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Preamble 

 

Expertise for Municipalities (“E4m”) is the appointed Integrity Commissioner for the 

Town of Smooth Rock Falls (the municipality).  As the Integrity Commissioner, E4m is a 

statutory officer of the municipality. The Integrity Commissioner reports to Council and is 

responsible for independently performing functions assigned to them by the municipality.   

 

E4m has been appointed by the municipality as the Integrity Commissioner for all 

functions set out in section 223.3(1) of the Municipal Act 2001, and E4m is responsible for 

conducting inquiries into whether a member has contravened the Code of Conduct 

pursuant to section 223.4(1) or contravened sections 5, 5.1 or 5.2 of the Municipal Conflict 

of Interest Act pursuant to section 223.4.1 (1).   

 

The Municipal Act, 2001, awards the Integrity Commissioner a number of powers that 

the Integrity Commissioner can exercise while conducting Code of Conduct and Municipal 

Conflict of Interest Act inquiries. Specifically, subsections 223.4 (3) and 223.4.1(10) 

provide that “the municipality and its local boards shall give the [Integrity] Commissioner 

such information as the [Integrity] Commissioner believes to be necessary for an inquiry.” 

Moreover, subsections 223.4(4) and 223.4.1(11) provide that the Integrity Commissioner 

is “entitled to have free access to all books, accounts, financial records, electronic data 

processing records, reports, files and all other papers, things or property belonging to or 

used by the municipality or a local board that the Commissioner believes to be necessary 

for an inquiry.”  

 

E4m has appointed Sean Sparling of SPS Inc. to investigate and report to Council on 

this matter as agent for E4m. 

 

Opening Comments 

 

The investigator has completed several similar matters in other municipalities.  In this 

present matter, the inquiry would like to thank all participants for their honesty and 

cooperation throughout the process.  Thank you to the staff members at the municipality 

for your assistance.  This is greatly appreciated. 
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Overview of the Complaint 

 

The investigator received and considered a number of complaints.  The following is a list 

of the complaints/allegations: 

 

Complaint #1 filed March 12, 2026 - NEOMA 

 

Allegation #1 – NEOMA Meeting February 27, 2026 – Code of Conduct  allegation against 

Councillor Denise Pelletier in that she behaved unprofessionally by refusing to sit next to 

Mayor Roberts at the meeting and stated, “I am not sitting next to you, period.” 

 

Complaint #2 filed March 12, 2026 – Conflict of Interest Councillor Angèle Rochon 

 

Allegation #2 - Conflict of Interest allegation against Councillor Angèle Rochon.  It was 

alleged that on February 2, 2026, Councillor Rochon participated in an open session of 

Council on a matter involving her employer after declaring a conflict of interest. 

 

Allegation #3 - Code of Conduct allegation against Councillor Pelletier.  It is alleged that 

during this same meeting, Councillor Pelletier received notes from Councillor Rochon that 

she (Councillor Pelletier) then communicated to Council in the form of questions, thereby 

participating in the conflict of interest by Councillor Rochon. 

 

Complaint #3 filed March 25, 2026 – Conflict of Interest Councillor Pelletier 

 

Allegation #4 - Conflict of Interest allegation against Councillor Pelletier.  It was alleged 

that on March 16, 2026, Councillor Pelletier participated in a closed session of Council 

where matters involving her brother were discussed. 

 

Complaint #4 filed April 9, 2026 – Improper Influence Councillor Pelletier 

 

Complaint #4 Code of Conduct allegation against Councillor Pelletier related to 

misconduct, including improper influence that occurred during the Council meeting on 

March 16, 2026.  It was alleged that during the meeting of Council on November 3, 2025, 

Councillor Pelletier raised the issue of people from the Smooth Rock Falls hospital on 

Kelly Road attending the roadway on foot and in vehicles to smoke cigarettes.  It is alleged 

that it was improper to raise this issue as she lives on Kelly Road.  It is also alleged that 

when the matter returned to Council on March 16, 2026, she said that she would run the 

people over if they didn’t move out of the way. 
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Inquiry Process 

 

As part of this inquiry, we have reviewed a variety of documentary evidence, the actual 

recoded meetings where available, and interviewed witnesses and the respondents.  The 

credibility and reliability of each of the participants in the inquiry were assessed and 

weighed against the available evidence in order to arrive at findings that are based on a 

balance of probabilities.  The credibility assessments are attached in Appendix “A”. In 

summary, all parties were found to be both credible and reliable in the evidence they 

provided.  To be clear, no party involved purposefully attempted to mislead or undermine 

our inquiry. 

 

Findings with respect to the allegations are based on the civil burden of proof – “balance 

of probabilities”.  Balance of probabilities simply means that a fact is considered to be true 

or proven if it is found more likely to have occurred than not to have occurred. 

 

Municipal Conflict of Interest Act and Code of Conduct Training 

 

As part of the inquiry, the training for elected officials was examined.  Both Councillors 

Pelletier and Rochon attended a training session hosted by the town of Cochrane on 

December 11, 2024.  This training included a number of topics, such as “Provisions of a 

Code of Conduct Policy” and Provisions of the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act.  As part 

of the evidence in this inquiry, it was learned that Council revised their current procedural 

by-law, and as part of this revision, language was included to require a member to recuse 

themselves from the Council table after declaring a conflict of interest either under the 

MCIA or the Code of Conduct when the matter is considered during an open session.   

