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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: 10/15/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant reports that CW#1 contacted local police to report that the complainant was
intentionally withholding property solely registered to CW#1.

CWH#1 contacted police and wished to have three vehicles filed as stolen due to the complainants
reluctance to return them into CW#1's possession.

CW#1 produced ownership of the outstanding vehicles in their name.
Police attempted to contact the complainant with negative results.
The RO completed a police report and the vehicles were listed as stolen.

A week later, the vehicles were found in the possession of the complainant in a neighbouring
jurisdiction. The vehicles were returned to CW#1 who declined to pursue criminal charges.

The complainant believed that it was a civil matter between themselves and CW#1 and police
should not have intervened.

The complainant also believed that CW#1 and the RO knew each other and the RO listed the
vehicles as stolen as a 'favour'.

The complainant alleged that the loss of the vehicles has left him completely unable to earn a
living.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

19 - neglect of duty
10 - undermine public trust

Decision and Reasons

The RO was lawfully positioned and responded to a call for service by a CW#1 who wished to
report the theft of vehicles registered to them.

The RO was satisfied that CW#1 was the sole registered owner.
RO attempted to contact the complainant without success.
The RO adhered to Federal legislation and service policy.

The investigator confirmed that CW#1 and the RO did not have any previous dealings or were
known to each other prior to this incident.

The vehicles were returned to CW#1 who advised police that they did not wish to pursure
charges.
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