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SURREY POLICE BOARD 
    Regular Meeting Agenda

Venue:   SPS HQ - Boardroom 
Date:      September 11, 2025 
Time:      2:00 PM 

ITEM PRESENTER 

A. CALL TO ORDER

The Surrey Police Board recognizes that our work takes place on the ancestral, 
traditional, and unceded territories of the Coast Salish Peoples. 

Chair 

B. DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS

C. ADOPTIONS

1. Adoption of the Agenda – September 11, 2025

2. Adoption of Minutes – July 16, 2025

Chair 

Chair 

D. PRESENTATIONS/DELEGATIONS

1. Presentation
a. Extortions – Update

(Presentation)

2. No Delegation Requests

E. CONSENT ITEMS

1. Minutes of Decisions - Procurement of Police-Related Technologies
Report 2025-R025 – FOR INFORMATION
Previous Report 2025-R021 (from July 16 meeting)

2. Payroll Governance
Report 2025–FIN016 – FOR DECISION

Chief Lipinski 

 Director Parmar 

Director Parmar 

F. REPORTS

CHIEF CONSTABLE REPORTS

1. Chief Constable’s Updates - Verbal
FOR INFORMATION

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Finance and Risk Committee 

1. Chair’s Updates - Verbal
FOR INFORMATION

Chief Lipinski 

Director Parmar 
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 Governance Committee 
 

1. Chair’s Updates – Verbal 
FOR INFORMATION 
 

2. Formation of a Facilities Committee 
  Report 2025-GOV004 – FOR DECISION  
 

3. Priorities, Goals and Objectives 
  Report 2025-GOV005 – FOR DECISION 
 

4.  Business Process and Report Requirements 
  Report 2025-GOV006 – FOR DECISION 
 

Human Resources and Compensation Committee 
 

1. Chair’s Updates - Verbal 
FOR INFORMATION 

   
Interim Executive Director  
 

 No reports. 
 

G. SERVICE OR POLICY COMPLAINTS  
 

1. Service or Policy File No. 2025-001 
Report 2025-GOV007 – FOR DECISION 
a. Letter sent to Complainant re:  Course of Action – Dated July 21, 

2025  
 

2. Service or Policy File No. 2025-002 
 Report 2025-GOV008 – FOR DECISION 

a. Letter sent to Complainant – re:  Course of Action - Dated July 21, 
2025 
 

H.      INFORMATION 
 

1. Body Worn Camera Pilot Launch 
  Report 2025–R026 – FOR INFORMATION 

 
2. Sole Source Procurement – Axon Inc. 
  Report 2025–FIN017 – FOR INFORMATION 

 
3.  Financial Update – Year-to-Date Expenditures (July 31, 2025) 
  Report 2025–FIN018 – FOR INFORMATION 

 
 
 

Director Allen 
 
 

Director Allen 
 
 

Director Allen 
 
 

Director Allen 
 
 
 
 

Director Carwana 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Director Allen 

 
 
 
 
 

Director Allen 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chief Lipinski 
 
 

Director Parmar 
 
 

Director Parmar 
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I. CORRESPONDENCE

1. Letter from ADM Lewis – Re:  SPS Take-over of District 5 West and
Identified Specialized Services – Dated July 18, 2025

2. Letter from ADM Lewis to CO McDonald re:  MOU Clarification –
Dated July 21, 2025

3. Letter from ADM Lewis to Chair of Municipal Police Boards – Provincial
Code of Conduct, Police Board and Board Meeting Regulations - Dated
July 22, 2025

4. Letter from Minister Krieger to CO McDonald – re:  Directing a Reduction
in the Temporary Transitional Assistance PPS is providing to SPS in the
City of Surrey – Dated July 25, 2025

5. Letter to Mayor Locke – re: Approval of Procurement for Police
Equipment – Dated September 5, 2025
a. Letter from Mayor Locke – re:  Competitive Procurement for High-

Value Technology Acquisitions – Dated August 15, 2025

 Jason Kuzminski 

J. NEW BUSINESS

1. Future Townhalls – Community Engagement

K. PUBLIC Q & A

Director Cheema 

Chair 

L. NEXT MEETING

The next meeting of the Surrey Police Board is October 9, 2025.

Chair 

M. MOTION TO HOLD A MEETING IN A CLOSED SESSION

It is in order for the Board to pass a motion to close the meeting to the public
pursuant to Section 69 (2)(c) and (d) of the Police Act, which states:

(2) if it believes that any of the following matters will arise in a meeting or
hearing held by it, a board or committee may order that the portion of the
meeting during which the matter will arise be held in private:

(c) a matter concerning labour contract discussions, labour
management relations, layoffs or another personnel matter; and

(d) a matter concerning information that a person has requested he
or she be allowed to give in private to the board or committee.

Chair 

N. ADJOURNMENT Chair 
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SURREY POLICE BOARD 

  Regular Meeting Minutes 

 
Venue:   SPS-HQ -Boardroom 
Date:      July 16, 2025 
Time:      3:00 PM 
 

 
 
Present: 
Nerissa Allen (Virtual) 
Sarbjit Bains 
Bilal Cheema 
Archie Johnston 
Christine Mohr 
Sonia Parmar 
Rob Stutt 

Regrets: 
Harley Chappell 
James Carwana 
 
Guests: 
Gagan Gill 
Jody Nelson 

Staff Present: 
Chief Norm Lipinski 
Deputy Chief Todd Matsumoto 
Deputy Chief Mike Procyk 
Deputy Chief Michael LeSage 
Jason Kuzminski, Interim Executive Director 
Marion Chow, Executive Assistant 
Inspector Jag Khosa, Executive Officer 
Inspector Wendy Taylor 
Nathan Wong, Director, Finance 
 

 
 
The Surrey Police Board recognizes that our work takes place on the ancestral, traditional, and unceded 
territories of the Coast Salish Peoples. 
 

A. CALL TO ORDER 
 
 The July 16, 2025 Regular Board meeting was called to order at 3:00 PM. 
   

B. DECLARATION OF ANY CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
 
 No director declared a conflict with any business before the Board. 
 

C. ADOPTIONS 
 
 1. Adoption of the Agenda – July 16, 2025 

 
 It was     Moved by Archie Johnston 
      Seconded by Bilal Cheema 

 
 That the agenda of the Surrey Police Board meeting of  
 July 16, 2025 be adopted. 

 
      Carried. 
 
2. Adoption of Minutes – June 12, 2025 
 

 It was     Moved by Sarbjit Bains 
 Seconded by Archie Johnston 
 
 That the minutes of the Surrey Police Board meeting of  
 June 12, 2025 be adopted. 

 
      Carried. 
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D. PRESENTATIONS/DELEGATIONS

1. Presentations

a. Volunteer Program - Presentation

Staff provided the Surrey Police Board with a presentation on SPS’s volunteer program. 

The Board asked questions, offered comments and thanked staff for the presentation.  The Board 
requested that the advertising material for the next intake of volunteers be provided to the Board 
in order to circulate to various community stakeholders. 

It was Moved by Rob Stutt 
Seconded by Archie Johnston 

That the Surrey Police Board referred to the Governance 
Committee to work with SPS staff to determine the 
effectiveness of the current programs, whether they need to 
be tweaked or review any programs that should be 
discontinued. 

Ms. Gill and Ms. Nelson left the meeting at 3:32 PM. 

2. No Delegation Requests

E. CONSENT ITEMS

1. Financial Update – Year-to-Date Expenditures (May 31, 2025)
Report 2025–FIN013 - For Information

2. Professional Standards Q2 Report
Report 2025–R019 - For Information

The Surrey Police Board received the above consent items.

F. REPORTS

CHIEF CONSTABLE REPORTS

1. SPS Q2 Hiring and Diversity Update
Report 2025–R020– For Information

The Board received the above report for information. 

2. Sole Source Procurement – Axon Inc.
Report 2025–R021– For Decision

It was Moved by Archie Johnston 
Seconded by Christine Mohr 

That the Surrey Police Board refer this report to the 
Finance Committee for further review and decision; 
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AND 
Direct the Interim Executive Director to work with the 
Chief Constable to provide options for the procurement of 
the multiple police related technologies;  

AND 
Delegate authority to the Finance Committee to approve 
procurement expenditure of the projected contract value 
of $2.43M per year (totalling $12.2M over 5 years) and 
authorize the Chief Constable to enter into the contracts 
once negotiations are finalized. 

Carried. 

3. Chief Constable’s Updates - Verbal
For Information

The Board received the Chief Constable’s verbal update.

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Finance Committee 

1. Enterprise Risk Management
Report 2025–FIN014 - For Decision

It was Moved by Archie Johnston 
Seconded by Rob Stutt 

That the Surrey Police Board adopt ISO 31000 as its 
guideline for developing an enterprise risk management 
(ERM) framework in collaboration with the Chief Constable. 

Carried. 

2. Hiring and Recruiting Incentives Update
Report 2025-FIN015– For Decision

It was Moved by Bilal Cheema 
Seconded by Rob Stutt 

That the Surrey Police Board Revisit resolution 1.A of the 
Policing Transition Hiring Incentives Report (2025-HRC005) 
adopted on June 4, 2025 by combining the allocations 
earmarked for recruiting members of the Surrey Provincial 
Operational Support Unit (“SPOSU”) and for recruiting 
additional experienced officers from municipal police 
services into one allocation, and to authorize the Chief 
Constable with discretion to use the combined allocation to 
recruit experienced officer from all jurisdictions.  

Carried. 
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Governance Committee 

Director Allen provided the Board with an update on several items of business referred to the committee 
from the Board.  The reports discussed were emergency operations and planning policies for preparedness 
to respond to potential incidents at major events and community engagement, priorities, goals and 
objectives to ensure processes are in place in seeking public input. 

Human Resources and Compensation Committee 

Director Mohr provided the Board with an update on the work being done by the Human Resources and 
Compensation committee, which included a review of senior management compensation policies and a 
compensation review ranges for senior sworn officers in other policing agencies. 

INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORTS 

1. Renewing Engagement with Surrey Council
Report 2025-R022 – For Information

The Surrey Police Bord received the above report. 

G. INFORMATION

No information.

H. CORRESPONDENCE

1. Letter to ADM Lewis – re:  Police Act s. 28 Rule – Dated June 13, 2025

2. Letter from M. Brown, Policing and Security Branch – Approval of Naloxone Grant Funding – Dated
June 16, 2025

3. Letter to Chief Constable Lipinski from Mayor Locke– re:  Regular Communications between Surrey
Mayor and SPS Chief – Dated June 19, 2025
a. Response Letter to Mayor Locke – Request for a meeting with Board –

Dated June 24, 2025

4. Letter to Garry Begg, Minister of Public Safety and Solicitor General –
RCMP Transitional Assistance to the Surrey Police Service and Repeated Requests for Provincial
Representatives to appear before Surrey Council –
Dated June 19, 2025
a. Letter to Tara Richards, Deputy Solicitor General from R. Costanzo, City Manager – re:  Reporting –

Public Safety Plans for the City of Surrey – Dated January 21, 2025
b. Letter to ADM Glen Lewis from R. Costanzo, City Manager -

re:  Reporting – Public Safety Plans for the City of Surrey
Dated April 25, 2025

 The Surrey Police Board received the above correspondence. 

I. SERVICE OR POLICY COMPLAINTS

1. Service or Policy File No. 2025-001
Report 2025–R023 - For Decision
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 It was     Moved by Archie Johnston 

 Seconded by Christine Mohr 
 
 That the Surrey Police Board receive the complaint as a 

service or policy complaint and direct the Chief Constable 
to investigate and report on the complaint. 

 
      Carried. 

 
 2. Service or Policy File No. 2025-002 
  Report 2025–R024 - For Decision 
 
 It was     Moved by Bilal Cheema 

 Seconded by Christine Mohr 
 
 That the Surrey Police Board receive the complaint as a 

service or policy complaint and direct the Chief Constable 
to investigate and report on the complaint. 

 
      Carried. 

 
J. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 No new business. 
 
K. PUBLIC Q & A 
 
 There were no public attendees at this meeting. 

 
L. NEXT MEETING 
 
 The next meeting of the Surrey Police Board is September 11, 2025. 

 
M. MOTION TO HOLD A MEETING IN A CLOSED SESSION 
 

It is in order for the Board to pass a motion to close the meeting to the public pursuant to 
Section 69 (2) (a), (c) and (d) of the Police Act, which states: 
 
(2) if it believes that any of the following matters will arise in a meeting or hearing held by it, a 

board or committee may order that the portion of the meeting during which the matter will 
arise be held in private: 

 
(a) a matter concerning public security, the disclosure of which could reasonably be 

expected to seriously impair effective policing or law enforcement; 
(c) a matter concerning labour contract discussions, labour management relations, 

layoffs or another personnel matter; and 
(d) a matter concerning information that a person has requested he or she be allowed 

to give in private to the board or committee. 
 

It was      Moved by Rob Stutt  
 Seconded by Archie Johnson 
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 That the Surrey Police Board close the meeting to the 

public pursuant to Section 69 (2) (a), (c) and (d) of the 
Police Act. 

 
 Carried. 

 
N. ADJOURNMENT 
 

It was      Moved by Rob Stutt 
 Seconded by Archie Johnston 

 
 That the July 16, 2025 board meeting be adjourned. 
 
 Carried. 

 
The Surrey Police Board meeting of July 16, 2025 adjourned at 4:48 PM. 
 
 
 
 

 

Certified correct: 
        
 __________________________________________        _________________________________   
  Marion Chow, Executive Assistant           Sonia Parmar, Vice-Chair 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: September 7, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-R025 

 
 

 
 
 
TO: Surrey Police Board    
 
FROM: Interim Executive Director FILE: 60550-20-02 
 
SUBJECT: Minutes of Decisions - Procurement of Policing-Related Technologies  
 

 
The Interim Executive Director recommends that the Surrey Police Board receive this report FOR 
INFORMATION. 
 

