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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: 05/22/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The Complainant alleged that he reported an assault allegation from 2023 to the Police Service. He
alleged Respondent Officer #1 and Respondent Officer #2 neglected their duties by not following
through with a proper investigation.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Performance of Duties - O/Reg. 407/23 - Sec. 19
Undermines Public Trust - O.Reg. 407/23 - Sec. 10(1)

Decision and Reasons

Allegation 1 - Performance of Duties - O.Reg. 407/23 - Sec.19: The Complainant alleges that the
Respondent Officers did not follow up with his assault allegations against his business partner.

Conclusion: Respondent Officer #1 did speak with Complainant about the alleged assault and
submitted a report. Approximately a full year had passed since the incident. Respondent Officer
#1 used her discretion and gave the Complainant advice to seek a peace bond or private
information. Respondent Office #1 provided a series of factors that supported her decision to
utilize her discretion. Respondent Officer #2 did not speak with the Complainant, he contacted
Complainant's business partner to get her version of events for the incident to ensure fairness in
the investigation. It was determined the actions and decisions undertaken by the Respondent
Officers were reasonable in the circumstances.

Allegation 2 - Undermines Public Trust - O.Reg. 407/23 - Sec. 10(1): It was alleged that by
neglecting to pursue an assault investigation, the Respondent Officer's actions may undermine
public trust in policing.

Conclusion: It was determined that the Respondent Officer's did consider this investigation
objectively and without bias. From their interviews it is clear they were performing their duties in
good faith.
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