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Introduction 
On Aug. 5, 2024, the Winnipeg Police Service (WPS) notified the Independent Investigation 
Unit of Manitoba (IIU) of an incident. 
The written notification disclosed the following information:   

Written excerpt from Part 7 Notification received on Aug. 6, 2024: 

On Aug 3, 2024, members were dispatched in relation to an intoxicated female laying on the 
ground screaming. The female was in the company of an adult male. Officers arrived and 
attended to the female in question who was subsequently identified as affected person (AP). AP 
was in the company of an adult male companion. AP was observed to have numerous facial 
injuries including a visible black eye (left). These injuries were reportedly the result of a fight 
that had occurred earlier in the evening. It is unknown who had inflicted the injuries upon AP as 
both she and the male were uncooperative with police. 
 
Due to AP’s visible facial injuries officers requested WFPS members attend the scene to examine 
her injuries. AP was belligerent with both police and the attending WFPS members. During the 
medical examination AP began spitting on the WFPS personnel. 
 
AP was detained under the Intoxicated Persons Detention Act (IPDA) and was conveyed to the 
Main Street Project (MSP). During transport, AP’s behavior escalated to the point that she was 
striking her head on the silent partner and kicking and spitting at officers as they attempted to 
escort her into the MSP. In response to AP’s actions, a use of force encounter ensued and AP 
was arrested for assault peace officer.  

AP was conveyed to the WPS headquarters building at which time officers attempted to apply a 
spit sock and extract AP from the cruiser. This resulted in a second use of force encounter in 
which AP attempted to bite the hand of one of the officers. AP continued struggling with officers, 
flailing and kicking at them, which resulted in a rip hobble being applied. AP was ultimately 
secured in the CPU, and once sober she was released from custody on an appearance notice. 
 
On Aug. 5, 2024, AP became involved in a verbal dispute with CW1. During the incident, AP 
attacked CW1 by throwing her into a door, repeatedly punching her about the face and body, 
and biting her on the cheek. WPS members were called to the suite and arrested AP. 
 
AP was conveyed to WPS headquarters and was assessed by the on-duty EMS who directed 
members to take AP to the HSC due to abnormally high blood sugar levels.  AP was examined 
and was found to have a pre-existing spinal injury which had been aggravated, as well as 
several more recent fractures to the face which will likely require surgery. AP was released from 
hospital and processed via CPU and is currently being detained at the Winnipeg remand centre.  

As this matter concerned potential injuries during an arrest, the IIU assumed responsibility for 
this investigation in accordance with Sec. 75(1) of The Police Services Act.  IIU investigators 
were assigned to this investigation. 
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IIU investigators obtained the following information from the WPS, among other items:  

• notes, narratives and reports of officers 
• 911 audio and radio transmissions 
• video surveillance 
• the use of force report 
• medical reports 

