�MINUTES OF THE MEETING of the Toronto Police Services Board held on JUNE 18, 1998 at 1:00 PM in the Auditorium, 40 College Street, Toronto, Ontario.







��PRESENT:�Norman Gardner, Chairman

Judy Sgro, Vice Chair

Sherene Shaw, Member

Jeff Lyons, Member 

Sylvia Hudson, Member

Emilia Valentini, Member







��ALSO PRESENT:�David J. Boothby,  Chief of Police

Albert Cohen, Toronto Legal Dept.

Deirdre Williams, Board Secretary











�� #263�The Minutes of the Meeting held on MAY 21, 1998 were approved.���THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



PARKING SOLUTIONS FOR MATURE PEOPLE & PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES IN TORONTO



Gerald H. Parker, President, Beyond Ability International, was in attendance and made a presentation to the Board on parking issues for mature people and persons with disabilities in Toronto.  Copies of Mr. Parker’s written submission were provided to the Board members.



Mr. Parker advised the Board that he believed the City of Toronto had not fully complied with Regulation 581 (section 12) of the Highway Traffic Act pertaining to the replacement as appropriate of any signs erected by the municipality in respect of disabled person parking which was required by November 1, 1991.



Supt. Gary Beamish, Parking Enforcement Unit, was also in attendance and responded to questions from the Board about the use of disabled parking permits in the City of Toronto.



Supt. Beamish advised that there could be up to 400,000 illegitimate disabled parking permits in circulation.  He indicated that these permits are being sold “black market” style in bars and on the streets of Toronto.



The Board received Mr. Parker’s deputation and written submission and approved the following Motions:



1.	THAT the Board refer the issue pertaining to proper signage for disabled person parking in accordance with Regulation 581 (section 12) of the Highway Traffic Act to the City of Toronto Transportation Department for information and action if required; and



2.	THAT the Chief of Police provide the Board with a report on the following: 



process to obtain a disabled person parking permit

statistical information on the number of legitimate and illegitimate permits circulating in the City of Toronto

initiatives the Toronto Police Service has developed to deal with the issue of illegitimate disabled parking permits.
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CRIME CONCERN



The Board was in receipt of a report APRIL 29, 1998 from Carol Johnson, Executive Director, Crime Concern. A copy is appended to this Minute for information.



Ms. Johnson and Marian MacDonald, Program Director, Crime Concern, were in attendance and provided the Board with an information package about the crime prevention programs operated by the Crime Concern organization.









The Board received the foregoing.
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CITIZENS ON PATROL (“COPS”) PROGRAM IN TORONTO



Frances Nunziata, Councillor, York Humber, City of Toronto, and Marjorie Sutton, President, Mount Dennis Community Association, were in attendance and made a deputation to the Board on Citizens on Patrol (COPS) programs.  They provided information based upon a COPS program operating in the City of Fort Worth, Texas.



Councillor Nunziata indicated that several organziations and community groups in the area of York Humber would be willing to provide financial assistance or participate in fund-raising activities in order to establish a COPS program in No. 12 Division.



The Board received the deputation and referred the feasibility of developing a COPS program in No. 12 Division to the Chief of Police for consideration and requested that he provide a report to the Board on this matter for the September 24, 1998 public meeting.
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USE OF OLEORESIN CAPSICUM (O.C.) SPRAY BY TTC SPECIAL CONSTABLES



The Board was in receipt of the following report APRIL 6, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:





SUBJECT:				USE OF OLEORESIN CAPSICUM (O.C.) SPRAY BY TTC SPECIAL CONSTABLES



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board support the appended request and forward it to the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services (the “OCCPS”) for their approval.



BACKGROUND:



The following is submitted pursuant to the special constables Agreement between the Toronto Transit Commission (the “TTC”) and the Police Services Board (Board Minute 39/96 refers).  Provision 37 of that Agreement states:



“no substantial change or modification in any equipment will be made, or additional equipment issued to Transit Security Officers by the Commission without the approval of the Board and the Chair of the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services.”



At its meeting held on September 18, 1997 the Board approved the designation of the Chief as Board agent with regard to the performance of certain administrative functions (Board Minute 385/97 refers).  Item number four of Board Minute 385/97 deals with “Equipment,” and states the following:



“Approve initial list of equipment to be used by Special Constables, [Appendix “A” to the Agreement]; review requests for changes to list; report on any such request to Board with recommendation.”



Pursuant to these provisions the TTC, in a letter dated March 11, 1998 (copy appended) has made a request to have O.C. Spray included as part of the equipment approved for use by their Special Constables.



In accordance with my responsibility under Board Minute 385/97, I have reviewed this request and support the application with the following conditions:



Special Constables shall not use the O.C. spray until such time as the necessary training has been received;



All training and requalification sessions shall be approved by the C.O. Bick College;



The TTC shall undertake to submit detailed reports, as soon as practicable following the incident, to the Chief or his/her designate outlining the circumstances in which the O.C. spray was used;



The Toronto Police Service shall retain the right to cancel approval of use of the O.C. spray at any time.



Should the Board and OCCPS approve this request, I undertake to review and report to the Board in one (1) year vis-à-vis the use of the O.C. spray by the TTC during this period.



Finally, if the Board supports the TTC’s request and the conditions I have suggested, I recommend that it forward the request to OCCPS for their approval.











The foregoing report was withdrawn at the request of the Chief of Police.
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AMENDMENTS TO BOARD BY-LAW NO. 100



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 3, 1998 from Albert H. Cohen, Solicitor, Toronto Legal Department:





Subject:	Amendments to Board By-law No. 100



Recommendation:



It is recommended that the Board enact the by-law attached as Appendix “A” to this report, amending Board By-law No. 100.



Background:



At its meeting held on May 21, 1998, the Board received a report from the Chief of Police requesting Board approval of an amendment to Board By-law No. 100 to create an exemption to  the $100,000.00 limit on financial commitments made by the Chief when purchases of goods and services are made through the Police Co-operative Purchasing Group (“PCPG”) (Minute No.  224/98 refers).



The Board requested that the proposed amendment to the by-law be modified to require the Chief to seek the Board Chairman’s approval for any commitments made through PCPG for amounts in excess of $250,000.00.  In addition, the Board requested that a requirement be added to the by-law for the Chief to report quarterly to the Board on PCPG activities, rather than annually as originally requested.



The Board requested that the by-law be revised, as directed, and resubmitted to it for approval.



Discussion:



The attached by-law setting out amendments to Board By-law No. 100 reflects the motions approved by the Board at its last meeting, discussed above.









The Board approved the foregoing.
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IDENTIFICATION FOR POLICE SERVICES BOARD MEMBERS



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 1, 1998 from Norman Gardner, Chairman:



SUBJECT:				IDENTIFICATION FOR POLICE SERVICES BOARD MEMBERS



RECOMMENDATION:	1.	THAT the Board open the issue of official identification for Toronto Police Services Board members which was considered at the December 12, 1997 meeting;



2.	THAT the Board reverse its decision to replace badges with new identification cards and continue to issue badges to Board members in accordance with the usual practice; and



3.	THAT the decision made on December 12, 1997 to present Board members with specially mounted and engraved badges upon completion of their terms of appointment not be changed.



BACKGROUND:



At its meeting on December 12, 1997 the Board agreed to discontinue its practice of issuing current-serving Board members with badges as their official form of identification.  The Board further agreed to develop a new identification card in place of the badges (Min. No. 475/97 refers).



In making its decision the Board took into consideration a memorandum issued in 1995 by the Policing Services Division of the Ministry of the Solicitor General which recommended that Police Services Boards not issue its members with badges in light of the resemblance to badges issued to police officers.  The Board had previously considered this memorandum in April 1995 and received it for information purposes only (Min. No. 170/95 refers).





No new form of official identification has been developed to-date.  Some of the longer-serving members have retained their original badges and three new members have not been issued any identification.  In order to maintain a consistency between the type of official identification used by all Board members, I believe that the Board should continue issuing badges to its members.  Badges are available and there is no cost to the Board.



Recommendations:



It is therefore recommended:



1.	THAT the Board open the issue of official identification for Toronto Police Services Board members which was considered at the December 12, 1997 meeting;



2.	THAT the Board reverse its decision to replace badges with new identification cards and continue to issue badges to Board members in accordance with the usual practice; and



3.	THAT the decision made on December 12, 1997 to present Board members with specially mounted and engraved police badges upon completion of their terms of appointment not be changed. 













The Board approved the foregoing.
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AWARD OF VENDOR OF RECORD STATUS FOR THE PROVISION OF SECURITY SYSTEMS FOR THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICE FACILITIES



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 24, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				AWARD OF VENDOR OF RECORD STATUS FOR THE PROVISION OF SECURITY SYSTEMS FOR THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICE FACILITIES.



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve Johnson Controls Limited as the Vendor of Record for the provision of Police Service facility security systems for a period of five (5) years commencing July 1, 1998.



BACKGROUND:



On November 10, 1997, the City of Toronto, Management Services, Purchasing and Material Supply Division, on behalf of the Police Service, issued a “Request for Proposal” (RFP No. 3202-97-00318).  The closing date of the RFP was December 12, 1997.  This RFP was issued as part of the Security Control System Program.



The issuance of this RFP was the normal conclusion of a process started in mid-1996.  The Occupational Health & Safety/ Employment Equity Study completed in July 1996 identified the need for various security modifications and upgrades in all Police Service facilities.  In addition, the Human Resources Department had been working with Computing & Telecommunications (C&T), to resolve a number of problems with the photo card identification system.  The current system is expensive to operate, outdated and replacement parts for the equipment are difficult to locate.  As a result of these initiatives, a comprehensive review of the security provisions of Police Service facilities was undertaken.





Facilities Management created a Project Team consisting of representatives from Human Resources, C&T, Communications (Duty Desk), City Corporate Services Security (formerly Metro), and Facilities Management.  The Project Team recommended that the Service standardise on the C(Cure 800 System which is the City of Toronto (formerly Metro) standard.  This recommendation was based on research conducted by both TPS Facilities Management and the City Corporate Services Department (Security).  The C(Cure 800 System was selected because it is a non-proprietary system, it has the capability of integrating all aspects of a security system, and it can incorporate additional management features.  This system can accommodate badging, proximity card access, camera surveillance, parking access, time and attendance, inventory control, gasoline dispensing, and can interface with a number of other systems, including the HR System and the Court Attendance System.



The Service, as part of the 1997-2001 Capital Program, included and had approved, $909,000 for a Security Control System based on the C(Cure 800 System.  This funding was intended to establish the base system that included the hub, the photo identification data base, and the facility control units.  The new Budget Committee, however, deleted this and all future funding for this program from the 1998-2002 Capital Program.  However, the Service will again be recommending funding in the 1999-2003 Capital submission for this purpose.



Several ongoing and recently concluded Capital Projects include funds and/or facilities for security systems.  Police Dog Services, FIS, Property Unit, 51 Division, Mounted Unit, Firearm Ranges, Divisional Property Lockers, Front Counter modifications, and Firearm Storage all have funding designated for security system installations.  Police Dog Services currently has an inexpensive electronic key pad style security system in place.  This system was provided pending selection of a suitable centralised system and Vendor.  The Long Range Facility Plan also included funding for security systems in all new and renovated buildings.  In addition, the recent name change of the Service requires that new identification cards be issued to all Service personnel.  Therefore, the need to establish a standardised, multi-faceted, security system for the Service remains.  The selection of a Vendor of Record at this time will enable the Service to move ahead as appropriate. 



