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What Caused an OPP Police Cruiser Impact With a 
Tree on the Exit Ramp From Highway 401 Near 
Ingersoll Ontario - Part 2 of 2 

Posting Date: 26-Dec 2013 
 

This article is Part 2 of a two-article discussion of a collision involving an OPP police 
cruiser that crashed on the westbound exit ramp of Highway 401 at Plank Line on the 
outskirts of Ingersoll, Ontario on December 18, 2013. The present article will discuss a 
test performed by Gorski Consulting at the collision site to explore some scenarios 
about how the collision occurred. 

 

1.0 Background 

News media in Southern Ontario reported the following collision involving an Ontario 
Provincial Police cruiser that reportedly occurred on the afternoon of December 18, 
2013.  

"Police seeking vehicle that fled scene of crash involving police cruiser near 
Ingersoll  

Sentinel-Review Staff  

Wednesday, December 18, 2013 5:09:44 EST PM  

An OPP officer suffered minor injuries after crashing into a tree on a ramp on Highway 401 near Ingersoll Wednesday 
afternoon.  

The collision occurred at 1:55 p.m. on the westbound off ramp at Plank Line. The officer was exiting the highway 
when they spotted a vehicle parked on the north shoulder of the off ramp. 

The vehicle suddenly pulled off the shoulder and onto the roadway directly in the path of the fully marked OPP 
cruiser, police said, causing the officer to drive their vehicle into a north ditch and strick a tree to avoid a collision. 

The other vehicle, described as a white Ford Fusion, did not remain or return to the scene. 

OPP are looking for any witnesses who have not yet spoken to police and may have information about this incident, 
or may be able to help identify the driver involved to contact them at 1-888-310-1122." 

This article was taken from the Woodstock Sentinel Review newspaper, of Woodstock, 
Ontario. The typographical errors in the article are printed as they occurred in the 
original article. 
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One reader of the article reported that he drove past the site shortly after the collision 
and he gave this account: 

"I actually took that off-ramp just after it happened (only one other cop car there at that 

point). When i saw it, the first thing I thought was "how fast was he going to get that far 

up the other side of the ditch". With the stop sign within ~50m, one would think his speed 

would be very slow at that point - if driving with care. And damage/injury it wasn't 

"hitting a tree", it was the impact of hitting the other side of the ditch and traveling uphill 

towards the Elmhurst. just my take on it. maybe it happened, maybe it didn't. one thing 

for sure, the cops would never believe that story if i told it." 

This was an intriguing account as it suggested that the official explanation of how the 
collision occurred was suspect. 

We attended the collision site on the morning of December 19th, 2013. Detailed 
photographs were taken of the evidence and a test was conducted with a vehicle 
instrumented with several video cameras. This led to the writing of an initial article, Part 
1, that summarized the evidence at the site. The present article, Part 2, will discuss the 
test that was performed at the site. 

 

2.0 Test at Accident Site 

On the morning of December 19th, 2013 we attached several video cameras to a 2007 
Buick Allure passenger car. This vehicle was driven westbound through the ramp road. 
The videos were compiled in the Adobe Premiere video editting program where the 
views were synchronized. Several frames from this project will be reviewed  during our 
discussion of the test. 

Figure 1 shows a frame taken from our video project showing a compilation of three 
views from the video cameras that were installed during the testing. 

In Figure 1 the large view in the centre of the frame is taken from a video camera 
attached at the bridge of the nose of the test driver. In the centre of this view is a white 
circle which represents the centre of where the driver's head is pointing. So in Figure 1 
the circle is at the edge of the north roadside indicating that this is the direction in which 
the driver's head was pointing. The pointing angle of the driver's head cannot determine 
where the driver's attention was fixated so the driver verbalized what was being looked 
at as that driver travelled through the ramp road. 

In the bottom left corner of the frame is a display of the speedometer that was taken by 
another video camera and this provided information about the vehicle's speed as it 
passed through the ramp. 

