
Next Scheduled LPSB Open Meeting Date: March 20, 2025 

LONDON POLICE SERVICE BOARD 
PROPSED OPEN MEETING AGENDA 

Thursday February 20, 2025 
9:00am and 1:30pm  

Police HQ Executive Boardroom 601 Dundas Street 
9:00am Link to Livestream     1:30pm Link to Livestream

ITEM LEAD DETAILS 

OPEN MEETING PART One: 9:00am 

1 Call Open Meeting to Order Chair 

2 
Motion to move to Closed meeting pursuant to Section 44(1)(b) 
and 44(2) of the Community Safety and Policing Act 

Chair Decision 

CLOSED MEETING UNTIL 1:30PM 

OPEN MEETING PART Two: 1:30pm 

1 

Procedural Matters 

Opening Remarks 

Disclosures of Interest 

Introduction of New Business 

Approval of Minutes 

Chair Information 

2 
London Police Service Board Office 

2025 Committee Assignments (Verbal with Decision) 
Chair 

Decision 

3 

Support Services 

Digital Evidence Management Project Report #2502SS03 

Body Worn Camera Implementation Presentation 

Dep. Chief MacSween Information 

4 

Corporate Services 

Collection of Identifying Information Report # 2502CS01 

Mandated Annual Report (O. Reg. 58/16) 

Dep. Chief MacSween Information 

https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_NWMxOTM2ZDItNDRlNi00MjUwLWI1MTEtNThmZGZjYTAyZjAx%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%2240b07fb7-1d84-40b0-bf87-3b099a78b6b3%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%227b494a23-d86e-4340-85cf-3d2771184f4f%22%7d
https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_YTVjYmJjYjQtMGViNS00ZTJmLWJiMmQtMjQ3YTVkOGZhOWQx%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%2240b07fb7-1d84-40b0-bf87-3b099a78b6b3%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%227b494a23-d86e-4340-85cf-3d2771184f4f%22%7d


5 

Executive Administration: Professional Standards Branch 

Chief’s Administrative Investigation 

5.1 Custody Injury SIU 24-OCI-213 Report #2502EA04 

5.2 Custody Injury SIU 24-OCI-246 Report #2502EA05 

5.3 Custody Injury SIU 24-OCI-267 Report #2502EA06 

5.4 Custody Injury SIU 24-OCI-358 Report #2502EA07 

Dep. Chief Bastien Information 

6 

Verbal Updates 

• Chair Chahbar
• ED Johanssen – Reference Document 2502-001
• Chief Truong

Chair 

ED 

Chief 

Information 

7 New Business Chair Information 

8 ADJOURNMENT Chair 
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LONDON POLICE SERVICE BOARD 
MINUTES OF THE OPEN MEETING 

Thursday January 16, 2025 
HYBRID: Police Headquarters-Executive Boardroom / Teams 

 
 

ATTENDANCE 
London Police Service Board 
Members and Staff 

London Police Department 

Ali A. Chahbar, Chair Chief Thai Truong  
Megan Walker, Vice Chair Deputy Chief Paul Bastien  
Nancy Branscombe, Member  Deputy Chief Scott Guilford (Regrets) 
Ryan Gauss, Member Deputy Chief Treena MacSween 
Steve Lehman, Member  Madeline McKinnon, Director Legal Services (Regrets) 
Josh Morgan, Member   
Susan Stevenson, Member  
Stephanie Johannsen, Executive Director  
Melanie Coleman, Administrative Assistant  

Guests 
Ron LeClair, Police Service Advisor   

 
OPEN MEETING PART 1: 9:09AM 
 
1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 9:09 AM 

 
2. MOVE INTO CLOSED SESSION AT 9:11 AM 

 
Moved By: S. Lehman 
Seconded By: R. Gauss 

“THAT the Board moves from Open to Closed session pursuant to Section 44(2) of the 
Community Safety and Policing Act.” 

CARRIED 
Returned To Open Session, Part 2: 1:54 PM 
 
1. PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

• Opening Remarks 
• Disclosures of Interest: None 
• Introduction of New Business: None 

 
Chair Chahbar shared that the London Police Service Board met in camera to review the 
complaints regarding Member Stevenson.  After considering the Ontario Civilian Police 
Commission’s decision that no investigation was warranted, the Board concluded that 
Member Stevenson did not violate the Code of Conduct. Therefore, no further action is 
required.  
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Moved By: R. Gauss  
 Seconded By: S. Lehman 

“THAT the London Police Service Board approve the December 19, 2024 Open 
Minutes as presented.”  

CARRIED 
 
2.  CITY OF LONDON SUBMISSION TO MINISTRY OF FINANCE REPORT #2501PB01 
 
 Member Morgan discussed the financial report and provided an update on the City’s 
 advocacy efforts for the Ontario government’s budget consultations.  The report emphasized 
 two key areas for consideration: 
 

1. Joint Fire and Police Training Centre.   
Mayor Morgan suggested that the City of London, along with other municipalities, advocate 
provincial investment in a regional facility that could support fire and police training across 
the region, potentially easing the burden on municipal budgets. 
 
2. Cost of Policing: 
Advocating for provincial support to offset the rising costs of policing.  This would align with 
support already provided to smaller municipalities and help address the increasing financial 
pressures on local police services. 
 
It was recommended that the London Police Service Board support these advocacy positions 
and submit an endorsement to the Ministry of Finance.  
 

 Moved By: Ryan Gauss 
 Seconded By: Steve Lehman 

“THAT the Board consider the enclosed ‘City of London 2025 Provincial Pre-Budget 
submission’ to the Ministry of Finance for endorsement. 