The civilian director designated two subject officers (SO1 to SO2) and two witness officers 
(WO1 to WO2). IIU investigators also received information from AP and one civilian witness 
(CW1). 
Facts and Circumstances 
Scene Examination 
IIU investigators attended to the scene and were able to obtain further video surveillance from 
nearby businesses. A canvass of the area did not produce any further witnesses. 
Interviews  
Affected Person 
AP was interviewed by IIU investigators on Aug. 6, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
AP acknowledged that she has addiction issues that can be exacerbated when she does not take 
care of her blood sugar levels, which can spike because of her diabetes. AP confirmed that she 
was with her boyfriend at a nearby hotel earlier on Aug. 3, 2024. AP and her boyfriend were 
either asked to leave or left on their own accord after a confrontation inside the hotel bar. 
AP recalled that she was outside the bar with her boyfriend having a verbal argument when a 
female in a car was observing the argument. AP believed the lady saw AP crying, was worried 
for her well-being and called police as a result. 
AP confirmed that she was intoxicated when police arrived. AP also believed that her boyfriend 
had left before police arrived. AP believed that she recalled one of the officers from a previous 
incident, but acknowledged that she blacked out because of her alcohol level and high blood 
sugar levels. 
AP later stated that the female officer was making derogatory comments towards her while AP 
was sitting on the bench outside of Main Street Project. AP stated that because of the female 
officer’s rudeness, she spat at the officer.  
AP stated that the officers then dragged her back to the car, which resulted in road rash on her 
stomach. When AP was outside the police vehicle, she stated that she was hit on the face at least 
four times, which she believed caused the fracture to her orbital bone. AP stated that once she 
was lying on the back seat of the police vehicle, she was choked by an officer. AP was adamant 
that the female was the only officer to assault her. AP believed that as a result of the female 
officer’s assault, she was calling the officer bad names in retaliation. 
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AP’s next memory was of being in the central processing unit being tested for her blood sugar 
levels. AP believed that the paramedic informed her that she had high blood sugar levels, but AP 
was denied a transfer to the hospital. AP stated that she was forced to sit in shackles, blood and 
urine for hours. Once AP had sobered up, she was allowed to go to the washroom and leave the 
police station. AP saw in the mirror that her eye was swollen shut and that she had blood on her 
face and bruises on her chin. 
AP attended to CW1’s residence after she was released. AP heard some upsetting information, so 
she decided to leave CW1’s residence to go drinking. AP confirmed that she went back to CW1’s 
residence with a friend later on, but did not recall anything further. AP confirmed that she was 
told later on that she assaulted CW1 and police attended. 
AP did not recall being placed into the police vehicle, but she did recall that she was in the 
central processing unit at the police station getting her blood sugar level tested. AP recalled being 
taken to the hospital because of her blood sugar levels. AP stated that the hospital told her that 
her spine was fractured, but they could not determine if the fractures were recent or dated. AP 
stated that the doctors confirmed her orbital bone fracture was recent.  
IIU investigators noted the following injuries to AP during the interview: 

o swollen left eye with a laceration under the eyebrow 
o bruising to her jawline, lip and right side of the face 
o abrasions on her stomach  

