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Introduction

On Aug. 19, 2024, the Brandon Police Service (BPS) 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. 20, 2024:

AP was arrested by BPS officers on June 15, 2023, and charged with numerous offences
including Possession of Property Obtained by Crime, Resist Arrest, Possession of a Controlled
Substance.

Jan. 25, 2024, AP’s charges were stayed.

July 9, 2024, AP made a FIPPA request to the city of Brandon privacy officer. BPS compiled the
material and provided it to the privacy officer. AP was provided with the investigative file and
videos from this incident by the privacy officer on July 29, 2024.

On Aug. 8, 2024, AP left a voice mail on the Brandon police chief general number requesting a
call back to discuss his complaint. On Aug. 16, 2024, AP left a second voice mail with the same
message. His complaint consisted of the allegation that he was assaulted by WO?2 during his
arrest and that the cruiser car video that he was provided through his FIPPA request was
tampered with — specifically that the video from the cruiser car being operated by WOI was cut
off short and that this video would have shown him being assaulted by police.

As this matter concerned injuries during an arrest, the IIU assumed responsibility for this
investigation in accordance with Sec. 75(1) of The Police Services Act. 1IU investigators were
assigned to this investigation.

IIU investigators obtained the following information from the BPS, among other items:

e notes, narratives and reports of officers

e court package for AP

e police vehicle video

e FIPPA package

e surveillance footage

e photos of AP and seized items

The civilian director declined to designate a subject officer (SO). The civilian director did
designate seven witness officers (WO1 to WO7). IIU investigators also received information
from AP and one civilian witness (CW1).

This document is the property of the IIU and is not to be distributed to any other party without the written
consent of the IIU.
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Facts and Circumstances

Scene Examination

No scene examination or canvassing of the area was conducted by IIU investigators, because the
incident occurred in June 2023. AP did not initiate any action related to the incident until July
2024.

Interviews
Affected Person

AP was interviewed by IIU investigators on Oct. 24, 2024, and provided the following
information:

AP said that he was riding his bike with a friend when he rode through a red light. AP continued
to an apartment parking lot when WO2 drove up beside him. AP confirmed that WO2 asked to
see the serial number on the bike and that WO2 informed him the bike had been reported stolen.

AP said that additional officers came to the parking lot and surrounded him. AP was informed he
was under arrest, which shocked him because he felt the arrest was unjustified. AP confirmed
that when officers went to arrest him, he tensed up his body, but he denied resisting arrest.

AP stated that the officers placed him over a planter and struck him numerous times. He said that
the officers made derogatory comments and uttered threats at him during the incident. AP stated
that WO2 delivered knee strikes to his back during the arrest.

AP said that after he was arrested, an officer punched him in the back seat of the police vehicle
and that WO2 slammed his head into the car door while he was being placed in the back of the
police vehicle. AP said he was too afraid to ask for medical assistance. He believed that WO2
had a personal vendetta against him because he helped another person make a complaint against
WO2.

AP had difficulty understanding 11U investigators when they explained the scope of the
investigation. AP was adamant that BPS had tampered with the police vehicle video and that his
FIPPA request was not fulfilled.

Civilian Witness
Civilian Witness 1 (CW1)

CWI1 was interviewed by 11U investigators on May 8, 2025, and provided the following
information:

CWI1 confirmed that she was riding her bike with AP that evening. CW1 was staying with a
friend in the area. She was aware that there was a police surveillance vehicle in the area and that
it had stopped AP while she continued to ride her bike to her friend’s residence.

CW1 saw the police vehicles with their lights activated and assumed that they had arrested AP.
CWI1 opened the window in the residence and saw AP being tackled by the officers and
overheard an officer say “stop resisting.”

This document is the property of the IIU and is not to be distributed to any other party without the written
consent of the IIU.
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CW1 saw a female officer strike AP in the back/kidney area while he was bent over a concrete
planter. She said that an officer kicked AP in the butt and another officer placed a knee on his
back. CW1 confirmed that she could hear AP say that he was having difficulty breathing.

