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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 
   



         

LECA Page 2 of 2 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
     

 

Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 09/22/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer (RO) laid a criminal charge against him without evidence. He asserted that the RO abused his authority, personally knew the victim, and acted in a manner he perceived as harassing. The complainant was later acquitted of the charge and believed the RO’s decision to pursue criminal charges was intended to cause him financial hardship.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 – Conduct undermines public trust Section 10 
Allegation 2 – Fail to Perform Duties Section 19 
	Decision and Reasons: The investigation proceeded with the support of the Crown Attorney, who brought the matter to trial. The threshold for reasonable grounds is significantly lower than the Crown’s burden to prove an offence beyond a reasonable doubt. While the Crown was ultimately unable to meet that higher standard, an acquittal does not automatically constitute neglect of duty by the investigating officer.

There was no evidence to support allegations that the RO acted out of spite, attempted to impose a financial burden, or had a personal relationship with the victim or his brother. The RO denied, and evidence did not support any claim of harassment or abuse of police authority. His decisions were based solely on the evidence available during the investigation.



