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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: July 22, 2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant (C ) was in the parking lot of (ADD1) during a car rally. RO1 approached and advised him to leave under the Trespass to Property Act. C stated he was a legitimate customer and refused to leave. He alleged RO1 had no authority to order him to leave, and he targeted him because he drives a convertible. He further alleged RO1 behaved in an intimidating and threatening manner and he would like a letter of apology. 

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1: Conduct Undermines Public Trust S. 10 CSPA



	Decision and Reasons: It is alleged, on September 17, 2025, RO1, did conduct himself in a manner that undermines public trust in policing through his enforcement of the Trespass to Property Act, and alleged misidentification of the complainant’s involvement.

The evidence does not substantiate the allegation that RO1 undermined public trust during his interaction with C. Officers were acting under express authorization from the property owner to enforce the Trespass to Property Act (TPA) and disperse participants of an ongoing car meet.  RO1 reasonably suspected C’s involvement based on the complainant’s proximity to another similar vehicle and his engagement in car‑related conversation. His direction to leave was lawful under s. 2(1)(b) TPA, which permits an authorized agent to require individuals to depart regardless of their stated purpose on the property. 

Claims that the officer acted rudely, threatened arrest without grounds, or attempted to intimidate the complainant are not corroborated. RO1 did not say anything that he was not lawfully able to enforce.  The attending witness officer observed no physical contact, no attempt to arrest, and only a standard explanation of potential consequences for non‑compliance.  Allegations regarding reaching for handcuffs or recording the licence plate are refuted by RO1 and unsupported by any independent evidence. The absence of Body‑Worn Camera footage is consistent with officers’ explanation that the interaction was considered an educational/dispersal contact rather than enforcement. 

The officer’s conduct was within his lawful authority, consistent with policy, and not shown to be unprofessional or improper. The allegation is therefore unsubstantiated.






