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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:Q

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

(LECA) file was referred to the Police Service regarding an incident. The matter relates to a Menta
Health Act apprehension involving the complainant and the subsequent interaction between the
complainant and the respondent officer. The complainant was not charged with any criminal
offences and was later released by hospital.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

1. Decelve or Mislead a Person in Relation to Duties —s. 31, Ontario Regulation 407/23
2. Failure to Comply with Chief's Procedures —s. 27, Ontario Regulation 407/23

3. Use of Force —s. 11(1), Ontario Regulation 407/23

4. Public Trust —s. 10(1), Ontario Regulation 407/23

5. Public Trust —s. 10(1), Ontario Regulation 407/23

Decision and Reasons

1. Allegation that the respondent officer falsely reported

The respondent officer indicated that comments made by the complainant at hospital raised
concerns and were appropriately documented. Police officers are required to provide relevant
information to medical professionals in these circumstances. Accordingly, this allegation is
unsubstantiated.

2. Allegation that the respondent officer failed to activate his Body-Worn Camera
The footage supports that recording ceased at hospital in accordance with privacy considerations
applicable in a medical setting. Accordingly, this allegation is unsubstantiated.

3. Allegation of excessive force

The complainant alleged that the respondent officer used excessive force during the
apprehension. Reviewed the Body-Worn Camera footage, the respondent officer’s statement, and
the witness officer statement. The video confirms that the complainant was not fully cooperative.
The force used was proportionate to the complainant’s resistance and consistent with approved
control techniques. Accordingly, this allegation is unsubstantiated.

4. Allegation that the respondent officer made an obscene gesture at hospital. A review of
witnesses and hospital hallway surveillance video. does not show any gesture being made. .
Based on the available evidence, there is no support for this allegation. Accordingly, this allegation
is unsubstantiated.

5. Allegation that the respondent officer made an inappropriate gesture
There is insufficient evidence to conclude an inappropriate gesture was made. Accordingly, this
allegation is unsubstantiated.
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