 

We learned that the update to the Procedure Bylaw occurred in part due to Councillor 

Rochon’s conduct when she remained at the Council table during open session after 

having declared a conflict of interest.  The procedure for in camera or closed meetings 

remained the same.  Councillors are required to leave the room when declaring a 

pecuniary interest during a closed meeting of Council whether under the MCIA or the Code 

of Conduct.  This meant that Councillor Pelletier had recently reviewed/been trained on 

these revisions/requirements prior to the allegations about her conduct in a closed session 

meeting of Council. 
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Complaint #1 Filed March 12, 2026 – NEOMA – Councillor Pelletier 

 

Allegation #1 – NEOMA Meeting February 27, 2026.  Allegation against Councillor Denise 

Pelletier in that she behaved unprofessionally by refusing to sit next to Mayor Roberts at 

the meeting and stated: “I am not sitting next to you, period.” 

 

NEOMA is the North Eastern Ontario Mayor’s Association.  Mayors, councillors and some 

staff members attend meetings to discuss northern issues.  On March 12, 2026, the 

NEOMA meeting was held in Smooth Rock Falls.  This meeting was recorded; 

unfortunately,  there is no recording of the alleged event as it occurred before the recording 

was started.  The only available evidence comes from those involved in the inquiry. 

 

Mayor Patrick Roberts was interviewed on this matter.  His evidence is that he attended 

the NEOMA meeting along with Councillor Pelletier and CAO Yvan Marchand.  When he 

arrived, there were other elected representatives from various municipalities in 

attendance.  When Councillor Pelletier arrived, there was an open seat next to him, and 

she stated loudly: 

 

 “I am not sitting next to you, period.” 

 

Mayor Roberts indicated that some of the people present laughed at what was said.  He 

took offence to Councillor Pelletier’s alleged statement.  Mayor Roberts also explained 

that he has since spoken to different people in attendance, including other elected officials, 

and at this point, none could remember this being said by Councillor Pelletier.   

 

We also interviewed Councillor Denise Pelletier as the respondent in this matter.  She 

reported that when she arrived at the meeting, there were not a lot of people there.  She 

greeted the ones who were there and then met up with a co-worker and sat beside them, 

and they talked prior to the meeting starting.  When the meeting started, she got up to sit 

somewhere, and all the seats were taken, so she stayed next to her co-worker. 

 

Councillor Pelletier denied saying to Mayor Roberts that she was not going to sit next to 

him “period”.  She provided that using the word “period” in this context is not part of her 

vocabulary.  She remembered that Mayor Roberts was sitting alone when she arrived. 

 

Councillor Pelletier described tensions with Mayor Roberts and also reported that she 

does sit beside him at other functions and communicates with him in her capacity on 

Council.   
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Analysis 

 

The allegation is that Councillor Pelletier breached 6.1 of the Code of Conduct for Council 

Members & Members of Local Boards, which reads; 

 

“Members shall conduct themselves with civility, professionalism, and respect at 

all times when communicating or interacting with members of the public, fellow 

Members of Council, staff, and other stakeholders of the Municipality.” 

 

The conduct was alleged by Mayor Roberts and denied by Councillor Pelletier.  There is 

no recording of the meeting.  We considered contacting other individuals who attended 

the NEOMA meeting on March 12, 2026; however, this was not done.  We reasoned that 

even if there was evidence to support that Councillor Pelletier did, in fact, say the alleged 

statement to Mayor Roberts, a one-time event of this nature would amount to misconduct 

as described.  The investigator also weighed the public interest in pursuing these 

additional interviews and decided it was not prudent to do so. 

 

Finding 

 

The allegation that Councillor Denise Pelletier violated section 6.1 of the Code of Conduct 

for Council Members & Municipal Boards in relation to her conduct at the March 12, 2026, 

NEOMA meeting is unsubstantiated. 

 

Complaint #2 Filed March 12, 2026 – Conflict of Interest Councillor Rochon 

 

Of note, allegations #2 and #3 are related to actions that occurred at the same meeting 

by two (2) members related to the same matter under consideration by Council.  These 

allegations have been considered as one event. 

 

It was alleged that Councillor Rochon participated in an open session of Council on a 

matter involving her employer after declaring a conflict of interest.  The alleged action was 

reported to have occurred on February 2, 2026. 

 

It was also alleged that during this same meeting, Councillor Pelletier received notes from 

Councillor Rochon that Councillor Pelletier then communicated to Council in the form of 

questions, thereby acting as an agent of Councillor Rochon on a matter being considered 

by Council in which Councillor Rochon had a declared pecuniary interest. 

 

On February 2, 2026, Councillor Rochon declared a conflict of interest (pecuniary interest).  

The investigator reviewed the written Declaration of Interest form filed as required under 
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section 5.1 of the MCIA.  The form is dated February 2, 2026, and signed by Councillor 

Rochon.  She stated her conflict was in relation to item 13.1; “secondary school 

programming in SRF as CSCDGR is my employer”.   For reference, this organization is 

the Conseil scolaire catholique des Grandes Rivieres.  Councillor Pelletier is a 

schoolteacher employed by this school board. 

 

The allegation is that Councillor Rochon, after declaring the conflict of interest, continued 

to remain at the Council table and participated in the meeting.  At the time this event 

occurred, there was no provincial or municipal law prohibiting a member of Council from 

remaining at the Council table during the open session after declaring a conflict of interest.  

Under the MCIA, a member is not permitted to participate in the discussion(s) on this issue 

or in any way influence the decision of Council before, during or after the matter is 

considered.  Participating in the discussion while having a direct or indirect pecuniary 

interest in the matter is the alleged violation of the MCIA. 

 

The alleged conduct was captured on the recorded Council meeting of February 2, 2026.  

The following is a summary of what is evident on the recording. 

