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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: 07/08/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On Tuesday, June 24, 2025, the Complainant was involved in a motor vehicle collision on [street names], in the City of Toronto.

No injuries resulted from the collision; however, significant property damage resulted.  911 was called, but police did not attend the scene.  

On June 25, 2025, the Complainant attended the [location] at [street name], to report the collision.  

The Complainant re-attended the [location] on July 3, 2025, to provide further evidence related to a third vehicle that was alleged to have failed to remain at the scene.

The Complainant asserted that the Respondent Officer (RO1), a Constable responsible for taking reports at the [location], failed to acknowledge or record the evidence provided by the Complainant. 

The Complainant maintains that RO1 dismissed his explanation regarding the role and involvement of the third vehicle, and instead threatened to charge the Complainant with Careless Driving.

The Complainant alleges RO1 was unprofessional, intimidating, and discouraging during their interaction, and neglected to act on the additional evidence that was tendered.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Undermine Public Trust, Section 10(1), Community Safety and Policing Act

Neglect of Duty, Section 19, Community Safety and Policing Act

	Decision and Reasons: The conduct investigation included review of the Complainant's original submission and follow up interview with the conduct investigator.  An independent Civilian Witness was also interviewed.

Statements were obtained from the Respondent Officer and an identified Witness Officer.

A reviewed of the precipitating incident, a motor vehicle collision report made by the Complainant, was also conducted and an expert witness was consulted.

The investigation failed to reveal any evidence the Respondent Officer was uncivil, profane, or disrespectful during his interaction with the Complainant, nor that he placed himself or the police Service in disrepute.  

It is clear the Complainant disagreed with the Respondent Officer's assessment of the evidence related to the collision report and the expected follow up investigation.

Based on the totality of available informatoin however, the Respondent Officer correctly assessed the evidence, and the collision report was documented in accordance with Service Procedure and Legislative requirements.  