Finally, in the bottom right corner of the frame is a view taken from a video camera that 
was mounted to the center dash area and pointed forward through the centre of the 
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vehicle's windshield. In fact, If you look at the large view from the bridge of the driver's 
nose, you can see the camera that is mounted to the dash in the middle of the 
windshield. 

 

Figure 1: Frame at time "Zero" as the test vehicle travels through the ramp road. 

Comparing the view from the driver's nose to that of the camera at the dash it can be 
noted that the view from the driver's nose is "zoomed in" much more and that we see a 
much narrower field of view. So things appear to be much closer than they really are 
while the camera at the vehicle's dash provides a wider field of view that provides a 
better indicator of the vehicle's position. 

Al though the videotaping in the test was started several minutes previous to the view 
shown in Figure 1, we have truncated the project so that we just deal with the essential 
elements. 

At this time it can be noted that our test vehicle has advanced some distance into the 
ramp and that  the vehicle is approaching the two, large, blue signs on the north 
roadside that were discussed in the earlier article (Part 1). Note that the test vehicle is 
travelling around the right curve of the ramp and this ramp will eventually straighten out 
for a short distance before curving again to the left where the cruiser impact occurred. 
Note in the bottom left corner of the frame that the vehicle's current speed is about 72 
kilometres per hour. 
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In Figure 2 the vehicle has advanced slightly. This is the point when the two, large, blue 
signs no longer obstruct the driver's view of the north shoulder. The vehicle speed is still 
about 72 km/h. In the audio accompanying Frames 1 and 2 the test driver indicates that 
his attention is focused on the "curve of ramp" meaning that he is looking at the 
geometry of the ramp road so that he can properly steer through its curve. This is 
confirmed by noting that the white circle is located in the general vicinity of the road so 
the driver's head is pointed in the expected direction. 

 

Figure 2: This frame is the approximate time/distance when the two large blue signs no longer block the driver's view of the 
north shoulder of the ramp road. 

If we assign a time of "zero"  to the frame in Figure 2 then the frame shown in Figure 3 
is at 2.0 seconds, or two seconds have elapsed between Figures 2 and 3.  

In Figure 3 we see that the vehicle is approaching the end of the right curve.  In the 
audio accompanying the frame the driver continues to indicate "curve of ramp" meaning 
his attention is still focused on looking at the geometry of the curve so that he can guide 
the vehicle around the curve.  This is confirmed by noting that the white circle is located 
at the edge between the ramp and north shoulder. The vehicle's speed has dropped to 
approximately 69 km/h and this is consistent with the driver's release of the accelerator 
pedal and the continued coasting of the vehicle to a slower speed. 

Interestingly, even if the police officer was totally oblivious to the presence of a parked 
car on the north shoulder, this test shows how the test driver's attention is focused 
toward that shoulder even though a vehicle does not exist there. 
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Figure 3: Frame at 2.0 seconds. The vehicle is coasting toward the end of the right curve and the driver's attention is focused 
on the geometry of the curve. 

Commencing at 3.13 seconds the driver begins to turn his head to the left to check the 
view behind him in his driver's exterior mirror. This head motion is completed at 3.70 
seconds as shown in Figure 4. Note that there is no traffic visible behind the test vehicle 
through this mirror. 

The driver then turns his head back to the right to check his rear view mirror. His head 
reaches that location at 4.73 seconds and this view is shown in Figure 5. The white 
circle indicates that the driver's head does not turn all the way to face that mirror 
therefore the remaining adjustment is performed by the driver directing his eyes to the 
mirror.  The vehicle's speed is now about 65 km/h. 

While there was no traffic visible via the driver's exterior mirror, Figure 5 shows that, 
about one second later, the driver is able to detect that there is a white car visible via 
the rear view mirror. 