The intent of this Program is to first establish the main hub of the system when the badging component is implemented.  As stated previously, new identification cards have to be issued to all Service personnel because of the recent name change.  This process should take four to six months to complete.  The establishment of the main hub will mean that the security system has a picture and appropriate information stored in a centralised computer for all Service personnel.   Once the hub is established, the system can be implemented as funding is made available.  The Property Unit security system, as approved by the Board (Board Minute No. 405/97 refers), could be incorporated almost immediately as the system installed at that facility is compatible with the C(Cure 800 System.



The cost to install a system will vary depending on the building; however, a reasonable cost for the C(Cure 800 System would be $100,000 to $120,000 per building.  This cost assumes the main hub is in place.  The cost of installing the main hub is approximately $180,000.  The cost of providing comparable stand alone systems will be approximately $170,000 to $200,000 per building.  Currently, the Service has approximately 35 facilities that require security upgrades.  The total estimated cost of providing a centralised system will be approximately $4.2M.  The total estimated cost of providing stand alone systems in the same facilities will be approximately $7.0M.  The intent is to phase the installation of the security system in with the construction and renovation of facilities. For this reason, the Security Control System only included funding for the base system.



There are a number of advantages in providing a centralised system. The most important being that Service personnel will have one card system that is multi-faceted and can function as a Warrant Card and a security access card.  Once fully implemented, an officer could be transferred anywhere in the Service and would not have to be issued with a new card.  If stand alone systems are installed, new security cards would have to be issued with each transfer.  In addition, each staff member would have to carry a separate Warrant Card.  In a centralised configuration, when an officer is promoted, a new card could be generated from the system’s memory bank showing the officer’s new rank without the officer having to take time off duty to have a replacement picture taken.  The system can be used to record attendance at court, dispense gas, track equipment issuance, and can interface with other operating systems.  The applications of the C(Cure 800 System is less limited than with the traditional proprietary systems.  A non-proprietary system requires that the system developer develop interfaces with a variety of industry available products.  This principle does not apply in a proprietary system; however, the system developer would probably be willing to develop the interfaces at a cost to the customer.



The primary function of the security system is to control access and to secure the perimeter and other designated areas of Police facilities. (i.e. - staff entrance, property room, firearm storage, camera surveillance, etc.).



There are three authorised dealers of the C(Cure 800 System in the Toronto area.  Those dealers are: Mosler Canada Inc., Chubb Security Systems and Johnson Controls Limited.  Proposals were sought from all three dealers.  The evaluation process consisted of each dealer submitting a written proposal and attending an interview.  The evaluation process utilised a weighted matrix methodology and all evaluations by the Project Team members were completed independently.  The evaluation considered the dealers past association with the City of Toronto (also Metro), compliance with Year 2000 requirements, a review of the dealers support team and the support mechanisms in place, a review of the dealers design capability, a sample pricing of the Service’s Model Division, ability to meet the security requirements of the Police Service and compliance with various regulations and City of Toronto practises. The Project Team unanimously agreed that Johnson Controls Limited was the supplier best able to meet the needs of the Service.



Therefore, it is recommended that the Board approve the appointment of Johnson  Controls Limited as the Vendor of Record for the provision of Police Service facility security systems for a period of five (5) years commencing July 1, 1998.



IMPLEMENTATION PLAN



Upon approval by the Board of the recommended Vendor of Record, the Service intends to proceed with the implementation of the C(Cure 800 System by initially establishing the badging system and the associated system main hub.  Funding for the badging system, in the amount of $180,000.00, was identified as part of the new City transition costs for the Service.  Once the transitional funding is made available, and the appropriate equipment purchased, the process of photographing all Service personnel will commence.  It is estimated that this process will take four to six months to complete.  This process, barring any unforeseen circumstances, should be completed in early 1999.



The Service also currently has funding in a number of ongoing and recently completed Capital Programs for the provision of security systems.  The Services next priority will be to address the security needs of Forensic Identification Services, Dog Services, 51 Division, Mounted Unit and to integrate the existing system at the Property Unit into the centralised system through these existing funds.  This work is, in part, dependent on the completion of the respective Capital Programs.  A completion date of mid-1999 appears appropriate.



As part of the 1999 - 2003 Capital Program the Service intends to re-submit the Security Control System Capital Program.  The program will address the needs of those facilities that are not scheduled for renovations and/ or replacement within the foreseeable future.  A good example of this type of facility would be Police Headquarters.  This Capital Program is currently under development.  The program duration will likely be three to five years.  It is the intent of the Service to have a fully integrated, multifaceted security system in place by 2003.



The Board should be aware that Johnson Controls Limited is aware that the work associated with the provision of the required security systems is subject to the availability of funding.  The Board, by approving the appointment of Johnson Controls Limited as the Vendor of Record will allow the Service to proceed in a consistent manner, as funding is approved for this purpose.



Mr. Frank Chen, Director, Finance & Administration (local 8-7877), and Mr. Michael Ellis, Manager, Facilities Management (local 8-7951), will be in attendance to answer any questions the Board may have regarding this subject.

















The Board approved the foregoing.
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RECLASSIFICATION OF CONSTABLES



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 22, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				RECLASSIFICATION OF CONSTABLES



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board  approve the reclassifications outlined below.



BACKGROUND:



The following constables have served one year in their current classification and are eligible for reclassification to Third Class.  They have been recommended by their Unit Commander as of the date shown.



