


         

LECA Page 2 of 2 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
     

 

Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   

1) CONDUCT UNDERMINES PUBLIC TRUST – Section 10 Community Safety and Policing Act: 
A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to 
undermine, public trust in policing. 
 
2) UNNECESSARY FORCE – Section 11 Community Safety and Policing Act: 
A police officer shall not use force unless, 
(a) The force is used for the purpose of carrying out a duty; 
(b) The officer is entitled, by statute or common law, to use force for the purpose of carrying out 
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CONDUCT UNDERMINES PUBLIC TRUST: The Professional Standards Investigator believes 
RO#1 and RO#2 both acted in a respectful and lawful manner when dealing with the complainant, 
on the incident date. RO#1 and RO#2 were correct, conducted themselves in good faith and did 
not bring the reputation of this police service into disrepute. With respect to the allegations of 
Conduct Undermines Public Trust, the Investigator concludes that this allegation of misconduct is 
unsubstantiated. 
 
UNNECESSARY FORCE: Based upon a review and analysis of all the information gathered, the 
Professional Standards’ Investigator has determined that RO#1 did use force that was appropriate 
and proportionate to the situation they faced. RO#1’s one (1) knee strike was effective and 
stopped the complainant's assaultive behaviour. With respect to the allegations of Excessive Use 
of Force, the Investigator concludes that this allegation of misconduct is unsubstantiated. 
 
NEGLECT TO DO DUTY: Based upon a review and analysis of all the information gathered, the 
Professional Standards Investigator has determined that RO#2 and Witness Officer (WO#2) were 
not neglect in their duties by declining the complainant's request for medical attention. RO#2 did 
not observe any physical injury to the complainant on the incident date. Also, RO#2 had many 
previous dealings with the complainant and believed they simply did not want to go to jail and 
wished to be at the hospital, because the beds were more comfortable. While in police cells, the 
complainant asked WO#2 (on duty jailer) to be brought to the hospital but did not explain why. 
During the Professional Standards Investigator’s interview, the complainant admitted that they 
were not suicidal, but their behaviour on the incident date, was done because they did not want to 
go to jail. Therefore, the allegations of Neglect to do Duty, the Professional Standards Investigator 
concludes that this allegation of misconduct is unsubstantiated.




