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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: 10/24/2025
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 July 2, 2025, the Complainant filed a complaint with Law Enforcement Complaints Agency
regarding her lost cellphone that was left in an Uber in January 2025.

In her complaint, the Complainant stated she left her phone in an Uber and was advised by an
Uber Customer Service Agent that the Uber driver dropped the phone off at [Redacted} Police
Service on or about January 24, 2025

The Complainant contacted [Redacted] and spoke with an officer who advised the Complainant to
file a complaint with LECA for the purposes of checking cameras at the front desk to determine if
the phone was left at [Redacted] and with which officer.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation — O. REG. 407/23 - 19

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

Decision and Reasons

Allegation

The Complainant’s allegation is based on third-hand information obtained from an Uber Customer
Service representative who reportedly spoke with the Uber driver. By the time the complaint was
initiated, front desk video recordings were no longer available, as such recordings are retained for
a period of 30 days.

Multiple attempts were made to obtain additional information from the Complainant regarding the
identity of the Uber driver; however, these attempts were unsuccessful. The absence of pertinent
information, coupled with the Complainant’s lack of response, limited the Investigator’s ability to
independently identify the Uber driver or determine if the phone was in fact left at 21 Division.

There is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct by police occurred.
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