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DISCLAIMER: In accordance with the Community Safety and Policing Act and the Freedom of Information
and Protection of Privacy Act, the summary below has been de-identified to remove the personal information
of individuals, including public complainants and persons who were the subject of the investigation.

DE-IDENTIFIED SUMMARY UNDER SECTION 167(2) OF THE CSPA
Original Police Service: Date of Complaint: 08/25/2025
Type of Investigation:

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

Service Investigations Referred to:

De-identified Summary of Complaint ||

On July 18th, 2025, at approximately 5:11 a.m. Constables #1 and #2 were dispatched to the area
in relation to a 911 call that had been received at the (Redacted) Police Service. The caller was
reporting a male and female that were screaming and that the female could be heard crying.

At approximately 5:15 a.m. Constable #1 and #2 had arrived in area and were eventually able to
determine that the yelling and crying were coming from the residence in question. Officers could
hear yelling between a male and a female coming from inside the residence once on scene.

Constables #1 and #2 were advised that the residence belonged to the a female (complainant of
the LECA file) and her male common law. It was also know that both had been subjects of
previous Intimate Partner Violence investigations that had resulted in the common law being
arrested and charged for assault on the female. The attending officers were also aware that there
may be a child inside the residence as well.

Constables #1 and #2 began making attempts to contact the occupants of the residence by
knocking on the front door. Repeated knocking proved to be unsuccessful at various doors and
windows around the residence.

An attempt to contact the male common law via his cell phone was made at 5:39 but it was not
answered. Constable #1 was eventually able to make contact with the females cellular device at
5:40 a.m. via text message. Constable #1 made numerous attempts to convince the person using
the females device to open the door and allow the Police access in order to investigate the
disturbance. Each time Constable #1 was told no and to leave them alone.

Between 5:40 a.m. and 6:13 a.m. Constable #1 continued text communication with the females
device with hopes that the occupants would open the door for the Police. Constable #1 was
articulate and clear that the Police were duty bound to lay eyes on the occupants to ensure all was
in_order and would not be leavina until thev did so. Constable #1 was also clear that should the

LECA 2024 Page 1 of 2



Ontario

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations ||

Allegation 1 — Unnecessary Use of Force - Section 11 (1) Ontario Regulation 407/23 Code of
Conduct for Police Officers — Community and Safety Policing Act.

Based on a review and analysis of the information noted above, the investigation has determined
that there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct occurred in relation to the allegation
of unnecessary use of force. As a result, with respect to this allegation, the conclusion is
unsubstantiated.

Decision and Reasons

Upon review of the relevant material noted above | offer the following analysis as it relates to the
concerns of the complainant noted in the LECA Complaint.

The Police Broke Down the Door and Entered the Residence

The respondent officers were dispatched to a 911 call regarding a disturbance that involved
yelling and screaming and a woman crying. The officers arrived at the scene and made
observations of their own that some type of disturbance was ongoing inside the residence. The
officers were also aware that the residence in question was occupied by a man and woman that
had been involved in previous Intimate Partner Violence investigations that most recently resulted
in the male party being arrested and charged for a violent assault on the female resident.
Numerous attempts via door knocks, window knocks, verbal commands, cell phone calls and text
message exchanges were made by the officers in order to gain compliance by the involved
parties to open the door and allow the officers to investigate the occurrence. These attempts
were met with negative results despite the officers’ best efforts. As a result, a forced entry into the
residence became necessary to further their investigation.

| find no fault whatsoever in the actions of the officers regarding the above. They were lawfully at
the address to investigate an unknown disturbance that was received through a 911 emergency
call placed by a concerned neighbour. The officers further made numerous attempts to resolve
the situation without forcible entry, but the occupants were unwilling to allow them access despite
these efforts. Police in cases like this are well protected by the R vs GODOY (Supreme Court of
Canada 1999) ruling. The court has affirmed that the Police have a common law duty to protect
lives and may be required to make forcible entry into a residence to do so if certain circumstances
exist. Given all the information available to the officers at the time, forcible entry was required to
ensure the occupants were safe and that no further offences were being committed as a result of
the unknown disturbance.

That Police Used Excessive Force Durina.the Arrest Process
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	Police Service: [ ]
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 08/25/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On July 18th, 2025, at approximately 5:11 a.m. Constables #1 and #2 were dispatched to the area  in relation to a 911 call that had been received at the (Redacted) Police Service.  The caller was reporting a male and female that were screaming and that the female could be heard crying.  

At approximately 5:15 a.m. Constable #1 and #2 had arrived in area and were eventually able to determine that the yelling and crying were coming from the residence in question.  Officers could hear yelling between a male and a female coming from inside the residence once on scene.  

Constables #1 and #2 were advised that the residence belonged to the a female (complainant of the LECA file) and her male common law.  It was also know that both had been subjects of previous Intimate Partner Violence investigations that had resulted in the common law being arrested and charged for assault on the female. The attending officers were also aware that there may be a child inside the residence as well.