On July 23, 2025, the Finance and Risk Committee approved procurement of certain policing-related 
technologies by direct award pursuant to a Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) motion of July 16, 2025 
delegating the Board’s authority to make decisions on behalf of the full Board.  

Estimates for the policing-related technologies are contemplated in the 2025 SPS operating budget 
submitted by the Board and approved by Surrey City Council.  

The minutes of decision are attached as Appendix I. 

 

 
Jason Kuzminski 
Interim Executive Director 
 
Appendix I – Finance and Risk Committee Minutes – July 23, 2025 
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FINANCE AND RISK COMMITTEE 
Minutes

Venue:  VIA TEAMS 
Date:  July 23, 2025 
Time:  2:00 PM 

 

Present: 
James Carwana 
Archie Johnston 
Sonia Parmar 

Regrets: Staff Present: 
Chief Norm Lipinski 
Deputy Chief Todd Matsumoto 
Jason Kuzminski, Interim Executive Director 
Marion Chow, Executive Assistant 
Nathan Wong, Director, Finance 
Inspector Ryan Hall 

The Finance and Risk Committee (the “Committee”) meeting was called to order at 2:01 PM. 

1. Sole Source Procurement – Axon Inc – Report 021 referred to Finance and Risk Committee for decision.

Pursuant to a resolution passed by the Board at its July meeting, the Committee was delegated with the Board’s 
authority to make a decision regarding approval of SPS requests for sole source procurement of certain police-related 
technologies. SPS provided the Committee with information about the products that had only one supplier or, where 
there is more than one supplier, why one supplier provides a product with an intrinsic benefit and should be 
preferred. 

Directors provided questions and feedback to staff. The Committee was satisfied that 3.25 of AD 8.3 Acquisition of 
Goods and Services policy has been met. 

Staff will revise the sole source direct award form with the changes discussed at the meeting. 

The Chief Constable will update the City Manager and CFO of the proposed procurement contract with Axon. 

It was Moved by James Carwana 
Seconded by Sonia Parmar 

That the Finance Committee: 

A. Receive this report FOR DECISION;

B. Approve the Direct Award and Sole Source Procurement for multiple police related technologies as
outlined in Report R021, to Axon Inc. for the projected amount of up to $12.2M CAD on an annual
amount of $2.43M CAD;

C. Authorize the Chief Constable or his designates to begin full contact negotiations with Axon Inc., subject
to a published Notice of Intent to sole source the procurement, within current budget allotment and
procurement procedures; and

D. Authorize the Chief Constable to enter into negotiations and to approve an agreement or agreements
with Axon Inc. for the police related technologies referenced in this report; and

E. Use the authority delegated by the Board to approve procurement expenditure of the projected contract
value of $2.43M per year (totalling $12.2M over 5 years) and authorize the Chief Constable to enter into
the contracts once negotiations are finalized.

Carried. 

Appendix I
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2. Chief Constable Updates

The Chief Constable updated the Committee on the success of hiring using recruiting incentives.

The Interim Executive Director advised the response letter to CO McDonald is being prepared regarding the
recruiting incentives.

The Finance and Risk committee meeting adjourned at 3:09 PM. 

Certified correct: 

_________________________________ ________________________________ 
Marion Chow, Executive Assistant Sonia Parmar, Chair 
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REGULAR 
REPORT DATE: September 4, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-FIN016 
 

 
TO: Surrey Police Board    
 
FROM: Finance and Risk Committee FILE: 60540-20-04 
 
SUBJECT: Payroll Governance 
 

 
The Finance and Risk Committee recommends that the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) receive this 
report FOR DECISION. 

 
ISSUE  
 

Financial governance requires the payroll of an employee to be reviewed and approved by a senior level.  
Previously, the Executive Director reviewed and approved the payroll for the Chief Constable and the 
Board’s Executive Assistant. Board approval is required to confirm whether to assign the same duties to 
the Interim Executive Director, the Board Chair or a Chair of one of the Board’s standing committees.  
 
DISCUSSION  
 

At its August 25, 2025 meeting, the Finance and Risk Committee reviewed the issue of approval 
authority to sign off on the Chief Constable and Board’s Executive Assistant in light the Interim Executive 
Director being a contractor rather than an employee. Whomever has the authority, their role is to 
oversee requests for any variation to the standard work week, including vacation, overtime and sick 
leave, determine approvals and enter any changes into payroll. Assignment of an approval authority is 
required not only for best practice but for audit purposes. 
 

The Committee considered three options for assigning approval authority until a permanent Executive 
Director is hired: (1) assign the role to the Chair of the Finance and Risk Committee, who currently 
approves the Chief Constable’s expenses and Interim Executive Director’s invoices; (2) assign the role to 
the Chair of the Human Resources and Compensation Committee, who is familiar with the Chief 
Constable’s employment agreement and eligible entitlements; or (3) assign the role to the Interim 
Executive Director. If the third option is preferred, steps may be required to ensure the Interim 
Executive Director is bound by the policies of the Board to ensure compliance with the Board’s and BC’s 
employment standards (e.g. Human Rights policy, Worker’s Compensation Act, Employment Standard’s 
Act, Health and Safety, Conflict of Interest, etc.). 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
None. 
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RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Finance and Risk Committee recommends the Board adopt a resolution that the authority to 
approve the Chief Constable’s and Executive Assistant’s payroll submissions be delegated to the Interim 
Executive Director 

 
 
Sonia Parmar 
Chair, Finance Committee 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: September 8, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-GOV004 

 
 

 

 
TO: Surrey Police Board   
 
FROM: Governance Committee FILE: 60550-20-03 
 
SUBJECT: Formation of a Facilities Committee 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Governance Committee recommends that the Surrey Police Board receive this report FOR DECISION. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Since becoming POJ in November, 2024, SPS has taken over responsibility for the facilities that were 
previously assigned to the RCMP as accommodations for the police service. Some of these buildings and 
spaces are overdue for repairs and/or require extensive renovations. Others are inadequate for their 
purpose and do not allow for expansion and growth expected in the next 5-10 years. In addition, SPS will 
propose capital projects that will require examination and approval from the Board. Formation of a 
Facilities Committee to make recommendations to the Board would provide the structure and 
governance required to guide these strategic and financial decisions.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Planning is required to ensure that SPS has the space and facilities required to provide adequate and 
effective policing for the City of Surrey.  Gaps deficiencies, and opportunities have been identified since 
SPS took responsibility for the facilities the City is required to provide pursuant to Police Act, s. 15.  It 
should also be noted that planning for SPS facilities will need to take into consideration accommodating 
some core services, such as training infrastructure, that were accommodated by RCMP at the District or 
Provincial level.  
 
Some of the facilities requirements that have been identified by SPS staff include proposals to relocate 
the Operational Communication Center (OCC) and Exhibits storage, upgrading and/or relocating some of 
the Community Policing Offices, and building a firing range for SPS training. These proposals would 
result in freeing up space in the SPS HQ building for the relocation and expansion of existing teams, 
and/or may create beneficial partnership opportunities with other agencies.   
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RISK ASSESSMENT 
 
Research, planning and prioritization must be conducted to develop business cases and submit Capital 
plans and requests. The strategic oversight and consideration of the Board is integral to this planning 
and will help to mitigate risk around prioritization and expenditures.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
Board oversight will ensure responsible and effective use of City and SPS funds.  
 
RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
Committee members will be appointed by the Board and will require an additional time commitment 
from Board Directors.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Governance Committee recommends that the Board approve a resolution that an ad hoc Facilities 
Committee be established under the governance of the Board;  
 
AND THAT the Board direct the Governance Committee to draft terms of reference for the Facilities 
Committee and make recommendations to the Board regarding the number of members and any 
structures for the committee.   
 

 
 
Nerissa Allen, Chair 
Governance Committee 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: September 8, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-GOV005 

 
 

 
TO: Surrey Police Board   
 
FROM: Governance Committee FILE: 60550-02-02 
 
SUBJECT: Priorities, Goals and Objectives – What We Heard 
 

 
 

The Governance Committee (the “GC”) recommends the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) receive this 
report is FOR DECISION. 

 
ISSUE 
 

Should the Board: 
(a) use input received from the 2024 and 2021 surveys for a “What We Heard” report to post 

publicly and solicit feedback; or 
(b) conduct a full, fresh survey? 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

At its meeting on September 2, 2025, the GC considered options and timelines for determining the 
priorities, goal and objectives for policing, public safety and SPS (the “PGOs). The PGOs 
are a Board accountability, established in consultation with the Chief Constable, to set general direction 
for SPS and provide a foundation for strategic plans. To date, the main priority has been the Surrey 
policing transition. Now that SPS is Police of Jurisdiction, the Board is looking to determine what the 
community considers to be the top threats to public safety in Surrey and set measurable goals and 
objectives that reduce the threat and enhance feelings of safety.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• The Governance Committee (the “GC”) has been delegated the responsibility to assist the Surrey 
Police Board (“the Board”) with determining the priorities, goals and objectives for SPS.  
 

• The GC discussed conducting a community survey (inputs) to create a report summarizing what 
was heard that could be posted and shared in community engagement (feedback).  
 

• The plan calls for engagement sessions with community stakeholders put forward by GC, 
followed by the GC and Chief Constable reporting its recommendations for Board approval. 
 

• Since the GC last met, the Board Office reviewed the results of community consultations by SPS 
in 2024 and 2021 that provide quantitative and qualitative data that can inform the GC’s work. 
 

• The 2024 and 2021 surveys present an opportunity to expedite the PGO development process by 
posting and sharing a summary of what was heard as a foundation for community engagement. 
 

• Alternatively, the GC may prefer either to conduct a fresh survey from scratch or ask a smaller, 
more targeted set of questions to augment the 2024 and 2021 surveys. 
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The GC recognized that certain priorities standard for every police agency—preventing crime and 
enforcing the law are core to mission—but to the purpose of determining PGOs is to identify the public’s 
primary concerns and address them with specific and measurable priorities. The GC reviewed SPS 
surveys from 2021 and 2024 that highlighted violent crime, organized gangs and intimate partner 
violence, with significantly less concern about non-violent property crime, street disorder and traffic 
violations. Top strategic goals and objectives for making people feel safer include a more visible 
presence of SPS, more open engagement and active listening to stakeholders, and more partnerships 
with organizations who can manage non-criminal aspects of concerning social behaviours that may lead 
to crime. 
 

Completing the Surrey policing transition continues to be a priority. Embedded within this overarching 
priority are several potential, measurable elements of municipal policing that shareholders may 
prioritize for implementation and operating plans. For example, the community policing model typically 
apportions one-third of a frontline officer’s time to crime detection and apprehension, one-third to 
report writing, and one-third to community engagement, but staffing minimums may require 
reapportioning time for engagement to the other two duties. If shareholders identify community 
policing in districts currently overseen by SPS as a higher priority than taking over another district, this 
would guide staffing levels and setting targets for officers’ time engaging the community. Alternatively, 
if taking over all remaining districts as quickly as possible is a higher priority, then shareholders may give 
licence to increasing use of hiring incentives to achieving the balance of community engagement that 
they are expecting. 
 

Other potential strategic priorities that shareholders may have could be improving efficient service 
delivery; increasing communication and engagement about municipal policing, SPS and the Surrey Police 
Board; enhanced public accountability; fostering positive culture and employee health; and increasing 
strategic partnerships in the community. Each of these lend themselves to targets and measures. 
Efficient service delivery targets could be weighted clearance rates compared to comparable police 
services, return on investment of new initiatives or another dollar invested in the same initiative or 
program, and/or use of overtime. Culture and employee health targets may be retention rates, 
proportion of employees on long-term sick leave and/or in relation to conduct complaints. 
 
A summary of findings from the 2024 and 2021 surveys, crafted into a “What We Heard” report, is 
attached as Appendix I. The strongest quantitative data from the surveys was in relation to crime 
problems and concerns. The results appear to reflect perceptions about crime more than identifying 
actual crime problems that are believed to be the biggest threats to public safety and security. The 
qualitative statements in the survey reports do not appear to be correlated to quantitative data, 
although they provide a fairly consistent picture of what respondents are looking from in SPS. 
 

OPTIONS 
 

A. Use the 2024 and 2021 surveys 
 

The raw data and qualitative statements collected in the 2024 and 2021 surveys identify priorities at a 
level above the ability to set targets and metrics but are open to proposing the kind of measurable 
priorities suggested above. It is therefore an option to report back to the community on what was heard 
from them in 2024 and 2021 and, through engagement tactics (community forums, townhalls, online 
feedback), either put forward more focused priorities for response or wait and see what organically 
emerges from shareholders.   
 

Advantages Disadvantages 
• Timelier 
• Less costly than conducting new surveys 

• Gaps between survey responses and 
measurable priorities 

• Risk of internal bias 
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• Survey responses suggest measurably 

priorities that are reasonable 
• Potential perception of control over outcomes 

 
B. Conduct a fresh, new survey 

 

While the 2024 data and responses are adequate to proceed, starting with a new survey, steered by the 
Committee to ask more shareholder-focused questions, may reduce the impact of questions geared to 
customer service. Better data sets are always beneficial but not necessary if the existing data set is 
adequate to task.  
 

Advantages Disadvantages 
• More organic and authentic 
• Data more likely to suggest strategic 

priorities that can be measured 
• Branding opportunity through engagement 

• Cost 
• Time required 

 

 

FURTHER FACTORS TO CONSIDER 
 

Both options satisfy the requirement in Provincial Policing Standard 6.1.2 (5) for the Board to ensure 
processes are in place to seek input into the priorities, goals and objectives for policing and law 
enforcement from a broad spectrum of its community. Option A achieves basic compliance with the 
requirement, while Option B achieves more effective compliance. 
 

