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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: ☐ Retained by LECA: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 05/05/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleged that the Respondent Officers were negligent in their investigation and disclosure of information to the Crown Attorney, which she believes led to the Crown Attorney’s decision to withdrawn the charges.

One of the RO's was on a leave and unable to participate in the investigation until she returned to work. This caused a delay in the completion of the report of investigation. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Performance of Duties
Section 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. 


It is alleged the Respondent Officers failed to conduct a thorough investigation and to provide the assigned Crown Attorney (CW1) with all the necessary and relevant disclosure resulting in the charges being withdrawn.


	Decision and Reasons: The Complainant’s allegation of a neglectful investigation is unfounded due to the fact that members of the 55 Division CIB didn’t ever discredit the Complainant. The case remained open for two years and when she decided that she was ready to provide a statement she was interviewed the same day, with the accused arrested the following day.

Further, the Complainant’s assertion that the RO’s were neglectful in providing the necessary disclosure, (particularly the original BWC recording from the 2022 radio call which contained her initial reporting of the alleged sexual assault, and the information that she told a friend), is completely dis-proven by the documented evidence of it being electronically disclosed to CW1 on 2024.11.05.

This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. RO1 was assigned as the Lead Investigator, reviewed the case, consulted with CW1, and ensured that all necessary and relevant disclosure was provided to CW1. RO2 took a phone call from the Complainant and arranged for a statement to be taken. She was initially assigned as the lead Investigator; however she was replaced by RO1 due to supervisory and credential necessities. 

The allegation is unsubstantiated.


