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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: 10/11/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleged he called police and reported an ex-partner had committed mischief in relation to the Complainant's property he left behind at the matrimonial home. The Complainant provided video evidence of the property being damaged which was captured from the ex-partner's Instagram account.  The police conducted an investigation and concluded there was insufficient evidence to lay charges. The Complainant disagreed with the conclusion of the officer and contacted the officer's supervisor. A Crown consultation occurred and it was determined no charges would be laid and the matter was civil in nature. The Complainant alleged the investigating officer and the Supervisor were negligent. The Complainant alleged sex-based discrimination and bias. The Complainant believed that if the gender roles were reversed, the situation would have been handled differently, and charges would have been pursued.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

Human Rights-Fail to Treat Person - Sec 5 CSPA Reg. 407/23

Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23
	Decision and Reasons: 1) Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

The investigating officer spoke with the Complainant and obtained details of his complaint. The officer collected and reviewed evidence and attended the home of the ex-partner, cautioned them for the offence of mischief and obtained utterances. The video did not afford evidence of identity and there was conflicting information on ownership of this sign. The officer was unable to form reasonable grounds to lay a charge and advised the Complainant who disagreed. The officer then sought guidance from a Sergeant and consulted a Crown who deemed the matter civil in nature. The Complainant was provided alternative options to seek assistance through a private information and/or family court. 

The investigator reviewed the occurrence, officer's reports, notes, electronic evidence and the history of the parties. The investigator considered Policy on Intimate Partner Violence investigations and the Criminal Code offence of mischief. The investigator concluded the officer completed the investigation in accordance with Policy and the Crown supported the matter was civil in nature and not criminal. 

2) Human Rights-Fail to Treat Person - Sec 5 CSPA Reg. 407/23

The Complainant alleged sex-based discrimination and bias. There was no evidence the Respondent Officers said or did anything specific to support his belief, yet it was his perception based on his interactions with both officers and the outcome. 

The investigator concluded the officers’ actions were consistent with  policy and Criminal Code standards, not influenced by the gender of the complainant.  The officer acted within policy, maintained professionalism, and made decisions based on evidence and legal guidance.

3) Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23

The investigator concluded both officers relied on objective evidence and the Crown consultation to guide their decisions. The investigation found no conduct by either officer that would reasonably be interpreted as discriminatory or in violation of the Code of Conduct.


