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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: 01/13/2026
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint:  the LECA complainant, had an interaction with police at his residence,  Ontario.  The Complainant has indicated that the police used unnecessary force while he was handcuffed.  He alleges that he was handcuffed to the rear and when he stopped walking prior to getting on the ambulance gurney, an officer pulled on hands so hard he thought he was trying to break his arm.  Further, he alleges officers left him face down on the gurney with his hands in handcuffs behind his back during the entire ambulance ride to the hospital. 

The complainant filed a complaint with LECA, Investigator conducted interview.  It is important to note that the complainant declined to participate in an interview with the the investigator.  







	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 – Unnecessary or excessive use of force (O.Reg. 407/23 sec. 11)
Unnecessary or excessive use of force in that he or she, without good and sufficient cause, used more force then necessary given the circumstances.  (Respondent Officer #1)

Allegation 2 – Neglected the health and safety of an individual in custody (O.Reg. 407/23 sec. 9)
Neglect in the health and safety of an individual in custody and failing to provide adequate care to prevent injury. (Respondent Officer #2 and Respondent Officer #3)
	Decision and Reasons: The investigation was interview based. 

The investigation revealed that police had responded to a call for service at the residence for a report that the LECA complainant had threatened to burn down his neighbours house. Police responded on scene and spoke to the subject through the window attempting to negotiate his safe surrender to police. The subject barricaded himself in his residence.  Police maintained containment while a Feeny warrant was sought.  

Concerned for the mental well-being of the subect, police forced entry and located the subject barricaded in a lower room of the residence with duct tape around his head covering his mouth and wearing earphones.  The subject resisted and was secured on the ground to be taken into custody.   Due to the active resistance, the subject had to be secured on his side on the ambulance gurney during transport.  

Upon arrival at the hospital, the subject continued to resist and attempt to slip the handcuffs. The subject was eventually secured to a hospital bed using soft restraints when it was safe to do so.  

The interviews conducted consistently indicated that the subject was actively resistant during the interaction with police. This behaviour warranted the level of force applied. The subject did not report any injuries, and none were observed aside from an abrasion on his face.  All officers interviewed articulated the behaviour exhibited by the subject and the level of force used to gain compliance.

Police officers must ensure they are executing responsibilities in compliance with provincial and federal legislation, service procedure and training. The Saugeen Shores Police Service’s Use of Force procedure (AI-12SSPS) section 12 addresses physical control techniques.  It is understood that he was exhibiting active resistance, warranting physical control techniques.

Criminal Code of Canada addresses the application of force by police officers.  Section 25 specifically justifies the use of force by peace officers.   The police were affecting an arrest and in compliance with section 495 of the Criminal Code.  They were also acting on an authority under section 10 of the Mental Health Act.  Therefore, the officers were performing a lawful duty at the time.  Respondent officer #1 indicated that the force applied was to gain compliance while escorting the complainant to the ambulance.

The police service’s Use of Force procedure (AI-12SSPS) section 19 outlines use of restraints.In this case, if the subject was in a prone position as he had indicated, he was monitored by two officers and a paramedic while transported to the hospital.  The Ambulance Call Report and the statements of the EMS personnel indicates that the subject was secured in the stretcher right lateral due to handcuffs.  Further, it was stated that this was common practice when patients in handcuffs are transported by EMS. 

The Investigator reviewed Canadian case law with respect to the allegations of excessive force and overly tight handcuffs.  R. vs. Nasogaluak indicates that while police officers may have to resort to force in order to complete an arrest or to prevent an offender from escaping their custody, the allowable degree of force to effect the lawful arrest is justified if the police officer believes on reasonable and probable ground this it is necessary and if only as much force as necessary is used.  Handcuffing does not automatically end the need for force, but excessive force such as gratuitous punches, tight handcuffs causing injury, or ignoring pain complaints is unconstitutional. 

Further to that R. vs  Tranter reiterates that, in use of force cases, officers must be able to articulate with adequate specificity how the observations they made and their knowledge of the circumstances at the time force was used, including facts known to them about the specific offender’s behaviour or offender behaviour generally, factored into their decision to use the force at issue.

In considering the Tranter case law, all officers interviewed articulated the behaviour exhibited by Boyle and the level of force used to gain compliance.