Constables #1 and #2 began making attempts to contact the occupants of the residence by knocking on the front door.  Repeated knocking proved to be unsuccessful at various doors and windows around the residence.

An attempt to contact the male common law via his cell phone was made at 5:39 but it was not answered.  Constable  #1 was eventually able to make contact with the females cellular device at 5:40 a.m. via text message. Constable #1 made numerous attempts to convince the person using the females device to open the door and allow the Police access in order to investigate the disturbance.  Each time Constable #1 was told no and to leave them alone.   

Between 5:40 a.m. and 6:13 a.m. Constable #1 continued text communication with the females device with hopes that the occupants would open the door for the Police.  Constable #1 was articulate and clear that the Police were duty bound to lay eyes on the occupants to ensure all was in order and would not be leaving until they did so.  Constable #1 was also clear that should the door not be opened voluntarily the Police would have no choice but to force entry.  Despite these parameters being explained the occupants of the residence refused to open the door.

It should be noted that although Constable #1 was communicating with the females device he had no clear indication that he was exchanging texts with the female herself.  Given the previous Intimate Partner Violence investigations that had taken place between the female and the male, including a violent assault resulting in the male being arrested and charged criminally, the attending officers were steadfast in their objective to ensure they made visual contact in person with the occupants to ensure they were safe and uninjured. 

At approximately 6:00 a.m. after numerous attempts to gain compliance by the residents to open the door additional units were requested to attend the scene to assist.  Constables #3 and #4 arrived in the area to support the ongoing efforts.  Attempts to negotiate a peaceful resolution continued without success so the attending officers forcefully breached the front door of the residence to gain entry. 

Upon entry the female came downstairs to the area of the front door and was visibly upset and yelling at the officers.  It was noted that the female was well along in her pregnancy, and this was observed by all officers.  The female began yelling at the officers that she was having a Mental Health episode.  The female was also yelling frantically at the Police telling them to get out of the residence.  The male relayed to the attending officers that he felt the female was having some sort of Mental Health crisis and had been in that state for hours.  

It was clear to the officers that the female was presenting as a danger to herself and those present at the scene therefore, they advised her that she was being apprehended under the Mental Health Act.  The female became further combative and resistive to the officers who were attempting to apprehend her.   During the interaction the female pulled, pushed and kicked the officers during the arrest procedure.  It is also documented that at one-point the female bit Constable #3 on the arm.  

The female went down onto her buttocks in a seated position as Constable #2 and #3 attempted to place handcuffs on her.  As the female continued to struggle officers were successful in getting the female handcuffed and secured behind her back. 

Even after being secured in handcuffs  the female continued to yell at the officers and bit Constable #3 on the leg.  The struggle continued as the female made attempts to kick the officers from her seated position.  Constable #3 pinned the females legs to the floor area to prevent further kicks from being delivered.  

It was around this time that Constable #3 noted the females pants were wet in the groin area.  Constable #3 advised the other officers that the female had either urinated herself or that her water broke due to her advanced stage of pregnancy.  Realizing that the female required medical attention for her mental health state and her pregnancy, a request for Paramedics to attend was made.  Officers were told shortly after that Paramedics would be at least 15 minutes away so a decision was made to transport the female in a cruiser as it would be more expeditious. 

The female was brought to her feet and continued to struggle aggressively with the officers as they attempted to lead her towards the cruiser.  The female actively resisted the officers by dropping her body weight down and digging in her feet to prevent forward motion.  Once at the rear passenger seat area of the car the female continued her non-compliance with the officers’ requests by refusing to enter in the rear seat on her own accord.  The female would stiffen up her entire body which prevented her from entering the backseat.  At one point Constable #3 attempted to gain compliance from the female by pinching the hamstring area of her leg – during this procedure the female appeared to attempt to bite Constable #3 in the neck and head area as she (Constable #3) was bent over applying the pinch manoeuvre.    After several minutes of tactical communication and attempts to gain compliance the female relented her active resistance towards the officers and entered the rear seat of the cruiser on her own accord.  The female was transported to the Smiths Falls Hospital by Constable #2.

Upon arrival at the Hospital the female was escorted into the Emergency Department where she was assessed by the attending Physician. The female was cleared medically within an hour of her arrival and was released unconditionally by the Police. 


	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 – Unnecessary Use of Force - Section 11 (1) Ontario Regulation 407/23 Code of Conduct for Police Officers – Community and Safety Policing Act.

Based on a review and analysis of the information noted above, the investigation has determined that there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct occurred in relation to the allegation of unnecessary use of force. As a result, with respect to this allegation, the conclusion is unsubstantiated.


	Decision and Reasons: Upon review of the relevant material noted above I offer the following analysis as it relates to the concerns of the complainant noted in the LECA Complaint.

