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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: 02/10/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On Tuesday, February 10, 2026, Police attended a 9-1-1 Impaired Driver call and investigated the complainant close to his residence.  During the investigation, the complainant alleged that his phone was taken from him (3) times while trying to record the interaction with the officer. The officer forced the complainant to open the vehicle that was not owned by him and the officer grabbed his wrist for over ten (10) minutes causing the complainant to feel harassed.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 – O. REG. 407/23 – 10(1)
A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.

Allegation 2 – O. REG. 407/23 – 19(1)
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.

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation 1 & 2

On Tuesday, February 10, 2026, Police attended a 9-1-1 Impaired Driver call, after a tow truck driver (witness) interacted with an intoxicated driver. The witness provided a description of the vehicle (Kia), licence plate and a physical description of the driver. 

At 2:37am, the responding officer (RO) drove past the address registered to the vehicle, however the vehicle was not present and left the scene.  At 2:54am, the RO returned to the address and located the complainant standing in relative proximity to the vehicle. The complainant had an odour of alcohol emanating from him and his descriptors were a close match to the witnesses' comments. The RO also noted that the vehicle's hood was hot despite the cold temperature. After a brief investigation, the RO notified the complainant that he was under arrest for impaired operation of a motor vehicle, however the complainant resisted by walking away, pulling away his arm, verbally telling the RO he was not under arrest, and retrieving his mobile phone that was taken from him on a few occasions. The RO confirmed the complainant was the brother of the registered owner, who was on impaired driving charges and the RO stated the complainant had a Kia key in his possession. The complainant also confirmed he had driven the vehicle in the past.

An assisting officer attended the scene and the complainant was eventually handcuffed. The RO made a subsequent phone call to the witness to confirm physical descriptors, however after discussing the evidence with the assisting officer, it was determined that securing a conviction in court would be difficult and the complainant was unconditionally released.

Conclusion: Reasonable grounds to believe that no unlawful arrest, or a failure to perform duties occurred. The allegations are unsubstantiated.


