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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: 10/03/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleged that on August 16, 2025, four (4) police officers attended his residence without lawful justification regarding what he considered a civil/bylaw issue. He claimed their attendance was unreasonable and constituted inappropriate use of public resources. He further alleged that the Respondent Officers concealed their identification and failed to provide their name, badge and an occurrence number when requested.

Furthermore, the Complainant alleged that on October 3, 2025, police declined to assist him when he reported a similar incident, which he believes constituted discrimination and a violation of his Charter rights.

	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation #1 & 2
Undermine Public Trust - Section 10(1) – A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.

Allegation #3
Fail to Provide Identification - Section 13(2) – While acting in the course of their duties, a police officer shall, upon request, provide their name, badge number and the name of their police service to any member of the public in a manner reasonable in the circumstances that allows the member of the public to identify the officer, unless the officer has reason to believe that doing so would undermine the safety of an individual.





	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1
The evidence shows the Respondent Officers were lawfully in the area on an unrelated matter when CW1 advised them of a vehicle blocking the shared driveway. The officers had lawful authority to assess the parking concern and acted appropriately by mediating the issue, providing guidance, and preserving the peace. The Complainant moved the vehicle without incident, and no enforcement action was taken. The officers’ actions were reasonable, proportionate, and consistent with their duties. There is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds for misconduct; therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #2
The evidence shows that only the Respondent Officers attended the Complainant’s door, with WO1 elsewhere on the property and CM1 arriving only after the Complainant had already agreed to move his vehicle. The Respondent Officers were on scene for roughly ten minutes, and their brief interaction with the Complainant was routine, professional, and non‑threatening. The Complainant moved his vehicle without issue. WO1 contacted Parking Enforcement so the matter could be handled by the appropriate unit and to allow officers to remain available for higher‑priority calls. There is no evidence the Respondent Officers intimidated the Complainant or misused police resources. Accordingly, there are no reasonable grounds to substantiate misconduct, and the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #3
The evidence, including the Complainant’s own video recordings, confirms that the Respondent Officers were in full uniform with their names and badge numbers clearly visible. The video also shows no indication that the Complainant requested officer identification or an occurrence number. There is no evidence to support these allegations. Based on the available information, there are insufficient grounds to establish misconduct; therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.



