
 

 

 

 

 

 

Man suffers serious head injury 
after Taser use by three officers in 

Wellington 

 On 9 January 2025, at 11:59 am, Police were dispatched to an urgent family-harm incident on 

Cockayne Road in Wellington. A man, Mr Z, was reportedly armed with a large knife and chasing 

a woman, Ms Y, who was holding a baby. At 12:07 pm, three officers located the man at a nearby 

bus stop and used their Tasers on him, causing him to fall and hit his head on the tarmac road 

surface. Mr Z sustained a serious head injury and was taken to the Wellington Hospital.  

 Police notified us of the incident as required by section 13 of the Independent Police Conduct 

Authority Act 1988.1 We also received a complaint from a concerned family member regarding 

the Police's use of force on Mr Z.2  

 The Authority conducted an independent investigation, and this report details our findings. In 

addition, the Police conducted a concurrent critical incident investigation, which we oversaw. 

We agree with the conclusions of the Police investigation. 

The Authority’s Findings 

Issue:  Were Officers A, B, and C justified in using their Tasers against Mr Z? 

Officer A was justified in using his Taser against Mr Z in defence of Ms Y and their baby. 

Officers B and C were justified in using their Tasers against Mr Z in defence of themselves 

and their colleagues.  

There was no delay in providing medical care to Mr Z after he fell and struck his head on 

the ground. 

 
1 Section 13 says: “Where a Police employee acting in the execution of his or her duty causes, or appears to have caused, 
death or serious bodily harm to any person, the Commissioner shall as soon as practicable give to the Authority a written 
notice setting out particulars of the incident in which the death or serious bodily harm was caused.” 
2 The complainant was not present when the incident occurred and did not witness any of the events. 



 2 2 

Analysis of the Issues 

ISSUE 1: WERE OFFICERS A, B, AND C JUSTIFIED IN USING THEIR TASERS AGAINST MR Z? 

 This section will address the circumstances surrounding the use of Tasers by Officers A, B, and C 

on Mr Z, and evaluate the legal justification for the officers' use of force. The assessment will 

examine whether the force employed was necessary, proportionate, and reasonable in relation 

to the circumstances as understood by the officers. We will also assess how the officers' use of 

Tasers conforms to the applicable Police policy regulating their use. 

What happened? 

 Several members of the public witnessed the incident unfolding and called the Police Emergency 

Communications Centre (Comms) to report what they saw: 

• One person described a man, wearing only pants, and armed with either a knife or a sickle. 

He was chasing a screaming woman, who was holding a crying baby, down the road.  

• Another person reported seeing a man running towards a woman who was holding a baby 

and throwing her into a bus shelter at the corner of Cockayne Road and Bankot Crescent. 

Initially, the person claimed that the man was holding a stick and hitting the woman but 

later clarified that they did not see any hitting. 

• Another person reported that an aggressive man was yelling at a woman who was holding 

a baby at a bus shelter. The witness reported that the man was hitting the bus shelter with 

part of a garden tool, which he described as one half of a pair of hedge-trimming scissors.  

• Critically, a person standing at the bus stop reported: “I’ve got a situation at bus stop 4411 

on Cockayne Road. I’ve got a bleeding woman with a distraught child. I’ve got a man who’s 

out of control, he’s violent, he’s tearing up the bus stop.” As the witness relayed the 

information to Comms, a man yelling, a crying woman, and a hacking sound can be heard 

in the background, as Mr Z was striking the bus shelter.  

 Comms designated the incident as a Priority 1 (P1)3 job, and urgently dispatched Police units to 

the scene. The above information was relayed over the Police radio as received, resulting in 

some confusion about what Mr Z was armed with. Several Police officers, including Officers A, 

B, and C from the Wellington Central Police Safety Team, responded. 

 Officers A, B, and C were amongst the first to arrive at the incident. Members of the public 

directed them to a nearby bus shelter where they found Mr Z, Ms Y, and their baby. The officers’ 

interactions with Mr Z, described in the following section, led to the circumstances outlined in 

paragraph 1. 

 

 
3 Police will endeavour to be at the scene within 10 minutes of receiving a Priority 1 event for dispatch. 
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What does Mr Z say happened? 

 Mr Z told us that he suffered a brain injury following the fall and says he consequently does not 

remember what happened on that day. While we do not have medical evidence available to us, 

we accept that Mr Z suffered an injury to his brain when he fell.4  

What does Ms Y say happened? 

