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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 
   


	Chief's Decision Letter -Palin
	Investigative Report - Palin
	Confidential Witness List - Palin
	De-identified Summary

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 08/22/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that the officer failed to investigate an assault that the complainant reported to the officer.  
	Code of Conduct Allegations: 1) Conduct Undermines Public Trust - sec 10(1) CSPA Reg. 407/23
2) Neglects to do Duty - sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23 
3) Failed to Comply with Procedures set out by the Chief of Police - sec 27 CSPA Reg. 407/23

	Decision and Reasons: The respondent officer took the information from the complainant.  The respondent officer photographed the cut under the complainant's eye and took an audio statement from the complainant.  

The respondent officer then went to speak with CW #1, and under caution, CW #1 provided a different account of events, stating that the complainant attacked CW #1.  CW #1 had injuries to their face and arms.  

The respondent officer looked for a way to corroborate either account, but there were no witnesses and no video surveillance to the incident.  

The respondent officer investigated the assault allegation, which led to no charges being laid.  

With the information available throughout the course of the investigation, it was determined there were no grounds to substantiate the allegations made by the complainant.  There was no basis for substantiating any misconduct by the respondent officer.  


