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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: 12/20/2024
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 alleged that their client was unlawfully arrested at gunpoint by Respondent Officer
1 (RO1), with a total of 11 respondent officers (ROs) present at the time of the arrest. It was further
alleged that the ROs used excessive force during the arrest, resulting in injuries to the detainee.
Additionally, the complainant claimed that the ROs failed to inform their client of the reasons for the
arrest.

However, evidence obtained through in-car camera (ICC) footage indicated that only five officers
were present at the time of the arrest, not 11 as alleged. Furthermore, the footage did not
substantiate the claims of injury resulting from excessive force, nor did it support the allegation that
officers failed to inform the detainee of the reasons for the arrest.
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Ontario

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Public-Unlawful Arrest - Sec 7 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Charter of Rights-Breach - Sec 6 CSPA Reg. 407/23

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

Decision and Reasons

Public — Unlawful Arrest Section 7, CSPA Regulation 407/23

The evidence supported that the Respondent Officers had formed reasonable grounds to arrest
the complainant’ s client. The driver was operating a vehicle that had been reported and
confirmed as stolen. Officers verified the status through CPIC records prior to making the arrest.
This information was corroborated through in-car camera footage, police radio transmissions, and
CPIC documentation.

Charter of Rights — Breach Section 6, CSPA Regulation 407/23

The evidence supported that the detainee was informed of the reasons for the detention prior to
being placed in the rear of the police vehicle. In-car camera footage captured the detainee being
advised of the grounds for arrest and being afforded his Charter rights. The detainee
acknowledged understanding of the arrest and engaged in conversation with the arresting
officers. The officers acted in compliance with [Redacted] policies.

Public — Unnecessary Force Section 11, CSPA Regulation 407/23

The evidence did not support the allegation that excessive force was applied. There was no
indication that the complainant’ s client was tackled to the ground or restrained with undue force.
In-car camera footage and statements from the Respondent Officers provided contrary evidence
to the allegation. Additionally, there was no documentation of injuries reported or medical care
required following his release from custody. The level of force applied during the arrest was
consistent with officer training and aligned with the Ontario Public Police Interactions Training Aid
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The evidence supported that the detainee was informed of the reasons for the detention prior to being placed in the rear of the police vehicle. In-car camera footage captured the detainee being advised of the grounds for arrest and being afforded his Charter rights. The detainee acknowledged understanding of the arrest and engaged in conversation with the arresting officers. The officers acted in compliance with [Redacted] policies.
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