
SERVICE AND POLICY AGENDA ITEM #3.3 
 
  

VANCOUVER POLICE DEPARTMENT 
 

REPORT TO THE VANCOUVER POLICE BOARD 
 
 

REPORT DATE: April 13, 2018 
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE: April 26, 2018 

BOARD REPORT # 1804C01 
Regular 

 
TO: Vancouver Police Board Service and Policy Complaints Review Committee 
 
FROM: Drazen Manojlovic, Director, Planning, Research and Audit Section 
 
SUBJECT:  Service or Policy Complaint 2018-128 Sexual Assault Investigation 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  

 
That the Vancouver Police Board Service and Policy Complaints Review Committee 
(‘Committee’) dismiss the complaint with reasons and advise the complainant of 
the actions taken by the Vancouver Police Department (VPD). 
 

SUMMARY:  
 
The complainant registered a third party complaint about a sexual assault investigation stemming 
from an incident that occurred on June 22, 2016.  Subsequent to this complaint, a number of other 
service or policy complaints regarding the same incident have been registered with the Office of 
the Police Complaint Commissioner, as a show of solidarity with the complaint this report 
discusses.   
 
This report provides details on the investigative response to the incident and concludes that, the 
investigation was thorough, timely, and, for the first two months, maintained responsive 
communication with the victim. However, there was a reduction in communication with the victim 
when the investigating member returned to the Operations Division.  (The investigator was from 
the Operations Division and was being mentored in the VPD’s Sex Crimes Unit (SCU)).  Although 
the investigation was not affected, it is at this point that communication to the victim was reduced, 
which contributed to her frustration and the subsequent issues regarding communicating to her 
about the status of the investigation. 
 
The VPD’s Special Investigations Section (SIS), which includes the SCU, advises that such gaps 
in communication are atypical of their process, which they are reviewing to ensure there is not a 
repeat.  Nonetheless, the VPD apologizes to the victim for the lack of timely communication and 
the frustration she dealt with. 
 
It should be noted that a suspect was identified in this case.  Investigators consulted with Crown 
Counsel about laying charges. However, Crown Counsel did not believe there was sufficient 
evidence for charges. 
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POLICY:    
  
Regulations and Procedures Manual 1.7.16 Sexual Offences 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The complainant registered a third party complaint about a sexual assault investigation stemming 
from an incident that occurred on June 22, 2016.  The complainant’s specific concerns are: 
 
1. Extreme lack of empathy and sensitivity displayed by officers who are interacting/interviewing 

those who are victims of sex crimes, minimizing the severity of the victim’s trauma and actively 
telling victims to not speak out about their abuse. 

2.  Lack of priority and budget given to the VPD Sex Crimes Unit. 
3. Lack of organizational transparency, especially regarding the nearly $300 million budget of the 

VPD. 
4. Lack of public accessibility to our institution of law enforcement. If a citizen wants to speak to 

the police about matters of public safety that citizen should not have to go through the OPCC 
to do so. The Vancouver Police Board exists, in part, to publicly delegate the operation of the 
VPD and in doing so they are supposed to give the public an opportunity to engage in this 
process. They have failed to do so. 

 
Concern #1 - Extreme lack of empathy and sensitivity displayed by officers who are 
interacting/interviewing those who are victims of sex crimes, minimizing the severity of 
the victim’s trauma and actively telling victims to not speak out about their abuse 
 
SIS investigators are aware of the impact that trauma may have on anyone who is sexually 
assaulted.  Sexual assault investigations are some of the most challenging investigations and 
solving them is a priority for the VPD.  
  
Investigators attempt to balance the needs of victims with preserving all available evidence, some 
of which may be perishable, and moving investigations forward for the sake of public safety.  SCU 
investigators aim to be sensitive, yet professional and respectful, and take an empathetic 
approach to all aspects of their work.   
  
It is worthwhile to succinctly describe the incident and the investigative steps that occurred.   
 
Summary of the Incident 
 
The victim reported that she was assaulted on June 22, 2016 (GO# 2016-121094).  The victim 
reported that while she was walking home, a male pedestrian bumped into her shoulder and she 
apologized to him.  She then crossed the street and while making a phone call to a friend was 
startled to see the male, who she just bumped into, be directly in front of her.  He grabbed her by 
the shoulders, threw her to the ground, and held her there. While the victim struggled to break 
free, the suspect pinned her down for approximately twenty seconds before she either broke free 
or the suspect let her go and then ran away.  The victim reported that the suspect never struck 
her or made any attempts to touch her in a sexual manner.  She reported that the suspect never 
said anything while just smiling at her.  The suspect is described as an Indigenous or Filipino 
male, 20-30 years old, 5’6” to 5’9” in height, medium athletic build, wearing a grey zip up hoody, 
black t-shirt with a white ‘chunky’ logo on the front, dark baggy pants, backward baseball hat, with 
short black hair, clean shaven, and walked as though he was ‘high’. 
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Immediate Investigative Response 
 
