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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: 01/26/2026
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The Complainant alleges that the Respondent Officers failed to lay charges against his neighbour
following a verbal argument and physical altercation, despite his video recording of the incident and
having called the police. Additionally, the Complainant raises issues regarding the telephone
etiquette of a police supervisor during his subsequent calls.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Conduct Undermines Public Trust - Section 10. (1)

Fail to provide identifying information upon request 13. (1)

Decision and Reasons

Section 10. (1)

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officer(s) were in the lawful performance of their
duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. The officers completed a thorough
on scene investigation, documented the event as required by (Redacted) Police Service
procedures, and spoke clearly and professionally with both the Complainant and CW1 throughout
their interaction. The Respondent Officers determined that both the Complainant and CW1 were
involved in a mutual physical altercation over their shared tenant space. The Respondent Officers
used their discretion and did not lay any criminal charges, as both parties had committed a minor
assault and the dispute had de-escalated at the conclusion of the investigation.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient
evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Section 13. (1)

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officer was in the lawful performance of their duty and
acted in accordance with all governing authorities. The Complainant advised the Investigator that
he no longer wished to pursue this misconduct allegation and did not provide any additional
evidence to support the allegation. The Investigator reviewed the voicemail message left by the
Respondent Officer and confirmed that it was cordial, professional and contained a call back
number to follow up for the Complainant.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient
evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.
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