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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: 
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant, the older sibling of the Affected Individual, submitted a complaint to the Law Enforcement Complaints Agency (LECA) alleging misconduct by the Respondent Officer (RO). It is alleged that officers investigating an unrelated incident.The Complainant asserts that during this interaction the RO engaged in harassing behaviour, made a threatening remark to the effect of “I know you,” and physically assaulted the Affected Individual. The Complainant further alleges that the RO drew comparisons between a suspect clothing description and the Affected Individual’s attire. 
	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 – Undermine Public Trust:
Section 10 (1) – A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing. 

Allegation #2: Interactions with the Public:
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.
	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1: Conduct Likely to Undermine Public Trust:

Based on a review of the available evidence, the allegation that the RO engaged in conduct likely to undermine public confidence in policing is not supported. The Complainant alleged that the RO directed the remark “I know you” toward the Affected Individual and compared the individual’s attire to a broadcast suspect description during an interaction arising from a serious and rapidly unfolding investigation.

When assessed objectively and within the operational context of the incident, the RO’s conduct appears consistent with legitimate investigative duties. Officers were responding to a recent violent occurrence and were required to assess individuals in the vicinity whose appearance may have aligned with the suspect description. The remark and brief interaction appear to have been situationally driven and related to investigative considerations rather than harassment. There is no evidence of threatening language, abusive conduct, or behaviour that was oppressive, repetitive, or otherwise improper.

Consistent with the principles recognized by the Supreme Court of Canada in R v Mann, police officers possess a common-law authority to briefly detain and engage individuals where there are reasonable grounds to suspect a connection to a specific offence. The available evidence indicates the interaction was brief, proportionate, and operationally justified within the circumstances.

Accordingly, the investigation determined that there are insufficient grounds to establish reasonable grounds to believe that misconduct occurred. The allegation that the RO engaged in conduct likely to undermine public confidence in policing is therefore unsubstantiated.


Allegation #2 - Unnecessary and/or Excessive Use of Force: 

Based on a review of the available evidence, the investigation determined that the RO was acting in the lawful execution of their duties during an investigative detention. The brief physical contact, described as a momentary hold of the Affected Individual’s jacket, appears to have been applied as a minimal control measure to maintain engagement during the detention. Consistent with the principles established in the Supreme Court of Canada decision R v Mann, police officers are authorized to briefly detain individuals for investigative purposes and may apply reasonable and necessary force to prevent them from leaving.

In the circumstances, the contact was minimal, proportionate, and operationally justified. There is no evidence that the force used caused injury, escalated the interaction, or exceeded what was reasonably necessary. When assessed objectively, the brief holding of the Affected Individual’s jacket does not rise to the level of excessive force contemplated under Section 26 of the Criminal Code of Canada. While the contact constitutes a technical application of force, it was legally justified and does not meet the threshold of assault as defined under Section 265(1) of the Criminal Code of Canada.

Accordingly, based on the available information, there are insufficient grounds to establish reasonable grounds to believe that misconduct occurred. The allegation of unnecessary and/or excessive force is therefore unsubstantiated.


