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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: 08/18/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The Complainant (Compl1) submitted a complaint on behalf of his partner that alleged that the Respondent Officers (RO) used unnecessary force against her (Compl 2). LECA screened out other allegations in the complaint.

Compl 1 requested that all communication go through email and requested an investigation report. Attempts to obtain a statement from Compl 2 were unsuccessful.

RO1 and RO2  investigated an intimate partner violence breach of release conditions, utter threats, assault and mischief incident on April 20, 2024. Compl 2 was the suspect. Compl 2 had a history of mental  health issues, had attempted suicide in the past, and was exhibiting erratic and threatening behavior. The Respondent Officers were concerned for her safety and wellbeing, consequently they entered her residence when she opened the door. Compl 2 threatened officers with a golf club. RO1 drew her conducted energy weapon (CEW) and directed Compl 2 to drop her weapon. Compl 2 complied but fled towards the kitchen while RO2 used physical force to attempt to gain control. RO2 grabbed her arm and put her against a wall and secured her hands in handcuffs. Compl 2 continued to resist arrest and utter threats to kill her ex-boyfriend throughout the interaction.

The Respondent Officers had reasonable and probable grounds to arrest Compl 2. Compl 2 committed multiple Criminal Code offences, actively resisted arrest, and displayed assaultive behavior - including assault with a weapon. RO1 and RO2 used as much force as was necessary to gain control of Compl 2 and effect her arrest.

PSU investigated the incident and concluded that the allegations of unnecessary use of force were unsubstantiated. 






	Code of Conduct Allegations: Community Safety and Policing Act, Code of Conduct for Police Officers, O. Reg. 407/23:

Section 11 of the Community Safety and Policing Act states “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.”


	Decision and Reasons: 
The PS investigator reviewed the relevant Niche RMS incidents, body-worn camera evidence, officer duty reports and notes, relevant case law, and the Ontario Public-Police Interactions Training Aid. The Respondent Officers complied with the law and police policy. They used force that was commensurate with her behavior.


