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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:Q

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On July 13th, 2025, the two respondent officers attended the complainant's home. The ROs did not
possess a warrant to enter the complainant's residence, but entered anyway. One of the officers
asked the complainant for his name and date of birth. The complainant refused to identify. The
officer threatened to arrest the complainant. The complainant felt his rights guaranteed by the
Charter of Right and Freedoms was infringed upon.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

10 Conduct undermines public trust
8 Unlawful detention

Decision and Reasons

On July 13th, 2025, a delivery person was walking by the complainant's apartment front door and
believed there was a domestic violence incident taking place inside the complainant's unit. The
delivery person called police stating that someone was being hit inside the complainant's unit.

Two respondent officers attended the complainant's unit to investigate a domestic violence
incident. The complainant attempted to prevent the ROs from entering the apartment as they did
not possess a warrant. The ROs believed that a potential victim of violence was inside the unit
and entered to check on the safety of all the occupants.

One of the officers asked the complainant for his name which the complainant refused to provide.
In addition, the complainant was persistently pestering the officers on scene. Given the
complainant's overall demeanor, the officers formed a suspicion that the complainant was
attempting to obstruct the police investigation purposely. The RO informed the complainant that
should he persist with the obstruction of the police investigation, he may be arrested. The
complainant was not detained or arrested at any point during the interaction with the officers.

The ROs obtained the complainant's name from the complainant's wife inside the apartment.
The ROs acted within their lawful duties when they entered the complainant's apartment,
investigated, and asked for the complainant's name. Once the officers established that there was

no sufficient evidence to continue the investigation, they departed the complainant's apartment.

There is no evidence to substantiate the misconduct by the officers involved.
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