CARRIED 
 
3. 2024 Crime Stoppers Statistics Report #2501CI01 
 
 Moved By: R. Gauss 
 Seconded By: S. Stevenson 

“THAT The London Police Service Board receive the 2024 Crime Stoppers Statistics 
Report for informational Purposes.” 

CARRIED 
 
4. 2024 Complaints Report #2501EA01 
 
 Moved By: S. Lehman 
 Seconded By: R. Gauss 

“THAT The London Police Service Board receive the 2024 Complaints Report for 
informational Purposes.” 

CARRIED 
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5. 2024 Vehicle Pursuits Report #2501UD01 
 
 Moved By: S. Stevenson 

Seconded By: R. Gauss 
“THAT The London Police Service Board receive the 2024 Complaints Report for 
informational Purposes.” 

CARRIED 
 
6. VERBAL UPDATES 

 
Chair Chahbar updated the board on the Anti-Racism Advisory Panel, which meets quarterly.  
The panel consists of two board members, including the Chair, and several community 
members who discuss issues impacting the board from a diversity perspective.  The latest 
meeting was held on December 17th, where discussions covered topics such as the 
Community Safety and Policing Act, legislative requirements, and the diversity plan.  
 
Vice Chair Walker provided an update on her attendance at the January 9th Swearing in 
Ceremony, where along with Member Gauss, represented the London Police Service Board.  
The event was described as emotion and inspiring, highlighting the pride on the faces of the 
new officers and their families.  
 

 Executive Director Johanssen updated everyone on her recent activities noting that lots of 
administrative work has been going on behind the scenes.  She shared plans for the board’s 
roadmap for 2025 inclusive an updated website aimed at becoming a communication and 
information hub with sections on police oversight, news, updates as well as a blog.  She also 
discussed her recent attendance at The Canadian Association of Police Governance summit 
in Ottawa which emphasized the continuous need from growth in governance practices.  Key 
presentations included budget transparency and the role of the Inspector General in 
supporting boards’ legislative compliance.  

 
 Chief Truong provided an overview of key updates and achievements from 2024 and plans 

for the upcoming year.  He thanked the board for their continued support, emphasizing 
efforts to improve police service for the community.  His update highlighted the following 
items: 

• Road safety is a significant concern in the community 
• The introduction of a provincial dashboard for bail compliance, which will help track 

individuals charged with firearms offenses and improve community safety through 
real-time data 

• The rollout of body-warm cameras, aimed at increasing accountability and 
transparency within the police service, noting a media release  

• Enhanced community engagement through better crime reporting 
• The upcoming Chief’s Gala raising funds for local mental health organizations, 

currently over 1,000 tickets sold 
 
The Board expressed gratitude for the team’s efforts, recognizing the significant process 
made in creating a safer city for London and acknowledged the improvement in response 
times, reflecting the Chief’s dedication to public safety. 
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7. CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR ELECTIONS 
 

CHAIR ELECTIONS:  
Member Branscombe nominated Ali Chahbar for the position of Chair 
Member Walker seconded the nomination 
Chair Chahbar accepted the nomination 
 
Moved By:  N. Branscombe 
Seconded By: M. Walker  
 “THAT The London Police Service Board re-appoints Ali Chahbar as Chair.” 

CARRIED 
 

 VICE CHAIR ELECTIONS: 
Member Lehman nominated Member Gauss 
Member Morgan seconded the nomination 
Member Gauss accepted the nomination 
 
Moved By:  S. Lehman 
Seconded By: J. Morgan 

“THAT The London Police Service Board appoint Member Ryan Gauss to the position of 
Vice Chair.” 

CARRIED 
 
7. Adjournment  
 

Moved By: R. Gauss 
Seconded By:  S. Stevenson 

“THAT The London Police Service Board adjourn the January 16, 2025 Open Meeting.” 
CARRIED 

 
 Adjournment 3:00pm 
 



 
 

LONDON POLICE SERVICE 
 

REPORT TO THE LONDON POLICE SERVICE BOARD 
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BOARD MEETING DATE: Feb 20, 2025 
BOARD REPORT #: 2502SS03 

MEETING: Open 
 
 

TO:  Chair and Members of the London Police Service Board 
 
FROM: Treena MacSween, Deputy Chief    
 
SUBJECT: Digital Evidence Advancement Project  
 
PURPOSE:  Update / Information Purposes Only 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): 
 
THAT the London Police Service Board receive the attached presentation as information 
relating to the ongoing implementation of the Digital Evidence Advancement Project initiatives. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The attached presentation will serve to provide an update on the Digital Evidence Advancement 
Project, and also provide a current situational report pertaining to the status of the project and 
projected timelines for the remaining project initiatives. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
  
Funding for the purchase and implementation of the Digital Evidence Management System 
(DEMS) formed part of the approved multi-year budget through the Public Safety and 
Infrastructure Modernization business case. 
 
The Digital Evidence Management system includes: Body Worn Cameras, In Car Cameras, 
Interview Room Cameras, and Electronic Notes (eNotes) systems. 
 
In late 2024, the LPS received access to the Digital Evidence Management System and began 
taking delivery of AXON products in November.  Over the past few months, significant 
background and preparatory work was completed in anticipation of the January 2025 initial 
phased implementation of DEMS, Body Worn Cameras (BWC), and Interview Room Cameras.  
 
On January 20, 2025, the LPS was excited to announce the launch of Body Worn Cameras.  
The launch of this initiative included a robust communications strategy that reinforced our 
commitment to improving public trust, evidence collection and reduction in call times. 
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The initial phase involved the deployment of 23 cameras to members of Uniform Patrol, Traffic 
Management Unit, Emergency Response Unit, and Canine Unit. On the same date, all AXON 
equipped interview rooms became fully operational. 
 
Subsequent phased deployments of the Body Worn Cameras will occur over the coming year 
with an end goal of having all cameras deployed by early 2026.  
 
