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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report fulfills the reporting requirements under Hamilton Police Service Board
Policy P-010 and provides a public overview of reportable use-of-force incidents
involving Hamilton Police Service in 2025.

In 2025, Hamilton Police recorded 203 person-involved use-of-force incidents, a 28%
decrease from 2024 and the lowest level observed during the six-year reporting
period.

The report summarizes key trends, incident circumstances, available demographic
information, and the policy, training, and oversight framework governing police use of
force.

Use-of-force remained concentrated in higher-risk situations, particularly weapon-
related incidents and warrant executions, which together accounted for nearly half of
all incidents.

Available demographic information, including perceived gender, age, and race, is
reported to support transparency and ongoing monitoring. These findings are
descriptive and will continue to be examined through the Service’s Race and Identity-
Based Data Strategy and Community Advisory Panel.

Overall, the report demonstrates a continued decline in use-of-force incidents and
reinforces the Service’s commitment to transparency, accountability, community
engagement, and continuous improvement.
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Introduction

This report is intended to provide the Hamilton Police Board and members of the public with the information required under
the Board'’s Use-of-Force Policy No. P-010. It includes specific details as outlined in the Board’s reporting requirements:

The number of use-of-force incidents and reports;

A description of the type of force used;

Time of day of the use-of-force;

The number of armed and unarmed subjects;

The unit the member worked in at the time the use-of-force occurred;

The number of years of service the member had at the time the use-of-force occurred:;

Member injuries and subject injuries related to use-of-force incidents;

The perceived race of the subject of the use-of-force;

Details of de-escalation training provided and the number of members who received such training.

©CoNooaRkRLON S

As directed by the Board’s policy, this report includes data for the past five years, where applicable. It also aims to inform
readers about relevant legislation, the application of use-of-force, governance and oversight, training, reporting methodology,
community relations, and trends and patterns in the data.

The Chief of Police shall further provide any other relevant information that may assist the board in understanding the
application of the use-of-force and possible trends. The board shall make the report available to the public.

Understanding Police Use-of-Force

Police officers may encounter situations where the use-of-force is necessary to protect members of the public, themselves,
or the individual involved in the interaction. In Ontario, legislation, regulations, court decisions, and the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms govern the use-of-force by police. These legal and professional standards require that any force used by police be
necessary, reasonable, and proportionate to the circumstances.

The Hamilton Police Service recognizes that use-of-force incidents can have significant impacts on the individuals involved
and may have broader effects on families, communities, and public trust. For that reason, understanding how force is
regulated, how officers are trained, how incidents are reviewed, and how the data is collected is an important part of
transparency and accountability.

The following section provides background on the legal framework governing police use-of-force, officer training and decision-
making, oversight and accountability processes, and the reporting methodology used throughout this report. This context is
intended to support informed public understanding of the statistics and analysis that follow.

Legislation, Requlation, and the Charter of Rights and Freedoms

The authority for police officers to use force is established through legislation, regulation, and common law. Key legal
authorities include the Criminal Code of Canada, the Community Safety and Policing Act (CSPA), related provincial
regulations, and decisions of courts that interpret how these laws apply in practice.

In addition, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms protects individuals from cruel or unusual treatment, including
excessive or inappropriate use-of-force by police. Together, these legal principles require that police officers use force only
where authorized by law and only to the extent that is necessary, reasonable, and proportionate to the circumstances.
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Broadly, police use-of-force in Canada is guided by several key principles:

1. Police officers may use force in the execution of duty only if permitted by statute or the common law. More particularly,
the statutory or common law authority on which an officer relies when using force must apply to the particular duty that
the officer is carrying out.

2. Even when the use-of-force may be authorized to carry out a particular type of duty, a police officer does not possess an
unrestricted right to use force. The lawful use-of-force by police is constrained by the principles of necessity,
proportionality, and reasonableness.

3. An officer’s use-of-force may be excessive if the officer did not have the authority to use force, or otherwise if it violates
the principles of proportionality, necessity, and/or reasonableness. Under necessity, an officer may not use force if there
are reasonable non-violent tactical options available to the officer, by which their lawful objective would likely be
accomplished.

4. “De-escalation” is a term that refers to non-use-of-force tactical options that a police officer may use when confronting a
violent or non-compliant individual, or for use-of-force options designed to obtain compliance on the part of a subject.

5. Police officers possess a measure of reasonable discretion in determining whether force is required, and if so, to what
degree. Police officers engage in dangerous work, and, on occasion, must act quickly in emergencies. Assessments
regarding the use-of-force need not be based on a “standard of perfection”.

Decision-Making in the Moment: Why Might Police Use Force?

The decision to use force is never taken lightly by a police officer. Officers are required to continually assess situations that
may involve rapidly evolving risks to the public, themselves, or the individual involved. In many situations, officers are
responding to uncertain or incomplete information and must make decisions quickly to protect safety and prevent harm.

Police officers are trained to use communication and other de-escalation techniques whenever possible. In many daily
interactions, verbal communication, time, distance, teamwork, and other de-escalation techniques may resolve situations
without the need for physical force. However, these situations generally do not require a Use-of-Force Report to be completed.
As aresult, there is currently no reliable way through use-of-force reporting to measure the number of interactions where de-
escalation successfully prevented a reportable use-of-force incident from occurring.

When force is used, it is intended to achieve one or more lawful objectives (see below). These may include protecting the
public, protecting officers or other individuals from harm, preventing the continuation of an offence, effecting a lawful arrest,
controlling a subject’s behaviour, or defending against an assault or attack.

Protect
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Why Might Police Use Force?
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Oversight for Use-of-Force: How Are Incidents Reviewed?

Police use-of-force is subject to legal requirements, internal review, and external oversight. Under
, a person authorized by law to use force may still be criminally responsible where excessive force is used. In practice,
this means that police use-of-force must be lawful, necessary, reasonable, and proportionate to the circumstances.

sets out when officers are required to complete a Use-of-Force Report. This includes situations
where an officer draws or points a firearm, discharges a firearm, uses or displays a conducted energy weapon, uses another
weapon on a person, or uses physical force that results in an injury requiring medical attention. At the Hamilton Police Service,
use-of-force reports move through several levels of review before submission to the Ministry of the Solicitor General. This
includes review by a Staff Sergeant, Commander, and Use-of-Force Sergeant.

Staff Commander Use of

Ser n . For
g_ea t review orce
review Sergeant

Use-of-Force Review Stages

Internally, the Hamilton Police Service has a Professional Standards Branch responsible for overseeing the use-of-force. This
branch is authorized to investigate any incidents where the use-of-force may meet the threshold for being considered
excessive. In 2025, there were six excessive force allegations, none of which were substantiated. Externally, the Hamilton
Police Service is required to notify the Special Investigations Unit (SIU) under Section 15 of the Special Investigations Act
whenever police officers are involved in an interaction that results in (a) the death or serious injury of a person or (b) the
discharge of a firearm at a person. Lastly, members of the public are able to report use-of-force complaints to the Law
Enforcement Complaints Agency (LECA).

What Training Do Officers Receive?

Use-of-Force training in Ontario is based on a provincially standardized framework established by the Ministry of the Solicitor
General. In 2023, Ontario introduced the Ontario Public—Police Interactions Training Aid, which replaced the former 2004
Ontario Use-of-Force Model. The updated framework places conflict prevention and de-escalation at the centre of police-
public interactions.