 

The discussion by Council related to services available to Smooth Rock Falls by the 

CSCDGR, such as transportation.  This topic was included on the February 2, 2026, 

agenda under item 13 – Secondary School Programming.  There was an ongoing debate 

by Council on how to engage with the school board on these issues.  Primarily, Council 

was considering engaging with the CSCDGR to increase staffing and programs in Smooth 

Rock Falls.  As an employee of the CSCDGR, Councillor Rochon had an indirect pecuniary 

interest in matters affecting the financial interests of her employer.  To be clear, increased 

staffing and programming would cost the CSCDGR additional money. 

 

A pecuniary interest, while not clearly defined by the MCIA, has been defined by the courts 

to be whether the individual has a financial interest in the matter being considered by 

Council.  The financial interest can be positive or negative, and the dollar value is not 

specified.  In this circumstance, Councillor Rochon would have a pecuniary interest under 

the MCIA if her employer, the CSCDGR, has a pecuniary interest in the matter Council 

considers.  The matter before Council on February 2, 2026, related to requesting 

Councillor Rochon’s employer to increase services in the community, does have a 

financial impact on the CSCDGR.   

 

At several points during the discussion, Councillor Rochon could be seen making 

expressive faces, passing a note to Councillor Pelletier and speaking a small amount.  For 

example, the following was observed at the listed times on the recording; 

 

3:05:08  Councillor Rochon pushed what appeared to be a note to Councillor 

Pelletier, and Councillor Pelletier could be seen reading it. 

3:05:46 Councillor Pelletier asks about how the taxes were paid to the Board.  

Where they paid, and a prorated amount came to Smooth Rock Falls, or 



 

   Page 9 of 25 
 

did the funds just go into the general funds for the school board?  CAO 

Marchand answered the question, advising it was not a prorated amount to 

the municipality.  He also advised that it was up to the ratepayer to decide 

which school board they support. 

3:07:06 Councillor Rochon spoke very briefly, but what she said was unintelligible.  

One of the words she said was Catholique; presumably about the catholic 

school board. 

3:13:25  The discussion around taxes continued.  Councillor Rochon was visibly 

making expressive faces, moving around in her chair and appeared to be 

engaged in the conversation with her body language.  Councillor Pelletier 

tapped Councillor Rochon on the shoulder and looked at her in what 

appeared to be a reassuring manner.  Both councillors laughed.  Councillor 

Rochon looked like she was biting her lip as if not to speak. 

 

 

Councillor Pelletier was interviewed about this event.  Councillor Pelletier confirmed that 

Councillor Rochon declared a conflict of interest regarding discussions about her 

employer.  She further provided that Councillor Rochon did pass her one note that said 

anyone could choose to pay their taxes to either the public or catholic school boards.  

Councillor Rochon was reacting to the conversation as she knew the answers to the 

questions being asked, but she could not say anything. 

 

Towards the end of the discussion, Councillor Pelletier patted Councillor Rochon on the 

back, telling her it was all good in an attempt to stop Councillor Rochon from speaking.   

 

After Councillor Rochon passed the note about the taxes to Councillor Pelletier, Councillor 

Pelletier asked the CAO, Mr. Marchand, about the per capita basis of the taxes.  Councillor 

Rochon’s information was not about this specific issue that she (Councillor Pelletier) 

raised.  Her information was about the ability of ratepayers to send their school tax dollars 

to either the public or the Catholic school board. 

 

Councillor Rochon was also interviewed in relation to this allegation.  She declared the 

conflict of interest as she is employed by the CSCDGR.  She stayed at the Council table 

during the discussion to take notes of the deliberations.  At one point, she wrote down a 

fact about what was being discussed.  It was not a question.  She put on the note that it 

was the responsibility of every citizen to make sure that their taxes are sent to the French 

school if that is where they want them to go. 

 

Councillor Rochon indicated that she also clarified for Council that the separate school 

board and the Conseil Francophone are the same entities.  She does not believe there is 

a conflict of interest in saying this, as she was just informing them to make sure they all 

knew this fact.  Providing this information was not done to change anyone’s point of view.  

The comments she made stayed away from the parts that she believed were conflicting 

for her.  Councillor Rochon felt that she was just making the point as a citizen. 
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During the interview, Councillor Rochon read from what she indicated was the actual note 

she passed to Councillor Pelletier. She also shared the note with the inquiry.  The note 

read in French: 

 

“Les taxes scolaires sont automatiquement remises au conseil anglais. C’est la 
responsabilité du citoyen de faire la demande pour les remettre au conseil français.” 

 
English; 
 

“School taxes are automatically paid to the English board. It is the citizen’s 
responsibility to request to have them directed to the French board.” 

 
 

Analysis 

 

Allegation #2 Councillor Angèle Rochon – Conflict of Interest  

 

The following is the law governing the MCIA allegation made against Councillor Rochon. 

 

The Municipal Conflict of Interest Act 

 

2 For the purposes of this Act, a member has an indirect pecuniary interest in any matter 
in which the Council or local board, as the case may be, is concerned, if, 

(a)  the member or his or her nominee, 

(i)  is a shareholder in, or a director or senior officer of, a corporation that does 
not offer its securities to the public, 

(ii)  has a controlling interest in or is a director or senior officer of, a corporation 
that offers its securities to the public, or 

(iii)  is a member of a body, 

that has a pecuniary interest in the matter; or 

(b)  the member is a partner of a person or is in the employment of a person or body 
that has a pecuniary interest in the matter. [emphasis added] 

 

5 (1) Where a member, either on his or her own behalf or while acting for, by, with or 
through another, has any pecuniary interest, direct or indirect, in any matter and is present 
at a meeting of the Council or local board at which the matter is the subject of 
consideration, the member, 

(a)  shall, prior to any consideration of the matter at the meeting, disclose the interest 
and the general nature thereof; 

(b)  shall not take part in the discussion of, or vote on any question in respect of the 
matter; and [emphasis added] 
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(c)  shall not attempt in any way, whether before, during or after the meeting, to 
influence the voting on any such question. [emphasis added] 

 

It was alleged that there were notes, as in more than one, passed between the councillors.  

