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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: 01/17/2025
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 attended - _Police to provide information on a stolen
auto organization. The complainant attended the division earlier in the day and was provided the
general phone line for olice, however he was unsuccessful in reaching the intended
bureau.

The complainant returned to the division where he immediately became belligerent to the
Responding Officer. The complainant yelled and screamed inside the lobby area and called the
Responding Officer "stupid”. The complainant was ordered to leave the lobby on numerous
occasions within a five minute period but refused to do so. The Responding Officer entered the
lobby and physically escorted the complainant outside. The complainant was grounded and
ordered to refrain from re-entering the premise. The complainant defied the Responding Officer
and returned a second time, only to be removed again from the lobby. To discourage the
complainant from re-entering a third time, the Staff Sergeant electronically locked the doors until
the complainant left the premise.

The complainant returned a week later to discuss the interaction and viewed the surveillance
footage with the Staff Sergeant. The complainant made two (2) financial demands; $100,000 if a
lawyer and media were involved and $50,000 without the involvement of a lawyer and media.
When a resolution was not reached, the complainant was advised to file a formal complaint.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 — O. REG. 407/23 - 11

(1) A police officer shall not use force unless,

(a) the force is used for the purpose of carrying out a duty;

(b) the officer is entitled, by statute or common law, to use force for the purpose of carrying out that duty;

(c) the officer is acting on reasonable grounds; and

(d) the force is no more than is necessary given the circumstance.

(2) A police officer shall not be subject to discipline for a contravention of subsection (1) if the police officer demonstrates, on a
balance of probabilities, that their conduct was,

(a) in the good faith performance of their duties; and

(b) consistent with their training and any applicable procedures established by their chief of police.

|| Decision and Reasons ||

Allegation 1

1. Based on a review and analysis of all the information, specifically utilizing the visual evidence of
the ﬁ- Front Desk surveillance video, there were two (2) discrepancies in the
complainant’s statement. The complainant indicated that (1) he did not resist the Responding
Officer and (2) was not given any verbal warning prior to being forcefully removed. Video
surveillance disputes this assertion as the Responding Officer and the divisional Staff Sergeant
were viewed pointing to the door for the complainant to leave on numerous occasions. The
Responding Officer employed the Trespass to Property Act (Ontario) to engage the complainant
and remove him from the premises. The complainant was viewed tensing his body and briefly
pulled away from the Responding Officer. The Responding Officer re-asserted control of the
complainant to remove him outside.

2. - o ice exterior video had surpassed the thirty (30) day retention period and was
unavailable for viewing during the complaint process. As a result, with respect to this allegation,
the conclusion is unsubstantiated.
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