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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: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 05/10/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant had two grandchildren. The complainant suspected that her grandchildren had been physically and sexually abused. The complainant reported this tot he Police . 
The RO was working in the  Sexual Assault and Child Abuse Unit. 
The RO reviewed the file. The discontinued the investigation with no criminal charges laid. 

The complainant alleged the RO was neglectful in his investigation, by not conducting a thorough and fulsome investigation. 

Further, the complainant alleged that the RO referred the file to the Children Aid Society without providing complete and detailed report to the CAS. 

 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: 10 Conduct undermines public trust 
19 Fail to perform Duty 
	Decision and Reasons: The complainant reported the allegations of abuse to Children Aid Society, who in turn notified the Ottawa Police Service. 
The RO, as mandated by the  policy, conducted the investigation in partnership with the CAS. 

The CAS worker attended the children's home the same day as the report was made by the complainant. The CAS worker interviewed witnesses, made observations of the children and their injuries, and conducted a thorough investigation of the allegations. 

The RO did not withhold any pertinent information from the CAS. 

The children were seen by a Family Doctor who determined that the marks on the children were due to eczema and found no evidence of abuse. 

The children, age 2 and 4 at the time, were non-verbal and unable to provide any evidence in terms of statements. 

The RO correctly relied on the evidence provided by the CAS, and concluded the investigation as there was no evidence to warrant a different outcome. 