The Training Aid was developed by the Ontario Police College and is intended to guide officers in all police-public interactions,
not only those involving force. A central feature is the Assess—-Plan—Act framework, which trains officers to assess situations
as they evolve, develop a response plan, and adjust their actions as circumstances change. This includes considering the
subject’s behaviour, the presence of weapons, the environment, officer and public safety, communication options, de-
escalation strategies, physical control options, intermediate weapons, and lethal force options.
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https://lois-laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/C-46/section-26.html
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Ontario Public-Police Interactions Training Aid (2023)
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De-escalation refers to verbal and non-verbal strategies intended to reduce the intensity of a conflict or crisis, gain voluntary
compliance where possible, and reduce the need for force. These strategies may include communication, time, distance,
containment, repositioning, teamwork, and other tactical options.

Use-of-Force training begins prior to officers’ attendance at OPC. Below outlines the training provided to new officers
and sworn officers working within the Hamilton Police Service.

Prior to OPC During OPC Post-OPC at HPS

* One day of pre-OPC * Approximately 13 + One week of use-of-

¢ Annual training on
weeks on the Use-of-

use-of-force training
focused on
equipment, de-
escalation, and use-
of-force options.

* Initial training for
mental-health crisis
response (O. Reg.
87/24).

Force Model, use-of-
force options
(excluding CEW),
officer safety,
defensive tactics,
firearms, and de-
escalation (time,
distance,
communication,
retreat).

force training: de-
escalation,
communication,
articulation,
judgement scenarios,
and Conducted
Energy Weapon
(CEW) new-user
training.

* One week of new-
user carbine operator
training to respond to
active attacker
(CPSA O. Reg.
87/24).

+ Adaptation of the
new Ontario Public-
Police Interactions
Training Aid
(replacing the 2004
Ontario Use-of-Force
Model).

+ One week of Crisis
Intervention Training
to better understand
and de-escalate
persons experiencing
mental-health crises.

use-of-force
judgement scenarios
and de-escalation to
re-qualify.

Training on Active
Bystander for Law
Enforcement (ABLE):
strategies and tactics
to prevent
misconduct, reduce
officer mistakes, and
promote health and
wellness.
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Hamilton Police Service is committed to providing training that supports and reflects the needs of a diverse community. As
part of the 2022-2026 Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) Strategy, the service has integrated EDI principles into training
through experiential learning.

Officers engage in scenario-based training that incorporates cultural competency and an EDI lens, using real-time use-of-
force scenarios that reflect the rich diversity of Hamilton’s communities, perspectives, and lived experiences. This hands-on
learning is complemented by classroom sessions focused on the impact of unconscious bias, microaggressions, and
community perceptions of policing.

In addition, the EDI, Hate Crime, and Community Engagement Unit provided EDI fundamentals and cultural competency
training to new hires including sworn Officers, Special Constables, Cadets, Communications staff and volunteers. Topics
included understanding anti-racism, 2SLGBTQIA terminology, and unconscious bias. In 2025, the Unit facilitated EDI
workshops open to all members of the Hamilton Police Service—both sworn and civilian—to enhance their understanding of
key issues related to community policing. These workshops focused on community-centered topics such as dismantling anti-
Black racism, addressing discrimination against 2SLGBTQIA+ communities, exploring the principles of Sikhism, and
increasing awareness of both visible and invisible disabilities.

Lastly, on April 1, 2024, the Community Safety and Policing Act (CSPA) came into effect, replacing the Police Services Act
established in 1990. The new act contains legislative requirements that reflect the previous act, containing training
components with regard to use-of-force and de-escalation. The CSPA now requires police officers in Ontario to successfully
complete training in Mental Health Crisis Response, as well as Thematic Training on the following topics: human rights,
systemic racism, the diverse multicultural and multiracial nature of Ontario society, as well as rights and cultures of First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit Peoples. Beginning September 2025 all HPS sworn members and Special Constables participate in
this mandatory training.

For more information on Hamilton Police Training Modernization Initiative visit:

Use-of-Force Reporting and Data Collection

Police services across Ontario are required to submit standardized electronic Use-of-Force Reports to the Ministry of the
Solicitor General whenever force is used or displayed in circumstances prescribed under Ontario Regulation 391/23. This
provincial reporting framework is intended to support oversight, accountability, training, and province-wide analysis of police
use-of-force. The use of a standardized provincial report helps ensure that information is collected consistently across police
services in Ontario. The report captures a broad range of information relating to the interaction, including:

the type of force used,

officer response options,
de-escalation efforts,

subject behaviour,

perceived weapon involvement,
injuries,

situational and environmental factors,
and subject demographic information

The current Ontario Use-of-Force Report form is publicly available through the Government of Ontario forms
repository:
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https://hamiltonpolice.on.ca/sites/default/files/board_hps_training_modernization_initiative.pdf.
https://forms.mgcs.gov.on.ca/en/dataset/008-06-012

In 2023, the Ministry significantly modernized the provincial Use-of-Force Report to include additional detail intended to better
support training, policy development, and analysis. The revised report captures more detailed information regarding officer
decision-making, de-escalation efforts, situational context, and the sequence of officer responses during the interaction.

At the same time, there are important limitations to the data that should be considered when interpreting the findings presented
throughout this report. Use-of-Force reports are administrative records completed by officers following an incident and are
designed primarily for oversight and reporting purposes. While they provide important operational information, they do not
fully capture every aspect of a police-public interaction, including tone, communication, perception, community impact, or the
full sequence of events leading up to the interaction.

In 2020, amendments under the Anti-Racism Act mandated Ontario police services to collect race-based data relating to use-
of-force incidents and prescribed the method of collection. As part of this framework, officers report the perceived race of the
subject involved in the interaction. The decision to collect perceived race, rather than self-identified race, is intentional and
reflects the province’s objective of examining how perception may influence police interactions and decision-making.

The provincial reporting framework defines perceived race as information informed by observable characteristics and
contextual information available to the officer at the time of the interaction. This may include visual observations, information
received through dispatch or witnesses, prior knowledge of the subject, or other contextual cues. The report therefore captures
officer perception at the time force was used and should not be interpreted as verified identity or self-identification.

Provincial use-of-force race-based data is publicly available through Ontario’s open data portal:
https://data.ontario.ca/dataset/police-use-of-force-race-based-data

The 2023 reporting changes also introduced broader use of team reporting, allowing multiple officers involved in the same
incident to submit a collective report in certain circumstances where the same level of force was applied. This approach
reduces duplication of reporting but may limit the availability of some officer-specific information within the dataset.

Throughout this report, the statistics and analysis are intended to support transparency, informed public understanding, and
meaningful community dialogue regarding police use-of-force in Hamilton. At the same time, the data should be interpreted
carefully and within the broader operational, legal, and social context in which police-public interactions occur. A dictionary of
key terms used throughout this report is included in the Appendix to support consistent interpretation of the statistics and
terminology.
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1. Number of use-of-force incidents and reports

In 2025, the Hamilton Police Service recorded approximately 198,356 interactions with the public. Of these, 203 incidents
resulted in a use-of-force report involving an individual.

An additional 8 occurrences involved force being displayed in response to high-risk calls for service, without direct physical
contact with a subject. These situations typically involved officers drawing or maintaining firearms while responding to reports
of weapons, stabbings, break-and-enters in progress, barricaded subjects, or other circumstances presenting a credible risk
of serious bodily harm. In each instance, officers cleared or contained the scene for public and officer safety; however, no
subject was encountered at the time force was displayed.

There were also 20 incidents involving animals, the majority of which were humane destruction calls involving injured wildlife
requiring euthanasia. The remaining incidents involved aggressive or uncontrolled animals, where force options were used to
safely contain the animal. These incidents are reported separately, as they do not involve direct police—public interactions. In
total, use-of-force was reported in 224 interactions, generating 250 reports submitted to the Ministry of the Solicitor General.