ACCIAROLI, Sheri     		99604		23 Division			98.04.17

ALLISON-SCHELL, Richelle	 7546		55 Division			98.04.17

ATTRUX, Michael			 7534		51 Division			98.04.17

BOWKER, Colleen			 7559		13 Division			98.04.17

BURRY, Shawn      		 7553		51 Division			98.04.17

CLARK, Travis	   		 7528		52 Division			98.04.17

COOPER, Richard			 7515		32 Division			98.04.17

DESSON, Jennifer			 7517		54 Division			98.04.17

ELLIS, Laura    			 7538		42 Division			98.04.17

FASSBENDER, Susan		 7527		11 Division			98.04.17

GARVEY, Jacqueline	  	 7530		32 Division			98.04.17

JAMISON, James   		 5147		12 Division			98.04.17

KIM, Won            			 7509		32 Division			98.04.17

KIRKPATRICK, Christopher	 7554		51 Division			98.04.17

KURTS, Lisa       	  		 7541		42 Division			98.04.17

LARAMY, Stephen   		 7524		14 Division			98.04.17

LOVE, Allen  	  	  		 7549		41 Division			98.04.17

MCCONNELL, Laura		 7535		12 Division			98.04.17

MCCGREGOR, Richard	  	 7506		11 Division			98.04.17

MORDEN, Todd			 7564		32 Division			98.04.17

MORRIS, Mandy	 		99494		11 Division			98.04.17

MOZES, Andras			 5164		23 Division			98.04.17

PANDOLFI, Alessandro		 7501		13 Division			98.04.17

PEACOCK, Jason			 7548		12 Division			98.04.17

POWIS, Jennifer			 5185		51 Division			98.04.17

PRENTICE, Stefan		 7585		14 Division			98.04.17

QUINN, Michael			 5169		23 Division			98.04.17

RICCI, Charles			 5156		51 Division			98.04.17

ROHDE, Danny			 5170		11 Division			98.04.17

STEWART, Colin			 7573		31 Division			98.04.17

TOURANGEAU, Craig		 5167		14 Division			98.04.17

TRACHSLER, Marilyn		 7531		32 Division			98.04.17

ADAMS, Clayton			 5174		42 Division			98.06.17

ALLEN, Michael			 7587		12 Division			98.06.17

ANDREWS, Brian			 7514		54 Division			98.06.17

APOSTOLIDIS, John		 7529		52 Division			98.06.17

ARMSTRONG, Robert		 7547		51 Division			98.06.17

ARODA, Sanjee			 5159		31 Division			98.06.17

BARNES, Murray			 7572		51 Division			98.06.17

BOBBIS, Richard			 5180		23 Division			98.06.17

BRADBURY, Scott			 7522		55 Division			98.06.17

CHILVERS, Christopher		 7563		12 Division			98.06.17

COCKBURN, Jason		 5155		41 Division			98.06.17

COLEMAN, Keith			 7588		55 Division			98.06.17

COOK, Sharon				 7552		52 Division			98.06.17

CORMIER, Serina			 7595		41 Division			98.06.17

CORREA, David			 5157		33 Division			98.06.17

COULTHARD, Jason		 5151		52 Division			98.06.17

COVEY, Cherry			 7525		12 Division			98.06.17

COXON, Shawna			 7551		14 Division			98.06.17

DODUCK, John			 7571		51 Division			98.06.17

D’ORNELLAS, Mark		 5150		55 Division			98.06.17

ELLIOTT, Christopher		 7550		51 Division			98.06.17

GAUTHIER, Richard		 7512		11 Division			98.06.17

GILL, Stephen				 5149		14 Division			98.06.17

GILLESPIE, William		 7513		54 Division			98.06.17

GOSS, Jason				 5179		14 Division			98.06.17

HAINES, David			 5160		51 Division			98.06.17

HEGGIE, Andrew			 7581		12 Division			98.06.17

HOMINUK, Christopher		 7583		11 Division			98.06.17

IPPOLITO, Vincenzo		 7544		11 Division			98.06.17

IRVING, James			 7570		14 Division			98.06.17

JAMES, Brian				 7511		51 Division			98.06.17

JAMES, Craig				 5148		13 Division			98.06.17

KAVANAGH, Jacqueline		 7526		13 Division			98.06.17

KEMPERS, Gerry			 7518		13 Division			98.06.17

KLUNDER, Gerard		 5161		11 Division			98.06.17

KNIGHTS, Jeffrey			 7542		12 Division			98.06.17

LADOUCEUR, Marc		 5152		54 Division			98.06.17

LEMAITRE, Robert		 5162		13 Division			98.06.17

LINQUIST, Darryl			 7505		32 Division			98.06.17

LISKA, David				 7502		32 Division			98.06.17

LOW, Julian				 7590		12 Division			98.06.17

MAADANIAN, Nazaret		 5168		41 Division			98.06.17

MATHERS, Ronald		 7558		31 Division			98.06.17

MCCARTHY, Kristopher		 7519		51 Division			98.06.17

MCKEOWN, Lisa			 7536		31 Division			98.06.17

MCNABB, Andrew			 7569		51 Division			98.06.17

MOREAU, Paul			 5181		12 Division			98.06.17

MULLEN, Michael			 7592		31 Division			98.06.17

NETHERSOLE, Oswald		 7586		22 Division			98.06.17

NORTH, Robert			 7560		11 Division			98.06.17

O’KANE, Geraid			 5154		54 Division			98.06.17

PAGE, Derek				 7504		23 Division			98.06.17

PATTERSON, Michael		 7576		32 Division			98.06.17

PEDNEAULT, Joey		 5177		51 Division			98.06.17

PITCHER, David			 5186		33 Division			98.06.17

PURCHES, Scott			 5183		31 Division			98.06.17

RACINE, Dale				 7584		22 Division			98.06.17

ROBINSON, Christopher		 7537		51 Division			98.06.17

ROSSIGNOL, Troy			 7532		53 Division			98.06.17

SCALETTA, Mark			 7579		13 Division			98.06.17

SCHERBEY, Ronnie		 7556		14 Division			98.06.17

SCHOCH, Richard			 7543		41 Division			98.06.17

SEDORE, Kevin			 7568		14 Division			98.06.17

SEYMOUR, Geoffrey		 7520		11 Division			98.06.17

SMITH, Hunter			 5153		32 Division			98.06.17

SO, Christopher			 5120		42 Division			98.06.17

STEINBURG, Shawn		 5173		33 Division			98.06.17

STEWART, Thomas		 5146		54 Division			98.06.17

TAIT, Ronald				99565		42 Division			98.06.17

TERRIO, Richard			 7594		31 Division			98.06.17

VADNAIS, Danielle		 7565		14 Division			98.06.17

VANDEWATER, Leslie		 7456		22 Division			98.06.17

VANWART, Daniel		 5178		14 Division			98.06.17

VEGSO, Mark				 5144		13 Division			98.06.17

WALLS, Christopher		 7575		51 Division			98.06.17

WATSON, John			99427		41 Division			98.06.17

WHITTAKER, Lance		 7574		22 Division			98.06.17

WILLAN, Sean			99556		13 Division			98.06.17

WOO, Mark				99160		52 Division			98.06.17

ZAWERBNY, Michael		 5166		11 Division			98.06.17



As requested by the Board, the Service’s files have been reviewed for the required period of service to ascertain whether the members recommended for reclassification have a history of misconduct or outstanding allegations of misconduct/Police Services Act charges.  The review has revealed that these officers do not have a history of misconduct, nor any outstanding allegations of misconduct on file.



It must be noted that some of these constables received two months service towards reclassification from 4th to 3rd class as they stood in the top 25% of their recruit class pursuant to Section 2.2.8 of Service Rules entitled “Accelerated Reclassification”.  The constables were eligible for reclassification on April 17th, although their twelve month probationary period does not conclude until June 17th.  Furthermore, under the probationary constable appraisal process, their 4th to 3rd class appraisals were not completed until the 8th compressed work week cycle in April.  Hence the reason for the delay in submitting these recommendations for reclassification.



It is presumed that the officers recommended for reclassification to Third Class Constables shall continue to perform with good conduct between the date of this correspondence and June 17th, the actual date on which their probationary period concludes.  Any deviation from this will be brought to the Board’s attention forthwith.



The Chief Administrative Officer - Policing has confirmed that funds to support these recommendations are included in the Service’s 1998 Operating Budget.  The Service is obligated by its Rules to implement these reclassifications.



I concur with these recommendations.



Mr. William Gibson, A/Director - Human Resources (8-7864) and Ms. Christine Bortkiewicz, Manager - Human Resource Information Systems (8-7841), will be in attendance to answer questions, if required.











The Board approved the foregoing.
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JOB DESCRIPTION - DATA ARCHITECT, COMPUTING & TELECOMMUNICATIONS



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 22, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				NEW JOB DESCRIPTION - DATA ARCHITECT, COMPUTING AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve the job description for Data Architect, Computing and Telecommunications, (A13004.3) 2 positions; and the corresponding deletion of two Senior Analyst positions (A1200.3)



BACKGROUND:



The Computing and Telecommunications Unit has been undergoing changes due to restructuring in order to respond to constant technological development within its mandate.  The position of Data Architect evolved to provide expertise and leadership in the delivery of information processing needs throughout the Service.  The incumbent in this position will undertake responsibility for analysis of information requirements; data architecting and modelling of the Service’s business requirements; and maintaining and enforcing data standards and quality control for systems development compliance.  As well, duties and responsibilities include the mentoring of computer personnel and end users; researching new information on data architecting and modelling; and maintaining global infrastructure data  (See position description attached as APPENDIX ‘A’).



The new position description for Data Architect has been developed and subsequently evaluated by the Compensation Section of Human Resources as a 35 hour, Class 13 in the Unit “A” Collective Agreement, with a salary range of $59,756 to $69,743.  The Police Association has been advised accordingly.  Subsequent to the Board’s approval, this position will be posted for interested applicants.  







BUDGET/COST IMPACT



The cost impact, as a result of establishing two Data Architect positions and the deletion of two Senior Analyst positions, will result in a maximum annualized increase of $10,420. The C.A.O. Policing, Mr. Hugh Moore, has confirmed that the increased cost can be accommodated within the unit’s annual budget.



Therefore, it is recommended that the Board approve the revised job description for two Data Architect positions within Computing & Telecommunications.



Mr. Hugh Moore, C.A.O. Policing, (Local 8-8005), and Mr. Larry Stinson, Director, Computing and Telecommunications, (Local 8-7550), will be in attendance to answer questions from the Board in relation to this matter.















The Board approved the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



MOBILE WORKSTATION PROJECT, NO. 51 DIVISION



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 2, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				MOBILE WORKSTATION PROJECT, NO. 51 DIVISION



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve the purchase of 30 Mobile Workstations and in-car workstation mounts from Panasonic Canada Ltd. and Myroka Corporation respectively, to complete the replacement of Mobile Data Terminals (MDTs) in No. 51 Division, at a cost of approximately $275,000 plus applicable taxes from approved 1997 METROPOLIS Capital Budget funds.



BACKGROUND:



The Service has recognized that its existing Motorola Mobile Data Terminals (MDTs), which are approximately 14 years old and no longer manufactured, place the Service in a position whereby some form of hardware replacement is mandatory.  Failure to take action will eventually seriously impact communication between officers and the dispatch centre, as well as inter-officer communication.



The Police Services Board, at its meeting on October 17, 1996, approved the implementation of a Mobile Workstation (MWS) pilot project in No. 51 Division (Min. No. 348/96 refers).  The Pilot commenced on April 28, 1997 and ran for a three month period.  During this time, 10 mobile workstations (Fieldworks Model 5033P) were installed in 51 Division scout cars.  In addition to existing MDT functionality (dispatch status, Canadian Police Information Centre criminal checks, Ministry of Transport vehicle information, and inter-officer messaging) being available on the new mobile workstations, access was also made available to the existing Occurrences (COPS) and Master Name Index (MANIX) applications.  Funding for the pilot was approved as part of the 1997 METROPOLIS Capital Budget for the purpose of completing the rollout within 51 Division.



Based upon results and overall acceptance of the pilot, the former Metropolitan Council subsequently approved a $10 Million capital program expenditure (1997-2001) for a Service-wide Workstation rollout.



On September 18, 1997 a report was submitted to the Police Services Board outlining the results of the 51 Division Mobile Workstation Pilot.  This report also recommended the purchase of the pilot hardware, software and radio equipment (Minute No. 361/97 refers).  The Board approved all recommendations, with the exception of Recommendation No. 6 which states:



“That the Board approve continued implementation of the Service’s Mobile Workstation project as outlined in this report and as recommended by the Pilot Project User Committee.”



The Board approved the following motion regarding Recommendation No. 6:



“That Recommendation No. 6 be approved subject to further reports from the Chief of Police on (a) the determination of the vendor/supplier of the in-car computer system; (b) the Board receiving an updated workplan (submitted on the approved template); and (c) a final report before Service-wide implementation.”



Since September 1997, the Service has required additional time for research on various in-car workstations and mounting solutions.  In addition, the 1998 Budget process involved considerable discussion on the Service’s technology-related capital program.  The Service is now in a position to recommend full Service-wide implementation of mobile workstations, and this report responds to the Board’s September 1997 request for further information as defined in (a), (b) and (c) above.



Response to item (a):  the determination of the vendor/supplier of the in-car computer system:



The original pilot Fieldworks workstations remained within 51 Division scout cars for ongoing use, while a re-validation of workstations and in-car mounting solutions (assessment of new products against the pilot in-car solution) was conducted.  The re-validation was not intended to re-visit the concept of putting a much more functional communications tool into cruisers, but rather to optimize layout and ergonomics, safety, and serviceability.





Three different workstation models were installed in 51 Division police vehicles for a period of approximately four months ending April 30, 1998.  Vendors were also advised at this time to supply a preferred mounting solution for their workstation.  Both users and technical staff monitored the progress of the evaluation through trouble calls and feedback from the division.  Of the four devices tested (including the pilot Fieldworks), three were eliminated as a result of factors such as poor keyboard design, frequent hardware problems, size/weight and availability of the units.  A meeting was subsequently held with the Mobile Workstation Committee and representatives from the User Committee, Communications, Occupational Health and Safety, Fleet Management, Radio and Electronics, Security and Information Unit and Mobile Workstation Support to review the workstation and mount findings.  The committee unanimously agreed to select the Panasonic CF25 mobile workstation and its Myroka mounting solution as the products of choice for the Toronto Police Service.



In selecting the Panasonic CF25 workstation, it is noteworthy that:



The Department of National Defence also conducted a mobile workstation evaluation for approximately one year resulting in the selection of the Panasonic CF25.  The CF25 ruggedized notebook computer is covered by a National Individual Standing Offer (NISO) and National Master Standing Offer (NMSO) from the Federal Government.  As a result the CF25 is available to all government buyers in a newly identified “Ruggedized Notebook” category.  Panasonic Canada Inc. has formally confirmed that the Toronto Police Service is eligible for the NMSO, during the contract period (March 4, 1998 to March 31, 1999), providing for predetermined competitive prices.



The units carry a three year warranty, and therefore no maintenance agreement is required until year four.



Panasonic’s computer division has shipped in excess of 90,000 CF25 series notebook computers world-wide representing an approximate revenue in excess of $300 million Canadian.  The parent company, Matsushita Electric, is a financially viable company with assets in excess of $70 billion.



Service is available in Mississauga, Ontario, on a 24 hour basis.



In excess of 26 Public Safety Agencies in North America currently use CF25 workstations in similar applications.





The Myroka workstation mount was introduced by Panasonic as a total in-car solution.  Myroka met with members of Occupational Health and Safety, Fleet Management, Radio and Electronics and 51 Division officers on several occasions ensuring that our recommendations related to design and safety were addressed.  Myroka is a Canadian manufacturer specializing in workstation mounting solutions for public safety organizations and utilities and currently have their products installed in over 300 organizations across North America including the RCMP, London Police and the U.S. Military.



The Service Mobile Workstation rollout is scheduled to start in July 1998 commencing with 51 Division.  The infrastructure for 51 Division has already been purchased, implemented and proven during the pilot.  Officers at 51 Division have already been trained.  30 of the chosen Mobile Workstations and mounting solutions are required to complete 51 Division.  MDTs removed from 51 Division police vehicles will be stored and used as spares.  Approximate cost for procurement and installation of these workstations and mounts is $275,000 plus applicable taxes, funds for which have been approved as part of the 1997 METROPOLIS budget.



