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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: 12/08/2025

Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

In September of 2025 during the evening hours, an adult male laid down partially prone on the
roadway, was struck and killed by a driver of a motor vehicle. The complainant alleged that the
Respondent officers failed to conduct a proper investigation by not charging the driver of the motor
vehicle.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 — Fail to Perform Duty Sec. 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 reasonable ought to know that their act or omission would
amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

It is alleged that Respondent Officer #1 and Respondent Officer #2 failed to perform their duty by
not criminally charging the driver of the motor vehicle that struck and killed a pedestrian lying on
the roadway at night.

Decision and Reasons

The Respondent Officers conducted a proper investigation. They secured the scene, identified
witnesses, took statements and obtained video. The driver of the vehicle that struck and killed the
pedestrian was cautioned by RO #2. The driver exhibited no signs of intoxication and when RO#2
observed open alcohol in the vehicle, the grounds for reasonable suspicion that the driver had
alcohol in his body were form and the roadside demand was given. The driver was given a 3 day
licence suspension. There were no grounds for impaired driving. Video evidence shows the
pedestrian walking into the middle of the south lane, lays down and was almost in a prone
position dress all in black. A several seconds later the vehicle struck the pedestrian. The driver
immediately stops gets out to render at and is yelling to call 911. Video and witnesses indicate
that the driver was driving appropriately between 50km and 60km. The preliminary report from
the Traffic Reconstructionist states that even if the driver had seen the pedestrian it is unlikely he
would have recognized him as a pedestrian, and would not have any opportunity to avoid the
collision. In the final report it indicates that the greatest causal factor in this collision is the action
of the pedestrian. The toxicology report also indicates that the pedestrian had very high levels of
narcotics in his body. Respondent Officer #1 who was the investigating officer did conduct a
proper investigation and the allegation is unfounded.
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