Each of these incidents carries the potential for significant impact on the individuals involved and may have broader effects
on families, communities, and public trust. The Service recognizes the importance of these impacts and remains committed
to transparent reporting, accountability, and ongoing learning to support continuous improvement. Understanding how often
force is used—and in what circumstances—is an important part of that commitment. Research from Canada suggests that
public perceptions of force frequency can differ from administrative data, particularly for more serious forms of force such as
firearm use (Bennell et al., 2021; Bennell et al., 2022; Khanizadeh et al., 2025). This report provides a local, evidence-based
reference point to support informed community dialogue about use-of-force in Hamilton.

Use-of-Force involving an individual declined in 2025, both compared to the previous year and relative to the five-year
average. As shown in Figures 1 and 2, both the number of incidents and the number of individuals involved have followed a
downward trend over the six-year period, with some year-to-year fluctuation. In 2025, the Service recorded 203 incidents,
representing a 28% decrease from 2024 (282 incidents) and a 40.4% decrease relative to the five-year average (2020-2024).
This is the lowest number of incidents observed during the reporting period. A similar pattern is observed in the number of
individuals involved. In 2025, 323 individuals were involved, reflecting a 28.5% decrease from 2024 (452 individuals) and a
36.7% decrease relative to the five-year average.

2. Type of force used

In Ontario, police use-of-force follows a structured approach based on the level of risk in a situation. Officers have a range of
options available, from communication and presence to intermediate force options and, in rare cases, lethal force, and are
trained to respond in a way that is reasonable and proportionate to the circumstances. While overall use-of-force declined in
2025, examining how force is used provides important context on how officers respond in practice.

Firearm discharges involving individuals occurred on three occasions or fewer in each year from 2020 to 2025 and accounted
for less than 1% of all use-of-force incidents annually. From 2023 to 2025, one firearm discharge was recorded per year
(Figure 3). Firearm pointing accounts for the majority of lethal force use and provides important context for how officers
respond to high-risk situations. Figure 4 presents firearm pointing incidents and the number of individuals involved from 2020
to 2025. Two series are shown: the number of incidents in which a firearm was pointed, and the number of individuals at
whom a firearm was pointed. Subject counts for 2020 to 2022 are approximated based on incident-level data, as subject-level
records were not available prior to 2023.
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Figure 1: Use-of-Force Trends (2020-2025)

Dashed line shows the 5-year average (2020-2024). Labels show year-over-year change.
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Figure 2: Use-of-Force Incidents as a Proportion of Police Contacts (2020-2025)
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Both measures follow a similar pattern over time. Firearm pointing reached 218 incidents in 2021, declined through 2022 and
2023, increased to 164 in 2024, and fell to 107 in 2025. This is below the five-year average of 171 incidents and represents
the lowest level observed across the six-year period. A similar trend is observed in the number of individuals involved. The
number of individuals at whom a firearm was pointed peaked at 374 in 2021, declined in subsequent years, rose to 325 in
2024, and fell to 198 in 2025. This is below the five-year average of 303 and, as with incidents, represents the lowest level
observed across the reporting period.

In addition to firearm-related force, conducted energy weapons (CEWSs) represent a commonly used intermediate force option
and provide further context on how officers respond to situations involving elevated risk. Figure 5 presents trends in CEW
use from 2020 to 2025, showing both the number of incidents in which a CEW was used and the proportion of all reportable
use-of-force incidents involving a CEW. Over this period, CEW use has remained a consistent component of reportable force.
In 2025, CEWs were used in 86 incidents, accounting for 42.4% of all use-of-force incidents. This is comparable to 2024
(42.2%), although lower in volume than the previous year, reflecting the broader decline in overall use-of-force incidents.

Looking more closely at CEW use, Figure 6 shows the highest level of deployment reached in each CEW-related incident
from 2023 to 2025. In 2025, CEWs were involved in 86 incidents. Of these, the highest observed level was drawn in 15
incidents (17.4%), pointed in 39 incidents (45.4%), and discharged in 32 incidents (37.2%). This means that in approximately
62.8% of CEW-related incidents, the device was drawn or pointed without being discharged. A similar pattern was observed
in 2023 and 2024, where a majority of CEW incidents also did not result in discharge.

In 2025, there were 71 reported incidents involving physical force, representing a decrease from 92 incidents in 2024 (Figure
7). Over the past several years, the number of incidents involving physical force has remained relatively stable, with some
year-to-year variation. When examined at the subject level, a similar pattern is observed. In 2025, physical force was applied
to 128 individuals, compared to 156 in 2024 and 104 in 2023. These figures reflect variability across years, consistent with
changes in overall use-of-force volume. Physical force, or physical control, refers to the application of force directly by an
officer and includes a range of techniques. These may involve “soft” empty hand methods such as holding, gripping, or joint
manipulation, as well as more forceful techniques such as strikes or grounding.

The use of impact and aerosol weapons remained minimal compared to other use-of-force options (Figure 8). In 2025, there
were seven total incidents involving these force types, consisting of three incidents involving impact hard techniques and four
involving impact soft techniques. No incidents involving aerosol (OC) spray were recorded in 2025. Over the six-year period,
the use of these force options has remained consistently low. Impact hard techniques involve the use of a baton to deliver a
forceful strike, while impact soft techniques involve using the baton to assist in controlling a subject, such as gaining
compliance or facilitating restraint.

3. Time of Day and Location

Beginning in 2023, the Use-of-Force form was updated to record the approximate time that force was applied. Before this,
only general lighting conditions (such as daylight or darkness) were captured, which limited how precisely time-of-day patterns
could be analyzed. Because of this change, the analysis below focuses on data from 2023 to 2025.

As shown in Figure 9, use-of-force incidents are spread fairly evenly throughout the day, with no single time period accounting
for most cases. However, a few patterns stand out:

e Evening (6 PM-12 AM) continues to account for the largest share of incidents, though it decreased from 33.8% in
2023 t0 26.2% in 2024, and then increased slightly to 28.1% in 2025.

e Overnight (12 AM-6 AM) incidents have steadily increased, rising from 20.3% in 2023 to 25.1% in 2025.

e Morning (6 AM-12 PM) incidents increased in 2024 and remained steady in 2025, making up about one-quarter of
all incidents in both years.

o Afternoon (12 PM-6 PM) incidents were highest in 2023 and 2024, but declined in 2025.
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Figure 3: Firearm Discharge Incidents (2020-2025)

Interactions with individuals only. Labels show incident count and rate per total use-of-force incidents.
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Figure 4: Firearm Point Incidents (2020-2025)
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Figure 5: Conducted Energy Weapon (CEW) Incidents (2020-2025)
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Figure 6: CEW Deployment Level (2023-2025)

Percentage of CEW-related incidents by highest level of use.
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Figure 7: Physical Force / Physical Control (2020-2025)
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Figure 8: Aerosol and Impact Weapon Use (2020-2025)

Number of incidents involving aerosol (OC) spray or impact weapons.
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Overall, the figure shows that use-of-force incidents can occur at any time of day. Even though the total number of incidents
decreased in 2025, they are not limited to a specific period. The addition of more precise time information allows for a better
understanding of when these events occur, and continued tracking will help identify any changes over time.

Following the time-of-day patterns, it is also important to examine where use-of-force incidents are occurring across the city.
Figures 10 and 11 show the geographic distribution of incidents in 2025 at the Municipal Ward level using both raw counts
and a standardized rate.

