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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: 07/03/2025
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 that during a traffic stop, the Respondent Officer used discrimination and
detained him for an excessive amount of time.
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Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Public — Unlawful Detention — Section 8, CPSA, Reg 407/23

Decision and Reasons

Community Safety Police Act (CSPA) Code of Conduct for Police Officers— Public-Unlawful
Detention - Sec 8 CSPA Reg. 407/23:

Section 8(1) of the Community Safety Policing Act Code of Conduct states “A police officer shall
not authorize or make a physical or psychological detention if, at the time of the detention, the
officer knows or reasonably ought to know that the detention is unlawful.”

As outlined in [Redacted] Policy - Police Orders — [Redacted]- officers should strive to maintain a
proper balance between sufficient command presence to maintain control of the stop and an
attitude of friendliness; project a courteous, non-confrontational attitude; be assertive without
being overly aggressive; and be wary without demonstrating an overly suspicious attitude. After a
review of the BWC footage, the involved Respondent Officer consistently displayed a calm,
professional, and appropriately assertive demeanour throughout the interaction with the involved
individual.

Racial Profiling is defined in Police Orders as any action undertaken for reasons of safety,
security, or public protection that relies on stereotypes about race, colour, ethnicity, ancestry,
religion, or place of origin rather than on reasonable suspicion, to single out an individual for
greater scrutiny or different treatment. Based on the review of the BWC footage, the involved
Respondent Officer officer did not threaten the individual or make any racially insensitive remarks
at any point. Although both parties come from diverse ethnic backgrounds, no behaviour
indicating racial profiling or bias was observed. The entire traffic stop was captured on audio and
video, and it is clear from the review of BWC and ICC footage that the individual showed signs of
frustration with police and was immediately confrontational, using foul language at the onset of the
traffic stop. The individual admits on BWC that they used a cell phone and indicated it was
necessary for their employment as a driver. The officers ultimately chose to disengage and
conclude the traffic stop due to technical issues with the e-ticketing device in order to prevent
further escalation.

A review of the involved officers’ notes and._dutv reports was._consistent with_their actions.and
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	Decision and Reasons: Community Safety Police Act (CSPA) Code of Conduct for Police Officers– Public-Unlawful Detention - Sec 8 CSPA Reg. 407/23:
Section 8(1) of the Community Safety Policing Act Code of Conduct states “A police officer shall not authorize or make a physical or psychological detention if, at the time of the detention, the officer knows or reasonably ought to know that the detention is unlawful.”

As outlined in [Redacted] Policy - Police Orders – [Redacted]- officers should strive to maintain a proper balance between sufficient command presence to maintain control of the stop and an attitude of friendliness; project a courteous, non-confrontational attitude; be assertive without being overly aggressive; and be wary without demonstrating an overly suspicious attitude. After a review of the BWC footage, the involved Respondent Officer consistently displayed a calm, professional, and appropriately assertive demeanour throughout the interaction with the involved individual.

Racial Profiling is defined in Police Orders as any action undertaken for reasons of safety, security, or public protection that relies on stereotypes about race, colour, ethnicity, ancestry, religion, or place of origin rather than on reasonable suspicion, to single out an individual for greater scrutiny or different treatment. Based on the review of the BWC footage, the involved Respondent Officer officer did not threaten the individual or make any racially insensitive remarks at any point. Although both parties come from diverse ethnic backgrounds, no behaviour indicating racial profiling or bias was observed. The entire traffic stop was captured on audio and video, and it is clear from the review of BWC and ICC footage that the individual showed signs of frustration with police and was immediately confrontational, using foul language at the onset of the traffic stop. The individual admits on BWC that they used a cell phone and indicated it was necessary for their employment as a driver. The officers ultimately chose to disengage and conclude the traffic stop due to technical issues with the e-ticketing device in order to prevent further escalation. 

A review of the involved officers’ notes and duty reports was consistent with their actions and behaviour as depicted on the ICC and BWC footage. 

Conclusion:
Based on the evidence reviewed by the Professional Standards Investigator, the involved officers were professional and conducted themselves in accordance with their training and the standards of the [Redacted] . The traffic stop was lawful and justified in the execution of duties and was not deemed to have been arbitrary in any respect. The allegation that the involved Respondent Officer committed misconduct under the CSPA is unsubstantiated.