The Police Broke Down the Door and Entered the Residence

The respondent officers were dispatched to a 911 call regarding a disturbance that involved yelling and screaming and a woman crying.  The officers arrived at the scene and made observations of their own that some type of disturbance was ongoing inside the residence.  The officers were also aware that the residence in question was occupied by a man and woman that had been involved in previous Intimate Partner Violence investigations that most recently resulted in the male party being arrested and charged for a violent assault on the female resident.   Numerous attempts via door knocks, window knocks, verbal commands, cell phone calls and text message exchanges were made by the officers in order to gain compliance by the involved parties to open the door and allow the officers to investigate the occurrence.  These attempts were met with negative results despite the officers’ best efforts.  As a result, a forced entry into the residence became necessary to further their investigation. 

I find no fault whatsoever in the actions of the officers regarding the above.  They were lawfully at the address to investigate an unknown disturbance that was received through a 911 emergency call placed by a concerned neighbour.  The officers further made numerous attempts to resolve the situation without forcible entry, but the occupants were unwilling to allow them access despite these efforts.  Police in cases like this are well protected by the R vs GODOY (Supreme Court of Canada 1999) ruling. The court has affirmed that the Police have a common law duty to protect lives and may be required to make forcible entry into a residence to do so if certain circumstances exist.   Given all the information available to the officers at the time, forcible entry was required to ensure the occupants were safe and that no further offences were being committed as a result of the unknown disturbance. 

That Police Used Excessive Force During the Arrest Process

The allegation states that responding officers used excessive force during the arrest including kneeling on the females belly so hard as to force the release of her bladder which made her fear for her unborn child’s safety.

I have completed a comprehensive review of all the material made available to me relating to this incident.  The Officers in this case all have an independent recollection of the incidents events as well as their notes and will says which were provided.  I note that each officer recognized the females advanced stage of pregnancy and further indicated that this was a top-of-mind concern for them during the arrest process.  Despite the females immediate active resistance towards the officers who were trying to take her into lawful custody under the Mental Health Act, the officers made a conscious effort not place any undue harm on the female given her pregnancy.  The evidence available to me is more reflective of the female being hostile and upset with the Police for entering her home and by all accounts was combative and resistive to the officers.  There are well documented details of the female kicking, pushing and biting the officers during the arrest process. 

I also based my findings on the review of the In Car Camera video.  Throughout the entire length of the captured video, I note that it is the female who is aggressive, combative and resistive towards the officers.  At no time during the video did I observe any liberties or excessive demonstrations of force utilized by the officers who were trying to guide the female towards the cruiser and then further to lodge her into the rear seat area of the cruiser. Officers are authorized to use force if necessary while carrying out their duties so long as the force used is no more than is necessary given the circumstances.

As I apply the lens of the Ontario Public-Police Interactions Training Aid (2023) I place the actions of the female, as observed by me, to fall within the Active Resistant – Assaultive Range.  The guiding principle of the noted training aid allows for officers to continuously assess the interactions and select the most reasonable option relative to the subject’s presented behaviour and actions.  Plainly visible to me from the video was the officers using physical control techniques in an effort to prevent injury to themselves and from the female hurting herself (ie – preventing her from falling over).  There were no use of force options (save for hand controls) utilized or displayed by the officers from my observations of the in-car camera video.   Further there was no indication from the reports, notes or will says provided that anything further than physical controls (empty hand techniques) were deployed on the female throughout the incident. 

Also gleaned from my review of the in-car camera was the fact that once the female was secured in the rear seat there was no indication at all that she was in any type of pain or medical distress.  The female was winded from her earlier struggle with officers but otherwise appeared healthy and unhurt.   This seems to negate the females claim that the officers forcefully knelt on her belly (which would have been only minutes earlier to this) which caused her to release her bladder.  The evidence available to me indicates that the female was in the seated position and handcuffed on the floor when her wet pants were observed and there was no evidence to indicate that the officers knelt on the females belly at any point during the incident. 

I further rely on the notes and General Report related to this incident that indicate the female was admitted and released from the Hospital all within an hour.  It would be inconceivable to think that had the attending officers placed the females unborn baby or herself in any type of danger from their alleged excessive force, that a medical physician would not admit the female for further testing and examination to ensure her overall health and safety.  The relatively quick triage, examination and release from hospital care indicates that the attending physician did not feel that the female, or her unborn child, were in any type of medical compromise arising from the officers actions. 

Analysis Related to Secondary Concerns Noted in the Complaint

As part of the initial complaint there were allegations that while she was in the Hospital, she overheard officers colluding to unify their notes so that “optics” would not look bad for them.

I find no evidence to support this claim whatsoever.  It is clear to me from my review that the officers’ notes contain sufficient independent recollection and in no way appear to be made in any other fashion than independently of each other.  

This allegation is unfounded


***NOTE – despite the investigators best efforts to obtain a statement from the male common law none was provided and it was indicated by the complainant that he was unwilling to provide any information.  Also of note was the fact that the complainant declined the opportunity to sign a Medical Consent Release Form for the investigator to obtain information relating to her admission and examination by a physician related to noted event.  It was clearly articulated to the complainant that both items would be of significant value to the investigator to ensure all available evidence is obtained for consideration.  Despite these repeated efforts the complainant ultimately declined the opportunity to cooperate with the investigation and requested that it be returned to LECA given her general mistrust of the Smiths Falls Police Service to investigate their own members. ***