The upgraded technology in our interview rooms and introduction of Body Worn Cameras marks 
a significant milestone in the modernization of the LPS.  Through collaborative efforts, we are 
maintaining our planned progress and remain on schedule. 
 
  
PREPARED BY:  Inspector Brent Lipskey  
 
Attachment(s):   Digital Evidence Advancement Project (DEAP) PowerPoint slide deck  



Digital Evidence Advancement Project (DEAP)

Axon Tools for Front-Line Policing



01
Body Worn Cameras (BWC)

Axon Body 4

In-Car Cameras (ICC)

Interview Room Cameras

E-Notes

01

02

03

04 Fleet 3 with Automatic License Plate Reader (ALPR)

Smartphone App

Evidence.com

Digital Evidence
Management System (DEMS)

05

Digital Evidence Advancement Project (DEAP)



DEMS
(E.COM)

Centralized platform 
for managing 

all digital evidence

Body Worn 
Camera

(BWC)

Interview Room 
Cameras

In Car Camera 
(ALPR)

E-Notes

Durable, high-quality 
cameras for real-time 

interaction capture

Secure systems for 
recording interviews 

for all interview rooms 
and 2 x Mobile Kits

Vehicle-mounted 
cameras that capture 
video, audio, and 
automatically scan 
and identify license 
plates in real-time

Mobile note-taking 
system, integrated 
with Axon Evidence

Digital Evidence Advancement Project (DEAP)



2025
Q1

2025
Q3

2026
Q1

2026
Q3

2027
Q1

2027
Q3

20 BWC
Interview Rooms
10 In Car Camera 

(ALPR)

250 BWC 
Deployment

188 BWC
Deployment

In Car Camera 
(ALPR) Readiness

E-Notes Readiness

150 In Car Camera 
(ALPR) 

E-Notes 
Deployment

Project Completion

Project Timeline

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3

January 13, Axon Week: AB4 Training for 40 users and subject matter experts. Begin 
installation of Interview Room Cameras and In-Car Cameras.
Media Blitz: Public engagement through media and internal info sessions to share updates.
Go-Live Date: Cameras scheduled to go live on January 20, 2025.



Why the phased implementation approach?

TRAINING AND 
ONBOARDING

SYSTEM TESTING AND 
TROUBLESHOOTING

REDACTION AND 
DISCLOSURE

ENSURE PROJECT 
SUCCESS



Where Are We Now?

All interview room 
camera systems 
converted and 

operational

Initial deployment 
of 23 Body Worn 

Cameras complete 
and operational 
since January 20

Additional 25 Body 
Worn Cameras 

deployed ahead of 
schedule on 
February 7

10 In Car Camera 
systems installed 

and awaiting 
deployment



Where Are We Headed?

Ongoing training of 
remaining frontline 

officers for BWC 
deployment

Third deployment of 
BWC’s anticipated by 
the end of February

Planning subsequent 
BWC deployments 
throughout March, 
April, and May to 

accelerate the 
project timeline

Completion of 
procedures and user 
guides to implement 

the 10 In Car 
Cameras by 

mid-March



How Are We Doing?

Drastic improvement in video quality and ease of 
use with Interview Room Cameras

Efficiency improvement with auto transcription of 
Interviews, negating need for a second 

investigator to take interview notes

Significant time saving with frontline members 
conducting BWC witness statements – increased 

quality and veracity of statements

Positive response from community members 
interacting with officers wearing a BWC



DEAP

Thank you
Questions?
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TO: Chair and Members of the London Police Service Board 
 

FROM: Treena MacSween, Deputy Chief  
 

SUBJECT: Mandated Yearly Report: Collection of Identifying Information in Certain 
Circumstances (O. Reg. 400/23) 

 
PURPOSE: Update / Information Purposes Only 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
 

It is recommended that the Board receive this Report for their information. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 

There are no financial implications associated to this Report. 
 

SUMMARY: 
 

The Inspector assigned to the Corporate Support and Continuous Improvement Branch of the 
Corporate Services Division is responsible for preparing the annual report regarding the 
collection of identifying information in certain circumstances, in accordance with Ontario 
Regulation 400/23. 

 
Officers that engage in regulated interactions are required to make an entry into the London 
Police Service’s Record Management System. These submissions are reviewed by a 
designated verifier who determines whether the interaction was in compliance with the 
Regulation or should be moved to a restricted database. 

 
During the period of January 1 to December 31, 2024, the London Police Service recorded no regulated 
interactions as defined by the Regulation. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
In June 2015, the Ministry of the Solicitor General (named the Ministry of Community Safety and 
Correctional Services at the time) announced a move towards the regulation of street checks to 
ensure a fair and consistent approach throughout the province. 

 
In October 2015, the Ministry published draft Regulations and, in March 2016, announced that 
the Province of Ontario would prohibit carding and street checks as set out new rules for Police 

BOARD MEETING DATE: February 20, 2025 
BOARD REPORT #: 2502CS01 

MEETING: Open 
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Interactions (Police Services Act O. Reg. 58/16). The implementation date of the new legislation 
was January 1, 2017. The finalized Regulation and training materials were made available to 
Police agencies in July 2016. 

 
In 2024 Ontario Regulation 58/16 of the Police Services Act was revoked and replaced by 
Ontario Regulation 400/23 of the Community Safety and Policing Act. 

 
Initial and ongoing training for officers is prescribed in Regulation, with the initial training taking 
place in 2016, and refresher training prescribed every three years thereafter. 

 
During 2022, all sworn members of the organization were required to complete the refresher 
training for “Collection of Identifying Information in Certain Circumstances” (CIICC). The next 
scheduled training will take place in 2025. 

