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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: 04/14/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: It is alleged that on July 3, 2024, the Respondent Officer  spoke to the complainant in a manner that undermines public trust.


	Code of Conduct Allegations: Interactions with the Public – CSPA O. Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct:

Section 10: A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing
	Decision and Reasons: The investigation determined that the Respondent Officer made a genuine effort to rectify the situation with the complainant by speaking with the complainant in person. The investigation found that although the conversation did not align with the complainant’s beliefs, the respondent officer conducted themselves in a professional manner and remained respectful and courteous, despite the disagreement. T

he complainant also submitted that the respondent officer told him that he was not sympathetic towards the complainant because it was Canada Day. 


The case law under the predecessor Code of Conduct established that discreditable conduct or conduct that is likely to undermine public trust in policing, is made out where a reasonable member of the community, fully informed of the facts, would conclude that the conduct would likely bring disrepute to the police service if made public.13

The Respondent Officer attended the complainant's residence to speak with the complainant in person, to explain their actions on the night of the incident.    The conversation was candid conversation, there was no use of profanity.  Although the complainant felt offended by the Respondent Officer there was no evidence to suggest that the Respondent Officer had any intention to offend the complainant.   

This does not amount to conduct that is likely to undermine public trust in policing and would not bring the police service into disrepute if made public.


