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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: 10/08/2024
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

|| De-identified Summary of Complaints E-202410081627547772 and E-202502211418544419 ||

Complaint Overview:

In the fall of 2023, the Complainant was arrested for assault and uttering threats. The criminal court
matter was resolved with the Complainant entering into a 12-month Section 810 Peace Bond in the
fall of 2024.

The Complainant alleged that the arresting officer, Respondent Officer #1 (RO1), was negligent in
the investigation, relied on false information from witnesses, profiled the Complainant as being
mentally ill when she is not, and fabricated evidence. Further allegations included other attending
officers (RO2 and RO3) failing to record or disclose statements on Body-Worn Camera (BWC). The
Complainant also alleged that the case manager (RO4) provided false information, refused to
review video evidence, and was unprofessional. Additional complaints were made against other
officers (RO5, RO6, and RO7) for neglectful and discreditable behaviour when the Complainant
made three attempts to criminally charge the alleged victim, and 911 caller from her matter.
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|| 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)(0): Alleged arrest of the Complainant without sufficient cause.
Discreditable Conduct - PSA Section 2(1)(a)(i): Alleged biased policing based on perceived mental iliness.

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)(x): Alleged unprofessional conduct during a phone call with the Complainant.

Respondent Officer 5 (ROS):

Neglect of Duty - PSA Section 2(1)(c)(i): Alleged failure to diligently investigate an assault allegation made by the Complainant.

Decision and Reasons

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.
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