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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 Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 12/09/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant filed a report with LECA regarding concerns about the conduct of a police officer following a single-vehicle collision. The complainant alleges that the officer failed to properly investigate the collision, made racist and discriminatory remarks, and failed to communicate appropriately with the complainant.

A civilian witness present during the interaction provided a statement which contradicted the statement made by the complainant, identifying that the officer had responded to the situation in a professional manner and did not make any racist or derogatory remarks.

The respondent officer, strongly denied making any racist remarks, completed the single motor vehicle collision as outlined by policy and procedure, and advised that he had not intentionally avoided communicating with the complainant, noting that due to technical issues he had been unaware that the complainant had been trying to reach him. 

The investigation concluded that, the officer fulfilled investigative requirements.
Allegations of discriminatory comments were not supported by independent evidence.
Communication gaps resulted from non‑culpable factors, not misconduct.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: 1. Neglect of Duty. Section 19 O/Reg 407/23 CSPA.
2. Discriminatory Conduct. Section 5(1) O/Reg 407/23 CSPA.
3. Conduct Undermining Public Trust. Section 10(1) O/Reg 407/23 CSPA.
	Decision and Reasons: Allegation 1 - failure to conduct a proper investigation (Neglect of Duty) - Unsubstantiated.
The respondent officer attended the call, gathered the available information and confirmed that traffic cameras did not record at the location of the collision. There was no evidence which showed that the officer had intentionally ignored their investigative duties. 

Allegation 2 - Discriminatory Conduct - Unsubstantiated. 
There was no evidence provided to substantiate any of the complainant's allegations regarding discriminatory language used or comments made by the respondent officer. The complainant's information was discredited by an independent witness who was present with the officer the entire time that the officer was on scene. 

Allegation 3 - Conduct Undermining Public Trust - Unsubstantiated. 
The complainants concern regarding the respondent officers lack of communication was identified as being due to a combination of scheduled leave, technical issues with voicemail, and a simple oversight of an email after returning to work following a vacation leave. There was no evidence of deliberate avoidance of reckless disregard. Under legal standards for discreditable conduct, unintentional administrative oversight does not meet the threshold for misconduct.




