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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.

DE-IDENTIFIED SUMMARY UNDER SECTION 167(2) OF THE CSPA
Original Police Service: Date of Complaint: 08/20/2024
Type of Investigation:

Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: ) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint

The Complainant called police to discuss a traffic complaint he was previously involved in and
subsequently spoke to the Respondent Officer (RO). He felt the RO spoke to him in an
inappropriate manner and undermined the severity of the traffic complaint. The complainant was
unhappy with the response from the RO.

LECA 2024 Page 1 of 2



Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Public-Uncivil - Sec 12 CPSA Reg. 407/28

Decision and Reasons

The Complainant called the police , to express his concerns related to a traffic complaint he was
involved in earlier. This initial traffic complaint was assigned to a different officer. The follow up
call was routed to the RO who was not involved in the investigation, but was aware of it. There
were no immediate safety concerns, follow up had been arranged and this was not a priority
event.

The Complainant felt the RO was extremely rude, spoke in an aggressive tone and undermined
the severity of the alleged dangerous driving. The Complainant felt the RO talked down to him
and was trying to assert his authority over him.

officers are held to a higher standard of conduct as set out in Chapter 6.10 of OPP Orders —
Professionalism states: "The conduct of an employee, both on and off duty is scrutinized and
applied to the police as a whole. The more professional the conduct, the higher the public's
confidence and co-operation. Similarly, this generates greater personal pride in the employee and
the police”

The RO explained that police have many priorities and if they are not dealing with his complaint
immediately, it does not mean that his complaint is not important; rather police need to prioritize
the calls for service. The RO advised that when he explains situations to members of the public
he does so in a factual manner. If he came off as blunt in this situation, it was not his intention.

The Complainant declined to participate in the investigation to provide additional information.
There are no audio recordings for the detachment phones, only phones and dispatch audio.

There is no evidence to support a claim that the respondent officer spoke to them in a manner
that would contradict Police Orders,.
The allegations were unsubstantiated.
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