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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: 12/18/2024
Type of Investigation:

Referred to Same Service:(®)  Referred to Other Service: ) Retained by LECA:O

Service Investigations Referred to:

|| De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

The complainant (CO) alleged that Respondent Officers (RO) unlawfully entered his property and
apprehended him after he had called the suicide prevention hotline (SPH). During the arrest, the

CO alleged the ROs utilized excessive force and further alleged the ROs concealed their identity

and failed to provide him with their names and badge numbers.

On November 7, 2024, the CO contacted the SPH and advised them he was suicidal. The SPH
subsequently contacted officers from ||| GG /o \vere dispatched to
the MHA incident. Upon arrival, the CO became uncooperative with police and barricaded himself
inside his home. Officers set up a perimeter and worked to establish communication with the CO
through text messaging, and after some time, he eventually allowed officers onto the property. After
some communication with officers, the CO came out of his residence and spoke with officers. When
he attempted to re-enter his residence, he was apprehended. During the apprehension the CO
resisted the apprehension and officers utilized force to gain control and bring the matter to a
conclusion.

LECA 2024 Page 1 of 2



Ontario @

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Public-Unnecessary Force - Unsubstantiated
Public-Conceal Identity — Unsubstantiated

|| Decision and Reasons ||

Allegation of trespassing:

The CO felt the officers trespassed when they entered his residence to apprehend him. The evidence is that the CO
acted in a disorderly manner and posed an imminent threat to both himself and others. The CO explicitly communicated
his intention to die by suicide through interaction with police, stating he wished for suicide by police and later indicated
his plans to crash his vehicle into oncoming traffic. These comments and actions triggered the application of section 17
of the MHA, which allows officers to apprehend a person if they are believed to be at risk of causing serious harm to
themselves or others due to a mental disorder. Given the circumstances, the officers were justified in apprehending the
CO for an immediate MH assessment. Additionally, pursuant to section 529.3 of the Criminal Code of Canada, the
officers were legally permitted to enter the dwelling without a warrant due to the exigent circumstances present. Their
actions were necessary to prevent imminent bodily harm or death to the CO, thereby authorizing the warrantless entry
into the residence and the subsequent apprehension.

Allegation of unnecessary force:

The CO was pulling away from officers when he was grounded, followed by the CO resisting apprehension by not
surrendering his arm as directed by the officers so they could handcuff him and complete the apprehension. RO2
delivered three knee strikes to the CO's thigh in order to gain compliance which was successful. Knee strikes are taught
annually at Block Training as part of Defensive Tactics. It is a technique utilized when interacting with an active
resistant subject. The application of force was in line with policy, legislation and training.

After reviewing all evidence, PSU determined the ROs use of force was carried out in the course of their duty, in good
faith, and was lawful. The officers were lawfully placed based on MHA section 17, CC section 523.9 and the
subsequent use of force was consistent with what was deemed necessary, as outlined in the guiding principles of
OPPITA, policy, legislation and training. The officers’ actions were proportionate to the situation at hand.

Allegation of concealing identity:

In his complaint, the CO claimed to remember one RO's name because he saw it on his uniform during the police
interaction that night. Further, in the review of the text message exchange between the CO and and additional RO, an
introduction was made at the start of their conversation.

In reviewing the Community Safety and Policing Act, Code of Conduct, and comparing it to the evidence of the
Respondent Officers, the complainant and the referenced materials, there is no evidence to support a breach of the
code of conduct, therefore, the allegations of Unnecessary Force and Conceal Identity are unsubstantiated
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