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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: 06/17/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant requested a police wellness check regarding her adult child, citing concerns related to alleged threatening communications, past criminal matters, mental‑health issues, and the possible presence of a child. The complainant alleged that the responding officer failed to properly assess risk, did not personally advise her of the outcome of the wellness check, and entered inaccurate or misleading notes. The complainant further alleged that, during a subsequent telephone inquiry, a civilian member spoke to her in a loud and belligerent manner and accused her of improperly seeking access to her adult child’s personal information.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation # 1 - Unsubstantiated:
Neglect of Duty (Section 19, Ontario Regulation 407/23)

Allegation # 2 - Unsubstantiated:
Conduct Undermining Public Trust (Section 10, Ontario Regulation 407/23)
	Decision and Reasons: Allegation # 1 - Unsubstantiated:
Neglect of Duty (Section 19, Ontario Regulation 407/23)

The allegation was unsubstantiated, as there is no legal obligation to disclose the outcome of a wellness check involving an adult third party, and the evidence (including notes and Body Worn Camera footage) did not support claims of neglect or inaccurate documentation.


Allegation # 2 - Unsubstantiated:
Conduct Undermining Public Trust (Section 10, Ontario Regulation 407/23)

The allegation was unsubstantiated, as there was no corroborative evidence (such as recordings or witnesses), and CM1 denied engaging in unprofessional conduct. Advising on privacy limitations was found to be consistent with statutory obligations.