Completing the Surrey policing transition, which is a top priority of the Minister of Public Safety and 
Solicitor General and must also be a high priority for the Board, does not necessarily require further 
consultation. That said, completing the transition itself is not measurable other than by determining it is 
complete or has yet to be completed. The Committee should consider whether measurable priorities in 
completing the transition can be found in the existing survey data or if a new survey is needed to set 
targets and measures to drive SPS delivery. 
 

The Chief Constable and SPS have developed a strategic plan goals and objectives that are aligned with 
Option A. Establishing new priorities at this time may negatively impact on delivery in the short-term. 
The Committee and Board may wish to consider proceeding with developing priorities based on the 
“What We Heard” report and subsequent engagement to keep the strategic plan process moving, but to 
begin a new process to survey the community about priorities in 2026. 
 

The pause on the Board delayed progress on determining priorities, goals and objectives for SPS, and 
now time is of the essence. The Chief Constable and SPS will benefit from the direction and guidance 
that the Board’s strategic priorities provide, and they will allow Board and SPS discipline for responding 
to issues or concerns that may be important but do not reach the level of being a priority. It is worth 
noting as well that the City of Surrey has established a Public Safety Department and General Manager 
tasked with developing the City’s public safety priorities, which may impact on the Board’s statutory 
mandate and accountability especially if determining the priorities is further delayed. 
 

RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSION 
 

The GC recommends Option A to determine priorities for the remainder of this year and into 2026, 
initiating a new Board-led process to determine longer-term priorities, goals and objectives in mid-to-
late 2026. 

 
 

Nerissa Allen, Chair 
Governance Committee 
 
Appendix I  Summary of Findings 
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The Surrey Police Board acts on behalf of the residents and businesses of Surrey to 
determine the priorities, goals and objectives of the Surrey Police Service (“SPS”). 
Community is at the heart of what we do, and gathering your input into the priorities for 
your police service is a cornerstone of the municipal policing model. The Surrey Police 
Board is listening. 

Community consultations were conducted in 2024 and 2021. We heard that you consider 
the biggest threats to public safety are violent crime (81%) and organized crime gangs 
(75%), followed by intimate partner violence (70%). In most locations in the city, people 
generally feel safe and believe media contributes to fears about personal safety—but, at 
the same time, there are some areas where residents—particularly women between 18 
and 24—feel unsafe walking alone. You told us that less of a concern are non-violent 
property crime (66%) and road safety (43%). To address the biggest threats to public 
safety, you told us that you want to see more SPS officers in the community and more 
early intervention and prevention programs, including tried-and-true programs like 
Block Watch, Speed Watch, School Resources Officers and other youth programs. 

We also heard that proactive public education about SPS and municipal policing—
available in multiple languages and across various platforms—is another priority and will 
enhance trust in SPS and improve feeling safe. You said having a visible police presence, 
actively engaging with the public and delivering community-based policing, are your 
preferred strategies for improving safety and feeling safe. You would like the Surrey Police 
Board to dialogue and seek public input that shapes direction of SPS and its future. Surrey 
is a growing, multicultural diverse community, and you would like to see SPS policies, 
operations and programs be developed (and sometimes be delivered) with diverse 
community partners at the local level.  

The people of Surrey understand that starting up a new police service is an opportunity to 
do things differently and that doing things differently requires people who are resilient, 
listen and are responsive to ideas that come from the community they serve. You told us 
that to address systemic racism and build respectful relations, SPS should be 
interculturally competent, trauma-informed and have the culture and supports to be 
healthy, engaged and satisfied with their work. Prioritizing training, well-being and 
positive workplace culture will not only equip SPS members to advance positive change 
and community policing but to plan a full for a full career in Surrey and stronger 
relationships with community partners. 

Finally, what we heard from the consultations, and since, is that successfully completing 
the Surrey Police Transition is a priority. Success means everyone in our community is 
safe, feels safe and are satisfied with SPS. Feeling safe, and satisfaction with police 
services, leads to healthier relationships between the public and police that, in turn, 
contribute to a reduction in crime, enhanced public participation in crime prevention, 
community safety and well-being.  

Appendix I
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
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Decisions about and evaluation of the goals and objectives for advancing these or any 
priorities will be evidence-based and data-driven. Strategic targets to measure progress, 
including demonstrating value for money and return on investment of public 
resources in existing and new initiatives, will be monitored. The Surrey Police Board is 
committed to respectful stewardship and accountability for public resources, equitable 
service delivery, and continuous improvement. We will set and report publicly on 
performance measures annually, continue to engage residents, businesses and other 
stakeholders, and adapt practices to meet changing community expectations. 
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REGULAR  

REPORT DATE: September 8, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-GOV006 

 
 

 
 
 
TO: Surrey Police Board   
 
FROM: Governance Committee FILE: 60550-20-03 
 
SUBJECT: Business Process and Report Requirements  
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Governance Committee recommends the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) receive this report FOR 
DECISION.  

SUMMARY 

Reporting processes are essential to effective general direction and oversight of Surrey Police Service (“SPS”) 
and assisting the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) monitor progress on the priorities, goals and objectives set 
for SPS. The Governance Committee is recommending the Board adopt a rule or policy that clearly explains the 
information the Board requires regarding service objectives, policies and financial and business performance 
and formally establishes a procedure for reports being added to board meeting agendas. The procedure can 
also clarify a process for determining whether a report may be removed from an open meeting and 
considered in private because one or more exceptions stated in Police Act, s. 69 (2) applies. A draft rule 
recommended by the Governance Committee is attached as Appendix I. 
 
DISCUSSION  

At its September 2, 2025 meeting, the Governance Committee reviewed an e-mail correspondence from the 
Board Chair to the Chief Constable outlining a procedure for SPS business to be previewed by one or more 
Standing Committee before it may be added to the agenda of a Board meeting. The procedure would still 
allow for exceptions where urgent action is required. The procedure also would assist the Board Chair in 
making decisions about requests to remove a report from the open meeting and consider it in private 
pursuant to Police Act, section 69. The rationale for the procedure is to ensure efficient and effective 
management and conduct of Board meetings, while enhancing scrutiny of initiatives and their performance in 
a forum that is free of time constraints and allows open discussion of sensitive information. 

The procedure has generally been followed since it was first communicated but, occasionally, reports 
requiring decisions have been added to a board meeting agenda without prior preview by a standing 
committee where the issues would be studied more closely and narrowed down. On some of these occasions, 
the Board required significant time to deliberate on the issues before making a decision and at least one tme 
the Board referred the matter back to a standing committee for closer review, resulting in a delay in decision-
making. While these problems are understandable when transitioning to a new discipline, a clear and 
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transparent rule or policy formalizing the procedures for all to follow can be communicated organization-wide 
and provide guidance to Board Office staff and SPS and streamline process.  

A further factor that the Governance Committee considered is the new Municipal Police Board Meeting 
Regulation (attached as Appendix II) that came into force in July and has more stringent requirements in 
regard to the open meeting principle and Police Act, s. 69. The Regulation requires business moved from an 
open meeting not only to specify which subsection or subsections of 69 (2) applies but to provide a general 
description of the business that explains why the subsection(s) apply. In the absence of a rule and formal 
procedure, there is no obvious practical way to comply with the requirement. 

The Governance Committee also considered and recommends that the rule for reports clarify whether a 
report has been prepared FOR INFORMATION, FOR DISCUSSION or FOR DECISION. These categories and 
general practices for the content and use of the different reports are a best practice for public sector 
organizations. Adopting these elements in the draft rule would bring the Board into line with the City of Surrey 
and provincial government practices. 

Reports “For Information” should be used to provide background or a summary for directors to read without 
dedicating meeting time. Information reports may anticipate a future discussion or decision where early 
background or summary information may socialize and/or clarify issues. Reports “For Discussion” should be 
used where a future decision is anticipated and early understanding of issues and general direction from a 
committee or the Board may improve deliberations and decision-making. 

The Governance Committee recommends that reports “For Decision” present two or three options to 
consider, along with analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of each option, factors to consider, and a 
recommendation of the preferred option. There may be instances where only one option makes sense and 
should be ratified, but these should be rare and avoided where possible. The recommended change involves 
adjustment to how reports are currently prepared, and it will require a transition and patience as new 
disciplines develop. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Governance Committee recommends that the Board be resolved: 

THAT the Surrey Police Board adopt the Reporting Requirements Rule set out in Appendix I. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Not applicable. 

RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

Not applicable. 

 

 
 
Nerissa Allen, Chair 
Surrey Police Board 
 
Appendix I – Reporting Requirements Rule 
Appendix II – Municipal Police Board Meeting Regulation 
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REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY Police Act, ss. 26, 28 and 69 
Municipal Police Board Meeting Regulation 

DATE APPROVED 

DATE REVIEWED 

DATE AMENDED 

DATE TO BE REVIEWED 2027 

REPORTING REQUIREMENT Reports to be previewed by a standing 
committee prior to coming before the Board, 
unless the Board Chair grants and exception for 
urgent matters 

PURPOSE: 

Reporting processes are essential to the effective general direction and oversight of Surrey 
Police Service (“SPS”) and assists the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) in fulfilling the 
priorities, goals and objectives for SPS and operating openly and transparently. Timely and 
accurate information regarding service objectives, policies, and financial and business 
performance must be shared with all interested parties, including City Council and the 
public.  

Definitions: 

Reports for Information: When the purpose of the report is to inform the Board about an 
issue or upcoming event, but no input or decision is required, the report is for information. 
The report may be given in written form prior to a meeting or verbally during a meeting. 

Reports for Discussion: When the report is intended to generate feedback from the Board 
on a particular strategic issue, initiative, idea or plan, but no decision is required, the report 
is for discussion. Written background material must be included to ensure meaningful 
consideration and effective use of time. 

Reports for Decision: When the Chief Constable requires an action from the Board, a report 
is placed before the Board for decision. The report must include background information and 
clearly stated recommendations, and it should include options, factors to consider, and 
analysis of advantages and disadvantages wherever possible. 

Appendix I
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POLICY 

1. The Chief Constable (or designate) will indicate if an SPS report is for information, for 
discussion or for decision. 

2. Reports for decision must be reviewed by a standing committee of the Board prior to 
being placed on a Board meeting agenda, unless the Board Chair grants a request 
from the Chief Constable to exercise discretion to consider a matter that requires an 
urgent decision. Where the Board Chair has allowed a report for decision to be placed 
on a Board meeting agenda without prior review by a standing committee, the Board 
may: 

a. Postpone a decision to a specific time to allow for further study; 
b. Receive the report for information without committing to specific action(s); 
c. Approve the proposed recommendation(s); 
d. Return the report to SPS with specific instructions to the Chief Constable 

regarding further work required; or 
e. Refer the report to a standing committee or the Executive Director for further 

study, clarification or recommendations. 
 

3. Reports for information may be placed on a meeting agenda, referred to standing 
committee of the Board and/or circulated to Board directors. 
 

4. The Chief Constable (or designate) must clearly specify to the level of confidentiality 
of the information contained in the report and any report to be considered in a private 
meeting must indicate the applicable subsection of Police Act, s. 69 (2) and give the 
reason or reasons why a subsection(s) apply. 
 

5. The Standing Committee considering a report the Chief Constable wishes the Board 
to consider in private must determine whether any of the exceptions in s. 69 (2) 
applies before making a recommendation to the Board Chair that the report may 
removed from the open agenda and considered in private. 
 

6. If the Chief Constable disagrees with the Standing Committee’s decision, or for 
urgent decisions that are not able to be considered by a Standing Committee prior to 
a Board meeting, the Chief Constable may give notice to the Board Chair, and the 
Board Chair will make a final determination. 
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REGULAR 
REPORT DATE: September 8, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-GOV007 

TO: Surrey Police Board 

FROM: Governance Committee FILE: 60550-20-03 

SUBJECT: Service or Policy File No. 2025-001 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Governance Committee recommends that the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) receive this report 
FOR DECISION. 

SUMMARY 

At its meeting on September 2, 2025, the Governance Committee reviewed a report from the Chief 
Constable summarizing findings in an investigation directed by the Board into a complaint about a call to 
service and the adequacy of policies in relation to emergency calls made to 911. The complainant alleged 
that his father called 911 after being injured in a motor vehicle incident and was told by the emergency 
operator that it is not an emergency unless he was bleeding. The complainant alleged inadequate or 
inappropriate service, operator training, and policy definitions of emergencies.  

On July 16, 2025, the Board directed the Chief Constable to inves�gate and report on this complaint in 
accordance to the Police Act, sec�on 171(1)(a).  The Board further asked that the inves�ga�on include a 
review of SPS policies, protocols and training provided to emergency operators. SPS inves�gated the 
complaint as directed. An internal review was conducted by a SPS Inspector who is assigned to the SPS 
Opera�onal Communica�ons Centre (OCC). The review included a full examina�on of the 911 call audio, a 
verba�m transcript, the OCC Call Taker SOP for “Property Damage/Non-Injury” Motor Vehicle Incidents 
(MVI), and SPS Opera�onal Policy OP 4.36.4. 

A careful review of the audio recording of the call demonstrated that the 911 operator did not make the 
remarks that the complainant alleged, that in fact the caller expressly told the operator that he was not 
injured, and the part of the complaint alleging unprofessional service could not be substan�ated. The review 
further determined that the 911 call-taker's handling of the call was consistent with established standards of 
prac�ce and SPS policies. Based on the statements of the caller, the incident was appropriately categorized 
as a non-injury motor vehicle accident, where police atendance is not required. 

