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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:Q

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent Officers conducted an unlawful traffic stop and used
excessive force when the Complainant was arrested. It was further alleged that one of the
Respondent Officers infringed upon the Complainant's rights and freedoms under the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
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Ontario

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Interactions with the Public - S. 7(1)
Interactions with the Public - S. 11(1)
Human Rights and the Charter- S. 6(1)

Decision and Reasons

Allegation 1 and 2 - Interactions with the Public - Sections 7(1) and 11(1): The Respondent
Officers conducted a traffic stop on a motor vehicle driven by the Complainant. The Respondent
Officers were in the lawful execution of their duties when conducting the traffic stop, as they were
investigating offences under the Highway Traffic Act. During the traffic stop, the Respondent was
escalated and refused to provide identification when Respondent Officer #1 made the demand.
The Complainant was subsequently arrested under Section 33(3) of the HTA - Driver fail to give
identification. The Complainant was grounded during the arrest and handcuffed to the rear. The
Complainant sustained a minor abrasion on his face during the arrest. The entirety of the arrest
was captured on video surveillance and the use of force exercised by both Respondent Officers
was reasonable and necessary in the circumstances.

Conclusion: There were not reasonable grounds to believe that the conduct of the Respondent
Officers constituted misconduct.

Allegation 3 - Human Rights and the Charter 6(1): Respondent Officer #1 verbally advised the
Complaint of the reason for his arrest and that he could speak with a lawyer. The Complainant
understood this because he repeatedly made reference to calling a lawyer and suing the
Respondent Officer. Respondent Officer #1 did not fully advise the Complainant of his rights
according to Section 10 (b) of the CCRF. However, as evidenced on video, Respondent Officer #1
intended to do so, and believed that he in fact had done so. Although this was a mistake on behalf
of Respondent Officer #1, it does not rise to the level of misconduct.

Conclusion: There were not reasonable grounds to believe that the conduct of the Respondent
Officer #1 constituted misconduct.
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