might no longer be
feasible if, for example, the Grievor has been
re-posted and no move from the new home
had ever taken place.  In such a case, the ERC
recommends that an apology be issued to
the Grievor for the Force’s decision not to
request reimbursement on an exceptional
basis.

Update 

The RCMP Commissioner has provided his
decision in the following matters,
summarized in previous issues of the
Communiqué:

D-123 (summarized in the January-
March 2012 Communiqué)

The Adjudication Board found that the
Appellant engaged in disgraceful conduct by
sending unwanted, inappropriate, and
threatening text and voice messages and by
conducting an unauthorized information
search.  The Board imposed a global sanction
consisting of a reprimand, a 10-day forfeiture
of pay, and a recommendation of
counselling.  The Appellant appealed on
numerous grounds, including reasonable
apprehension of bias, procedural fairness and
severity of the sanction.  The ERC concluded
that the Board was not biased against the
Appellant nor had it breach the Appellant’s
right to procedural fairness. The ERC also
found that the imposed sanction was neither
excessive nor unfairly determined.  The ERC
recommended that the appeal be dismissed.

Commissioner of the RCMP Decision: The
Commissioner’s decision, as summarized by
his office, is as follows:

In a decision dated November 13, 2012,
Commissioner Paulson agreed with the ERC’s
findings and recommendations and denied
the appeal. 

The Commissioner agreed with the ERC that
an informed person, thinking the matter
through realistically and practically, would
not perceive bias on the Board’s part towards
the Appellant. He further agreed with the
ERC that the Appellant’s right to procedural
fairness was not breached by the Board’s
interventions during the hearing, by the
Board’s reliance on case law not cited by the
parties, or by the Board Members referring
to their experience with domestic dispute
matters when assessing witness testimony. 

The Commissioner also agreed with the ERC
that the Board did not engage in result-
driven reasoning. He further agreed that the
Board’s findings were supported by clear and
convincing evidence and that heightened
deference is owed to the Board’s findings of
fact, including the weighing of evidence and
matters of credibility. 

The Commissioner further agreed with the
ERC that the Board’s consideration of the
record, its treatment of parties and
witnesses, and its reasoning process, were
reasonable, sound, and consistent with
relevant legal principles. 

With respect to the appeal of the Board’s
decision on sanction, the Commissioner
agreed with the ERC that the Board gave
clear and fact-driven reasons in support of its
decision and that the sanctions imposed were
reasonable. The Commissioner found that
the Board weighed the evidence, identified
aggravating and mitigating factors, and
explained why the parties’ joint submission
on sanction should not be given deference in
this case.
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G-484 (summarized in the January-
March 2010 Communiqué)

The Grievor believed that the Treasury Board
Secretariat (TBS) undervalued the Vacation
Travel Assistance (VTA) rate for his isolated
post.  The Respondent allegedly raised it with
the TBS.  He later stated that the VTA rate
was correct.  The Grievor argued that the
rate was too low.  The Level I Adjudicator
denied the matter on standing.  He held that
the TBS properly fixed the disputed rate
under statute and policy.  The ERC found that
the concerns raised by the Grievor were of
broad importance to the Force, given that
they were prevalent at multiple isolated
posts.  It also found that the Level I
Adjudicator was right in that the Act barred
the Grievor from contesting it via the Force’s
grievance process.  The ERC also found that
the Grievor had not established that the
Respondent omitted to address the
purportedly faulty VTA rate with the TBS.
The ERC recommended that the grievance be
denied. 

Commissioner of the RCMP Decision: The
Commissioner’s decision, as summarized by
his office, is as follows:

In a decision dated November 6, 2012,
Deputy Commissioner Steve Graham, Acting
Commissioner, denied the grievance for lack
of timeliness of the grievance presentation at
Level II. Given the passage of time in this
matter, and the fact that the ERC made
findings and recommendations on the issues
of standing and the merits of the grievance,
the Commissioner believed that it was only
fair that he also comment on those issues.

The Commissioner agreed with the ERC that
the grievance was untimely at Level II. The
ERC found that the issue was of general
importance to the Force as a whole and
recommended that a retroactive extension
be granted. The Commissioner concluded
that an extension of the time limit to present
the grievance at Level II was not justified. 

The Commissioner commented on the issue
of standing. As outlined by the ERC, it
appears that the Grievor grieved two issues
in this matter: 1) the VTA rates which are
fixed by the TBS, and 2) the alleged failure of
the Respondent to address the purportedly
faulty VTA rates with the TBS. With respect
to the VTA rates set by the TBS, the
Commissioner agreed with the ERC that they
are not a decision, act or omission made in
the administration of the affairs of the Force.
As such, the Grievor did not have standing to
grieve the VTA rates fixed by the TBS. With
respect to the second issue, the
Commissioner agreed with the ERC that the
alleged failure on the Respondent’s part to
address the VTA rates with the TBS was a
decision, act or omission in the
administration of the affairs of the Force.
Thus, the Grievor had standing to present his
grievance with respect to this narrow issue
only.  

