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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: 
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleges a pattern of harassment, intimidation and discriminatory policing by members of the Police Service, particularly the Respondent Officers.  The Complainant also alleges that the Respondent Officer 1, repeatedly targeted him by fabricating charges and using their position of authority to infringe on the Complainant’s Charter Rights. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: 1. Undermine Public Trust, s.10(1)
2. Human Rights and the Charter, s. 6(1)
3. Undermine Public Trust, s.10(1)
	Decision and Reasons: 1. Undermine Public Trust
The interactions between RO1 and the Complainant occurred only when RO1 responded to recurring calls for service involving the Complainant and his neighbour and later when RO1 assumed investigative responsibilities within the CIB. 
RO1 had only one direct interaction with the Complainant prior to 2025, namely the 2022 arrest for assault, which was supported by video evidence obtained at the scene.  Although RO1 attended a subsequent call for service in 2023, he had no contact with the Complainant during that event.  
In 2025 after being assigned to the CIB, RO1 investigated the allegation of Publish Defamatory Libel made against the Complainant.  During this investigation RO1 exercised his discretion by directing the WO’s to caution the Complainant regarding the allegation rather than proceed with charges after the Complainant placed his website on “maintenance mode”, effectively removing the public access to the content.
Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

2. Human Rights and the Charter
RO1’s involvement in the matter, arose from a complaint made by the neighbour’s daughter.  She provided RO1 with screenshots of two (2) separate websites created by the Complainant, both of which contained material she alleged was defamatory toward her and her family.  Based on that evidence, RO1 directed WO1 and WO2 to attend the Complainant’s residence and caution him regarding the offence of Publish Defamatory Libel, after attempts to reach him by telephone were unsuccessful, and to request that he remove only the content relating to the neighbour’s family.
This direction did not require or seek the removal of the entire website.  The Complainant complied with the request and voluntarily placed the website on “maintenance mode”, thereby removing it from public access.  This action was initiated by the Complainant on his own accord. 
Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

3. Undermine Public Trust
In 2023, prior to the Complainant’s arrest for Criminal Harassment and Mischief, RO2 made a clear effort to resolve the matter informally.  RO2 contacted the Complainant and provided him with an opportunity to address the concerns raised by his neighbour by repositioning the floodlight and video camera that were pointed directly at the neighbour’s residence.  This informal approach offered the Complainant a practical solution that would have avoided the need for charges. 
The Complainant refused to make any adjustments and stated that he did not care about the officer’s direction.  As a result of the Complainant’s refusal to remedy the situation, and based on the totality of the evidence, RO2 formed reasonable grounds to believe that the Complainant’s actions constituted both Criminal Harassment and Mischief, as they interfered with the neighbour’s reasonable enjoyment of their property. The Complainant was subsequently arrested and charged accordingly.
Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.


