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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: In October of 2025, the respondent officer spoke to complainant’s husband on the phone. During this call, the RO provided false information. The RO threatened to arrest and charge complainant’s husband with criminal harassment. Lastly, the RO’s call to complainant’s husband was at an unreasonable time of night and was unprofessional
	Code of Conduct Allegations: 10 Conduct undermines public trust 
19 Fail to Perform Duties 

	Decision and Reasons: In October of 2025, the RO responded to a call for service. Female caller reported criminal harassment by communication and breach of Family Court order. The suspects were the complainant and complainant's current partner. The call was classified and Intimate Partner related, as the caller and complainant's current partner have a child together. 

The complainant provided evidence of alleged offences to the RO.  

The RO was bound by policy and CSPA legislation to investigate the allegations brought up by the caller. The investigation included the phone call to complainant's husband who was the suspect of the allegations. The RO conducted a telephone call in a professional manner, with the intention to mitigate the child custody dispute and prevent a future offence of criminal harassment. 

The complainant interpreted the telephone call by the RO as a threat and misinformation, however, the evidence does not support these claims. 

There is no evidence to substantiate the misconduct.


