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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: 08/04/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleges that on May 10th, 2025, he was unlawfully detained by the Respondent Officers whilst in a tow truck yard. He further alleges that he was injured as a result of the Respondent Officers using unnecessary force, and that the Respondent Officers refused to get him an ambulance. 
	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
Interactions With the Public

Section 11(1) - Unnecessary or Excessive use of Force

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 that the Respondent Officer used excessive force on the Complainant during an unlawful detention.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)


Allegation #2

Interactions With the Public

Section 9 - A police officer shall not neglect the health or safety of any individual who is in their custody as a result of the officer’s duties.


• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers refused to request an ambulance for the Complainant.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)

Allegation #3

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 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)

Allegation #4
Interactions With the Public

Section 8(1) - A police officer shall not authorize or make a physical or psychological detention if, at the time of the detention, the officer knows or reasonably ought to know that the detention is unlawful.


• It is alleged that Complainant’s detention by the Respondent Officers was unlawful.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)

	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1
Interactions With the Public

Section 11(1) - Unnecessary or Excessive use of Force

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 that the Respondent Officer used excessive force on the Complainant during an unlawful detention.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)

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

The Respondent Officers simply attempted to identify the Complainant who was in his vehicle parked on the sidewalk, in a high crime area, in the middle of the night. The Complainant refused to identify himself and attempted to drive away. The officers puzzled by the Complainant’s demeanour and unsure of what they were dealing with used as much force as necessary to prevent the Complainant from driving away. The Respondent Officers were lawfully performing their duties, having every right to investigate the Complainant under suspicious circumstances, in  a vehicle, on a highway. 

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

Interactions With the Public

Section 9 - A police officer shall not neglect the health or safety of any individual who is in their custody as a result of the officer’s duties.


• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers refused to request an ambulance for the Complainant.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)

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

The officers requested an ambulance for the Complainant; the ambulance attended and transported the Complainant to hospital on his own request. The Investigator has no information regarding the reason for the Complainant to allege the officers refused to call an ambulance for him other than him possibly making the allegation maliciously.

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

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 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)

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

The officers came across a suspicious vehicle, in a high crime area and attempted to have the driver identify himself, in this case the Complainant, the Complainant refused to provide identification and as a result he was subsequently placed under arrest. After the Complainant’s identity was confirmed, the officers released him with no charges laid.

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 #4
Interactions With the Public

Section 8(1) - A police officer shall not authorize or make a physical or psychological detention if, at the time of the detention, the officer knows or reasonably ought to know that the detention is unlawful.


• It is alleged that Complainant’s detention by the Respondent Officers was unlawful.

Respondent Officer 1 (RO1) 
Respondent Officer 2 (RO2)

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

It was the officers’ lawful duty to engage the Complainant in the investigation that resulted in him being placed under arrest. Given the circumstances regarding the incident the officers would have been neglectful if they did not conduct the investigation.

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.