With respect to the merits of the grievance,
namely whether or not the Respondent
addressed the purportedly faulty VTA rates
with the TBS, the Commissioner agreed with
the ERC that the record contains
correspondence which strongly suggests that
the Grievor’s concerns with the disputed VTA
rates were forwarded to the TBS by National
Compensation Services.

In conclusion, the Commissioner stated that
had he not denied the grievance for lack of
timeliness of the grievance presentation, he
would have denied it for lack of merit. He
would have agreed with the ERC that the
Grievor failed to discharge his burden of
proof in showing that, on the balance of
probabilities, the Respondent failed to
address the purportedly faulty VTA rates
with the TBS.
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G-490 (summarized in the January-
March 2010 Communiqué)

The Grievor, a regular member, was refused a
daily Plain Clothes Allowance (PCA) when he
worked two days in a month at a non-RCMP
agency.  The Level I Adjudicator denied the
grievance on the merits.  The ERC did not
make a recommendation as it found that the
grievance was not referable and therefore it
did not have the authority to review it.

Commissioner of the RCMP Decision: The
Commissioner’s decision, as summarized by
his office, is as follows:

In a decision dated November 29, 2012,
Commissioner Robert W. Paulson agreed
with the ERC that the subject-matter of the
grievance did not meet the criteria set out at
section 36 of the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police Regulations, 1988, and therefore the
grievance was not referable to the ERC.This
also meant that the grievance could be
adjudicated at Level II by a designated 
Level II Adjudicator rather than the
Commissioner himself. Accordingly, the
Commissioner referred the grievance to a
designated Level II Adjudicator for a decision
to be reached on the grievance.

G-535 (summarized in the July-
September 2012

Communiqué) The Grievor was served with a
Notice of Intention to Discharge for reason
of a physical and/or mental disability.  A
medical board (MB) hearing was scheduled
and the Respondents were appointed as MB
members.  The Grievor grieved the fact that
the MB decided to convene without first
dealing with issues he was raising about lack
of disclosure and appearance of bias.  The
Level I Adjudicator concluded the Grievor did
not have standing.  At Level II, the Grievor

attempted to add an additional respondent
to his grievance.  The ERC recommended that
the Commissioner of the RCMP not agree to
adding the additional respondent at Level II
as it would change the nature of the
grievance.  The ERC found that the Grievor
did not have standing to pursue this
grievance.  It concluded that there was
another process for redress specified in the
Regulations, namely the medical discharge
process.  The ERC recommended that the
grievance be denied.

Commissioner of the RCMP Decision: The
Commissioner’s decision, as summarized by
his office, is as follows:

In a decision dated December 5, 2012, the
Commissioner denied the grievance.  He
agreed with the ERC that the Grievor should
not be permitted to add a Respondent at
Level II.  He also agreed with the ERC that the
Grievor did not have standing to present his
grievance as there was another process for
him to seek redress for issues arising during
the medical discharge process, namely the
procedure set out in section 20 of the
Regulations. 

The naming (or appointment) of a medical
board and the proceeding (during which the
medical board considers the materials
provided by the designated officer in support
of the discharge and any documentation and
representations provided by the member) is
governed by section 20 of the Regulations.
The materials show that the Grievor was
provided with the opportunity to provide
submissions and documentation, and to
nominate his medical practitioner to the
medical board.
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The decision to discharge (or retain) the
member is not made by the medical board,
but by the appropriate officer, after a review
of the medical board’s report (after the
medical board has reviewed the material
provided by the designated officer and the
member).  It is only the decision of the
appropriate officer which may be the subject
of a grievance under the Act (paragraph
22(a) of the Regulations).  As such, the
Grievor needs to exhaust the medical
discharge process prior to being able to
access the grievance process.  He has no
standing to grieve now.

The Commissioner added that the medical
discharge process is intended to be fair, but
also expeditious.  Should a member bring a
grievance regarding the Notice of Intention
to Discharge which initiated the process, the
appointment of the medical board, or any
other step in the process before the final
decision of the appropriate officer, this may
have the effect of delaying and unduly
complicating the process (as stated by the
Level I Adjudicator) and may be seen as a
collateral attack on the process, and an abuse
of process.

G-536 (summarized in the July-
September 2012

Communiqué) The Grievor was denied a
request for reimbursement of her dental
expenses.  The Level I Adjudicator denied the
grievance on the merits.  The ERC found that
the grievance was not referable to the ERC,
and therefore did not have the legal
authority to review it or to make any
findings or recommendations.