AP stated that none of the above noted injuries existed before Aug. 3, 2024, except a slight bruise 
under her left eye from dropping her iPad on her face. 
Civilian Witness 
CW1 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Nov. 21, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
CW1 was aware that AP had been arrested on Aug. 3, 2024, and AP attended to her residence 
after she was released. CW1 noticed a black eye, bruising to her face and jaw and scrapes on her 
stomach and legs. AP stated that the police caused the injuries, but later stated that the injuries 
were not done by the police. AP stated it was her boyfriend instead of the police that caused the 
injuries. 
CW1 confirmed that AP stayed at her residence for a period of time to shower and eat some food. 
AP left to meet a friend and called CW1 later in the evening, asking if she could stay at the 
house. CW1 told AP that she could not stay at the house, but AP showed up later anyway.  
CW1 confirmed that AP assaulted CW1 when she returned to the residence. CW1 called police 
as a result.  CW1 observed AP’s arrest and stated that the officers were appropriate with AP and 
did not hurt her. 
CW1 noted that she has seen quite a few injuries on AP since AP started her relationship with her 
current partner. 
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Witness Officers 
Witness Officer 1 (WO1) 
WO1 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Dec. 18, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
WO1 confirmed that she was partnered with WO2 on the date of the incident. WO1 and WO2 
went to Main Street Project to assist another unit with searching a female accused. WO1 went to 
assist the other officers in getting AP out of the police vehicle. WO1 stated that AP was verbally 
combative and unpredictable in her behaviour. WO1 believed that AP was under the influence of 
some kind of intoxicant. 
WO1 and SO2 assisted AP to get to Main Street Project with SO1 in front of them. WO1 was 
holding onto AP’s right side and SO1 was holding onto AP’s left side as they were walking 
towards the entrance. WO1 stated that as they were entering the door, AP spit in SO1’s face and 
spit on SO2’s arm. SO1 said “you spit in my face” and punched AP in the mouth area. WO1 
stated that it was all happening very quickly.  
WO1 and the other officers grabbed AP to take her back to the police vehicle at this point. WO2 
came over to assist in placing AP back in the police vehicle because AP was not cooperating at 
this point. AP was placed into the back of the police vehicle where she was thrashing and kicking 
around the back seat. 
WO1 recalled that SO1 was quite concerned about being spit on because AP had stated earlier on 
that she had Hep C. SO1 and SO2 were trying to find something to wipe the spit off their bodies 
with and some antiseptic to wipe on SO1’s face. 
WO1 and WO2 followed SO1 and SO2 back to headquarters to assist in searching AP. When 
WO1 arrived, AP was already out of the back seat of the police vehicle. WO1 observed AP on 
the ground wearing a spit sock and a rip hobble (restraint) had been placed on her. SO1 advised 
WO1 that they placed the spit sock and rip hobble on AP because she was very combative during 
transportation. 
WO1 stated that AP remained extremely combative while she tried to search her. WO1 noted that 
they had to place AP in a wheelchair because she was thrashing so much, even with the rip 
hobble on. WO1 confirmed that AP was seen by the paramedic and then was cleared for 
detention. 
WO1 confirmed that she saw an injury to AP’s left eye when she first arrived at MSP. WO1 
thought the injury may have happened a few days earlier because it looked like it had started to 
drain downward. WO1 confirmed that she only saw SO1 strike her to the mouth that evening. 
WO1 confirmed that approximately a week earlier, she had been involved in a similar incident 
with AP. WO1 confirmed that AP was combative on that occasion and was spitting in the back of 
WO1’s police vehicle.  
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Witness Officer 2 (WO2) 
WO2 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Dec. 18, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
WO2 confirmed that she was partnered with WO1, and they had attended Main Street Project to 
assist SO1 and SO2 with searching AP. WO2 confirmed that she remained at the police vehicle 
while WO1 went to assist in AP’s search. 
WO2 recalled observing WO1 and SO2 holding AP’s arms, with SO1 leading the way into Main 
Street Project. WO2 described observing a skirmish and hearing SO1 yell “you spit in my face!” 
AP at this point was quite combative and non-compliant. 
All three members, along with AP, started to move towards the other police vehicle as AP was 
being charged with assault of a police officer. WO2 took over for SO2 and assisted WO1 in 
placing AP back in the police vehicle. WO2 noted that AP was not cooperative and actively 
resisting. WO2 recalled that AP had spit on him, which is why she went into assist WO1 in 
placing AP in the vehicle. 
SO1 and SO2 drove AP back to police headquarters, with WO1 and WO2 following them to 
assist in searching AP. WO2 recalled that AP was out of the police vehicle and was wearing a 
spit sock along with a rip hobble when they arrived. WO2 recalled that AP remained extremely 
combative while they attempted to place her in a wheelchair to be detained by the Central 
Processing Unit. 
WO2 confirmed that she did not observe any officer strike or be aggressive with AP while AP 
remained in her presence. 
Subject Officers 
Subject Officer 1 (SO1) 
In accordance with his rights, SO1 declined to be interviewed by IIU investigators. SO1 provided 
his narrative along with a copy of the use of force report, which provided the following 
information: 
SO1 and SO2 were dispatched for a well-being call. Background information was that the female 
was on the ground with a male over her. The female had gotten up and was trying to run away 
from the male. The female may have had a black eye and was screaming. 
SO1 and SO2 arrived on-scene and saw AP and her boyfriend. AP advised SO1 that she and her 
boyfriend had been kicked out of the bar for fighting. AP advised SO1 that she received the black 
eye at the bar. 
SO1 called for an ambulance to assist AP with her eye. AP also made mention of a sore spine 
and back. Once medical staff arrived, AP became extremely belligerent and was refusing care. 
AP spat at the medical staff, which resulted in SO1 deciding to take AP to Main Street Project. 
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During transport, AP continued to be uncooperative. AP was spitting, kicking and banging her 
head into the metal bars. Once they arrived at Main Street Project, AP spat in SO1’s left eye and 
on SO2’s forearm. AP was arrested for assaulting a police officer as a result. 
AP was placed in the back of the police vehicle and continued to spit, kick and bang her head 
into the metal bars. When they arrived at headquarters, SO1 attempted to apply a spit sock to 
AP’s head, however, AP spat at SO1. SO1 recalled that AP had mentioned she had “diseased 
saliva.” SO1 delivered a closed fist strike to stop her from spitting. SO1 again attempted to put a 
spit sock on AP’s head when AP attempted to bite SO1. SO1 again struck AP with a closed fist. 
SO1 was able to place the spit sock on AP. SO1 and SO2 also applied a rip hobble on AP as she 
continued to kick and thrash around. AP was eventually placed in a wheelchair and taken into 
custody. 
Subject Officer 2 (SO2) 
In accordance with his rights, SO2 declined to be interviewed by IIU investigators or provide any 
documentation in relation to the incident. 
The use of force report provided to IIU investigators noted that SO2 delivered a closed-fist strike 
to AP’s mouth and stomach while attempting to apply the spit sock and rip hobble to AP’s body 
at headquarters. No video evidence from headquarters of this altercation is available. 
Other evidence 
Business Surveillance 
IIU investigators were able to obtain video footage from the bar on the night of the incident. In 
reviewing the video, it is clear that AP did not have any injuries to her eye or face earlier that 
evening. It is also clear that AP and her boyfriend were involved in a skirmish that resulted in 
both individuals being expelled from the bar. 
IIU investigators were able to obtain video footage from a nearby business that showed AP and 
her boyfriend in a heated discussion immediately after leaving the bar. At one point in the video, 
AP is sitting on the ground while her boyfriend is standing over top of AP. AP’s boyfriend’s 
hand makes a quick movement towards AP’s face, appearing to strike her in the area of her black 
eye. 
Video Surveillance from Main Street Project 
IIU investigators obtained video footage from Main Street Project, which corroborated the 
information provided by the officers.  
In one angle, AP is seen with SO2 and WO1 holding her arms and walking towards the Main 
Street Project entrance. SO1 is walking in front when AP attempts to kick him. SO1 moves his 
hand to block the kick, but the kick falls short of his body. 
All four continue towards the entrance, until AP falls to the ground in a seated position. Soon 
after, the officers are taking AP back towards the police vehicle by picking AP up off the ground. 
It does not appear that AP’s body touches the ground while she is taken to the back seat of the 
police vehicle. 
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You can see SO2 grabbing wipes after AP is placed in the police vehicle. SO1 is then seen 
throwing the wipes out in the garbage inside Main Street Project. 
A second angle shows SO1 open the door while SO2 and WO1 are escorting AP into Main Street 
Project behind him. SO1 suddenly twists his body and strikes AP in the face with his right hand. 
All parties go out of the screen from this angle shortly after the punch to AP’s face. 
 