The following steps were taken on the same day as the incident: 
 
• A police dog was called to the scene to track the suspect; 
• Members of the Forensic Identification Unit attended the scene, took several photographs and 

seized a baseball cap found nearby; 
• DNA swabs of the victim were taken; 
• The victim’s clothing and backpack were seized for possible DNA evidence; 
• Photographs of the victim’s injuries were taken; 
• A canvass for video footage of 50 different locations was completed; 
• The victim was interviewed; 
• Recordings of 911 tapes were requested; and 
• An SCU Analyst conducted a ‘persons of interest’ search. 

 
The following steps were taken within two weeks of the incident: 
 
• Approval to complete a composite sketch was obtained and an attempt to complete a sketch 

occurred; 
• Approval was sought to expedite DNA analysis of the seized items; and 
• Video footage was obtained from various locations. 
 
The investigator was able to get a quick turn around on DNA analysis by getting approval to use 
a private laboratory to conduct the testing.  A positive DNA ‘hit’ in the found baseball cap was 
received in just over two months from the incident, which is quicker than normal.  The victim was 
updated on the investigation’s progress by the investigator on August 24, 2016.  On that same 
day the investigator requested further DNA analysis of the victim’s clothing.  The purpose of this 
request was to see if the DNA in the found baseball cap was present on the victim’s clothing. 
 
By all accounts, the investigation into the incident was thorough, timely, and, in the first two 
months, with responsive communication with the victim.  For example, the Victim Services Unit, 
who are trained to provide support to those who have been exposed to violent incidents, made 
seven calls to the victim to assist her.  Timely communication with the victim was reduced when 
the investigator returned to the Operations Division. 
 
Reduction in Communication to the Victim 
 
The complainant states the victim was notified on October 15, 2016, that the file was transferred 
to a new investigator.  This report cannot confirm this file transfer.  In fact, the investigator did 
keep conduct of the file as he returned to the Operations Division.  It is at this point that 
communication with the victim reduced.  The victim left four voice messages with the investigator 
on four days from October 24 – 29, 2016.  It is uncertain if and when those messages were 
responded to. However, officers working in patrol work a ‘four day on, four day off’ rotation. 
 
The investigator received confirmation from the DNA lab on November 1, 2016, that there was no 
matching DNA on the victim’s clothing (as compared to the DNA in the found baseball cap).  The 
victim was made aware of this in December, 2016.  On December 8, 2016, the victim was 
presented a photo pack, but the photo pack was not successful.  
 
At this point, investigative avenues had been exhausted and the investigation was dependent on 
further information coming forward.  As a result of no new leads for the investigation, there were 



 4 

less updates to the victim until May, 2017, at which point she was notified the case was closed 
and advised she could pick up her clothing.  
 
Other Specific Concerns Raised by the Complainant 
 
“The VPD had admonished the victim for speaking out publicly, advising her it could jeopardize 
the case.” 
 
The victim had complained about the investigation on social media.  It is best practice for 
investigators to request both witnesses and victims to refrain from discussing the details of an 
investigation with anyone.  Doing so may jeopardize the quality of statements of witnesses whom 
have yet to be interviewed by the police and can also restrict some of the investigative strategies 
often used to gather further evidence.  Because no record of such a conversation was found, it is 
difficult to ascertain if the advice given was delivered in an admonishing tone.   
 
“Communication between the Detective and the victim occurred via telephone as opposed to e-
mail.”   
 
The complainant makes several comments in the complaint implying that this was likely done to 
avoid making a record of the communications with the victim.  It is best practice for both front line 
officers and investigators to contact victims of crime by telephone or in person.  E-mail messages 
can often be impersonal, misconstrued, and taken out of context.  In situations where police are 
communicating with victims of crime, it would be inappropriate to use emails as the main form of 
communication. 
 
“The victim was deeply offended when she was advised that police would not go to the media 
with her story since it would create “white noise”.” 
 
Police often have to weigh several factors when deciding whether it would be beneficial to make 
a public announcement regarding an investigation.  Going forward with such an announcement 
can limit some of the investigative strategies that can be used in the future.  Furthermore, if no 
other similar incidents have been reported in the area, or if the description of the suspect is not 
very specific, making an announcement can lead to the identification of several persons of interest 
unrelated to the incident, which can detract time and resources away from the investigation.  The 
decision not to provide a media release was a consensus between SIS and the Public Affairs 
Section. 
 
“The victim was advised she would have to wait four months to hear back regarding the DNA 
testing on her clothes.” 
 
As previously mentioned, once a possible suspect was identified via the DNA in the found baseball 
cap, the investigator requested further analysis of the clothing to be conducted.  It is normal that 
such an analysis can take several months. 
 