Commissioner of the RCMP Decision: The
Commissioner’s decision, as summarized by
his office, is as follows:

In a decision dated November 29, 2012,
Commissioner Robert W. Paulson agreed
with the ERC that the subject-matter of the
grievance did not meet the criteria set out at
section 36 of the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police Regulations, 1988, and therefore the
grievance was not referable to the ERC.This
also meant that the grievance could be
adjudicated at Level II by a designated 
Level II Adjudicator rather than the
Commissioner himself. Accordingly, the
Commissioner referred the grievance to a
designated Level II Adjudicator for a decision
to be reached on the grievance.
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QUICK REFERENCE INDEX (1998 to date)

Disciplinary Matters

Abuse of sick leave D-060

Adverse drug reaction D-070

Agreed Statement of Fact (ASF) D-117

Alcoholism D-104, D-112

Amending an RCMP document D-061

Appropriation of goods 
seized during searches D-065, D-066

Battered Wife Syndrome (BWS) D-110

Breach of trust and accountability D-106, D-107, D-122, D-123

CPIC – unauthorized enquiries D-078, D-100

Criminal acquittal D-101

Data transmission across Internet D-093

Disclosure of protected information D-076, D-081, D-092,  D-100, D-109

Discrepancy in Board decision D-111

Disobeying a lawful order D-087, D-108

Domestic violence D-051, D-067, D-072, D-101, D-108, D-110

Driving while impaired D-062, D-063, D-115

Drugs D-106

Duty of loyalty D-076, D-081

Early Resolution Discipline Process (ERDP) D-117, D-120, D-124

Errors of fact and law by Adjudication Board D-078, D-084, D-085, D-086, D-088, D-089,
D-090, D-097, D-103, D-117, D-119

Excessive force

– arrest D-064, D-083

– person in custody D-069, D-084

– taser D-124

Fairness of hearing D-074, D-085, D-086

Forgery D-102

Fraud D-054, D-107

Harassment D-091, D-111

Hindering investigation D-077, D-088, D-118

Improper use of AMEX card D-120

Inappropriate conduct 
towards persons under 18 D-056, D-097

Inappropriate use of Mobile Work Stations (MWS) D-095/D-096

Informal discipline D-059

Insubordination D-114

Joint representation on sanction D-061

Medical exam D-087

Neglecting a duty D-099, D-114

Off-duty conduct D-073, D-112

Relationship with a complainant D-098

Reprimand D-059

Service revolver

– storage D-056, D-067

– use D-063, D-072, D-073, D-080, D-117
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Sexual misconduct

– assault D-068, D-121

– harassment D-053, D-071, D-074

– inappropriate touching D-055, D-056

– on duty D-113, D-118

– other D-057, D-058

Statutory limitation period D-052, D-054, D-075, D-082, D-098, D-100, D-105

Stay of proceedings D-074, D-079, D-091, D-105, D-109

Theft D-094, D-106

Uttering a threat D-067, D-091, D-116

Discharge and Demotion

Lack of “assistance, guidance and supervision” R-004

Repeated failure to perform duties R-003, R-005

Grievance Matters

Administrative discharge G-272, G-312, G-415

Bilingualism bonus G-204, G-207, G-220, G-228, G-231

Charter of Rights and Freedoms G-426, G-512

Classification G-206, G-219, G-279, G-321, G-336, G-343

Complaints on internal investigations G-491

Disclosure of personal G-208, G-209, G-210,
information G-447, G-448, G-459

Discrimination

- gender G-379, G-380, G-412, G-413, G-502

- pay equity G-441

- physical disability G-427, G-477, G-478

Duty to accommodate G-423, G-513, G-542

Government housing G-314, G-346, G-361, G-384

Harassment G-216, G-235, G-237, G-251, G-253, G-268, G-270, G-287 to G-292,

G-293, G-294, G-298, G-302, G-322 and G-323, G-324, G-326,

G-347, G-350, G-351, G-352, G-354, G-355, G-356, G-362, G-367,

G-377, G-378, G-382, G-397, G-402, G-403, G-405, G-407

G-410.1, G-410.2, G-410.3, G-414, G-416, G-417, G-420,

G-424, G-429, G-430, G-431,G-433, G-437, G-438, G-439, G-440

G-453, G-474, G-479, G-482, G-483, G-489, G-493, G-499, G-504

G-506, G-507, G-508, G-510, G-511, G-514, G-515, G-518, G-519,

G-520, G-521, G-538, G-539, G-540, G-543

Incomplete file G-429, G-430

Isolated posts G-255, G-269, G-365, G-368, G-369, G-384, G-449, G-450, G-451

G-460, G-461, G-462,G-463, G-469, G-470, G-473, G-480, G-484

G-495, G-496, G-497, G-498

Job sharing - buy-back pension G-412, G-413

Jurisdiction G-213, G-224, G-236, G-241, G-243, G-245, G-264, G-344, G-370
G-399, G-400, G-435, G-456, G-490, G-525, G-526, G-527, G-536

