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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: 07/31/2025
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 alleged the Respondent Officer (RO) failed to lay a charge despite an admission
by the suspect and further the RO refused to provide any additional information, including refusing
to provide the incident number for the investigation.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Duty -Neglect or Omit - s. 19 CSPA — Reg. 407/23

Decision and Reasons

unsubstantiated.

The investigation determined that the Respondent Officer lacked reasonable and probable
grounds to lay charges, as the alleged offender could not be positively identified. The officer took
reasonable investigative steps, including obtaining vehicle information, conducting database
queries, and requesting follomup by another officer; however, no further evidence was obtained.

The Complainant was advised that a formal statement was required to proceed, but failed to
attend the scheduled appointment. The allegation regarding refusal to provide an occurrence
number arose from an interaction with a civilian administrative clerk, which is outside the
jurisdiction of the Professional Standards Unit. In any event, the occurrence number had been
provided by the officer. Conflicting accounts exist regarding alleged contact with the suspect;
however, no evidence exists to substantiate either version. Based on the available information,
the Respondent Officer acted reasonably and did not neglect her duties. The allegation is
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