Figure 10 shows the total number of use-of-force incidents by Ward. These are unique incidents involving interactions with
individuals. Incidents are more concentrated in central wards, including Wards 2, 3, and 4, while lower counts are observed
in several outer wards. Overall, this figure show where incidents are most concentrated in absolute terms across the city.
However, this figure does not account for differences in overall police activity across wards. Some areas experience a higher
volume of calls for service or police interactions, which can influence the number of use-of-force incidents observed. To
provide additional context, Figure 11 presents use-of-force incidents per 1,000 calls for service, including both officer-initiated
and public-generated calls. This approach helps standardize the data, allowing for a more balanced comparison across wards
by considering overall levels of police activity.

When viewed in this way, most wards fall within a relatively similar range. For example, several central and east-end wards
fall between approximately 1.38 and 2.26 use-of-force incidents per 1,000 calls for service. This suggests that, once overall
police activity is taken into account, the frequency of use-of-force is relatively consistent across many parts of the city. In
2025, Ward 10 stands out. It has the highest rate at approximately 2.5 use-of-force incidents per 1,000 calls for service,
despite having a lower total number of incidents. Given the smaller number of overall incidents in this ward, this higher rate
should be interpreted with caution, as smaller counts can have a greater impact on the calculated rate.

4. Incident Context

Understanding how a use-of-force incident begins provides important context. As shown in Figure 12, incidents can be
grouped into three categories based on how the interaction originated: citizen-generated calls for service, warrant execution
(planned enforcement), and officer-initiated activity. Across the last three years, most incidents arose from citizen-generated
calls, where members of the public contacted police to report a concern, conflict, or safety threat.

Warrants accounted for a distinct and meaningful share of incidents each year—17.3% in 2023 (41 incidents), 18.1% in 2024
(51 incidents), and 14.3% in 2025 (29 incidents). These are planned enforcement actions, typically involving known subjects
and pre-existing judicial authorization, and are categorically different from reactive calls. Given the nature of warrant
execution—often involving subjects with known or suspected links to violence or weapons—lethal force, namely firearm
points, was frequently involved. Within the subset of warrant-related use-of-force incidents, firearm pointing was the most
common reported force option. Firearm pointing was reported in 85% of warrant-related use-of-force incidents in 2023, 92%
in 2024, and 90% in 2025. This reflects the elevated risk profile often associated with warrant execution, including the
possibility of known or suspected weapons, violence, or other officer-safety concerns. Importantly, no firearm discharges
occurred during warrant executions in any of the three years.

Among non-warrant incidents, the overwhelming majority were citizen-generated. In 2023, 94.5% of non-warrant incidents
originated from public calls; in 2024, 95.2%; and in 2025, 97.1%. Officer-initiated incidents—where police identified and acted
on a situation without a prior call—declined from 11 incidents in both 2023 and 2024 to 5 in 2025. In 2025, these officer-
initiated incidents were concentrated in higher-risk enforcement contexts, including investigation follow-up, person stops,
stolen vehicles, traffic enforcement, and weapons-related calls. In these cases, officers were typically responding to specific
intelligence, known risk factors, or emerging threats, often involving suspected weapon access, recent violent activity, or
attempts to evade police. Overall, these figures reinforce that use-of-force most often occurs in response to community-
generated demand, while officer-initiated force represents a small and declining share of total incidents.

}HAMILTON POLICE SERVICE - 2025 Use of Force Interactions

18



Figure 9: Distribution of Use-of-Force Incidents by Time of Day (2023-2025)
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Figure 10: Use of Force Incidents, 2025
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Figure 11: Use of Force Incidents per 1,000 Police Events, 2025
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Table 1 summarizes the composition of person-involved use-of-force incidents by incident type from 2023 to 2025 (counts
are provided in Appendix Table A1). In 2025, consistent with prior years, use-of-force remained concentrated in a relatively
small number of higher-risk operational contexts. The two most prominent categories were weapon-related incidents (70
incidents; 34.5%) and warrant execution (29 incidents; 14.3%). Together, these accounted for 99 of 203 incidents—nearly
half of all person-involved use-of-force cases.

This concentration highlights that force is most often applied in structured enforcement situations or where there is a credible
risk of serious harm. Weapon-related incidents involve actual or perceived access to weapons, while warrant executions are
planned enforcement actions where risk factors are often known in advance. The continued prominence of these categories
reinforces that use-of-force is more closely associated with higher-risk environments than with routine service calls.

Beyond this overall concentration, the composition of incidents has shifted over time. Most notably, weapon-related incidents
have increased steadily as a share of all use-of-force cases, rising from 26.8% in 2023 to 31.7% in 2024 and 34.5% in 2025.
This indicates that, even as overall use-of-force volumes have declined, a larger proportion of incidents involve perceived

weapons.

Incidents involving intimate partner violence (IPV) increased notably in 2025, rising from 3.8% in 2024 to 7.9%. Family and
neighbour disputes also increased, from 3.5% to 6.9%. Together, these shifts indicate that a larger share of use-of-force
incidents is occurring in domestic and conflict-driven situations, where officers must manage heightened risk, emotional
intensity, and rapidly changing circumstances.

In contrast, several categories declined in proportional terms. Person in crisis calls decreased from 12.2% in 2023 to 10.8%
in 2024 and 7.4% in 2025. Disturbance-related incidents, stolen vehicle calls, barricaded subjects, and person stops also
declined as a share of total incidents. Warrant executions, while still a major category, decreased in 2025 following a peak in
2024.

Importantly, these changes reflect shifts in composition rather than volume alone. While incident counts declined across most
categories between 2024 and 2025, the increasing share of weapon-related incidents and IPV-related calls suggests that the
remaining cases are more concentrated in higher-risk situations.

Perceived Weapon Incidents

In addition to the type of incident, the Use-of-Force form also captures whether officers believed a subject had access to a
weapon at the time of the interaction. This reflects the officer's perception based on the information available to them in the
moment, including observed behaviour, statements, or situational context. This measure provides an additional layer of
context by helping to distinguish between incidents involving subjects perceived to be armed and those that are not. In doing
so, it offers further insight into the level of risk officers may have been responding to when force was used.

As shown in Figure 13, a majority of both subjects and incidents involved a perceived weapon across all three years. In 2023,
62.2% of subjects and 65% of incidents involved a subject perceived to have access to a weapon. This increased to 68.6%
of subjects and 69.9% of incidents in 2024, and further to 72.1% of subjects and about 75% of incidents in 2025.

The consistent gap between subject-level and incident-level percentages reflects that incidents involving perceived weapons
often include multiple subjects. More importantly, the upward trend across both measures indicates that an increasing share
of use-of-force incidents is occurring in situations where officers perceive the presence of a weapon. Taken together, this data
suggests that, even as overall use-of-force volumes have declined, the remaining incidents are increasingly concentrated in
higher-risk situations where the perceived potential for harm is elevated.

