


















DETECTIVE CARLOS CANO 
DJ;JECTIVE KEVIN DESOR:\1EAU 
DETECTIVE STEPHEN LAI.CHAN 

As the Respondents had sufficient reasonable suspicion to believe that a drug sale was 

taking place, I find them both Not Guilty of the charges that they wrongfully stopped Person A 

and Person B. 

With regard to the charge concerning the frisk of Person A. based on Respondent Cano·s 

O\\TI testimony. I find him Guilty of unlawfully frisking Person A. Under Patrol guide section 

212-11. an officer may only frisk a person when they reasonably suspect either 

they themselves or another person is in danger of physical injury. Here Respondent Cano 

specifically said he did not feel he was in danger at the point he frisked Person A. He 

testified he had no idea what was in Person A's pocket but just wanted to find out \.\hat the item 

that looked like half an egg to him actually was. This is an insufficient justification to frisk 

someone. 

With regard to the charges that Respondent Desormeau pushed Person E and failed to 

courteously and clearly state his name to Person E, this comes down to a question of 

credibility. One the one hand is the hearsay in a telephonic interview of Person A and the 

hearsay statements of Person E versus the in court testimony of both Respondents. [ found the 

Respondents to both be credible based on their demeanor and the nature of their responses to 

questions. Respondent Desormeau has denied pushing Person E and Respondent Cano did not 

see him do so. 

As hearsay. I have given little weight to the statements of either Person A or Person E. 

Person A cannot be questioned to test his version of events or to determine if his view of the 

encounter may have been biased from his previous encounters with the police which resulted in 

two guilty pleas to disorderly conduct. Similarly, Person E. may also have reason to be biased 

against the police. Person E has a prior felony conviction for which he was 


