ISSUE 

Some key issues for the Board are: 
1. Did the call taker handle the call appropriately under SOPs and policy?
2. Does this incident reveal deficiencies in training, protocols, or definitions of “emergency”?
3. Are there opportunities to improve OCC service delivery or public understanding?
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DISCUSSION 
  

The Complainant 
The complainant alleged: 

• His father was injured after driving into a ditch. 
• The 911 operator refused to dispatch emergency services, saying it was not an emergency unless the 

caller was bleeding. 
• The operator told his father to arrange a tow truck instead of sending help. 
• This raised systemic concerns about: 

o Adequacy of training and protocols, 
o Definitions of what qualifies as an “emergency,” 
o Public confidence in 911 service reliability. 

 

The complainant requested a full investigation, review of training and protocols, and public accountability to 
prevent recurrence. 
 

Governing Policy Framework 
Call Taker SOP (Property Damage/Non-Injury MVI) directs operators that if no injuries or hazards are 
reported, callers should be advised to exchange information and report to ICBC. Fire should be contacted if 
vehicles are blocking traffic. Police attendance is not required unless specific thresholds are met (Appendix I - 
Call Taker SOP – MVI Non-Injury). 
 

SPS Operational Policy OP 4.36.4:  
Members must attend and investigate when: 

• There are fatalities or injuries requiring transport to hospital, 
• Damage exceeds $10,000, 
• It is a hit-and-run with evidence or identifiable suspect, 
• The collision causes major traffic disruption, or 
• There is evidence of a criminal offence or Motor Vehicle Act violation. 

For MVIs with no injuries and minor damage, members may direct parties to exchange information 
and report to ICBC (Appendix II - OP 4.36.4 Motor Vehicle Incidents) 

 

Complaint allegations vs. Transcript evidence 
The complainant alleges that the caller was injured and told by the operator that unless he was bleeding, it 
was not an emergency. The transcript, however, reads as follows: 

• Operator: “Are you injured at all?” 
• Caller: “Ahh, not really, no.” 

 

No reference was made to “bleeding.” The call taker then confirmed there were no other vehicles or 
property involved, and appropriately classified the incident as a non-injury, single-vehicle collision (Appendix 
III - Transcription of 911 Call). 
 

Operator Conduct 
The audio recording evidence indicates that the 911 call taker remained calm, asked appropriate questions, 
and offered assistance by providing a tow-truck contact. When the caller requested the number by text, the 
operator explained that the OCC cannot send text messages. The operator ended the call courteously, noting 
that she could not remain on the line with a 911 caller indefinitely. 
 

Policy Compliance 
The facts of the call fall squarely within the non-injury, property-damage-only MVI category. Both the 911 
Call Taker SOP and SPS Policy OP 4.36.4 specify that in such cases police attendance is not required and 
parties should arrange towing and insurance reporting themselves 
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Other Limitations 

Technology: OCC currently cannot send text information to callers. This was identified as a gap but will be 
resolved with Next Generation 9-1-1 (NG911) implementation in the Spring of 2026 (Delayed several times). 

Public Perception: Although the operator acted correctly, the complainant’s perception was that his father 
had been denied help. Stress, incomplete information, and lack of public awareness of MVI triage protocols 
may have contributed to this perception. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Not applicable. 

CONCLUSION 

The inves�ga�on of the complaint indicates that the 911 call was handled appropriately and in full 
compliance with SPS SOPs and Opera�onal Policy. The allega�on that the caller was injured and told he 
needed to be “bleeding” is not supported by the audio evidence. The evidence from the inves�ga�on 
demonstrates that the complaint cannot be substan�ated and it is recommended that the Board conclude its 
review and close its file. 

RECOMMENDATION 

A�er careful considera�on of the inves�ga�on report into the complaint provided by SPS, the Governance 
Commitee recommends: 

THAT the Surrey Police Board conclude its review of the complaint and close its file for reasons set out 
in this report; and  

THAT the Surrey Police Board direct the Board Chair to send the complainant a concluding 
correspondence pursuant to Police Act, section 171. 

Nerissa Allen, Chair 
Governance Committee 

Appendix I - Call Taker SOP - MVI Non-Injury 
Appendix II - OP 4.36.4 Motor Vehicle Incidents 
Appendix III - Transcription of 911 Call 
Appendix IV – Report R023 – Service or Policy Complaint 2025-001 to Board July 16, 2025 
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Motor Vehicle Incidents: Property Damage/Non-injury 
File Type: MVI  Priority: 2 or 3 (Dependent on Circumstances) 

If the MVI does not fall into the above-mentioned categories and involves property damage 
only, instruct the caller to exchange information with the other driver and contact ICBC 
Dial-A- Claim directly at (604)520-8222 

As per Surrey Operational Policy, “In cases of property damage only, even though the 
damage is apparently over the reportable limit, the drivers should be encouraged to 
exchange Driver’s license and vehicle registration particulars, and arrange for their own tow 
vehicle. “(If caller requests we contact a hook for them, ensure the tow company is aware 
that the tow is at the RO’s expense & not a police request) 
If vehicles are blocking traƯic or the traƯic flow is interrupted, contact the Surrey Fire 
Department for attendance. They will contact us if police attendance is required. 
Note: A program is in place where an initial call for service for a motor vehicle collision will 
be attended by the Surrey Fire Department, who will contact our oƯice and advise whether 
or not the police need to attend. SFD to be contacted and advised of all MVI’s, regardless 
as to whether or not immediate police attendance is required. 

If police are not required but Fire phones to advise they are towing vehicle(s) obtain the 
license plates of the vehicles and check on CPIC for stolen entries. If negative, attach the 
29/28 information to the file before writing it oƯ. 

Appendix I

Call Taker SOP
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S A F E R .  S T R O N G E R .  T O G E T H E R .

POLICY MANUAL: OPERATIONAL 

Policy Name:  MOTOR VEHICLE INCIDENTS / COLLISION INVESTIGATION 

Policy #: OP 4.36.4 Last Updated: 2022-02-23 

Issued By: COMMUNITY POLICING BUREAU Approved By: SURREY POLICE BOARD 

Review 
Frequency: 

AS REQUIRED 

RELATED POLICIES 

OP 4.36.5 Police Involved Collisions 

1. PURPOSE

1.1. To provide Surrey Police Service (SPS) Members direction with respect to motor vehicle-involved
collisions. 

1.2. To ensure that serious motor vehicle involved collisions are investigated thoroughly to: 

i. assist in determining criminal or civil liability;
ii. gather evidence to support any charges under federal, provincial or municipal statutes;

and
iii. to assist the City of Surrey and other stakeholders in identifying traffic engineering and

road safety hazards.

2. SCOPE

2.1. This policy applies to all SPS Members.

3. POLICY

3.1. Members attending motor vehicle incidents (MVI) where there are no injuries or vehicle damage
is less than $10,000 may, after ensuring sobriety of the driver(s), and valid licencing and insurance, 
advise the involved parties to exchange information and file their own reports with ICBC or their 
insurance provider. 

3.2. Members must attend, investigate, and report as required, motor vehicle collisions in the following 
circumstances: 

Appendix II
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i. serious collisions resulting in fatalities or injuries, where the nature of injuries requires the
victim to be transported to hospital via ambulance;

ii. hit and run collisions where there is evidence at the scene, the suspect is at the scene
and trying to leave, or the suspect or suspect vehicle is readily identifiable;

iii. where there is cumulative vehicle damage estimated to be in excess of $10,000;
iv. where the collision has caused significant traffic disruption; and
v. where there is reasonable grounds to believe there is evidence to support a criminal

charge or an offence under provincial legislation.

3.3. In addition to the circumstances listed in s. 3.2, the SPS Collision Investigation Unit (CIU) will attend 
and assume conduct of the investigation for collisions involving: 

i. fatal injuries or life altering injuries to a vehicle occupant, cyclist or pedestrian;
ii. police vehicles from any jurisdiction;
iii. private vehicles being driven by Members or civilian SPS Employees in connection with

their duties;
iv. City of Surrey staff operating any City of Surrey vehicle;
v. any emergency vehicle, that occurs when the operator of that emergency vehicle is

exercising the privileges granted under s. 122(1) of the Motor Vehicle Act;
vi. level crossing rail car collisions causing injuries or death; and
vii. at the direction of SPS Senior Management for high profile collisions.

3.4. At the discretion of the Duty Officer, the provincial Integrated Collision Analysis Reconstruction 
Services (ICARS) Unit may be called to assist CIU with forensic evidence recovery and analysis 
involving collisions listed in s. 3.3 above. 

4. PROCEDURE

4.1. When an MVI is reported, the Operational Communications Centre (OCC) will assess the
information received and determine whether the police or any other agency should attend the 
scene. 

4.2. Members attending MVIs must: 

i. assist any injured parties until British Columbia Ambulance Service or Fire Department
personnel can assume their care;

ii. provide traffic control and otherwise ensure the safety of the public and emergency
services personnel at the scene;

iii. seek and identify independent witnesses;
iv. determine what, if any, charges should be considered;
v. ensure that all necessary reporting is completed; and
vi. seek and preserve corroborating evidence.
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Minor Damage / No Injuries / No Charges 
4.3. Members attending MVIs where: 

i. there is cumulative damage estimated to be less than $10,000;
ii. there are no injuries, or the injuries are minor and do not require a person to be

transported via ambulance to a hospital; and
iii. no criminal or Motor Vehicle Act (MVA) charges are contemplated,

the Members may ask the involved parties to exchange information and file their own reports with 
ICBC or their insurance provider. 

4.4. Prior to clearing the scene, Members must ensure that: 

i. involved vehicles and large debris have been cleared from the roadway; and
ii. involved parties have exchanged pertinent information.

Major Damage / Injuries / Charges Contemplated 
4.5. When Members attend MVIs where:  

i. there is cumulative damage estimated to be more than $10,000;
ii. there are injuries that require a person to be transported via ambulance to a hospital; or
iii. there is evidence to support a criminal or MVA charge,

the Members must: 

i. complete a MV6020 and diagram; and
ii. complete a General Occurrence (GO) Report.

4.6. If a criminal charge is appropriate, the attending Member must complete the GO Report to Crown 
Counsel (RTCC) template. The RTCC must include: 

i. a narrative of how the collision occurred;
ii. the Member who identified the accused as the suspect driver and how that information

was obtained;
iii. witness statements;
iv. any statement made by the accused, and all persons present when the statement was

made; and
v. a description of any physical evidence seized, photographs taken, video seized, or data

downloaded from any vehicle involved.

4.7. If a MVA charge is appropriate, the attending Member must issue the Violation Ticket (VT) and 
indicate the VT number in the GO report. However, a Member must not issue a VT if a criminal 
charge will be recommended. 
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Hit and Run – No Injuries / Minor Damage / No Suspect 
4.8. Members attending a complaint of a hit and run where there are no injuries, minor damage, no 

evidence to support a charge and no suspect, the Members may advise the complainant to contact 
ICBC or their insurance company to report the collision. 

Hit and Run – Non-Life-Altering Injuries / Major Damage / Suspects 
4.9. Members attending hit and run collisions where there are non-life-altering injuries, major damage 

or there is suspect information: 

i. are responsible for investigating the MVI;
ii. must ensure that statements are obtained from the complainant and any witnesses;
iii. seize and process any physical evidence;
iv. determine whether charges are appropriate; and
v. complete all necessary reports.

Life-Altering Injuries 
4.10. Members attending MVIs where there are potential life-altering injuries, the Member’s Supervisor 

may request, through the Duty Officer, the assistance of the CIU and the Duty Officer, in 
consultation with the CIU NCO, may require CIU to attend the scene based on: 

i. the seriousness of injuries;
ii. the age of injured persons;
iii. the number of injured persons;
iv. the extent of physical evidence at scene; and
v. the complexity of the collision.

Fatal MVIs 
4.11. Members attending a fatal MVI must immediately inform their Supervisor, who will contact the 

Duty Officer. 

4.12. The Duty Officer will assume initial command of the collision investigation until relieved by the 
CIU NCO and will direct Members as needed to: 

i. ensure the fatal MVI is investigated using the Major Case Management Model;
ii. ensure CIU and/or ICARS is called out to attend;
iii. assist with initial scene response and lockdown;
iv. divert traffic until Road Safety Section Members are able to assume responsibility;
v. preserve evidence at scene;
vi. set up inner and outer perimeters;
vii. identify witnesses and take preliminary statements;
viii. keep witnesses at scene;
ix. assist with identification of the deceased, if ID is not available at scene;
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x. provide NOK notification assistance; and
xi. ensure the Strategic Communications Section is informed.

Suspected Impaired Driver 
4.13. In all MVIs investigations if a driver of a vehicle involved in a collision is suspected of being 

impaired by alcohol or a drug, the attending Patrol Member is responsible for conducting the 
investigation. In serious and fatal MVIs where CIU has been called to attend, CIU will coordinate 
all aspects of the investigation, however, the attending Patrol Member remains responsible for 
the impaired investigation. 

Victim Services 
4.14. Members attending an MVI where there is a fatality or life altering injuries must consider 

contacting Victim Services staff to provide support for those involved who may experience 
significant emotional trauma as a result their involvement. 

4.15. Members assigned to investigate serious injury and fatal MVIs must send a notification via PRIME 
to Victim Services. 

Hazardous Materials 
4.16. Members attending MVIs where a vehicle involved is significantly damaged and believed to be 

carrying hazardous materials must: 

i. immediately notify OCC Dispatch and request the attendance of the Surrey Fire
Department;

ii. secure the area from all civilians, including the media, to a distance of at least 200 metres;
iii. seek to determine the Product Identification Number or United Nations Number of the

dangerous goods from either:
a. the dangerous goods documentation from the driver or the cab of the truck, or
b. the placards displayed on the sides, front or back of the vehicle; and

iv. if necessary, have OCC contact the Canadian Transport Emergency Centre (CANUTEC
888.226.8832) and request emergency assistance.