 
Findings from the Inspector’s review of (any) regulated interactions 

 

There were no regulated interactions as defined by O. Reg. 400/23. The contents of the annual 
report to the Board, made under section 15 of the Regulation requires the following to be 
reported annually: 

 
Number of attempted collections 0 

Number of attempts in which Identifying Information was collected 0 

Number of individuals from whom identifying information was collected 0 

Number of times the following provisions were relied upon to advise the individual of 
his/her rights that they were not required to provide identifying information to police: 

 
 

0 i) might compromise the safety of the individual 

ii) would likely compromise an ongoing police investigation 0 

iii) might allow confidential informant to be identified 0 

iv) might disclose the identity of a person contrary to law 0 

Number of times an individual not provided a receipt because they didn’t indicate they 
wanted one 

0 

Number of times a receipt was not provided as doing so might:  
0 

i) compromise the safety of the individual  

ii) might delay the officer from responding to another matter 0 

Number of times officers permitted access to identifying information that has been 
restricted 

0 

 
CONCLUSION: 

 
It is recommended that the Board receive this Report for their information. 

 
PREPARED BY: Inspector Katherine Dann, Inspector  
 Corporate Support and Continuous Improvement Branch 
 
Attachment(s): Appendix A “Complaint Report- Collection of Identifying Information” 

 



601 Dundas Street, P.O. Box 3415 
London, ON N6A 4K9 

 

 
 

MEMO 
 
 

TO: Inspector Katherine Dann 
Corporate Support and Continuous Improvement Branch 

 
FROM: Inspector Charlene Humble 

Professional Standards Branch 
 

SUBJECT: COMPLAINT REPORT - IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERAL 
RESPONSIBILITES-005.01, COLLECTION OF IDENTIFYING INFORMATION 
PROCEDURE 

 
 

DATE: January 28, 2025 
 
 

This report is submitted in accordance with LPS Procedure GR-005.01, Collection of 
Identifying Information. 

 
During 2024, the Professional Standards Branch received no complaints from the public 
related to regulated interactions. 

 
The following table will outline these complaints from 2020 forward, with a 5-year 
comparison. 

 
Origin of 

Complaint 
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Public 0 0 0 0 0 
Public – 
substantiated 

0 0 0 0 0 

Public – 
unsubstantiated 

0 0 0 0 0 

Chief’s Office 0 0 0 0 0 
Chief’s - 
substantiated 

0 0 0 0 0 

Chief’s - 
unsubstantiated 

0 0 0 0 0 

 
 
 
 

London Police Service 



 

Complaint Report- Collection of Identifying Information 
January 28, 2025 
Page 2 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Inspector Charlene Humble 

Professional Standards Branch 

 
 

Cc: Inspector Katheirne Dann 



 
 

LONDON POLICE SERVICE 
 

REPORT TO THE LONDON POLICE SERVICE BOARD 
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BOARD MEETING DATE: February 20, 2025 
BOARD REPORT #: 2502EA04 

MEETING: Open 
 
 

TO:  Chair and Members of the London Police Service Board 
 
FROM: Paul Bastien, Deputy Chief 
 
SUBJECT: Chief’s Administrative Investigation – Custody Injury  
  
PURPOSE:  Update / Information Purposes Only 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): 
THAT the London Police Service Board receive this report for information purposes. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:  
There are no financial implications associated with the recommendation(s). 

SUMMARY: 
An investigation related to an incident investigated by the Special Investigations Unit involving a 
serious injury sustained by an individual in custody was undertaken by the London Police Service 
Professional Standards Branch. The investigation determined the officers designated as subject 
or witness officials to have complied with standards of conduct set out in the Community Safety 
and Policing Act, and with applicable London Police Service procedure. 

DISCUSSION:  
Background 
When the SIU Director investigates an incident involving the death, serious injury, or sexual 
assault of a person, or the discharge of a firearm at a person, the Chief is required to conduct an 
administrative investigation into officer conduct, the policing provided, and procedures related to 
the incident (Sec. 81, CSPA). This is the Chief’s report to the Board in respect of the investigation 
into the above-referenced incident, submitted in accordance with Sec. 8 of O. Reg. 90/24, CSPA. 
In a letter dated September 27, 2024, Director Joseph Martino notified the Chief that the SIU file 
had been closed on the basis that there were no reasonable grounds in the evidence to proceed 
with charges and that there was no further action contemplated.  
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SIU Incident Narrative1 
In the late afternoon of May 19, 2024, Officer #1 and Officer #2 were dispatched to an 
address in the area of Dundas Street and Clarke Road. A woman had contacted police to 
report that an inebriated Complainant, of a nearby address, was causing a disturbance and 
had threatened to stab her and her child. The officers encountered the Complainant and 
moved to take him into custody for uttering threats. There was also a warrant in effect for 
his arrest. The Complainant fled into his home. 

Additional officers responded to the scene and set up a perimeter at the front and rear of 
the Complainant’s residence. The Complainant appeared at an open second-floor rear 
window. Led by the Subject Officer (SO)2, the police attempted to persuade the 
Complainant to give himself up at the front door. The Complainant refused to do so and 
demanded to see an arrest warrant. A family member – Civilian Witness (CW) #2 – attended 
at the rear of the residence and also encouraged him to surrender. She was shown a copy 
of the warrant on an officer’s phone, and confirmed to the Complainant that the warrant was 
valid. 

About 25 minutes into the standoff, after indicating a willingness to turn himself in at the 
front of the house, the Complainant abruptly climbed out the window, grabbed onto a 
drainpipe, and lowered himself to the ground below. The Complainant broke his right heel 
on impact with the ground. 

The Complainant was arrested without further incident, and taken to the station and then to 
hospital where his injury was diagnosed. 