Response to item (b):  the Board receiving an updated workplan (submitted on the approved template):



Immediately after the Police Services Board meeting on September 18, 1997, the Chair provided the former Metropolitan Council Financial Priorities Committee with a package of detailed background materials on the Service’s Mobile Workstation project.  The materials included the updated Project Charter (Workplan) in approved format, a copy of which is attached to this report as Exhibit I.  Appendix B to this exhibit has been updated to reflect projected project timelines as of June, 1998.



Response to item (c):  a final report before Service-wide implementation:



A final report will be provided to the Board pending the results of an independent technology review of all recommended Emergency Services technology in the new City, recently commissioned by the City Commissioner of Works and Emergency Services.  The police scope of the review includes the MWS rollout, Occurrence Reengineering, and the Radio Network Upgrade.  A decision to remove funding for any one or more of these three projects will result in significant re-planning, as new strategies for sustaining officer communications will need to be developed.







It should be noted that this technology review does not impact the decision on the proposed workstation and mount recommendation.  The questions posed at past Council and Budget committee meetings focused on the case for installing expensive laptop computers into police vehicles, whether this was an appropriate level of technology for the tasks to be accomplished, and whether alternate less expensive solutions had been reviewed.  Should the independent technology review result in a significant deferral or cancellation of the full MWS rollout, then the proposed 30 laptops for 51 Division would generate an additional 30 MDT spares, thereby extending the life of the existing system, in turn providing lead time to explore options on how the Service would perform future communications between the Communications Centre and officers in the field.  I will be reporting further to the Board on the results of the technology review, and its impact on the Service’s 1998-2002 Capital Program.  This report will also include a complete strategy and timing on how the full corporate workstation rollout should proceed.



It is therefore recommended that the Board approve the purchase 30 Panasonic CF25 workstations and Myroka mounts in the amount of $275,000 (30 workstations at $8,166 each and 30 mounts at $1,000 each) plus applicable taxes as the first phase toward rollout.  Funds for this purchase are available in the 1997 METROPOLIS Capital Budget under Mobile Workstations.  The Chief Administrative Officer - Policing has certified that such funding is available.



Messrs. Larry Stinson, Director, Computing and Telecommunications (87550), Grant MacNeil, Project Manager, Occurrence Reengineering (88229) and Ravi Unninayar, Project Manager, Mobile Workstations (87531) will be present at the Board meeting on June 18, 1998 to respond to any questions with regard to this request.















The Board approved the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION:�P.C. MICHAEL DULMAGE (6917) �P.C. MICHAEL SOMMER (6087) �P.C. TRACEY PETERS (5576)



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 14, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve payment of  an account of $129,519.02 from Harry Black, Q.C., Barrister, for his representation of Police Constables Michael Dulmage #6917 and Michael Sommer #6087 and $66,385.69 from James John Burke, Barrister, Solicitor and Notary Public for his representation of Police Constable Tracey Peters #5576.



BACKGROUND:



Police Constables Michael Dulmage #6917, Michael Sommer #6087 and Tracey Peters #5576 have requested payment of their legal fees under the legal indemnification clause of the Uniform Collective Agreement.  We are in receipt of the statement of account from Mr. Harry Black, Q.C., Barrister, in the total amount of $129,519.02 for his representation of Police Constables Michael Dulmage and Michael Sommer, and the statement of account from James John Burke, Barrister, Solicitor and Notary Public in the total amount of $66,385.69 for his representation of Police Constable Tracey Peters.



It has been determined that these accounts are proper for payment and I request approval from the Board to pay them.  The Toronto Legal Department has confirmed the fees to be reasonable and necessary.



The Chief Administrative Officer - Policing has certified that funds are available in the liabilities budget, Account #76511 - Legal Defence of Officers, to finance this expenditure.



This report corresponds with additional information provided on the Confidential Agenda.



Mr. William Gibson, A/Director of Human Resources, (8-7864) will be in attendance to answer questions, if required.













The Board approved the foregoing.



�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION:�P.C. PATRICE STEELE  (4667) �P.C. ROGER MAYERS (4046)



The Board was in receipt of the following report APRIL 21, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION



RECOMMENDATION:		i)  THAT the Board approve payment of an account of $32,536.80 from Mr. Steven Skurka of Cooper, Sandler & West, Barristers & Solicitors, for his representation of Police Constable Patrice Steele #4667; and, 



				ii)  THAT the Board deny payment of an account in the amount of $21,504.38 from Mr. William H. Bucci of Fish & Associates, Barristers, Solicitors & Notaries Public for his representation of Police Constable Roger Mayers #4046.



BACKGROUND:



Police Constables Patrice Steele #4667 and Roger Mayers #4046 have requested payment of their legal fees under the legal indemnification clause of the Uniform Collective Agreement.



Statements of account have been received from Steven Skurka of Cooper, Sandler & West, Barristers & Solicitors, in the total amount of $32,536.80 with respect to P.C. Steele’s legal indemnification and from William H. Bucci of Fish & Associates, Barristers, Solicitors & Notaries Public in the amount of $21,504.38 with respect to P.C. Mayer’s legal indemnification.



It has been determined that the account submitted by Mr. Steven Skurka is proper for payment and I request approval from the Board to pay it.  The Toronto Legal Department has confirmed the fees to be reasonable and necessary.  



The Chief Administrative Officer - Policing has certified that funds are available in the liabilities budget, Account #76511 - Legal Defence of Officers, to finance this expenditure.



With respect to the account submitted by Mr. Bucci, it is recommended that the Board deny payment of this.



This report corresponds with additional information provided on the Confidential Agenda.



Mr. William Gibson, A/Director, Human Resources (8-7866) will be in attendance to answer questions, if required.











The Board noted that it approved the payment of legal fees for P.C. Mayers during consideration of the confidential report rather than concur with the Chief’s recommendation to deny legal indemnification (Min. No. C194/98 refers).  



The Board also approved legal indemnification for P.C. Steele as noted above.







�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION:�P.C. LARRY MATKOWSKI (217)



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 14, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve payment of an account of $14,328.26 from Harry Black, Q.C., Barrister, for his representation of Police Constable Larry Matkowski #217.



BACKGROUND:



Police Constable Larry Matkowski #217 has requested payment of his legal fees under the legal indemnification clause of the Uniform Collective Agreement.  The statement of account from Harry Black, Q.C., Barrister, in the total amount of $14,328.26 with respect to the above mentioned officer’s legal indemnification has been received.



It has been determined that this account is proper for payment and I request approval from the Board to pay it.  The Toronto Legal Department has confirmed the fees to be reasonable and necessary.



The Chief Administrative Officer - Policing has certified that funds are available in the liabilities budget, Account #76511 - Legal Defence of Officers, to finance this expenditure.



This report corresponds with additional information provided on the Confidential Agenda.



Mr. William Gibson, A/Director of Human Resources, (8-7866), will be in attendance to answer questions, if required.











The Board approved the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION:�P.C. BRIAN WESTON (3484) �P.C. JOHN SMISSEN (7464)



The Board was in receipt of the following report APRIL 30, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve payment of an account of $1,316.10 from Harry Black, Q.C., Barrister, for his representation of Police Constables Brian Weston #3484 and John Smissen #7464.



BACKGROUND:



Police Constables Brian Weston #3484 and John Smissen #7464 have requested payment of their legal fees under the legal indemnification clause of the Uniform Collective Agreement.  The statement of account from Harry Black, Q.C., Barrister, in the total amount of $1,316.10 with respect to the above mentioned officers’ legal indemnification has been received.



It has been determined that this account is proper for payment and I request approval from the Board to pay it.  The Toronto Legal Department has confirmed the fees to be reasonable and necessary.



The Chief Administrative Officer - Policing has certified that funds are available in the operating budget, Account #76511 - Legal Defence of Officers, to finance this expenditure.



This report corresponds with additional information provided on the Confidential Agenda.



Mr. William Gibson, A/Director of Human Resources, (8-7866), will be in attendance to answer questions, if required. 







The Board approved the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



REQUEST FOR FUNDS - TORONTO POLICE CARIBANA PARADE FLOAT DISPLAY





The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 11, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				Request for funding for the Toronto Police Caribana Parade Float Display



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve the expenditure of an amount not to exceed $7,500.00 from the Special Fund to offset expenses incurred for the Parade Float Display. (In accordance with Board Special Fund Policy Objective # 2 Service / Community  Relations)



BACKGROUND:



In June 1991, the Board approved an expenditure of $26,357.50 from the Special Fund for the purpose of creating a police display on a float to be used during the 1991 Caribana Parade and subsequent years events (Min. No. 475/91 refers).



In past years, Community Unity Alliance has worked with the Toronto Police Service to promote a community partnership by participating in the annual Caribana Parade.  This float attracts a great deal of attention and provides a visual demonstration of police officers, adults and youth, representing various ethnic groups working together in a spirit of co-operation.



A number of sponsors from community organisations and companies will provide the Community Unity Alliance the use of trucks, sound equipment and other materials for the parade.  Youth and adult volunteers will once again provide the time and resources required to refurbish and decorate the float.  The funds requested are to offset the expenses incurred for building materials required to construct a platform on the truck and other expertise (See attached budget).









The Police Parade Float Display will participate in the following events:



Caribana kick-off at Police Headquarters on July 31

the 1998 Caribana Parade on August 1



SPONSORING ORGANIZATION:



Community Unity Alliance is an established community based umbrella organisation committed to assisting grass roots communities in becoming full and active partners in Canadian life.  The Alliance is presently made up of eight ethnic groups and welcomes new groups to participate in the Community Unity Alliance experience.





POLICE RESOURCES:



This project will involve police officers and Auxiliary members on the float during the parade.  An effort will be made to utilise more Auxiliary members than police officers, subject to availability of personnel.



Sergeant Stu Eley (local 8-7075) and Constable Trevor Bennett (local 8-7064) from the Community Policing Support Unit will be in attendance to answer any questions that may arise.













The Board approved the foregoing.



�

CARIBANA 1998 BUDGET







Entrance Fee		   $300



Lumber for Building Float		$1,000



Float Decoration Material		$2,000



Costumes (labour and materials)		$2,500



Sound Equipment/Generators		$   850



Printing		$   300



Transportation (TTC for volunteers)		$   300



Cube Van rental		$   250



Total estimated expense	          $7,500







�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



REQUEST FOR FUNDS - TORONTO POLICE SOCCER CLUB - YOUTH SOCCER CAMP



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 28, 1998 from Norman Gardner, Chairman:



SUBJECT:				REQUEST FOR FUNDS:  TORONTO POLICE SOCCER CLUB - YOUTH SOCCER CAMP



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve an expenditure of $3000 from the Special Fund toward the cost of hosting the youth soccer camp (In accordance with Special Fund Policy - Objective #1 - Board/Community Relations)

BACKGROUND:



The Board is in receipt of a request from Acting Sergeant Tracey Cook (323), No. 42 Division, and Event Coordinator, Toronto Police Soccer Club, for financial assistance which would be used toward the cost of hosting the fourth annual two-day summer youth soccer camp on July 21 and 22, 1998.



In her request (copy attached), A/Sgt. Cook has provided the Board with the financial results of the camp held last year and a copy of the 1998 soccer camp budget.



Each year members from both the Toronto Police women’s and men’s soccer teams spend many hours organizing this event as well as participating at the two-day camp.  I think this is another fine example of how our police officers willingly volunteer their personal time to work with the youth in the Toronto community.  A/Sgt. Cook has also exhibited commendable leadership skills for her on-going efforts with this event.



