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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:Q

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

Between May 16, 2025 and May 17, 2025 the complainant was involved in a harassment
investigation.

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent officers did not properly investigate the harassment
and cautioned her for an offence that she had not committed.

Further the Complainant alleged that during the investigation one of the Respondent Officers called
her at a late hour and left a voicemail without leaving identifying information, specifically the
officer's name and badge number.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Section 19 - Performance of Duties - failing to conduct a full investigation
Section 13 - Interactions with the Public - officers providing identification

Decision and Reasons

Section 19 - Performance of Duties - failing to conduct a full investigation - Unsubstantiated

The Investigator relied on the reports filed by the officers that attended the scene of the
investigation as well as the follow-up reports filed by criminal investigators.

The Complainant submits she was cautioned for an offence she did not commit and officers did
not fully investigate the matter. In this case two separate criminal investigators, from two separate
police stations looked into this matter, both investigators spoke to all the involved parties on
multiple occasions. Both the investigators independently determined that the evidence provided
by the involved parties did not create reasonable and probable ground that a criminal offence had
occurred. Investigators even utilized translators for involved parties who first language was not
English to ensure there were no barriers in communication. There is no standard of proof
prescribed in law when cautioning someone for an offence and it is a action used by officers to
inform involved parties of an investigation that has not met the standard of proof for criminal
charges.

Section 13 - Interactions with the Public - officers providing identification - Unsubstantiated

By reviewing Body Worn Camera evidence captured by the Respondent Officer it was found the
the officer did not leave their name or badge number on a voicemail left for the complainant.
Leaving identifying information for the Complainant would have been helpful but failure to leave
the information does not constitute misconduct. The Respondent officer made note of the phone
call as well as recorded it using their Body Worn Camera showing intent to properly record the
occurrence. Failing to leave their name and badge number was an oversight by the officer but
was not done for any malicious purpose. Further, the Complainant was not disadvantaged in any
way by the first officer not identifying themselves as multiple other officers made contact with the
Complainant to continue the investigation.
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