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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 
   


	Chief's Decision Letter - Catherwood
	Investigative Report CATHERWOOD - approved
	Confidential Appendix-CATHERWOOD
	Deidentified Summary-CATHERWOOD

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 10/23/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On March 18, 2025, the [redacted] (ETU) assisted the [redacted] Police Service with a warrant to search the Complainant’s residence. 

As the ETU entered the residence the complainant is reported to have resisted officer commands but was taken into custody. After the arrest, the Complainant was taken to [redacted0 General Hospital and, diagnosed with a broken nose and broken orbital bone.

The [redacted] Police Service contacted the Special Investigations Unit (S.I.U.) and provided details of the police interaction.  The S.I.U subsequently invoked their mandate. 

On July 16, 2025 the S.I.U. closed its investigation into this matter. In his decision letter S.I.U. Director wrote "In my view, there were no reasonable grounds in the evidence to proceed with criminal charges against the subject official”. 

The complainant's concern is that the Respondent Officers used excessive force against him. 

 

 

 

 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: 11 unnecessary force
10 conduct undermines public trust

	Decision and Reasons: The Special Investigations Unit (S.I.U.) is a civilian law enforcement agency that investigates incidents involving an official where there has been, death, serious injury, the discharge of a firearm at a person or an allegation of sexual assault.  

Under the SIU Act, the Director of the SIU must determine based on the evidence gathered in an investigation whether there are reasonable grounds to believe that a criminal offence was committed.  If such grounds exist, the Director has the authority to lay a criminal charge against the official.  Alternatively, in cases where no reasonable grounds exist, the Director cannot lay charges. Where no charges are laid, a report of the investigation is prepared and released publicly. 

The available evidence suggests that the Respondent officers were in the lawful execution of their duties, executing a judicially authorized high risk warrant, at a residence when they encountered the complainant.  

The Respondent officers lawfully arrested the complainant using a measured and appropriate level of force in accordance with Section 27 of the Criminal Code and the Ontario Public-Police Interactions Training Aid.

Based on a review and analysis of all information, the investigation has determined that there is insufficient evidence to establish that the Respondent officers used excessive force during the arrest of the complainant or that they undermined public trust.   

The allegations were unsubstantiated. 


