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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 September 20th, 2025, the complainant attended a protest. Police officers provided security at
the event. The complainant alleged several officers did not have their names visible on their
uniforms and refused to identify verbally when asked by the complainant. The complainant felt the

police officers’ attitude was hostile and intimidating. One of the officers, here on in referred to as

the RO, had a phone in his breast pocket which partially obstructed the RO’ s name tag. The
complainant asked the RO to remove his phone which the RO refused.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

10 Conduct undermines public trust
13(2) Fail to provide identifying information upon request

Decision and Reasons

The RO was present at the protest in uniform, with a name tag visible on his outer layer. The
complainant noted the RO's name, then the complainant kept shouting the RO's name while
asking the RO for his badge number. The RO provided the badge number to the complainant.

The evidence showed the complainant to be a participant and/or observer of the protest and the
police actions during the protest. The complainant, by his own statement, was not part of any
police investigation at any point, nor was he ever engaged by a police officer directly.

The RO and other police officers present were reacting to a tense and volatile situation with the
protestors, given intentional civil disobedience and antagonistic reaction by the protestors to
police commands. The complainant was attempting to identify police officers present. The

requirement of police officers, including the RO, to identify to any bystander’ s request for
identification was not a priority. The evidence showed no nexus between complainant’ s limited
interaction with police and the request to identify the officers. Further, failing to identify to a

random request, such as the one made by the complainant, does not constitute misconduct in the
circumstances described.
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