 We requested an interview with Ms Y, but she did not respond to our inquiries. However, she 

did provide a statement to the Police outlining the events that occurred, which we summarise 

below: 

• After a verbal argument in the house, Ms Y took her and Mr Z's baby daughter and left. Mr 

Z followed them outside, yelling: "Piss off!"   

• Ms Y told Mr Z that she was going to call the Police and attempted to do this. In response, 

Mr Z picked up a pair of hedge-trimming scissors and threw it at her. Ms Y jumped out of 

the way to avoid being hit and realised she needed to "get out of there."   

• While carrying her baby, Ms Y ran across the road towards a nearby bus shelter, with Mr Z 

chasing after her. At the bus shelter, Mr Z grabbed her waist bag and pulled her to her 

knees. The strap of the waist bag slipped around Ms Y's neck, impeding her breathing. She 

was unable to tell Mr Z to stop. Ms Y describes feeling dizzy, being on her knees, with Mr Z 

standing over her, holding her up by the neck with the strap. 

• Although her memory on this point was not clear, Ms Y recalls that, at some point, she 

grabbed the bladed part of the hedge trimmer, which Mr Z had, and pushed hard to get it 

away from her, resulting in a deep cut on her thumb.   

• Ms Y says that she fought her way out of the situation when a person confronted Mr Z from 

across the street. Mr Z told the person to "fuck off." Ms Y says that she was then able to 

move away from Mr Z and sit on the bench next to her daughter, which is where she and 

the child were when Police arrived. 

• Several Police officers, equipped with Tasers, approached and spoke to Mr Z. He was 

standing in the entrance of the bus shelter, facing the officers. The officers repeatedly 

instructed Mr Z to put down the weapon, but he told them to "fuck off."   

• When Ms Y saw that Mr Z had moved slightly out of the entrance, she took the opportunity 

to take their daughter and leave the bus shelter. She moved from behind Mr Z without him 

initially noticing, then ran towards the nearby Police officers.  

 

 
4 Mr Z discharged himself early from the hospital, and it is believed that he did not undergo all assessments. In addition, his 
legal counsel successfully opposed the Police’s application for his medical records to be disclosed to them. Police believe that 
Mr Z likely sustained a brain injury from the fall. We did not pursue disclosure of Mr Z’s medical records under our Act, as 
they are not relevant to determining the justification for the force used against him.  
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What does cell phone footage show? 

 One of the witnesses recorded the incident on their cell phone. The following summary outlines 

the relevant interactions: 

• Five Police officers stood in the street in front of the bus shelter. Officer A was closest to 

Mr Z, communicating with him. Though we cannot distinguish what Officer A was saying, it 

is clear he was communicating with Mr Z. 

• Ms Y left the bus shelter holding her daughter and quickly walked across the street. 

• When Ms Y was about halfway across the street, Mr Z noticed her and moved, in a way best 

described as 'purposefully', towards her. He was holding half a pair of hedge-trimming 

scissors in his right hand,5 moving it up and down as he went. 

• Officers A, B, and C directed their Tasers at Mr Z and yelled at him to stop. Despite this, Mr 

Z continued to walk towards Ms Y.  

• There was an explosive sound as Officer A fired a Taser at Mr Z.  

• Mr Z ran sideways to Police, which made it difficult for the Taser probes to make the desired 

contact with his body, rendering the initial Taser discharge ineffective.  

• Mr Z stopped and turned to face the officers, as though he was preparing to confront them. 

At this point, Mr Z was approximately three to four metres away from the officers, holding 

the bladed weapon at a 45-degree angle. 

• Mr Z then grabbed hold of the Taser wires that were attached to him, presumably 

attempting to pull them out.  

• Several officers yelled the Taser warning: “Taser! Taser! Taser!” at Mr Z. 

• There were then two explosive sounds in quick succession as Officers B and C both fired 

their Tasers at Mr Z. 

• In response, Mr Z became rigid and fell to the ground. His head hit the tarmac surface of 

the road. This interaction lasted about five seconds from the moment Mr Z started 

following Ms Y, until he fell to the ground. 

Was Officer A justified in using his Taser against Mr Z? 

What was Officer A’s understanding of the situation when he Tasered Mr Z? 

 On the basis of the information received from Comms, Officer A believed there was a genuine 

risk to Ms Y’s safety. Officer A says they were directed to the bus shelter by members of the 

public standing on the street. At the bus shelter, Officer A positioned himself in front of his 

colleagues and began communicating with Mr Z. He recalls saying: “Bro, come towards us.” 