This demonstrates a key point in the analysis of this case. When looking in the mirrors 
to detect vehicles coming from behind, the existence of a curve can cause a driver to 
fail to detect the presence of a vehicle. The failure to detect does not have to come from 
a moving vehicle, such as the one in this test. It can come from a vehicle that is parked 
on a shoulder and an approaching police cruiser changes its position with respect to the 
driver's view in his or her mirrors because that cruiser's motion is through a curve. 
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Figure 4: Frame at 3.70 seconds. The driver looks in the driver's exterior mirror and there is no vehicle visible in the mirror. 

 

Figure 5: Frame at 4.73 seconds. A vehicle that was not visible a second earlier is now visible in the rear view mirror. 
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Figure 6 shows that, at 6.37 seconds the test driver looks back into the driver's exterior 
mirror and now the white car is visible in that mirror. We also note that the test vehicle is 
travelling along the straight section of the ramp road. Thus it makes sense, as the road 
straightens, that the driver's exterior mirror would be capable of displaying the white car 
that is also travelling on that straight section of the ramp road. We also see that the test 
vehicle has continued it gradual deceleration such that its speed is about 61 km/h. In 
the short distance ahead we see that the ramp road will begin to curve to the left and 
this is where the police cruiser travelled off the right (north) side of the road. 

 

Figure 6: Frame at 6.37 seconds. The white car becomes visible in the driver's exterior mirror as both vehicles travel along 
the straight section of the ramp road. 

Figure 7 shows the position of the test vehicle at 7.33 seconds. Although it is difficult to 
be certain, we estimate that, at this time, the test vehicle is adjacent to the point where 
the police cruiser travelled off the north edge of the ramp road. The test vehicle's speed 
is about 58 km/h. 

Figure 8 shows the position of the test vehicle at 9.17 seconds. Again, at this time and 
location the test vehicle is approximately adjacent to the location where the police 
cruiser came to rest on the north roadside. We can see that the test vehicle has coasted 
down to a speed of 52 km/h. 

Overall, it can be seen that from Figure 2 to Figure 8 the test vehicle has coasted down 
from a speed of 72 to 52 km/h in about 9.17 seconds, or an average deceleration of 
about 2.2 km/h per second, or about -0.6 metres per second, or about  -.06 g. This is a 
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faster rate of deceleration than what would normally be expected from a rolling 
resistance on level ground and this confirms that the vehicle has been climbing up a 
slight upgrade during its travel.  

 

Figure 7: Frame at 7.33 seconds. This is approximately the location where the test vehicle is adjacent to the point where the 
police cruiser left the north side of the ramp road. 

So even if the cruiser was not braked at any time during its travel in this section of the 
ramp road its speed could have been reduced considerably, just from coasting, even 
before the cruiser reached the point where it exited the road. Yet, one would think, in 
attempting to avoid the mystery Fusion the police officer would apply his brake, to some 
degree before exiting the ramp road. So one would think that the speed lost by the 
cruiser should be substantially more than 20 km/h before it exited the ramp road. 

We also see that the test driver performed a relatively typical motion and that other 
vehicles would likely travel at similar speeds. Near the cruiser's point of exit the test 
vehicle was travelling about 58 km/h. With maximum braking on a dry asphalt road a 
vehicle with ABS brakes could certainly come to a halt from 58 km/h in a distance of 
about 15 metres.  Accompanied by the substantial upgrade of the north roadside and 
the deep snow we find it difficult to believe that the cruiser could not attain a similar rate 
of deceleration and the distance from the point of exit to the tree would likely not be 
much different than the 15 km/h. Yet we see all this remaining destruction by way of the 
tree impact and all the damage to the brush and fence. Clearly the police cruiser was 
not travelling anywhere near 58 km/h when it exited the ramp road. 
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Figure 8: Frame at 9.17 seconds. We estimate that at this location the test vehicle is adjacent to the final rest position of the 
police cruiser. 

And when one considers the substantial speed it likely lost before the cruiser reached 
its exit of the ramp road, one can only come to the conclusion that the police cruiser 
was travelling much faster than a typical user of the ramp when the mysterious Ford 
Fusion pulled out in front of it. 

