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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: 08/07/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that officers attended their residence at an unacceptable time, waking their family in relation to a police investigation where they were told they were not being charged. The complainant called the police station to complain about the late night visit. 

The complainant was called the following morning and told they were now being charged. The complainant alleges that the investigator failed to advise that they were going to be arrested and was told they would not be handcuffed.  The complainant alleges the respondent officers lied and handcuffed the complainant and detained them in a cell for the whole day.  The complainant believes this was in retaliation for them making a complaint. The complainant alleges that officers charged them based on false accusations and without investigation or any evidence review. 

	Code of Conduct Allegations: 
Allegation #1 - Performance of Duties (Neglects to do Duty) - Sec. 19

Allegation #2 - Performance of Duties (Deceive or Mislead) - Sec. 31



	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1: 

A Criminal Harassment complaint was received by WRPS and initially investigated by patrol. A warning was issued. The incident was reviewed by an accredited Intimate Partner Violence investigator the following day and reasonable grounds were formed for a criminal harassment charge. 

The respondent officers were found to have done an fulsome investigation, gathered evidence to support reasonable grounds to believe an offence had been committed, and followed police procedures when conducting their investigation. The actions of the involved officers did not support the allegation of Neglects to do Duty. 

Allegation #2:

The complainant was contacted and advised of their impending arrest, and an appointment was set to turn themselves in. The complainant requested an additional day to seek legal counsel prior to surrendering. The following day the complainant attended the police station, advised they had spoken to legal counsel and was arrested.  The respondent officer followed mandated procedures when arresting the complainant, and handcuffed per procedure when taking the complainant into custody.  The complainant was held in custody for a show cause hearing as per criminal code provisions.

The complainant's allegation was not consistent with the investigators notes, or the cell-block video. The actions of the officer did not support the allegation of Deceive or Mislead.

CONCLUSION: The Chief did not have reasonable grounds to believe that the actions of the  officers constituted misconduct.


