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Leaders from Securitas, Paragon, Commissionaires and G4S talk about 
what’s next for the guard business in a roundtable discussion
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o many, the term “security 
guard” still conjures images of 
uniformed mall cops. But most 
aren’t aware of the range of duties 
frontline security professionals 
fulfill, nor the degree to which the 

industry has evolved.
Canadian Security magazine recently 

assembled a panel of experts from 
companies known primarily for their 
guarding services: Christina Duffey, 
vice-president of operations at Paragon 
Protection; Tim Saunders, senior 
vice-president of sales at G4S Canada; 
John Dewar, CEO of Commissionaires 
Victoria; and Dwayne Gulsby, president 
of Securitas Canada. Over the course 
of an April morning these panelists sat 
down with moderator Neil Sutton to 
discuss how the industry has changed 
in recent years. Not only have guard 
duties expanded, but technology plays a 
greater role in their working lives. The 
panel also discussed advancements in 
guard training and skillsets as well as 
several other crucial factors affecting 
the industry like wages, competition, 
relationships with first responders and 
how the “mall cop” image can and 
should be changed.

Canadian Security: What effect is the 
minimum wage increase in Ontario 
having on your business?

Tim Saunders: We’re 
all in favour of a 
liveable wage, and 
we’re all in favour of 
strategies in terms of 
creating value that 
justifies higher rates 
within our respective 
client bases. The 
interesting analysis 
that became quite 
compelling for me 
was maintaining that 
gap from supervisor 
to minimum wage. So 
you bring the bottom 
up, and the justification is, then you 
bring the whole employee base up. So 
that’s one of the analyses we’re looking 
at now to ensure that we maintain 
that differential between management, 
supervisory and then field-level staff. 
From our perspective, the minimum 
wage doesn’t affect a large percentage 
of our overall guard force. But it’s that 
differential that we’re seeing now, 

that compression between management 
and the front-line forces that I think 
is the more compelling and interesting 
issue at hand right now.

Dwayne Gulsby: I’m sure 
I speak for everyone 
at the table: there’s 
always been a healthy 
gap between minimum 
wage and entry-level 
wages in our respective 
organizations. As 
minimum wage 
rises — and I echo 
Tim’s comments, 
we all support that 
liveable wage and 
the minimum wage 
increases — it’s 

maintaining that gap between 
that entry-level officer 
and minimum wage. 
Where in the past, we 
were more attractive 
to the general 

THe           guardnew

T
Securitas, Commissionaires, g4S and Paragon discuss wages, skills, technology, 
contracts, the competition and more in Canadian Security’s guarding roundtable

“We cannot fear 

technology because 

we’re known for 

guarding. We have to 

embrace technology on 

so many fronts.” 
— Tim Saunders, G4S

tim saunders, senior vice-president of 
sales, g4s canada

dwayne gulsby, president, securitas 
canada
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workforce because we had a larger wage 
to offer versus what was the minimum 
wage then. And that cascades up into 
the organization. So if it’s a 50-cent 
differential, now it’s keeping that gap 
and keeping that moving up in the 
organization, all the way up to the 
account manager, supervisory level, as 
well. That’s where our challenge lies. 

John Dewar: There’s a perception of 
security guards at the lower end, of 
being not very well trained and being 
people who couldn’t find a job doing 
something else. And I think it’s an unfair 
perception and, as you point out, most 
of our people are paid higher wages than 
minimum wages. But [with] the kind of 
value you have to deliver now, where 
you’ve got better trained people, you 
complement the people you have with 
technology in order to be able to provide 
the customer with that value.

Christina Duffey: Definitely the increases 
are going to be felt more outside the 
GTA than they are inside. But the 
conversations are happening now with 
our customers and you really have to 
work within their budgets. But there are 
repercussions: potentially, renegotiating 

contracts mid-contract 
can result in them 
going out to tender 
or a reduction in 
coverage, so a 

loss of 

business. And when you reduce the 
coverage, you have to find other things 
to supplement, whether it’s alarms, 
or spot checks or whatnot. But the 
expectation for service is still the same. 
So you’re going to 
have to deliver the 
same but with less. 
On the employee side 
as well, it’s not just 
75 cents, it’s really 
88 cents. You’ve got 
vacation pay, and 
taxes and all the 
benefits that go in 
place there. But those 
officers that have 
moved up through 
seniority for increases, 
they’re now working against someone 
who started yesterday and they’re 
making the same wage. So potentially, 
that can lead to turnover at site, and 
then training, and it’s a cascade effect, 
for sure.

DG: Organizations will take on a greater 
risk because the costs are now getting 
to the point where it doesn’t make sense 
for them. They don’t see the return 
on investment. So, they will assign the 
duties to non-security people, or they’ll 
just eliminate security altogether. They’ll 
roll the dice. 

