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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: 01/19/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant alleges that the Respondent Officers’ conduct was abusive and discriminatory; that their use of handcuffs was excessive and unjustified; and they were untruthful in their interactions with the Complainant including falsely characterizing her as aggressive.  Also, that they declined to provide their badge numbers and names upon request.

 


	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation #1: CSPA Section 10(1)
Allegation #2: CSPA Section 12(1)
Allegation #3: CSPA Section 13(2)
Allegation #4: CSPA Section 5(1)
Allegation #5: CSPA Section 7(1)



	Decision and Reasons: 
Allegation #1:

Finding: This investigation revealed that the Respondent Officer were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities.  

Based on a review and analysis of the information, the investigation has determined that there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct occurred.

Therefore, the allegation is unsubstantiated.

Allegation #2:

Finding: This investigation revealed that the Respondent Officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. 

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:

Finding: This investigation revealed that the Respondent Officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and wearing their epaulettes and name tags clearly visible as required.  

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:

Finding: This investigation revealed that the Respondent Officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. 
Review of the evidence and statements from both the Complainant and officers corroborate that the officers were professional and acted appropriately.  It is not clear that when RO2 used the term ‘high functioning’ he meant any disrespect toward the Complainant.  Neither RO1 nor RO2 were made aware of any specific accommodations that the Complainant would have required. 

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 #5: 

This investigation revealed that the Respondent Officers were in the lawful performance of their duties and acted in accordance with all governing authorities. 
Review of the evidence Respondent Officers conducted a thorough investigation and clearly had grounds and authority to apprehend the Complainant and restrained her with the use of handcuffs in accordance with Toronto Police Service Procedure  01-01 Arrest and Release, 06-06 Persons in Crisis, and 15-01 Incident Response / Use of Force Training Aid.

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.