 
5 The tool was subsequently found to be 55 cm long, with a blade length of 26 cm. 
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However, Mr Z was not cooperative and responded by swearing at Police. Officer A says he made 

a conscious effort not to aggravate Mr Z to avoid him directing his attention to the woman and 

possibly harming her. He describes trying to engage calmly with Mr Z in an attempt to encourage 

him to come towards Police.  

 According to Officer A, one of his colleagues mentioned that Mr Z had a stick. Upon closer 

inspection, Officer A realised it was some sort of metal blade that Mr Z was attempting to hide 

behind his back. Officer A told his colleagues what he had seen. Officer A explained that it was 

only after Mr Z was Tasered and he secured the weapon that he realised it was half of a pair of 

hedge-trimming scissors. 

 Comms also alerted responding officers that the woman was reported to be bleeding. Officer A 

recalls Ms Y sitting on the bench behind Mr Z, holding a baby. Officer A says he was focused on 

Mr Z's actions and did not fully observe Ms Y at that time. Officer A did, however, notice blood 

spatter in the bus shelter as he spoke with Mr Z and thought that Ms Y was possibly injured.  

 Officer A assessed the situation and saw they were limited in how they could move in to arrest 

Mr Z because he was standing directly in front of Ms Y and the baby. Officer A estimates he 

spoke to Mr Z for about 30 seconds before Ms Y escaped. Officer A says, when Mr Z began 

pursuing her, with weapon in hand:  

"My initial thought was that he intended to attack her and the baby. I immediately felt the 

need to protect them from him. I believed he was going to harm them. I can’t remember 

what he did with the weapon; I only knew that he was running after her. I felt it necessary 

to deploy my Taser, and I did.”   

 Officer A says he believed the situation developed too quickly for any verbal appeals or 

challenges to be made to Mr Z prior to using his Taser. In the associated video footage, several 

Police officers can be heard yelling at Mr Z to stop, as he moved towards Ms Y. Officer A 

describes firing his Taser at Mr Z’s centre mass as Police are trained to do.6 

What are the possible justifications for Officer A’s use of force in these circumstances? 

 Officer A says that he used the force to defend Ms Y and her baby. 

 Section 48 of the Crimes Act 1961 states that all individuals, including Police officers, are justified 

in employing reasonable force under circumstances they honestly perceive to exist, for the 

defence of themselves or others.7 

Analysis 

 Officer A received information over the Police radio indicating that Mr Z was chasing Ms Y and 

her baby down the street while wielding a large knife. He saw that Mr Z had a bladed weapon 

at the bus shelter and saw blood spatter inside the bus shelter. Mr Z was uncooperative and 

aggressive towards the Police. When Mr Z noticed Ms Y fleeing, he went after her with the 

 
6 Centre mass refers to the torso and upper leg areas of a person. 
7 Crimes Act 1961 No 43 (as at 05 April 2025), Public Act 48 Self-defence and defence of another – New Zealand Legislation 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1961/0043/latest/DLM328268.html
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weapon in hand. Officer A assessed that Mr Z posed a significant threat of serious bodily harm 

or even death to both Ms Y and her baby.  

 Considering the circumstances as they were, we accept that Officer A had a genuine belief that 

Mr Z posed a credible risk of serious bodily harm or death to Ms Y and the baby. In light of this 

risk, Officer A hoped that the Taser would incapacitate Mr Z, which would prevent harm to Ms 

Y and the baby and allow Police to arrest and secure him safely.  

 We believe there were no reasonable alternatives or less forceful means available to Officer A 

to mitigate the immediate danger faced by Ms Y and her baby. 

Conclusion 

 Officer A clearly acted to protect Ms Y and the baby when he used his Taser against Mr Z. We 

conclude that Officer A was justified in using his Taser against Mr Z in defence of Ms Y and her 

baby. 

 Additionally, Police policy regarding Tasers permits officers to use Tasers when their judgment 

of a situation leads them to honestly believe that a subject poses an imminent threat of physical 

harm to any individual. Based on the reasons outlined above, we conclude that Officer A’s use 

of the Taser adhered to the required policy criteria. 

Were Officers B and C justified in using their Tasers on Mr Z? 

What was Officer B’s understanding of the situation when he tasered Mr Z? 

 Officer B does not remember Officer A first using his Taser against Mr Z. However, he recalls that 

Mr Z was pursuing Ms Y before turning around to face the officers who were behind him. 

