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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: 02/28/2025
Type of Investigation:
Referred to Same Service:(®  Referred to Other Service: O Retained by LECA:Q

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant advises that approximately one year prior to contacting police, she provided wood
materials valued at approximately $1,000 to a woodworking store front business. After a lengthy
period of no contact, the complainant learned that the store had gone out of business. The
complainant has been unable to contact the business owner to retrieve the wood that belongs to
her. The complainant consulted with ‘a dozen law firms’ and paralegal service providers and was
told that the circumstances constitute theft by the business owner. The complainant called police to
initiate a criminal investigation into the theft of her materials. The complaint alleges that two officers
determined that the circumstances of the incident dictated that the matter was not criminal in nature
and should be pursued by the complainant through civil court process. The complainant believes
that this conclusion was not accurate and constitutes misconduct, specifically neglect of duty.

The complainant further alleges that a police communicator committed misconduct by speaking to
her in a rude, dismissive and discriminatory manner during the conversation. The complainant
alleges that when the police communicator learned that the complainant resides on Saugeen First
Nation, he stated ‘don’t worry the reserve will take care of you’, during the process of trying to divert
her call to the Ontario Provincial Police and that this constituted misconduct in the form of
discrimination.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 - Neglect of Duty s. 19 O.Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct, CSPA

Allegation 2 - Discrimination s. 5 O.Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct, CSPA

Decision and Reasons

A review of the police occurrence, notebook entries completed by the respondent officers and the
dispatch audio recording of the conversation between the complainant and police communicator
(civilian employee) confirmed that on December 17, 2024 the complainant contacted police to
initiate a theft investigation.

The civilian police communicator made an initial assessment that the circumstances of the incident
were not criminal and he advised the complainant that the issue should be brought forward in civil
court. The complainant insisted on speaking with an officer and was eventually forwarded to the
respondent officers.

Both of the respondent officers spoke with the complainant separately and concluded that the
circumstances did not constitute theft and that civil court was the appropriate avenue for the
complainant to pursue.

As part of the misconduct investigation, the writer consulted with an Assistant Crown Attorney and
was advised that the respondent officer’s interpretations and conclusions that the substantive
issue was non-criminal and best suited for recourse using the laws of simplified procedure (civil
court) was in fact accurate. The Crown Attorney further confirmed that a criminal theft charge
would not have been supported absent of specific evidence of fraud, falsehood or deceit by the
business owner. The complainant did not provide the officers at the time of her report, or in
speaking with the writer, any evidence of these three necessary factors. As such, the allegations
of neglect of duty are unsubstantiated.

The lone police employee alleged to have committed discrimination is a civilian employee and
therefore not subject to investigation under LECA. The investigation did however reveal
unsatisfactory work performance issues by the employee who has since been dealt with according
to the civilian disciplinary procedures of the police service.
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