The video, however, only shows one.  Of some concern is that the video does cut in and 

out when recording Councillor Rochon.  This was found to be due to the technology used 

at the meeting and not by any nefarious act of Councillor Rochon.  Mayor Roberts 

indicated there was more than one note passed; however, Councillors Rochon and 

Pelletier advised there was only one.  The investigator interviewed staff present at the 

meeting on this issue.  Staff reported they only observed the one note being passed.  This 

is consistent with the observations from the video. 

 

We find that, based on a balance of probabilities, Councillor Rochon passed a note to 

Councillor Pelletier during the meeting on February 2, 2026, related to a matter in which 

her employer had a pecuniary (financial) interest and for which Councillor Rochon was 

cognizant of her conflict as set out in the written declaration. 

 

Councillor Rochon attempted to justify her actions by stating that she was providing 

information to Council but not attempting to influence them.  Unfortunately, the MCIA is 

very clear on this point.  Once a member has a deemed pecuniary interest in a matter, 

they shall not take part in the discussion or attempt to influence the decision.  This is 

exactly what Councillor Rochon did, and it is prohibited by law. 

 

Allegation #3 – Councillor Pelletier – participating in Councillor Rochon’s conflict of interest 

 

The following is the relevant law. 

 

Code of Conduct for Council Members & Members of Local Boards 

 

6.1 Professionalism and Civility  
 

Members shall conduct themselves with civility, professionalism, and respect at all 

times when communicating or interacting with members of the public, fellow 

Members of Council, staff, and other stakeholders of the Municipality. 

 

It was alleged that Councillor Pelletier participated in Councillor Rochon’s breach of the 

MCIA by taking information from her and using it as part of her submissions or questions 

to Council on February 2, 2026. To be clear, the allegation sets out that Councillor Pelletier 

has acted as an agent for Councillor Rochon in a matter that Councillor Rochon should 

not be participating in after declaring a pecuniary interest.  This is primarily related to the 

note passed to her by Councillor Rochon relating to the options ratepayers have on which 

school board receives their taxes. 
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It is apparent from watching the video that Councillor Pelletier actually tried to stop 

Councillor Rochon from speaking.  She put her hand on her shoulder in what appeared to 

be a consoling way to stop her from talking.  She also received the note from Councillor 

Rochon. Councillor Pelletier did not elicit the information from Councillor Rochon.  For 

clarity, the information on the note provided by Councillor Rochon to Councillor Pelletier, 

was not repeated verbatim by Councillor Pelletier.  In fact, the question posed to Council 

was similar but different from the note provided by Councillor Rochon. 

 

Finding Allegation #2 

 

Based on a balance of probabilities, the allegation that Councillor Rochon breached 

section 5(1)(b) of the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act during the February 2, 2026, 

meeting of Council is substantiated. 

 

 

Finding Allegation #3 

 

On a balance of probabilities, the allegation that Councillor Pelletier breached section 6.1 

of the Code of Conduct of Elected Officials and Members of Local Boards is 

unsubstantiated. 

 

Complaint #3 Filed March 25, 2026 – Conflict of Interest Councillor Pelletier 

Allegation #4 - Conflict of Interest 

 

This allegation relates to Councillor Pelletier’s brother making a representation to Council 

regarding snow removal in the municipality.  The first time this matter was considered was 

on March 2, 2026.  At that meeting, the matter was discussed, and Councillor Pelletier 

filed a Declaration of Interest under the  MCIA.  On the form, she indicated that for item 

“6.1 Delegation request snow removal,” she had an interest in the item because the party 

making the delegation to Council was her brother. 

 

We reviewed the video for the March 2, 2026, meeting on this topic.  Councillor Pelletier 

is visibly absent from the Council table and did not participate in the meeting in relation to 

this topic.   

 

The matter was then returned to Council on March 16, 2026.  It appears on the agenda at 

item “9.1 Snow Removal Practices – Depositing Snow Across Municipal Roadways”.  The 

matter was also considered under agenda item “5 CLOSED SESSION”.  This occurred at 

the beginning of the meeting, prior to item 9.1.   
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There are no recordings of the in-camera/closed meeting from March 16, 2026.  We have 

relied on the accounts of the parties involved in the closed meeting to understand the 

events of the meeting.   It was alleged that Councillor Pelletier remained in Council 

chambers for the closed session while the matter for which she declared a deemed 

pecuniary interest was discussed.  She also filed a similar Declaration of Interest – 

Municipal Conflict of Interest Act for the March 2, 2026, Council meeting. 

 

The evidence was consistent from the parties, including Councillor Pelletier.  She 

remained in the room for the closed session of Council; she removed herself from the 

table and sat at the rear of Council chambers and did not participate in the deliberations. 

 

Councillor Pelletier submitted that she made an inadvertent mistake by staying in the room 

for the closed session.  She indicated that they had just reviewed changes to the 

procedural bylaw that related to members of Council leaving the table but being permitted 

to remain in the room for matters where they had a conflict of interest.  She mistook this 

change to include the closed session meeting as well as the open meeting.  She was 

incorrect in this belief. 

 

It was confirmed with the municipality that there were changes to the procedural bylaw as 

described by Councillor Pelletier, discussed during the meeting dates surrounding the 

allegations made against her.  The changes were made due to the conduct of Councillor 

Rochon on February 2, 2026, when she remained at the Council table and participated in 

discussions involving her employer.  The changes related only to the open session and 

not the closed session of Council. 

 

On March 16, 2026, when the matter returned to open session for item 9.1, Councillor 

Pelletier was not at the Council table and did not participate in the discussions on this 

item. This is also all reflected in the minutes for the meeting that state for item 9.1. 

