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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: 01/29/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On November 26, 2025, the Complainant was stopped by Respondent Officer (RO)
during a traffic stop.

The Complainant alleges that the RO:

 Acted in an aggressive, rude, and combative manner
 Did not allow her an opportunity to speak
 Intimidated her during the interaction
 The Complainant believed she was not free to leave following the interaction
 Blew her a kiss after issuing a ticket, which she perceived as sexual harassment
 Discriminated against her based on race

The Complainant further alleges that ROs actions were inappropriate, upsetting, and
constituted misconduct requiring investigation.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Interactions with the Public – Undermining Public Trust
Section 10(1), O. Reg. 407/23

Human Rights and the Charter
Section 5(1), O. Reg. 407/23
	Decision and Reasons: Legal Authority for the Traffic Stop

The RO had lawful authority to initiate the traffic stop pursuant to s.216(1) of the Highway
Traffic Act. The evidence establishes that prior to the stop:  RO observed the vehicle traveling in a designated lane restricted to certain vehicle classes during restricted hours  The vehicle’s licence plate was partially obstructed  A licence plate query confirmed that the vehicle permit was expired These observations provided independent and sufficient lawful grounds to initiate a
traffic stop. The stop was legally justified.

Assessment of Conduct – Allegation of Rudeness, Aggression, and Intimidation

BWC and ICCS footage indicates that:  RO maintained a calm and even tone throughout  SO1 clearly explained the reason for the stop and the enforcement action taken
 There is no evidence of raised voice, profanity, or abusive language  RO allowed the Complainant to speak and responded to her statements Police interactions, particularly traffic enforcement, may be perceived as authoritative; however, professionalism is assessed based on objective conduct rather than a subject’s subjective reaction. The objective evidence does not support a finding of unprofessional, aggressive, or intimidating conduct.

Allegation that RO Prevented the Complainant from Leaving

The Complainant believed she was not free to leave. The evidence demonstrates that:  The interaction concluded following the issuance of the offence notice  RO used a hand gesture to indicate he would not continue speaking and that the Complainant was free to leave.
 There is no evidence that RO restricted the Complainant’s movement. The Complainant departed the scene without interference. 

Allegation of Inappropriate / Sexual Gesture

Furthermore, the video evidence supports that the RO did not make a gesture that was inappropriate or sexual in nature.

Allegation of Discrimination (Human Rights Consideration)

The evidence is clear that the RO was in the lawful performance of his duties under authority of the HTA and there is no evidence to support the RO arbitrarily detained or otherwise violated the Complainant’s Charter rights or contravened the Human Rights Code at any time during the interaction.

The Complainant’s belief is acknowledged; however, it is not supported by objective evidence. The Complainant was treated and investigated as anyone else would have under the same set of circumstances relative to a lawful vehicle stop. There is insufficient evidence to establish that racial profiling, race or any protected ground was a factor in the RO’s reasoning to stop the vehicle for investigation.

It is clear from the available objective audio / video evidence in this matter that the Complainant’s race was not a factor in the RO' reasoning or decision making in initiating the vehicle stop. There is no evidence to support the RO's actions, behavior or treatment during the course of the interaction with the Complainant was discriminatory in the quality or delivery of police services, nor that she experienced any adverse treatment based on any prohibited grounds. The Complainant was issued a ticket for the expired permit and a warning for the obstructed plate as any other driver would have been under the same circumstances. The warning also demonstrates the RO exercised discretion and fairness in not charging the 2nd offence which benefited the Complainant. 