Canadian Security:  Do customers 
understand the cost pressure issues?

DG: The answer is yes and no; some 
do and some don’t. The reality 

is, with 60 to 70 per cent of customers, 
you might be successful with. But there 
are 30 to 40 per cent of customers you 
won’t be successful with. Internally, you 
have to look at that and strategize: now 

we don’t have that gap 
anymore, so we’ve got 
to adjust a little bit 
our recruiting effort 
and selection process 
in order to ensure 
we keep that level of 
service acceptable to 
the customer.

JD: There are the basic 
watchman services 
out there. But a lot 
of security folks — if 

it’s access control on your building, 
like the front desk, for instance, a lot 
of people have security guards in those 
kind of positions, particularly if there’s 
more than one company in the building, 
someone who can direct, a concierge-
type of service. And that security guard, 
in addition to providing security, is also 
the first face that people see for all of 
those companies when they come in. 
So there’s another value component 
that you can put in there in terms of 
the quality of the people you put out. It 
largely depends on what the customer 
is looking for. Why has he got a security 
contract? If it’s so he can satisfy his 
insurance requirement, you may as well 
go with the least expensive option. But 
if you really want security, then it’s a 
different matter in terms of how much 
you’re willing to pay for it.

John dewar, ceo, commissionaires, 
Victoria

christina duffey, vice-president of 
operations, Paragon Protection

“The average age of a 

police officer hired today 

is 27. Between age 

22 and 25, who are they 

usually working for? Us.” 
— Christina duffey, Paragon



May/June 2014 • www.canadiansecuritymag.com

GUARDING18 

TS: There’s the component of educating 
that client. Don’t buy it just because 
you’re checking a box; let’s take a 
look and define what you believe your 
risks are and go in and really do the 
assessment, the analysis. Maybe it’s 
an integrated solution with cameras, 
technology and access control, and 
the guard becomes a minimal part of 
it. Maybe, it’s a completely different 
scenario, where you do need a warm-
greeting, well-trained individual because 
they’re the face of your brand, the face 
of your company. 

We, as a company, used to be an RFP 
machine; we used to reply to everything 
that came in the door and over the fax 
machine. And now we’re choosing to 
be a little more disciplined in where 
we engage in the client base. It’s just 
us defining what we want to be and 
represent in the market.

Canadian Security:  How are guards being 
trained in today’s market and what new 
skill sets are they acquiring?

JD: There’s a questionable licensing issue. 
Most provinces, most jurisdictions have 
some type of standardization, a licensing 
that guards have to go through. And that 
provides a basic level of performance 
that you can get from a security guard. 
But for a lot of these specialized 
applications, that licensing doesn’t cover 
that. It doesn’t cover how to do remote 
monitoring; it doesn’t cover how to do 
concierge services. And in fact, we find 

we spend probably more than anyone 
else in additional training on our folks 
because of the variety of tasks they’re 
engaged in. 

DG: Within the industry, we have 
provincially mandated training. And 
I think it’s a fair statement that, along 
with the Commissionaires, Securitas and 
the other companies represented, we do 
have additional training on top of that 
for all of our security officers, whether 
they’re dealing with 
customer service and 
other aspects of the 
industry. 
But the real meat 
and potatoes comes 
down to when you 
start dealing with 
customer-specific 
training. What is that 
customer looking for 
us to do? And what 
kind of training do 
we need to develop in 
conjunction with that 
customer in order to 
provide a platform for our goals to be 
successful? So that’s where you get much 
more granular on your training and very 
specific to the customer’s requirements. 

TS: Training is strategic for us. It allows 
us to give a career path; it allows us 
within our company to challenge 
individuals and keep them engaged in 
the industry. So you go from a night 

watchman and take some courses, 
and then you get the soft skills and 
you become the day-time, and then 
you progress and become the fireman. 
There’s all these different aspects of 
training as a strategic tool that we 
need to make sure we’re utilizing as an 
industry. 

CD: The knowledge base in the private 
sector is exceptionally deep. We’ve got 
a lot of really good experts that are 
using the resources, the training, the 
information out there to build really 
good training programs. The use-of-
force was the catalyst for the training 
standards, which is only one element 
of the training programs that we deal 
with. Customer service and even the 
intervention-capable, dealing with the 
mental health issues of individuals in 
the properties that we’re at, is becoming 
more and more prevalent. 

But there needs to be that better 
partnership with the ministry, certainly 
in Ontario, where they are tapping into 
the private sector. Too often, they go to 
law enforcement as the experts or those 

that we pull in to help 
set and talk about 
guidelines. 

