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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: 09/08/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant states that during an incident that occurred on June 1, 2026, the Respondent officer provided the Children’s Aid Society of Lambton County (CAS) with false information regarding her son and granddaughter in his general report. In doing so the Respondent Officer acted in an unprofessional manner and was discriminatory towards her son. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 –Conduct undermines public trust in policing. Sec 10. CSPA O. Reg 407/23
A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.

It is alleged that the Respondent Officer willfully and knowingly provided the Children's Aid Society (CAS) with untruths and disinformation in his General Report that was forwarded to the CAS.  

Allegation 2 –Discrimination because of race.  Sec. 5 Ontario Human Rights Code
Every person has a right to equal treatment with respect to employment without discrimination because of race, ancestry, place of origin, colour, ethnic origin, citizenship, creed, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, gender expression, age, record of offences, marital status or disability.

It is alleged that the Respondent Officer's general occurrence report is racially motivated, frivolous and vexatious.  


	Decision and Reasons: The Complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer sent a report to the Children's Aid Society that contained false and fabricated information and caused undue hardship to the Complainant and her granddaughter.  The Complainant also alleged that the wording of the report was discriminatory towards her son. 

A review of the Respondent Officer's report, duty report and notes was conducted, as well as a review of the witness officer's duty report and notes.  The general report was professionally written, within departmental standards and was void of any discriminatory language.  The officer was also found to have conducted himself in a professional manner, even when the Complainant's  intoxicated son was yelling obscenities at the officer and he didn't retaliate.  An interview conducted with the Complainant also found that the report was accurate, although she felt it wasn't.  The Complainant's issue was with the CAS and that the report was sent to them.  She was then subjected to a line of questioning from them, she felt caused hardship to her and her granddaughter.  It was explained to her that it was an issue she would have to deal with CAS and not the police. 
 
The allegations of undermining the public trust and discrimination are unsubstantiated.  

The Complainant did  however point out the issue that if officer hadn't dropped off her intoxicated son outside of her building, the incident could have been avoided.  The Respondent Officer didn't breach any Policy or Code of Conduct, but should have verified that the Complainant's intoxicated son was welcome to stay with her until he was sober.  The officer will be spoken to regarding proper care of an intoxicated person. 
  


