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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: 09/09/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleged the Respondent Officers (RO’s) failed to conduct a thorough Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) Investigation when they denied the victim their right to provide a statement, demonstrated bias towards the perpetrator, and left a child in a dangerous situation.  Furthermore, the RO’s failed to recognize the victim was suffering from a mental health crisis and did not provide her with medical attention.  
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Duty – Neglect or Omit – Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23 – Unsubstantiated
	Decision and Reasons: Duty – Neglect or Omit – Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23 – Unsubstantiated

The Complainant believed her daughter was involved in an Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) incident and that the responding officers arrested and charged her daughter when she was the victim and that the responding officers left her grandchild in the care of her father which was a dangerous for the child.  The Complainant also believed her daughter was suffering from signs of a mental health disorder and needed medical attention however the responding officers failed to take appropriate action.  

The Investigator reviewed officers reports, notes, a witness statement, the Prisoner Custody Report, Cell Block Video along with Section 266 of the Criminal Code, IPV Policy, and case law Korchinski v. Office of the Independent Police Review Director.  

The Investigator concluded the officers received evidence in the form of a statement that provided grounds to believe an indictable offence was committed and subsequently charged the Complainants daughter in accordance with the criminal code and Policy.  There was no evidence provided to the officers to indicate the Complainants daughter was the victim of an IPV incident or suffering from a mental health related illness.  


