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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: 2025-11-19
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainants lodged complaints regarding an incident on October 13, 2025 (Thanksgiving) at (redacted) Their landlord, a police officer with the (redacted), attended the residence with another individual seeking entry to conduct maintenance to hot water tanks, despite the tenants’ written refusal the previous day.
The complainants allege that responding (redacted) Police Service officers pressured them to allow entry, incorrectly cited a landlord–tenant reference document as legal authority, and supported the landlord’s entry without a judicial warrant or emergency.
The complainants documented the incident with video and audio recordings and assert that the officers abused their authority and ignored tenant rights.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Section 10 - Undermined Public Trust

Section 16(1) - Misused of position

Section 31 - Being misleading
	Decision and Reasons: Section 10 - Undermined Public Trust



When considering the totality of the evidence—including the statements of all parties and the available video footage—there is insufficient evidence to establish that either Constable engaged in conduct that would objectively undermine public trust or bring discredit upon the service. Their actions were consistent with a peacekeeping role in a civil dispute and do not meet the threshold for misconduct under s. 31 of the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019.



Section 16(1) - Misused of position



Based on the totality of the evidence, there is insufficient evidence to establish that either Constable misused their position of authority to benefit the landlord contrary to s. 16(1) of the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019. Their actions appear consistent with maintaining the peace and providing general information regarding the applicable legislation, rather than conferring an improper advantage.



Section 31 - Being misleading



Based on a review of all statements and video evidence, there is no indication that the police officers misled the tenants or applied undue influence to permit the landlord’s entry, as prohibited under section 31 of the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019. The officers’ conduct was consistent with providing clear information about the Residential Tenancies Act, maintaining a calm and safe environment, and facilitating the tenants’ understanding of their legal options. While the tenants’ consent was given in the presence of police, the evidence shows it was informed and voluntary, and there is no support for a conclusion that the officers acted improperly or coerced the tenants in any way.