 

“Councillor D. Pelletier returned to the Council table at 8:07 p.m. following 
consideration of the matter for which she had declared a pecuniary interest.” 

 

 

It is clear from the evidence and her own admission that Councillor Pelletier remained in 

the closed session of Council on March 16, 2026, as Council discussed matters involving 

her brother. 

Analysis 

 

Municipal Conflict of Interest Act 

 

3. For the purposes of this Act, the pecuniary interest, direct or indirect, of a parent or the 

spouse or any child of the member shall, if known to the member, be deemed to be also 

the pecuniary interest of the member.   
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Note: Not included in the definition under the MCIA is sibling or brother.   

 

Code of Conduct for Council Members & Members of Local Boards 

 

“Family” means a Member’s spouse, parent (including step-parent and legal 

guardian), child (including step-child), or any other relative who resides with the 

Member on a permanent basis. 

 

“Non-Pecuniary Interest” refers to a private or personal interest that does not 

involve financial gain but may influence or appear to influence a Member’s 

decision-making. Such interests may include, but are not limited to, relationships 

with persons or entities that may benefit from the Member’s decision. 

 
 
12.2 Non-Pecuniary Conflicts of Interest  
 
Members shall also avoid any non-pecuniary conflicts of interest to preserve 
public confidence in the integrity of the Municipality and its local boards.  
 
If a Member identifies a non-pecuniary conflict of interest, the Member shall:  
 

Declare the conflict openly and transparently.  

Leave the meeting at which the matter is being considered.  [emphasis added] 

Refrain from participating in discussions, debates, or votes on the matter before, 
during, or after the meeting.  

 
Under no circumstances shall a Member attempt to influence the decision or 

participate in any related proceedings once a conflict has been declared. 

 
For clarity:  
A Member with a non-pecuniary conflict of interest is not entitled to remain at the 
meeting for the matter in question. [emphasis added] 

 

The evidence is clear.  Councillor Pelletier remained in the closed session of Council on 

March 16, 2026.  During this meeting, they discussed matters related to her brother.  She 

did not participate in the discussions and removed herself from the table but nonetheless 

remained in the meeting. 

 

The MCIA does not apply to this event.  The definition of relationships for deemed 

pecuniary interest does not include an elected official’s siblings. 

 

The Code of Conduct for Council Members & Members of Local Boards has a much 

broader definition of relationships for which a councillor has a deemed pecuniary interest.  

It states: 
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“…relationships with persons or entities that may benefit from the Member’s 

decision.” 

 

We find that under the Code of Conduct, Councillor Pelletier’s brother is a person with a 

relationship that may benefit from her position on Council.  As such, Councillor Pelletier 

has a deemed interest in matters involving her brother in which he has a financial interest.  

Councillor Pelletier also acknowledged this when she filed two separate declarations of 

conflict of interest on this matter. 

 

The Code of Conduct for Council Members & Members of Local Boards is clear on what 

a member of Council must do if there is a conflict of interest.  It states: 

 

 “…Declare the conflict openly and transparently…leave the meeting at which the 

matter is being considered.” 

 

Councillor Pelletier did appropriately declare the conflict of interest. 

 

Finding 

 

Based on a balance of probabilities, the allegation that on March 16, 2026, Councillor 

Pelletier breached the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act by not leaving the closed session 

of Council is unsubstantiated.   This is based on the fact that a member’s siblings are not 

an included relationship for deemed pecuniary interest. 

 

Based on a balance of probabilities, the allegation that on March 16, 2026, Councillor 

Pelletier breached the Code of Conduct for Council Members & Members of Local Boards 

by not leaving the closed session of Council is substantiated. 

 

 

Complaint #4 filed April 9, 2026 – Improper Influence Councillor Pelletier 

 

Complaint #4 filed on April 9, 2026, alleged improper conduct, including attempting to use 

their elected position to gain personal benefit against Council Pelletier.  It was alleged that 

during the meeting of Council on November 3, 2025, and again on March 16, 2026, 

Councillor Pelletier raised the issue of people from the Smooth Rock Falls hospital located 

on Kelly Road attending the roadway on foot and in vehicles to smoke cigarettes.  It was 

alleged that it is improper for her to raise this issue because she lives on Kelly Road.  It 

was also alleged that she said that she would run the people over if they didn’t move out 

of the way. 
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The first time this issue was raised by Councillor Pelletier was on November 3, 2025, when 

Councillor Pelletier spoke to the issue during agenda item 15. Council Question Period.  

The minutes from this meeting state: 

 

Q - It has been observed that individuals are parking their vehicles along Kelly 

Road near the hospital’s designated smoking area, reportedly to remain in their 

vehicles during smoke breaks to avoid the cold. This practice is creating a safety 

concern for motorists and pedestrians due to reduced visibility and obstruction of 

traffic. Can Administration send a letter to the Smooth Rock Falls Hospital 

requesting their cooperation in addressing this matter and reminding staff and 

visitors to use the designated parking areas only?  

 

A - Yes, administration will prepare and send out a letter 

 

We also reviewed the video from the November 3, 2025, meeting.  Councillor Pelletier 

spoke briefly on this matter.  In all, she spoke for about one minute.  Her comments are in 

line with the minutes recorded above.  There was nothing offensive or personal to her in 

how her comments were framed. 

 

The matter returned to Council on March 16, 2026, and it appears on the agenda for the 

meeting as item 9.2 Parking Concerns – Kelly Road Near Hospital Smoking Area.  

Attached to the agenda is a staff report on this issue.  The report states: 

 

“During the discussion, Administration was informally asked to send a letter to the 

Smooth Rock Falls Hospital requesting their cooperation in reminding staff and 

visitors that parking along the roadway for the purpose of smoking is discouraged 

as it creates a traffic hazard.” 

