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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: 03/01/202¢

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

Police responded to a 911 call for a person in crisis. On arrival, police officers engaged with the
person in crisis (complainant) and formed reasonable grounds to believe that this person was
suffering from a mental illness and was a danger to themselves and to others. The responding
police officers utilized tactical communication and de-escalation techniques for over one hour
before determining that the person in crisis was to be apprehended and taken to hospital.

The complainant has alleged that the responding police officers used excessive and unnecessary
force on them causing injury, that the responding police officers did not prioritize the complainant's
well being, that the responding police officers did not clearly inform the complainant of the reason
for the apprehension and detention, that the responding officers interfered with some of their
belongings and with their dog. The complainant also alleges that the responding police officers
laughed at the complainant and joked about their situation.
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Ontario

|| Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Neglect the Health and Safety of a Person in Custody (O-Reg 407/23 (9)
Conduct That Undermines the Public Trust in Policing (O-Reg 407/23 (10). (1)
Unnecessary Use of Force (O-Reg 407/23 (11) (1)

Neglect of Duty (O-Reg 407/23

Decision and Reasons

The investigation has revealed that there are no reasonable grounds to believe that any of the
respondent officers have committed misconduct when measured against the allegations made by
the complainant. The responding police officers were all equipped with operational body worn
cameras as well as in car cameras which has provided unequivocal independent evidence that
refutes the allegations made by the complainant. This is an occurrence where the complainant
was in a state of crisis and 911 was activated by a family member. The respondent police officers
attended quickly, they properly assessed the situation and recognized it as an acute mental crisis
and formed grounds to believe that the complainant was suffering from a mental illness and was a
danger to himself and others. The respondent officers used appropriate tactical communication
and made every effort to resolve the situation peacefully to no avail. At the conclusion of the
event, the complainant was apprehended and safely delivered to a health care facility.
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