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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: 06/25/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On April 17, 2025, a youth was involved in a physical altercation with a teacher while being
removed from a classroom at a public school. During the incident, the youth sustained bruising to
the arm. The complainant reported the alleged assault to child protection authorities and to the
local police detachment.

The complainant also reported alleged ongoing harassment by the teacher, stating that the teacher
had been observed driving past their residence following the April 17, 2025 incident. The
complainant subsequently filed a complaint with the Law Enforcement Complaints Agency (LECA),
reference E202505231808491699. The complainant alleged that Respondent Officer 1,
Respondent Officer 2, Respondent Officer 3, and Respondent Officer 4 failed to conduct an
adequate investigation, resulting in the teacher not being arrested for assaulting the youth. The
complainant further alleged investigative bias, noting that Respondent Officer 3 had a child who
attended the same school as the youth and that the teacher was acquainted with local police
members.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Duty-Neglect or Omit - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23

Decision and Reasons

The complainant alleged these officers conducted an inadequate investigation, resulting in no
criminal charges against a teacher. The evidence shows all officers met their duties under section
82 of the CSPA. Respondent Officer 1 completed initial interviews, documented injuries, obtained
statements, and transferred the file appropriately. Respondent Officer 2 reviewed all materials,
interviewed available witnesses, consulted child protection authorities, worked within consent
limitations at the school, and completed an RPG assessment. Respondent Officer 3 assisted with
witness interviews. Witness evidence showed the force used by the teacher was reasonable
under section 43 of the Criminal Code.

Respondent Officer 2’s decision that RPG did not exist for an assault charge aligned with sections
265 and 43 of the Criminal Code and with principles reaffirmed in recent case law. Allegations of
criminal harassment related to the teacher driving past the complainant’s residence were
separately investigated by other officers, who found insufficient evidence.

A later peace bond hearing also found no grounds supporting fear of injury or property damage.
Neglect of duty case law establishes that misconduct requires willfulness or gross neglect. There
is no evidence of intentional, reckless, or grossly negligent omissions by any respondent officer.
Two additional incidents raised later by the complainant had not previously been disclosed and
were found inconsistent with school policy considerations in a judicial decision.

There is no evidence that the respondent officers failed to perform their duties. The allegation of
neglect of duty is unsubstantiated.

The complainant alleged these officers were biased due to personal relationships with school
staff, including that Respondent Officer 3’s child attended the same class as the youth.
Respondent Officer 3 disclosed this immediately, and it was determined no conflict existed.
Respondent Officer 2 and Respondent Officer 3 denied any bias. Respondent Officer 4 had no
involvement in the assault or harassment investigations and was absent for much of the relevant
neriod. confirmed bv dutv notes and travel records. Resnondent Officer 4 acknowledaed knowina
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