RECEIVED et Ontario (7
By galloch at 3:14 pm, Jan 21, 2026

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: 11/19/2024
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 alleged misconduct of the handling of multiple investigations. As part of her
complaint, she alleged that her vehicle was damaged and had believed that it was damaged by a
women who has been harassing for her years. The initial officer who attended that mischief
completed a thorough investigation however alleged officers failed to followup or act on information
she provided to what believed she believed would assist to form grounds for arrest.

Further, the complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer (RO) acted unprofessionally during an
Intimate Partner Investigation, citing she was rude, yelled and came to her house contrary to her
previous request to other officers.

And further that the complainant alleged that she was assaulted by a neighbor and the respondent
officers who attended failed to thoroughly investigate and while they interacted with her, acted in a
way that undermined her public trust in the police.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

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

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

Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Req. 407/23

Decision and Reasons

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

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

The evidence confirms that the RO was not responsible for the initial investigation regarding the
complainant’ s damaged tires. However, he conducted two other investigations involving the
same individual. The complainant had filed multiple complaints against the same “ suspect”
over several months, which were assigned to various officers. It was alleged that she provided
information to “ an officer” to assist in forming grounds for mischief related to her vehicle;
however, she could not identify who she spoke to, when this occurred, or what information her
witness provided. In one of his investigations, the RO relied on a statement the complainant had
given to another officer, along with evidence she supplied, including video, photos, and text
messages. The RO followed policy in relation to the threats investigation he was assigned. Thee
evidence shows that the complainant had multiple calls for service and interactions with several
officers regarding various allegations against "suspect” and that there was no evidence to support
allegations of misconduct.

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

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

The evidence did not support that the RO acted uncivilly to the complainant during her interaction.
The RO was assigned an IPV investigation and followed appropriate policies and procedures.
There was nothing to support that the RO had sworn, yelled or screamed or purposely ignored
her request not to attend. Further, the RO appropriately investigated IPV and was lawfully placed
while interacting with the complainant. There is no evidence to support the allegations of
misconduct.

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

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

The evidence did not support the two RO who attended and investigated the "neighbor dispute
(assault) allegation together failed to investigate appropriately. The had attempt to corroborate
allegations, seeking evidence and canvassed all persons, including non biased witnesses. The
did not form grounds to arrest contrary to the complainant desires. During their interaction the

LECA Page 2 of 2



	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 11/19/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged misconduct of the handling of multiple investigations. As part of her complaint, she alleged that her vehicle was damaged and had believed that it was damaged by a women who has been harassing for her years. The initial officer who attended that mischief completed a thorough investigation however alleged officers failed to followup or act on information she provided to what believed she believed would assist to form grounds for arrest.

Further, the complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer (RO) acted unprofessionally during an Intimate Partner Investigation, citing she was rude, yelled and came to her house contrary to her previous request to other officers.

And further that the complainant alleged that she was assaulted by a neighbor and the respondent officers who attended failed to thoroughly investigate and while they interacted with her, acted in a way that undermined her public trust in the police. 


	Code of Conduct Allegations: 

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

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



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

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





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

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



Public-Uncivil - Sec 12 CSPA Reg. 407/23


	Decision and Reasons: Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23
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The evidence confirms that the RO was not responsible for the initial investigation regarding the complainant’s damaged tires. However, he conducted two other investigations involving the same individual. The complainant had filed multiple complaints against the same “suspect” over several months, which were assigned to various officers. It was alleged that she provided information to “an officer” to assist in forming grounds for mischief related to her vehicle; however, she could not identify who she spoke to, when this occurred, or what information her witness provided. In one of his investigations, the RO relied on a statement the complainant had given to another officer, along with evidence she supplied, including video, photos, and text messages. The RO followed policy in relation to the threats investigation he was assigned. Thee evidence shows that the complainant had multiple calls for service and interactions with several officers regarding various allegations against "suspect" and that there was no evidence to support allegations of misconduct.
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The evidence did not support that the RO acted uncivilly to the complainant during her interaction. The RO was assigned an IPV investigation and followed appropriate policies and procedures. There was nothing to support that the RO had sworn, yelled or screamed or purposely ignored her request not to attend. Further, the RO appropriately investigated IPV and was lawfully placed while interacting with the complainant.  There is no evidence to support the allegations of misconduct.
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Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

The evidence did not support the two RO who attended and investigated the "neighbor dispute (assault) allegation together failed to investigate appropriately. The had attempt to corroborate allegations, seeking evidence and canvassed all persons, including non biased witnesses. The did not form grounds to arrest contrary to the complainant desires. During their interaction the complainant believed they were acting in a way that broke her trust, not taking her serious or arriving to her house forthwith. The evidence does not support the alleged behaviors that would support the allegations of misconduct on either allegation and they had followed investigated based on the evidence available. Their actions did not rise to the level of misconduct, but debriefing to the officers was recommended through their supervisors on provided additional supports that would have been appropriate with similar investigations. There is no evidence to support the allegations of misconduct.