According to Officer B: "He didn’t drop it (the weapon); instead, he had an unpredictable look on 

his face, appearing confident and unconcerned about us." Officer B believed this behaviour was 

abnormal and suspected that Mr Z might be under the influence of drugs.8  

 Officer B saw that Mr Z was holding a bladed weapon and recalls that he was instructed several 

times to drop it. Officer B noted that Mr Z lowered the weapon to his side, and said he was 

concerned that Mr Z might be preparing to stab or swing the weapon at Police. Officer B says 

that Mr Z's failure to drop the weapon when directed by Police led him to believe that Mr Z was 

preparing for a confrontation, and his intention was to use the weapon against Police. Officer B 

says Mr Z was about four metres away from him and he told us: “I was aware that closing that 

distance with a bladed object could happen very quickly.”  

 Officer B believed Mr Z could turn around at any time and continue to pursue Ms Y and the baby, 

or potentially harm members of the public congregating on the street. Officer B says that the 

present and immediate danger to him, his colleagues, Ms Y, and the members of the public made 

it necessary for him to act immediately.  

 
8 Subsequent forensic analysis showed evidence of cannabis and methamphetamine in Mr Z’s blood. 
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 Officer B already had his Taser out and considered that it was the most appropriate tactical 

option available to deal with the threat Mr Z posed. Officer B explained that pepper spray would 

not be effective given the distance, and that if he missed Mr Z, it could potentially escalate the 

situation. According to Officer B:  

“I decided to use my Taser and believe it was the most appropriate response 
under the circumstances. He was given the opportunity to put the weapon down, 
and I needed to defend myself and my colleagues.” 

 Officer B recalls discharging his Taser at Mr Z and seeing that it did not immediately achieve 

neuromuscular incapacitation.9 Officer B says he then re-energised the Taser probes and 

discharged a second cycle of electricity. This is when he heard Officer C discharge his Taser at 

Mr Z, who became rigid and fell to the ground, hitting his head on the tarmac road surface. 

What was Officer C’s understanding of the situation when he Tasered Mr Z? 

 Officer C also recalls that when Ms Y fled down the street, Mr Z ran after her with the weapon 

held in one hand, in front of him. According to Officer C, Officers A and B then moved towards 

Mr Z and used their Tasers almost simultaneously.  

 According to Officer C, Mr Z turned around, facing the officers. Officer C says:  

“When he faced me, I estimate he was about eight metres away, still wielding 
the weapon and flailing his arms as he tried to remove the Taser wires. I didn’t 
believe neuromuscular incapacitation had been achieved; he was still standing 
and moving. I turned on the Taser, aimed at him, and fired.”  

 Officer C says he believed Mr Z continued to pose an assaultive threat, which is why he fired his 

Taser at him in self-defence and to protect his colleagues. He also felt that Ms Y and the baby 

were still at risk, making it necessary to respond to the threat Mr Z posed. 

What are the possible justifications for Officer B, and C’s use of force in these circumstances? 

 Both Officers B and C say they acted in self-defence and in defence of their colleagues. They also 

believed that Ms Y and the baby were still at risk. However, when they deployed their Tasers 

against Mr Z, he had stopped pursuing Ms Y and was facing Police. We believe the officers’ 

response was primarily a reaction to the threat Mr Z posed to their own safety. As outlined 

above, section 48 of the Crimes Act 1961 provides justification for the use of reasonable force 

in defence of oneself or another. 

 
9 When a Taser is used, it fires two small darts that penetrate the skin. These darts are connected to the Taser unit by thin 
wires. The Taser delivers electrical pulses through these wires, which disrupt the brain's signals to the muscles. These signals 
override a person's voluntary muscle control, resulting in involuntary muscle contractions. This leads to a temporary loss of 
the ability to move or coordinate muscles, a condition known as ‘neuromuscular incapacitation.’ 
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Analysis 

 Both officers’ accounts contain inaccuracies regarding the order of Taser discharges. However, 

the video footage supports Officer A’s evidence that he discharged his Taser first, followed 

closely by Officers B and C, whose discharges were in close succession.  

 In assessing the circumstances, both officers perceived that Mr Z failed to put the weapon down 

when he was instructed to do so. Both also recount Mr Z turning towards them with the bladed 

weapon, moving or swinging it. The video footage also supports Officer C’s account that Mr Z 

was removing the Taser wires that were attached to him. 