Conclusions 

Generally speaking the police officer involved in this collision was lucky. The situation 
could have been much worse had the cruiser encountered something immovable such 
as the large tree that it just grazed. If the cruiser had rotated and began leading with its 
driver's side, a relatively mild impact of a tree into the driver's door could prove lethal. 
So it is fortunate that none of this occurred. But we are compelled to emphasize that this 
luck is not universal. 

It was only this past March of 2013 that a young, female constable with the Guelph 
Police Service, Jennifer Kovach,  lost her life when her cruiser rotated out of control and 
the right side of the cruiser collided with the immovable front end of a transit bus on a 
street in Guelph, Ontario. During the official news conference that was to reveal the 
police investigation of the matter, the cruiser's speed was revealed to be about 121 
km/h although  there was no mention of the speed obtained from  the cruiser's event 
data recorder. The police spokesperson suggested that it was the exceptional training of 
the officer that enabled her to gain control of her cruiser through a portion of her travel 
leading to the impact when, from what we observed, there was no evidence to reach 
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such a conclusion. There was also opinion given that the constable's not wearing a 
seatbelt was immaterial as the collision was non-survivable; another claim that we 
dispute. 

It was also less than a month ago that Toronto Police Service Constable John Zivcic 
was killed after his cruiser glanced off of an impact with another vehicle in a Toronto 
intersection and his cruiser collided  with a number of roadside objects. While sadness 
was expressed about his passing little was said that the cruiser must have been 
travelling at high speed through this urban intersection. Could this tragedy have been 
prevented? Was this high speed absolutely necessary? Nothing was publicly revealed 
on this point. 

Conversely, in a website article that we posted on October 3rd, 2013 ("Vague Official 
Explanation for OPP Police Cruiser Rollover in Lambton County - A Review of the 
Physical Evidence") we emphasized the good luck that two OPP officers had when their 
cruiser was travelling at very high speed and entered a state of loss-of-control, ending 
up, upside down, in a roadside ditch. Things could easily have been much worse. The 
official explanation why this collision occurred was poor and left the impression that the 
true facts were not being disclosed. 

Often it is a simple roll of the dice whether one collision turns into a tragedy while 
another results in minimal consequences. We have observed that some police want to 
explain that the results are somehow under their control. In fact, from over 33 years of 
experience in examining numerous fatal and major collisions we know that this is a 
dangerous bravado. Police who receive "advanced training" can come to the belief that 
they are invincible.  Even when their cruiser crashes some will be quick to suggest "I 
meant to do that" or "I had to do that in the performance of my duties". While advanced 
training can provide some help it can also lead the officer into risky behavior. 

As to the police officer in the present case, we cannot determine whether his or her path 
was interfered with by the alleged Ford Fusion.  If the vehicle existed, and accelerated 
into the path of the police cruiser, our analysis indicates there could be a reasonable 
explanation why this would occur. What we do know is that the cruiser was travelling 
very quickly and this was likely a major factor in the collision. There is little doubt in our 
mind that the severity of the crash was sufficient that the vehicle's event data recorder 
("Black Box") would have recorded this event and it would be available to be 
downloaded by police investigators to reveal the significant speed of the cruiser. 

As demonstrated by the negative comments accompanying the official news articles on 
this incident, there is a significant segment of the public who have negative views of 
police and not all of those are past criminals or the like. The observation of one of  the 
commenters (displayed at the beginning of this article), who passed by the site shortly 
after its occurrence, was that he believed the police cruiser was travelling too quickly 
and that, if he told a story about a mystery vehicle causing his collision, he would not be 
believed. Comments like this resonate in the minds of people who pass that word along 
to others. Having examined the facts ourselves we come to a similar conclusion about 
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the cruiser's speed. Left as it stands, the appearance to many members of the public is 
that the police are hiding something to protect one of their own. 

We believe the status quo is not helpful to anyone. Occurrences like this need to be fully 
acknowledged by police and a disclosure of their investigation's findings need to be 
available for all to consider. Such an action is a benefit to every officer and the 
community at large.  
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