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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: 03/10/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that the initial report of a break and enter at his residence was not properly investigated. He further asserted that the subsequent investigation involved both bias and negligence by several members of the (Redacted) Additionally, he alleged that negligence in the follow‑up investigation resulted in the withdrawal of charges against the identified offender.
	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: Neglect of Duty

Allegation: It was alleged Officer 1 deliberately neglected her duty by ignoring evidence of a break and enter during the May 21, 2024 call for service, despite information provided by a witness.
Reasoning 
Officer 1 assessed the information available at the time, which did not identify any specific stolen property or provide evidence that a break and enter had occurred. She later confirmed with a witness that the attending individual had lawful authority to enter for the purpose of retrieving personal belongings. Her decision not to initiate a break and enter investigation was based on the available facts and supported by supervisory review. There is insufficient evidence she ignored clear indicators of an offence or failed to conduct a proper investigation. The allegation of Neglect of Duty is unsubstantiated.

It was alleged Officer 2 failed to properly assess evidence—specifically a photograph and an audio recording—that the complainant stated would have supported charges against a witness.
Reasoning – Officer 2 reviewed the occurrences, determined further follow‑up was required, and assigned the matter to Officer 3. He reviewed the photograph and, after consultation, concluded it lacked evidentiary value. There is no evidence an audio recording was ever received, and the complainant did not use alternate methods available for submitting it. Officer 2 assessed the material available to him and acted appropriately. The allegation of Neglect of Duty is unsubstantiated.

It was alleged Officer 3 conducted a negligent investigation, failed to interview relevant witnesses, ignored photographic and audio evidence, declined to collect forensic evidence, and intentionally limited investigative steps to have the charge dismissed.
Reasoning – Officer 3 conducted multiple interviews, reviewed available physical evidence, and formed reasonable and probable grounds to charge the suspect with break and enter. The Crown later elected to withdraw the charge for reasons including diversion, which can only occur where a reasonable prospect of conviction remains. This indicates the evidence submitted was sufficient for prosecution. There is no evidence Officer 3 limited evidence collection or acted with intent to undermine the investigation. The allegation of Neglect of Duty is unsubstantiated.

Undermine Public Trust

It was alleged Officer 1 downplayed the criminality of the suspect’s actions during the 2022 break and enter investigation and discouraged the complainant from pursuing charges.
Reasoning – Officer 1 explained he advised the complainant that, based on the evidence available at that time, grounds to lay a charge did not yet exist and additional investigation would be required. He denied discouraging the complainant from providing evidence. The investigating officer’s account aligned with his. The complainant was given an opportunity to provide a recording of their conversation but did not do so. There is insufficient evidence Officer 1 discouraged the investigative process. The allegation of Undermining Public Trust is unsubstantiated.

It was alleged Officer 2 discouraged the complainant from pursuing criminal charges and minimized the seriousness of the matter during a phone call on July 4, 2024.
Reasoning – Officer 2 clarified her involvement was limited to an earlier landlord–tenant call for service and that, based on the information she had at that time, no criminal offence had occurred. She directed the complainant to the officer she believed was handling the later break and enter investigation and suggested civil options depending on the nature of the dispute. No recording of the phone call was provided. There is insufficient evidence that Officer 2 discouraged the complainant or minimized the allegations. The allegation of Undermining Public Trust is unsubstantiated.

It was alleged Officer 3 undermined the complainant’s trust by assigning Officer 4 to the investigation despite alleged bias, by describing Officer 4’s involvement as a “favour,” and by warning the complainant about possible stalking behaviour to suppress evidence.
Reasoning – Officer 3 explained he assigned Officer 4 based on experience and to avoid potential conflict of interest. There is no evidence gender or favoritism influenced the decision. He acknowledged using the word “favour” but clarified it was poorly phrased and not meant to suggest impropriety. His warning to the complainant regarding behaviour that could resemble harassment appears to have been an attempt to prevent the complainant from inadvertently engaging in conduct that could lead to criminal consequences, not an effort to silence him. The evidence does not show his actions were intended to mislead, bias the process, or undermine trust. The allegation of Undermining Public Trust is unsubstantiated.

It was alleged Officer 4 demonstrated bias and sexism toward the complainant, coerced a witness, and inappropriately communicated through shelter staff, thereby undermining trust in policing.
Reasoning – Officer 4 explained she had no negative history with the complainant before his 2022 arrest and that release conditions were set based on her understanding of standard practice at the time, with the travel restriction varying within a month. A witness present during the interview confirmed that Officer 4 did not attempt to coerce information from another witness. Officer 4 denied contacting shelter counsellors and explained she had blocked repeated lengthy emails, with communication being handled by other units. There is insufficient evidence she acted with bias, sexism, coercion, or inappropriate communication. The allegation of Undermining Public Trust is unsubstantiated.


