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|| De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The Complainant alleges on April 8, 2024, they reported a historical sexual assault that occurred
during a flight from Cuba to Toronto in November 2007/2008, along with threats made at Pearson
Airport in Toronto. The Complainant filed a police report and provided evidence and witnesses. The
complainant’s case was transferred to the Special Victims Unit. The Complainant alleges, on April
26, 2024, they spoke to the assigned investigator (RO#1) over the phone, who was being rude,
abrupt and condescending. The complainant alleges RO#1 made inappropriate comments about
the complainant's mental health and was dismissive. The complainant stated that RO#1 refused to
interview them, stating that locating the individuals involved would be impossible and indicated they
could not locate the suspect. RO#1 dismissed the complainant's witnesses and refused to
cooperate. The complainant alleges they tried emailing RO#1 for more information and updates,
and it was largely ignored.

The complainant alleges between June 3-7, 2024 a case review was conducted in partnership with
the police service and an external agency. RO#1 and their Supervisor (RO#2) were present during
this review. The external agency requested access to the complainant’s case multiple times and
RO#2 allegedly denied access to the complainant’s file on the grounds that it was transferred.

Despite acknowledging that RO#2, was identified in the complainant’s report via a photo, RO#2
insisted there was no file to review. The complainant stated there is a conflict of interest with RO#2
due to their personal connections to the individuals named in the complainant's police report and
the fact that they themselves was identified in the report.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

1. Improper Use of Position S.16(1) CSPA
2. Conduct Undermines Public Trust S.10(1) CSPA
3. Deceive or Mislead S.31 CSPA

|| Decision and Reasons

In conclusion, there is insufficient evidence to reasonably conclude RO#1 or RO#2 committed
misconduct in relation to their handling of the case and/or interactions with the complainant.

RO#1 and RO#2 acted within the guidelines of the law and ||| lFoicies ano
Procedures.

Though there are no audio recordings from the call between RO#1 and the complainant to prove
or disprove the complainant's claim of verbal abuse by RO#1. The subsequent email
communications do not support the claims made by the complainant.

The complainant's claim that RO#1 refused to interview her is not supported by evidence. The
complainant’s claim that RO#1 and RO#2 interfered with the investigation and transfer to the
police service of jurisdiction in the matter, is not supported by evidence. It was communicated to
the complainant via email, the steps in the investigation at each juncture.

This investigation has found a lack of evidence to support what the complainant has claimed in
their complaint. Therefore, based on a review and analysis of the available information, the
investigation has determined that there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct
occurred.
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