Law Enforcement

DISCLAIMER: In accordance with the Community Safety and Policing Act and the Freedom of Information

and Protection of Privacy Act, the summary below has been de-identified to remove the personal information

of individuals, including public complainants and persons who were the subject of the investigation.

Complaints Agency Ontario

DE-IDENTIFIED SUMMARY UNDER SECTION 167(2) OF THE CSPA

Original Police Service: Date of Complaint: 03/05/2025

Type of Investigation:
Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: Q) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint

The complainant is alleging neglect of duty, the allegations are focused on a Staff Sergeant that
refuses to answer his questions on the phone, hangs up on him and will not answer the phone
when he calls the station.

The complainant also alleges misconduct against unknown Officers who had attended his
residence and called him from a blocked number. The allegations against the Officers can be
justified if the reason for contacting the complainant was lawful.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 — Neglects to do duty Section 19

A Police Officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission
would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

Itis alleged that Respondent Officer 1 did not answer the complainants’ questions on the phone and that they would subsequently not take phone calls from the complainant after the first
phone call.

Allegation 2 — Neglects to do duty Section 19

A Police Officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission
would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

It is alleged that Respondent Officer 2 attended the complainant’s residence and called him from a blocked number.

Decision and Reasons

Allegation 1 — Neglects to do duty Section 19

A Police Officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know
or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

It is alleged that Respondent Officer 1 did not answer the complainants’ questions on the phone and that he would subsequently not
take phone calls from the complainant after the first phone call.

It has been established that Respondent Officer 1 did speak to the complainant and the complainant was unreasonable and using
derogatory language. Respondent Officer 1 took a second phone call and offered to meet the complainant in person to attempt to help
them with their concerns, but the complainant declined.

Respondent Officer 1 tried to hear the concerns of the complainant, but the complainant was only concerned with giving his opinions
and berating the Police.

Respondent Officer 1 did all he could to assist the complainant on the date in question.

Based on a review and analysis of all the available information, It has been determined that there is insufficient evidence to establish
that misconduct occurred during this interaction. As a result, with respect to this allegation, the conclusion is unsubstantiated.
Allegation 2 — Neglects to do duty Section 19

A Police Officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know
or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

It is alleged that Respondent Officer 2 attended the complainant’s residence and called them from a blocked number.

It has been established that Respondent Officer 2 was investigating a Criminal Harassment complaint and had the lawful authority to
speak to the Complainant about the alleged harassment, as well as warn them to stop.

Furthermore, a review of the body camera footage shows that Respondent Officer 2 was investigating a harassment complaint made
by the staff at the Provincial Offences Office.

Based on a review and analysis of all the available information, It has been determined that there is insufficient evidence to establish
that misconduct occurred during this interaction. As a result, with respect to this allegation, the conclusion is unsubstantiated.
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