Figure 14 shows the types of weapons officers perceived subjects to have access to during use-of-force incidents in 2025.
Firearms were the most commonly perceived weapon type, identified in 71 incidents. Edged weapons were the next most
common, identified in 57 incidents, while other weapon types were identified in 27 incidents. These included weapons
recorded as “other” (14 incidents), unknown weapon types (9 incidents), vehicles (3 incidents), aerosol weapons (3 incidents),
and club or impact weapons (1 incident).
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Figure 12: Use-of-Force Incidents by Call Source (2023-2025)
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Table 1: Incident Type Composition (Interactions with Individuals)

2023-2025
Incident Type 2023 % 2024 % 2025 % Change 24—25 (pp) Trend
Weapon(s) 26.83 31.71 34.48 2.78 A
Executing Warrant 16.67 17.77 14.29 v
IPV / Dispute 4.47 3.83 7.88 A
Person in Crisis 12.20 10.80 7.39 v
Family/Neighbour Dispute 3.25 3.48 6.90 A
Violent Crime (non-IPV) 8.54 5.92 6.40 0.48 A
Disturbance 7.32 6.62 5.91 -0.71 v
Investigation 1.63 2.09 3.94 - A
Property Crime 2.85 2.79 2.96 0.17 A
Assisting Other Agency 1.22 1.39 1.97 0.58 A
Traffic 2.85 2.44 1.97 -0.47 v
Other Federal/Provincial Statutes 1.63 1.05 1.48 0.43 A
Police Custody Related 0.81 0.35 1.48 1.13 A
Stolen Vehicle 3.25 3.14 1.48 v
Barricaded Subject 2.85 244 0.49 v
Person Stop 244 2.79 0.49 v
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Figure 13: Subjects and Incidents Involving Perceived Weapon (2023-2025)
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Figure 14: Type of Perceived Weapon (2023-2025)
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Recovered Weapons and Objects

The perceived presence of a weapon provides important context for understanding how officers assessed risk during use-of-
force incidents. However, perceived weapon information and recovered weapon information answer different questions.
Perceived weapon information reflects the risk understood by officers at the time of the interaction, based on caller or witness
reports, observed behaviour, subject actions, environmental conditions, and any investigative information known before or
during the incident. Recovered weapon information reflects what was later confirmed through arrest, search, scene
containment, property recovery, or subsequent investigation. This distinction is important. The fact that a firearm or edged
weapon was not ultimately recovered does not, on its own, mean that the firearm- or weapon-related response was
unnecessary or disproportionate. In many incidents, officers were responding to reported threats, rapidly evolving behaviour,
and intelligence about possible weapon access. At the same time, recovery outcomes remain important for transparency and
public understanding. They help distinguish between incidents involving confirmed weapons, imitation or replica firearms,
gun-shaped objects, intelligence-led operations, and call- or witness-based reports where no weapon was ultimately found.

In response to broader public and Board interest in greater transparency around weapons-related use-of-force incidents, the
Service undertook additional analysis to examine whether perceived weapons were ultimately confirmed or recovered, and
the type of weapon or object involved. This information is not captured in a structured format within the provincially mandated
Ontario Use-of-Force reporting framework. As a result, the analysis required detailed review of occurrence records, property
submissions, and associated investigative files.

In 2025, 71 incidents involved the perceived presence of a firearm. Of these incidents, 12 involved the recovery of a real
firearm. These included handguns recovered during arrests, firearms located during tactical warrant executions, and incidents
linked to shootings, robbery investigations, or firearm-related violence. In several incidents, firearms were recovered directly
from subjects or located within residences, vehicles, or areas immediately accessible to the subject during the interaction.

A further 16 incidents involved imitation, BB, pellet, airsoft, paintball, or replica firearms that closely resembled real firearms.
These included items such as Glock 17 and Glock 19 Gen3 BB handguns, Crosman air pistols and rifles, a Daisy Powerline
air pistol, a Marksman BB rifle, Umarex and Tanfoglio-style BB pistols, and paintball-style firearms. Some involved reported
robberies, including incidents where handguns were reportedly used to threaten victims. Others involved weapons calls where
witnesses reported a person carrying, pointing, loading, or brandishing what appeared to be a handgun or long gun in public.
In other cases, officers encountered imitation firearms during vehicle stops, wanted-person arrests, or calls involving subjects
fleeing, refusing commands, or behaving in ways that prevented officers from safely confirming whether the firearm was real.
In these cases, officers could not safely determine in real time whether the object was a real firearm, particularly where the
object was visible only briefly, concealed in a waistband or vehicle, discarded during flight, or modelled after a real firearm.

An additional 9 incidents involved gun-shaped objects that were not firearms but reasonably appeared to be firearms at the
time of the interaction. These primarily included pistol-shaped cigarette lighters, torch-style lighters, and other firearm-shaped
objects. Several were black or metallic and were held, displayed, or carried in ways that were consistent with how a handgun
might appear during a rapidly evolving encounter. One incident involved a pistol-style lighter with a functional slide, while
others involved black handgun-shaped lighters, a silver revolver-style lighter, a gun decal, and a Nerf gun.

Another 16 incidents involved ERU, tactical, warrant, or intelligence-led operations where no firearm was ultimately recovered.
These included Criminal Code and CDSA search warrants, tactical assists, and high-risk arrests where officers had grounds
to believe a firearm may be present based on investigative information, prior violence, firearm-related offences, or links to
recent shootings. These operations typically involved planned high-risk entry, containment, or arrest procedures where
officers are trained to respond to the possibility of firearm access until the scene can be safely secured. A further 4 incidents
involved subjects with known firearm history, outstanding firearm charges, or recent confirmed firearm links, but no firearm
was recovered during the interaction. These included subjects wanted on firearm-related offences, subjects recently linked to
recovered firearms, and individuals believed through investigative information to have access to firearms. In these cases, the
perceived firearm risk was based on specific information about the individual rather than a general or unsupported concern.

The remaining 12 incidents were call- or witness-based firearm reports where no firearm was recovered. These included
reports of a person threatening to shoot someone, a person boarding a bus with a handgun visible in the waistband, a large
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fight involving reports of firearms and other weapons, a stabbing suspect reportedly fleeing with a firearm, a hospital security
call where multiple witnesses stated a subject had a gun, a public parking lot call involving a reported handgun in a vehicle,
and a reported robbery in progress involving multiple armed suspects.

Taken together, the findings show that perceived firearm incidents are not a single type of event. They include confirmed
firearms, imitation or replica firearms, gun-shaped objects, tactical and intelligence-led operations, and call-based reports
where no firearm was ultimately found. Across these categories, officers were often responding to circumstances involving
reported threats, observed behaviour, investigative intelligence, or objects that were operationally indistinguishable from real
firearms at the time. The recovery outcome is therefore important context, but it should not be treated as the only measure of
whether the perceived firearm risk was reasonable in the moment.

The review also examined incidents involving perceived edged weapons. In 2025, 59 incidents involved the perceived
presence of an edged weapon. Of these, 39 involved a confirmed edged weapon. These included knives, kitchen knives,
hunting knives, box cutters, exacto-style blades, machete-style weapons, and other sharp objects. In many confirmed
incidents, the weapon was visible to officers on arrival, held by the subject during the interaction, recovered from the subject,
or located within the immediate scene following the arrest. A further 14 incidents were classified as reported or information-
driven edged-weapon incidents where no edged weapon was ultimately confirmed. These incidents were typically initiated by
911 calls, witness information, victim reports, or subject statements indicating that a knife, machete, axe, or other edged
weapon was present, had been used, or was accessible. Examples included reported stabbings, robbery calls involving
knives, domestic incidents involving threats with knives, large fights where weapons were reported, and calls where subjects
were believed to have access to knives inside a residence.

Although no edged weapon was recovered in these 14 incidents, that outcome should be interpreted alongside the information
available to officers at the time. In several cases, officers were responding to reports that a stabbing had occurred, that a
suspect may still be armed, that a weapon had been used to threaten another person, or that a subject had access to a
weapon inside a residence. In these circumstances, the absence of a recovered weapon does not, by itself, mean that the
perceived risk was unfounded or that the response was unnecessary. Rather, it reflects the distinction between the risk officers
were required to assess during the incident and what was later confirmed after the scene was secured.

