
LECA  2024 Page 1 of 2 

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 
   


	Chief's Decision Letter
	Investigative Report - Chickie
	Confidential Witness List - Chickie
	Deidentified Summary-Chickie

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 12/23/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant resides in a multi-dwelling apartment building with a large parking lot located at the front of the building. The complainant reported that he was walking along the perimeter of the property at approximately 11:00pm one evening when another tenant of the building tried to run him over with a vehicle. The complainant stated that he engaged the tenant in a brief verbal exchange before being able to flee the area and call 9-1-1.

The complainant reported that he was told to return to his residence and await police, however, no estimated time of arrival was provided to him.

Based on the information the complainant provide to 911communicators, the incident was classified as a belated driving complaint and due to operational demands, officers weren't dispatched to investigate the incident until four days later. 

The complainant believes that the other tenant should be charged with attempted murder, dangerous driving and assault with a weapon.

The R/O's conducted a brief investigation and spoke with the complainant, reviewed surveillance video of the incident and authored a General Occurrence report citing the evidence did not support any criminal charges. The incident was closed as unfounded.

The complainant was frustrated with police because they didn't formally interview him or lay charges. The complainant refutes the evidence contained in the report and offered several personal opinions on what police should have done, however, none of these opinions were supported by the evidence available to the respondent officers. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: s.10 - Undermines Public Trust
s.19 – Neglects to do Duty

	Decision and Reasons: Respondent officers spoke with the complainant and obtained details of the incident.

Respondent officers were able to view surveillance video from the apartment building that did not corroborate the complainants version of the events.

Based on the evidence collected/viewed, the respondent officers did feel that they required a formal statement from the complainant.

The complainant offered several opinion based observations of what charges should be laid, what the investigating officers should and commentary on the police/Crown relationship. Regardless of his views, the evidence obtained by officers did not provide them with 'reasonable grounds' to lay charges.

The Respondent Officers were in compliance with statutory responsibilities and they adhered to the applicable (redacted).





