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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: December 3, 2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant provided the following details in her complaint to LECA 



The Complainant was unhappy with the services at a and requested to speak with a manager which caused an argument to ensue.  The staff felt threatened by the Complainant's behaviour and called police.  The  staffed asked the Complainant to leave, however the Complainant did not leave immediately, but was gone by the time police arrived.



The Complainant was located.  The RO asked the Complainant for identification, but the Complainant refused and argued with the RO. The Complainant refused to identify several times so the RO warned the Complainant failed to identify herself she would be arrested under the Trespass to Property Act.  



.




	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1:  Undermine Public Trust
Allegation 2:  Unnecessary Force

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation 1:
It is alleged the Respondent Officer used more force than was necessary on the Complainant
when he attempted to place her under arrest.
Although the Complainant reports that she felt scared and unsafe with the RO placing his hands
on her arm, the RO’s actions were objectively reasonable based on the facts known at the time
and the physical control used to affect the arrest was lawful, measured and necessary given the
totality of the circumstances, and when the Complainant provided her identification, the arrest
was immediately aborted. WO1 witnessed the interaction and corroborated the minimal level of
force used by the RO. As a result, there is insufficient evidence to reasonably believe the RO
used more force than was necessary.
As a result, this allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 2:
It is alleged that the Respondent Officer, while interacting with the Complainant, conducted
himself in a manner that would undermine the public’s trust in policing.
Although the Complainant perceived the RO to be irritated, perceived the RO to be showing
favouritism towards the nail salon staff and perceived the RO to be aggressive when placing his
hands on her arm, there is no evidence to reasonably believe the RO was unprofessional in his
interaction during his investigation.
As a result, this allegation is unsubstantiated.