 

“In this particular case, the hospital has indicated that under the Smoke-Free 

Ontario Act, 2017, smoking and vaping are prohibited anywhere on hospital 

property, including outdoor grounds and parking lots. As a result, some individuals 

who wish to smoke may leave hospital property and temporarily stop along nearby 

roadways. This situation is common across Ontario hospitals, where municipalities 

often see people gather or stop just outside hospital property lines. 

 

For these reasons, while the installation of “No Parking” signs is technically 

possible through a by-law amendment, it may not fully resolve the behavior in 

question, as individuals may simply stop briefly rather than park.” 

 

The video for this meeting was reviewed.  This discussion starts at about 0:45:10 of the 

recording.  It started with CAO Marchand explaining that he had sent the letter to the 

hospital, and he had received an email response from them.  Essentially, the hospital 

refused to take action to curb persons from the hospital smoking on Kelly Road. 
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Councillor Pelletier spoke in response to the lack of action by the hospital.  She stated that 

she felt the hospital had not done much on her request.  She then questions if a post 

relating to the smoking was actually on municipal or hospital property and commented that 

people park on the roadway all day long.  Mayor Roberts also participated in the 

conversation, but to a lesser degree than Councillor Pelletier.  The conversation 

continued, and at 0:49:43 of the recording, Councillor Pelletier stated: 

 

“Next time you know what, I’m going to hit the lead…I find they have no respect 

for the road or anybody that’s walking…” 

 

Shortly after this statement, Councillor Pelletier explained that in one event, there was a 

pickup truck pulled up alongside another vehicle with the windows down, and the 

occupants were talking.  She parked behind the pickup truck and waited until he left.  She 

stated that she could have gone around the truck, but they were sitting in the middle of 

the road. 

 

The meeting recordings by the municipality are of poor quality.  At several points, they are 

difficult to impossible to understand.  The meeting quote above is one of these instances.  

It is difficult to understand what Councillor Pelletier said when she said: “…hit the lead…”.  

Councillor Pelletier was asked to confirm what she said, and on May 21, 2026, she 

provided the following by email: 

 

“Yes, that is pretty much close to what I said, because I almost hit one on the winter 

icy road coming out of the driveway without making any stop at their stop sign. I 

had to switch last minute in the opposite lane just to prevent this. The way it came 

out probably was not properly phrased but I would not be the one to actually hit 

someone on purpose. But on the spot saying what I said yes it’s pretty close …” 

 

Analysis 

 

The allegation is that Councillor Pelletier breached 6.1 and 11.2 of the Code of Conduct 

for Council Members & Members of Local Boards, which reads: 

 

6.1 Professionalism and Civility 

 

“Members shall conduct themselves with civility, professionalism, and respect at 

all times when communicating or interacting with members of the public, fellow 

Members of Council, staff, and other stakeholders of the Municipality.” 

 

11.2 Prohibition Against Improper Influence  

 

Members shall not leverage their position, status, or authority to:  
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Influence the decisions for the private advantage or non-pecuniary interest of themselves, 

their family members, or associates…Secure preferential treatment or benefits for 

themselves or others that are inconsistent with fair and ethical decision-making practices.  

 

The allegation of “improper influence” relates to Councillor Pelletier being a close resident 

to the hospital and raising the issue of smokers on the road as her own issue.  The 

allegation is that she used her position of authority on Council to advance her own 

personal interests.   

 

Kelly Road is a main artery in the municipality of Smooth Rock Falls.  It leads directly off 

Highway 11 and is the access to the only hospital in the community.  There are many 

residential and commercial interests on this road or in close proximity to the hospital.  To 

be clear, Councillor Pelletier is not the only individual who resides on Kelly Road, and she 

raised an issue that would be common to any resident in that area or anyone travelling on 

the public roadway.   

 

Councillor Pelletier also framed her concern as one of public safety.  There was nothing 

personal about the way she raised the issue.  She also did not attempt to influence the 

matter, other than to ask staff to send a letter to the hospital and raise the issue with them. 

 

With regard to her comments on March 16, 2026, Councillor Pelletier was not happy about 

the response Council had received from the hospital about the smokers on Kelly Road.  In 

her response, she indicated that she was “…going to hit the lead.”  We, on a balance of 

probabilities, find that Councillor Pelletier did make this statement. 

 

Finding 

 

Based on a balance of probabilities, the allegation that Councillor Pelletier, on March 16, 

2026, in some way engaged in improper influence contrary to section 11.2 of the Code of 

Conduct during the March 16, 2026, meeting of Council is unsubstantiated. 

 

Based on a balance of probabilities, the allegation that Councillor Pelletier breached 

section 6.1 of the Code of Conduct by making uncivil or unprofessional comments during 

the March 16, 2026, meeting of Council is substantiated. 

Recommendations on Penalty 

 

It is our role as Integrity Commissioners for the Town of Smooth Rock Falls to make 

determinations on the allegations of misconduct made against elected officials.  Our 

inquiry has determined that the following allegations of misconduct have occurred. 
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Councillor Rochon 

 

Councillor Rochon breached section 5(1)(b) of the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act during 

the February 2, 2026, meeting when she participated in a meeting of Council after 

declaring her deemed pecuniary interest in the matter being considered, which involved 

her employer. 

 

The integrity commissioner is required by the MCIA to refer such a matter to the court for 

determination of a breach of the MCIA.  If the Integrity Commissioner decides not to take 

the matter to court, they must publish their reasons. 

