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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: 09/16/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer conducted a negligent investigation into the theft of cannabis from their residence and subsequently failed to provide follow-up information despite repeated requests.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

	Decision and Reasons: Evidence Overview Context of Initial Call (November 2, 2024):
The evidence indicates the Respondent Officer’s primary focus during the call for service was domestic dispute-related events. The Complainant clearly stated they did not wish for a criminal theft charge to be laid against the involved party. The Complainant did not provide a detailed description of the stolen cannabis, its location, or the manner in which it was taken. The Complainant acknowledged their primary request was for a wellness check on the involved party.

Conflicting Evidence:The Complainant asserted they provided the Respondent Officer with a timeline related to the alleged theft and requested that CCTV footage be obtained to support the investigation. These claims are disputed by the Respondent Officer, who stated they were unaware of any CCTV footage or its relevance given the circumstances.

Follow-Up Allegations:It is further alleged the Respondent Officer failed to provide the Complainant with an investigative finding regarding the missing cannabis and did not respond to repeated requests for follow-up between November 2024 and May 2025.

Contact Attempts:The Complainant claimed to have contacted the detachment on four occasions between November 2024 and February 2025 without receiving follow-up. In contrast, the Respondent Officer stated they received no direct calls, messages, or requests for contact during that period. The Respondent Officer noted that during a February 2025 call for service, they interacted with the Complainant, and no discussion regarding the cannabis theft occurred. The Respondent Officer was away from the office between May 2 and July 11, 2025. Upon returning on July 15, 2025, they observed two emails dated May 10 and May 15, 2025, requesting contact with the Complainant. By that time, the Complainant had already filed a public complaint.

Policy Compliance and Findings
A review of (Intimate Partner Violence Occurrence) confirmed the Respondent Officer complied with policy requirements. The evidence indicates the Respondent Officer prioritized the domestic dispute investigation. Although the Complainant did not wish charges to be laid, the Respondent Officer contacted the involved party and ultimately found insufficient evidence to support a theft allegation. Based on the available information, there is no indication the Respondent Officer failed to investigate appropriately or was aware of the Complainant’s attempts to follow up. The Respondent Officer completed all investigative steps available at the time and acted in accordance with policy.

Conclusion: The allegation of Neglect of Duty is unsubstantiated.



