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|| De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant alleges the RO neglected his duty.

The complainant states that they made arrangements and temporarily gave their dog to a family to
take care of. When they went to visit the dog and took him back, police were called for assistance.
When police arrived, the complainant provided the paperwork, including the agreement and other
documents. The officer understood that they were not stealing the dog.

During their initial conversation the RO pressured the complainant to return the dog and tried to
intimidate them by threatening arrest. The RO originally promised that he would assist the
complainant in seeing their dog but then advised that there was nothing he could do and that it
wasn’t the police’s responsibility.

The complainant believes this was because the woman who took their dog works for- They
also believe the RO provided incorrect information.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

CSPA OREG Section 19 Neglect Duty

|| Decision and Reasons

This investigation has revealed the officer was in the lawful performance of their duties and acted
in accordance with all governing authorities. Respondent Officer 1 conducted a thorough at scene

investigation and made the appropriate decision for the dog to be returned to CM1 who had
possession prior to the meeting with the Complainant.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient
evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.
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