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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: 

Type of Investigation:  

Referred to Same Service: ☐ Referred to Other Service: ☐ Retained by LECA: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleges that the Respondent Officers failed to properly investigate reported theft and subsequently used unnecessary force while facilitating what he characterizes as unlawful eviction. He reports that on October 26, 2025, officers were called to a residence where he was legally residing as a tenant and that he provided the Respondent Officers with video evidence showing the Landlord/Homeowner entering his private rental room without consent and stealing his wallet.

The Complainant asserts that, despite presenting what he believes to be clear evidence of an offence, the Respondent Officers did not take a formal statement, did not secure or review the video recording, and did not pursue appropriate criminal charges. He further alleges that, rather than investigating the reported theft, the officers forcibly removed him from the property, notwithstanding his presentation of rent payment records and written tenancy confirmation.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation #1 - Performance of Duties - Neglect of Duty: 

Section 19: A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

Allegation #2 - Interactions with the Public - Unnecessary Use of Force:

Section 11(1): 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. 
	Decision and Reasons: FINDINGS - ALLEGATION #1 (Neglect of Duty):

Based on the totality of the available evidence, including the complaint information, the Complainant’s submissions, the Respondent Officers’ statements, and the video and body-worn camera footage, the investigation determined that the Respondent Officers were acting in the lawful execution of their duties and in accordance with all applicable authorities. The alleged theft was reasonably assessed and found to be inconclusive, as the video evidence did not clearly establish the taking of identifiable property and the item in question was subsequently located within the Complainant’s room. The Respondent Officers further acted reasonably and lawfully in determining that the Complainant’s short-term Airbnb accommodation was exempt from the Residential Tenancies Act and in exercising their authority under the Trespass to Property Act after the consent for the Complainant to remain in the residence was withdrawn.

When assessed objectively and in its entirety, the evidence does not support the Neglect of Duty allegation. There are no reasonable grounds to conclude that misconduct occurred and, accordingly, the allegation is unsubstantiated.


FINDINGS - ALLEGATION #2 (Unnecessary Force) : 

The investigation determined that the Respondent Officers were acting in the lawful execution of their duties and in compliance with all applicable legislative and procedural authorities. Based on the totality of the available evidence, including the complaint information, video evidence provided by the Complainant, the Respondent Officers’ statements, and the body-worn camera footage, there are no reasonable and probable grounds to conclude that either Respondent Officer used force unnecessarily. The evidence establishes that the Complainant was cooperative, collected his belongings voluntarily, and exited the residence without resistance. The body-worn camera footage further corroborates that no physical force was applied or required at any point during the Complainant’s removal.

When assessed objectively and in its entirety, the evidence does not support the allegation of Unnecessary Use of Force. The Investigator therefore concludes that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct occurred, and the allegation is unsubstantiated.