JD: If you’re dealing 
with specialized 
health requirements, 
for example, there’s 
a lot of sophisticated 
skills that people 
need, whether 
it’s sociological/
psychological 
understanding of 
what you’re dealing 
with. And, on the 

other hand, “we’re hiring a security 
guard, so we want to pay him minimum 
wage.” You’re not going to get a PhD 
psychologist for $10.75 an hour. So you 
have to manage that expectation, and 
that’s part of that discussion.

DG: I would agree — and echo 
Christina’s comments in reference to the 
Ontario ministry. They tend to operate 

“You’re not going to get 

a Phd psychologist for 

$10.75 an hour. So you 

have to manage that 

expectation, and that’s 

part of that discussion.”
— John dewar, Commissionaires
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in a vacuum and not to tap into the 
expertise they have at their doorstep, 
and sometimes it baffles me. With certain 
decisions or regulations that come out, 
you can understand where they’re trying 
to go. But there’s many different ways 
they could have got there that would 
have been smoother inside the industry. 
I think they’re missing a significant 
opportunity to further and more greatly 
engage the industry as they start going 
through that decision process, that 
review of a policy or procedure that 
would affect us directly. 

Canadian Security: What are the 
opportunities for more public sector or 
municipal roles in security? 

TS: Certainly, I have a strong belief that 
there is a role for us in those municipal, 
in provincial roles. It’s a question of 
getting that market to move, from 
my perspective, and also earning the 
right to become recognized as having 
the ability to participate in key roles. I 
think it’s a process; I think it’s taking 
some time; we’re making headway. We 
talk about parking enforcement; we’re 
talking about manners in which we 
can participate and contribute at the 
municipal government levels and prove 
our value.

We talk about making that leap into 
court house environments and that kind 
of thing. But we recognize those are 
significant roles with significant risk. I 
think we need to make sure we create 
the right profile against those roles; we 
train appropriately. And it’s not always 
about saving money. It’s about doing it 
more efficiently and more effectively.

CD: There’s been a trend for a while for 
public-private partnerships. Looking 
internationally, in Europe — it’s proven 
— Sweden, Switzerland and even 
our neighbours to the south, the U.S. 
There are so many great examples of 
where that is already in play. And the 
opposition is, you’ll get poor service, 
or they won’t be able to train up to the 
level that a law enforcement or public 
person would be able to. And it’s been 

debunked all the way through. So it’s 
just a matter of time, and it’s a matter 
of having those conversations and then 
having someone willing to go into it. 
But there is the need to have some wage 
regulation to ensure that the appropriate 
standards are in place for that 
specialized training that needs to occur 
with those types of relationships. 

DG: What we’re talking about is not 
taking over core police duties. What 
we’re talking about is allowing police 
and sheriff departments to get back to 
their roots and get back to their core 
duties and take the soft duties away 
from them.

As time has 
gone by, we’ve seen 
the expansion of 
those departments 
to the point now 
where there’s a lot of 
money being spent 
where officers, or 
sheriffs’ deputies, 
are performing 
administrative duties. 
It doesn’t make sense. 
As there’s more and 
more pressures on 
municipalities as far 
as budgets go, the 
more and more focus 
gets put on this subject. The greater 
challenge is the union side of it, and I 
can understand that.

We all benefit if outsourcing does 
start to occur. But I also see the other 
side of the coin, as well, with the unions 
protecting jobs. We’re in that holding 

pattern; we’re doing what we need to 
do to try to promote what we believe is 
the right thing to do — not just for our 
companies but, at the end of the day, it’s 
for the taxpayers as well.

JD: We’ve done quite a bit of research 
on this. There are two aspects to 
what you’re saying. One is the public 
perception of what is core police work 
and what police should be doing. And 
the public is less concerned about cost-
saving than they are about ensuring 
public safety, and they don’t want to 
sacrifice public safety for the sake of 
saving costs. So when we talk about the 
skyrocketing costs of police services, and 
all the rest, the general public — maybe 
until they get their tax bill — doesn’t 
really see that as the issue. [It is an issue 
for] the police force, municipal managers 
and elected municipal officials and those 
folks.

But the other side is, what does 
resonate with the public is being able 
to take those jobs — police officers, 
sworn members — and releasing them 
from those administrative functions and 
those things that you don’t need a badge 

and a gun to do [and] 
putting those people 
on the job doing 
public safety where 
you do require those 
specialized skills. We 
probably don’t need a 
police officer standing 
by a cement truck in 
downtown Vancouver 
directing people to 
drive around the 
cement truck.

