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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: || o' e sevice Date of Complaint: 10/28/2024
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 stated that the Respondent Officer didn't handle his traffic complaint as he'd have
liked.

The Complainant stated that he demanded to speak with the Respondent Officer's supervisor, and
the Respondent Officer directed the Complainant to use the telephone to contact dispatch in order
to speak to the supervisor.

The Complainant states he said to the Respondent Officer, "No, | can fucking talk to somebody
right now", and tried to walk into the police station.

The Complainant states that the Respondent Officer pushed him and punched him in the stomach
with a fist, and again directed the Complainant to pick up the phone.

The complainant states that the Respondent Officer then walked by multiple times smirking and
laughing while the Complainant waited to speak with the Respondent Officer's supervisor.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ”

CSPA O/Reg 407/23
Sec. 11 - Unnecessary Force

" Decision and Reasons

ervice (-Ieadquarters (HQ) CCTV video surveillance was viewed and
confirmed that Respondent Officer 1 pointed at the outside phone that connects to dispatch and
appeared, by gesture and lips moving (no audio), to direct the Complainant to call in to speak with
a supervisor. This corroborates Respondent Officer 1's statement to the Investigator that he did
not want the Complainant to re-enter Q because his behaviour was likely to cause a
further disturbance and because Civilian Witness 1 was fearful of him and located in the Collision
Reporting Centre (CRC) room just inside the front doors. Th CTV conclusively confirmed
that Respondent Officer 1 neither made a closed fist, nor did he punch the Complainant. Further,
the Complainant was making attempts to get past Respondent Officer 1 and into fter being
directed to use the phone to call and to not re-enter the premises, but he was refusing to follow
that direction. The video shows that Respondent Officer 1 blocked the Complainant from
entering, and then lightly shoved, or nudged, the Complainant back so he could close the door to
ensure that the Complainant did not re-enter the building, while again directing him to use the
phone system. The video also showed that Respondent Officer 1's body language appeared
passive and laid back during their interaction, whereas the Complaint's body language appeared
animated and confrontational.

39. The TPA, Sec. 1 (1) (b) defines an “occupier” as a person who has responsibility for, or control
over, persons allowed to enter the premises. Respondent Officer 1 meets this definition as it
pertains tc-IQ. Section 5 (1) (a) adds that notice under this Act may be given orally.

40. The Criminal Code, Sec. 25 (1) (b), authorizes a peace officer who is required or authorized
by law to do anything in the enforcement of the law, if he acts on reasonable grounds, to use as
much force as is necessary for that purpose.

41. In this case, Respondent Officer 1 gave oral notice to the Complainant that he was to remain
outside to use the phone to call in to speak to a supervisor, which is consistent with his authority
under the TPA. Respondent Officer 1 made this decision to prevent a further disturbance within
the public area in the lobbv off il HQ because of the Complainant's behaviour, butalso
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