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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 
   


	2026-05-13 Investigative Reporce Service - Reginato, Jessica 17
	2026-05-13 Investigative Reporce Service - Reginato, Jessica 18

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 11 NOV 2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant advises that she has a learning disability, and mental health issue and that her understanding was that her ex-partner would be charged criminally.  Instead it is alleged by the complainant that Constable [Redacted] accused the complainant of being in contact with her ex-partner and threatened the complainant with criminal charges and having the RCMP attend her residence in [Redacted] and charge her criminally.  The complainant states that her ex-partner was allowed to submit evidence and then charges were withdrawn against her ex-partner and an attempt was made to have her charged instead.  She further states that she should have been treated like a victim and a proper investigation completed into her ex-partners repeated breaches of his no contact conditions.  The complainant advises that she has multiple recordings, text messages and emails that should have been taken into account.  Instead just one recording was requested by the officer from the incident in August that prompted the call to police.  The complainant indicated in her complaint to LECA that she would accept early resolution on this matter.  Unfortunately, the involved police officer was off duty for an extended period of time and therefore, was not available for early resolution considerations.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 –  section 10 Conduct Undermines Public Trust 
Allegation 2 – Section 19 Neglects to do Duty 
	Decision and Reasons: The complainant states in her LECA complaint that “an attempt was made to have her charged instead” and that she was “threatened with criminal charges of criminal harassment.  He told me he “would have local RCMP attend my residence in [Redacted] to charge me if I did not co-operate”.

Inspector [Redacted] listened to both phone calls regarding the communication between Constable [Redacted] and the complainant.   Constable [Redacted] cautions the complainant when he states “you very well could be charged if continue to contact him its borderline criminal harassment”. This is not a threat this is Constable [Redacted] cautioning and advising the complainant what could happen.   He then states “if the contact continues and he [Redacted]  decides to press charges against you (complainant) and evidence is collected and I deem it is necessary I will have RCMP arrest you”.  This once again is not a threat this is Constable [Redacted]  attempting to get his message delivered to the complainant and ensuring that she understands the caution and the circumstances.  

At no time does Constable [Redacted]  threaten the complainant during the phone call instead he is advising the complainant of the results of the investigation as well as cautioning her for contacting [Redacted] which was the same message / caution that was relayed to [Redacted] . The complainant also advises in her statement to LECA that “charges were withdrawn against Mr. [Redacted] ”.  I do see how the complainant was confused when she was called on 16th September 2025, and advised that there would be no criminal charges.  As during the conversation between Constable [Redacted] and the complainant on 16th August 2025, Constable [Redacted]  did advise when asked by the complainant that “I’m formulating my evidence and all that stuff and at some point, um, he’ll be arrested essentially”.  They go on to have a conversation regarding no contact conditions which would be in place as well.  Therefore, the complainant was under the belief that [Redacted] was going to be arrested and charged criminally until advised otherwise on 16th September 2025, by Constable [Redacted]   However, once further evidence was collected Constable [Redacted] determined that there were not sufficient grounds to arrest and charge [Redacted] .  And although there was some miss communication early on in the first conversation Constable [Redacted] was acting in good faith at the time based on what information he had at that time from the complainant.  As a result of the investigation there is insufficient evidence to support the allegation of Conduct Undermines Public Trust and therefore the allegation is unsubstantiated.


