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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: 10/05/2025
Type of Investigation:
Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: Q) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The Complainant alleges that on September 19, 2025, the Respondent Officers attended her
residence in response to a report of argument occurring inside. She reported that the Respondent
Officers forcibly and unlawfully entered her house. The Complainant further alleges that the
Respondent Officers questioned her and her family in a discriminatory manner including
questioning them about their place of origin.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Section 10(1) Undermine Public Trust
Section 5(1) Human Rights

Decision and Reasons

Section 10(1) Undermine Public Trust

This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and
acted in accordance with all governing authorities. The evidence shows that the Respondent
Officers responded to an anonymous 911 call reporting possible violence inside the
Complainant’s residence. Once on scene CW1action of abruptly closing the front door upon
seeing them heightened their concern for safety of any occupants inside the house. Their entry
into the residence was justified by exigent circumstances and their conduct while inside remained
professional throughout the interaction.

There is no evidence to support that the Respondent Officers acted improperly, or they breach
their authority as the entire interaction was capture on BWC.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Section 5(1) Human Rights
This investigation has revealed the officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and
acted in accordance with all governing authorities.

The evidence shows that no discriminatory behaviour or bias occurred on the part of the
Respondent Officers. The only reference to the Complainant’s background was related to
language when CW2 advised that CW1 did not speak English, prompting RO1 to ask what
language he spoke solely to facilitate communication.

RO2 repeated questioning was due to inexperience as he was a new officer. The repeated
guestion was not bias or discriminatory. There is no indication that the Respondent Officers
treated anyone adversely based on their ethnicity. The Respondent Officers remained
professional, and their questions and actions were directly connected to their duty to protect life.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.
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