Freedom of Information Requests 
4.17. Requests for records related to MVIs from drivers, registered owners of vehicles, insurance 

adjusters, lawyers or others, are to be submitted in writing and directed to the Manager of 
Information and Privacy, except for the records necessary to satisfy disclosure requests from 
accused persons or their defence counsel, which must be referred to Crown Counsel or, in the case 
of Member-prosecuted matters in the Traffic Division of Provincial Court, to SPS Court Liaison Unit. 
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APPENDIX A:  DEFINITIONS 

“Duty Officer” means the Frontline Policing Inspector on duty at any given time. 

“Life-Altering Injuries” means a permanent or catastrophic injury which substantially interferes with one's 
life. Generally these injuries result in long-term medical problems, permanent disability, and/or shortened 
life expectancy. 

“Member” means a sworn Police Officer appointed by the Surrey Police Board. 

“MVI” means a motor vehicle incident involving a collision between a motor vehicle and another motor 
vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian, or property. 

“NCO” means non-commissioned officer and includes the rank of Sergeant and Staff Sergeant and a 
Member acting in that role. 

“OCC” means the Operational Communications Centre. 

“Supervisor” means Sergeant, Staff Sergeant, Inspector, Superintendent, Deputy Chief Constable, Chief 
Constable, and any other person acting in a Supervisory capacity who is accountable for a particular area 
or shift on behalf of the SPS. 
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S A F E R .  S T R O N G E R .  T O G E T H E R .

APPENDIX B: REFERENCES 

Criminal Code, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-46 

Motor Vehicle Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 318 

Motor Vehicle Act Regulations, B.C. Regulation 26/58 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: July 2, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: July 16, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-R023

TO: Surrey Police Board  

FROM: Interim Executive Director FILE: 60550-20-02 

SUBJECT: Service or Policy File No. 2025-001 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Interim Executive Director recommends the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) receive this report 
FOR DECISION.  

SUMMARY 

On June 26, 2025, the Board Office’s email inbox received the correspondence attached as Appendix I. 
The correspondence raises concerns about the adequacy and/or appropriateness to a request for 
assistance by an emergency operator who took a 9-1-1 call from the writer’s father. The writer further 
raises concerns about the adequacy and/or appropriateness of training and protocols, and of policy 
definitions of emergencies. The Board is the employer of the emergency operators who take 9-1-1 calls 
in the City of Surrey. 

ISSUE 

1. Are the concerns raised, on the face of them, a service or policy complaint falling within
Police Act, s. 168 (1); and

2. If yes, what course(s) of action set out in Police Act, s. 171 (1) does the Board resolve to take
to address the matter?

DISCUSSION 

Municipal police boards have statutory responsibilities for receiving and handling concerns raised the 
administration of the police service. “Service or policy complaints,” as they are called, “are different 
from allegations of misconduct which are made against individual officers. Service or policy complaints 
are made about the police service, generally, and include allegations that the service inappropriate or 
inadequate policies, supervision and management controls, training, staffing, response to a request for 
assistance, or any other internal operational or procedural matter. 

Service or policy complaints should be viewed as an opportunity to improve the police service. The 
process is an important part of a police board’s role and function of ensuring there is a high standard of 
policing and that interaction between police and the community is fair and responsive. Police boards 
should be ready to examine whether organizational concerns involve systemic problems, and to be open 
to engaging the public in a manner that is transparent and affords discussion on issues that may affect 
confidence in policing and the board’s oversight. 

Appendix IV
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Procedure for handling complaints 

The Board, acting as a whole, is the discipline authority for service or policy complaints. The first step in 
the process for handling a complaint is for the Board to receive it and determine that the concerns 
raised constitute a complaint. The grounds for determining that concerns are a service or policy 
complaint are stated in Police Act, s. 168 (1). The concerns must be about: 

(a) The general direction and management or operation of a municipal police department, or
(b) The inadequacy or inappropriateness of any of the following in respect of a municipal police

department:
i. Its staffing or resource allocation;

ii. Its training programs or resources;
iii. Its standing orders or policies;
iv. Its ability to respond to requests for assistance, or
v. Its internal procedures

If the Board is satisfied that concerns are about one or more of the grounds set out in s. 168, then, it 
receives them as a service or policy complaint. The next step in the process, in accordance with Police 
Act, s. 171 (1), is for the Board promptly to do one or more of the following: 

(a) Request the Chief Constable to investigate and report on the complaint;
(b) Initiate a study concerning the complaint;
(c) Initiate an investigation into the complaint;
(d) Dismiss the complaint on grounds specified in s. 171 (2.1); and/or
(e) Take any other course of action the Board considers necessary to respond adequately to the

complaint.

Whichever course(s) of action the Board determines to take, within 20 business days of its decision the 
Board must notify the complainant, the director of police services and the police complaint commissioner 
regarding the course of action taken. 

RECOMMENDATION 

On the face of them, the concerns raised in File No. 2025-001 appear to fall within the scope of s. 168 (1) 
and are within the Board’s jurisdiction. It is recommended the Board receive them as a service or policy 
complaint. 

It is open to the Board to take any of the courses of action stated in s. 171 (1), except (d), as the 
complaint does not appear to be frivolous or vexatious, made for an improper purpose nor a service or 
policy matter that was appropriately resolved. 

Balancing the options, it is recommended the Board pass a motion:  THAT the Board directs the Chief 
Constable to investigate and report on the complaint. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Not applicable. 

RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

Not applicable. 

Jason Kuzminski 
Interim Executive Director 

Appendix I – Email correspondence received on June 26, 2025 
  Acknowledgement Letter from Board Chair to Complainant – June 27, 2025 
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From:
Sent: June 26, 2025 8:56 PM 
To: SPB Info 

Dear  / Surrey Police / To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing to formally raise a serious concern regarding the response  received after 
being involved in a motor vehicle accident , at approximately 

, was involved in a significant accident in which  vehicle 
veered off the road and ended up in a ditch. Though injured,  was fortunately conscious and 
coherent enough to call 9-1-1 for help.  clearly informed the emergency operator that  had 
been in an accident, was hurt, and needed assistance. 

To our shock, the operator told  that unless  was bleeding, it did not qualify as an emergency, 
and advised  to call a tow truck instead. No emergency services were dispatched. 

Upon hearing this, I immediately left my workplace  and began contacting anyone I could 
to assist. Thankfully, , who then took  to the 
hospital. At the hospital, I learned the full extent of what had happened, including the fact that 

had been denied emergency assistance at a critical moment. 

I am deeply disturbed and outraged by this response. A person reporting that they are injured 
following a motor vehicle accident—particularly when they are in a vulnerable situation such as 
being stuck in a ditch—should never be dismissed. Emergency operators have a duty to assess 
situations thoroughly and err on the side of caution, as internal injuries, shock, or other conditions 
may not be immediately visible. 

This incident raises serious concerns about: 

• The training and protocols followed by 9-1-1 operators,

• The definition and assessment of emergencies,

• And the overall reliability of our emergency response system when Canadian citizens need it
most.

Had  condition been more severe or deteriorated while waiting for help that never came, 
the consequences could have been devastating. 

This experience has severely shaken  confidence in the emergency system. We believe 
this matter deserves immediate review and accountability. I am formally requesting: 

Appendix I
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1. A full investigation into the handling of this 9-1-1 call, including access to the call recording.

2. An assessment of current training and protocols for emergency operators.

3. A public response regarding how such situations will be handled differently going forward to
prevent further harm.

I am also prepared to share this story with the media to raise awareness about the gaps in 
emergency response for vulnerable citizens. Every Canadian deserves to feel confident that when 
they call 9-1-1, they will be heard, respected, and assisted appropriately. 

Thank you for your attention to this serious matter. I look forward to your prompt response. 

Sincerely, 
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14355 57 Avenue 
Surrey, BC V3X 1A9

604-598-5800
surreypoliceboard.ca

Accountability through Civilian Oversight 

June 27, 2025 

VIA EMAIL:  

Dear , 

Re: Surrey Police Board Service or Policy Complaint File No. 2025-001 

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your email of June 26, 2025 expressing concerns regarding a 9-1-1 
operator’s response to a call from  seeking assistance for a motor vehicle accident. In 
accordance with the Police Act, s. 169 (1)(c), a copy of your letter has been forwarded to Chief Constable 
Lipinski and the Police Complaint Commissioner, and it will be placed on the agenda of the Board’s next 
meeting on July 16, 2025. 

At the July meeting, the Board may decide to take any of the following actions set out in the Police Act, 
s. 171 (1) to address the matter:

(a) Request the Chief Constable of SPS investigate and report on the complaint;

(b) Initiate a study concerning the complaint;
(c) Initiate an investigation into the complaint;
(d) Dismiss the complaint on grounds set out elsewhere in the Act; or
(e) Take any other course of action the Board considers necessary to respond adequately to the

complaint.

The meeting starts at 3:00 p.m. and can be attended in-person or viewed by live-webcast. A link to the 
webcast will be available on the Board’s website: www.surreypoliceboard.ca. The agenda, a redacted 
copy of your letter, and any reports will also be available online on the Board’s website prior to the 
meeting. The Board Office will notify you in writing of any decision that is made at the meeting.  

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact Jason Kuzminski, Interim Executive Director 
at Jason.Kuzminski@surreypoliceboard.ca. 

Sincerely, 

Harley Chappell 
Chair, Surrey Police Board 

cc. 
Chief Constable Norm Lipinski, SPS 

Jason Kuzminski, Surrey Police Board 

Appendix I
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14355 57 Avenue  
Surrey, BC V3X 1A9 

604-598-5800 
surreypoliceboard.ca 

Accountability through Civilian Oversight 

July 21, 2025 

VIA EMAIL:  

Dear 

Re: Surrey Police Board Service or Policy Complaint File No. 2025-001 

At the Surrey Police Board’s meeting on July 16, 2025, the Board formally received your complaint 
regarding an emergency operator’s handling of a 9-1-1 call from a family member seeking assistance for a 
motor vehicle accident. Based on the facts as alleged, the Board passed a resolution to request the Chief 
Constable to investigate and report on the complaint, in accordance with Police Act, section 171 (1)(a). 
The Board asked that the investigation include review of SPS policies, protocols and training provided to 
emergency operators.  

The investigation report, along with any recommendations, is expected to come back before the Board at 
its next meeting on September 11, 2025. Prior to the meeting, the Board Office will notify you that it has 
been added to the agenda so that you may attend or view the livestream broadcast of the meeting. 

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact Jason Kuzminski, Interim Executive Director 
at Jason.Kuzminski@surreypoliceboard.ca. 

Sincerely, 

Harley Chappell 
Chair, Surrey Police Board 

cc. 
Chief Constable Norm Lipinski, SPS 

Jason Kuzminski, Surrey Police Board 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: September 8, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-GOV008 

 
 

TO: Surrey Police Board   
 
FROM: Governance Committee  FILE: 60550-20-03 
 
SUBJECT: Service or Policy Complaint - File No. 2025-002 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Governance Committee recommends that the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”)  receive this report  
FOR DECISION. 
 
SUMMARY 
 

On September 2, 2025, the Governance Committee reviewed a report from the Chief Constable on concerns 
regarding excess noise from altered car engines and/or mufflers that was received on July 10, 2025 and received 
as a service or policy complaint at the Board’s meeting on July 16, 2025. In opening a file for the complaint, the 
Board directed the Chief Constable to investigate and report on the complaint in accordance Police Act, section 
171 (1)(a). The Board further asked that the investigation include a review of SPS policies, equipment and 
resources and/or resource allocation in relation to enforcing the provisions of the Motor Vehicle Act and 
relevant bylaws. The investigation has concluded and the Governance Committee received the report. Based on 
the findings described in this report, the Governance Committee recommends that the Board conclude its 
review of the complaint and close the file. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

On July 10, 2025, the Board received email correspondence raising concerns about noise pollution from cars 
whose engines and/or mufflers were altered, causing disrupted sleep, increased stress and degraded 
community wellness.  
 

Both Surrey Bylaw officers and SPS officers have the authority to enforce ‘excessive noise’ from Motor Vehicles 
under the Motor Vehicle Act (MVA), Motor Vehicle Act Regulations (MVAR), and City of Surrey noise By-Law 
7044. Because Bylaw officers cannot take enforcement action for moving violations, they are limited to 
enforcement of parked vehicles. As a result, responsibility for enforcement falls primarily on SPS’s Traffic 
Enforcement Unit (TEU) and Frontline Patrol Officers.  
 

Provincial vehicle exhaust noise limits are set out in MVAR Division 27, which states: 
 

“A motor vehicle shall be equipped with an exhaust muffler which complies with section 7.03 of 
the regulations. 
The opinion of an inspector as to whether the engine and exhaust noise is greater than that made by 
other vehicles in good condition of comparable size, horsepower, piston displacement or compression 
ratio shall determine whether exhaust gases are expelled with excessive noise. 
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When tested in an inspection station, the vehicle engine, any auxiliary engine and exhaust level 
shall not exceed Table 3 standards.  

 
Table 3 Standards indicate that the “Maximum Allowable Sound Pressure Level” of a light duty vehicle 
(which would include all passenger cars) is 83 dBA. 

 
Enforcement of Noise Levels  
Among the challenges inherent to enforcing excessive vehicle noise is the prac�cal problem of apprehending 
viola�ons when and where they are happening, especially with regard to moving viola�ons. It is difficult to 
respond to a call for service, given the likelihood that drivers will have le� the loca�on by the �me SPS is able to 
arrive. Police patrols may be able to effect a stop and issue viola�on �ckets where they encounter a noise bylaw 
infrac�on, although this is based on random chance and is subject to whether other greater threats to public 
safety require aten�on. Planned roadside checks may be effec�ve but are resource-intensive and subject to the 
availability of resources. 
 

