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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: 08/08/2024

Type of Investigation:

Referred to Same Service: (®) Referred to Other Service: O Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

|| De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

It was alleged that on October 14, 2024, the Complainant (CO) along with Civilian Witness 1 (CW1)
were occupants of a vehicle that was stopped after a ride checkpoint. Prior to providing their
driver's license, the driver (alleged to be the CO), fled from the traffic stop, narrowly avoiding the
Respondent Officer (RO). The RO sent out an alert to neighbouring police services advising them
of the vehicle and occupant descriptors.

Police Witness 1 (PW1) responded to the alert, and provided the RO with possible suspects and
mugshots, which included the CO and CW1. Subsequent investigation by the RO revealed that the
vehicle was later reported as stolen. The RO obtained a warrant for both the CO and CW1, and

later arrested the CO.

The CO asserted that they were not the driver at the time of the alleged offences, and that they
were wrongly identified and therefore falsely charged. Further, the CO maintained that the RO
changed the race of CW1 in their alert, and that the court disclosure was poorly compiled.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Neglect of Duty — Sec. 2(1)(c)(i) — PSA Reg. 268/10

Decision and Reasons

The complaint of Neglect of Duty was deemed unsubstantiated.

The PSU Investigator obtained a statement from the local Crown Attorney who did not identify any
concerns with the grounds for the CO's arrest.

The evidence of the RO and PW1 was consistent with their notes and duty reports.
There was no evidence that the the RO changed race of the vehicle's occupants in their alert.

The court disclosure was complete, concise, and submitted in a timely manner.
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