The complainant alleges in the LECA complaint that “Constable [Redacted] allowed Mr. [Redacted]  to submit evidence and then went to a domestic violence team and the crown after which charges were withdrawn against Mr. [Redacted] ”.  Inspector [Redacted]  has reviewed the phone correspondence between Constable [Redacted] and the complainant as well as the response to the LECA complaint.  To properly investigate an offence, evidence has to be considered from both the complainant and suspect.  In this case Constable [Redacted]  was provided with evidence that contradicted that provided by the complainant.  Constable [Redacted]  did correspond with the crown attorney as well as the Domestic violence co-ordinator of the [Redacted]  Service following all of the evidence that he collected during the investigation.  As a result of the evidence and advice he determined that criminal charges would not be laid against [Redacted] and both parties involved were to be cautioned for continued similar behaviour which could not be proven due to lack of concrete evidence to support allegations.  The complainant further states in the LECA complaint that “Constable [Redacted] should have treated me as a victim, taken my concerns seriously and opened a proper investigation into Mr. [Redacted]  repeated breaches of his no contact conditions.  He should have reviewed the multiple recordings I have provided and was willing to provide not just the single August recording he asked for.  He should have reviewed the other evidence (texts voicemails, screenshots”. 
The investigation of Inspector [Redacted]  has revealed that Constable [Redacted] did treat the complainant as a victim and he did take the concerns seriously and open a proper investigation.  He contacted the complainant several times after receiving the radio call on the 15th August, he then called the complainant again several times on 16th August 2025, when he was finally able to get a hold of the complainant he took a statement over the phone from her.  When the statement was concluded Constable [Redacted] continued the conversation with the complainant for several minutes answering all questions that she had and ensuring that she understood the process.  He advised if she observed [Redacted] or believes he could be close to immediately call the RCMP.  He also provided advice with regards to changing emails, and blocking or changing her cell number.   Constable [Redacted] was professional with the complainant through all recorded correspondence.  He further requested the complainant send him a written statement to accompany the audio one that he had taken over the phone.   
Furthermore, Constable [Redacted] did immediately start an investigation and the same day as the statement he attended the last known address of [Redacted]  and attempted to locate him however there was no answer at the door.  Constable [Redacted]  then made phone calls to [Redacted] and made arrangements with him to attend the [Redacted] Police station and turn himself in.  During this conversation constable [Redacted]  was advised by [Redacted] that he had evidence which contradicted what the complainant had provided.  Constable [Redacted]  then reviewed all of that evidence and took It into consideration when conducting the investigation.  Constable [Redacted] corresponded with the crown attorney, RCMP and the Domestic violence co-ordinator with regards to the investigation.  As per the[Redacted]  Police Service policy the investigation and reports written have to be approved by his platoon Sergeant and the Domestic Viloence co-ordinator, and this investigation and reports were approved.
The complainant did provide Constable [Redacted] with a recorded message of the message left by [Redacted]  as well as several text messages from a phone number.  The complainant did offer to send more messages and emails if required as well.  During the statement on 16th September 2025, Constable [Redacted]  and the complainant had a conversation regarding sending more evidence and Constable [Redacted] advised if they could prove any of the messages were from [Redacted] and not just random numbers or messages then to send it to him.  He clearly asked for evidence to support allegations if it existed. The complainant acknowledged “that makes sense” when explained and no further evidence was sent through to Constable [Redacted]  by the complainant. The complainant admits in this conversation messages come from random numbers.
Furthermore, when Constable [Redacted]  looked into the text messages that were sent by the complainant he determined none of them could be proven to have been sent by [Redacted] .  Further, the voice message he received from the complainant that is claimed to be a voice mail is allegedly the complainant calling [Redacted] and leaving the phone line open.  When he picked it up and said hello, he believed it to be her and then made comments on the open line.  Which she recorded on another device and then said it was a voicemail.  The entire conversation is out of context and does not appear to be a voice mail at all.  [Redacted]  was able to produce emails from the complainant’s email address, messages containing information only the complainant would know about their relationship.  The complainant does advise that her email was hacked by her ex best friend.  When questioned by Inspector [Redacted] regarding how her email would be hacked the complainant responded that only [Redacted] would have access to her emails.  When corresponding with Constable [Redacted] however, the complainant had advised at the time it was her ex best friend who had hacked her email.  Inspector [Redacted]  also has listened to and reviewed the transcript of the recorded initial statement on 16th August 2025, and at no time does the complainant ever mention that her email had ever been hacked or compromised, even when discussing emails with Constable [Redacted]   This information is never mentioned until the phone call on 16th September 2025 and then the LECA complaint.

Upon further review of the 16th September 2025, phone call between Constable [Redacted]  and the complainant advised that she had herself contacted [Redacted]  to let him know her email had been compromised.  In doing so is the complainant breaching the conditions of [Redacted]  As those conditions have been in place since early 2024.  And why would the complainant contact the individual she believed compromised her email account?  Further, when Constable [Redacted]  spoke with the complainant and advised her there would be no criminal charges, she was fine with the results of the investigation at the time and actually stated “that is 100% fine” when told no criminal charges against [Redacted]  would be laid.  

Both the complainant and [Redacted]  have adamantly denied contacting each other and both have refused to take any proactive actions by changing a phone number to prevent further contact / harassment from unknown random numbers.  

Inspector [Redacted] investigation has revealed that Constable [Redacted] did take proper investigative steps throughout the investigation.  And he did perform his duties appropriately.  After his investigation he did not feel he had the required evidence to support a criminal charge against [Redacted]  or the complainant.  And he proceeded with cautions against both involved parties.  As a result of the investigation there is insufficient evidence to support the allegation of Neglects to do Duty and therefore the allegation is unsubstantiated. 






