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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: 08/25/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged [removed] Constables Respondent Officer #1, Respondent Officer #2 neglected their duty to enforce a Family Court Order; and further alleged the officers acted unprofessionally during a telephone call.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Duty Neglect or Omit – Sec 19 Ontario Regulation 407/23 be Unsubstantiated
Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 Ontario Regulation 407/23 be Unsubstantiated
	Decision and Reasons: Duty Neglect or Omit – Sec 19 Ontario Regulation 407/23 be Unsubstantiated:
The investigation has shown the complainant acted in accordance with a 2016 CFSA – Custody Agreement, which stated, “the respondent…shall only be permitted to take the child… within the [removed] and [removed] Region. Should he wish to take the child outside of [removed] or [removed] he must obtain written consent" from the complainant. Further police intercepted the complainant's ex-boyfriend and their daughter within the jurisdictional boundaries of [removed] Region which confirmed he did not violate the territorial / geographical restrictions identified. This, notwithstanding the mutually agreed pick-up location in [removed] within the [removed], which was not specifically governed by the Order. Further, it is clear from the evidence that the officers involved responded to, diligently investigated the allegation, assessed and ensured the safety of the complainant's daughter and updated the complainant on the action taken.

Based on reasonable grounds, the evidence does not support the allegation that the Respondent Officers neglected or omitted to perform their duties without lawful excuse. The allegation of Duty Neglect / Omit levied against the Respondent Officers is unsubstantiated.  


Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 Ontario Regulation 407/23 be Unsubstantiated:
The evidence has shown the complainant's daughter was not “kidnapped” but rather she was lawfully in the care of her father, who reported Respondent Officer #1 was pleasant when he spoke with his daughter. The investigation has shown the complainant was afforded an opportunity to view Respondent Officer #1's BWC footage and immediately acknowledged he was not rude or disrespectful to her daughter.

The investigation has demonstrated a Witness Officer was present and overheard the telephone exchange between Respondent Officer #2 and the complainant. Further, there is no evidence to support Respondent Officer #2 was rude or otherwise unprofessional during the telephone call with the complainant. Alternatively, it was the complainant whose behavior changed for the worse when she was informed police would not apprehend her daughter from the child's father.

Based on reasonable grounds, the evidence does not support the allegation that the Respondent Officers conducted themselves unprofessionally, or in a manner that undermined public trust when they interacted with the complainant and her daughter. As such, the allegation of Public-Undermine Public Trust levied against both officers is unsubstantiated.



