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|| De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant alleges the RO did not tell the truth in court and that the officer's body worn
camera video differs from his notes and was unable to tell the difference. The complainant alleges
the RO perjured himself and that because of the RO’s testimony the complainant was convicted.

LECA 2024 Page 1 of 2



o

Ontario \'7

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 — Section 10. (1): A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that
undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.

It is alleged that RO lied under oath, during testimony at a Provincial Offences Trial involving the
Complainant. Further, that the testimony of RO caused the guilty verdict rendered in favour of the
court, therefore undermining the public trust in policing.

Allegation 2 — Section 31: A police officer shall not deceive or mislead any person in relation to
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|| Decision and Reasons ||

Allegation 1 — Section 10. (1): A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that
undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.

It is alleged that RO lied under oath, during testimony at a Provincial Offences Trial involving the
Complainant. Further, that the testimony of RO caused the guilty verdict rendered in favour of the
court, therefore undermining the public trust in policing. In reviewing the court transcripts, the
Body Worn Camera (BWC) footage, audio recorded statement with Complainant and RO
statement. There were some minor discrepancy’s in RO notes and testimony in regard to a
window being up or down as opposed to a door being ajar; notes and testimony in regard to a
‘warn for insurance’; None of these minor variances have anything to do with facts in issue or
conviction registered for a Highway Traffic Act offence of Failing to Stop contrary to Section 136
(1)(a). RO was truthful in his evidence provided pertaining to satisfy the elements of the offence
and was accepted by the court. Since the conviction the Complainant has received documented
evidence from the City of St. Thomas that indicated the stop sign was moved 1.5m from the
placement upon the issuance of the Provincial Offence notice. This evidence was not available at
the time of trial, however is irrelevant, as RO would not be aware the sign placement was
incorrect. Therefore; it is concluded that this allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 2 — Section 31: A police officer shall not deceive or mislead any person in relation to
the officer’s duties, the officer’'s employment or the administration of justice through any act or
omission, except to the extent required or authorized for the purpose of carrying out the officer’s
duties.

It is alleged that RO lied under oath, during testimony at a Provincial Offences Trial involving the
Complainant. Further, that the testimony of RO caused the guilty verdict rendered in favour of the
court, therefore undermining the public trust in policing. In reviewing the court transcripts, the
Body Worn Camera (BWC) footage, audio recorded statement with Complainant and RO
statement. There were some minor discrepancy’s in RO notes and testimony in regard to a
window beina uo or down as opposed to a door beina aiar: notes and testimonv.in recardtoa &
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