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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 Other Service
	Date of Complaint: 03/02/2025
	Police Service Referred To: [OPP]
	Summary of Complaint: A complaint was filed regarding a verbal dispute between an arena employee and an off-duty police officer who was acting in the capacity of a hockey coach during a junior hockey game. The incident involved two separate exchanges—one in a dressing room area and one near the ice surface. The complaint alleged threatening behaviour by the officer. 

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Public - Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CPSA Reg. 407/23
Duty - Follow Procedures – Sec 27 CPSA Reg. 407/23

	Decision and Reasons: Undermining Public Trust - The investigator conducted interviews with all involved civilian and team personnel, reviewed video surveillance, reviewed an incident report authored by an arena employee and considered Township documentation of the incident. There was insufficient evidence the conduct of the coach was connected to his role as a police officer. The coach was off duty, acting in a coaching capacity, and did not identify himself as a police officer. Video evidence showed finger pointing and elevated behaviour but no physical contact was made and none of the witnesses corroborated specific threatening statements.

Failure to Follow Procedures - The evidence supported both involved individuals contributed to a heated verbal confrontation, but there was insufficient evidence the off-duty conduct rose to the level of police misconduct under applicable legislation and policy. The complainant did not learn the the coach was a police officer until after the incident.





