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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 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 04/10/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: Allegation #1 – Duty – Neglect or Omit by RO1 

The complainant alleged that RO1 neglected or omitted their duty by not conducting a complete and thorough investigation into the reported fraud.

Allegation #2 – Public – Undermine Public Trust by RO2 

The complainant alleged that RO2 acted in a manner that undermined public trust by speaking to the complainant in a rude, confrontational, and unprofessional manner during a telephone conversation regarding the fraud complaint.

Allegation #3 – Duty – Neglect or Omit by RO2 

The complainant alleged that RO2 neglected or omitted their duty by failing to properly address, investigate, or take action regarding the fraud complaint.

Allegation #4 – Public – Undermine Public Trust by RO3 

The complainant alleged that RO3 acted in a way that would undermine public trust by showing bias against the complainant while investigating a threats complaint.  

	Code of Conduct Allegations: RO1
Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

RO2
Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23 

RO3
Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1 – Neglect or Omit Duty by RO1

The complainant alleged that RO1 neglected or omitted to do their duty by failing to conduct a complete and thorough investigation into the fraud complaint.

Section 19 of Ontario Regulation 407/23 under the Community Safety and Policing Act provides that a police officer shall not fail to perform their duties without lawful excuse where they know, or reasonably ought to know, that their actions or omissions would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

The evidence showed that RO1 responded to the complaint on June 30, 2025, and immediately commenced an investigation into the allegations of fraud involving the local fire department. RO1 attended the residence of the complainant and obtained information from the complainant and a family member, reviewed and photographed the documents provided, and remained at the residence for over an hour gathering relevant information. RO1 subsequently conducted follow-up inquiries with a municipal administrator, who advised that both internal and independent third-party reviews of the payroll process had been completed and had identified no evidence of fraud, mismanagement, or missing funds.

In assessing the complaint, RO1 considered whether the available evidence supported the offence of fraud as outlined in section 380 of the Criminal Code. RO1 reviewed the information provided by the complainant, including concerns regarding payroll discrepancies. The evidence revealed that a previous payroll discrepancy involving a family member of the complainant had been identified and corrected by the municipality. However, no evidence was provided demonstrating intentional deception, fraudulent activity, or personal financial gain by the departmental supervisor. RO1 therefore determined that there were no reasonable grounds to believe that a criminal offence had occurred.

In R. v. Storrey, [1990] 1 S.C.R. 241, the Supreme Court of Canada held that reasonable and probable grounds must exist from both a subjective and objective perspective. The officer must personally believe that grounds exist and that belief must be justifiable from the perspective of a reasonable person placed in the same circumstances. Applying those principles, the evidence supported that RO1 assessed the information available and reasonably concluded that there were no reasonable grounds to believe a fraud offence had been committed. In the absence of such grounds, RO1 had no authority to arrest, charge, or compel the production of additional records.

The decision in Gottschalk v. Toronto Police Service established that neglect of duty is not an absolute liability offence and requires more than mere dissatisfaction with an officer's performance. There must be evidence of wilfulness or a degree of neglect sufficient to elevate the conduct from a performance issue to misconduct. In this matter, there was no evidence that RO1 ignored relevant information, failed to investigate the complaint, or deliberately avoided taking investigative steps. To the contrary, the evidence demonstrated that RO1 responded to the complaint, gathered information from all available sources, conducted follow-up inquiries, reviewed the available evidence, and communicated the findings to the complainant.

To substantiate an allegation of neglect or omit duty, it must be established that RO1, without lawful excuse, neglected or omitted to perform a duty. While the complainant disagreed with the outcome of the investigation and believed that additional investigative steps should have been taken, the evidence did not support a finding that RO1's investigation was inadequate or that RO1 failed to perform their duties. Rather, the evidence established that RO1 conducted a thorough and professional investigation and made a determination based on the available evidence and the totality of the circumstances.

Therefore, after reviewing the applicable legislation, the evidence of the complainant, the evidence of RO1, and the relevant occurrence materials, there is insufficient evidence to establish that RO1 neglected or omitted their duty. Accordingly, the allegation of Neglect or Omit Duty is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #2 – Undermine Public Trust by RO2

The complainant alleged that RO2 acted in a rude, confrontational, and unprofessional manner during a telephone conversation regarding the outcome of the fraud complaint. The complainant alleged that RO2 raised their voice, interrupted the complainant, refused to listen to the complainant's concerns, and attempted to discourage the complainant from pursuing the matter.

