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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: 10/10/2025
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 alleges that his son was assaulted at a party and threatened. He alleges that the
involved officers that attended were bias and did not hold the party accountable.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

CSPA- Section 19- Neglects to do duty

Decision and Reasons

A review of the evidence including the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD), radio communications,
officers' notes, statements and the general report completed at the time, was conducted by the
PSB Investigator. There were no grounds to believe the respondent officers were neglectful or

biased in their investigation.

The Complainant alleged his son was threatened and assaulted at a party. Investigation revealed
the following:

-Complainant was not at the party in question

-police were not dispatched to the party in question

-the information the Complainant's son provided to the 911 call taker and to the reporting officer
were not consistent with the information the Complainant was providing on his son's behalf
-both the Complainant and his son contacted police several times over this incident; the
information provided by the Complainant's son to police was inconsistent and at times
contradictory

-officers spoke to the other party involved and obtained a significantly different version of events
-the Complainant's son did not want to provide a statement to the PSB Investigator

The PSB Investigator found no evidence to support the Respondent Officers had committed
misconduct. The Respondent Officers were provided with differing accounts of an event, at times
from the same person. The Respondent Officers spoke with both sides of the incident and
determined they did not have a reason to believe a criminal offence had taken place.

The allegation is unsubstantiated.
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