“The victim does not understand why she was never asked to do a photo line-up.  On December 
8, 2016, the detective called and asked if she would be willing to look at photos.  The victim was 
asked to look through a “massive stack of suspect photographs”.  The victim had tried to forget 
about her attacker and was not confident about the selection she made.” 
 
The process of showing a photo pack presentation to witnesses or victims of crime is standardized 
in the Canadian justice system and police do not have discretion to modify that process.  The 
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victim was shown 10 photographs, including one of the suspect.  The victim was not able to select 
the suspect from the photographs.   
 
Conclusion to Concern #1 
 
A person was arrested on December 25, 2017, following an incident similar to the one 
experienced by the victim in this complaint.  The person arrested was interviewed and confessed 
to the December 25, 2017, incident.  When asked about the incident from 2016 (that this complaint 
stems from), he did not deny involvement but stated he did not remember since it was a time in 
his life when he was heavily involved in drugs and alcohol.  This is corroborated by the fact that 
the victim described her suspect as being “high”. 
 
The investigator in the December 25, 2017, incident spoke with Crown Counsel to discuss if 
charges would be appropriate based on similar fact evidence.  Based on several factors, including 
the fact that the DNA in the found baseball cap was not found on the victim’s clothing, Crown 
Counsel did not believe there were sufficient grounds to charge the arrested person with the 
incident on the victim of this complaint.  
 
As previously mentioned, for the first two months the investigation into the incident was thorough, 
timely, and with responsive communication with the victim.  When the investigator returned to the 
Operations Division in the fall of 2016, communication to the victim reduced.  This contributed to 
her frustration and much of the subsequent issues regarding communicating to her about the 
status of the investigation. 
 
SIS advises that such gaps in communication are atypical of their process, which they are 
reviewing to ensure there is not a repeat.  Nonetheless, the VPD apologizes to the victim for the 
lack of timely communication and the frustration she dealt with. 
 
Concern #2 - Lack of priority and budget given to the VPD Sex Crimes Unit and Concern 
#3 - Lack of organizational transparency, especially regarding the nearly $300 million 
budget of the VPD. 
 
In 2017, the victim submitted a Freedom of Information request.  Specifically, the victim requested 
“the name, rank and hours logged by each officer of the Department, as well as the budget of 
each unit for the years 2015 and 2016.”  The victim subsequently clarified that she wished to know 
the specific salary budget for each unit of the VPD, and if possible, she also wished to know the 
number of personnel in each unit.  
 
The request was carefully considered by the VPD’s Information and Privacy Services Section and 
the Financial Services Section to determine if and how it would be possible to compile the data 
as requested.  It was determined that responding fully to the victim’s request as stated “would 
exceed our requirement under section 6 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy 
Act ("the Act”)  to make every reasonable effort to assist an applicant with their request.”  This 
was communicated to the victim via e-mail on August 30, 2017, and as part of that 
correspondence, the victim was also referred to on-line links to the VPD’s budget. 
 
The third party complainant expressed concerns over the overall priority given to the investigation 
of sexual offences by the VPD and what the corresponding resource allocation is to such 
investigations.  The VPD’s SCU has an authorized strength of 24 police officers.  To address the 
complainant’s perception that the VPD does not prioritize SCU staffing levels, the author 
contacted five other comparatively sized police departments in Canada, and the VPD’s staffing 
level for the SCU is as good as or better than all five.  These results indicate that the amount of 
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resources the VPD has allocated towards the investigation of sexual offences supports the view 
that these investigations are a priority for the VPD and are resourced accordingly.  
 
Concern #4 - Lack of public accessibility to our institution of law enforcement. If a citizen 
wants to speak to the police about matters of public safety that the citizen should not have 
to go through the OPCC to do so. The Vancouver Police Board exists, in part, to publicly 
delegate the operation of the VPD and in doing so they are supposed to give the public an 
opportunity to engage in this process. They have failed to do so. 
 
It is more appropriate that Vancouver Police Board respond to this concern. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
This a third party complaint about a sexual assault investigation stemming from a June, 2016 
incident.  This report provided details on the investigative response to the incident and concludes 
that the investigation was thorough, timely, and, for the first two months, maintained responsive 
communication with the victim.  After two months, the investigator returned to the Operations 
Division and there was a reduction in timely communication with the victim.  This is atypical of the 
VPD’s process and the VPD apologizes to the victim for the frustration that she experienced.  As 
such, the VPD recommends that the Committee dismiss the complaint with reasons and advise 
the complainant of the actions taken by the VPD. 
 
It should be noted that a suspect was identified in this case.  Investigators consulted with Crown 
Counsel about laying charges; however, Crown Counsel did not believe there was sufficient 
evidence for charges. 
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