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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: 05/15/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On May 15, 2025, the Respondent Officer (RO) was lawfully investigating an allegation of an
indecent act occurrence which involved the Complainant (Compl). The RO was obligated to
investigate the complaint pursuant to the CSPA, 82(1)(b)“prevent crimes and other offenses and
provide assistance and encouragement to other persons in their prevention.” The RO, as per
Common Law authority, attended the residence of the Compl. The Compl failed to answer
guestions and attempted to walk back towards his residence and vehicle. He attempted to deflect
the questions by saying the witnesses stated that they were going to kill his dog. However, he
would not provide any further information to officers about this allegation. He was uncooperative.
The RO walked up the driveway and looked in his vehicle for safety reasons based on the behavior
of the Compl and his past history with police. Once the RO learned that the witnesses who reported
the indecent act did not actually see the Compl masturbating and only saw him exit the vehicle with
his pants undone, the RO and back-up officers left the property.

On May 15, 2025, the Compl lodged a public complaint, with LECA as a result of this incident.

The Compl believed that the RO:

*Entered his private road that required permission from the owner for entry.

* Arrived at the Compl’s residence, began asking irrelevant questions and refused to take his
complaint about being harassed and threatened.

* Trespassed onto the Compl's property and looked into his vehicle.

* Never explained why there were three officers at his residence and did not leave when requested
to do so.

* Only considered the initial complaint and failed to investigate the false and misleading reports
against him.

Professional Standards Unit (PSU) investigated this complaint and no misconduct was identified.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Community Safety and Policing Act, Code of Conduct for Police Officers, O. Reg. 407/23:
Sec. 6 (1)Charter of Rights - Breach

Sec. 10 (1) Public - Undermine Public Trust

Sec. 19 Duty - Neglect or Omit

Decision and Reasons

This complaint was deemed unsubstantiated for the following reasons:

Sec. 6 (1)Charter of Rights - Breach

The RO was at the Compl's residence for a lawful reason. He identified legitimate safety concerns
that necessitated looking into the Compl's vehicle. Once the RO learned that the Compl was only
observed exiting a vehicle with his pants undone, he left the property.

Sec. 10 (1) Public - Undermine Public Trust

The RO was lawfully engaged in his duties and was obligated to investigate the complaint,
pursuant to CSPA, 82(1)(b), to “prevent crimes and other offenses and providing assistance and
encouragement to other persons in their prevention.” He not only had the legal authority to
investigate the allegation of an indecent act, he had the obligation to do so.

Sec. 19 Duty - Neglect or Omit

The RO complied with the law and police policy. The Compl did state that the withesses who
reported the indecent act had threatened to kill his dog. However, he failed to provide any further
information about this allegation and was not cooperative with police.
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