SIU Analysis and Director’s Decision1 
The Complainant broke a foot in a descent from a height on May 19, 2024. As police officers 
were present at the time to take the Complainant into custody, the SIU was notified of the 
incident and initiated an investigation. The SO was identified as the subject official. The 
investigation is now concluded. On my assessment of the evidence, there are no reasonable 
grounds to believe that the SO committed a criminal offence in connection with the 
Complainant’s injury. 

The offence that arises for consideration is criminal negligence causing bodily 
harm contrary to section 221 of the Criminal Code. The offence is reserved for serious 
cases of neglect that demonstrate a wanton or reckless disregard for the lives or safety of 
other persons. It is predicated, in part, on conduct that amounts to a marked and substantial 
departure from the level of care that a reasonable person would have exercised in the 
circumstances. In the instant case, the question is whether there was a want of care on the 
part of the SO, sufficiently egregious to attract criminal sanction, that caused or contributed 
to the Complainant’s injury. In my view, there was not. 

The officers surrounding the Complainant’s residence, including the SO, were lawfully 
placed and in the execution of their duties through the series of events culminating in the 
Complainant’s descent. Given the information at their disposal about the Complainant’s 
threats to neighbours, and the warrant in effect for his arrest, the officers were within their 
rights in seeking to take the Complainant into custody. 

In the brief time that the SO engaged with the Complainant at the back of the house, the 
officer comported himself with due care and regard for the Complainant’s well-being. 

 
1 Excerpt taken from SIU Director’s Report – Case #24-OCI-213, which may be found in its entirety online at 
https://www.siu.on.ca/en/directors_report_details.php?drid=4036 
2 “Subject Official” means, in respect of an incident referred to in subsection 15 (1) of the SIU Act, an official whose 
conduct appears, in the opinion of the SIU Director, to have been a cause of the incident. 
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While making it clear that the Complainant would be arrested, the SO encouraged him 
to surrender safely at the front of the house. On one occasion when the Complainant 
was attempting to access the roof from the window, the officer warned him of the danger 
he was courting, and the Complainant backed off. The Complainant’s family member 
was also permitted to speak to him, which did not appear effective until the very end 
when it seemed the Complainant was prepared to give himself up. As for the 
Complainant’s decision to scale down the drainpipe, apparently free-falling from it some 
way down the pipe, that ill-fated decision was entirely his own. Moreover, the 
Complainant acted so quickly, there was no time for any of the officers to do anything 
about it. 

For the foregoing reasons, there is no basis for proceeding with charges in this case. 

CONCLUSION: 
The PSB investigation determined that LPS procedures related to the incident were in 
keeping with legislation and written such as to provide adequate and appropriate guidance 
to it members.  
With respect to the conduct of the designated officials, the investigation determined it to have 
been in compliance with standards set out in the Community Safety and Policing Act and with 
London Police Service procedure. 
 
PREPARED BY: Inspector Charlene Humble, Professional Standards Branch  

Attachment(s):  None. 
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REPORT TO THE LONDON POLICE SERVICE BOARD 
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BOARD MEETING DATE: February 20, 2025 
BOARD REPORT #: 2502EA05 

MEETING: Open 
 
 

TO:  Chair and Members of the London Police Service Board 
 
FROM: Paul Bastien, Deputy Chief  
 
SUBJECT: Chief’s Administrative Investigation – Custody Injury  
 
PURPOSE:  Update / Information Purposes Only 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): 
THAT the London Police Service Board receive this report for information purposes. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:  
There are no financial implications associated with the recommendation(s). 

SUMMARY: 
An investigation related to an incident investigated by the Special Investigations Unit involving a 
serious injury sustained by an individual in custody was undertaken by the London Police Service 
Professional Standards Branch. The investigation determined the officers designated as subject 
or witness officials to have complied with standards of conduct set out in the Community Safety 
and Policing Act, and with applicable London Police Service procedure. 

DISCUSSION:  
Background 
When the SIU Director investigates an incident involving the death, serious injury, or sexual 
assault of a person, or the discharge of a firearm at a person, the Chief is required to conduct an 
administrative investigation into officer conduct, the policing provided, and procedures related to 
the incident (Sec. 81, CSPA). This is the Chief’s report to the Board in respect of the investigation 
into the above-referenced incident, submitted in accordance with Sec. 8 of O. Reg. 90/24, CSPA. 
In a letter dated September 25, 2024, Director Joseph Martino notified the Chief that the SIU file 
had been closed on the basis that there were no reasonable grounds in the evidence to proceed 
with charges and that there was no further action contemplated.  
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SIU Incident Narrative1 
In the afternoon of June 10, 2024, following a call to police about a man – the Complainant 
– seemingly unconscious in a vehicle parked at 1315 Commissioners Road East, 
London, LPS Officer #1 arrived on scene and arrested the male for impaired operation of a 
motor vehicle. The Complainant was confused and lethargic, but managed to walk to the 
officer’s cruiser. 

The Complainant was transported to the station, where his lethargy continued on full 
display. He repeatedly slumped over while in interview rooms, where he had been placed 
to contact a lawyer. On those occasions the Complainant managed to hold onto the 
telephone receiver, he quickly lost power and dropped the phone. The drug recognition 
officer – LPS Officer #2 – tried unsuccessfully on several occasions to conduct a drug 
examination; the Complainant kept falling asleep. Paramedics were eventually called to the 
station and took the Complainant to hospital. 

The Complainant was diagnosed with “likely polysubstance overdose”. 

SIU Analysis and Director’s Decision 
The Complainant lapsed into acute medical distress in hospital on June 10, 2024, following 
a stint in the custody of the LPS. The SIU was notified of the incident and initiated an 
investigation. The investigation is now concluded. On my assessment of the evidence, there 
are no reasonable grounds to believe that any LPS officer committed a criminal offence in 
connection with the Complainant’s medical event. 

