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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: 

Type of Investigation:  

Referred to Same Service: ☐ Referred to Other Service: ☐ Retained by LECA: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: 1. The complainant was separated from her ex-husband and they have a child in common who was six years old at the time of this incident.

2. On October 19, 2024, at shortly before 6:00pm; the complainants ex-husband dropped their daughter off at a childrens birthday party at a residence in Woodstock, ON.

3. After dropping their daughter off at the party her ex-husband returned to their residence, and
he and the complainant had discussed concerns about a strong odour of marijuana
emanating from within the residence where he had left their daughter. They also
discussed his concerns that the occupant of the residence's boyfriend who had been present
appeared to be "high".

4. They discussed what should be done and the complainant decided that her daughter should
be picked up and attended the residence to remove her from the party as she was not comfortable with her being there.

5. The complainant knocked on the door and spoke with the occupant of the residence about picking her daughter up. The occupant told the complainant that she was not comfortable releasing her daughter to the complainant as it was her ex-husband that had dropped her off at the party. The occupant told the complainant that she would need to check with her ex-husband before she was willing to release her daughter to her as he was supposed to pick her up at 8:00pm. The occupant of the residence then shut and locked the door on the complainant.

6. The complainant then went back to her vehicle as she was going to call her ex-husband but ended up calling the police. The complainant then went back to the front of the residence and the occupant of the residence exited and told the complainant to leave while she was speaking on the phone with an unknown person(s). A verbal argument ensued over the release of the complainant's daughter on the front yard as the occupant of the residence accused the complainant of wanting to take her daughter back to Quebec.

7. The occupant of the residence then lunged at the complainant and put her in a “headlock” began punching her repeatedly in the stomach and body area. The altercation then moved to the front
of the occupant of the residence's car which was parked in the driveway and continued there. At some point the complainants thumb was bit and she had difficulty breathing as she was being chocked while in the “headlock”. She then heard a male voice saying stop and the occupant of the residence then stopped attacking the complainant.

8. The complainant then talked with police again on her phone as had been on the line
with them throughout the altercation. She was told to go back to her car and that police were on the way. She complied and went and got back in her vehicle and locked the door.

9. Woodstock Police Officers then arrived on scene and went and spoke with the occupant of the residence and other witnesses. After speaking with them, the subject officer then came over and
arrested her for assault and placed her in handcuffs without obtaining her version of
events.

10. The complainant was upset and was provided her rights to counsel which she understood
and wanted to call a lawyer advising the subject officer of her desire to call duty
counsel. The subject officer then began making fun of her pretending not to
understand. She felt like the officers were making fun of me pretending not to understand
what she was saying. The officers asked her several times to repeat herself  and it felt like they
were making fun of her French accent.

11. The complainant was then transported to the Woodstock Police Headquarters Detention
Facility. During the book-in process, she again told officers that she wanted to speak
with a lawyer. The complainant spent some time in cells where she was fingerprinted and
then released with paperwork to attend court. The complainant was not put in touch with a
lawyer prior to being released. She was given a piece of paper when she was being
released advising that she can call a lawyer “tomorrow”.

12. The complainant had a small cut on her finger from being bitten but was extremely sore
and had shoulder pain and was suffering from mental health issues as a result of this
incident. She attended the Woodstock General Hospital October 20, 2024, to be
medically assessed.
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation 1 - Discrimination - Human Rights and the Charter - CSPA O.Reg 407/23
Code of Conduct

5. (1) A police officer shall not, in the course of their duties, treat any person in a manner
that the officer, at the time, knows or reasonably ought to know would contravene
the Human Rights Code.

Allegation 2 - Unlawful Arrest and Neglects Duty - Interactions with the Public and
Performance of duties - CSPA O.Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct (These two codes of
conduct were combined after consultation with LECA Investigators).

7. (1) A police officer shall not make an arrest if, at the time of the arrest, the officer knows
or reasonably ought to know that the arrest is unlawful.

19. A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately
without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act
or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

Allegation 3 - Fail to comply with procedures - CSPA O.Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct

27. A police officer shall comply with the procedures established by their chief of police.
	Decision and Reasons: Based on the evidence obtained during the investigation and the analysis outlined
above, the investigation resulted in the following findings:

Allegation 1 - Discrimination - Human Rights and the Charter - CSPA O.Reg 407/23
Code of Conduct
5. (1) A police officer shall not, in the course of their duties, treat any person in a manner
that the officer, at the time, knows or reasonably ought to know would contravene
the Human Rights Code.

It is alleged that the subject officer did, during the course of his duties, discriminate
against the complainant for being a French speaking citizen. It is alleged that he allowed this
to factor into his decision to arrest the complainant along with the fact that the occupant of the residence is a native of Woodstock, Ontario and an English-speaking citizen. It is further alleged that the subject officer intimidated the complainant for her French accent and told her that she was difficult to understand.

