Law Enforcement

Complaints Agency O ntal‘io k_, '

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: 10/22/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On October 20, 2025, the Respondent Officer attended the Complainant’s residence in regard to a
‘Check Address’. On October 22, 2025, the Complainant filed an on-line complaint alleging the
officer failed to properly investigate his 'harassment’' complainant. And that the Respondent Officer
entered his apartment without permission and called him 'paranoid”.
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Ontario

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

1) Performance of Duties - Section 19 Neglect of Duty
2) Interaction with the Public - Section 10(1) Undermined Public Trust

Decision and Reasons

****Allegation #1**** Unsubstantiated

The investigation revealed the Respondent Officer was in the lawful performance of his duties and
acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

During the Respondent Officer’s investigation, he listened to the Complainant’s complaint and
sought clarification while examining physical evidence.

The Respondent Officer correctly determined that no offence had been committed and exercised
appropriate discretion.

Respondent Officer did conduct a proper investigation.

The Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds
that misconduct has occurred.

**xAllegation #2**** Unsubstantiated

Respondent Officer was in the lawful performance of his duties and acted in a professional and
empathetic manner, while offering the Complainant mental health supports.

While the Complainant did not extend a formal invitation to Respondent Officer to enter his
apartment, his conduct and lack of objection reasonably suggested that Respondent Officer’s
entry into the apartment was acceptable.

Respondent Officer’'s remarks represented an observational judgment made in good faith, guided
by his experience and the circumstances at hand, including the absence of visible leakage on the
livina_room ceilina_and the manner in which the Comnplainant was living.
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The investigation revealed the Respondent Officer was in the lawful performance of his duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

During the Respondent Officer’s investigation, he listened to the Complainant’s complaint and sought clarification while examining physical evidence.

The Respondent Officer correctly determined that no offence had been committed and exercised appropriate discretion.

Respondent Officer did conduct a proper investigation.

The Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.


****Allegation #2**** Unsubstantiated 

Respondent Officer was in the lawful performance of his duties and acted in a professional and empathetic manner, while offering the Complainant mental health supports.

While the Complainant did not extend a formal invitation to Respondent Officer to enter his apartment, his conduct and lack of objection reasonably suggested that Respondent Officer’s entry into the apartment was acceptable.
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