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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: 2025-09-24
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant alleged that the respondent officers attempted to conceal their identities by failing
to properly complete the youth diversion contract. It was asserted that the incomplete
documentation should invalidate the youth diversion process applied to his child. The complainant
further alleged that the respondent officers provided false information when advising that the
officers had determined diversion to be the most appropriate course of action. The complainant
maintained that, under the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA), diversion is mandated for all
first-time, non-violent offences, and therefore is not a matter of officer discretion.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Conduct undermines public trust CSPA Section 10

Decision and Reasons

The evidence, which comprised of the complainant interview, respondent officers’ duty
statements, incident reports, the Youth Diversion contract, and BWC footage, does not support
the allegation that the respondent officers engaged in conduct likely to undermine public trust by
concealing identity or by misrepresenting the basis for youth diversion. First, the BWC review
confirms both officers were in full uniform with visible name tags and epaulets during their
interactions with the complainant and his child. The officers explained the diversion process,
presented the contract, and asked the complainant if he had any questions, which he declined,
facts inconsistent with an intent to obscure identity or avoid accountability. The Youth Diversion
document provided to the family did contain an omission in the “Acknowledgement of
Recommendations” area at the time of release; however, Respondent Officer 1 had signed
elsewhere on the form, and his subsequent statement credibly attributes the missing printed name
and regimental number in that section to an inexperienced administrative oversight (approximately
one month sworn and completing their first youth diversion), not to deliberate concealment. The
complainant was provided the fully complete document .

Regarding the decision to utilize pre-charge diversion, the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA)
requires police to consider non-judicial measures before commencing proceedings (warnings,
cautions, or community referrals) and sets out conditions for using extrajudicial sanctions when
warnings/cautions are insufficient. These are discretionary, case-specific tools, not automatic
entitlements for all first-time, non-violent offences. The legislative excerpts reviewed in this file
(YCJA sections 6 and 10) expressly state both the duty to consider alternatives and the criteria
and consents required for sanctions, while also clarifying that failure to consider alternatives does
not invalidate subsequent charges. These provisions align with the officers’ statements and
BWC's explanation that diversion was chosen based on the child's age, lack of prior history,
acknowledgment of wrongdoing, and the proportionality of an accountability-focused response.
Consistent with local policy, the Youth Crime Directive instructs members to consider extrajudicial
measures for eligible offences, including mischief under $5,000, and the Extrajudicial Measures
(EJM) Local Service Plan establishes that pre-charge EJM referrals are at the discretion of the
investiaatina officer. with communitv_partners supnortina deliverv. again_mirrorina what officers
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	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 2025-09-24
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that the respondent officers attempted to conceal their identities by failing to properly complete the youth diversion contract.  It was asserted that the incomplete documentation should invalidate the youth diversion process applied to his child. The complainant further alleged that the respondent officers provided false information when advising that the officers had determined diversion to be the most appropriate course of action. The complainant  maintained that, under the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA), diversion is mandated for all first‑time, non‑violent offences, and therefore is not a matter of officer discretion. 


	Code of Conduct Allegations: Conduct undermines public trust CSPA Section 10 
	Decision and Reasons: The evidence, which comprised of the complainant interview, respondent officers’ duty statements, incident reports, the Youth Diversion contract, and BWC footage, does not support the allegation that the respondent officers engaged in conduct likely to undermine public trust by concealing identity or by misrepresenting the basis for youth diversion. First, the BWC review confirms both officers were in full uniform with visible name tags and epaulets during their interactions with the complainant and his child.  The officers explained the diversion process, presented the contract, and asked the complainant if he had any questions, which he declined, facts inconsistent with an intent to obscure identity or avoid accountability.  The Youth Diversion document provided to the family did contain an omission in the “Acknowledgement of Recommendations” area at the time of release; however, Respondent Officer 1 had signed elsewhere on the form, and his subsequent statement credibly attributes the missing printed name and regimental number in that section to an inexperienced administrative oversight (approximately one month sworn and completing their first youth diversion), not to deliberate concealment.  The complainant was provided the fully complete document . 

Regarding the decision to utilize pre‑charge diversion, the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) requires police to consider non‑judicial measures before commencing proceedings (warnings, cautions, or community referrals) and sets out conditions for using extrajudicial sanctions when warnings/cautions are insufficient. These are discretionary, case‑specific tools, not automatic entitlements for all first‑time, non‑violent offences. The legislative excerpts reviewed in this file (YCJA sections 6 and 10) expressly state both the duty to consider alternatives and the criteria and consents required for sanctions, while also clarifying that failure to consider alternatives does not invalidate subsequent charges. These provisions align with the officers’ statements and BWC's explanation that diversion was chosen based on the child's age, lack of prior history, acknowledgment of wrongdoing, and the proportionality of an accountability‑focused response.  Consistent with local policy, the Youth Crime Directive instructs members to consider extrajudicial measures for eligible offences, including mischief under $5,000, and the Extrajudicial Measures (EJM) Local Service Plan establishes that pre‑charge EJM referrals are at the discretion of the investigating officer, with community partners supporting delivery, again mirroring what officers told the complainant.  

On the specific claim that the diversion paperwork’s incompleteness “invalidated” the process or constituted evidence tampering, the available evidence does not support that conclusion. The Youth Diversion contract is an administrative pre‑charge document used to record the youth’s agreement and parental acknowledgment. It is not a court order, and a missing printed name or regimental number does not invalidate the officers’ decision to use diversion or turn later completion of the form into an attempt to mislead.  The investigative interview documents that this was explained to the complainant, who nonetheless declined to raise the omission in real time when offered the chance to ask questions, choosing instead to file a complaint afterward, further undercutting the theory of identity concealment at the scene.  In addition, Respondent Officer 2 proactively sought confirmation from the Youth Diversion Coordinator that the forms, as completed, were adequate, which is conduct consistent with diligence rather than deception. 

Measured against the Code of Conduct standard, Community Safety and Policing Act (CSPA) s.10, prohibiting conduct that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust, there is insufficient evidence that either officer acted in bad faith or engaged in dishonesty. The totality of reliable evidence shows uniformed officers with visible identifiers, a discretionary and principled diversion decision consistent with YCJA principles and DRPS/EJM protocols, and a minor administrative omission by a new officer that was promptly rectified without prejudice to the youth. On a balance of probabilities, the conduct falls within good‑faith performance of duties under s.10(2), and the allegation that the officers concealed identity or misrepresented the legal basis for diversion is unsubstantiated. 



