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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: 02/10/2025
Type of Investigation:

Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: ) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant alleged that the officer failed to adequately respond to his concerns following a
trespassing incident involving two individuals associated with a prior altercation. He was frustrated
by the officer’s lack of follow-up, delayed communication, and perceived unwillingness to lay
charges under the Trespass to Property Act. Despite multiple attempts to reach the officer and her
supervisor, he felt ignored and unsupported,

He also claimed the officer had not clearly explained the scope of non-communication cautions or
provided sufficient guidance on legal remedies, leading him to incur legal costs unnecessarily.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Neglect of Duty — Section 19, CSPA Regulation 407/23

Failure to caution all involved parties following a community altercation.

Failure to lay charges under the Trespass to Property Act (TPA) after two individuals entered the
complainant’s property.

Lack of communication and responsiveness, particularly after the complainant received a Peace
Bond summons.

Decision and Reasons

The investigation determined:

The officer issued cautions only to the three individuals directly involved in the altercation, which
was consistent with legal thresholds and (Redacted) policy.

The officer reviewed the trespassing allegation and concluded the individuals were acting under
lawful authority as Board members, and no reasonable grounds existed to lay charges.

Communication records showed the officer made multiple attempts to respond to the complainant,
provided guidance on legal processes, and referred him to her supervisor, who also attempted
contact.

The evidence did not support a finding of willful neglect or serious carelessness. Therefore, the
allegation of Neglect of Duty under Section 19 of the CSPA was found to be unsubstantiated.

LECA Page 2 of 2



	Police Service: [ ]
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 02/10/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that the officer failed to adequately respond to his concerns following a trespassing incident involving two individuals associated with a prior altercation. He was frustrated by the officer’s lack of follow-up, delayed communication, and perceived unwillingness to lay charges under the Trespass to Property Act. Despite multiple attempts to reach the officer and her supervisor, he felt ignored and unsupported, 

He also claimed the officer had not clearly explained the scope of non-communication cautions or provided sufficient guidance on legal remedies, leading him to incur legal costs unnecessarily.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Neglect of Duty – Section 19, CSPA Regulation 407/23

Failure to caution all involved parties following a community altercation.
Failure to lay charges under the Trespass to Property Act (TPA) after two individuals entered the complainant’s property.
Lack of communication and responsiveness, particularly after the complainant received a Peace Bond summons.
	Decision and Reasons: The investigation determined:

The officer issued cautions only to the three individuals directly involved in the altercation, which was consistent with legal thresholds and (Redacted) policy.

The officer reviewed the trespassing allegation and concluded the individuals were acting under lawful authority as Board members, and no reasonable grounds existed to lay charges.

Communication records showed the officer made multiple attempts to respond to the complainant, provided guidance on legal processes, and referred him to her supervisor, who also attempted contact.

The evidence did not support a finding of willful neglect or serious carelessness. Therefore, the allegation of Neglect of Duty under Section 19 of the CSPA was found to be unsubstantiated.


