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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: 07/10/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleged that the Respondent Officer acted unprofessional and was rude toward the Complainant when the Complainant inquired about traffic delays and if he could proceed around a police investigation.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Section 10(1) – A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.
	Decision and Reasons: RO1 was dealing with a motor vehicle stop and given the situation it presented to him, he was forced to make the stop in Lane 2, he then proceeded to block the motor vehicle by position his Service vehicle on an angle in front of that vehicle in order to prevent an escape and to also ensure officer and other vehicle safety, thus partially blocking the curb lane. When the Complainant approached the intersection, he could see that RO1 was involved in a police investigation and that the road was partially blocked.   The Complainant honked his horn three (3) times on two (2) occasions and then exited his bus to speak with RO1.  When he spoke to RO1, he addressed him in the Punjabi language and advised RO1 to move his vehicle.  The manner in which the Complainant addressed RO1, RO1 misinterpreted this as a sign of disrespect and given the Complainant’s actions prior to that of honking the horn, RO1 became frustrated with the Complainant as it caused him to shift his focus from the vehicle investigation and now compromising officer safety. The Investigator reviewed all the available video and determined there was miscommunication on both of the RO1 and the Complainants part.   While RO1 perceived the Complainant’s behavior as disrespectful and responded in an abrupt, firm authoritative manner, his response does not rise to the level of misconduct.Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.


