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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 -Pugh
	Investigative Report - Pugh - approved
	Confidential Witness List - Pugh
	De-identified Summary Pugh

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 09/27/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer used unprofessional language with the complainant and allowed CW #2 to enter onto their property and illegally retrieve property.  



	Code of Conduct Allegations: Respondent Officer #1
- Conducted them self in a manner that undermined public trust in policing - sec 10(1) CSPA Reg. 407/23
- By act or omission, failed to perform duties appropriately without lawful excuse - sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

	Decision and Reasons: The complainant locked CW #2 out of a garage that was being rented for storage on a rental property.  CW #2 attended to retrieve tools; however, could not enter the garage.  As CW #2 was attempting to get into the garage, the complainant called police.  

The Respondent Officer attended the rental property and spoke with the complainant and CW #2.  

The Respondent Officer advised both parties the matter was civil and needed to handled accordingly.  The complainant believed the denial of entry was founded under the Repair and Storage Liens Act.  Upon review of the Repair and Storage Liens Act, Residential Tenancies Act and Commercial Tenancies Act, it was determined there was no act that properly addressed this issue and needed to settled in civil court.  

The Respondent Officer told the complainant that both parties were having "a pissing match."  The complainant believed the Respondent Officer used offensive language.  The language used by the Respondent Officer did not rise to the level of misconduct, as it was minor in nature.  

There was no basis for substantiating any misconduct by the Respondent Officer.  
 


