
IN THE MATTER OF AN INVESTIGATION INTO A COLLISION INVOLVING A 
STOLEN TRUCK AND POLICE VEHICLE IN WINNIPEG 

FINAL REPORT OF THE CIVILIAN DIRECTOR 

OF THE INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATION UNIT  

Acting Civilian Director: 

IIU File Number: 

Date of Release: 

Bruce M. Sychuk 

2024-0051 

April 2, 2025 



 

 
This document is the property of the IIU and is not to be distributed to any other party without the written 
consent of the IIU.  

2 

Introduction 
On Sept. 15, 2024, the Winnipeg Police Service (WPS) notified the Independent Investigation 
Unit of Manitoba (IIU) of an incident. 
The written notification disclosed the following information:   

Written excerpt from Part 7 Notification received on Sept. 16, 2024: 

On September 14th, 2024, AP1 observed a male and female stealing his truck. AP1 attended to 
the vehicle in the company of AP2, at which time the pair entered the box of the truck and 
phoned 911.  

The two suspects fled the area at a high rate of speed with AP1 and AP2 still in the box of the 
truck. Police monitored the incident and began converging on the area based on the real-time 
directions being provided by AP1 and AP2. Efforts to disembark from the box of the truck were 
not successful due to the erratic driving and extreme rates of speed. 

Police members utilized a pre-pursuit tactic by deploying a tire deflation device in a rear lane. 
The truck continued in the back lane at a high rate of speed, and continued onto a main street, 
striking an unmarked WPS canine unit that was travelling on the main street. 

The force of the collision resulted in AP1 and AP2 being ejected from the box of the truck, and 
landing on the ground approximately seventy feet from the point of impact. Both AP1 and AP2 
sustained serious injuries and were later conveyed and admitted to the Health Sciences Centre. 

As this matter concerned injuries during an arrest, the IIU assumed responsibility for this 
investigation in accordance with Sec. 65(4) of The Police Services Act.  IIU investigators were 
assigned to this investigation. 

IIU investigators obtained the following information from the WPS, among other items:  

• notes, narratives and reports of officers 
• 911 and radio transmissions 
• video footage 
• GPS records of SO’s vehicle 
• Forensic information report 
• medical reports 