Section 10 of Ontario Regulation 407/23 under the Community Safety and Policing Act prohibits conduct that would undermine or is likely to undermine public trust. In addition, OPP Order 6.10.4 requires members to conduct themselves professionally, maintain their composure during difficult interactions, and treat members of the public with respect and fairness.

The evidence showed that RO2 contacted the complainant on July 13, 2025, after reviewing the fraud investigation completed by RO1. During the conversation, the complainant expressed strong disagreement with the conclusion of the investigation and repeatedly demanded that criminal charges be laid. RO2 explained that the investigation had been reviewed and that there were insufficient grounds to support a criminal fraud charge. RO2 further explained the legal requirement that police must have reasonable grounds before charges can be laid.

While the complainant believed RO2 was rude and confrontational, there is no independent evidence to support that allegation. RO2 consistently maintained that RO2 remained professional, listened to the complainant's concerns, explained the investigative findings, and outlined alternative options available to the complainant, including the ability to lay a private information before the court. RO2's account was also consistent with the supplementary report contained within the RMS occurrence.

The evidence supports that RO2 reviewed the investigation, listened to the complainant's concerns, explained the reasons that criminal charges would not be pursued, and advised the complainant of alternative legal avenues available. OPP Order 6.10.4 requires members to act with professionalism, accountability, honesty, and integrity, maintain their composure during difficult interactions, and treat members of the public with respect and fairness. Based on the available evidence, RO2's actions were consistent with these expectations and reflected a professional response to a member of the public who disagreed with the outcome of a police investigation.

The evidence further established that RO2 ended the conversation only after it became unproductive and communication had deteriorated. Police officers are not required to continue conversations that become abusive, confrontational, or prevent meaningful communication. The available evidence supports that RO2 attempted to explain the investigative decision and the applicable legal process before ending the call.

Although the complainant was dissatisfied with the outcome of the conversation and the decision not to pursue charges, dissatisfaction alone does not establish misconduct. There is insufficient evidence to support a finding that RO2 acted in a manner that was rude, disrespectful, biased, or otherwise likely to undermine public trust. Rather, the evidence supports that RO2 reviewed the investigation, communicated the outcome, explained the legal requirements for charges, and provided information about alternative legal remedies.

Therefore, after reviewing the applicable legislation, OPP Orders, the evidence of the complainant, the evidence of RO2, and the available occurrence materials, there is insufficient evidence to establish that RO2 engaged in conduct that undermined or was likely to undermine public trust. Accordingly, the allegation of Public - Undermine Public Trust is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #3 – Duty - Neglect or Omit by RO2

The complainant alleged that RO2 neglected or omitted their duty by failing to properly address, investigate, or take action regarding the fraud complaint. The complainant maintained that sufficient evidence existed to support further investigation and that RO2 improperly supported the decision not to pursue charges.

Section 19 of Ontario Regulation 407/23 under the Community Safety and Policing Act provides that a police officer shall not fail to perform their duties without lawful excuse where they know, or reasonably ought to know, that their actions or omissions would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

The evidence showed that RO2 reviewed the fraud investigation completed by RO1 before speaking with the complainant. Following the review, RO2 concluded that the investigation had been conducted properly and that the available evidence did not establish reasonable grounds to believe a criminal fraud offence had occurred. RO2 then contacted the complainant, discussed the concerns raised, explained the findings of the investigation, and provided information regarding alternative legal options available.

The evidence does not support a finding that RO2 ignored the complaint or failed to take any action. To the contrary, RO2 reviewed the occurrence, assessed the investigative steps taken by RO1, personally spoke with the complainant regarding the concerns raised, and explained why further police action was not supported by the available evidence. RO2 also advised the complainant of the process for pursuing a private information if the complainant wished to seek judicial review of the matter.

