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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: 08/09/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint

The Complainant alleges that when he was arrested on May 16th, 2025, the Respondent Officers
used unnecessary force by punching him, using a small needle gun to inject something into his
chest, and stabbing his hand at the station whilst being booked.

The Complainant also alleges that the Respondent Officers neglected his health and safety and
further used their position improperly undermining public trust.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

This regulation sets out the code of conduct with which every police officer must comply.

Allegation #1
Interactions With the Public

Section 11(1) - Unnecessary or Excessive use of Force

Decision and Reasons

Allegation #1
Interactions With the Public

Section 11(1) - Unnecessary or Excessive use of Force
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
that duty;

(c) the officer is acting on reasonable grounds; and

(d) the force used is no more than is necessary given the circumstances.

« It is alleged that during and after his arrest, the Respondent Officer assaulted the Complainant
by punching him without cause, injecting a substance into his chest with a needle gun, and
stabbed his hand with scissors.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1)
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4)
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5)
Respondent Officer 6 (RO6)

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties
and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

Audio-visual recardinas_of the Comnplainant.in_Police custodv show that there was no.force used
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	Code of Conduct Allegations: 
This regulation sets out the code of conduct with which every police officer must comply.

Allegation #1
Interactions With the Public

Section 11(1) - Unnecessary or Excessive use of Force

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 that duty;
(c) the officer is acting on reasonable grounds; and
(d) the force used is no more than is necessary given the circumstances.

• It is alleged that during and after his arrest, the Respondent Officer assaulted the Complainant by punching him without cause, injecting a substance into his chest with a needle gun, and stabbed his hand with scissors.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4)
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5)
Respondent Officer 6 (RO6)

Allegation #2

Interactions With the Public - Section 9

A police officer shall not neglect the health or safety of any individual who is in their custody as a result of the officer’s duties.


• It is alleged that whilst in custody the Respondent Officer did not care for the Complainant’s well-being.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4)
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5)
Respondent Officer 6 (RO6)


Allegation #3

Interactions with the public – Section 10(1)
A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.
• It is alleged that the way the Respondent Officers dealt with the Complainant undermined public trust.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4)
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5)
Respondent Officer 6 (RO6)

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1
Interactions With the Public

Section 11(1) - Unnecessary or Excessive use of Force

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 that duty;
(c) the officer is acting on reasonable grounds; and
(d) the force used is no more than is necessary given the circumstances.

• It is alleged that during and after his arrest, the Respondent Officer assaulted the Complainant by punching him without cause, injecting a substance into his chest with a needle gun, and stabbed his hand with scissors.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4)
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5)
Respondent Officer 6 (RO6)


Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

Audio-visual recordings of the Complainant in Police custody show that there was no force used on the Complainant, either during the arrest, transport to the police station, or whilst being paraded in front of the Officer in Charge at 41 Station. Holding cell visual recording further shows no injuries on the Complainant’s hands. 
Furthermore, RO5 and RO6 had no physical interactions with the Complainant, and their only involvement was preparing the case for court.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #2

Interactions With the Public - Section 9

A police officer shall not neglect the health or safety of any individual who is in their custody as a result of the officer’s duties.


• It is alleged that whilst in custody the Respondent Officer did not care for the Complainant’s well-being.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4)
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5)
Respondent Officer 6 (RO6)


Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

The Complainant requested medical assistance as he claimed to be coughing blood, as such he was subsequently transported to hospital where he was seen by an emergency department Doctor. The Complainant was cleared medically and returned to 41 Station.
Furthermore, RO5 and RO6 had no physical interactions with the Complainant, and their only involvement was preparing the case for court.


Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #3

Interactions with the public – Section 10(1)
A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.
• It is alleged that the way the Respondent Officers dealt with the Complainant undermined public trust.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)
Respondent Officer 4 (RO4)
Respondent Officer 5 (RO5)
Respondent Officer 6 (RO6)


Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

The Respondent Officers acted accordingly, all their interactions with the Complainant captured on Body-Worn Camera or 41 Station surveillance cameras and always remaining professional.
Furthermore, RO5 and RO6 had no physical interactions with the Complainant, and their only involvement was preparing the case for court.


Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.



