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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: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Off
	Date of Complaint: 
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant called police to report an intimate partner violence (IPV) occurrence involving her husband which resulted in him being charged. The following day, and in the days after, she contacted police requesting the charges be dropped and the non‑ contact conditions be removed, citing her own mental health struggles. She reported that RO1 dismissed her mental health concerns, responded in a threatening manner when she could not recall certain statements, and would not lift the non‑contact conditions. The Complainant also stated she felt discriminated against because they are a black family living in a predominantly white community. The Complainant further reported she was also dissatisfied with RO2, to whom she made the same requests. She stated RO2 would not entertain her same requests which added to her frustration and sense of being dismissed.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23
	Decision and Reasons: When the Complainant contacted 911 and reported that she had been assaulted by her spouse, she described being struck, kicked, bitten, pushed against a wall, and forced to the floor. Her voice was emotional and urgent, and she requested immediate police assistance. Although she later declined to participate in further interviews or provide a formal statement, her initial account was detailed and credible. The Complainant’s 911 disclosure met the threshold of reasonable grounds, defined in Canadian criminal law as facts that would lead a prudent person to believe an offence had been committed. The officers were therefore obligated to lay charges. Their conduct was consistent with [Redacted] Police Orders 2.14, which required charges to proceed where reasonable grounds exist, and that neither victims nor police can withdraw charges once laid. The officers’ refusal to accede to the Complainant’s later requests was also consistent with the May-Iles Inquest of 1998, which examined an IPV homicide‑suicide and produced over 200 recommendations to strengthen Ontario’s response to IPV occurrences. The inquest emphasized mandatory charge and prosecution policies in IPV cases to protect victims who may recant under pressure or distress. While the Complainant perceived the officers’ explanations as dismissive, the evidence shows they repeatedly clarified policy requirements, emphasized her safety, and directed her to victim services and mental health supports. 

These responses reflect adherence to law and policy rather than disregard for her concerns. In this case, the officers acted within their authority, followed procedure, and prioritized victim safety, thereby upholding public trust. In her written complaint, the Complainant alleged discrimination as a black family living in a predominantly white community. She did not raise or discuss this allegation during her interview. Canadian criminal law recognizes discrimination where adverse treatment is linked to a protected characteristic, but courts generally expect a pattern of conduct or repeated interactions to establish such claims. Prior to the Complainant’s 911 call reporting an IPV occurrence, she had no documented involvement with the detachment, and the officers’ response was triggered by her own 911 request for assistance. 

The Supreme Court of Canada in R. v. Godoy (1999) held that police have a common law duty to protect life and safety, and that even an anonymous 911 call is sufficient to invoke that duty. Police are required to treat such calls as high‑priority and respond immediately, regardless of the caller’s identity or background. In this case, the Complainant’s call reporting assault obligated officers to act under that duty. Their attendance and subsequent actions were therefore not discretionary but mandated by law and policy. Given that the Complainant herself initiated the police response, and there was no prior history of adverse treatment or repeated interactions with members of the detachment, there is no evidence to support the allegation of discriminatory policing. 

The officers’ actions were consistent with their legal duty to respond to emergency calls and did not reflect discriminatory conduct. In reviewing Section 10 of the Community Safety and Policing Act, Ontario Regulation 407/23, and comparing it to the evidence obtained from witnesses and records, there was no indication that RO1 or RO2 conducted themselves in a manner that undermined public trust.


