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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: 09/24/2024
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant was driving on [Redacted] Road in the City of [Redacted] when traffic slowed to a
stop at a traffic light behind two vehicles. When the light turned green, the two vehicles in front
moved slow. The complainant maneuvered to see if there was a reason for the slow driving and
then made arm movements and told the drivers to move along.

The respondent officer was dressed in plain clothes, drove an unmarked police vehicle and was
directly in front of the complainant, behind one other car. The officer observed the vehicle and
driver motion in his rear view mirror and noted the complainants vehicle to be following too closely.
The complainant believed both vehicles in front should have been driving to the speed limit or move
to the right to allow the complainant to pass.

The respondent officer moved over eventually, positioned the unmarked police vehicle behind the
complainant and then moved to the side, lowering the window.

The officer told the complainant he thought the driving was careless. The officer identified himself
with a badge however the complainant could also see his holstered firearm on his belt.

The complainant pulled off the roadway to a side road where the officer pulled in behind.

The officer explained what he had observed and the complainant accused the officer of lying and
driving too slow.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 — CONDUCT UNDERMINES PUBLIC TRUST — Section 10(1)

CONDUCT UNDERMINES PUBLIC TRUSTL, in that he or she, without lawful excuse,
conducted themself in a manner that undermined, or was likely to undermine, public trust

in policing.

It is alleged, the respondent officer stopped a motor vehicle without grounds and lied about the
circumstances of the traffic stop.

Decision and Reasons

The complainant was adamant that the speed limit was 60Km/hr however the respondent offiicer
observed it to be reduced school zone. Investigation confirmed the reduced school zone and also
revealed the road to be a community complaint area for speed and aggressive driving. Current
Police Business Plan supports community concerns for safety due to careless driving, leading to
its development of a road safety plan to include complaint areas.

The complainant believed her actions were not enough grounds for a traffic stop. The
complainant believed the officer interpreted her hand gestures as "giving him the finger" and
police should not pull over vehicles for "hurt feelings".

The respondent officer observed the complainant move into the centre lane which caused him
concern. He then observed the complainants vehicle to follow behind him too closely and could
not see the front of the car in his rear-view mirror. He observed the complainant waving her arms,
hands off the steering wheel and appeared to be yelling, which gave him further concerns.

The respondent officer stated it was not his intention to make a traffic stop when he

lowered his window to speak to the complainant, he could hear the complainant yelling
incoherently. The respondent officer stated he identified himself by displaying his issued badge,
removed from his belt and held in his right hand. He attempted to speak to the driver to determine
if there was an emergency or reason for her erratic driving. He advised the complainant she could
safely pull off the roadway if there was an emergency, which she did. He did not believe that his
holstered firearm would be visible during car window exchange.

Although no video existed to review of the alleged careless driving, cell phone video and In-Car-
Camera video revealed the complainant to talk-over officers in an elevated voice. The respondent
officer remained calm and spoke in a professional manner. The respondent officer stated he had
grounds for a traffic stop and to lay a charge however used discretion and issued a verbal caution
only.

Based on description by both the respondent officer and complaint, the drivers actions would lead
to grounds for a traffic stop and there was no evidence to support the allegation that the
respondent officer lied.
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