Language requirements G-229, G-252, G-271, G-428, G-443, G-452, G-485

Leave without Pay G-414

Legal counsel at public expense G-234, G-247, G-277, G-282, G-283, G-313,
G-316, G-327, G-339, G-340, G-358, G-466, G-467



Royal Canadian Mounted Police 
External Review Committee

12

Living Accommodation Charges Directive (LACD) G-214, G-249, G-273, G-361

Mandatory retirement age G-325, G-445

Meal allowance

– mid shift meals G-375

– other G-238, G-265, G-303 to G-310, G-334, G-341,
G-371, G-387, G-388, G-389, G-390, G-391,

G-393, G-395, G-396, G-421

– short term relocation G-250

– travel of less than one day G-256, G-257, G-258, G-259, G-376, G-408, G-500

– travel status  - medical purposes G-274

Medical discharge G-223, G-233, G-261, G-266, G-267, G-284-285
G-434, G-436, G-444, G-501, G-531, G-535

Occupational health & safety G-264

- medical profile G-516, G-531

Orders of Dress G-502

Overpayment Recovery G-455

Overtime G-393, G-395, G-396, G-398, G-401, G-432, G-487

Premature grievance G-275, G-276, G-315, G-317, G-424

Procedural errors G-431, G-433, G-434, G-436, G-444, G-448

Relocation

– car rental G-311, G-523

– depressed housing market G-281, G-335, G-349

– distance within 40 km of worksite G-215, G-383

– financial compensation G-338, G-527, G-537, G-541, G-544

– Foreign Service Directive (FSD) G-363, G-386, G-476

– Guaranteed Home Sales Plan (GHSP) G-218, G-232, G-239,
G-240.1, G-240.2, G-242, G-254

– Home Equity Assistance Plan (HEAP) G-205, G-232, G-242, G-244, G-300, G-415
G-521, G-532

– House Hunting Trip (HHT) G-212, G-357, G-522

– Housing G-509

– insurance coverage G-211

– interim accommodation (ILMI) G-240.1, G-240.2, G-341, G-360, G-364, G-372, G-422

– Integrated Relocation Program (IRP) G-278, G-281, G-297, G-299, G-341, G-345, G-349
G-357, G-360, G-383, G-406, G-409, G-505, G-524, G-530

G-544

– lateral transfer G-457, G-458

– legal fees G-218, G-503

– pre-retirement relocation benefits G-230

– retirement G-329, G-330, G-331, G-332, G-369, G-373, G-446, G-475

– storage costs G-222, G-246, G-505

– Temporary Dual Residence Assistance (TDRA) G-263, G-494

– transfer allowance G-383, G-411, G-442, G-465

– waiver G-278, G-394, G-454
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Self-funded Leave G-404, G-414

Special Leave G-466

Stand-by duty G-224, G-393, G-395, G-396

Standing G-374, G-376, G-378, G-419, G-426, G-444, G-445, G-447, G-459, G-499,
G-520, G-530, G-531, G-535, G-538, G-539, G-540, G-543

SWOP G-286, G-318, G-319, G-320, G-328, G-342, G-353, G-359, G-418, G-481, G-529

Time limits G-214, G-218, G-221, G-222, G-223, G-228, G-247, G-248, G-250,
G-277, G-333, G-337, G-341, G-347, G-348, G-357, G-365, G-366, G-370,

G-371, G-372, G-375, G-376, G-392, G-397, G-419, G-420, G-432,
G-464, G-465, G-471. G-477, G-488, G-494, G-517, G-518, G-519, G-520,

G-528, G-532, G-533, G-534, G-537

Transfers G-478

Travel directive

– accommodations G-301

– family reunion G-348

– medical G-486, G-492

– other G-366, G-386, G-387, G-388, G-389, G-390
G-391, G-393, G-395, G-396, G-425

– private accommodation allowance G-496, G-497, G-498, G-533, G-534

– separate accommodations G-280

– spousal expenses for medical travel G-269

– travel by a SRR G-217, G-385, G-467, G-468

– TB vs RCMP policies G-375, G-376

– use of private vehicle G-225, G-226, G-227, G-260, G-262, G-295, G-296
G-457, G-458, G-468, G-472

– vacation G-449, G-450, G-451, G-460, G-461, G-462, G-463, G-469
G-470, G-473, G-480, G-484

– workplace G-215, G-225, G-226, G-227, G-432, G-464, G-471