 

Sections 8 and 9 of the MCIA provide that: 

 

8 (1) An elector, an Integrity Commissioner of a municipality or a person demonstrably 

acting in the public interest may apply to a judge for a determination of the question of 

whether, 

(a)  a member has contravened section 5, 5.1, 5.2 or 5.3; or 

(b)  a former member contravened section 5, 5.1, 5.2 or 5.3 while he or she was a 

member. 

 

If the court finds there is a breach of the MCIA, it is then the court’s jurisdiction to impose 

a penalty. 

 

9 (1) If the judge determines that the member or former member contravened section 5, 

5.1, 5.2 or 5.3, the judge may do any or all of the following: 

1.  Reprimand the member or former member. 

2.  Suspend the remuneration paid to the member for a period of up to 90 days. 

3.  Declare the member’s seat vacant. 

4.  Disqualify the member or former member from being a member during a period 

of not more than seven years after the date of the order. 

5.  If the contravention has resulted in personal financial gain, require the member 

or former member to make restitution to the party suffering the loss, or, if the party’s 

identity is not readily ascertainable, to the municipality or local board, as the case 

may be.  
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We will NOT be referring this matter to the court for determination and/or penalty involving 

Councillor Rochon.  Our decision is based on the following: 

 

Mitigating and Aggravating Factors 

 

We find there are no aggravating factors to consider beyond the misconduct itself.  The 

conduct by Councillor Rochon is at the very lowest end of the spectrum when it comes to 

conflict of interest, even though these matters are inherently serious.  Councillor Rochon 

did not personally benefit in any way from her conduct; her conduct did not appear to 

influence the discussions of Council in any meaningful way, and it occurred during a one-

time meeting and was not prolonged or persistent in nature.  To Councillor Rochon’s credit, 

she was very cooperative with our inquiry. 

 

We are also mindful of Justice Gareau’s decision in Pearce (Town of Elliot Lake v. Pearce, 

2021 ONSC 1851).  This case is very similar to the one involving Councillor Rochon.   

 

Pearce was a member of a body (ELNOS - a community development agency) while a 

member of the Elliot Lake municipal Council.  He participated in a meeting with Council 

members regarding financial matters for ELNOS.  Pearce’s misconduct was more serious 

than that of Councillor Rochon in that he participated vigorously and attempted to influence 

the direction of Council.  This particular matter involved a payment to ELNOS of 

$30,000.00.  Justice Gareau stated at paragraph 39 the following: 

 

“In my view, the finding that the respondent was in breach of section 5() and (2) of 

the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act and a reprimand by the court for that breach 

is adequate punishment that meets the ends of justice on the facts of this case.” 

 

The inquiry adopts the position of Justice Gareau in Pearce. 

 

Councillor Rochon has since resigned her position as councillor for the town of Smooth 

Rock Falls.  As such, Council has no ability to impose a penalty or sanction in this matter.  

As Integrity Commissioner, we are able to refer this matter to the court for determination, 

including penalty.  In light of the relative minor nature of the breach, the cooperation by 

Councillor Rochon and given the jurisprudence from Justice Gareau, we find that this 

matter has been concluded and will not be referring it to the courts. 

 

Had Councillor Rochon not resigned from Council, the inquiry would still not have referred 

this matter to court.  The guidance provided by Justice Gareau in Pearce would have been 

followed.   
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Councillor Pelletier 

 

On March 16, 2026, Councillor Pelletier breached the Code of Conduct for Council 

Members & Members of Local Boards by not leaving the closed session of Council. 

 

This event relates to Councillor Pelletier remaining in a closed session of Council while 

matters relating to her brother were discussed.   

 

Further, on March 16, 2026, Councillor Pelletier breached section 6.1 of the Code of 

Conduct by making uncivil or unprofessional comments. 

 

This conduct relates to Councillor Pelletier saying during the meeting of Council that she 

was “…going to hit the lead.”  This referred to pedestrians or vehicles on Kelly Road who 

were smokers from the Smooth Rock Hospital. 

 

Mitigating and Aggravating Factors 

 

With regard to remaining in the closed session meeting, the evidence indicated that she 

removed herself from the table and did not participate in the discussions.  Councillor 

Pelletier reported that remaining in the meeting was inadvertent, thinking she only had to 

remove herself from the table.  The evidence also demonstrated that Councillor Pelletier 

had conflict of interest training and Council had recently reviewed the procedural bylaw 

governing this issue.  The fact that Councillor Pelletier had specific training on this matter 

and had recently reviewed the procedural bylaw for Council is an aggravating factor to be 

considered on penalty. 

 

The comment about striking persons smoking near Smooth Rock Falls hospital is a one-

time comment that was obviously made out of frustration and not malice by Councillor 

Pelletier. The comments by Councillor Pelletier are at the very lowest end of the spectrum 

of severity. We consider the nature of the remarks and the fact that they were not repeated 

at the meeting or ongoing at future meetings a mitigating factor towards penalty.    

 

There is no information before the inquiry to believe that Councillor Pelletier has engaged 

in other misconduct other than what is dealt with in this report.  This is a mitigating factor 

towards penalty.   

 

The conduct of remaining in the meeting about her brother, although it is a conflict of 

interest under the Code of Conduct for elected officials, is at the lowest end of the 

spectrum seen in other matters by the inquiry.  The fact that the conduct involves a conflict 

of interest is an aggravating factor to be considered towards penalty. 

 

Councillor Pelletier's also fully cooperated with the inquiry.  This is a mitigating factor 

towards penalty. 
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The inquiry is also cognizant of the tenets expressed in Pearce by Justice Gareau and 

adopts them regarding penalty in the matters involving Councillor Pelletier’s conduct.  

