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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: 03/04/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

|| De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant filed this complaint with the Law Enforcement Complaints Agency (LECA) on October 19, 2024. The complaint was
referred to the (Redacted) on January 21, 2024.

On October 15, 2024 at 3:54:57 the complainant contacted police after having located his stolen e-bike with a GPS tracking device, he had
placed under the seat. The complainant noticed the e-bike had been stolen while on his way to work at approximately 7:00am. The
Complainant believed the e-bike had been stolen the previous day or over the weekend.

The complainant requested an officer attend the area where the GPS tracking device showed the stolen e-bike to be. There were no officers
available as the time as there were an unusually high number of priority calls and the call was place into pending as there were no
immediate safety concerns.

The complainant and another individual who claimed to be an off-duty police officer with a different police service, made the decision to
attend the location, and offer money for the return of the stolen e-bike, and provided his cell phone number, then left the area. Shortly after,
the complainant noticed the GPS tracking device moving and they went to the location. An individual they had spoken with earlier had the
e-bike and told the Complainant he gave the individual that had stolen it $500 worth of drugs to get the bike and wanted to be reimbursed.
The complainant ended up giving the individual $300 and the e-bike was turned over to him.

The complainant called the front desk at 7:22pm explained what had happened and now wanted the individual charged with breaking and
entering, along with theft of stolen property, extortion and his money retrieved. Complainant indicates he would be going to bed at 9:30pm.

On October 16, 2024 at 8:27am Dispatch calls the complainant who advises he is at work and returning home between 3-3:30pm and the
call was placed in pending again. Later that afternoon, at 2:47pm Dispatch called the complainant to advise an officer was available, the
complainant advised he was still at work and the call remained in pending. The complainant called back at 5:17pm irate about the wait time,
Dispatch explained the reasons for delay and the complainant disconnects the line. The complainant called back a second time at 9:35pm to
advise he was no longer available and that he could be reached after 12:00pm on October 17, 2024. The Complainant advised he would
return home form work.

On October 17, 2024 at 12:16pm PC familiarized himself with the call and reviewed the offence of Extortion, and found it wouldn't
be appropriate under the circumstances. PC mpathized with the Complainant and attempted to explain that Police triage calls for
service in priority. The complainant was not receptive to any explanation as to why officers weren't dispatched immediately.

PC B quired about any information the Complainant was able to provide regarding the theft of the e-bike, such as date and time
the e-bike was stolen and any surveillance footage. The complainant was unsure, and that he only notice it missing on October 15. It was
explained why this would be important and the Complainant could notify police when it was obtained, so it could be reviewed. PC

had a plan to follow up the investigation if video was obtained to attempt to identify the suspect and potentially conduct a photo lineup with
the Complainant in an attempt to identify the suspect involved in the theft, to see whether the individual observed in possession of the e-bike
was one in the same. This information was not shared, no video was submitted by the Complainant. PC |Illlllllexplained that if the
Complainant had of waited, Police could have retrieved his e-bike without him having to pay for it.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 — Neglects to do Duty, Section 19 CSPA

A police officer shall not, by act or omission fail to perform their duties 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.

It is alleged that (Redacted) neglected to do a fulsome and impartial investigation.

|| Decision and Reasons

Allegation — Neglects to do Duty Section 19

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

It is alleged that the responding officer neglected to properly investigate this occurrence.
Based on the evidence obtained and the analysis outlined above, the PSU investigation found
that the investigation of the responding officer appears to be conducted in good faith and without

bias.

The PSU reviewed the responding officer's general occurrence report and found that it was
completed without bias and complied with BPS Procedures.
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