A person may be charged under several sec�ons of the MVA and MVAR rela�ve to excessive noise from a 
vehicle, the most common are, (MVA s.219 and MVAR 7A.01). However, there is no lawful requirement for 
police officers to use or be trained in the use of decibel meters when assessing whether a motor vehicle is in 
compliance with the provisions of the MVAR.  
 

Charges under MVAR 7A.01 require an officer to ar�culate their subjec�ve opinion that the noise from the 
vehicle was ‘unnecessary’. 
 

Division 7A.01 of the MVAR states: “No person shall start, drive, turn or stop any motor vehicle, 
or accelerate the vehicle engine while the vehicle is stationary, in a manner which causes any 
loud and unnecessary noise in or from the engine, exhaust system or the braking system, or from 
the contact of the tires with the roadway.” Therefore, by definition, a vehicle does not have to be 
“driving” and may be emitting unnecessary noise from the engine or exhaust system while 
stationary. 

 

British Columbia Supreme Court (BCSC) decision R. v. Tootill (2012, BCSC 1015) reaffirmed that an Officer 
‘subjective believe’ that the noise from the engine or exhaust was ‘unnecessary’ is sufficient evidence to secure 
a conviction. As such, the only training required for an officer to issue this violation ticket and defend it in court 
is the proper articulation of their evidence.  
 

Charges under s. 219 MVA relate to a wide variety of vehicle defects and requires the vehicle to be inspected. 
s.219(2) MVA grants Police Officers the authority to inspect vehicles.  Typically, inspections relative to noisy 
vehicles would include looking for modification to the exhaust system and using a decibel meter to measure the 
exhaust sound pressure levels.  
 

The TEU has two decibel meters that are used by Officers to measure sound pressure levels from vehicles. SPS 
members use Automotive Industry Standard testing procedures as prescribed by the SAE J1492 OCT2008 
“Measurement of Light Vehicle Stationary Exhaust System Sound Level Engine Speed Sweep Method” and the 
ISO 5130:2006 “Acoustics — Measurements of Sound Pressure Level Emitted by Stationary Road Vehicle.”  
 

INVESTIGATIVE REVIEW 
 

POLICIES  
 

The SPS has policies in place regarding enforcement of the MVA, MVAR and City of Surrey Bylaws. All members 
of the Road Safety Section are trained and familiar with the relevant policies as they relate to the enforcement 
of the Motor Vehicle Act and City of Surrey Bylaws. These include:  
OP 4.37 - Noise Complaints 
OP 4.36  - Road Safety Administration 
OP 4.36. 10 - Violation Tickets 
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OP 6.1.5 - Frontline Policing (Patrol Function) 
These policies provide a framework and guidance to frontline operations and support the principles of 
professional judgment and exercise of discretion for enforcement of bylaw violations. 
 

Current Resources and Alloca�on  
 

As stated, the responsibility for enforcement of ‘unnecessary noise’ lies with TEU, Traffic Community Response 
Unit (TCRU) and frontline officers. An inherent aspect of municipal policing is the independent exercise of 
discre�on by police constables. Factors that constables must consider in exercising their discre�on are the 
public safety and policing priori�es their police board and chief constable establish, and the availability and 
alloca�on of resources that can be dedicated to preven�on, detec�on and enforcement. Given the volume of 
calls for service and priority to protect life/property and preserve the peace, SPS and frontline officers have few 
resources or �me to reallocate from serious public safety threats to enforcement of noise and nuisance 
offences.  
 

Inves�ga�on and enforcement of loud vehicle noise from engines, exhaust, �res and mufflers fall to TCRU and 
TEU, whose responsibili�es include policing behaviours that are high-risk to public safety, such as impaired 
driving, distracted driving and speed enforcement. TEU currently has two teams working 11.5-hour shi�s on a 4 
on 4 off rota�on. The teams are comprised of 6 Constables and 1 Sergeant on each team. TEU officers focus 
their enforcement efforts on priori�es iden�fied through intelligence, officer observa�ons, community concerns 
and other priori�es as established by unit commander.  
 

TCRU is comprised of 2 sworn officers who work 10 hours shi�s, 4 days per week and report to the TEU 
Sergeants.  TCRU’s mandate is to respond to community concerns brought forward through calls to dispatch, 
SPS non- emergency phone line and the TCRU email proxy, available to the public on the SPS website.  TCRU 
priori�es are to target high risk driving behaviours par�cularly where it impacts schools, parks, and vulnerable 
persons. As well, TCRU is responsible for atending community events and working with SPS volunteers to 
educate the public regarding road safety.  
 

A�er careful considera�on of public safety and policing priori�es, SPS policies, the challenges for enforcement 
without a substan�al increase in resources to dedicate to policing the problem, and the Chief Constable’s 
discre�on over resource alloca�on for SPS opera�ons, the Governance Commitee recommends that the Surrey 
Police Board conclude its review of the complaint and close its file. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Governance Commitee recommends: 
 

THAT the Surrey Police Board conclude its review of the complaint and close its file for reasons set out in 
this report; and  
 

THAT the Surrey Police Board direct the Board Chair to send the complainant a concluding correspondence 
pursuant to Police Act, sec�on 171. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

Not applicable. 

 
 
Nerissa Allen, Chair 
Governance Committee 
 
Appendix I – Report R024 Service or Policy File No. 2025-002 to Board July 16, 2025 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: July 10 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: July 16, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-R024 

TO: Surrey Police Board  

FROM: Interim Executive Director FILE: 60550-20-02 

SUBJECT: Service or Policy File No. 2025-002 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Interim Executive Director recommends the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) receive this report 
FOR DECISION.  

SUMMARY 

On July 10, 2025, the Board Office’s email inbox received the correspondence attached as Appendix I. 
The correspondence raises concerns about the adequacy and/or appropriateness of SPS enforcement of 
traffic noise. 

ISSUE 

What course(s) of action set out in Police Act, s. 171 (1) does the Board resolve to take to address 
the matter? 

DISCUSSION 

As set out in Service or Policy File No. 2025-001, the Board, acting as a whole, is the discipline authority 
for service or policy complaints. The first step in the process for handling a complaint is for the Board to 
receive it and determine whether the concerns raised constitute a complaint within the jurisdiction and 
authority of the Board. The grounds for determining that concerns are a service or policy complaint are 
stated in Police Act, s. 168 (1). The concerns must be about: 

(a) The general direction and management or operation of a municipal police department, or
(b) The inadequacy or inappropriateness of any of the following in respect of a municipal police

department:
i. Its staffing or resource allocation;

ii. Its training programs or resources;
iii. Its standing orders or policies;
iv. Its ability to respond to requests for assistance, or
v. Its internal procedures

Appendix I
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Where the Board is satisfied that the concerns are about one or more of the grounds set out in s. 168, 
then, it receives them as a service or policy complaint. The next step in the process, in accordance with 
Police Act, s. 171 (1), is for the Board promptly to do one or more of the following: 
 

(a) Request the Chief Constable to investigate and report on the complaint; 
(b) Initiate a study concerning the complaint; 
(c) Initiate an investigation into the complaint; 
(d) Dismiss the complaint on grounds specified in s. 171 (2.1); and/or 
(e) Take any other course of action the Board considers necessary to respond adequately to the 

complaint. 
 

Whichever course(s) of action the Board determines to take, within 20 business days of its decision the 
Board must notify the complainant, the director of police services and the police complaint commissioner 
regarding the course of action taken. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

On their face, the concerns raised in File No. 2025-002 appear to fall within the scope of s. 168 (1), and it 
is recommended the Board receive them as a service or policy complaint. 
 

It is open to the Board to take any of the courses of action stated in s. 171 (1), except (d), as the 
complaint does not appear to be frivolous or vexatious, made for an improper purpose nor a service or 
policy matter that was appropriately resolved. 
 

Balancing the options, it is recommended the Board pass a motion:  THAT the Board directs the Chief 
Constable to investigate and report on the complaint. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

Not applicable. 
 

RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 

Not applicable. 

 
Jason Kuzminski 
Interim Executive Director 
 

Appendix I – Email correspondence received on June 26, 2025 
          Acknowledgement Letter from Board Chair to Complainant – June 27, 2025 
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e) Provide a tel. hotline for the public to report noisy motor vehicles (their licence plates). Train SPS 
(Non-emergency) personnel to take reports of these vehicles, and have SPS follow-up on these vehicles. 
SPS to require these vehicles to turn up for noise inspections within 1 month, or face a fine. 
 
f) Fine automotive shops that alter mufflers/ engines/ vehicles to make them louder and noisy. Many 
automotive shops in Newton (Surrey) offer these services as they are popular and in demand. Ensure 
fines are paid. 
 
The 600+ (and many more) Surrey residents would be grateful if the Surrey Police Board, Public Safety 
Committee and SPS take concrete and immediate action to deal with the noise pollution by 
loud motor vehicles. Left unaddressed, this community disease will spread rapidly through Surrey, with 
its growing and foreign population. With your will to act, Surrey has the chance to be an example for 
Metro Vancouver's well-controlled traffic noise situation.  
 
Please keep me informed of any actions taken. 
 

, Surrey resident 
cc: , another concerned resident 
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Chief Constable Norm Lipinski 
Surrey Police (SPS Headquarters)  
14355 57 Avenue, Surrey, BC V3X 1A9 
 

May 16, 2025 

 

Dear Mr Lipinski,  

 

Traffic Noise Pollution from Loud Motor Vehicles in Surrey City Centre 

We are writing to call upon the Surrey Police to enforce the traffic regulations that currently exist to 

control the noise pollution from loud motor vehicles in Surrey City Centre.   

 

The loud roars and sputtering noises from altered car engines or removed mufflers of motor vehicles 

(cars, trucks and motorcycles) increase the residents’ stress levels, and disrupt rest and sleep. Our 

community wellness suffers as a result. 

 

This problem was presented to the Surrey City Council (SCC) on 25 September 2024. However, noise 

pollution has become worse, as the number of loud motor vehicles on the roads increased.  

 

Noise pollution has become so intolerable that the Strata Plan (see attached), along with about 

360 residents (on , have signed petitions to call upon the Surrey Police 

and the Surrey City Council to act on loud motor vehicles that exceed the decibel limits stipulated by the 

Motor Vehicular Act of BC.  As a Surrey resident affected by the noise, I am representing these 

stakeholders by making the authorities aware of this problem, and urging both the Surrey City Council 

and Surrey Police to collaborate on controlling traffic noise pollution. 

 

Kindly keep me informed as to what measures will be taken, and their estimated timelines. Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

-Signed- 

 

email   
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14355 57 Avenue  
Surrey, BC V3X 1A9 

604-598-5800 
surreypoliceboard.ca 

Accountability through Civilian Oversight 

 

 
July 11, 2025 
 
 
VIA EMAIL:   
 
Dear , 
 

Re: Surrey Police Board Service or Policy Complaint File No. 2025-002 
 

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your email of June 26, 2025 expressing concern about 
enforcement of traffic noise bylaws. In accordance with the Police Act, s. 169 (1)(c), a copy of your letter 
has been forwarded to Chief Constable Lipinski and the Police Complaint Commissioner. Your letter will 
be placed on the agenda of the Board’s next meeting on July 16, 2025. 
 

At the July meeting, the Board may decide to take any of the following actions set out in the Police Act, 
s. 171 (1) to address the matter: 
 

(a) Request the Chief Constable of SPS investigate and report on the complaint; 
 

(b) Initiate a study concerning the complaint; 
(c) Initiate an investigation into the complaint; 
(d) Dismiss the complaint on grounds set out elsewhere in the Act; or 
(e) Take any other course of action the Board considers necessary to respond adequately to the 

complaint. 
 

The meeting starts at 3:00 p.m. and can be attended in-person or viewed by live-webcast. A link to the 
webcast will be available on the Board’s website: www.surreypoliceboard.ca. The agenda, a redacted 
copy of your letter and attachments, and any reports will also be available online on the Board’s website 
prior to the meeting. The Board Office will notify you in writing of any decision that is made at the 
meeting.  
 

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact Jason Kuzminski, Interim Executive Director 
at Jason.Kuzminski@surreypoliceboard.ca. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Harley Chappell 
Chair, Surrey Police Board 
 

cc. Prabhu Rajan, Police Complaint Commissioner 
 Chief Constable Norm Lipinski, SPS 
 Her Worship Brenda Locke, Surrey Mayor 
 Jason Kuzminski, Surrey Police Board 
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14355 57 Avenue  
Surrey, BC V3X 1A9 

604-598-5800 
surreypoliceboard.ca 

Accountability through Civilian Oversight 

 

 
July 21, 2025 
 
 
 
 
VIA EMAIL:   
 
 
Dear  
 

Re: Surrey Police Board Service or Policy Complaint File No. 2025-002 
 

At the Surrey Police Board’s meeting on July 16, 2025, the Board formally received your complaint 
regarding enforcement of traffic noise from motor vehicles operating in Surrey. Based on the facts as 
alleged in your correspondence and attachments, the Board passed a resolution to request the Chief 
Constable to investigate and report on the complaint, in accordance with Police Act, section 171 (1)(a). 
The Board asked that the investigation include review of SPS policies, equipment and resources and/or 
resource allocation in relation to enforcing provisions of the Motor Vehicle Act and relevant bylaws.  
 
The investigation report, along with any recommendations, is expected to come back before the Board at 
its next meeting on September 11, 2025. Prior to the meeting, the Board Office will notify you that it has 
been added to the agenda so that you may attend or view the livestream broadcast of the meeting. 
 

