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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: El Date of Complaint: 09/05/2024
Type of Investigation:

Referred to Same Service:(®  Referred to Other Service: O Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

Police responded to a call for service where a member of the public reported a motor vehicle
collision and requested police attend. The caller advised that the other party was refusing to
provide information and being uncooperative at the scene.

The complainant alleged that the officer arrived on scene and started banging on her vehicle door
really hard. The complainant told the officer to "Hang on a second" as the complainant needed to
hang up the phone, but the officer screamed at the complainant, in front of the complainant's
parent.

The officer was aggressive with the complainant. The officer shut the complainant down every time
the complainant attempted to explain what happened from the complainant's end. The complainant
was upset that the other driver had taken photos of the complainant, her parent and vehicle. The
complainant believed this was not allowed. The officer explained that it was a public place and the
photos could be taken. The complainant wanted to record the other driver and the officer, but was
instructed not to by the officer. The complainant felt as if the officer was treating the complainant
as if the complainant had committed a crime. The officer saw that the complainant was a minority
and pregnant. The officer didn't respect the complainant or their dignity, when the complainant did
nothing wrong. The complainant felt treated unfairly because she was a minority.
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Ontario

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Section 5- Discrimination - Human Rights Code
Section 10 - Conduct undermines public trust.

Decision and Reasons

The evidence reviewed did not support reasonable grounds to believe that the respondent officer
behaved in an aggressive manner disproportionate to the circumstances presented at the scene.
The witness statement and the audio recording support the officer's account of events.

The behaviour of the complainant caused the other party (the witness) to contact police. The
complainant declined to speak with dispatch on the telephone to prevent an officer from being
required to attend the scene. This refusal escalated the event to result in police attending the
scene. The complainant was described as uncooperative by the dispatcher as well as the
witness. The behaviour was also observed and described by the respondent officer upon their
arrival to the scene.

The evidence suggests that the respondent officer was presented with an uncooperative party
upon arrival and through the duration of the investigation. The witness described the officer as
firm but "extremely professional” and exuding patience with the complainant in this matter. The
respondent officer was dispatched to the area and conducting a lawful investigation. The
complainant displayed behaviour that caused the respondent officer to engage in tactical
communication to complete an appropriate investigation.

The complainant's allegation that the officer was "screaming" has not been supported by witness
1. The complainant declined to allow her employer to be interviewed to determine what was
heard over the telephone and therefore no additional evidence has been identified to support this
allegation. Based on evidence to the contrary, this allegation is unsubstantiated.

The complainant possesses characteristics protected by the Code. The complainant believed
that they experienced adverse treatment/impact from the respondent officer. A review of the
police response demonstrated standard dispatching procedure and investigative response to the
matter at hand. The outcome of that investigation was preferential to complainant, as the officer
did not form reasonable grounds to believe the complainant was responsible for the damage to
the witness’ vehicle.
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