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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: 
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: 

BACKGROUND 
The Complainant (CO) and her siblings were named in their mothers will. The court removed all the siblings as trustees and appointed a lawyer as trustee. 
 
INVESTIGATION 
On July 31, 2025, the siblings met the lawyer to discuss the estate. The lawyer provided documents for signing. The CO objected to the wording, wanted to add a handwritten clause, but the lawyer refused. She signed and added the clause anyway, then took the document without permission. The lawyer and others described her as argumentative; she claimed the lawyer raised his voice and moved toward her, prompting her to leave with the document. 

The CO alleged the lawyer pushed her at the exterior door, though she didnt see or feel significant force and wasnt knocked off balance. The lawyer denied assault, stating he escorted her out after she refused to return the document, placing a hand on her arm. Witnesses confirmed he walked her out but didn’t see a push. One staff member saw his hand on her back and called police.

The CO later reported that she was assaulted to the Police. She gave a statement to Respondent Officer (RO) # 1, alleging bias and collusion. 
RO # 1 explained property owners may use reasonable force to remove someone and concluded no grounds for assault. RO # 2 reviewed and agreed, and explained to the CO the lawyers rights as a property owner and provided LECA's contact information. The CO claimed gender bias and trauma. 


	Code of Conduct Allegations: Human Rights – CSPA Section 5(1) Code of the Conduct Reg 407/26
Duty – Neglect – CSPA Section 19 Code of the Conduct Reg 407/26
Duty – Mislead – CSPA Section 31 Code of the Conduct Reg 407/26 

	Decision and Reasons: RO # 1 – Duty Neglect 

The CO alleged RO # 1 neglected his duty during an assault investigation and denied her a supplementary statement. Evidence shows the CO took an original court document without permission. The lawyer directed her to return it and leave; she refused, believing she had lawful authority. The document was intended for court purposes, and she lacked authority to remove it. 

Criminal Code s.322 defines theft; s.494(1) allows arrest without warrant for a person escaping after committing an offence. Under the Trespass to Property Act (TPA), an occupier may direct someone to leave and arrest without warrant for contravention. Evidence suggests the CO may have committed theft and trespass. 

The RO attended the law office after a trespass complaint, spoke with the lawyer, and later took the CO's statement. She alleged bias and a prior relationship, which was unsubstantiated. RO # 1 obtained statements from all willing witnesses and concluded no reasonable grounds existed for assault. Reviews by RO #2, a witness officer, and the PSU Investigator supported this finding. A witness saw the lawyer’s hand on the CO's back but no push; force level was undetermined. Overall, evidence did not support assault. 

OCPC requires “willfulness” for misconduct. RO # 1’s investigation was thorough; failure to take an immediate supplementary statement did not amount to neglect. Allegation unsubstantiated. 

RO # 2 – Human Rights & Duty Allegations 
The CO alleged gender discrimination because RO # 2 did not assign a female officer. Evidence shows RO # 2 reviewed the case appropriately; later, a female officer obtained a supplementary statement, and findings remained unchanged. No evidence of bias; allegation unsubstantiated. 

The CO also alleged neglect and misleading conduct. RO # 2 was briefed before meeting her, which is standard. He explained the lawyers rights as a property owner under TPA and found no excessive force. Multiple reviews confirmed no grounds for assault. Witness statements were consistent; no evidence of deceit. Allegations unsubstantiated. 