Another 5 incidents were classified as behaviour-driven or inferred-risk incidents, where no specific edged weapon was
confirmed but the subject’s behaviour or situational context created concern about possible weapon access. These incidents
involved circumstances such as subjects hiding, refusing to show their hands, fleeing from police, physically resisting arrest,
or reaching toward pockets or areas where a weapon could have been concealed. Several occurred in volatile domestic or
wanted-person contexts, where officers were responding to active violence, threats, or rapidly evolving risk. In these
behaviour-driven incidents, the perceived weapon risk was not based on a confirmed sighting of a knife or edged weapon.
Rather, it arose from the combination of subject behaviour, non-compliance, concealment, prior information, and the broader
circumstances of the call. No edged weapon was ultimately located in these cases, but officers were required to make real-
time decisions before that outcome was known.

Overall, the recovered weapons review adds important context to the perceived weapon data reported through the provincial
Use-of-Force framework. The analysis shows that many incidents involved confirmed firearms or edged weapons, while others
involved imitation firearms, gun-shaped objects, caller or witness information, investigative intelligence, or subject behaviour
that created concern about possible weapon access. These distinctions matter because perceived weapon incidents can vary
significantly in their underlying circumstances, even when they are captured in the data under the same broad category.

The findings also reinforce the importance of interpreting weapon-related use-of-force through both real-time risk assessment
and after-the-fact recovery outcomes. Recovery information helps improve transparency and provides a clearer picture of
what was ultimately found. However, it does not fully capture the uncertainty officers may face when responding to reported
weapons, active threats, concealed objects, rapidly changing behaviour, or high-risk enforcement operations. For this reason,
the recovered weapons analysis should be understood as additional context that strengthens public reporting, rather than as
a simple confirmation or rejection of the risk perceived during the incident.
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Figure 15: Categorization of Perceived Firearm Incidents (2025)
Each segment is one category; width is proportional to incident count. n = 71 incidents.
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Figure 16: Categorization of Perceived Edged Weapon Incidents (2025)

Each segment is one category; width is proportional to incident count. n = 59 incidents.
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5. Member Information

Use-of-Force can occur across a range of operational settings. The following section summarizes officer attire, assignment
type, report structure (team vs. individual), and years of service at the time force was applied. Figure 17 presents the
distribution of officer attire in person-involved use-of-force incidents from 2023 to 2025. Across all three years, incidents
overwhelmingly involved uniformed members. In 2023, 98.3% of incidents involved uniformed officers (233 of 237 incidents).
In 2024, the proportion was 96.8% (273 of 282 incidents), and in 2025 it was 98% (199 of 203 incidents). Plain-clothes
involvement remained uncommon across the period, representing less than 3% of incidents in any given year.

Figure 18 presents the distribution of assignment type for person-involved use-of-force incidents from 2023 to 2025. Across
all three years, Patrol members accounted for the majority of incidents. In 2023, 71.7% of incidents involved Patrol; in 2024,
69.9%; and in 2025, 80.3%. While the overall number of use-of-force incidents declined in 2025, the proportional share
involving Patrol increased, reflecting the central role of frontline response in these encounters. Tactical involvement declined
over the period, representing 20.3% of incidents in 2023, 16.3% in 2024, and 13.3% in 2025. All other assignments combined
represented a comparatively small share of incidents each year, ranging from approximately 6.6% to 13.8%. These included
specialized units such as Guns and Gangs.

Figure 19 presents the structure of report submissions associated with person-involved incidents from 2023 to 2025. In 2025,
116 incidents (56%) involved a team report submission, while 91 incidents (44%) involved an individual report. This distribution
is consistent with 2024, when team reports accounted for 56% of incidents and individual reports for 44%. In contrast, 2023
reflected a different pattern, with individual reports comprising 69.7% of incidents and team reports accounting for 30.3%.

It is important to distinguish between incidents and reports. An incident refers to a single occurrence in which force was
applied. A report refers to a submission completed by one or more officers involved in that incident. Because multiple officers
may be involved in the same incident, the number of reports submitted will not necessarily match the number of incidents
recorded. Prior to 2023, only the Emergency Response Unit was permitted to submit a single report per incident. Other units,
including frontline patrol, were required to submit individual reports for each officer involved. As a result, a single incident
could generate multiple reports.

In 2023, the Ministry revised its reporting guidelines. Officers who applied the same level of force during the same incident—
without causing injury requiring medical intervention—were permitted to submit a single collective (team) report. This typically
includes circumstances such as drawing or pointing a firearm or conducted energy weapon (CEW). However, any officer
whose use-of-force resulted in an injury requiring medical attention—such as a CEW discharge, mental health apprehension,
or physical injury—remains required to file a separate individual report. Under this framework, a single incident may generate
one team report, multiple individual reports, or both a team and individual report, depending on the circumstances.

Figure 20 presents the distribution of years of service among officers who submitted individual use-of-force reports between
2023 and 2025. Years of service are captured only on individual report forms. Collective or team reports do not include officer
tenure information, as multiple members may be included within a single submission. As a result, this is a limited subset of
the overall use-of-force data and should not be treated as representative of all officers involved in use-of-force incidents. In
2025, officers with 0—4 years of service accounted for 66 individual reports, representing 65.4% of all individual submissions.
Officers with 510 years of service accounted for 26 reports (25.7%). Together, officers with ten or fewer years of service
represented more than 91% of individual reports submitted in 2025.

This pattern should be interpreted with caution. Individual reports accounted for 91 incidents, or 44% of person-involved use-
of-force incidents in 2025. The remaining incidents involved team reporting, where officer tenure is not captured. For these
reasons, the years-of-service data provide only a partial view of the experience profile of reporting officers. This distribution
is also influenced by operational deployment patterns. Frontline patrol—where reportable use-of-force incidents most
commonly occur—includes a substantial proportion of early-career officers, including newly sworn members. Accordingly,
these figures should not be interpreted as evidence that officer tenure alone explains use-of-force involvement. Rather, they
describe the limited subset of officers for whom years-of-service information is available.
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Figure 17: Officer Attire (2023-2025)
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Figure 18: Assignment Type (2023-2025)
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Figure 19: Report Structure (Team vs. Individual), 2023-2025
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Figure 20: Years of Service (Individual Reports Only), 2023-2025

Percent distribution of individual officer reports

. 0-4 years . 5-10 years . 11-15 years . 16-20 years 21+ years

100%

75%

50%

Percent of officer reports

25%

0%

2023 2024 2025

35
} HAMILTON POLICE SERVICE — 2025 Use of Force Interactions




6. Injuries

Figure 21 presents subject injuries recorded in use-of-force reports from 2023 to 2025, including the type of treatment
received where applicable. In 2023, 33 of 445 subjects involved in use-of-force interactions sustained a physical injury,
representing 7.4% of all subjects. In 2024, 34 of 452 subjects were injured (7.5%), and in 2025, 21 of 323 subjects were
injured (6.5%).

Among injured subjects, medical facility treatment was the most commonly recorded treatment type across all three years,
reported for 72.7% of injured subjects in 2023, 67.7% in 2024, and 61.9% in 2025. First aid or on-scene medical care was
recorded for 45.5% of injured subjects in 2023, 38.2% in 2024, and 52.4% in 2025. It is important to note that these treatment
categories are not mutually exclusive, as an injured subject may have received multiple levels of care, such as first aid at the
scene followed by transport to a medical facility, and percentages may therefore sum to more than 100%. No treatment was
recorded for a very small number of injured subjects in 2023 (3%) and 2024 (5.9%), and for none in 2025.