IT IS THEREFORE REQUESTED THAT the Board approve an expenditure of $3000 from the Special Fund toward the cost of hosting the youth soccer camp (In accordance with Special Fund Policy - Objective #1 - Board/Community Relations)





The Board approved the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



REQUEST FOR FUNDS - INTERNATIONAL POLICE CRICKET TOURNAMENT





The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 27, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				INTERNATIONAL POLICE CRICKET TOURNAMENT 



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board provide funding in the amount of $2,200.00 for members of the Police Cricket Team.  (In accordance with Board Special Fund Policy Objective #3 - Board/Service Relations).



BACKGROUND:



The Toronto Police Service was represented by eleven (11) members who competed in the International Cricket Tournament in the Island of Barbados, between April 20 to May 1, 1998.



This event brought together police officers from fourteen (14) countries to participate in many games of cricket.  In addition to the spirit of the competition, this event provided the opportunity for our members to exchange ideas on law enforcement as well as creating lasting friendships.



Our members travelled by air at a cost of $436.00, on their own time, using annual leave or lieu time at no cost to the Service.



I am requesting that the Board provide funding to cover 50% of the travel and accommodation costs to a maximum of $200.00 for each member, for a total cost of $2,200.00.



The Amateur Athletic Association has provided funding in the amount of $265.00 for registration and other expenses.









The following is a list of expenses each member has incurred:



						Paid by A.A.A.	Balance

Accommodation		$   300.00		$   100.00		$   200.00

Registration			$   265.00		$   165.00		$   100.00

Travel			$   436.00		Nil            		$   436.00

Total			$1,001.00		$   265.00		$    736.00



The following is a list of members who attended this event.

										

RAMPRASHAD, Dwarka		Police Constable	(4215)		13 Division

PARSRAM, Brian			Police Constable	(2207)		23 Division

MOORE, Richard			Police Constable	(6925)		41 Division

KULLO, Ali				Police Constable	(4697)		51 Division

ROACH, Jeffrey			Police Constable	(1793)		51 Division

GUY, Doreen				Police Constable	(3624)		52 Division

BISSON, Surujpaul		Police Constable	(2914)		55 Division

GASKIN, Theodore		Detective 		(3956)		Fraud Squad

JONES, Arthur			Court Officer	(99165)	Court Services

LYTE, Cameron			Court Officer	(99052)	Court Services

YOUNG, Joseph			Tailor			(89745)	Fleet 											Managment



Police Constable Doreen Guy of No. 52 Division (Local 8-5200) will be in attendance at the Board meeting to respond to any questions, if required.













The Board approved the foregoing.



�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



REQUEST FOR FUNDS - 11TH ANNUAL LEADERS IN ACTION 1998 CONFERENCE



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 27, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				REQUEST FOR FUNDING - 11TH ANNUAL LEADERS IN ACTION 1998 CONFERENCE



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board contribute $1,000.00 from the Special Fund to the 11th Annual Leaders In Action 1998 Conference to offset the costs of hosting the conference by purchasing tickets for youths to attend.  (In accordance with Objective No. 2 - Force/Community Relations).



BACKGROUND:



The Toronto Police Service is in receipt of a letter dated January 5, 1998, (copy attached) from Ms. Diana Gatti, Coordinator, West Scarborough Neighbourhoods Community Centre, West Scarborough Neighbourhoods Community Centre, who requested financial assistance from Board to offset the costs of hosting the conference by purchasing tickets for school youths who would not otherwise be able to attend the Leaders In Action conference.



The focus of the conference itinerary includes individual group sessions which explores various subjects on youth self-development, some which are associated with policing issues include: self-defence for women, safety awareness in the community, racism in schools and the community and the impact of the media.  As in the past, a Toronto Police Officer participated in these group sessions.



This year’s conference was held at the Colony Hotel in Toronto, 89 Chestnut Street, on Tuesday, May 12, 1998.  









The Toronto Police Services Board was represented by Sylvia Hudson who attended the conference and was presented with a plaque in recognition of the Board’s outstanding service and support to young people enabling today’s young Canadians to become tomorrow’s leaders and care citizens. 



It should be noted that the original request was submitted on January 5, 1998, and due to a break down in communications between various units there was a delay in forwarding this request to the Board requesting financial assistance to offset the cost of hosting the conference.  



I therefore requested that the Board contribute $1,000.00 from the Special Fund to the 11th Annual Leaders In Action 1998 Conference.  (In accordance with Objective No. 2 - Force/Community Relations).



Police Constable Brian O’Connor (6199) of Community Policing Support, Youth Programs, (Local 8-7030) will be in attendance at the Board meeting to respond to any questions, if required. 











Board Member Sylvia Hudson noted that she was very impressed with the number of Toronto Police Service members who volunteered their time and efforts to meet with youth at this conference.  She specifically commended P.C. Charlene Edwards (99115) of No. 14 Division for her outstanding interest and participation at the conference.



The Board approved the foregoing and the following Motion:



THAT the Board send a letter to P.C. Edwards commending her for her work at the Leaders-In-Action conference.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



INTERNAL REVIEW ON USE OF FORCE



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 19, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				INTERNAL REVIEW ON USE OF FORCE



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board  receive the final report on the internal review of the use of force.



BACKGROUND:



At the Board’s Policy Sub-Committee meeting held on December 12, 1997, the Board received a verbal update on the Internal Review on Use of Force provided by Staff Inspector Ken Cenzura of the Sexual Assault Squad and Acting Staff Sergeant Peter Button of the Training and Education Unit.



The Board was appraised on the internal committees work and that the focus was on policy and guidelines, training, less lethal weapons, dealing with emotional distributed persons and expanding the Emergency Task Force special weapons teams.  (Board Minute #476/97 refers).



An Executive Summary and a Summary of Recommendations are included in this report.











The following members of the Use of Force Committee were in attendance and made presentations to the Board about this report:



S/Insp. Ken Cenzura

Insp. Mike Federico

A/S/Sgt. Glenn DeCaire

A/S/Sgt. Peter Button







cont...d





The Board approved the following Motions:



1.	THAT, given that the Chief of Police has submitted the foregoing report for information purposes only and not requested approval of the recommendations at this time, the Board receive the report; and



2.	THAT the Chief of Police review each of the recommendations and provide a further report to the Board seeking approval, the report should include the following: 



list of the recommendations, in priority order, that the Service would like approved for implementation

identify how funds will be allocated from the Service’s operating and/or capital budgets to implement each of the recommendations

if necessary, provide a specific recommendation to the Board identifying additional funds that the Board should request from the City of Toronto in order to implement the remaining recommendations.









�EXECUTIVE SUMMARY





In May, 1997, the Chief of Police, David Boothby, established a committee to review all aspects of police use of force.  The mandate of the Committee was, “to examine if there are ways to reduce the necessity for the application of deadly force, without compromising officer safety, and to communicate findings to the public (TP Media Release, 97.06.16).”  Staff Inspector Ken Cenzura was named chair.



The Use of Force Committee was comprised of representatives from the Training and Education Unit, the Emergency Task Force, Public Safety Unit, Corporate Planning, Operational Support Command, the Chief’s Staff, Detective Support Command, and the Field Commands.  As well, the Service’s Forensic Consultant, Dr. Peter Collins, and Constable Andrew Clarke, Toronto Police Association, participated.



The use of deadly force by police in recent years has come under closer scrutiny by the police and the community.  The issues surrounding such use of force are complex and have generated much debate and concern.  At the outset it must be stated that the safety of police officers is recognized as a fundamental concern and this report and subsequent recommendations are not intended to compromise that safety in any way.  Indeed, the issue of officer and community safety formed the foundation for the Committee’s work.  This report also takes into account that there are no philosophies or practises which will anticipate the entire range of human behaviour that officers might encounter in the course of police work.  Nevertheless, the Committee recognizes its responsibility to explore any reasonable option if it may help officers cope with violent or potentially violent situations.



The Committee has conducted extensive research into this topic by contacting many other police agencies in Canada, the United States and Australia.  Further research was conducted by reviewing the literature, academic studies, correspondence, books and publications associated with the use of deadly force, less lethal weapons and dealing with emotionally disturbed persons.  While much of the empirical data had been collected outside of Canada, many of the lessons learned from the research have equal application to law enforcement in our country.



A survey of front line officers representing the field command was conducted resulting in valuable input touching on the issues identified by the Committee.  As well, the  Committee collected data on officer involved shootings in Toronto during the past 10 years, which allows an analytical study of these incidents to be completed.

The Training and Education Unit was tasked with reviewing current training dealing with crisis resolution.  As a result a proposed course was drafted that attempts to incorporate the findings of the Committee.  The course is designed to meet the needs of front line officers.  The emphasis will be upon identification and transition from one force option to another force option within the context of the scenario, thus establishing versatility and flexibility in crisis resolution techniques.  While recognizing that officer safety is the critical concern, the course will balance the emphasis placed on force options between escalation and disengagement and containment responses.



On the matter of less lethal weapons, a comprehensive study was performed by Acting Staff Sergeant Peter Button, Armament officer, Training and Education Unit.  He has concluded that at the present time the Service should rely on conventional equipment such as O.C. spray and batons.



Terms of Reference



A broad spectrum of issues was identified including the nature and availability of rules and directives, training and equipment, Service resources and support, community and professional resources and support; and reliable internal information and data.  The Committee undertook to respond to the following six areas which have become the Committee’s terms of reference.



	1. Development of and Compliance with Rules & Directives

	2. Supervision

	3. Development and Implementation of Appropriate Training

	4. Identification of Less Lethal Force Options

	5. Dealing with Emotionally Disturbed Persons

	6. Expansion of Emergency Task Force Special Weapons

	    Teams

		

The Committee worked from May 1997 to March 1998.  It found that experiences faced by our organization, in relation to officer involved shootings, mirror those of other law enforcement agencies and therefore validate the research and research methods of the Committee.  Consequently, to address the findings, 31 recommendations, grouped according to the Terms of Reference, are proposed.  The Committee is of the view that some of the recommendations can be implemented immediately with minimal impact on the operating budget.  The remaining recommendations have financial implications totalling $2.39 million, which may affect scheduling.  However, with their implementation, the Committee is convinced these recommendations will enhance officer and community safety, thereby promoting public confidence in our Service.

�SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS





1.	RULES AND DIRECTIVES



Recommendation 1.1



THAT Corporate Planning develop rules and directives governing the use of lethal force.  Such rules and directives should clearly indicate that the Service places the highest value on the protection of life and the safety of its officers and the public.



Recommendation 1.2



THAT Corporate Planning ensure that the rules developed include the  following rules consistent with the Police Services Act and the Criminal Code of Canada.



police officers shall not discharge their firearms except to protect themselves or another person from imminent death or serious bodily injury;



police officers shall not discharge their firearms to subdue an escaping suspect who presents no imminent threat of death or serious bodily harm;



police officers shall not discharge their firearm at a motor vehicle for the sole purpose of disabling it;



police officers shall not intentionally place themselves in the path of an oncoming vehicle and attempt to disable the vehicle by discharging their firearms;



police officers shall not discharge their firearm at a moving vehicle or from a moving vehicle unless it is absolutely necessary to do so to protect against an imminent threat to the life of the officer or others;



warning shots present an unacceptable hazard to both the public and the police, therefore warning shots are prohibited.



