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:
Type of Investigation:
Referred to Same Service:(®  Referred to Other Service: ) Retained by LECA:Q

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The Complainant alleges that the Respondent Officer failed to conduct a fulsome investigation and
lay appropriate charges against the landlord, and that the Respondent Officer's actions were
discriminatory and racist.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 of 2 — Neglect to do a Duty — Section 19

Allegation 2 of 2 — Contravention of Human Rights Code — Section 5(1)

Decision and Reasons

Allegation 1 of 2 — Neglect to do a Duty — Section 19

The Respondent Officer had a duty to investigate the allegations made by the Complainant. The
Respondent Officer conducted an appropriate investigation, which included speaking with
involved parties and witnesses, and requesting potential video evidence. The investigation did
not subjectively or objectively result in reasonable grounds to lay criminal charges against any
involved parties. The Respondent Officer erred by not notifying the Complainant that the
investigation was being closed rather than transferred to another officer. However, this error did
not breach the standard of care and cross the line from a performance issue to misconduct.

Allegation 2 of 2 — Contravention of Human Rights Code — Section 5(1)

The Respondent Officer’s conduct remained within the bounds of a justifiable investigative
process. The decision to not lay charges was based upon the non-discriminatory explanation of
insufficient evidence to develop subjective and objective reasonable grounds to believe the
allegations of assault. The social context of this police interaction were considered and
determined any adverse impact experienced by the Complainant were due to evidential limitations
and the Respondent Officers conduct was in compliance with the principles of investigative
neutrality.
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	Decision and Reasons: Allegation 1 of 2 – Neglect to do a Duty – Section 19 

The Respondent Officer had a duty to investigate the allegations made by the Complainant.  The Respondent Officer conducted an appropriate investigation, which included speaking with involved parties and witnesses, and requesting potential video evidence.  The investigation did not subjectively or objectively result in reasonable grounds to lay criminal charges against any involved parties.  The Respondent Officer erred by not notifying the Complainant that the investigation was being closed rather than transferred to another officer.  However, this error did not breach the standard of care and cross the line from a performance issue to misconduct.  

Allegation 2 of 2 – Contravention of Human Rights Code – Section 5(1)  

The Respondent Officer’s conduct remained within the bounds of a justifiable investigative process.  The decision to not lay charges was based upon the non-discriminatory explanation of insufficient evidence to develop subjective and objective reasonable grounds to believe the allegations of assault.  The social context of this police interaction were considered and determined any adverse impact experienced by the Complainant were due to evidential limitations and the Respondent Officers conduct was in compliance with the principles of investigative neutrality. 