CWI1 further stated that AP’s head was slammed by a police vehicle door and that upon release,
an officer threw AP’s bicycle at him. CW1 saw AP after the arrest and noted an injury to his
head that was not there earlier in the evening.

Witness Officers
Witness Officer 1 (WO1)

WOI was interviewed by IIU investigators on July 16, 2025, and provided the following
information:

WOI was not directly involved in investigating AP’s matter. WO arrived on scene as AP was
engaged in a physical struggle with WO2 and WO7. WO1 saw AP attempting to turtle (curl up
into a defensive stance) and place his arms under his body. WO1 confirmed the officers were
able to place AP in handcuffs.

WOI confirmed that he was told the bicycle was stolen and that AP was under arrest as a result.
WOI confirmed that he seized the bicycle, but he could not recall if he placed it on the hood of
his police vehicle or in the back seat.

WO stated that he did not know how to tamper with the police car video system and only knew
how to play back recorded video.

Witness Officer 2 (WO2)

WO2 was interviewed by IIU investigators on July 16, 2025, and provided the following
information:

WO?2 confirmed that he initiated a traffic stop of AP because he was riding his bicycle on the
sidewalk, in violation of The Highway Traffic Act. WO?2 activated his lights and directed AP to
stop over the loud speaker system. WO2 requested that AP get off the bicycle so he could see the
serial number. AP was compliant with the direction.

WO?2 requested the bicycle be checked in their system to confirm whether it was stolen or not.
WO?2 confirmed that AP had registered the bike recently, however, the bicycle had been reported
as stolen prior to AP’s registration.

WO?2 told AP that he was under arrest. AP became combative, tensed up and refused to place his
hands behind his back, trying to pull away from WO2. WO2 and WO7 worked together to detain
AP. WO?2 confirmed that AP was placed over a concrete planter while they were trying to arrest
him. WO2 believed the entire arrest was caught on the police vehicle video system.

WO?2 believed that AP may have been under the influence of drugs because his ability to resist
arrest was quite significant. WO2 confirmed that AP did not attempt to strike an officer while he
resisted arrest.

Witness Officer 3 (WO3)

This document is the property of the IIU and is not to be distributed to any other party without the written
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WO3 was interviewed by IIU investigators on July 16, 2025, and provided the following
information:

WO3 heard over the radio that AP was physically resisting arrest by WO2. WO3 went to the
scene and observed that AP was already in custody. WO3 remained at the scene for a few
minutes longer but did not have any interaction with AP.

Witness Officer 4 (WO4)

WO4 was interviewed by IIU investigators on July 17, 2025, and provided the following
information:

WO4 also heard over the radio that AP was physically resisting arrest by WO2. WO4 arrived and
saw WO2 and WO7 struggling to place AP in handcuffs. WO4 described AP as visibly upset and
agitated while actively fighting to resist arrest. WO4 confirmed that AP was handcuffed after a
period of time. WO4 assisted in escorting AP to the back of the police vehicle and saw him being
searched by another officer. WO4 confirmed that he saw AP being placed in the back of the
police vehicle.

Witness Officer 5 (WO5)

WOS was interviewed by IIU investigators on Aug. 5, 2025, and provided the following
information:

WOS recalled hearing over the radio that someone was resisting arrest and that he went to the
scene to provide help if needed. By the time WOS arrived, AP was already arrested and had been
placed in the back of a police vehicle. WOS5 left the scene as a result.

Witness Officer 6 (WO6)

WO6 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Aug. 5, 2025, and provided the following
information:

WO6 was tasked with another assignment that evening and only came upon the scene after AP
had been arrested and placed in the back of the police vehicle. WO6 had no further involvement.