Although in Pearce it was a breach of the MCIA and the facts were much more serious 

than the facts involving Councillor Pelletier, Justice Gareau’s decision in Pearce provides 

guidance a in the present matter.  The inquiry finds that Councillor Pelletier’s conduct was 

much less serious than that of Pearce, and this is a mitigating factor towards penalty. 

 

Recommendation on Penalty 

 

The two findings of misconduct by Councillor Pelletier fall under Council’s Code of 

Conduct and not the MCIA.  As such, the penalty or discipline to be imposed on Councillor 

Pelletier is at the discretion of Council.  The following are the options available to Council: 

 

Code of Conduct 

 

18.1 Penalties Imposed by Council  

 

When Council receives a report from the Integrity Commissioner confirming that a 

Member has violated the Code of Conduct, Council may impose one or more of 

the following penalties:  

 

Reprimand  

Issuing a formal reprimand to the Member as an official record of misconduct.  

 

Suspension of Remuneration  

Suspending the remuneration paid to the Member for their services as a Member 

for a period of up to ninety (90) days.  

 

Council shall consider the nature, severity, and frequency of the violation when 

determining the appropriate penalty. 

 

19.1 Council-Imposed Corrective Actions  

 

Upon receiving a recommendation from the Integrity Commissioner, Council may 

impose one or more of the following corrective actions or remedial measures, 

requiring the Member to:  

 

Issue a Formal Apology  

Provide a written or verbal apology to the affected parties or Council, 

acknowledging the misconduct and committing to improved conduct in the future.  

Restitution or Reimbursement  
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Return property or provide reimbursement equivalent to its value or money spent, 

where applicable.  

 

Committee Membership Restrictions  

Be removed from, or not appointed as, Chair of any committee of Council.  

Compliance with Additional Corrective Measures  

 

Comply with any other remedial action or corrective measure deemed appropriate 

by the Integrity Commissioner.  

 

Council shall consider the severity, frequency, and nature of the misconduct when 

determining appropriate corrective actions.  

 

The Code of Conduct requires the Integrity Commissioner to recommend a penalty to be 

imposed.  This is a recommendation only.  Council must decide on a just penalty for 

Councillor Pelletier. 

 

Based on the totality of the facts surrounding the misconduct by Councillor Pelletier, we 

recommend; 

 

1. For the matters involving the closed session meeting on March 16, 2026, where 

she remained in a closed session of Council where matters involving her brother 

were discussed, the inquiry recommends a penalty of a written reprimand. 

2. For the matters involving comments made regarding the smokers on Kelly Road 

during the open session of Council on March 16, 2026, the inquiry recommends 

an apology from Councillor Pelletier. 

Conclusion 

 

We would like to thank all the participants in this matter. Their cooperation in this inquiry 

is appreciated.   
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Appendix A – Credibility Assessments 

 

Credibility and Reliability  

 

To make findings, the inquiry had to assess the credibility and reliability of the parties.  The 

credibility of a person’s evidence differs from its reliability.  Credibility relates to the 

sincerity and truthfulness of the witness. Reliability relates to the factual accuracy of the 

witness’s testimony and the party’s ability to accurately observe, recall and recount the 

events. 

 

Someone can be credible (i.e., honest) but provide unreliable evidence.  A person may be 

credible in certain respects but not others.  But if they are not credible, their evidence 

cannot be reliable. 

 

To assess credibility, we consider 

 

▪ Whether or not the individual has firsthand knowledge of the situation 

▪ Whether or not the individual had an opportunity to observe the events 

▪ Whether or not the individual may have bias or other motive 

▪ The individual’s ability to clearly describe events 

▪ Consistency within the story  

▪ The attitude of the individual as they are participating 

▪ Any admission of dishonesty1 

 

Reliability can be impacted by factors such as whether someone is objective or may be 

biased in some way. 

 

 

Reliability and Perception 

 

In assessing the reliability of the information provided, we considered not only what each 

party reported but also how their perceptions may have shaped those reports. People do 

not always interpret events neutrally; personal experiences, stress, and workplace 

dynamics can influence how actions are perceived and described. 

 

In some instances, we observed a tendency to view others’ actions as intentionally 

negative or personally directed, even when there were plausible explanations rooted in 

routine oversight or procedural requirements (attribution error). This pattern can affect the 

reliability of a person's interpretation, especially when similar intent is attributed across 

unrelated incidents. 

 

 
1 Faryna v. Chorny (1951), [1952] 2 D.L.R. 354 (B.C.C.A.), at Para 10, 11.  Alberta (Department of Children and 
Youth Services) v. A.U.P.A. (2009), 185 LAC (4th) 176 (Alta.Arb.) 
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With this in mind, we make findings of credibility and reliability for each of the parties 

below.  

 

Mayor Patrick Roberts 

 

Mayor Roberts was interviewed on all the allegations.  His evidence was straightforward 

and believable.  His evidence was also supported by video and documentary evidence.  

He did have some difficulty providing dates when certain matters occurred; however, that 

did not impact his credibility. 

 

We find that Mayor Roberts is a credible witness with some diminished reliability.  Overall, 

the inquiry accepts Mayor Roberts’ evidence as truthful. 

 

Respondents  

 

Councillor Denise Pelletier 

 

Councillor Pelletier was interviewed on all the allegations.  Her evidence was 

straightforward and self-deprecating regarding remaining in the closed session of Council.  

There were no noted lapses in her evidence, and the evidence she provided was found to 

be both credible and reliable. 

 

We find that Councillor Pelletier is a credible and reliable witness and accept her evidence 

as truthful. 

 

Councillor Angèle Rochon 

Councillor Rochon was interviewed, and the evidence she provided was supported by the 

video evidence.  The evidence she provided about her own matter was found to be both 

credible and reliable. 

 

We find that Councillor Rochon is a credible and reliable witness and accept her evidence 

as truthful. 
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