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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: 

Type of Investigation:  

Referred to Same Service: ☐ Referred to Other Service: ☐ Retained by LECA: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
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Decision and Reasons 
  

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Chief's Decision Letter Brown
	Investigative Report - approved
	Confidential Witness List - Brown
	Deidentified Summary

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 03/07/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant outlines that he has observed on several different occasions police sleeping in a
parking lot of a police station. The complainant states he approached three police vehicles which
were running and found two officers sleeping while on duty and another officer in a different car
watching a movie. 

The complainant states one of the officers swore at him to get the f*** out of their parking lot and alleges police now follow him to intimidate him and sit outside his home. 

The complainant also states that police have brake checked him on the road while he’s been driving in an attempt to cause an accident.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Conduct Undermines Public Trust - 10(1) of the Code of Conduct, Ontario Regulation 407/23, Community Safety and Policing Act of Ontario.

Insulting Language- 12 of the Code of Conduct, Ontario Regulation 407/23, Community Safety and Policing Act of Ontario.

	Decision and Reasons: The investigation found that all allegations were unsubstantiated. The complainant's allegations were not supported by any independent or objective evidence. Where available, GPS data, vehicle records, and duty rosters either failed to support or directly contradicted the allegations. 

The evidence established that the officers were engaged in legitimate policing duties and routine operational activities. Accordingly, there are no reasonable grounds to conclude that any officer committed misconduct or breached the applicable standards of professional conduct.