As noted in the analysis related to RO1, police officers require reasonable grounds before criminal charges can be laid or further investigative powers can be exercised. The evidence supports that both RO1 and RO2 reviewed the available information and concluded that those grounds did not exist. There is no evidence that RO2 wilfully ignored relevant information, failed to review the investigation, or neglected a supervisory responsibility.

While the complainant disagreed with RO2's assessment and believed additional investigation should have occurred, disagreement with a police decision does not, by itself, establish neglect of duty. The evidence demonstrates that RO2 performed a supervisory role, reviewed the investigation, responded to the complainant's concerns, and provided an explanation for the decision reached.

Therefore, after reviewing the applicable legislation, the evidence of the complainant, the evidence of RO2, and the relevant occurrence materials, there is insufficient evidence to establish that RO2 neglected or omitted their duty. Accordingly, the allegation of Duty - Neglect or Omit is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #4 – Undermine Public Trust / Bias by RO3

The complainant alleged that RO3 acted in a biased manner and undermined public trust during the investigation of a threatening complaint. Specifically, the complainant alleged that RO3 sided with members of the local community, attempted to intimidate the complainant, and threatened to arrest the complainant if the complainant communicated with members of the local fire department or municipal governing body.

Section 10 of Ontario Regulation 407/23 under the Community Safety and Policing Act prohibits conduct that would undermine or is likely to undermine public trust. In addition, OPP Order 6.10.4 – Accountability requires employees to serve with honesty and integrity, maintain their composure in difficult situations, and treat members of the public in an impartial manner when responding to problems and delivering services.

The evidence did not support the complainant's allegation that RO3 acted with bias or improperly sided with the department representative. Prior to attending the complainant's residence, RO3 met with the department representative and reviewed the text message that prompted the complaint. After assessing the message, RO3 advised the department representative that while the wording was concerning and could be perceived as threatening, it did not constitute a criminal threat. RO3 explained that the message could reasonably be interpreted as referring to civil or criminal court proceedings rather than a threat of violence. This assessment demonstrated that RO3 independently evaluated the evidence rather than simply accepting the department representative's interpretation of the message.

The evidence further established that RO3, accompanied by WO1, attended the complainant's residence to discuss the complaint. Upon arrival, the complainant voluntarily exited the residence and spoke with the officers. RO3 explained the purpose of the attendance and advised that RO3 was investigating the text message complaint only. When the complainant raised concerns regarding the alleged fraud investigation, RO3 clarified that the matter was being handled by RO1 and that RO1 would follow up separately. The evidence showed that RO3 remained focused on the complaint under investigation and did not become involved in matters outside RO3's responsibility.

RO3 advised the complainant that the wording of the text message was approaching the threshold of a criminal threat; however, RO3 clearly informed the complainant that no criminal offence had been identified. RO3 further advised the complainant that the department representative no longer wished to receive communications from the complainant and directed that any legitimate concerns regarding the local fire department be communicated through a municipal administrator. RO3 also informed the complainant of the right to attend the courthouse and lay an information if the complainant wished to pursue the allegations independently. These actions were consistent with conflict resolution, public safety, and providing information regarding available legal remedies.

The account provided by RO3 was corroborated by the evidence of WO1, who witnessed the entire interaction. WO1 reported that the complainant acknowledged sending the text message, that RO3 explained the reason for police attendance, and that the interaction remained calm and professional throughout. WO1 did not observe any threatening, intimidating, abusive, or biased behaviour on the part of RO3. WO1 further observed that both officers clearly explained the direction being provided and that the complainant understood the information provided.

There was no evidence that RO3 favoured the department representative, discriminated against the complainant, or failed to treat the complainant impartially. Rather, the evidence demonstrated that RO3 independently assessed the complaint, exercised discretion in determining that no criminal offence had occurred, explained the applicable legal processes to both parties, and took reasonable steps to prevent further conflict. RO3's actions were consistent with the expectations set out in OPP Order 6.10.4 – Accountability and were not conduct that would undermine public trust.

Therefore, after reviewing the applicable legislation, OPP Orders, the evidence of the complainant, the duty notes and occurrence records of RO3, and the corroborating evidence of WO1, there is insufficient evidence to establish that RO3 engaged in conduct that undermined or was likely to undermine public trust. Accordingly, the allegation of Public – Undermine Public Trust is unsubstantiated.