Figure 22 presents officer injuries recorded across all use-of-force reports from 2023 to 2025. Across the three-year period,
officer injury rates remained low. In 2023, 12 of 358 reports recorded an officer injury (3.4%). In 2024, this declined to 8 of
316 reports (2.5%), before rising modestly to 9 of 250 reports (3.6%) in 2025.

7. Race, Identity, and Demographic Profile of Use-of-Force Subjects

This section presents demographic characteristics of individuals involved in use-of-force interactions, including perceived
gender, race, and age. These data provide descriptive context and should be interpreted alongside the broader operational
and situational factors discussed throughout this report. In 2025, 256 of 323 individuals involved in use-of-force interactions
were perceived to be male, 65 as female, and 2 as transgender/non-binary/other (Figure 23). This distribution has remained
consistent across the three years for which subject-level gender data is available. In 2023, 360 of 445 subjects were perceived
to be male and 84 as female. In 2024, 363 of 452 subjects were perceived male and 89 as female.

, police services are also required to collect and report de-identified race-based data through use-of-
force report submissions. Since 2020, officers have been required to record a subject’s perceived race (up to three subjects
per incident). In 2023, the reporting structure was updated to accommodate more than three subjects per incident. The
selection of a subject’s race is based on the officer's perception at the time of the incident—officers do not ask individuals
about their race or seek verification.

Of the 323 individuals involved in a use-of-force incident, 199 were perceived by officers as White, 58 as Black, 40 as Middle
Eastern, 10 as Indigenous, 8 as Latino, 4 as East or Southeast Asian, and 4 as South Asian. As shown in Figure 24, the
overall decline in use-of-force volume observed across the six-year period is reflected in most race groups in absolute terms.
Individuals perceived as White declined from 324 in 2020 to 199 in 2025, a decrease of 38.6%. Perceived Black individuals
declined from 112 to 58, a decrease of nearly 50%. East and Southeast Asian individuals declined from 25 to 4, South Asian
individuals from 10 to 4, and Indigenous individuals from 12 to 10. These declines are broadly consistent with the overall
reduction in use-of-force incidents rather than reflecting changes specific to any group.

Those perceived as Middle Eastern did not follow the same downward trend. The count increased from 26 in 2020 to 40 in
2025, a change of 53.8%, against a backdrop of overall declining use-of-force volume. Latino subjects remained unchanged
at 8 over the same period. It is important to note that these figures reflect absolute counts of subjects rather than incidents,
and that some of the Middle Eastern subject count in any given year reflects multi-subject incidents where several individuals
were involved in the same occurrence.
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Figure 21: Subject Injuries by Treatment Type (2023-2025)
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Figure 22: Officer Injuries by Treatment Type (2023-2025)

All use-of-force reports. Treatment categories are not mutually exclusive.
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Figure 23: Use-of-Force Subjects by Gender (2023-2025)
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Figure 24: Use-of-Force Subjects by Perceived Race (2020-2025)

Percentage shown is change from 2020 to 2025.
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Figure 25: Use-of-Force Subjects by Age Category (2025)
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Figure 26: De-escalation Techniques Used (2025)

Subject-level counts. Interactions with individuals only.
Includes only subjects where de-escalation was attempted (n = 267).
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These counts describe who was involved in reported use-of-force incidents, but they do not, on their own, measure racial
disproportionality or disparity. Disproportionality can be assessed by comparing a group’s share of use-of-force
involvement with its share of a relevant benchmark. Historically, census population-based comparisons have shown that
some racialized groups, particularly individuals perceived as Black or Indigenous, are overrepresented in use-of-force
data relative to their share of Hamilton’s population as measured by the 2021 Census.

Population-based benchmarking is important because it identifies which communities bear a disproportionate share of
use-of-force involvement relative to the broader population. However, it does not distinguish between two related stages:
who comes into contact with police and what occurs once that contact has taken place. A group may be overrepresented
relative to the general population because of differences in exposure to police contact, the circumstances in which contact
occurs, decisions made during an encounter, or broader social and systemic conditions.

The Community Advisory Panel therefore recommended that HPS move toward an interaction-based benchmark that
compares a group’s share of use-of-force involvement with its share of police interactions, while continuing to report
population-based comparisons to monitor broader systemic disparities. This approach is intended to help distinguish
between disparities that may arise through differential exposure to police contact and those that may occur once an
interaction is underway. The Hamilton Police Service’s Race and Identity-Based Data Strategy examines these issues in
greater depth through multiple benchmarks, contextual and multivariate analysis, and community-guided interpretation.
More information about the Strategy, the Community Advisory Panel, and related reports is available here:

8. Details of De-Escalation

In 2025, officers attempted de-escalation in 267 of 323 subject interactions—82.7% of all use-of-force encounters involving
individuals. De-escalation was not attempted in the remaining 56 interactions (17.3%). Where de-escalation was attempted,
communication was the most frequently used technique, applied in 265 interactions. This was followed by teamwork (202),
distance (167), containment (164), cover (141), repositioning (130), and time (125), as shown in Figure 26. Multiple
techniques were often used in combination within a single interaction, reflecting the structured and layered nature of de-
escalation in practice. The high frequency of communication and teamwork is consistent with a coordinated, multi-officer
approach to managing elevated-risk situations prior to the application of force.

Where de-escalation was not attempted, officers were required to document the reason. In 47 interactions, officers indicated
that immediate action was required. In 29 interactions, an imminent threat was present that did not permit a deliberate de-
escalation approach. In 9 interactions, de-escalation had been performed by other officers already on scene, and in 2
interactions another reason was recorded. These reasons account for all 56 interactions where de-escalation was not
attempted. The incident type breakdown for the 56 interactions where de-escalation was not attempted shows that weapon-
related incidents accounted for the largest share—30 incidents involving 39 subjects. This is consistent with the reasons cited,
as weapon-related calls are more likely to involve imminent threat conditions or require an immediate response. The remaining
cases were distributed across traffic, violent crime, family and neighbour disputes, person in crisis, police custody, property
crime, and warrant execution, each accounting for a small number of cases.

9. Key Findings and Community Reflections

This report provides a local, evidence-based overview of use-of-force incidents involving the Hamilton Police Service in 2025.
While use-of-force remains rare relative to overall police—public interactions, each incident carries the potential for significant
impact on the individuals involved, their families, communities, and public trust. For that reason, understanding how often
force is used, the circumstances in which it occurs, and how those incidents are experienced by the community is an important
part of transparency and accountability.
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In 2025, reportable use-of-force involving an individual declined to its lowest level in the six-year reporting period. At the same
time, the data show that many remaining incidents occurred in higher-risk circumstances, including weapon-related calls,
warrant executions, domestic and conflict-related incidents, and situations where officers perceived an elevated risk of harm.
These findings provide important context, but they do not lessen the impact that use-of-force incidents can have on the people
and communities involved. The Service also recognizes that public understanding of use-of-force is shaped not only by
administrative data, but also by lived experience, community trust, and perceptions of safety and fairness. For this reason,
the data in this report should be understood as one part of a broader conversation.

Hamilton Police remain committed to transparent reporting, accountability, and ongoing learning. This includes continuing to
improve how use-of-force information is collected, analyzed, and shared with the public. The additional analysis of recovered
weapons and objects included in this report reflects that commitment by providing more detail about the relationship between
perceived risk at the time of police response and what was later recovered or observed. Meaningful and consistent
engagement with diverse communities is essential to building trust and strengthening relationships. Over the past three years,
Hamilton Police have hosted community town halls to share information about use-of-force reporting, related statistics, legal
frameworks, and officer training. These sessions also provide space for community members to ask questions, raise concerns,
and share their perspectives and lived experiences.