�Recommendation 1.3



THAT Corporate Planning review and consolidate all current rules governing the use of lethal and less lethal force to ensure that officers can quickly locate and clearly understand guidelines they are required to follow.



Recomemndation 1.4



THAT Corporate Planning incorporate the use of colour coding when developing and publishing rules and directives.



Recommendation 1.5



THAT Professional Standards maintain the Officer Involved Shooting database designed by the Use of Force Committee.





2. 	SUPERVISION



Recommendation 2.1



THAT the Chief of Police ensure supervisory staffing levels of uniform platoons are consistent with recommendations contained within the Beyond 2000 Implementation Final Report, to ensure the availability of road supervisors within each Division or Command at all times.



Recommendation 2.2



THAT the Chief of Police ensure supervisors recognize good judgement by way of formal documentation when officers exercise restraint or minimize the use of force in violent or potentially violent situations.



Recommendation 2.3



THAT the Chief of Police recommend to the Toronto Police Services Board that it provide appropriate remuneration for the position of “Coach Officer”.



�3. 	TRAINING



Recommendation 3.1



THAT Training and Education develop and institute a mandatory Crisis Resolution/Officer Safety Course for all front line officers.



Recommendation 3.2



THAT Training and Education incorporate rule interpretation into the pre-course material of the Crisis Resolution/Officer Safety Course.



Recommendation 3.3



THAT Training and Education incorporate fear management into the Crisis Resolution/Officer Safety Course content.



Recommendation 3.4



THAT the Chief of Police require that all front line police officers, whether in uniform or plainclothes, receive the Crisis Resolution/Officer Safety Course.



Recommendaiton 3.5



THAT the Chief of Police ensure sufficient ongoing use of force training, designed to enhance officer and public safety, occurs which would feature de-escalation techniques and tactical communication in order to optimize the force alternatives available to the officer.



Recommendation 3.6



THAT Training and Education in conjunction with the Emergency Task Force develop and deliver to members of each field platoon a training course designed to enhance the use of control, containment and disengagement tactics.



Recommendation 3.7



THAT Training and Education in conjunction with the Emergency Task Force develop and deliver to specialized units a course designed to provide tactical training on the approach and handling of potentially violent situations.





Recommendationa 3.8



THAT the Chief of Police require that all front line police officers, whether in uniform or plainclothes, receive training in the use of oleoresin capsicum spray.



Recommendation 3.9



THAT Training and Education provide mandatory training for all front line police officers, whether in uniform or plainclothes, on the use of oleoresin capsicum spray.



Recommendation 3.10



THAT the Chief of Police require that all front line police officers, whether in uniform or plainclothes, receive training on the use of both the Casco Straight Baton and the ASP Expandable Baton.



Recommendation 3.11



THAT Training and Education provide mandatory training for all front line police officers, whether in uniform or plainclothes, on the use of both the Casco Straight Baton and the ASP Expandable Baton.



Recommendation 3.12



THAT Training and Education, maintain an appropriate resource base of suitable professionals, including a forensic psychiatrist, to assist in the development and implementation of training.





4.	LESS LETHAL FORCE OPTIONS



Recommendation 4.1



THAT the Chief of Police equip all front line uniform and plainclothespolice officers, who have completed the required training, with belt-carried oleoresin capsicum spray.



Recommendation 4.2



THAT the Chief of Police equip all front line uniform and plainclothes police officers, who have completed the required training, with both the Casco Straight Baton and the ASP Expandable Baton.



Recommendation 4.3



THAT the Chief of Police direct that an operational pilot project be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness and practicality of equipping selected patrol vehicles with large 400 gram containers of Oleoresin Capsicum aerosol spray.



Recommendation 4.4



THAT a standing committee be established within the Service toresearch, test and evaluate less-lethal weapons as they become available to law enforcement.





5.	DEALING WITH EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PERSONS



Recommendation 5.1



THAT the Unit Commander of Community Policing Support Unit establish and chair a standing committee mandated to identify, develop and co-ordinate suitable responses and resources to help the Service effectively intervene when dealing with the emotionally disturbed.



Recommendation 5.2



THAT the Community Policing Support Unit establish partnerships with mental health care agencies to promote public awareness regarding available support for the emotionally disturbed and their families.



Recommendation 5.3



THAT the Community Policing Support Unit co-ordinate the completion of the proposed handbook dealing with officer response to mental illness.



�6.	EMERGENCY TASK FORCE SPECIAL WEAPONS TEAMS



Recommendation 6.1



THAT the Emergency Task Force continue the Deployment Strategy outlined in the Unit Memo of 97.05.22 which directs units to patrol each of the Field Commands.



Recommendation 6.2



THAT the Chief of Police authorize an increase in staff of the Emergency Task Force to allow for an additional Special Weapons Team.





7.	GENERAL



Recommendation 7.1



THAT the Chief of Police establish a standing Review of Deadly Force Committee to review all use of force initiatives, rules, technology and training and explore new innovations.



Recommendation 7.2



THAT the Chair of the Review of Deadly Force Committee in conjunction with Corporate Communications ensure the public is kept informed of the development and implementation of the recommendations contained within this report.



Staff Inspector Ken Cenzura of the Sexual Assault Squad will be available to answer any questions.









�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



RESPONSE TO REQUEST BY THE EMERGENCY & PROTECTIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE  - PARKING ENFORCEMENT



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 20, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				Information Requested by the Emergency and Protective Services Committee Relating to Parking Enforcement



RECOMMENDATION:	1.  	THAT the Board receive this report.

	2.	THAT the Board forward a copy of this report to the City of Toronto Emergency and Protective Services Committee.



BACKGROUND:



On April 21, 1998, the City of Toronto Emergency and Protective Services Committee received a presentation on the parking enforcement program. The Committee subsequently requested the Toronto Police Service respond to a number of issues affecting parking enforcement. This report provides the requests of the Emergency and Protective Services Committee, relevant to our Police Service followed by our response. 



“1 (a) circulate the current parking enforcement policy to all members of Council with the request that they provide comments, if any, prior to the May 22, 1998 meeting of the Emergency and Protective Services Committee.”



A copy of the Unit’s policy will be included in a letter sent to each Councillor as outlined in the response to request (d).



“1 (b) amend the grace period for alternate side parking to 6:00 p.m. from 12:00 noon.” 



For many years the Parking Enforcement Unit has allowed a grace period to 9:00 a.m. for those streets in the former City of Toronto which required permit holders to move their vehicles to the opposite side of the street at midnight on the middle and end of each month.



Extending the grace period beyond 9:00 a.m. is not recommended for vehicle access and pedestrian safety reasons when traffic flow reaches daytime volumes. For example, many City residential streets are insufficiently wide to accommodate two parked and one moving lane. Likewise, multiple parked vehicles block drivers’ lines of sight which is a safety concern near schools and high volume pedestrian areas.



The Service’s policy was adopted to compensate for the somewhat impractical midnight changeover time contained in the current by-laws. A preferable solution would be for the new city, as part of it bylaw consolidation, to incorporate a 9:00 am rather than a midnight changeover time. This would correct a long standing flaw in the current permit bylaw, resolve this recurring issue and permit enforcement consistent with the terms of the by-law. It is recommended that the City consider altering the changeover time on alternate side street permit parking from midnight to 9:00 a.m. as part of its upcoming bylaw consolidation.



“1 (d) inform each Councillor:

(i) of the name of the Parking Enforcement Supervisor in their respective area; and

(ii) that they can work with staff to tailor parking enforcement to local needs.”



On March 24, 1998 Parking Enforcement staff, accompanied by Deputy Chief Reesor provided a half day briefing for City Councillors and their staff on effectively solving ward parking issues. All Area Supervisors attended and Councillors and their staff were briefed on the critical role Area Supervisors play in resolving local parking problems within the limits of existing by-laws. Parking Enforcement staff will re-notify Councillors of their local Area Supervisor and his/her role in resolving local parking issues. “1 (e) revise the wording on the back of parking tags so that citizens are informed that:

(i) they may have a ticket reviewed over the telephone rather than appearing in person at a First Appearance Facility

(ii) if they choose to appear in person at a First Appearance Facility, they may designate another person to act as their agent.”



Parking Enforcement staff regularly review the design and wording of the ticket. Consideration will be given to including those circumstances where a telephone review is possible, when the ticket is reviewed this summer.



Information indicating that an agent may attend a first Appearance Facility on behalf of an accused has been noted on the Parking Infraction Notice for some time.



“3  The Toronto Police Services Board in consultation with the Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer, report back to the Emergency and Protective Services Committee providing a comparison between the “old” system and the “new” system of parking tag issuance.”



Discussion at Committee leading to this recommendation focused on comparing the current and former ticket review processes. Prior to 1995 citizens could take parking tickets to their local police station for review. Bill 47 introduced changes to the ticket review processes in 1994 including designating ticket reviews to be held at newly created First Appearance Facilities (FAF). In 1995, the Service began an internal review of its FAF operations. This review was subsequently expanded to include all FAFs (Police Service and Metro operated) following a request from the City of Etobicoke to consider accessibility to FAF services. 



One of the FAF’s advantages was its ability to provide ticket recipients with a consistent quality review. This has been reflected in a fifty percent decrease in the number of tickets proceeding to court compared with pre Bill 47. Although the number of physical sites providing ticket reviews declined following Bill 47, improving public access was addressed though expanding FAF technology to reduce the requirement for in-person attendance. New procedures were introduced to permit telephone reviews of specific errors. These included: errors on face of the ticket, stolen vehicle, permitted vehicle tagged. This service direction of providing service “as close as the telephone” offered the most cost effective and customer friendly solution. Staff believe the present FAF program design offers considerable advantages to both the municipality and the citizen over the prior model. 



When Metropolitan Council approved the revised FAF service model in 1996 it also assumed full management of all FAF locations. A major consideration behind this transfer was a Bill 47 requirement (Sections 17.1 (3) and 18.1(3)) that only the Municipal Clerk or designated municipal employee could commence proceedings affecting an issued ticket. A December 29, 1995 legal opinion advised that Police Service staff were not considered municipal employees. Under the current legislation, re-involving police staff in ticket review process is not an option. The consolidated city may however offer improvements to the FAF program which were not previously available.



Superintendent Gary Beamish will be present at the Board meeting to answer any questions.





The Board received the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



LAND ACQUISITION PLANS FOR 51 DIVISION



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 29, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				LAND ACQUISITION PLANS FOR 51 DIVISION



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board receive the following report, as requested, for information purposes.



BACKGROUND:



The Toronto City Council, at its meeting on April 16, 1998, adopted a motion requesting a report on the land acquisition plans for 51 Division.  The following report outlines these plans.



At its meeting of November 4, 1996 (BM #349/96 refers), the Police Services Board, approved the implementation of the Long Range Facility Redevelopment Plan with the top priority for facility replacement being 51 Division. 



