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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: 07/10/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant and other family members who are mental health workers, were concerned for the wellbeing of the Complainant’s son and contacted the police. The Respondent Officer attended the Complainant's residence with a Social Worker from the Canadian Mental Health Association. The Complainant reported that she was concerned that her son was going to harm himself or other family members and requested he be taken to the hospital for a psychiatric assessment. The Complainant’s son was not taken to the hospital based upon the observations of the Respondent Officer and the Social Worker.Two days later, the Complainant’s son jumped from a bridge. He survived his injuries and was admitted to a local hospital. The Complainant alleges the Respondent Officer neglected his duty by not taking her son to the hospital and if he had done so, her son's jump from the bridge would have been preventable.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019Ontario Regulation 407/23 Section 19: A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately. 
	Decision and Reasons: Upon careful review and analysis of all available information, including the officer's Body Worn Camera footage, there is insufficient evidence to believe the Respondent Officer had reasonable and probable grounds to apprehend the Complainant's son under Section 17 of the Mental Health Act.Therefore, the allegation against the Respondent Officer was deemed to be unsubstantiated.


