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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: 06/17/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On January 13, 2025, at 4:20 PM, Respondent Officer Four (RO4) was dispatched to a disturb the peace call. Records Management System (RMS) occurrence, [Redacted]. The disturbance was over Complainant (Compl) picking up his children from their school bus and utilizing a neighbour’s laneway. RO4 attempted to contact Compl with negative results. RO4 had no further involvement in the incidents. At 6:55 PM, Compl called back requesting police contact him (RMS occurrence [Redacted]. Respondent Officer One (RO1) and Respondent Officer Two (RO2) were assigned the call. They contacted Compl and commenced a dispute / assault investigation which revealed reasonable and probable grounds (RPG) for assault for both Compl and Civilian Witness One (CW1). Both Compl and CW1 initially declined to proceed with charges against each other and both agreed to stop all communication. 

On January 14, 2025, Compl changed his mind and requested CW1 be charged. This resulted in CW1 also requesting Compl be charged. RO1 and RO2 conducted all necessary interviews of the witnesses involved and collected all pertinent evidence including audio and video recordings. Compl and CW1 were both arrested, charged and released on conditions. Compl was also charged with Trespass to Property Act (TPA) offences. RO2 and RO1 completed the crown brief and added 16 pieces of evidence collected including videos provided by Compl, to the Digital Evidence Management System (DEMS). Respondent Officer Three (RO3) reviewed the investigation as part of his supervisory duties. The Crown screened Compl and CW1’s charges to be resolved by Peace Bonds. On May 26, 2025, CW1 entered into a Peace Bond and his assault charge was withdrawn. On June 15, 2025, the Crown withdrew the charges against Compl, however he refused to enter into a Peace Bond. 

On June 16, 2025, Compl spoke to Respondent Officer Five (RO5) and requested a follow-up investigation (RMS occurrence [Redacted]. He alleged that CW1, Civilian Witness Four (CW4), Civilian Witness Three (CW3) and Civilian Witness Two (CW2) be charged with various CC offences relating to their involvement in the January 13, 2025, incident. RO5 conducted a review of the related occurrence and confirmed there were no RPG to charge anyone with the CC offences. Compl subsequently filed two complaints with LECA alleging RO1, RO2 were biased and RO4 and RO3, failed to conduct a proper investigation resulting in his alleged unlawful arrest. He further alleged RO5 neglected his duties for not charging the witnesses involved in the incident.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: RO2 and RO1 
Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Public-Unlawful Arrest - Sec 7 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Duty-Mislead - Sec 31 CSPA Reg. 407/23

RO5, RO4, and RO3
Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

	Decision and Reasons: RO1 & RO2 – Neglect of duty, Unlawful Arrest and Mislead
Compl alleged that RO1 and RO2 failed to conduct a proper investigation that resulted in Compl being charged with criminal and TTPA offences. RO1 was biased because of Compl’ familial relationship with CW5. RO1 and RO2 fulfilled their duties as a police officer defined in section 82 of the CSPA when they responded to the incident. There was no evidence to suggest RO1 or RO2 had any prior involvement or knowledge of the parties involved. RO1 and RO2 commenced their investigation immediately contacted Compl. There is no evidence to support the allegation that RO1 was biased in his investigation. RO1 was known in the community and had attended school with CW5 in his youth. RO1’s discussion with Compl in the presence of RO2 regarding his relationship with CW5 was solely for the purpose of building rapport and he was unaware of CW5’ criminal history at that time. 

RO1 and RO2 obtained the required statements, collected all photographic, video and audio evidence and followed up with potential witnesses at Compl’ request. This was after discussions with both Compl and CW1 who initially both agreed that neither wanted charges to be laid. Compl changed his mind and the following day he called police to request charges. Based on the totality of facts and evidence, RO1 and RO2 formed RPG that CW1 assaulted Compl when he slapped the cell phone out of Compl’ hand and Compl assaulted CW1 when he intentionally threw his body into CW1. Compl was notified of the RPG and was arrested, charged and released. RO1 and RO2 also formed RPG and charged Compl for the offence of Trespassing contrary to the TTPA when he failed to leave CW1’s driveway when directed too. Section 2(1)(b) of the TTPA states, “Every person who is not acting under a right or authority conferred by law and who, does not leave the premises immediately after he or she is directed to do so by the occupier of the premises or a person authorized by the occupier is guilty of an offence…” CW1 was the “occupier” as defined in the TTPA. Compl believed that the MTO road allowances for Hwy  gave him the authority to park in any driveway of his choice without the consent of the occupier. RO1 and RO2’s investigation determined that CW1 and the school bus company had an agreement in place to authorize Compl to park in CW1’s driveway for pick-up and drop-off purposes. If CW1 had not agreed an alternate location would have been found. Supreme Court decision R. v. McColman, 2023 determined that a driveway was not considered part of the highway, even though it was adjacent and that “private driveways are protected spaces.” CW1 revoked his consent and informed Compl who refused to leave when directed. The charges against both Compl and CW1 were reviewed and accepted by the Crown. No issues were identified with RO1 and RO2’s investigation or grounds for charges. The assaults were deemed minor in nature and set to be resolved by a peace bond which was the initial suggestion provided by the investigators. There is no evidence to suggest that RO1 or RO2 neglected their duties or unlawfully arrested Compl, the allegations are unsubstantiated.

Compl alleged that RO1 and RO2 attempted to pressure him into not proceeding with charges when RO1 spoke to him regarding peace bonds. Compl further alleged that RO1 and RO2 attempted to deceive and mislead the administration of justice when they allegedly failed to disclose Compl’ cell phone video evidence to the courts. In RO2’s statement he stated Compl himself had requested information on “restraining orders.” RO1 then providing information on peace bonds. The DEMS system confirmed that RO1 uploaded the cell phone video evidence provided by Compl on January 21, 2025. The Digital Evidence Crown Notification form dated February 10, 2025, on incident E250052243 further confirmed the 16 pieces of digital evidence collected by RO1 and RO2 were disclosed to the Crowns Office which included Compl’ cell phone videos. Therefore, there are no grounds to believe RO1 and RO2 mislead. The allegation is unsubstantiated.

RO3 – Neglect of Duty 
Compl alleged that RO3 neglected his duties as police officer when he refused to have the charges against Compl withdrawn. RO3 was RO1 and RO2' supervisor and as part of his duties he reviewed their investigation and confirmed there was sufficient RPG for Compl’ charges. RO3 spoke to Compl, informing him of his review and decision. RO3 further explained that police did not have the authority to withdraw charges that were before the courts. RO3’s actions were appropriate and there is no evidence to suggest that RO3 neglected his duties, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

RO4 – Neglect of Duty
Compl alleged that RO4 neglected her duties as a police officer when she failed to contact Compl and investigate his allegations. On January 13, 2025, at 4:25 PM, RO4 was advised there was a dispute regarding the use of a driveway and that Compl had departed the location. At 5:35 PM, RO4 placed a call to Compl but did not receive an answer. RO4 had no further involvement in the investigation as RO1 and RO2 took carriage of the investigation when Compl called back and RO4 was off duty. RO4’s actions were appropriate and there is no evidence to suggest RO4 neglected her duties, the allegation is unsubstantiated. 

RO5 – Neglect of Duty
Compl alleged RO5 neglected his duties when he refused to re-investigate and charge the victim and witnesses involved in Compl’ case. RO5 conducted a thorough review of the occurrence which included reviewing the statements, the digital evidence collected and reports. RO5's review determined there was no RPG for further CC charges related to the matter and advised Compl of such. There is no evidence to suggest that RO5 neglected his duties, the allegation is unsubstantiated.



