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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: 07/30/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant alleged that on the 13 May 2025, officers failed to do a proper investigation into a family dispute.  The complainant alleged that the involved officers failed to identify themselves.

The complainant also alleged on the 15 May 2025, officers surrounded their home and over reacted to a medical call.  The complainant alleges police used excessive force in entering their home and apprehending them.
 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Section 10 - Conduct that undermines public trust in policing.

Section 11 - Unnecessary Use of Force

Section 19 - Neglect to do duty
	Decision and Reasons: Section 10 - Conduct that undermines public trust in policing (unsubstantiated)

Police had sufficient grounds to apprehend the complainant, while having a duty to protect life.

Section 11 - Unnecessary Use of Force (unsubstantiated)

Given the complainants background in weapons, their self declared possession of weapons, and the threats made to themselves and police.  Police were justified under section 25 of the criminal code to use force.  The force was necessary and proportional.

Section 19 - Neglect to do a duty (unsubstantiated)

The officers were dispatched to a family dispute call for service.  The obtained all information pertinent to their call.  One officer provided verbal identification as well as their business card.  The second officer was not given the opportunity to provide their details.  Both officers had their name on their vests and their badge numbers on their epaulets in an unobstructed manner.


