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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 
   



         

LECA Page 2 of 2 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
     

 

Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 09/11/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: Complainant, who was 25 years old, went through unfair treatment where excessive force was used by police officers.

Further, Complainant stated, despite witnesses confirming RO1 took the phone, RO1 later denied having taking the phone  
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 – Unnecessary or excessive use of force – CSPA O. Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct
Section 11(1)

Allegation 2 – Neglect of Duty – CSPA O. Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct
Section 19: 

Allegation 3 – Fail to comply with Service Governance – CSPA O. Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct
Section 27
	Decision and Reasons: The PSB investigation determined there was no force used during the apprehension of the Complainant. When RO1 and RO2 attempted to physically move the Complainant off the bed, his request to be assisted by his family members was obliged.

Based on a review and analysis of all information, the PSB investigation has determined that there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct occurred in relation to the disappearance of the Complainant’s phone.

Based on a review and analysis of all information, the PSB investigation has determined that there is no evidence to establish misconduct occurred in relation to the improper seizing of property as there was insufficient evidence to establish the property was seized in the first place.




