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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:
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 ||

The CO outlined they contacted the police for an individual who attended her residence who was
associated with her ex-partner and was attempting to intimidate her under the pretense of serving
her court documents. The RO attended her residence. The CO found the RO to be dismissive and
failed to investigate
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Public-Uncivil - Sec 12 CSPA Reg. 407/23

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

Decision and Reasons

The RO attended a call for service for a suspicious person. The RO arrived and conducted an
investigation and learned the individual was a Court Processor who was lawfully placed and was
attempting to serve the CO court documents requiring her to attend family court. The CO did not
like being served personally and wanted to be served electronically. The CO would have had to
request this change with the courts, which may or may not be granted. The RO was not dismissive
nor did he minimize her concerns. The CO was adamant that court processor was criminally
harassed, this is not the case. The court processor is employed to deliver and serve court
documents. The BWC clearly showed that the RO was professional, polite and attempted to
explain the situation to the CO.

There is no evidence of misconduct on the RO's behalf, therefore the allegations are
unsubstantiated.
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