Witness Officer 7 (WO7)

WO7 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Aug. 15, 2025, and provided the following
information:

WO7 was present on scene and heard WO?2 tell AP he was under arrest. WO7 saw AP
immediately clench his fist and verbally resist arrest. WO7 confirmed that AP was given repeated
commands to comply without success, because AP was physically resisting.

WOT7 confirmed that the officers attempted to gain control of AP’s arms, resulting in a brief
struggle where AP was pushed over a concrete cigarette receptacle. WO7 confirmed that AP was
detained and placed in the back of her police vehicle. WO7 stated that AP was threatening to get
WO?2 fired as a result of the incident. WO7 confirmed that AP disagreed with the officers that his
arrest was lawful.

This document is the property of the IIU and is not to be distributed to any other party without the written
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WO7 told ITU investigators that the police vehicle video was stored securely and accessible at the
police station. WO7 was aware that officers could download the video to be reviewed. WO7 was
not aware of any capability for video to be edited or altered by officers.

Other evidence

Video Footage - Apartment

Video surveillance from the nearby apartment showed WO?2 attempting to take AP into custody.
AP can be seen resisting, causing a physical struggle to occur. The video shows WO2 and WO7
attempting to detain AP, with WO joining shortly after. AP is bent over a concrete planter
during the officer’s efforts to detain AP.

Video Footage — WO7’s Police Vehicle

Video footage from this vehicle shows AP placed in the back seat of the vehicle and being
advised of his arrest and his rights. AP is arguing that he purchased the bike and registered it,
suggesting that he should not be under arrest. AP comments that he is working on a story with
the CBC in relation to WO2 and that he fears his life is in danger.

AP is asked about why he resisted arrest. AP does not answer the question and continues to
complain about WO2. AP is removed from the rear seat of the vehicle and placed in front of the
vehicle while WO7 explains the release documents. AP is seen to have a slight cut to his
forehead with a small amount of blood visible. AP is provided his backpack and takes his glasses
out of it to review the release documents. AP signs the documents and walks away from the
scene shortly thereafter.

Video Footage — WO2’s Police Vehicle

WO?2 can be seen exiting his vehicle and approaching AP. AP is compliant as the bicycle is
turned over and the serial number is checked. WO?7 arrives on scene and AP can be seen smoking
while the bicycle is being reviewed.

WO?2 advises AP of his arrest. AP becomes initially uncooperative and begins to struggle. WO?2
and WOY7 initiate AP’s arrest and WO?2 delivers a knee strike to AP. WO1 arrives on scene and
assists.

AP continues to resist arrest and is bent over an object by the officers. AP’s legs are kicking
upwards while officers attempt to place handcuffs on him. WO7 delivers a hand strike to AP’s
back while attempting to handcuff him. AP continues to resist, but is eventually handcuffed by
WO7.

Officers attempt to search his pockets while AP is handcuffed, and again AP resists the officers.
AP is taken to the ground briefly and then brought back to his feet by two officers.

No video footage shows AP’s head being struck by a police car door as he suggested in his
statement to IIU investigators. No video footage shows AP being punched in the face by an
officer while seated in the back seat of a police vehicle as he suggested in his statement to [IU
investigators.

This document is the property of the IIU and is not to be distributed to any other party without the written
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IIU investigators had an expert review the police car footage to see if it had been altered or
deleted in any fashion as suggested by AP. The expert made it clear that the video from the
police vehicle had not been altered or deleted as AP suggested.

Applicable Law

All relevant sections of the Criminal Code of Canada were considered with respect to this
incident. Sec. 25(1) of the Criminal Code of Canada has 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,

(¢) 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.

Conclusion

Having reviewed all the evidence available in connection with the fact the civilian director
declined to designate a subject officer, the actions of the officers were reasonable and justified in
the circumstances. Based on the expert report, the video footage from the police vehicle was not
tampered with or altered in any fashion. Therefore, no charges are recommended and the I[ITU
investigation is now completed and closed.
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