Conclusion:
Based on a review and analysis of all information, the investigation has determined that
there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct occurred in relation to this
arrest which would lead one to believe that any discrimination took place. The complainant
was not able to give any direct examples of how the subject officer discriminated against
her. Her allegation that this had occurred, stemmed from the subject officer asking her
to repeat herself constantly (which in and of itself was refuted by both the subject officer and witness officer 1). 

The complainant also accused the subject officer of showing favouritism to the occupant of the residence because she is from Woodstock and is English speaking however there was no evidence to support this accusation. It is evident from the subject officers statements and duty book notes that his decision to arrest the complainant was based off reasonable probable grounds to believe that the criminal offence of assault had taken place by the complainant against the occupant of the residence. These grounds were formed after the subject officer spoke with the only noted independent witness in this matter as well as the occupant of the residence who the investigating officer noted had visible injuries to her person. He also observed the injuries suffered by the occupant of the residence were consistent with their version of events. 

As a result, with respect to this allegation, the conclusion is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 2 - Unlawful Arrest and Neglects Duty - Interactions with the Public and
Performance of duties - CSPA O.Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct (These two codes of
conduct were combined after consultation with LECA Investigators).

7. (1) A police officer shall not make an arrest if, at the time of the arrest, the officer knows
or reasonably ought to know that the arrest is unlawful.
19. A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately
without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act
or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately.

It is alleged that the subject officer did arrest the complainant unlawfully and fail to provide
her with an opportunity to provide a statement. Furthermore, it is alleged that the subject officer failed to allow the complainant to speak to a lawyer despite several requests to do
so both at the scene and again at the station.

The investigation has established that the subject officer had lawful authority to
investigate the matter, and made a correct decision to arrest the complainant, under the
authority of the Criminal Code of Canada using evidence obtained upon his arrival at the
scene as a basis to form reasonable and probable grounds to arrest the complainant.
The complainant also alleged that the subject officer failed to put her in contact with duty
counsel who she had indicated that she wanted to speak to. 

Through investigation it was learned that Duty Counsel was contacted by the Officer in Charge of the Woodstock Police Headquarters Detention Unit on that night at the request of the complainant. The complainant appears to have been in cells for approximately an hour and a half on this date. In speaking with Witness Officer 2 (who was the officer in charge of the Woodstock Police Service Headquarters Detention Unit on the night in question), it has been discovered that
Duty Counsel has been known to take prolonged periods of time to call back and
sometimes the officer in charge has to make a second call after they have not called back
after a prolonged period of time. The complainant was released after being fingerprinted and
it is evident that although Duty Counsel was contacted, they had not yet called back prior to her release. It is noted that it would be unconstitutional for police to continue to hold the complainant who was otherwise eligible to be released after she was fingerprinted and photographed as per the Identification of Criminals Act, for the sole purpose of putting her in contact with a lawyer.
The complainant was provided with the number for Legal Aid to call on her own upon release because it was recognized that Duty Counsel had not called back to put her in contact with them.
Based on a review and analysis of all information, the investigation has determined that
there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct occurred. As a result, with
respect to this allegation, the conclusion is unsubstantiated.

Allegation 3 - Fail to comply with procedures - CSPA O.Reg 407/23 Code of Conduct
27. A police officer shall comply with the procedures established by their chief of police.
It is alleged that the subject officer did arrest the complainant and handcuff her and place
her in the cruiser despite her not being aggressive, putting up no resistance and not being
verbally abusive towards any of the officers.

It has been established that the subject officer had a lawful authority to arrest the complainant under the authority of the Criminal Code of Canada for assault contrary to section 266. 

It was learned that a female officer was not able to attend the scene for a thorough search of the complainant to ensure that she had no means of escape or weapons to cause injury hidden on her person. The subject officer took the initiative to use two sets of handcuffs on Ms. FIEVET to make it more comfortable for her shoulders and wrists. 

Woodstock Police Policy and Procedure LE- 005 Arrest & LE-006 Prisoner Care and Control that a person in custody should be handcuffed when that person has not been searched for means of escape which was not completed at the scene as no female officer was able to attend to complete this task.

Furthermore, it was noted by the subject officer that the complainant was “pretty worked up” and it would become an officer safety issue not to have her handcuffed to prevent her from accessing
potentially hidden items or quickly becoming assaultive in her “worked up” state.

Based on a review and analysis of all information, the investigation has determined that
there is insufficient evidence to establish that misconduct occurred in relation to the
handcuffing of this prisoner as it is evident that Woodstock Police Policy and Procedure
was followed by the subject officer. As a result, with respect to this allegation, the
conclusion is unsubstantiated.


