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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: 07/11/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The Complainant alleges the Respondent Officer conducted a parking violation investigation when
the complainant was lawfully parked with a valid handicap permit, threatening to charge the
Complainant. Complainant believes this was because he was a "black man".

LECA 2024 Page 1 of 2



Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

1.) Interaction with the Public - Section 10(1) Undermined Public Trust
2.) Human Rights and the Charter - Section 5(1) — Treated Person in Contravention of HRC

Decision and Reasons

****Allegation #1**** Unsubstantiated

The Investigating Officer has established that the Complainant and the Respondent Officer did not
verbally communicate during the first interaction. The Complainant’s own statement suggests that
the Respondent Officer may have honked her horn, prompting the Complainant to display the
accessible parking permit before the Respondent Officer drove away.

The Investigating Officer is unable to confirm what was said at the initial stage of the second stop
prior to BWC activation and ICCS audio recording.

Throughout the recorded interaction, the Respondent Officer maintained a calm, clear, and
non-aggressive tone. Her verbal communication was respectful and measured, and her physical
posture remained non-confrontational. The Respondent Officer did not threaten nor mention
anything about the issuance of a ticket (citation).

Respondent Officer was in the lawful performance of her duties and acted in accordance with all
governing authorities.

****Allegation #2**** Unsubstantiated

Respondent Officer was in the lawful performance of her duties and acted in accordance with all
governing authorities.

Respondent Officer was legally justified in stopping and investigating the Complainant.

Complainant acknowledges there is no direct evidence to support his belief that he was racially
profiled.
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****Allegation #2**** Unsubstantiated 

Respondent Officer was in the lawful performance of her duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

Respondent Officer was legally justified in stopping and investigating the Complainant.

Complainant acknowledges there is no direct evidence to support his belief that he was racially profiled.

When applying the legal test for discrimination established by the Human Rights Tribunal of Ontario (HRTO) and confirmed in Ontario Court of Appeal in Peel Law Association v. Pieters, the test failed as there was insufficient evidence.








