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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: 11/03/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleges that the Respondent Officers unlawfully entered her dwelling, used an unnecessary amount of force, damaged her property, and failed to properly investigate her involvement in the alleged criminal offence(s) detailed in the executed search warrant.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation #1

Interactions with the Public, in that he or she,

10 (1) A police officer shall not conduct themselves in a manner that undermines, or is likely to undermine, public trust in policing.

• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers executed a search warrant at the Complainant’s residence in a manner that undermines public trust in policing.

Allegation #2

Interactions with the Public, in that he or she,

11. (1) A police officer shall not use force unless, (a) the force is used for the purpose of carrying out a duty; (b) the officer is entitled, by statute or common law, to use force for the purpose of carrying out that duty; (c) the officer is acting on reasonable grounds; and (d) the force used is no more than is necessary given the circumstances.

• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers executed a search warrant at the Complainant’s residence, and entered her residence with firearms drawn and pointed their firearms at the Complainant.

Allegation #3

Performance of Duties, in that he or she,

19. A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers executed a search warrant at the Complainant’s residence and did not provide a copy of the warrant to search.

Allegation #4

Performance of Duties, in that he or she,

27. A police officer shall comply with the procedures established by their chief of police.

• It is alleged that the Respondent Officers executed a search warrant at the Complainant’s residence and in doing so did not follow the established procedure.
	Decision and Reasons: Allegation #1 - Interactions with the Public

Finding: This investigation has revealed that the Respondent Officers acted in the lawful performance of their duties in accordance with all governing authorities contained in the Criminal Code, Toronto Police Service Procedures and best practices, as well as the Community Safety and Policing Act. The Respondent Officers executed a judicially authorized search warrant at the Complainant’s residence, were professional in their interaction and treated the Complainant and her property with respect.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred.
Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #2 - Interactions with the Public

Finding: This investigation has revealed that the Respondent Officers acted in the lawful performance of their duties in accordance with all governing authorities. The Respondent Officers were consistent in their statements, and denied drawing and pointing their firearms at the Complainant. The Respondent Officers were aware that the target of their investigation was in custody at the time of the search warrant being executed. There was no evidence established by the Investigator to contradict the Respondent Officer’s account of the events.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred. Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #3 - Performance of Duties

Finding: This investigation has revealed that the Respondent Officers acted in the lawful performance of their duties in accordance with all governing authorities. The Complainant was provided with a copy of the search warrant, however, the Respondent Officers were not authorized to provide a copy of the Information to Obtain (ITO). A sealing order restricting public access to the ITO was put in place by the authorizing justice.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred. Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #4 - Performance of Duties

Finding: This investigation has revealed that the Respondent Officers acted in the lawful performance of their duties in accordance with all governing authorities. The Respondent Officers complied with all requirements listed in the Toronto Police Service Procedure related to search warrants.

Based on the available information, the Investigator has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to establish reasonable grounds that misconduct has occurred. Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.


