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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: 02/04/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleges she was in contact with two police officers,  During her interactions with both officers, The complainant believes both neglected their duties during an active criminal investigation by expressing their bias, made threatening statements. 


	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation #1

Interactions with the Public 

Section 10 (1) Undermine Public Trust    

A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing 

• It is alleged the Respondent Officers interrogated and threatened the complainant, along with expressing their bias during the investigation 

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 

----------------------------
Allegation #2

Performance of Duties 

Section 19 Neglect of Duty     

A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately

• It is alleged the Respondent Officers lured the complainant into an interrogation without counsel and with no consideration for her mental health 

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1

Interactions with the Public 

Section 10 (1) Undermine Public Trust    

A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing 

• It is alleged the Respondent Officers interrogated and threatened the complainant, along with expressing their bias during the investigation 

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. The complainant alleges their investigations were biased against her and she was threatened while interrogated. In all evidence collected by the investigator, there is no evidence to believe the complainant was interrogated nor did either officer express a bias. The evidence shows both officers conducting a full, frank and fair investigation, as required. 

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

------------------

Allegation #2

Performance of Duties 

Section 19 Neglect of Duty     

A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately

• It is alleged the Respondent Officers lured the complainant into an interrogation without counsel and with no consideration for her mental health 

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. RO2 initially contacted the complainant over the phone for the sole purpose of following up on the initial caution on November 7, 2026. The second interaction was in response to further details being reported by the complainant’s ex-boyfriend and required RO2 to follow up. These actions fulfilled his duties and in return were not neglectful. 

RO1 identified the complainant as a suspect during the initial contact over the phone and explained the process including the opportunity to speak to her in person. The complainant attended the station voluntarily and was explained her voluntary statement would be audio and video recorded, she is considered a suspect, and she is free to leave whenever she chooses. She was also advised of her rights to speak to counsel prior to providing a statement, however, the complainant stated she knows her rights and would like to continue with providing a statement. During the statement, the complainant stated she believed she required counsel and the statement was immediately stopped and the complaint was provided an opportunity to speak with counsel. There is no evidence to support RO1 was neglectful within her duties while conducting a criminal investigation. 

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.







