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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: 10/17/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Respondent Officer (RO) is an [Redacted] Police Service officer. The RO and the complainant have been living next door to each other since 2021 and were friends at one point. The complainant alleged the RO brought her service firearm home on several occasions without proper storage. The RO allegedly stored her firearm in the complainant’s home. In addition, the RO and the complainant entered an investment partnership which led to both losing money upon the conclusion of the partnership. The complainant alleged the RO called Bylaw services on him as retribution for the failed partnership, which cost him $13,000 in lawyer fees. The RO also showed up at his residence and did not leave when asked. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: 10 Conduct undermines public trust 
16(1) Improper use of position

	Decision and Reasons: There is no evidence to prove that the RO ever stored her firearm at complainant's residence. The RO did store her firearm in her home, and stated she did so in compliance with [Redacted] policy and Federal regulation. 

The RO did initiate a complaint with By-Law services, which resulted in large financial loss for the complainant. The RO did so to cause financial hardship to the complainant. However, the By-Law officer said in his statement that RO did not use her influence as a police officer at any point, and there were sufficient evidence to charge and prosecute the complainant under the city By-Law regulation. 

Lastly, the RO did confront the complainant at his home one evening, which led to a verbal altercation and the complainant having to physically move the RO to her side of the property. However, there is no sufficient evidence to substantiate a misconduct on the part of the RO. 

Both the RO and the complainant engaged in vindictive actions throughout their relationship which affected their credibility and reliability as witnesses, but the evidence is insufficient to meet the threshold of misconduct on the part of the RO. 


