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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1): 
 
Neglect of Duty - PSA Section 2(1)(c)(i): Alleged failure to diligently complete an investigation of an assault allegation. 
Unlawful or Unnecessary Exercise of Authority - PSA Section 2(1)(g)(i): Alleged arrest of the Complainant without sufficient cause. 
Discreditable Conduct - PSA Section 2(1)(a)(i): Alleged biased policing based on perceived mental illness. 
Discreditable Conduct - PSA Section 2(1)(a)(xi): Alleged obstruction of the Complainant’s efforts to report an assault. 
 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2): 
 
Neglect of Duty - PSA Section 2(1)(c)(i): Alleged failure to diligently complete an investigation of an assault allegation. 
Insubordination - PSA Section 2(1)(b)(i): Alleged failure to properly record and/or submit BWC video containing the victim’s statement. 
 
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3): 
 
Neglect of Duty - PSA Section 2(1)(c)(i): Alleged failure to diligently complete an investigation of an assault allegation. 
Insubordination - PSA Section 2(1)(b)(i): Alleged failure to properly record and/or submit BWC video containing the victim’s statement. 
 
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4): 
 
Neglect of Duty - PSA Section 2(1)(c)(vii): Alleged failure to obtain and include video evidence provided by the Complainant. 
Discreditable Conduct - PSA Section 2(1)(a)(xi): Alleged unprofessional conduct during a phone call with the Complainant. 
 
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5): 
 
Neglect of Duty - PSA Section 2(1)(c)(i): Alleged failure to diligently investigate an assault allegation made by the Complainant. 
Discreditable Conduct  PSA Section 2(1)(a)(xi): Alleged reliance on defamatory hearsay and closing the occurrence without investigation  

            
 

    
 

                   
 

    
 

                   

Outcome: The investigation concluded that all allegations were unsubstantiated. 
 
Details: 
 
Many of the allegations made by the Complainant were based on misinterpretations of law and police 
procedure. The objective review of evidence, including BWC recordings, notes, and occurrences, and 
interviews did not support the Complainant’s claims of misconduct. 
 
RO1: The investigation revealed that RO1 acted within the lawful performance of duties, with no evidence 
supporting claims of neglect, unlawful arrest, biased policing, belief the Complainant was mentally ill, or 
obstruction of the Complainant trying to make her own criminal complaint. 
 
RO2 and RO3: Both officers were found to have acted diligently and in accordance with all governing 
authorities, with no evidence of neglect or insubordination. 
 
RO4: RO4’s conduct during a phone interaction did not rise to the level of discreditable conduct. There 
was a lawful excuse for not receiving the Complainant’s videos and no evidence he failed to disclose 
evidence related to the criminal prosecution of the Complainant. 
 
RO5: RO5 conducted a diligent investigation, considering the evidence and communicating his reasoning 
for closing the report to the Complainant.  There was no evidence he colluded with any other officer to 
close the investigation prematurely, or falsely recorded having contact with the Complainant when he had 
not. 
 
RO6: RO6 responded promptly to the Complainant and delegated follow-up to a subordinate, consistent 
with procedures. 
 
RO7: RO7 began a robust investigation and only stopped at the insistence of the Complainant. 
RO7's  actions were found to be methodical, reasonable, until he was asked to stop by the Complainant 
as they would be pursuing a private information. 




