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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: 01/05/2026
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 indicates that police attended his residence for a noise complaint and proceeded
to let themselves in without the Complainant’s consent, and without a warrant.

The Complainant states that the Respondent Officers did not identify themselves when the
Complainant requested it.

The Complainant further alleges that the officers also shined their vehicle’s bright lights directly at
the Complainant for a prolonged period, even after he asked them to stop, and they threatened to
charge the Complainant without any authority.
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Ontario

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

1 - Infringe or deny Charter Right. 407/23 S.6(1)
2 — Fail to provide identification O. Reg. 407/23 S.13(2)

3 — Conduct that undermines public trust in policing O. Reg. 407/23 S.10

Decision and Reasons

Allegation 1 - This investigation revealed that RO1 did in fact partially open the Complainant’s
front door. This was done in an effort to make contact with someone, no entry was attempted or
made, and no search was conducted. The minimal level of intrusiveness to further or satisfy their
duties to resolve the issue as reported, is somewhat reasonable in the circumstances. Alternative
actions could have been taken, but the officers conduct, on a balance of probabilities, was in the
good faith performance of their duties.

This allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 2 - This investigation revealed no evidence that the RO’s were ever asked for their
name or badge numbers, or identification of any kind. The interaction was captured on BWC, and
at no point did the Complainant make any such request. The officers were in full uniform
displaying their names and badge numbers.

This allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 3 - This investigation revealed the officers were called to attend the Complainant’s
residence, and duty bound to investigate and resolve the noise issue. The lawful authority to
caution the Complainant about charges was supported by the applicable Town Bylaw.

ROL1 did illuminate the Complainant from his vehicle, when he observed the Complainant return to
the window with something in his hands, out of concern for his and his colleague’s safety and
situational awareness. The Complainant declined to provide any further information to support this
or any allegation made.

This allegation is unsubstantiated.
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