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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: October 10, 2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On July 20, 2025 the complainant called police to attend the residence for a domestic dispute. The complainant wanted her common law spouse removed from the residence because of the mess made by throwing food in the home.  The common law spouse was on a bail with conditions to reside with the surety at their residence.  Officers attended, including a supervisor, greeted by the common law spouse who advised the complainant had smashed his car windshield with a shovel.  The complainant admitted to causing damage with the shovel however was upset with officers as they did not speak to her first.  
Officers only arrested the complainant. The complainant felt officers neglected their duties by not listening to her, did not note the mess caused by the common-law spouse and failed to arrest the common-law spouse.  The complainant felt discrimination by officers due to her gender and indigenous status.

On July 30, 2025, the common law spouse returned to the residence to discover the locks had been changed however his bail conditions required him to be at this address.  The common law spouse called police as he believed the complainant was at the residence illegally as she had been released on conditions not to attend the residence or have contact with him.  Officers attended the residence to find the complainant in breach of her release conditions and arrested her.  The complainant advised officers that she had removed herself as the surety for the common-law which she believed would cause an immediate arrest warrant for the common law spouse and would allow her to return to the residence. The complainant felt officers neglected their duty when they arrested the complainant and left the common-law spouse in the residence and felt discrimination due to her indigenous status.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Discrimination-section 5(1)
A police officer shall not, in the course of their duties, treat any person in a manner that the officer, at the time, knows or reasonably ought to know would contravene the Human Rights Code.

Neglect of Duty-section 19
A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.
	Decision and Reasons: On July 20 2025, two officers and a supervisor were called to the residence for a domestic dispute.  Officers spoke to both parties and noted the allegations by both parties in their duty notes and on the police report. Officers stated they were aware of their obligations in police procedures, particularly in Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) which stated where reasonable grounds exist to believe a criminal offence had been committed, the officer shall arrest and charge the suspect.  The procedure further listed possible negative effects that can result from dual charging in IPV investigations.
Officers formed reasonable grounds for the arrest of the complainant as she admitted to smashing the windshield of her common-law's car with a shovel.  Although the complainant stated she was the sole person on the lease of the basement apartment, both parties resided there. The food that was thrown around the apartment, allegedly by the common-law spouse in the Joint Interest Property, caused a mess but did not rise to the level of “destroys, damages, renders the property dangerous, useless, inoperative or ineffective”, as stated in police procedure. Both responding officers assessed the mess caused by the food did not result in clear damage.
Officers were advised by the complainant of her intention to remove herself as surety for the common law spouse on his unrelated charges however there was no valid warrant.  Officers noted the common law spouse was abiding by his bail conditions to reside at the residence with his surety. Although his surety was being removed by police, this did not make him automatically  arrestable as he had no intention to breach his conditions. Investigation determined this to be a reasonable conclusion.  No evidence of neglect of duty by the officers were found.
All officers stated that neither gender or the fact the complainant was indigenous played any role in their decision making or the way she was treated. Each officer described their actions and thought process and noted they were influenced of their known obligations under police procedures, not based on gender or indigenous status.  Their actions were based on evidence and reasonable grounds. The complainant could not articulate her reason to believe the officers actions were discriminatory other than they were all male, did not listen to her and the officers did not mention the food mess caused by common law spouse in the report.  This is false, each officer noted it and it was contained in the report. Investigation found no evidence of discrimination by gender or status.

On July 30, 2025 the common-law spouse went to police as he was locked out of his residence and he wanted to abide by his condition to be in his residence from 9pm-6am.  He advised police that the complainant was believed to be at the residence, despite the fact of she was prohibited from doing so by her own release conditions from her July 20, 2025 arrest/release.
Officers confirmed the common laws conditions required him to reside with his surety (the complainant) nightly and that the complainant was on conditions not to be at the residence.
Police found the complainant at the residence in breach of her conditions and arrested her. The complainant advised she had removed herself as the surety for the common-law spouse which should have prompted a warrant for his arrest.  No warrant was found and no further grounds existed to arrest the common-law spouse. Officers advised the common-law spouse to contact the appropriate jurisdiction police and courts.  Investigation revealed that although a warrant had been signed on July 30, it was not entered onto the system until July 31.  The common-law spouse turned himself in on August 1 2025. Investigation confirmed the officers grounds for the arrest of the complainant and no grounds for the arrest of the common-law spouse. No evidence of neglect of duty and no evidence of discrimination by the officers was found.











