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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 
   



         

LECA Page 2 of 2 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
     

 

Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleges that on March 25th, 2025, whilst being removed from a store the Respondent Officer used unnecessary force, and the other two Respondent Officers were negligent in their investigation.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019, S.O. 2019, c. 1, Schedule 1 Code of Conduct for Police Officer: Ontario Regulation 407/23. 
This regulation sets out the code of conduct with which every police officer must comply.

Allegation #1
Section 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 used is no more than is necessary given the circumstances.

• It is alleged the Respondent Officer used unnecessary force by forcefully pushing the Complainant, throwing his air purifier off the counter and physically removing him from the store.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1)


Allegation #2

Performance of Duties,
Section 19 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.

• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers conducted a neglectful investigation.

Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)

Allegation #3
Interactions with the public,
Section 10 A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermines, public trust in policing.

• It is alleged that Respondent Officers threatened to arrest the Complainant.

Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1
Section 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 used is no more than is necessary given the circumstances.

• It is alleged the Respondent Officer used unnecessary force by forcefully pushing the Complainant, throwing his air purifier off the counter and physically removing him from the store.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1)

Finding: This investigation has revealed that even though off duty he acted in accordance with all governing authorities. 

The off-duty officer observed the Complainant’s behaviour escalating, and him refusing to vacate the store as directed by store personnel.  To prevent a criminal offence from taking place, the officer clearly identified himself as a police officer by showing his badge and warrant card to the Complainant and proceeded to escort the Complainant out of the store. The Respondent Officer denies using force or having any physical contact with the Complainant, his statement is corroborated by CW2’s and CW4’s statements as well as SSCT video recording, and there is no evidence provided to the Investigator to suggest otherwise.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.



Allegation #2

Performance of Duties,
Section 19 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.

• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers conducted a neglectful investigation.

Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

RO2 and RO3 were on scene on an unrelated matter when they were approached by RO1 looking for assistance. They listened to RO1’s side of the story and then corroborated it by speaking to store personnel. A decision was made by store personnel to have the Complainant trespassed, as such RO2 and RO3 advised the Complainant accordingly.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.


Allegation #3
Interactions with the public,
Section 10 A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermines, public trust in policing.

• It is alleged that Respondent Officers threatened to arrest the Complainant.

Respondent Officer 2 (RO2) 
Respondent Officer 3 (RO3)

Finding: This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

After obtaining pertinent information from RO1 and store personnel, RO2 informed the Complainant regarding being trespassed and informed him of what could happen if he decided not to leave which was to either be charged and/or arrested. RO2 gave the Complainant the opportunity to decide the outcome of the situation. This was a caution, not a threat as the Complainant perceived it.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.




