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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: 06/13/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleged the Respondent Officer failed to complete an unbiased investigation, the occurrence report was filled with inaccuracies, and there was an unfounded description of the Complainant’s conduct. Further, the Complainant was concerned about how the information was presented to the Crown Prosecutor.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Duty-Mislead - Sec 31 CSPA Reg. 407/23
	Decision and Reasons: The Complainant alleged her neighbour committed Mischief - Property Damage. The Complainant expressed concerns the Respondent Officer did not investigate properly (Neglect) or adequately present the evidence (Mislead) when consulting with the Crown Prosecutor regarding the viability of laying a charge.

The available evidence was clear the Respondent Officer attended the scene, spoke with both involved parties, made observations, and consulted the Crown Prosecutor. Based on the circumstances and legal guidance, the Respondent Officer determined a criminal charge was not warranted. The investigation was thorough, complete, and conducted according to policy and generally accepted best practices.

There was no available evidence to indicate the Respondent Officer misrepresented the results of the investigation when consulting with the prosecutor.

After a comprehensive review of applicable legislation, evidence, witness statements, and conduct standards, there was no indication of Duty – Neglect or Omit, or Duty – Mislead. Consequently, all allegations against the officers were unsubstantiated.