The offences that arise for consideration are failure to provide the necessaries of 
life and criminal negligence causing bodily harm contrary to sections 215 and 221 of 
the Criminal Code, respectively. Both require something more than a simple want of care to 
give rise to liability. The former is predicated, in part, on conduct that amounts to a marked 
departure from the level of care that a reasonable person would have exercised in the 
circumstances. The latter is premised on even more egregious conduct that demonstrates 
a wanton or reckless disregard for the lives or safety of other persons. It is not made out 
unless the neglect constitutes a marked and substantial departure from a reasonable 
standard of care. In the instant case, the question is whether there was any want of care on 
the part of any of the Complainant’s custodians, sufficiently serious to attract criminal 
sanction, that endangered the Complainant’s life or caused his medical event. In my view, 
there was not. 

I am satisfied that the Complainant was lawfully in the custody of police at all material times. 
On the evidence, it would appear that LPS Officer #1 had grounds to arrest the Complainant 
for impaired operation of a motor vehicle. 

While the care afforded the Complainant during his time in custody is subject to legitimate 
scrutiny, the evidence falls short of establishing that any officer transgressed the limits of 
care prescribed by the criminal law. The video footage of the Complainant at the police 
station depicts a man who could barely keep his eyes open and repeatedly slumped over 
unable to support himself. Arguably, given his arrest for driving while impaired and what 
appears to have been evidence available to his custodians of illicit drug use, officers ought 
to have acted quicker to arrange for medical attention. That said, it bears noting that the 
Complainant does appear to have been regularly monitored while in custody. Each time he 
slumped over or fell to the floor, it was not long before a police service member entered the 

 
1 Excerpt taken from SIU Director’s Report – Case #24-OCI-246, which may be found in its entirety online at 
https://www.siu.on.ca/en/directors_report_details.php?drid=4085 
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room to rouse him. Nor was the entire length of time from the moment the Complainant 
arrived at the station to the arrival of paramedics, about two-and-a-half hours, during which 
period the Complainant was sometimes able to operate on his own power, an egregiously 
long time in the circumstances. On this record, whether the Complainant’s custodians 
should have acted quicker than they did to call for an ambulance, their conduct did not 
amount to a marked departure from a reasonable standard of care, let alone a marked and 
substantial one. 

In the result, there is no basis for proceeding with criminal charges in this case.  

CONCLUSION: 
The PSB investigation determined that LPS procedures related to the incident were in keeping 
with legislation and written such as to provide adequate and appropriate guidance to it members.  
With respect to the conduct of the designated officials, the investigation determined it to have 
been in compliance with standards set out in the Community Safety and Policing Act and with 
London Police Service procedure. 
 
PREPARED BY: Inspector Charlene Humble, Professional Standards Branch  

Attachment(s):  None. 
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BOARD MEETING DATE: February 20, 2025 
BOARD REPORT #: 2502EA06 

MEETING: Open 
 
 

TO:  Chair and Members of the London Police Service Board 
 
FROM: Paul Bastien, Deputy Chief 
 
SUBJECT: Chief’s Administrative Investigation – Custody Injury  
  
PURPOSE:  Update / Information Purposes Only 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): 
THAT the London Police Service Board receive this report for information purposes. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:  
There are no financial implications associated with the recommendation(s). 

SUMMARY: 
An investigation related to an incident investigated by the Special Investigations Unit involving a 
serious injury sustained by an individual in custody was undertaken by the London Police Service 
Professional Standards Branch. The investigation determined the officer designated as subject 
or witness officials to have complied with standards of conduct set out in the Community Safety 
and Policing Act, and with applicable London Police Service procedure. 

DISCUSSION:  
Background 
When the SIU Director investigates an incident involving the death, serious injury, or sexual 
assault of a person, or the discharge of a firearm at a person, the Chief is required to conduct an 
administrative investigation into officer conduct, the policing provided, and procedures related to 
the incident (Sec. 81, CSPA). This is the Chief’s report to the Board in respect of the investigation 
into the above-referenced incident, submitted in accordance with Sec. 8 of O. Reg. 90/24, CSPA. 
In a letter dated October 23, 2024, Director Joseph Martino notified the Chief that the SIU file had 
been closed on the basis that there were no reasonable grounds in the evidence to proceed with 
charges and that there was no further action contemplated.  
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SIU Incident Narrative1 

In the afternoon of June 24, 2024, LPS received a call about a robbery at Canada 
Computers, 1045 Wellington Road. A male had attempted to steal merchandise and 
brandished a knife at store employees before fleeing in his vehicle. A description of the male 
and his vehicle was broadcast over the police radio. 

On-duty at the time in the area of the Parkwood Institute, Witness Official (WO)2 #1 was 
travelling north on Western Counties Road when he observed a vehicle matching the 
description provided in the radio broadcast – a white Volkswagen with rear-end damage. 
The Volkswagen travelled southward past him, and the officer turned his cruiser around to 
follow. 

The Complainant was operating the Volkswagen. He turned right at a fork in the road and 
continued west on Western Counties Road a short distance before pulling over, exiting the 
vehicle, and running north into a heavily wooded area. 

WO #1 was close behind and had seen the Complainant enter the woods. He arranged for 
a perimeter to be established around the area and waited for a police dog team to arrive. 

The Subject Official (SO)3 and his dog arrived on scene within minutes. With WO #1 in 
support, and the dog on a 30-foot lead, the SO entered the woods to start a track for the 
Complainant. The dog picked up a human scent and led the team north and west. They 
came upon a person at an encampment, who tipped the officers to where he had seen the 
Complainant. Shortly thereafter, as the SO and his dog entered into a field of tall grass, they 
located the Complainant. He was running away. The SO gave the order and the dog caught 
up to the Complainant and bit into his right forearm, bringing him to the ground. 

