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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 
   


	Chief's Decision Letter -Firlotte
	Investigative Report
	Deidentified Summary

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 08/04/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: Complainant alleges that responding officers neglected to do their duty by failing to investigate his allegations appropriately and charging the individual that assaulted him.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Neglect To Do Duty - 19 of the Code of Conduct, Ontario Regulation 407/23, Community Safety and Policing Act of Ontario.


	Decision and Reasons: The complainant accused RO1 of lying about attending his address in the morning. Investigation determined that RO1 had attended the wrong address. GPS data confirmed that the officer was in close proximity of the complainants address for approximately an hour, and made attempts to make contact with the complainant until the complainant temporarily canceled the call for service.

The officer attending the wrong address in error does not rise to the level of misconduct.

The complainant alleges that RO2 did not appropriately investigate his allegations and charge the suspect that assaulted him.

An investigation was conducted and surveillance video was reviewed that indicated that the suspect did not assault the complainant, and the complainant had committed the offence of theft under $5000. Discretion was utilized in not charging the complainant.



