
LECA  2024 Page 1 of 2 

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: June 27, 2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that the respondent officer engaged in gender bias while addressing her concerns of intimate partner violence and did not accommodate her disclosed disabilities as she attempted to file her report of abuse. She alleged that the respondent officer made several comments towards her which she found insulting and dismissive. The respondent officer accused her of altering images and stated that the accused was innocent until proven guilty but implied that she may have been guilty even though charges against her had been dropped. The respondent officer asked her to repeatedly answer questions which she had already answered which re-traumatized her. The respondent officer neglected to properly investigate her case by not reviewing evidence available and failed to address the no-contact order which the complainant alleges further endangered her life.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Section 19 - Neglects to do Duty
Section 10 - Undermines public trust in policing
Section 5 - Discrimination - Human Rights Code
Section 12 - Abusive Language
	Decision and Reasons: The respondent officer conducted a thorough interview, properly documented his interaction with the complainant through reports, and comprehensively evaluated the information. The respondent officer took several investigative steps and appropriately documented the charges that were previously laid. There was no evidence that the respondent officer neglected to conduct an investigation.

The respondent officer acted professionally and was attempting to maintain the focus of the discussion on the facts in issue of the complaint of intimidating a justice system participant. The respondent officer was not attempting to intimidate the complainant but rather qualify the material she was providing to ensure it’s reliability. The respondent officer's use of the Domestic Violence Risk Management checklist was not meant to re-traumatize or intimidate the complainant. The respondent officer was following an established investigative procedure. The respondent officer did not undermine public trust.

There were no malicious intentions in the respondent officers choice of wording, using plain language to explain the situation to the complainant. There was no evidence of abusive language or discrimination.


