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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: 12/27/2024
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 felt threatened and intimidated by a uniformed police officer, the Respondent
Officer, showing up without prior announcement and pounding on the door to their residence. This
caused the Complainant to fear for their safety as the Complainant believed that this occurred as
an act of reprisal for speaking out about corruption within government.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Sec. 19 - Failure to perform duties appropriately

A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful
excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would
amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

Sec. 10 - Conduct undermining public trust
A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to
undermine, public trust in policing.

Decision and Reasons

Sources of Information:

a) Occurrence report collected from the Records Management System

b) Body-Worn Camera records in relation to the occurrence

c) Documentary evidence of written communication related to the occurrence

It was found that the Respondent Officer, assigned as a Community Resource Officer, had been
assigned to follow-up on concerns previously raised by the Complainant directly to the police. A
Community Resource Officer's roles and responsibilities include: acting as a conduit for problem
solving issues of concern in non-emergency situations which was the function the Respondent
Officer was engaged in during the interaction with the Complainant. The Complainant agreed that
the Respondent Officer was kind and nice during their interaction, but the issue was the
Respondent Officer appearing unexpectedly at her door and pounding on it. Upon review of the
Body-Worn Camera record, the Respondent Officer did not pound on the door as alleged and
acted respectfully with the Complainant throughout. Furthermore, the Respondent Officer acted
in accordance with the legal authority to approach the Complainant's door for the purpose of
establishing communication (R. v. Evans, 1996 CanLlIl 248 (SCC), [1996] 1 SCR 8). Accordingly,
it was determined that the Respondent Officer was in lawful performance of duties, which were
fulfilled appropriately and in a manner that did not undermine public trust.
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