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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: 12/06/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: LECA - E-202512062357414898

It is alleged the Respondent Officer used profanity when speaking to the Complainant and refused to identify himself.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Public-Uncivil - Sec 12 CPSA Reg. 407/23

Public-Conceal Identify - Sec 13 CPSA Reg. 407/23


	Decision and Reasons: Allegation One - Public – Uncivil 
Ontario Regulations 407/23 section 12(1) of the Code of Conduct for Police Officers (CSPA) states a police officer shall not, in the course of their duties, use abusive language with any person or otherwise treat any person in a manner that is abusive. (2) A police officer shall not be subject to discipline for a contravention of subsection (1) if the police officer demonstrates, on a balance of probabilities, that their conduct was in the good faith performance of their duties.

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer used profanity during an interaction at a related to a prior collision that left the Respondent Officer’s colleague seriously injured, an event that continues to affect him emotionally; he was also aware the Complainant had since faced additional driving charges. The Complainant did not participate in the investigation. The Respondent Officer stated the Complainant repeatedly approached, interrupted, and refused to disengage while allegedly intoxicated, prompting an emotionally driven but acknowledged inappropriate profane response before disengaging, later apologizing and speaking with him at length. Although this engages section 12(1) of the Code of Conduct, the brief, isolated, non-threatening nature of the interaction and its context support that it occurred in good faith under section 12(2); while unprofessional, it does not amount to misconduct was addressed through Performance Management, rendering the allegation of Uncivil to Public unsubstantiated.

Allegation Two – Public - Conceal Identity
Allegation Two – Public - Conceal Identity
Ontario Regulations 407/23 section 13 of the Code of Conduct for Police Officers (CSPA) states a police officer shall not deliberately conceal any of the following information that is part of their uniform or is otherwise required to be displayed:
1. The officer’s name.
2. The officer’s badge number.
3. The name of the officer’s police service.
(2) While acting in the course of their duties, a police officer shall, upon request, provide their name, badge number and the name of their police service to any member of the public in a manner reasonable in the circumstances that allows the member of the public to identify the officer, unless the officer has reason to believe that doing so would undermine the safety of an individual.

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer refused to provide his name and attempted to conceal his name tag, claiming to have a photograph as proof; however, the Complainant did not participate in the investigation, failed to provide the photo, and did not confirm the correct date of the incident. The Respondent Officer denied the allegation, stating his name tag was clearly visible on his vest. In the absence of independent evidence or the alleged photograph, there are no reasonable grounds to support that the Respondent Officer concealed his identity, and the allegation is therefore unsubstantiated.


