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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: 10/16/2025
Type of Investigation:

Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: ) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On August 31, 2025, the complainant received a phone call and alleges the officer did not and
refused to identify themselves, their investigation was a misuse of police resources, and the phone
call caused her distress.
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Ontario

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019, S.0. 2019, c. 1, Schedule 1 Code of Conduct for
Police Officer: Ontario Regulation 407/23.

This regulation sets out the code of conduct with which every police officer must comply.
Allegation #1

Interactions with the Public

—~ ) A~ LN e ta . —_

Decision and Reasons

Allegation #1

Interactions with the Public

Section 13 (2) Fail to Provide ldentification

While acting in the course of their duties, a police officer shall, upon request, provide their name,
badge number and the name of their police service to any member of the public in a manner
reasonable in the circumstances that allows the member of the public to identify the officer, unless

the officer has reason to believe that doing so would undermine the safety of an individual

« It is alleged the Respondent Officer failed and refused to identify themselves during a phone call
conversation

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1)

Finding: This investigation has revealed RO1 was in the lawful performance of their duties and
acted in accordance with all governing authorities. RO1 responded to a call for service, conducted
an on-scene investigation, and concluded their investigation with all parties agreeing to a new
date and time and in return deescalated the dispute.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded there is insufficient evidence
to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.
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While acting in the course of their duties, a police officer shall, upon request, provide their name, badge number and the name of their police service to any member of the public in a manner reasonable in the circumstances that allows the member of the public to identify the officer, unless the officer has reason to believe that doing so would undermine the safety of an individual 

• It is alleged the Respondent Officer failed and refused to identify themselves during a phone call conversation          

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1

Interactions with the Public 

Section 13 (2) Fail to Provide Identification   

While acting in the course of their duties, a police officer shall, upon request, provide their name, badge number and the name of their police service to any member of the public in a manner reasonable in the circumstances that allows the member of the public to identify the officer, unless the officer has reason to believe that doing so would undermine the safety of an individual 

• It is alleged the Respondent Officer failed and refused to identify themselves during a phone call conversation          
         
Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 

Finding: This investigation has revealed RO1 was in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. RO1 responded to a call for service, conducted an on-scene investigation, and concluded their investigation with all parties agreeing to a new date and time and in return deescalated the dispute. 

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.