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact Jason Kuzminski, Interim Executive Director 
at Jason.Kuzminski@surreypoliceboard.ca. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Harley Chappell 
Chair, Surrey Police Board 
 

cc. Prabhu Rajan, Police Complaint Commissioner 
 Chief Constable Norm Lipinski, SPS 
 Her Worship Brenda Locke, Surrey Mayor 
 Jason Kuzminski, Surrey Police Board 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: September 5, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-R026 
 

 
TO: Surrey Police Board   
 
FROM: Chief Constable FILE: 60550-20-03 
 
SUBJECT: Body Worn Camera Pilot Launch October 15, 2025 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Constable recommends that the Surrey Police Board (the “Board) receive this report  
FOR INFORMATION. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
At its September 2, 2025 meeting, the Governance Committee was advised by the Chief Constable that 
Surrey Police Service will launch a Body Worn Camera (BWC) Pilot program on October 15, 2025. Two 
community consultation reports indicated strong community support for SPS to implement BWCs into 
regular operations, with 90% support in 2021 and 84% in 2024. The pilot will help SPS understand the 
operations, use, privacy and information management implications of the use of BWC’s by the service.  
 
Pilot program approvals were obtained in January and October 2024 under the previous Surrey Police 
Board Administrator that included the purchase of 20 BWC for the pilot. A Risk Management Strategy 
was provided to the Board in May 2025. 
 
SPS will demonstrate BWCs with community stakeholders in September 2025. The pilot launch date of 
October 15, 2025, has a window of +/- five days to allow for unanticipated circumstances. All equipment 
and infrastructure has been purchased and installed within the approved budget. All training and IT 
implementation is scheduled and on time for the pilot launch.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In September of 2021, the BC Association of Chiefs of Police (BCACP) struck a Special Purpose Committee 
to evaluate the use of Body Worn Cameras.  The committee identified best practices, provided guidance 
to ensure consistency in standard operating procedures, policies, and disclosure procedures across the 
province, and consulted with other agencies impacted by the introduction of BWCs. 
 
The Vancouver Police Department (VPD) launched a six-month BWC Pilot Project on January 4th, 2024.  
The VPD trained and equipped 85 front-line officers with BWCs. The information gleaned from the VPD 
pilot project guided the development and implementation of a broader BWC directive for the SPS pilot 
project, to be initially launched with the SPS Road Safety Section. 
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Practical applications of BWC and use within the Road Safety Section will help SPS:  
 

(1) understand the technology. 
(2) socialize the SPS organization to the product. 
(3) consult with stakeholders, internal and external, in its implementation.  
(4) finalize the interface with the Axon Digital Evidence Management System (DEMS). 
(5) determine what resources are required including, but not limited to, Court Service Unit; PRIME 

Application Unit; Information Services Unit; Information, Privacy, and Disclosure Unit. 
 
RISK ASSESSMENT 
 
A risk assessment was completed and forwarded to the Risk and Finance Committee in May 2025 which 
addressed organizational risk though project management principles, testing and training, phased 
implementation, policy development with the use of a Deputy Chief Constable’s Directive for the pilot 
duration, and legal requirements within community expectations.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial approvals for the pilot project were obtained in 2024. All financial implications have been 
addressed and are within budgeted amounts.  
 
RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
All resource implications for the pilot phase have been addressed. Information obtained through the pilot 
project will aid in the understanding of human resource requirements for broader BWC implementation 
across SPS in future.  

CONCLUSION 
 
The public expect a progressive police department to use advanced technology operated by properly 
trained officers to ensure public safety and accountability. SPS will conduct the first launch of the BWC 
program in accordance with established training and privacy protocols on October 15, 2025.  

This report informs residents and businesses in the City of Surrey of the upcoming launch of the SPS 
Body Worn Camera Pilot Program. 

 

Norm Lipinski, OOM, LLB, MBA 
Chief Constable 
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REGULAR 

REPORT DATE: September 8, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-FIN017 

 
 
TO: Surrey Police Board    
 
FROM: Finance and Risk Committee FILE: 60550-20-04 
 
SUBJECT: Sole Source Procurement – Axon Inc. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Finance and Risk Committee (the “Committee”) recommends that the Surrey Police Board (the 
“Board”) receive this report FOR INFORMATION. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

On July 23, 2025, the Board approved direct award of several policing-related technologies  whose 
procurement was either urgent to meet provincial deadlines or had only one supplier that manufactured 
products that are compatible with the provincially-mandated Digital Evidence Management System 
(DEMS). Procedurally, the approvals were made by the Finance and Risk Committee pursuant to a 
delegation of authority by the Board by a motion adopted at its July 16, 2025 meeting.  
 

All of the policing-related technologies were contemplated in the 2025 operating budget prepared and 
submitted by the Board and approved by Surrey City Council. The requirement for Board approval arose 
because the procurement cost of $2.48M annually (for five years) is above the total amount that the 
Chief Constable has a delegated authority to spend pursuant to SPS Policy AD 8.9.  
 
The Committee carefully considered this request in accordance with procurement requirements, SPS 
policy and BC Provincial Policing Standards. Specifically, the Committee made its decision based on the 
following factors:  
 

• The 2025 operating budget for SPS submitted by the Board and approved by City Council 
contemplates purchase of the police-related technologies, and the equipment is both necessary 
for policing operations and, in several instances, required to fulfil provincial policing standards. 

• SPS Policy AD 8.3 provides for direct award where certain criteria are met.  
• While there is no formal City of Surrey or SPS “Buy Canadian” policy, SPS has demonstrated 

there are no manufacturers of professional-grade alternatives for the police-related 
technologies that are wholly Canadian owned or headquartered in Canada.  

• Urgency for procurement of the Taser 10 model to fulfil commitments for an imminent cross-
jurisdictional provincial pilot. The Taser—manufactured by Axon Inc.—is the only approved 
Conducted Energy Weapon (CEW), pursuant to Provincial Policing Standard 1.3.2.  

• DEMS is provincially mandated pursuant to Ministerial Order M389. The provincial government 
conducted its own formal, competitive procurement process through PRIMECorp, which 
resulted in Axon Inc. being selected as the DEMS provider.  
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• The DEMS platform and technology are utilized by the BC Prosecution Service (BCPS); police 
agencies that use other platforms incur additional costs to retrieve, convert for compatibility, 
and transfer their digital data to BCPS.  

• Body worn camera equipment, remote piloted aircraft systems, in-car camera solutions, licence 
plate readers, internal video cameras, and mobile pole cameras are all digital capture products 
included in the 2025 operating budget approved by Council. While such digital capture products 
have Canadian manufacturers capable of supplying consumer grade products for retail purchase, 
none can meet policing requirements and standards. There are only two suppliers of body worn 
cameras that meet policing standards, and both are headquartered in the United States and 
have Canadian offices. One is Axon Inc. and the other supplier was initially selected by RCMP for 
a pilot before it was abandoned for the Axon product.  

• Axon products have an intrinsic benefit of interoperability with the provincially-mandated DEMS 
system. Attempting to use another supplier’s product would incur additional costs associated 
with transferring and reformatting the digital evidence to make it compatible with DEMS. 

• The potential benefit of bundling from a single supplier may reduce the total actual annual cost 
through negotiated discounts.  
 

The procurement decisions were formally adopted on July 23, 2025 during the Finance and Risk 
Committee meeting and minutes of decisions are included in the September 11, 2025 agenda package. 

 
 
Sonia Parmar 
Chair, Finance Committee 
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REGULAR 
REPORT DATE: September 4, 2025 

BOARD MEETING DATE: September 11, 2025 

BOARD REPORT # 2025-FIN018 

 

TO: Surrey Police Board 

FROM: Finance and Risk Committee FILE: 60540-20-04 

SUBJECT: Financial Update – Year-To-Date Expenditures (July 31, 2025) 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Finance and Risk Committee (the “Committee”) recommends that the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) 
receive this report FOR INFORMATION. 

PURPOSE 

This report summarizes 2025 year-to-date expenditures incurred (and accrued) up to July 31, 2025. 

BACKGROUND 

The 2025 policing budget, as approved by the Surrey Police Board (the “Board”) and the City of Surrey 
(the “City”), is summarized below. 

* The 2025 budget presents policing costs broken out into three main components:  SPS Operations,
Lower Mainland Integrated Police Services, and the Provincial Operations Support Unit (RCMP members
supporting SPS). The Provincial Operations Support Unit does not report to the Surrey Police Board or SPS,
and the Surrey Police Board’s forecast of the Provincial Operations Support Unit’s estimates and reporting
of its actual expenditures is based on available data provided by third parties.
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The core assumptions used to build the budget were developed through discussions by the Advisory Budget 
Committee, which consists of collaborating members representing the City, the Board, and SPS, with a 
common goal of optimizing Surrey’s policing budget and utilizing taxpayer resources most efficiently. The 
fundamental planning assumption in the budget is based on Surrey’s targeted policing strength of 810 sworn 
members in 2025 (combined between SPS and RCMP members). 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
As of July 31, 2025, year-to-date net expenditures totalled $127.15M (45% of the total budgeted), presented 
below. However, please note that at the time of writing, SPS has not received up-to-date financial data on 
the costs related to Lower Mainland Integrated Police Services or the Provincial Operations Support Unit. 
Therefore, the related expenditures are currently accrued/estimated based on a proportion of the budgeted 
amount. 
 

 
 
* Please note that while the RCMP’s Surrey Provincial Operations Support Unit’s (“SPOSU”) contract cost is a 

line item in the Surrey Police Board’s budget, the Board has no oversight or control over the cost and 
deliverables of the contract, as the agreement is between the federal government and the Province of BC. 
This line item is added to the Board’s budget and reporting for presentation purposes only, to provide 
interested stakeholders with a consolidated view of Surrey’s total policing expenditures. 

 
The most significant costs in our budget and actual expenses are salaries and benefits, representing 
approximately 77% of year-to-date SPS Operations expenses (excluding expenses related to Lower Mainland 
Integrated Police Services and the Provincial Operations Support Unit). SPS currently has 994 active 
employees on payroll: 563 sworn members, 327 full-time civilians, and 104 part-time civilians. (Some of our 
part-time civilians may be on-call auxiliary positions and may not have work shifted each month; therefore, 
the part-time civilian count may fluctuate each month.) 
 
COMPLIANCE  
 
All statutory remittances and reporting are currently up to date. Our reporting/remittance frequencies are 
as follows: 
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• WorkSafe BC – quarterly 
• Municipal Pension Plan – 15 days after each payroll (pay date) 
• BC Provincial Sales Tax (PST) – monthly 
• BC Employer Health Tax (EHT) – quarterly 
• Canada Revenue Agency: 

 Federal Goods and Services Tax (GST) payments/remittances – annual 
 Payroll remittances – immediately after each payroll (pay date) 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
This report is presented for information. 

 
 
Sonia Parmar 
Chair, Finance and Risk Committee 

 
Appendix I  Statement of Revenues and Expenditures – July 31, 2025 
Appendix II Statement of Operating Expenditures by Bureau – July 31, 2025 
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(APPENDIX I)
Statement of Revenues and Expenditures

For the period ended July 31, 2025

Jan 25 - Jul 25

Revenues
City of Surrey Funding $127,148,375.70
Provincial Government Funding 8,840,595.15
Federal Government Funding 68,919.90
Policing Service Recoveries 1,290,382.33
Training and Course Fees/Recoveries 17,076.50
Fees for Service 1,520,209.49
Interest Earned 44,580.68
Other Revenue 251,360.03
Deferred Revenue/Funding (730,050.00)
Total Revenues 138,451,449.78

Operating Expeditures
Board Remuneration 75,225.00
Salaries and Benefits 82,733,011.54
Consultants and Professional Services 4,799,312.54
Justice Institute of BC Recruit Training Fees 677,665.05
Training and Travel 762,407.73
Lower Mainland Integrated Police Services 11,897,589.03
Other/External Police Agency Support 19,333,963.86
Brand Development and Advertising 65,120.68
Events and Meetings 46,469.30
Facilities Operating Expenses 820,867.13
Leases and Rental 1,205,474.51
Memberships and Professional Dues 35,706.71
Other Expenditures 9,473.11
Risk Management and Insurance 167,614.74
Repairs and Maintenance 1,308,181.47
Service Fees 75,924.62
Software and Application Licences 3,164,969.39
Technology System Levies 1,341,705.66
Telecommunications/Telephony 484,784.47
Supplies and Materials 1,874,693.68
Total Operating Expeditures 130,880,160.22

Equipment, Inventory and Capital Expenditures
IT Hardware/Equipment 633,239.03
Personal Issue Equipment - Policing Gear 1,081,177.61
Personal Issue Equipment - Uniforms 896,307.16
Specialty Equipment – Operational 593,301.76
Specialty Equipment – Public Order 5,858.25
Specialty Equipment – Training 47,792.30
Use of Force Equipment – Ammunition 206,855.78
Use of Force Equipment – Firearms 229,233.77
Use of Force Equipment – Non-Lethal 196,240.87
Vehicles/Police Fleet 1,434,150.99
Leasehold Improvements/Renovations 2,247,132.04
Total Equipment, Inventory and Capital Expenditures 7,571,289.56

Total Expenditures 138,451,449.78
Surplus / (Deficit) $-
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(APPENDIX II)
Statement of Operating Expenditures by Bureau

For the period ended July 31, 2025

Police Board Office of the Chief Constable Community Policing Bureau Investigative Services Bureau Corporate Services Bureau Total

