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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: 11/06/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

[redacted]

Complainant came forward with a complaint that encompassed two separate interactions with
members of the [police service].

The first complaint was with regards to alleged property damage belonging to the complainant
which was alleged to have been caused by [police service] members. Video evidence was
gathered as well as [police service] officer statements. The video objectively disproved this
allegation. All officers denied causing property damage.

The second complaint was with regards to excessive force during an arrest of the complainant.
Video evidence was gathered and disproved any force used during initial arrest. Video did not
capture the complainant's time in custody as it pertained to them being placed into an [police
service] cruiser. Officers were interviewed and denied causing injury. The main injury to the
complainant, a cut to their forehead, was spoken to by the complainant. They had called 911, which
was the reason [police service] was dispatched, and said that they needed help because they had
been assaulted earlier in the day when they were struck in the head with a bottle.

Insufficient evidence to conclude that misconduct occurred at any point during these complaints.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

CSPA 10(1) x 5, 11(1) x 3

Decision and Reasons

Complainant came forward with a complaint that encompassed two separate interactions with
members of the [police service].

The first complaint was with regards to alleged property damage belonging to the complainant
which was alleged to have been caused by [police service] members. Video evidence was
gathered as well as [police service] officer statements. The video objectively disproved this
allegation. All officers denied causing property damage.

The second complaint was with regards to excessive force during an arrest of the complainant.
Video evidence was gathered and disproved any force used during initial arrest. Video did not
capture the complainant's time in custody as it pertained to them being placed into an [police
service] cruiser. Officers were interviewed and denied causing injury. The main injury to the
complainant, a cut to their forehead, was spoken to by the complainant. They had called 911,
which was the reason [police service] was dispatched, and said that they needed help because
they had been assaulted earlier in the day when they were struck in the head with a bottle.

Insufficient evidence to conclude that misconduct occurred at any point during these complaints.
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Complainant came forward with a complaint that encompassed two separate interactions with members of the [police service].

The first complaint was with regards to alleged property damage belonging to the complainant which was alleged to have been caused by [police service] members. Video evidence was gathered as well as [police service] officer statements. The video objectively disproved this allegation. All officers denied causing property damage.

The second complaint was with regards to excessive force during an arrest of the complainant. Video evidence was gathered and disproved any force used during initial arrest. Video did not capture the complainant's time in custody as it pertained to them being placed into an [police service] cruiser. Officers were interviewed and denied causing injury. The main injury to the complainant, a cut to their forehead, was spoken to by the complainant. They had called 911, which was the reason [police service] was dispatched, and said that they needed help because they had been assaulted earlier in the day when they were struck in the head with a bottle.

Insufficient evidence to conclude that misconduct occurred at any point during these complaints.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: CSPA 10(1) x 5, 11(1) x 3
	Decision and Reasons: Complainant came forward with a complaint that encompassed two separate interactions with members of the [police service].

The first complaint was with regards to alleged property damage belonging to the complainant which was alleged to have been caused by [police service] members. Video evidence was gathered as well as [police service] officer statements. The video objectively disproved this allegation. All officers denied causing property damage.

The second complaint was with regards to excessive force during an arrest of the complainant. Video evidence was gathered and disproved any force used during initial arrest. Video did not capture the complainant's time in custody as it pertained to them being placed into an [police service] cruiser. Officers were interviewed and denied causing injury. The main injury to the complainant, a cut to their forehead, was spoken to by the complainant. They had called 911, which was the reason [police service] was dispatched, and said that they needed help because they had been assaulted earlier in the day when they were struck in the head with a bottle.

Insufficient evidence to conclude that misconduct occurred at any point during these complaints.