 
Medical report 
Medical reports did not disclose any cervical spine fractures as mentioned by AP. The report did 
confirm that AP received a fracture of the anterior left sinus along with a fracture of the left 
orbital bone. 
Applicable Law 

All relevant sections of the Criminal Code of Canada were considered with respect to this 
incident. Sections 25(1), and 25(4) of the Criminal Code of Canada have been emphasized here 
for consideration:  

25 (1) Every one who is required or authorized by law to do anything in the administration or 
enforcement of the law 

(a) as a private person, 

(b) as a peace officer or public officer, 

(c) in aid of a peace officer or public officer, or 

(d) by virtue of his office, 

is, if he acts on reasonable grounds, justified in doing what he is required or authorized 
to do and in using as much force as is necessary for that purpose. 

(4) A peace officer, and every person lawfully assisting the peace officer, is justified in 
using force that is intended or is likely to cause death or grievous bodily harm to a 
person to be arrested, if 

(a) the peace officer is proceeding lawfully to arrest, with or without warrant, the 
person to be arrested; 

(b) the offence for which the person is to be arrested is one for which that person 
may be arrested without warrant; 

(c) the person to be arrested takes flight to avoid arrest; 

(d) the peace officer or other person using the force believes on reasonable 
grounds that the force is necessary for the purpose of protecting the peace officer, 
the person lawfully assisting the peace officer or any other person from imminent 
or future death or grievous bodily harm; and 
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(e) the flight cannot be prevented by reasonable means in a less violent manner. 

 

 

 

Conclusion 
In reviewing all the evidence available, it can not be said with certainty that SO1 or SO2 caused 
the injuries to AP. It is possible that the injury to AP occurred prior to police involvement. It can 
not be said that SO1 or SO2 acted outside their duties in the circumstances. Therefore, no 
charges are recommended and the IIU investigation is now completed and closed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


