Law Enforcement

Complaints Agency O ntal‘io k_, '

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: 05/30/2024
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 alleged the officer had no authority to conduct a traffic stop and that the officer
threatened him.
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Ontario @

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

Neglect of duty S. 19

Decision and Reasons

As per case law and legislation, police officers have the authority to stop any vehicle driving on a
highway to ensure compliance with the Highway Traffic Act.

The information reviewed during the investigation shows no evidence of threats being made.
No independent witnesses.
The video provided by the complainant does not capture any officer misconduct.

There is no evidence to suggest misconduct occurred on the part of the respondent officer.
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