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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: 08/20/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On May 4, 2024 Civilian Witness 1 called 911 to report a family domestic dispute between her and her husband (Complainant). Civilian Witness 1 indicated the complainant had assaulted her and called 911 as she wanted the complainant to leave the house. 

The complainant alleged a member of the [Service] attended his residence to investigate the domestic incident and made a racist/discriminatory comment to Civilian Witness 1. 

The complainant further alleged a member of [Service] was unprofessional when Civilian Witness 1 suggested the officer's statement was racist.

The complainant also alleged a member of [Service] failed to provide him with prescription medicine after he requested it several times, due to pain from recent surgery to his ear.



	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 – Discrimination – Section 5(1)
Discrimination, in that he or she, in the course of your duties, you treated any person in a manner that, at the time, you knew or reasonably ought to have known, would contravene the Human Rights Code in the performance of their duties.

Allegation 2 – Insulting Language – Section 12(1)
Insulting Language,in that he or she, in the course of your duties, you used abusive language, or treated any person in a manner that was abusive as a member of the police force of which the officer is a member.

Allegation 3 – Neglects Health/Safety of Person in Custody - Section 9
Conduct Undermines Public Trust in that, in that he or she, without lawful excuse, neglected the health and safety of an individual who was in your custody as a member of the police force of which the officer is a member.

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation 1
This investigation determined, the complainant was not discriminate against. The only discernible words the complainant admittedly heard was some type of reference to China which was uttered by the officer in an allegedly angry tone. However, the complainant confirmed he could not hear the context of the conversation between the officer and Civilian Witness 1 when this reference was made. The complainant also confirmed his ability to hear was greatly impaired due to his ear injury, which was supported in the review of the In Car Camera System (ICCS).  The ICCS also provided evidence the officer was professional, polite and supportive throughout the entire recorded interaction with the complainant.  A review of the complainant's criminal case, conducted independently, by the Crown's Case Management team found enough evidence to support a conviction and gave credence to the officer's grounds to arrest the complainant. Finally, the arrest and release process were consistent with both procedure and legal authorities.


Allegation 2
The investigation determined, there was no evidence to support the officer used insulting language. As stated previously, the only discernible words the complainant admittedly heard was some type of reference to China which was uttered by the officer in an allegedly angry tone. However, the complainant confirmed he could not hear the context of the conversation between the officer and Civilian Witness 1 when this reference was made. The complainant also confirmed his ability to hear was greatly impaired due to his ear injury, which was supported in the review of the ICCS. Further, the subsequent arrest, use of handcuffs and physical escort of the complainant were consistent with both procedure and their legal authorities

Allegation 3
This investigation determined, there was no unlawful use of authority by the officer. The ICCS confirmed the complainant's request for pain medicine, however, the administration of this medicine would have jeopardized the critical priority to ensure [complainant] clearly understood why he was arrested, his right to counsel and caution. It was evident once the initial fear, which the complainant believed caused the pain, subsided he made no further requests for medication. Further, once the complainant was released, 1 hour and 1 minute later, he was given access to his pain medicine.