The Service will continue to support open and honest dialogue with the communities it serves. In addition, more detailed
analysis of race and identity-based data is being advanced through the Hamilton Police

, in collaboration with the Community Advisory Panel. That work provides a dedicated space to examine
questions of disparity, context, and community impact in greater depth than can be addressed through this annual use-of-
force report alone.
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Appendix

This table provides plain-language definitions for key terms and concepts used throughout the report. It is intended to support
transparency and help readers interpret the data by explaining how incidents are classified, how force is measured, and how
officer and subject characteristics are recorded. Where relevant, definitions draw from official Ontario policing policies,
regulations, and training materials.

Term Definition Notes / Source
ID Unique Identifier of the data set forms
UOF Occ. No. An anonymized occurrence number that will An occurrence can have
show forms coming from the same event. multiple incidents at the

same location and at
different locations.

Public Interactions Total engagements between police and the Internal operational
public, including calls for service (public-and  estimate for denominator
officer-initiated), traffic tickets, RIDE checks, ~ benchmarking
and arrests.

Use-of-Force Incident A distinct event where force is applied by one  SOLGEN Form 1, Section
or more officers. One incident may have A
multiple reports or subjects.
Use-of-Force Report A report submitted to the Ministry when force  Required under the
is used. Officers may file individually or as a Community Safety and
team. Policing Act, 2019 and
Ontario Regulation
391/23: Use-of-Force and
Weapons.
Individual Report Report submitted by a single officer. Required  SOLGEN guidelines
if injury occurred or different force levels used.

Team Report Joint report when officers used the same force  SOLGEN guidelines
level and no injury occurred.
Assignment Type Officer's operational role/unit during the Officers who have all

incident (e.g., Patrol, Tactical, Guns & Gang).  used the same level of
force may elect to submit
a team report for the

incident.
Officer Attire Officer dress: Ex. Uniform (Patrol/Tactical), or
Non-Uniform.

Years of Service Officer's total policing experience at incident ~ This field is available only
time. Grouped into 0-4, 5-9, 10-14, 15-19, or  for officers who filed an
20+ years. individual report.

Time of Day Categorized by time force was applied Derived from approximate
time field.
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Incident (Occurrence)
Type

Reported type of event (e.g., Person in Crisis,
Weapons).

Officer self-report. Officer
is permitted to select one
category.

Public-Generated Call

Incident initiated by a community member
(e.g., 911 call).

Linked with Use-of-Force
Data via CAD Occurrence
#

Officer-Generated Call

Incident initiated by officer (e.g., proactive
stop).

Linked with Use-of-Force
Data via CAD Occurrence
#

Perceived Weapon Whether officer believed the subject had a Officer judgment field
Access weapon.
Conducted Energy Less-lethal device (e.g., Taser), may be Regulated under Ontario
Weapon (CEW) pointed or discharged. Regulation 391/23: Use-

of-Force and Weapons,
made under the

Community Safety and
Policing Act, 2019.
Firearm Pointed / Whether firearm was aimed or fired at a Discharges subject to SIU
Discharged subject. review

De-escalation

De-escalation is both a process and a desired
outcome. It is defined as the use of verbal and
non-verbal strategies to prevent conflict or
reduce the intensity of a situation without the
application of force, and—if force is
necessary—to reduce the amount of force
used where viable. Developed by the Ontario
Police College (OPC), the Public-Police
Interactions Training Aid places conflict
prevention and de-escalation at the core of
every police interaction. Officers apply the
Assess—Plan—Act (APA) framework across
considerations related to the subject,
situation, officer, and strategy.

De-escalation options include managing
imminence (intent, means, and opportunity),
creating time and distance, leveraging
teamwork or containment, and applying a
relational approach. In some situations, the
officer’s decision to use force may actually be
intended to prevent a greater escalation if the
perceived threat cannot be otherwise
managed. The Training Aid emphasizes that
the feasibility of de-escalation depends on

Public-Police Interactions
Training Aid, Ontario
Police College (2020), pp.
12-15.
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several dynamic factors, including subject
responsiveness, time and resources available,
and whether the threat is imminent.

De-escalation
Techniques

Includes: Communication, Teamwork, Cover,
Containment, Distance, Time, Repositioning.

Multiple responses per
incident possible

Reason for Use-of-Force

Officer rationale for applying force (e.g.,
Protect Self, Prevent Offence).

Multiple reasons can
apply

Injury - Subject

Whether the subject was injured, and severity:
No Treatment, First Aid, Medical Facility,
Other.

Required reporting field

Injury - Officer

Whether the officer was injured, and level of
care.

Captured on Main form

Perceived Race (Subject)

Officer’s perception of subject’s race.
Required under Ontario Anti-Racism Data
Standards.

Required under Ontario
Regulation 267/18, made
under the Anti-Racism
Act, 2017. Aligns with the
Ontario Anti-Racism Data
Standards.

Age Group (Subject) Estimated subject age. Grouped by decade
Gender (Subject) Officer’s perceived gender of the subject. Officer’s perception, not
asked
Ward Hamilton municipal ward where force Used for mapping and

occurred.

rate calculations
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Appendix Table Al: Incident Type Counts and Proportions
Person-Involved Incidents, 2023-2025

2023 2024 2025 2324
Incident Type (n) (n) (n) 2023% 2024 % 2025 % (pp) 24—25 (pp)

Weapon(s) 66 91 70 26.83 31.71 34.48 4.88 2.78

Executing Warrant 41 51 29 16.67 17.77 14.29 1.10

IPV / Dispute 11 11 16 4.47 3.83 7.88 -0.64

Person in Crisis 30 31 15 12.20 10.80 7.39 -1.39

Family/Neighbour

: 8 10 14 3.25 3.48 6.90 0.23
Dispute

Violent Crime (non-

IPV) 21 17 13 8.54 5.92 6.40 -2.61 0.48
Disturbance 18 19 12 7.32 6.62 5.91 -0.70 -0.71
Investigation 4 6 8 1.63 2.09 3.94 0.46 1.85
Property Crime 7 8 6 2.85 2.79 2.96 -0.06 0.17
Assisting Other 3 4 4 1.22 1.39 1.97 0.17 0.58
Agency

Traffic 7 7 4 2.85 2.44 1.97 -0.41 -0.47
Other

Federal/Provincial 4 3 3 1.63 1.05 1.48 -0.58 0.43
Statutes

Police Custody 2 1 3 08l 035 148  -0.46 1.13
Related

Stolen Vehicle 8 9 3 3.25 3.14 1.48 -0.12 m
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Appendix Table Al: Incident Type Counts and Proportions
Person-Involved Incidents, 2023-2025

2023 2024 2025 2324
Incident Type (n) (n) (n) 2023% 2024 % 2025 % (pp) 24—25 (pp)
Barricaded Subject 7 7 1 2.85 2.44 0.49 -0.41 -1.95
Person Stop 6 8 1 2.44 2.79 0.49 0.35 -2.29
Wellness/Safety _
Check 0 2 1 — 0.70 0.49 — 0.20

Active Attacker 3 2 0 1.22 0.70 — -0.52
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Examples of Imitation Firearms and Gun-Shaped Objects Recovered in 2025 Use-of-Force Incidents.

Example of a BB/airsoft-style handgun modelled after a Glock 19 firearm.
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Example of a Daisy Powerline 415 BB gun
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