On February 25, 1997, the Service requested the City of Toronto Real Estate Department (formerly Metro Toronto) to assist in the research and acquisition of a suitable property for the relocation of 51 Division.  The Real Estate Department, in co-operation with the Service, compiled a list of all Metro, City of Toronto, government-owned, and privately-owned properties that might be suitable for the requirements of the Toronto Police Service with the intention of acquiring the property at little or no cost.



The Service’s preferred site was Moss Park Armoury.  Discussions were held with the Ministry of Defence to acquire this property, but the Ministry was unable to commit to a date when the site might be available.  The Service’s second choice, the only other suitable site available at the time, was 296 Front Street East.



On July 25, 1997, the Service recommended to the Real Estate Department that the appropriate conditional purchase agreement be drafted for the acquisition of this property. This conditional purchase agreement was finalised on February 6, 1998, and is subject to the necessary approvals from both the Police Services Board and the City of Toronto.  In the interim, another suitable parcel of land became available, and the Service proceeded to evaluate it.  This site had been previously identified but was not available at the time the initial search was conducted.  It was re-identified as part of the ongoing property review requested by the Service. 



During the 1998 - 2002 Capital Budget process, the methodology for identifying suitable properties was questioned by the newly amalgamated City’s Budget Committee.  The City’s CAO was directed to review the methodology, and find the Police Service a suitable City-owned parcel of land.  The Service also requested a meeting with the new Interim Lead, City Real Estate Department to ensure that the requirements of the Service were fully comprehended.  In addition, Councillor Jakobek, Chair of the City’s Budget Committee, wrote to Mr. H. Moore, CAO - Policing, requesting that no action be taken to acquire land for 51 Division until the review by the City CAO was completed.



Service representatives met with the City’s CAO’s staff on February 24, 1998 to explain the methodology used to determine the suitability of property.  They subsequently met with the Real Estate Department on Tuesday, May 12, 1998.  At this meeting, Real Estate advised the Service that they had requested a complete property inventory from the City of Toronto.  The Service’s understanding is that the City Real Estate Department will identify all City-owned properties within 51 Division, and will inspect all properties that appear to meet the requirements of the Service.  Previously, the City Real Estate Department had only requested information pertaining to surplus and vacant properties.  The City Real Estate Department also indicated at the meeting that they would attempt to have the review completed prior to the next Project Steering Committee scheduled for May 28, 1998.  Unfortunately this review was not completed in time for the Steering Committee Meeting.  City Real Estate also advised the Service that many of the properties suggested since the budget process are currently occupied by City Operating Departments.



Currently, the Service has had identified two properties within 51 Division that meet the Service’s requirements.  The Steering Committee reviewed these properties at their meeting of May 28, 1998.  However, any recommendation to the Police Services Board concerning the acquisition of a suitable property will be deferred until the City Real Estate Department completes their review.



The primary purpose of the May 28, 1998 meeting was to review and approve the 51 Division design program.  The design program was approved by the Steering Committee.  In order for the Service to proceed further a suitable site must be obtained.







Funding, if required, for the purchase of the land for 51 Division will be made available as approved by City Council.  At this time, the Project Steering Committee is unclear as to how this process will work, or the time frame required to secure this funding.



Mr. Frank Chen, Director, Finance & Administration (local 8-7877), and Mr. Michael Ellis, Manager, Facilities Management (local 8-7951), will be in attendance to answer any questions from the Board.















The Board received the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



PAYING CASH FOR PAID DUTY OFFICERS - CARIBANA



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 26, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				PAYING CASH FOR PAID DUTY OFFICERS - CARIBANA



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board receive the report in response 				to their request for information.



BACKGROUND:



On Tuesday, April 14,  1998, the Strategic Policies and Priorities Committee had before it a report (April 14, 1998) from the Municipal Grants Committee, as a result of its meeting held earlier in the day, regarding financial support to the Caribbean Cultural Committee and Caribana.



The Strategic Policies and Priorities Committee referred the following recommendation contained in the report back to the Strategic Policies and Priorities Committee:



“That the Chair of the Toronto Police Services Board be requested to report to Council on April 28, 1998, on why Paid Duty Officers have to be paid up front in cash for Caribana.”



When Chairman Gardner received this request on April 28, 1998, he forwarded it on to me, requesting that the Service prepare a report and submit it to the June Board meeting.



The following information describes the circumstances surrounding the issue and the collaboration involved in addressing the concern in a manner satisfactory to all parties.



Prior to 1992 the Caribbean Cultural Committee found payments difficult to manage and as a result several officers who had been contracted to work Paid Duties for the Caribbean Cultural Committee were not paid.  





This information spread throughout the Toronto Police Service during the planning of the 1992 Caribana Parade and officers refused to do any further paid duties for the Caribbean Cultural Committee.  Concerns were shared between the Police Service and the Caribbean Cultural Committee.



Through consultation and collaboration,  the Caribbean Cultural Committee and the Toronto Police Service came to an agreed solution.  This resulted in a letter of understanding outlining a paid duty payment practice that has been followed since its implementation in the summer of 1992.



This letter and practice allows for cash payment of all Paid Duties contracted by the Caribbean Cultural Committee from the gate receipts collected during the Olympic Island Arts Festival.



Collection of the funds are supervised by two members of Finance and Administration, and then transported for deposit into an account at the Toronto Police Credit Union.  Monies owed are then distributed from this account.



Cash is not provided in advance of any Caribana paid duty service.  It is collected through mutual agreement to assist the Caribbean Cultural Committee to manage Paid Duty payments.  This procedure has worked well since 1992,  to the mutual satisfaction of the Toronto Police Service and the Caribbean Cultural Committee.



In the report from the Municipal Grants Committee to the Strategic Policies and Priorities Committee,  recommendation (A)(d)(v) reads:



“the CCC will need to provide payment in advance for servicesof the City Departments.  This has been implemented in the past and ensures that such services do not become a CCC liability.  In the event payments are difficult to manage, the CCC may wish to relinquish a portion of its City grant to pay for City services.  Such an approach has been used in the past quite successfully”



If the Strategic Policies and Priorities Committee, and City Council adopt and implement recommendation (A)(d)(v),  setting aside a portion of the City grant for Paid Duty Officers,  I would support that recommendation as a replacement for the Letter of Understanding between the Toronto Police Service and the Caribbean Cultural Committee.



However,  until that recommendation is finalized, adopted and implemented I will continue to support our current paid duty practice and agreement with the Caribbean Cultural Committee.



Sergeant Tom Russell,  Central Field Command Planning Office (8-5021) will be in attendance to answer any questions.















The Board received the foregoing.



�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



“LOCK IT OR LOSE IT” BICYCLE CAMPAIGN



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 18, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				“Lock It or Lose It” Bicycle Campaign



RECOMMENDATION:	THAT the Board receive the following information.



BACKGROUND:



The Board, at its meeting on October 16, 1997, (Board Minute 414/97 refers) made the following recommendations:



That the Chief of Police provide the Board with a report on the results of the “Lock It or Lose It” campaign upon its completion;



That the Service consider the feasibility of providing bicycle registration forms to schools for distribution.



Bicycle related issues have come before the Board on many occasions since 1993.  Many of these reports to the Board contained recommendations for enhancing the Bicycle Registration System.  A number of the recommendations in these reports have been implemented and form the nucleus of the current bicycle registration and theft prevention program.



Feedback from members of the Service and community organizations has indicated that the public is relatively unaware of the Bicycle Registration Program offered by our Service.  To address this problem the “Lock It or Lose It” campaign has focused on improving public awareness of the registration program and encouraging the public to take advantage of this free service.  The ultimate goal being to increase the number of bicycles registered and to return more recovered bicycles to their rightful owners.  The “Lock It or Lose It” campaign will continue to be promoted throughout the remainder of the 1998 cycling season.



The following is a summary of the initiatives that have been introduced to improve public awareness of the Bicycle Registration System and safe cycling in general.



Internet Registration Program



On September 9, 1997, Chief David Boothby held a Media Conference to launch the Toronto Police Service’s Internet Program.  Featured as part of this launch was a bicycle registration pilot project being conducted in 14 Division.  This pilot project permitted members of the public to register their bicycles directly with the Toronto Police Service via the Internet.  As of May 1, 1998, approximately seven hundred fifty (750) bicycles have been registered using this method.





Media Releases



On December 31, 1997, the Community Policing Support Unit issued a Media Release promoting the Bicycle Registration Program.  The release encouraged the public to register any bicycles purchased or received as gifts during the holiday season with the local police division.  This media release generated interest and follow-up coverage from the following news agencies: CFTO (Channel 9 News), 680 News, World Journal Chinese Newspaper and Etobicoke Life Publication.



On May 7, 1998, the Community Policing Support Unit issued a Media Release to coincide with the “Police Week” activities.  The release invited members of the public to visit their local police divisions for a tour and while there take advantage of the opportunity to register their bicycles.  The public was also invited to pick up information on other crime prevention programs in their community.



On May 28, 1998, the Community Policing Support Unit issued a Media Release to promote “Bike Week”.  This release encouraged the public to make use of their bicycles and emphasized the need to practice safe cycling skills, theft prevention techniques and the importance of registering all bicycles in the household with the police service.



On June 3, 1998, during “Bike Week” activities, the Toronto Police Service hosted a breakfast stop in Allen Gardens.  Officers from the Community Policing Support Unit and the 51 Division Bike Unit were on hand to register bicycles, distribute safety information and answer any questions related to cycling and crime prevention.











Print Media



Toronto Star



On April 13, 1998, an article written by the Community Policing Support Unit appeared in the Sunday edition of the Toronto Star.  The article provided information on the Bicycle Registration Program, bicycle theft prevention and safe cycling skills.



Cyclometer Magazine



The Community Policing Support Unit wrote an article which was published in the “Cyclometer” magazine.  This publication is the official newsletter of the Toronto City Cycling Committee.  The article contained information on the following subjects:



the Bicycle Registration System

the retention period for registration information

the use of secondary identification numbers

Internet registration

theft prevention measures

how to reclaim unregistered bicycles from the Public Property Bureau



This newsletter is circulated to over five thousand (5,000) readers across the Toronto area and can also be accessed via the Internet.



Toronto Bike Network Newsletter



This organization is the largest recreational cycling club in Canada.  An article similar to the one published in the “Cyclometer” was submitted for publication to the newsletter “Quick Release”.  This publication is the official newsletter of the Toronto Bike Network (TBN).  This newsletter has a circulation of approximately one thousand (1000) readers in the Toronto area.  Also included with the May edition were the two Service Publications “Bicycle Registration and Theft Prevention” and “You and Your Bicycle”.



Pedal Magazine



A variation of the article submitted to the above two newsletters was submitted for publication to “Pedal” magazine.  This publication is distributed across Canada and has a readership of over twenty thousand (20,000).







Media Outlet System



On April 2, 1998, an article promoting the benefits of bicycle registration and bicycle theft prevention techniques was released through the Media Outlet System.  This system allows the article to be distributed by fax to over one hundred thirty (130) community newspapers and be translated into over thirty (30) different languages.  This system allows the Service to reach out to the diverse communities of Toronto.  This article was published in the May 2, 1998 edition of the weekend Scarborough Mirror community newspaper.  This publication is distributed to over one hundred and ten thousand (110,000) households across Scarborough.



