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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: [Redacted] Date of Complaint: 08/31/2024
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 alleged || R<spondent Officers arbitrarily stopped
and targeted them based on race, interacted with them on private property, unlawfully arrested
them, used excessive force by breaking their vehicle window to effect an arrest and refused to
loosen their handcuffs.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations "

Allegation 1 - Human Rights and the Charter - Discrimination, S. 5(1) CSPA

Allegation 2 - Interactions with the Public - Unlawful Detention, S. 8(1) CSPA

Allegation 3 - Interactions with the Public - Unnecessary Force, S. 11(1) CSPA

Allegation 4 - Interactions with the Public - Conduct Undermines Public Trust, S. 10(1) CSPA

|| Decision and Reasons

Allegation #1 - Respondent Officer 1 and Respondent Officer 3 were conducting directed patrol in a high crime area. This high crime statistic is
supported with crime analysis reports for four months leading up to the event in question. Respondent Officers 1 and 3 observed the Complainant's
vehicle exit a motel parking lot known for high levels of criminality and attempted to query the licence plate as a proactive measure. The Complainant
made a maneuver immediately upon driving onto a highway and into the parking lot of a closed business to evade police. Respondent Officers 1 and 3
conducted an investigative follow up based on the location and behaviour of the Complainant and then initiated a traffic stop. This action is supported by
Section 82(1) CSPA, Section 48(1) HTA, R. vs. McColman - 2023, Supreme Court of Canada case law, R. vs. Evenson - 2018 Alberta Provincial Court
case law, Section 320.27 CCC, Section 320.28 CCC.

Analysis of area maps, officer interviews, information provided by the Complainant, security video, in-car police vehicle video, NICHE RMS query audit
report, CPIC person query audit report, CPIC vehicle query audit report and police vehicle GPS report show that Respondent Officers 1 and 3 did not
stop the Complainant based on race and did not know their gender, name or any other information until first contact was made. The actions of the
officers as well as the evidence does not support the allegation of Human Rights and the Charter - Discrimination.

Allegation #2 - The Complainant refused to communicate or comply with the requests of Respondent Officer 1, Respondent Officer 2 and Respondent
Officer 3 after being stopped. Respondent Officers 1 and 3 detected the odour of alcohol and burnt cannabis emanating from the Complainant's vehicle,
prompting the obligation for further investigation and a sobriety check. Respondent Officer 4 used their police vehicle to ensure the Complainant did not
move their vehicle for public and officer safety. All four Respondent Officers were lawfully situated and in the lawful execution of their duties as
supported in Section 82(1) CSPA, Section 48(1) HTA, Section 320.27 CCC, Section 320.28 CCC, R. vs. McColman - 2023, Supreme Court of Canada
case law and R. vs. Eveson - 2018 Alberta Provincial Court case law. The Complainant was negotiated with for 14 minutes before their window was
broken to open their vehicle door to effect an arrest for Obstruct Police. Once arrested, Respondent Officer 1 detected the odour of alcohol coming from
the Complainant's mouth when they spoke. The odour of alcohol and behaviour consistent with a person under the influence of alcohol provided
Respondent Officer 1 with reasonable grounds to believe the Complainant was operating a motor vehicle while impaired by alcohol. The Complainant
was read their Rights to Counsel and Caution five minutes after being arrested. This is all supported with evidence on in-car police vehicle video. The
action of the officers along with supporting legislation, acts of parliament and the evidence does not support the allegation of Interactions with the Public
- Unlawful Detention.

Allegation #3 - Respondent Officers 1, 2 and 3, attempted to negotiate with the Complainant for 14 minutes before breaking the driver's window so they
could open the door and effect an arrest. The Complainant was removed from their vehicle and arrested with out incident or force used. The
Complainant was handcuffed and transported to the closest police station where they did not report any injury caused by the handcuffs. When the
Complainant was asked by Respondent Officer 3 if they would like their handcuffs removed, the Complainant responded by saying they were
comfortable. Furthermore, the movement and expressions by the Complainant do not support over tightened handcuffs. The evidence obtained does not
support the allegation of Interactions with the Public - Unnecessary Force.

Allegation #4 - Respondent Officer 1 and Respondent Officer 3 were sitting approximately 69.5 metres from where the Complainant's vehicle was
parked at a motel. The motel is in a known high crime area. The Complainant is shown on motel security video exiting the motel and entering their
vehicle with their hood up, covering their head. The Complainant drove onto a highway from the motel parking lot and then immediately tumed into a
parking lot of a closed business in an effort to evade police. Respondent Officers 1 and 3 were presented with evidence that the Complainant had
consumed alcohol or cannabis upon first contact. Furthermore the Complainant refused to comply with requests to lower their driver's window so the
officers could assess the Complainant's sobriety. The Complainant was armrested, read Rights to Counsel, Caution, Breath Demand and then transported
to the closest police station to provide a breath sample. The Complainant refused to provide a breath sample and was released from custody soon after.
The Complainant requested they be transported by Respondent Officers 1 and 3 to the same motel they started at. Once at the motel, Respondent
Officer 3 told the Complainant they did not want to see them again which in itself does not amount to misconduct. This information is supported by in-car
camera video and police station video and is inaccurate from the version of events the Complainant alleged. Therefore the allegation of Interactions with
the Public - Conduct Undermines Public Trust is not supported.
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