Operating Expeditures
Board Remuneration $75,225.00 $- $- $- $- $75,225.00
Salaries and Benefits 186,836.64 2,871,862.91 47,665,359.40 9,669,616.32 22,339,336.27 82,733,011.54
Consultants and Professional Services 143,193.39 647,809.05 507,607.69 111,324.99 3,389,377.42 4,799,312.54
Justice Institute of BC Recruit Training Fees - - - - 677,665.05 677,665.05
Training and Travel 4,275.11 25,867.30 15,194.54 31,927.72 685,143.06 762,407.73
Lower Mainland Integrated Police Services - - - 11,897,589.03 - 11,897,589.03
Other/External Police Agency Support - - 117,614.24 18,006.88 19,198,342.74 19,333,963.86
Brand Development and Advertising - 9,459.43 - - 55,661.25 65,120.68
Events and Meetings 3,300.00 8,731.50 9,562.49 384.80 24,490.51 46,469.30
Facilities Operating Expenses - - 3,456.63 - 817,410.50 820,867.13
Leases and Rental 1,246.20 12,557.00 15,139.33 - 1,176,531.98 1,205,474.51
Memberships and Professional Dues 3,290.00 10,270.09 2,345.56 2,255.19 17,545.87 35,706.71
Other Expenditures - 3,673.74 2,490.29 348.90 2,960.18 9,473.11
Risk Management and Insurance - - 435.00 - 167,179.74 167,614.74
Repairs and Maintenance - 332.19 56,516.18 16,954.26 1,234,378.84 1,308,181.47
Service Fees - 799.09 4.71 100.00 75,020.82 75,924.62
Software and Application Licences - 11,181.56 2,411.50 11,293.83 3,140,082.50 3,164,969.39
Technology System Levies - - - - 1,341,705.66 1,341,705.66
Telecommunications/Telephony - - - - 484,784.47 484,784.47
Supplies and Materials 1,493.80 83,807.08 259,604.90 76,283.89 1,453,504.01 1,874,693.68
Total Operating Expeditures $418,860.14 $3,686,350.94 $48,657,742.46 $21,836,085.81 $56,281,120.87 $130,880,160.22
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14355 57 Avenue  
Surrey, BC V3X 1A9 

604-598-5800
surreypoliceboard.ca 

Accountability through Civilian Oversight 

September 5, 2025 

VIA EMAIL 

Mayor and Council 
City of Surrey 
13450 – 104 Avenue 
Surrey, BC  V3T 1V8 

Dear Mayor Locke and Members of Surrey City Council, 

Re: Approval of Procurement for Police Equipment 

I write in response to Mayor Locke’s correspondence of August 15, 2025 regarding procurement of 
multiple police-related technologies. As you know, the Surrey Police Board is an independent body with a 
statutory responsibility to oversee public safety in Surrey for the people of Surrey. Directors of the Board 
take seriously our role regarding equipping and supplying frontline SPS constables and the prudent use of 
tax dollars put toward policing. These decisions are often complex and multi-faceted. In the spirit of 
encouraging greater cooperation between us, I will attempt to set out the Board’s decision-making 
process regarding this matter. 

I begin by noting that the 2025 operating budget for SPS submitted by the Surrey Police Board and 
approved by Council contemplates purchase of the police-related technologies, and the equipment is 
both necessary for policing operations and, in several instances, required to fulfil provincial policing 
standards. It is equally important to clarify that SPS procurement processes are made in accordance with 
clear and transparent public policies. In considering the request when it initially came forward at the July 
16, 2025 board meeting, the Surrey Police Board was guided by SPS Policy AD 8.3 (referenced in Mayor 
Locke’s correspondence), including 3.25 which provides for direct award where certain criteria are met. 
Although there is no formal City of Surrey or SPS “Buy Canadian” policy, the Surrey Police Board also took 
into consideration the availability of the police-related technologies from Canadian manufacturers. 

Approval for procurement of the police-related technologies was requested by SPS out of recognition that 
the procurement cost of $2.48M annually (for five years) is over the amount the Chief Constable is 
authorized to spend without Board approval pursuant to SPS Policy AD 8.9. Details of the police-related 
technologies and information to support a direct award are set out in Board Report 2025-RO21 found at 
pages 20-24 of the meeting agenda package. The Board resolved to refer the matter to its Finance and 
Risk Committee and delegated its decision-making authority for the police-related technologies to the 
Committee. As the video record demonstrates, the Board referred the matter to the Committee for two 
reasons: (1) Board Report 2025-RO21 came before the Board without first being previewed by a 
committee as required by newly established procedures of the Board; and (2) to further study the 
availability of Canadian-based manufacturers of the police-related technologies.  
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The Finance and Risk Committee met on July 23, 2025 to further consider the procurement requests. The 
Committee took the earlier deliberations of the Board into consideration and reviewed further 
information provided by SPS that demonstrated there are no manufacturers of professional-grade 
alternatives for the police-related technologies that are wholly Canadian owned or headquartered in 
Canada. The Committee reviewed information provided by SPS to explain the urgency for procurement of 
the Taser 10 model to fulfil commitments for an imminent cross-jurisdictional provincial pilot. The 
Committee took note that the Taser—manufactured by Axon Inc.—is the only approved Conducted 
Energy Weapon pursuant to Provincial Policing Standard 1.3.2. Based on these facts, the fact that the 
approved budget contemplated purchase of CEWs, and urgency to receive the CEWs for the provincial 
pilot, in accordance with Article 3.25 (i)(a) and (c) of SPS Policy AD 8.3, procurement of Taser 10 by direct 
award was approved. 
 
Digital Equipment Management System technology is also provincially mandated pursuant to Ministerial 
Order M389. The provincial government conducted its own formal, competitive procurement process 
through PRIMECorp, which resulted in Axon Inc. being selected as the DEMS provider. A factor the 
Committee took into consideration is that the DEMS platform and technology are utilized by the BC 
Prosecution Service and police agencies which use other information systems incur additional costs to 
retrieve, convert for compatibility, and transfer their digital data. Based in these facts and the fact that 
the cost for DEMS is contemplated in the approved budget, SPS’s request to procure the DEMS by direct 
award was approved in accordance with Article 3.25 (i)(b) and (ii)(b) of SPS Policy AD 8.3. 
 
Body worn camera equipment, remote piloted aircraft systems, in-car camera solutions, licence plate 
readers, internal video cameras, and mobile pole cameras are all digital capture products included in the 
2025 operating budget approved by Council. While such digital capture products have Canadian 
manufacturers capable of supplying consumer grade products for retail purchase but none that can meet 
policing requirements and standards.  
 

There are only two suppliers of body worn cameras that meet policing standards. Both are headquartered 
in the United States and have Canadian offices. One, Axon Inc., was selected by Vancouver Police 
Department and Delta Police Department through recently concluded competitive processes. The other 
supplier’s product was initially selected by RCMP for a pilot before it was abandoned for the Axon 
product. The experience of these police agencies, and the data and information received, demonstrate 
that Axon’s product has an intrinsic benefit of interoperability with the DEMS system. Attempting to use 
another supplier’s product would incur additional costs associated with transferring and reformatting the 
digital evidence to make it compatible with DEMS and pose risks to reliability. 
 
For the rest of the digital capture products, those manufactured by Axon all similarly have the same 
intrinsic benefit of interoperability with the provincially mandated DEMS system while the products of 
other suppliers do not. SPS’s request for a software subscription to link the Community Safety Operations 
Centre to the other policing-related technologies, also budgeted, is low-cost, shares the same intrinsic 
benefit, and will enhance performance and improve public safety. In addition to the proven intrinsic 
benefit of Axon’s products. The Committee considered the potential benefit of bundling from a single 
supplier which may reduce the total actual annual cost through negotiated discounts. Based on the 
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foregoing facts and information, procurement of the digital capture products and software by direct 
award was approved in accordance with Article 3.25 (i)(b) and (ii)(a) and (b). 
 

The procurement decisions were made at the July 23rd meeting and in accordance with the procurement 
policies and authority delegated by the Surrey Police Board. Minutes of the decisions will be recorded at 
the next board meeting on September 11, 2025. A communication to explain the Surrey Police Board’s 
jurisdiction and authority, procurement procedures and policies, and account for the foregoing decisions 
is being prepared for public distribution. 
 

In closing, the Surrey Police Board understands that the Mayor and some members of Council may have 
been contacted by Surrey residents and others about the Board’s procurement process and decisions. The 
Police Act defines specific duties of the City of Surrey (s. 15) and role for Council in annual budgeting (s. 
27), and while the request for a summary of the process, scoring and final negotiated terms exceeds 
those matters, the Surrey Police Board respects that these stakeholder interests in municipal policing are 
best served by sharing information about expenditures made within the Council-approved budget, and I 
hope that the information provided in this letter assists in that regard.  
 
We encourage you to forward any concerns you may have received to the Board to address with 
community stakeholders, so that the Board can clarify our respective roles with respect to the municipal 
policing budgets, foster public understanding of Board decisions, and answer questions about our 
accountabilities independently. The Board also extends a standing offer to Council to meet regularly to 
review priorities and for the policing-related technologies, review value for money and impact of the 
technologies on public safety, at an appropriate time and in accordance with the spirit and intent of the 
Police Act. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Harley Chappell 
Chair, Surrey Police Board 
 
Attachment – Letter from Mayor Locke dated August 15, 2025 
 

cc. Chief Constable Norm Lipinski, SPS 
 Assistant Deputy Minister and Director of Police Services Glen Lewis, PSSG 
 Rob Costanzo, City Manager, City of Surrey 
 Brian Edwards, General Manager of Public Safety, City of Surrey 
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13450 –  104  AV E N U E    S U R R E Y    BR I T I S H  C O L U M B I A    CA N A D A    V3T 1V8 

CITY OF SURREY 
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  M A Y O R  

August 15, 2025 

Chair, Surrey Police Board 
13450 104 Avenue 
Surrey, BC  V3T 1V8 

Transmitted via email: harley.chappell@surreypoliceboard.ca 

Dear Chair Chappell: 

Re: Competitive Procurement for High-Value Technology 
Acquisitions 

I bring to your attention a matter of concern to the City of Surrey 
regarding the above referenced matter. 

Firstly, I acknowledge your statutory responsibility to establish the 
Surrey Police Service and the need to equip the Service with modern 
tools that support frontline officers and community safety.  

Secondly, I understand SPS is pursuing a single-source agreement 
valued in excess of $12 million for a technology platform. As you no 
doubt agree, public institutions entrusted with taxpayer dollars must 
ensure that major acquisitions are transparent, competitive, and 
demonstrate value-for-money.  These principles underly both City and 
Board-Approved policy that supports open competitions which serves 
the public interest by testing the market, validating total life-cycle 
costs, and strengthening accountability.  Accordingly, I refer you to 
SPS Policy AD 8.3 “Acquisition of Goods and Services” that can be 
accessed via the following link: 
https://www.surreypolice.ca/sites/default/files/media/documents/ad_
8.3_acquisition_of_goods_and_services_-_public.pdf).   

I understand this matter is scheduled to come before the Surrey Police 
Board on September 11, 2025. In advance of that meeting, I encourage 
the Board to direct that this acquisition proceed through an open, 
competitive process consistent with Board-approved SPS policy and as 
contemplated by that policy, collaboratively with City staff who will 
lend their expertise thus supporting due diligence and timeliness.   

Given the magnitude of this procurement, I further ask that the Board 
provide Council, under suitable confidentiality and consistent with 
operational and commercial sensitivities, with a concise summary of 

BREN DA LOCKE  
MAYOR 

M A Y O R @ S U R R E Y . C A  

6 0 4 . 5 9 1 . 4 1 2 6  

Attachment
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the process, scoring, and final negotiated terms in order that Council 
may discharge its budgetary oversight obligations.   
 
Thank you for your leadership and for your continued partnership as 
we build the Surrey Police Service together in the interests of public 
safety and fiscal accountability. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Mayor Brenda Locke 
City of Surrey 
 
c.c. Surrey Police Board 

City Manager 
SPS Chief Constable 
General Manager, Public Safety 

Page 108


	Agenda 2025 09 11 Regular Board 
	Minutes 2025 07 16 Regular Board
	R025 - Minutes of Decision - Procurement of Policing-Related Technologies
	App I - Finance and Risk Committee Minutes - July 23, 2025
	FIN016 - Payroll Governance
	Formation of a Facilities Committee
	GOV005 - Priorities, Goals and Objectives - What We Heard
	App I Summary of Findings
	GOV006 Business Process and Report Requirements
	App I - Reporting Requirements Rule
	App II - Municipal Police Board Meeting Regulation
	GOV007 Service or Policy File No. 2025-001
	App I - SOP Call Taker
	App II - OP 4.36.4 Motor Vehicle Incidents/Collision Investigations
	App III - Transcription of 911 Call
	App IV - R023 Service or Policy File No. 2025-001 to Board, July 16, 2025
	Letter to Complainant re:  Course of Action Dated July 21, 2025
	GOV008 - Service or Policy Complaint File No. 2025-002
	Letter to Complainant re:  Course of Action Dated July 21, 2025
	R026 Body Worn Cameral Pilot Launch October 15, 2025
	FIN017  Sole Source Procurement - Axon Inc.
	FIN018 - Financial Update - Year-To-Date Expenditures (July 31, 2025)
	App I Statement of Revenues and Expenditures - July 31, 2025
	App II - Statement of Operating Expenditures by Bureau
	Letter from ADM Lewis re:  SPS Take-over of D5 West Dated July 18, 2025
	Letter from ADM Lewis to CO McDonald re:  MOU Clarification
	Letter from ADM Lewis to Chair Municipal Police Boards, Dated July 22, 2025
	Letter from Minister Krieger to CO McDonald re:  Directing a Reduction in Temp Transitional Assistance Dated July 25, 2025
	Letter to Mayor Locke and Council re:  Approval of Procurement for Police Equipment - Dated September 5, 2025
	Letter from Mayor Locke re:  Competitive Procurement for High -Value Technology Acqusitions - Dated August 15, 2025



