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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: 01/28/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

|| De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

Complainant alleges the Respondent Officers failed to listen to their version of events, swore at
them, threatening to kick the shit out of them if they again spoke with a complainant involving a
harassment investigation, and used influencing tactics to have the Complainant's father kick them
out.

The Complainant also alleges the officers failed to provide their names and the incident number.

The Complainant further alleges one officer was in a relationship with the complainant in the
harassment investigation, and was at their residence several times before and after this incident.

The Complainant additionally alleges that this officer followed them on one occasion after the
incident.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

1) Undermines Public Trust Sec. 10(1) CSPA O. Reg 407/23

2) Uses Insulting Language Sec. 12(1) CSPA O. Reg. 407/23

Decision and Reasons

1) Unsubstantiated - The Complainant was warned by officers in relation to potential charges of
Criminal Harassment in relation to a complaint they were investigating; this was in adherence to a
request from the caller to only have the Complainant spoken to, not charged. GSPS Procedure
for Criminal Harassment does not require the suspect/Person of Interest be spoken to.

Officers provided suggestions to Complainant's father, which included that the father consider
removing them (the complainant) out of their residence, however officer's advised the decision
was up to the father.

No GSPS procedure requires that officers provide names and incident number. CSPA s. 13(2)
compels officers to provide names, badge number, and police service when requested. The
Complainant and father did not request this information from officers.

Allegations that one officer was in relationship with caller or that the officer followed them were
unfounded; it was determined that the Complainant had the officer mistaken for another male
individual who attended the complex, also it was other officers who attended the complex prior to
this incident, not these Respondent Officers.

2) Civilian Witness 1, who was present during interaction between Respondent Officers and
Complainant, did not hear any officer swear at the Complainant. Respondent Officers denied
swearing at Complainant or telling them that they would kick the shit out of them if they spoke with
the caller again. No video surveillance was available. There was insufficient evidence to support
allegation.
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