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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: 10/08/2024

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 was arrested and charged with the sexual assault of his daughter by the
Respondent Officer. The Complainant alleged a neglectful investigation had occurred. He also felt
the Respondent Officer was unprofessional during a follow up conversation with his wife regarding
a statement; and after his matter concluded when he and his wife attended the detachment and
requested complaint forms and his supervisor's contact information.

The Professional Standards Investigator determined the Respondent Officer conducted a proper
investigation, concluding there were grounds to arrest and charge the Complainant with criminal
offences with respect to the sexual assault of his daughter. There was insufficient information to
support the Respondent Officer made inappropriate comments or laughed at the Complainant or
his wife at any time during the investigation. Nor was there evidence the Respondent Officer failed
to provide the Complainant with complaint forms to the Complainant or his wife.

No misconduct was identified involving the Respondent Officer during the investigation.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Neglect of Duty - Sec. 2(1)(c) PSA Reg. 268/10

Discreditable Conduct - Sec. 2(1)(a) PSA Reg. 268/10

Duty — Neglect or Omit — Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

Public — Undermine Public Trust — Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23

Decision and Reasons

Neglect of Duty - Sec. 2(1)(c) PSA Reg. 268/10

There was no evidence to support the Respondent Officer failed to properly investigate the
criminally offences reported to the police by the Complainant's daughter or lay the appropriate
criminal charges.

Discreditable Conduct - Sec. 2(1)(a) PSA Reg. 268/10
There was insufficient evidence to support the Respondent Officer was unprofessional during his
telephone conversation with the Complainant's wife.

Duty — Neglect or Omit — Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23
There was insufficient evidence to support the Respondent Officer was unprofessional during his
interactions with the Complainant and his wife while at the detachment.

Public — Undermine Public Trust — Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Reasonable grounds could not be formed to believe the Respondent Officer purposely failed to
provide complaint forms to the Complainant or his wife.
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