The SO and WO #1 arrived quickly as the Complainant attempted to release the dog’s grip 
of his arm. WO #1 delivered a punch to the back of the Complainant’s head before he took 
control of his left arm. The dog’s bite was released by the SO and the right arm brought 
behind the back, at which point the Complainant was handcuffed. 

Following his arrest, the Complainant was taken to hospital and treated for multiple 
lacerations of the right arm. 

SIU Analysis and Director’s Decision1 
The Complainant was seriously injured in the course of his arrest by LPS officers on June 
24, 2024. The SIU was notified of the incident and initiated an investigation naming the SO 
the subject official. The investigation is now concluded. On my assessment of the evidence, 
there are no reasonable grounds to believe that the SO committed a criminal offence in 
connection with the Complainant’s arrest and injuries. 

 
1 Excerpt taken from SIU Director’s Report – Case #24-OCI-267, which may be found in its entirety online at 
https://www.siu.on.ca/en/directors_report_details.php?drid=4114 
2 “Witness Official” means an official who, in the opinion of the SIU Director, is involved in an incident referred to 
in subsection 15 (1) of the SIU Act but is not a subject official in relation to the incident. 
3 “Subject Official” means, in respect of an incident referred to in subsection 15 (1) of the SIU Act, an official whose 
conduct appears, in the opinion of the SIU Director, to have been a cause of the incident. 
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Pursuant to section 25(1) of the Criminal Code, police officers are immune from criminal 
liability for force used in the course of their duties provided such force was reasonably 
necessary in the execution of an act that they were required or authorized to do by law. 

The Complainant matched the description of the robbery suspect. In the circumstances, I 
am satisfied that he was subject to arrest at the time of the events in question. 

I am also satisfied that the force used by the SO, namely, the use of the dog to bite and 
hold the Complainant, constituted justified force. The Complainant had made clear that he 
was not about to surrender and that some amount of force would be necessary to take him 
into custody. He had fled from WO #1 into the woods and continued to run when confronted 
by the officers in the field. The use of the dog as the instrument of that force made sense. 
The officers had good reason to believe that the Complainant had just committed a violent 
act, that he was still armed with a knife, and that he would physically resist arrest. A direct 
physical engagement risked serious bodily harm and even death whereas the use of the 
dog had the potential to temporarily neutralize the Complainant as the officers moved in to 
take him into custody. 

For the foregoing reasons, there is no basis for proceeding with criminal charges in this 
case.  

CONCLUSION: 
 
The PSB investigation determined that LPS procedures related to the incident were in keeping 
with legislation and written such as to provide adequate and appropriate guidance to it 
members.  
With respect to the conduct of the designated officials, the investigation determined it to have 
been in compliance with standards set out in the Community Safety and Policing Act and with 
London Police Service procedure. 
 
PREPARED BY: Inspector Charlene Humble, Professional Standards Branch  
Attachment(s):  None. 
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BOARD MEETING DATE: February 20, 2025 
BOARD REPORT #: 2502EA07 

MEETING: Open 
 
 

TO:  Chair and Members of the London Police Service Board 
 
FROM: Paul Bastien, Deputy Chief 
 
SUBJECT: Chief’s Administrative Investigation – Custody Injury  
  
PURPOSE:  Update / Information Purposes Only 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): 
THAT the London Police Service Board receive this report for information purposes. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:  
There are no financial implications associated with the recommendation(s). 

SUMMARY: 
An investigation related to an incident investigated by the Special Investigations Unit involving a 
serious injury sustained by an individual in custody was undertaken by the London Police Service 
Professional Standards Branch. The investigation determined the officers designated as subject 
or witness officials to have complied with standards of conduct set out in the Community Safety 
and Policing Act, and with applicable London Police Service procedure. 

DISCUSSION:  
Background 
When the SIU Director investigates an incident involving the death, serious injury, or sexual 
assault of a person, or the discharge of a firearm at a person, the Chief is required to conduct an 
administrative investigation into officer conduct, the policing provided, and procedures related to 
the incident (Sec. 81, CSPA). This is the Chief’s report to the Board in respect of the investigation 
into the above-referenced incident, submitted in accordance with Sec. 8 of O. Reg. 90/24, CSPA. 
In a letter dated December 23, 2024, Director Joseph Martino notified the Chief that the SIU file 
had been closed on the basis that there were no reasonable grounds in the evidence to proceed 
with charges and that there was no further action contemplated.  
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SIU Incident Narrative1 
In the afternoon of August 26, 2024, LPS received a call from an address in the area of 
Dundas Street and Saskatoon Street. An unknown male had been seen in the back yard 
of a home behaving strangely. He ignored a neighbour’s request that he leave and 
started striking a dog on the property with an object. 

The male – the Complainant – was of unsound mind. At the sound of police sirens 
approaching the scene, the Complainant made his way to the front of the home just as 
officers were arriving. 

Witness Official (WO)2 #1, WO #2 and WO #3 were among the first officers to 
arrive. They told the Complainant to drop what he was holding and get on the ground. 
When the Complainant ignored their commands and attempted to walk away across the 
front lawn, WO #1 kicked him in the hip. The Complainant fell but quickly righted himself 
and continued as if he would walk away. Again surrounded by officers, the Complainant 
squared up on them as if preparing to fight. WO #1 fired his Conducted Energy Weapon 
(CEW) causing the Complainant’s body to lock-up and fall, his head striking the sidewalk 
in the process. In and around the same time of the CEW discharge, the Subject Official 
(SO)3 was arriving on scene with other officers. The SO struck the Complainant in the 
head with an open palm. 

The SO, WO #1 and the other officers struggled with the Complainant on the ground as 
he resisted arrest. WO #1 and WO #2 delivered several punches to the Complainant’s 
back before he was subdued and handcuffed. 