 The video footage shows that Mr Z adopted an aggressive stance, looking as if he was preparing 

to fight with the officers. Communication with Mr Z was ineffective. Officers cannot be expected 

to use open-hand tactics against someone armed with a bladed weapon. Mr Z was using the 

weapon in a threatening manner. Additionally, Officer B correctly assessed that four metres 

could be quickly closed and locked by Mr Z, which would put the officers at significant risk.  

 We accept that Officers B and C genuinely perceived that Mr Z posed a credible threat to their 

safety, and the actions they took were for the purpose of defending themselves and their 

colleagues. In our assessment, using a non-lethal weapon such as a Taser is a reasonable and 

proportionate response to the risk of serious bodily harm or death presented by Mr Z, who was 

armed with a bladed weapon and preparing to fight with the Police.  

Conclusion 

 We conclude that Officers B and C were justified in using their Tasers against Mr Z to protect 

themselves and their colleagues. Furthermore, we are satisfied that their use of Tasers adhered 

to the necessary policy criteria outlined earlier.  

 Officers A, B, and C were current in their Taser operator training and were thus authorised to 

use their Tasers operationally. We have not identified any breaches of the Police's Use of Force 

or Taser policies. 

What aftercare did Police provide for Mr Z? 

 Police radio transmissions record that at 12.07 pm, Officer A informed Comms that Mr Z was 

Tasered.  

 Sixteen seconds later, Comms was informed that Mr Z had sustained a serious head injury, and 

a request for an ambulance was made. Comms informed the officers that an ambulance had 

already been contacted (due to Ms Y's reported injuries) and was en route to their location.  

 Police records indicate that first responders on the scene provided basic first aid to Mr Z. Shortly 

after, a qualified Armed Offender Squad (AOS) paramedic arrived and took over Mr Z's care. 

Critical health information about Mr Z's status and condition was communicated to emergency 

services, who informed the Police that they were two minutes away, responding with their 
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emergency lights and siren activated. When the ambulance arrived, Mr Z's care was transferred 

to them, and he was taken to Wellington Hospital. 

 We are satisfied that there was no delay in providing medical care to Mr Z after he fell and struck 

his head on the ground. 

FINDINGS 
  
Officer A was justified in using his Taser against Mr Z in defence of Ms Y and their baby. 

Officers B and C were justified in using their Tasers against Mr Z in defence of themselves and their 

colleagues.  

There was no delay in providing medical care to Mr Z after he fell and struck his head on the ground. 

 

 

 

Judge Kenneth Johnston KC  

Chair 

Independent Police Conduct Authority 

27 November 2025 

IPCA: 25-25966 

 

  



 

 

About the Authority 

WHO IS THE INDEPENDENT POLICE CONDUCT AUTHORITY? 

The Independent Police Conduct Authority is an independent body set up by Parliament to provide 

civilian oversight of Police conduct. 

We are not part of the Police – the law requires us to be fully independent. The Authority is overseen 

by a Board, which is chaired by Judge Kenneth Johnston KC. 

Being independent means that the Authority makes its own findings based on the facts and the law. 

We do not answer to the Police, the Government or anyone else over those findings. In this way, our 

independence is similar to that of a Court. 

The Authority employs highly experienced staff who have worked in a range of law enforcement and 

related roles in New Zealand and overseas. 

WHAT ARE THE AUTHORITY’S FUNCTIONS?  

Under the Independent Police Conduct Authority Act 1988, the Authority receives and may choose to 

investigate: 

• complaints alleging misconduct or neglect of duty by Police; 

• complaints about Police practices, policies and procedures affecting the complainant in a 

personal capacity;  

• notifications of incidents in which Police actions have caused or appear to have caused death or 

serious bodily harm; and 

• referrals by Police under a Memorandum of Understanding between the Authority and Police, 

which covers instances of potential reputational risk to Police (including serious offending by a 

Police officer or Police actions that may have an element of corruption).  

The Authority’s investigation may include visiting the scene of the incident, interviewing the officers 

involved and any witnesses, and reviewing evidence from the Police’s investigation.  

On completion of an investigation, the Authority must form an opinion about the Police conduct, 

policy, practice or procedure which was the subject of the complaint. The Authority may make 

recommendations to the Commissioner. 

THIS REPORT 

This report is the result of the work of a multi-disciplinary team. At significant points in the 

investigation itself and in the preparation of the report, the Authority conducted audits of both process 

and content. 
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