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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: 06/04/2024
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 contacted the Police Service requesting officers attend their residence for a
landlord/tenant complaint. The complainant terminated a lease agreement for prospective tenants
and they still had the keys and were refusing the leave the property.

The RO attended with a witness officer (WO) and the complaint was investigated. The prospective
tenants returned the keys and left the property.

The complainant initiated a LECA complaint alleging the RO was unprofessional by laughing and
fist bumping with the subjects of the complaint. The complainant reported the RO showed bias
against them due to being friends with the subjects outside of the professional setting.

The complainant also alleged the RO refused to verbally trespass the subjects when requested by
the complainant.

The complainant indicated they would be open to an early resolution if the RO drafted a written
apology. This early resolution recommendation was unsuccessful. As a result, an investigation
into the two allegations was referred to the Professional Standards Branch of the Service.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

1. Conduct that Undermines the Public Trust- Section 10 of Ontario Regulation 407/23 made
under the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019. (RO1)

2. Failure to perform their duties without lawful excuse - Section 19 of Ontario Regulation 407/23
made under the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019. (RO1)

Decision and Reasons

1. Conduct that Undermines the Public Trust- Section 10 of Ontario Regulation 407/23 made
under the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019. (RO)

The RO admitted to fist bumping the subject of the complaint one time when the subject extended
their fist as a form of thanking the officer for their time. The WO did not observe the fist bump,
however noted nothing remarkable about the interaction between the subjects and the RO. The
WO was in the presence of the subjects of the complaint for the duration of the call. The RO had
never met the subjects before, either personally or professionally. The RO's alleged conduct did
not undermine the public trust and the complaint was unsubstantiated.

2. Failure to perform their duties without lawful excuse - Section 19 of Ontario Regulation 407/23
made under the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019. (RO)

The complainant contacted police to have the prospective tenants removed from the property and
the police were successful in achieving this end. There was no evidence gathered to indicate the
complainant explicitly requested the RO to verbally trespass the subjects from the property. The
allegation the RO failed to perform their duties without lawful excuse is unfounded and the
complaint was unsubstantiated.
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