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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: 05/15/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On August 31, 2024, members of the [police service] received a request for assistance from
Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and subsequently apprehended a male under the Mental
Health Act (MHA). In May 2025 a complaint was received by the Law Enforcement Complaint
Agency (LECA) alleging that officers used excessive force during the apprehension, and
demonstrated insufficient consideration of the needs of a vulnerable individual with mental and
physical health difficulties.

Further, while at the hospital officers heard the complainant disclose an assault by a former
intimate partner and subsequently the former partner was arrested and charged. A further
complaint was initiated alleging that the assault charge was laid against the wishes of the victim,
and officers demonstrated insufficient consideration of the needs of a vulnerable individual with
mental health difficulties.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Unnecessary Force - Sec 11 CSPA Reg. 407/23
Neglect of Duty - Sec 19 CSPA Reg. 407/23

Decision and Reasons

The investigation determined that RO1 and RO2 acted lawfully and reasonably under section 17
of the Mental Health Act when they apprehended CO2, who was agitated, refusing medical care,
and exhibiting assaultive behaviour, prompting paramedics to request police assistance. The
officers used minimal, soft physical control consistent with OPPITA and section 25 of the Criminal
Code after CO2 stood with clenched fists, raised a fist toward RO1, and attempted to bite them.
Medical evidence confirmed CO2 did not sustain a hip fracture or dislocation during police contact
but suffered from a preexisting medical condition. Allegations that RO1 and RO2 failed to consider
CO2’s vulnerabilities were unsupported, as they recognized his mental health crisis, used minimal
force, transported him to hospital only after he refused ambulance care, observed no acute
distress during transport, and appropriately relayed information to medical staff, after which their
MHA authority ended. In a separate incident, the allegation that RO3 undermined the public trust
and neglected her duty during an IPV investigation was unsubstantiated, as RO3 complied with
[police service] policy and s. 82(1) of the CSPA by obtaining a detailed statement, explaining
mandatory charging requirements, and conducting a professional, empathetic investigation
without pressuring CO1. RO2 ensured proper oversight and victim services were engaged. There
was no evidence that any of the officers failed to act with empathy, respect, or professionalism,
and all allegations against RO1, RO2, and RO3 are unsubstantiated.
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