The Complainant was transported to hospital following the arrest where he was admitted 
for psychiatric examination and diagnosed with a facial fracture. 

SIU Analysis and Director’s Decision1 
The Complainant was seriously injured in the course of his arrest by LPS officers on 
August 26, 2024. The SIU was notified of the incident and initiated an investigation 
naming the SO the subject official. The investigation is now concluded. On my 
assessment of the evidence, there are no reasonable grounds to believe that 
the SO committed a criminal offence in connection with the Complainant’s arrest and 
injury. 

Pursuant to section 25(1) of the Criminal Code, police officers are immune from criminal 
liability for force used in the course of their duties provided such force was reasonably 
necessary in the execution of an act that they were required or authorized to do by law. 

Based on the information received via the 911 calls, the officers were proceeding lawfully 
to arrest the Complainant for cruelty to animals contrary to section 445.1 of the Criminal 
Code. 

The force used by the officers in aid of the Complainant’s arrest was lawful. The officers 
had tried and failed to have the Complainant submit peacefully to arrest. When he 

 
1 Excerpt taken from SIU Director’s Report – Case #24-OCI-358, which may be found in its entirety online at 
https://siu.on.ca/en/directors_report_details.php?drid=4114  
2 “Witness Official” means an official who, in the opinion of the SIU Director, is involved in an incident referred to 
in subsection 15 (1) of the SIU Act but is not a subject official in relation to the incident. 
3 “Subject Official” means, in respect of an incident referred to in subsection 15 (1) of the SIU Act, an official whose 
conduct appears, in the opinion of the SIU Director, to have been a cause of the incident. 
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attempted to walk away, it was apparent that some measure of force would be necessary 
to take him into custody. Given the information regarding the Complainant abusing a dog 
with an object, and his erratic behaviour on being confronted by police, the officers had 
cause to be concerned that the Complainant might have a weapon and would physically 
resist their efforts. The use of the CEW and kick by WO #1, and the SO’s strikes, made 
sense in the circumstances as they were designed to take the Complainant to the ground, 
where the officers could better manage any resistance and possible weapon in his 
possession. The Complainant continued to struggle with the officers on the ground and 
was met with about four punches to the back from two officers, a not disproportionate 
use of force. 

For the foregoing reasons, while I accept that the Complainant’s injury was incurred in 
the altercation with police that marked his arrest, I am unable to reasonably conclude 
that any of the arresting officers comported themselves other than within the limits of the 
criminal law. As such, there is no basis for proceeding with criminal charges in this case. 
The file is closed. 

CONCLUSION: 
The PSB investigation determined that LPS procedures related to the incident were in keeping 
with legislation and written such as to provide adequate and appropriate guidance to it members.  
With respect to the conduct of the designated officials, the investigation determined it to have 
been in compliance with standards set out in the Community Safety and Policing Act and with 
London Police Service procedure. 
 
PREPARED BY: Inspector Charlene Humble, Professional Standards Branch  

Attachment(s):  None. 
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Peel Police Service Board Commits to Advancing Human Rights and Equity in Policing Following 

Comprehensive Report 

The Peel Police Service Board and its Governance and Human Rights (GHR) Committee extend our 

deepest gratitude to Dr. Akwasi Owusu-Bempah, Dr. Alex Luscombe, Curtis Maurach, BA, and their team 

for the thorough and insightful work presented in this report.  

This comprehensive review represents a critical step in our shared commitment to building a policing 

and governance model that upholds and advances the fundamental principles of human rights, equity, 

and accountability. 

The Board recognizes the significance of this report not only as an academic exercise but as a practical 

guide for meaningful and transformative governance action. It underscores the importance of ensuring 

that every policy, process, and decision reflects the values of fairness, transparency, and respect for 

everyone in Peel. The authors’ dedication to detail and thoughtful recommendations provides us with a 

clear path to addressing current challenges and opportunities for immediate and long-term 

improvement. 

The Board has already begun implementing several policy changes in direct response to this report, 

which include enhancements to transparency measures, updates to human rights training programs, and 

a renewed emphasis on equity and inclusion in both internal and external practices. These steps affirm 

our deep commitment to embedding a human rights-centered approach in every facet of our 

governance and policing frameworks. 

We are also inspired by the report’s emphasis on building trust between law enforcement and the 

diverse communities we serve. Trust is the foundation of effective policing, and it is only achieved when 

communities feel heard, respected, and protected. This report challenges us to continuously reflect on 

our practices and to act boldly to address systemic issues while promoting a culture of accountability and 

mutual respect. 

The recommendations within this report will continue to guide our efforts in fostering a culture of 

substantive change. Each recommendation will be carefully considered and incorporated into our 

strategic planning and policy development processes. We recognize that meaningful transformation 

requires not only commitment but also sustained collaboration with all stakeholders, including 

community members, advocacy groups, and experts. 
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As a Board, we are committed to ensuring that these changes are not just words on paper but are 

translated into actions that have a measurable impact. This includes ongoing evaluation, transparent 

reporting, and open dialogue with the public to demonstrate progress and build confidence in our 

collective efforts. 

To the authors of this report, we express our deepest appreciation for your expertise, dedication, and 

partnership. Your work reflects the spirit of progress and equity that aligns with our vision for Peel 

Region and Peel Regional Police. To our community, we reaffirm our pledge to remain a transparent, 

accountable, and inclusive organization that prioritizes your safety and well-being. 

Together, we can shape a future where human rights and public safety coexist as guiding principles for 

governance and policing. This report represents a milestone in that journey, and we are committed to 

building upon its foundation with integrity and determination. 

Sincerely, 

Sumeeta Kohli 

Chair, Governance and Human Rights Committee 

Peel Police Service Board 
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