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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: 09/03/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant reported police. Police. The police conducted and an investigation.

The Complainant attempted to report the same incident again to police.. 

The Complainant alleges that the police's failure to initiate a second investigation. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation #1

Performance of Duties - Section 19 - Neglect of Duty

Allegation #2 

Interactions with the Public - 10. (1) - Undermine Public Trust

Allegation #3

Performance of Duties - Section 19 - Neglect of Duty


	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1 - RO1, RO2, RO3

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. No evidence was identified to suggest that Respondent Officers ignored material facts, failed to consult appropriate units, or acted arbitrarily. Rather, their actions reflect a lawful exercise of discretion grounded in consistent factual assessments and supported by internal consultation. Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred. Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #2 - RO3

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officer was in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. Despite the undesirable use of text notification, the evidence viewed as a whole does not show callousness or misconduct. Instead, it finds that the Respondent Officer’s actions, though imperfect, demonstrate continued support under significant constraints and do not meet the threshold for professional misconduct or insensitivity. Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.
Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #3 - RO4

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officer was in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. The investigation into the Affected Person’s death was properly conducted and appropriately closed. It finds that the death was reasonably classified as a sudden, non-criminal death based on medical findings, lack of suspicious circumstances, and available evidence, and that RO4’s supervisory actions reflected adequate oversight, reliance on expert inputs, and compliance with established practices, with no indication of premature closure, investigative neglect, or improper withholding of information.
Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred. Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.