The civilian director designated one subject officer (SO) and two witness officers (WO1 to 
WO2). IIU investigators also received information from two affected persons (AP1 to AP2) and 
two civilian witnesses (CW1 to CW2). 
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Facts and Circumstances 
Scene Examination 
IIU investigators did not attend the scene as the WPS forensic identification unit and the traffic 
collision investigators provided the relevant information to the IIU. 
IIU investigators canvassed the area and received video footage from a store in the area. IIU 
investigators also located a potential witness to the incident. However, the individual declined to 
participate in the process. 
Interviews  
Affected Persons 
Affected Person 1 (AP1) 
AP1 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Oct. 4, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
 AP1 noticed his truck being stolen, so he tried to open the driver door, but it was locked. AP1 
jumped into the box of the truck and called 911. AP1 told the 911 operator not to hit the truck as 
they were travelling in the box of the vehicle.  
AP1 relayed to the 911 operator where the truck was driving while remaining in the box of the 
truck, lying down. AP1 recalled seeing a police vehicle with its lights activated near the area and 
that the spike belt was thrown in front of the truck. 
AP1 did not recall the collision or anything that occurred after it. 
Affected person 2 (AP2) 
AP2 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Sept. 24, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
AP2 did not know at the time who had stolen the truck, but later, he found out that it was a 
relative. AP2 believed that the driver of the truck was driving erratically in an effort to remove 
AP1 and AP2 from the box of the vehicle. 
AP2 recalled that the spike strip was successful in deflating the tires of the truck. AP2 recalled 
that the truck was in the process of running a red light when he saw an unmarked police vehicle 
with its lights on heading towards the truck. AP2 knew the police vehicle was going to hit the 
truck, so he braced for impact. AP2 confirmed that the police vehicle hit the driver’s side door 
and that he was thrown onto the roadway as a result. 
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Civilian Witnesses 
Civilian Witness 1 (CW1) 
CW1 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Sept. 24, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
CW1 was standing in a parking lot when he saw a police vehicle park in the back lane. CW1 saw 
the truck drive into the back lane when the officer threw down the spike belt in front of it. CW1 
saw the truck driving in the back lane at an excessive speed. CW1 confirmed that the truck would 
have been driving against a red light because traffic in the opposite direction had already started 
to drive through the intersection. CW1 observed the individuals in the box of the truck to be 
teasing the police officers. CW1 suggested that the individuals in the box of the truck were 
giving the police the middle finger and laughing at the officers. 
CW1 recalled seeing the unmarked police car strike the front driver’s side door of the truck. 
CW1 confirmed the unmarked vehicle had its lights activated but could not confirm if the vehicle 
had its siren activated. CW1 confirmed that he heard sirens, but he could not attribute them to 
that vehicle. CW1 estimated the unmarked police vehicle was driving approximately sixty to 
seventy kilometres at the time of the collision. 
Civilian Witness 2 (CW2) 
CW2 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Sept. 24, 2024, and provided the following 
information 
CW2 observed a police officer throw the spike strip into the back lane while the truck drove over 
it. CW2 observed two individuals in the box of the truck and two individuals inside the truck. 
CW2 saw the truck continue with deflated tires towards the main street. CW2 observed the 
unmarked police vehicle travelling at approximately eighty kilometres towards the truck. CW2 
confirmed that the unmarked vehicle had its lights and siren activated at the time of the collision. 
CW2 observed the two individuals from the box of the truck be ejected onto the street after the 
collision. 
Witness Officers 
Witness Officer 1 (WO1) 
WO1 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Nov. 13, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
WO1 was partnered with WO2 and tasked with responding to a stolen vehicle call. WO1 
confirmed that they were receiving updates from the 911 operator. WO1 was aware that the 
updates were coming from an individual who was in the box of the stolen vehicle. WO1 
confirmed that they would not engage in a pursuit of the stolen vehicle because of the potential 
dangers to the individuals in the box of the vehicle. 
WO1 positioned their police vehicle in the back lane so they could deploy the spike strip. WO1 
confirmed that WO2 successfully deployed the spike strip resulting in the tires deflating. WO1 
saw the truck accelerate at a high rate of speed after the tires had been deflated by the spike.  
WO1 noted the truck to be driving at seventy kilometres after the tires had been deflated and that 
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the truck entered the intersection. WO1 observed the unmarked police vehicle collide with the 
truck, resulting in the two individuals being ejected from the box of the truck. WO1 believed the 
unmarked police vehicle was driving at approximately eighty kilometres. 
Witness Officer 2 (WO2) 
WO2 was interviewed by IIU investigators on Nov. 29, 2024, and provided the following 
information: 
WO2 confirmed that he was partnered with WO1 and had received the same background 
information. WO2 was responsible for deploying the tire deflation device as the truck drove past. 
WO2 estimated the truck to be driving at approximately forty ki when he successfully deployed 
the tire deflation device. WO2 noted the truck to accelerate to approximately seventy kilometres 
towards the intersection. 
WO2 saw the unmarked police vehicle collide with the truck that he had just deflated the tires on. 
WO2 confirmed the unmarked vehicle had its lights and siren activated before the collision.  
WO2 estimated the unmarked vehicle to be travelling at seventy kilometres at the time of the 
collision. 
WO2 saw the two individuals in the box of the truck be ejected, while he took off after the 
truck’s driver and passenger. WO2 did not speak with SO. 
Subject Officer 
In accordance with his rights, SO declined to be interviewed by IIU investigators. SO provided 
his notes related to the incident, which stated the following: 
SO noted that there were multiple calls for assistance on the stolen vehicle. SO assigned himself 
to assist with tracking if necessary. SO was listening to the radio to receive updates and orient 
himself with his surroundings. SO activated his lights and siren. 
SO was driving through the intersection on a green light when the truck came out of nowhere at a 
high rate of speed. SO stated the truck crashed into the front passenger’s side of his unmarked 
vehicle. SO stated that he had no time to react and that the airbags in the police vehicle deployed. 
SO believed that he lost consciousness for a brief period of time after the collision.  
Other evidence 
Driver/Passenger inside vehicle 
IIU investigators attempted to obtain statements from the driver and passenger of the truck. Both 
declined to participate, however, one of the individuals did confirm that the vehicle attempted to 
drive through the intersection on a red light. 
Medical Records 
AP1 suffered a skull fracture, two broken ribs and a left clavicle fracture. AP2 suffered 
compression fractures of five vertebrae and a non-displaced rib fracture. 
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Video Footage 
Video surveillance available showed the truck in the back lane at the time the spike strip was 
deployed. It was clear the spike strip was successful, resulting in the truck slowing down, but 
then accelerating again to evade arrest. 
Another video confirmed that SO’s vehicle was going through the intersection on a green light at 
the moment it collided with the driver’s door. SO’s vehicle had its lights activated at the time of 
the collision. 
Crash Data 
Data from both vehicles was retrieved by traffic analysts. It was noted that SO’s vehicle was 
travelling at 81 kilometres at the time of the collision. The other vehicle is noted as travelling at 
46 kilometres at the time of the collision. 
Applicable Law 

All relevant sections of the Criminal Code of Canada were considered with respect to this incident. 
Sections 25(1) of the Criminal Code of Canada has been emphasized here for consideration:  

25 (1) Every one who is required or authorized by law to do anything in the administration or 
enforcement of the law 

(a) as a private person, 

(b) as a peace officer or public officer, 

(c) in aid of a peace officer or public officer, or 

(d) by virtue of his office, 

is, if he acts on reasonable grounds, justified in doing what he is required or authorized 
to do and in using as much force as is necessary for that purpose. 

Conclusion 

It is my view that, in the full consideration of the circumstances, there are no reasonable grounds 
to support any charges against the subject officer. Therefore, no charges are recommended and 
the IIU investigation is now completed and closed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