CD: For many years, 
you saw the private 
sector reaching out 
to law enforcement 

leadership, trying to get a conversation 
going. Over the last decade we’ve seen 
they’ve been reaching out a little bit 
more. We all know that, at some point, 
they may have a second career, so they’re 
starting to see certainly in the leadership 
some of the value to having some of 

“The real meat and 

potatoes comes down to 

when you start dealing 

with customer-specific 

training. What is that 

customer looking for us 

to do?” 
— dwayne Gulsby, Securitas
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those security skills and some of the 
knowledge. You see departments that 
have CPTED, an officer assigned to that 
just within the department. You see them 
getting certified in security designations. 
And that’s new. That was never the case. 
Certainly, we’ve all been to meetings 
recently where, for G20 and Pan Am, 
they’re reaching out; they’re saying, we 
can only do so much. We’re going to 
need the private community to come in 
and help us bridge the gap, regarding 
everything that’s going to happen during 
those events. So, it’s moving in the right 
direction.

Canadian Security: How much of that do 
you think is police resources becoming 
strained, and how much of it is security 
side meeting that challenge? 

CD: It’s both. Budgets are getting smaller 
and smaller on the public side, and 
the professionalization of the security 
industry has definitely gone in the right 
direction. So there’s a lot more value 
that’s being seen from the community in 
terms of, how do you have them work 
together?

JD: I think there’s a lot more 
stakeholders in this than people at first 
perceived, and it’s an overused term. 
There’s clearly the police; there’s clearly 
those of us that are in the security 
industry that think we can do something 
to support them. But there’s also those 
municipal, elected decision-makers; 
there’s also those people that are on 
the police boards that have a different 
function altogether; and there’s the 
general public. All of these different folks 
have different perceptions. 

TS: I think your question is an interesting 
one because the environments we’re 
deployed in, as private providers of 
security, are far more complex than 
they ever were. And we’re asking our 
guards to be polite, be presentable as 
a foundation and have observational 
skills. But we’re also asking them to have 
computer skills. We’re also asking them 
to do things that were never expected 

of them previously. We’re evolving. The 
skills, the people we’re including in our 
industry now are far more advanced; it’s 
a far more complicated environment. 
We’re stepping up as an industry and 
really delivering great service.

CD: Also, the average age of a police 
officer hired today is 27. Between  
age 22 and 25, who are they usually 
working for? Us. So it’s kind of like 
a grassroots movement, where we’re 
actually populating future police 
departments. They definitely favour the 
skills that we’re training and that we’re 
doing. And they come in proven; they 
can handle those environments because 
they don’t have that much time to go 
from here to here through the training 
they go through at the police schools. 

TS: And that’s positive churn for us. 
That’s a compliment. When we have 
guys churn out of our business into the 
public sector policing environments. 
That’s what we consider a good 
performer.

Canadian Security: A lot of vendors 
are talking about “guard-replacement 
technology.” What impact is that having? 

JD: I don’t think we see it as “guard 
replacement technology,” we see it as 
“guard augmentation technology.” 
What the technology does is allow 
people to be more effective. You may 
need fewer people to provide security 
to a site, but you need people. And 
what comes along with that is, those 
people that you do have have to be 

better trained, have to be all of those 
things we were talking about earlier. 
Technology isn’t an answer by itself; 
technology is a tool and people use 
tools. You can’t just have the tool there 
by itself. The tools are there to augment 
the performance of people. And I don’t 
see it as replacing them; it’s making 
them more effective. 

DG: I said earlier that it is our 
responsibility to be that security 
professional for our customers. And 
there have been countless times when 
we identified technologies that would 
either enhance the security officer’s 
performance or introduce a cost-
reduction opportunity for our customers. 
That type of technology certainly does. 

TS: We cannot fear technology because 
we’re known for guarding. We have 
to embrace technology, on so many 
fronts. To John’s point, technology in the 
hands of our guards can create a better 
security environment: from a health and 
safety perspective; how we measure our 
success in front of our clients in terms of 
tracking our guards — were they there 
when they were supposed to be there? — 
and report-writing on technology. So we 
have to as companies adapt and explore 
and embrace technology however we can 
to create value for our clients. So there’s, 
how do we make our guards better and 
more efficient, safer and create better 
value for our clients? 

CD: The new generation is tech savvy. 
And we’re a 24-hour society, a mobile 
society today. Clients need to know 
in real time events and things that are 
happening. The days of the paper and 
the pencil and filling out the reports are 
still there, but there’s that learning curve 
as well.

Part of it is the evolution of the 
industry, but part of it is because you 
have business leaders managing guard 
companies as well. We’re thinking of 
it from an ROI perspective for them 
as well. And clients are demanding it. 
They’re demanding us to come to them 
with more than just one tool.  


