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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: 02/28/2025
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 provided the following details in his complaint to LECA on February 28, 2025.

While resting in his bed, preparing for work, the Complainant heard what sounded like a gunshot
then realized the police had broken into his home without warning, burst through his bedroom door
and tasered him twice and placed him under arrest for kidnapping. He was lifted off the ground and
made to sit in a chair for two hours.

The Complainant stated he heard the police say it's the wrong house. The Complainant was
released and he was left with the taser prongs still embedded inside him. He stated his home was
left a wreck and the downstairs was trashed. It wasn't until much later that his landlord called for an
ambulance where they removed the prongs and took him to the hospital where he underwent three
hours of tests.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 - unlawful arrest

Allegation 2 - neglects health/safety of person in custody
Allegation 3 - conduct undermines public trust

Allegation 4 - unnecessary force

Allegation 5 - neglects to do duty

CSPA O. Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct

Decision and Reasons

Allegation 1.:

The Respondent Officers were in the lawful execution of their duties during the entry, under
exigent circumstances to preserve life. The PSB investigation finds the actions of RO1, RO2 and
RO3 were lawful and measured given the totality of the circumstances. An analysis of the
evidence did not provide reasonable grounds to believe the Respondent Officer are guilty of
misconduct. This allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 2:

The Respondent Officers offered several options, on several occasions, for medical assistance to
remove the CEW probes to the Complainant, with all offers being refused. An analysis of the
evidence gathered in this investigation did not provide the reasonable grounds to believe the
Respondent Officers are guilty of misconduct. This allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 3:

The investigation yielded no evidence to corroborate the allegations made against the
Respondent Officers. There is no information beyond the LECA complaint itself to support the
allegation, and all other evidence obtained was contradictory to the allegation. The Respondent
Officers were lawfully inside the residence, in the lawful execution of their duties and treated the
Complainant with respect and dignity. These actions are not consistent with behaviour that would
undermine public trust. An analysis of the evidence did not provide reasonable grounds to believe
the Respondent Officer are guilty of misconduct. This allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 4:

This investigation finds the actions taken by RO1, RO2 and RO3 were lawful, measured and
necessary given the totality of the circumstances. The dynamic entry based on exigent
circumstances to preserve life, with the knowledge of potential weapons, the Complainant was
taken into custody using objectively reasonable force. An analysis of the evidence did not provide
reasonable grounds to believe the Respondent Officer are guilty of misconduct. This allegation is
unsubstantiated.
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