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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: 11/26/2025

Type of Investigation:
Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: ) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

An external conduct complaint was submitted regarding an interaction at a courthouse security
screening station. The original complaint narrative was unclear and included matters already under
review in a separate file, so only new issues were examined and the timeline was clarified through
follow-up with the complainant. During the interaction, the officer advised the complainant not to
record using eyeglasses believed to have recording capability and stated he was required to wear
his body-worn camera. The complainant raised concerns about photography and food in the
courthouse lobby and later requested to speak with a supervisor, reporting he was directed to a
police division to meet with a detective who could not be identified. The complainant expressed
dissatisfaction with the officer’s professionalism but did not provide specific details. Due to the
minor nature of the allegations, an informal resolution involving a letter of explanation from the
officer was proposed but ultimately declined by the complainant after requesting changes to the
wording.
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|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations

CSPA Section 10 - A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines or
is likely to undermine public trust in policing.

Decision and Reasons

There is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that the respondent officer
engaged in misconduct. They acted in good faith, fulfilled their duty to maintain security at the
Security Screening Station, and appropriately prioritized public safety over enforcement of
administrative courthouse policies. Enforcement of food and photography policies lies outside
police authority unless a security or criminal issue arises. Based on the available information,
there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.
Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.
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