Electronic Media



Television Programs



On April 29, 1998, Constable Wayne Vanderyagt, School Liaison Officer at 53 Division, appeared on the TV Ontario (Channel 2) program “The Crawlspace”.  The officer spoke on bicycle safety, theft prevention and the Bicycle Registration Program.  This officer appears regularly on this program and provides information on a variety of police and safety related subjects.



Radio Programs



On April 23, 1998, Constable Wayne Vanderyagt, School Liaison Officer at 53 Division, was interviewed by radio station “Easy Rock” (97.3).  Constable Vanderyagt spoke about bicycle safety, bicycle theft prevention and the benefits of registering your bicycle with the local police service in your community.  This interview was later aired as a segment on the program “Heartbeat”.



Constable Vanderyagt will also be recording several public service announcements focusing on bicycle safety which will be aired on radio station 97.3 throughout the summer months.



Community Outreach Initiatives



Canadian International Auto Show



During the period from February 13 to 22, 1998, the Canadian International Auto Show was held at the Toronto Convention Center.  As in past years, members of the Community Policing Support Unit staffed an information display at this event.  Part of the display addressed bicycle safety and over ten thousand (10,000) pamphlets related to bicycle registration and bicycle safety were distributed to members of the public attending the show.





Toronto Bike Show



During the weekend of March 6 to 8, 1998, the Toronto Bike Show was held at the National Trade Centre on the grounds of the Canadian National Exhibition.  Members of the 14 and 52 Division Bike Units were in attendance to staff an information booth throughout the show.  Officers reported that there was a great deal of interest in bicycle registration and methods of protecting a bicycle against theft.  A large quantity of written material on these subjects was distributed to the public.



Internet



The Crime Prevention Section of the Community Policing Support Unit has prepared new, up to date material for inclusion on the Service Web Site.  The site now contains information on the Bicycle Registration System, theft prevention tips, the retention period for bicycle registration information and the use of secondary identification numbers.  Information has also been provided on how to reclaim an unregistered bicycle from the Public Property Bureau.  Outside agencies which deal with cycling issues within the Toronto boundaries have also been identified as sources for information.





External Cycling Organizations



Metro Cycling and Pedestrian Committee



Based on a request from the Community Policing Support Unit, the Metro Cycling and Pedestrian Committee and the Toronto City Cycling Committee have been promoting the Bicycle Registration Program throughout their respective organizations.  The Toronto Police Service Internet Web Site is now linked to the Web Sites of these two organizations to better disseminate information and simplify the registration process.



Toronto City Cycling Committee



The Toronto City Cycling Committee, “City Ambassador Program” has invited members of the Toronto Police Service to participate in some of their upcoming events planned for this cycling season.  Officers will be joining with this organization at these events to promote bicycle registration, cycling safety and bicycle theft prevention.









Independent Bicycle Retail Association



This organization consists of approximately twenty (20) retail bicycle dealers in the Toronto area.  As a result of contacting this organization the Community Policing Support Unit has been invited to send a representative to an upcoming meeting to discuss point of sale registration, crime prevention initiatives and other bicycle related issues.



Internal Correspondence



On June 23, 1997, Deputy Chief Robert Molyneaux directed an Internal Correspondence (TPS 649) to the other Deputy Chiefs regarding Bicycle Enforcement Strategies.  This correspondence addressed the need for complete and accurate bicycle occurrences.  The report further stressed the importance of identifying and returning recovered bicycles to their owners.  Command Officers disseminated this information to Units under their respective commands.



On July 22, 1997, the Community Policing Support Unit, in conjunction with Corporate Information Services, published Routine Order No. 1272 - Bicycle Registration Query Process.  This Order outlined the correct procedure to be followed when completing a stolen bicycle occurrence or recovering a bicycle categorized as found property, i.e. the need to access the Bicycle Registration System and the Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC) as well as the type of information that can be obtained from each system.  All members of the Toronto Police Service have access to the Bicycle Registration System through the mainframe application.



Corporate Outreach Initiatives



On March 25, 1998, members of the Community Policing Support Unit set up a bicycle information display in the lobby of Headquarters during the “Toronto Police Stationary Bike Race”.  The display featured information on the Bicycle Registration System, bicycle safety in general and theft prevention tips.



During Canadian Police Week (May 10-16, 1998), members of the Community Policing Support Unit set up a bicycle information display in the lobby of 40 College Street.  The display promoted bicycle registration, bicycle safety and theft prevention and was directed towards members of the Service and the public visiting Headquarters during Police Week.









From May 30 to June 7, 1998, members of the Community Policing Support Unit set up a bicycle display in the lobby of Headquarters as part of “Bike Week” activities.  This display promoted the Bicycle Registration System, bicycle safety and theft prevention to members of the Service and the public visiting 40 College Street.



Each divisional Crime Prevention and Community Relations Officer received a cycling information package courtesy of the Toronto City Cycling Committee.  In addition each police division received one thousand (1000) copies of the Service Publications “Bicycle Registration and Theft Prevention” and the “You and Your Bicycle”.  Officers have also been encouraged to promote the Bicycle Registration Program at any community meetings they attend.



Internal Bicycle Training



On April 24 and 25, 1998, a member of the Community Policing Support Unit completed the Police Can-Bike Skills Level 2 training course.  This is the same training which is mandatory for members attached to divisional Bike Units.  By participating in this training, members of the Community Policing Support Unit are better qualified to deal with the community and external cycling organizations on matters related to bicycle safety.



On May 21 and 22, 1998, representatives from the Community Policing Support Unit, Police Vehicle Operations and divisional School Liaison Officers, met with representatives from the Toronto City Cycling Committee and the Ontario Cycling Association.  The purpose of the meeting was to establish standards to govern the teaching of bicycle safety to young people between the ages of five (5) and fourteen (14) years.  The Youth Programs Section of the Community Policing Support Unit is responsible for the coordination of this project and implementing the training recommendations.



School Initiative



As suggested by the Board at the October 16, 1997 meeting, copies of Service Publications “Bicycle Registration and Theft Prevention” and “You and Your Bicycle” have been distributed through the Toronto School Board and Toronto Separate School Board to all elementary schools.  Also included was a bulletin containing information on theft prevention, suitable for reproduction as part of a school newsletter.  To date the Community Policing Support Unit has been contacted by several schools participating in this program requesting additional information and written materials.  This program is being expanded to include private schools within the Toronto boundaries.  An opportunity to participate in the program has been extended to universities in the downtown core due to the volume of students whom rely upon bicycles for transportation.



It is anticipated that the initiatives put in place to enhance awareness of the Bicycle Registration Program and theft prevention will result in an increase in the number of bicycles registered and a decrease in the number reported stolen.  Members of the Community Policing Support Unit will continue to liaise with external cycling organizations to remain cognizant of the needs of the cycling community.



Staff Inspector Ron Taverner (2910) (local 8-7080), Acting Staff Sergeant Rob Radbourn (5754) (local 8-7033) and Constable Gary James (1666) (local 8-7035) of Community Policing Support Unit will be in attendance at the Board meeting to answer questions pertaining to this matter.















The Board received the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



AUDIT OF THE INTELLIGENCE SERVICES’ DATABASE



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 26, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				AUDIT OF THE INTELLIGENCE SERVICES' DATABASE



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board receive this report.



BACKGROUND:



At its meeting of April 23, 1998, the Board received and approved the audit report on the Intelligence Services’ Records Management System Database (Minute No. C103 refers).  The Board requested that the Chief of Police prepare a report  in a format acceptable for the public agenda on the Intelligence Service’s Records Management System Database.



The Board at its December 12, 1996 meeting, adopted a number of motions regarding the Intelligence Services’ Records Management System database audit (Minute 406/96).



The Board also directed Internal Audit and Program Review to check on the feasibility of reviewing ongoing investigations and to report on the remedial action taken emanating from recommendations made in the 1996 audit report.



For your information, the mandatory and remedial audit of the action taken has been completed by the Internal Audit and Program Review unit of the Service.



They reported that randomly selected files added to the Intelligence Service database since the last audit were checked for compliance with the recommendations approved by the Board.  It was found that all new files were within the mandate of the Intelligence Services Policy and Directives.  The auditors discovered three errors which were determined to be administrative (two missing summaries and one missing crime identification numbers).  These errors were corrected and the Intelligence Services has implemented changes which will ensure these types of administrative errors are not repeated.  



The auditors reviewed the ongoing investigations and as a result a recommendation has been approved to forward data on all Service-wide intelligence investigations to the Metro Intelligence and Morality Information Computer system (MIMIC) within a reasonable time period from its commencement.  This is to ensure prompt entry of data to eliminate ongoing investigations and to allow for future audits to include that information automatically.



Superintendent D. Reynolds (8-7887) and Sergeant David Emigh (8-7883), of the Internal Audit & Program Review unit will be in attendance to answer questions, if required.

















The Board received the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



JOB DESCRIPTION STATUS REPORT



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 20, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				JOB DESCRIPTION STATUS REPORT



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board receive the status report for the period 1997 July 1 to 1998 May 31.



BACKGROUND:



The Board at its meeting of 1994 May 26 approved a semi-annual report for the Job Descriptions Status Report (Board Minute No. 264/94 refers).



Attached is the report for the first reporting period of 1998 for the Board’s information.



This report was prepared by Labour Relations personnel and Mr. William Gibson, A/Director of Human Resources (8-7864) will be in attendance to respond to any inquiries, if required.

















The Board received the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



PARKING TAG ISSUANCE - JANUARY - MARCH 1998



The Board was in receipt of the following report APRIL 20, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				Parking Tag Issuance, January-March 1998



RECOMMENDATION:	THAT the Board receive this information and that a copy of this report be forwarded to the City of Toronto Emergency and Protective Services Committee



BACKGROUND:



This report presents parking tag issuance for the first quarter of 1998. The number of parking tags issued is reported separately for Parking Enforcement Officers, police constables and Municipal Law Enforcement Officers.



Parking enforcement projections are only provided for Parking Enforcement staff managed by the Parking Enforcement Unit. The 1998 projection of 2,300,000 remains unchanged from the previous year. 



Issuance by police constables and Municipal Law Enforcement Officers (MLEO) was estimated based on factors likely to affect their work environment. MLEO issuance is subject to fluctuation and the estimate was maintained at 221,000 marginally below 1997 actuals. Issuance estimates for police constables has been maintained at 40,000, based on actual 1996 and 1997 levels.

Monthly Issuance

Total Parking Tag Issuance
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First quarter issuance exceeds 1997 by five percent, largely due to improved issuance by Parking Enforcement staff. A more detailed break-down of issuance follows. It should be noted that the individual group totals will not reconcile with the above totals due to factors encountered during processing .



Parking Enforcement Issuance 
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Although constable issuance stablized since 1996, first quarter issuance has declined approximately 23 per cent compared with the same period last year. There are no immediate reasons known for this change and staff will continue to monitor the trend. 
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Municipal Law Enforcement officer issuance is marginally ahead of 1997 exclusively due to above average issuance in March.



It is recommended that this report be received and forwarded to the City of Toronto Emergency and Protective Services Committee for its information.



Superintendent Gary Beamish will be present at the Board meeting to answer any questions.









The Board received the foregoing.

�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



TTC INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINTS:�QUARTERLY REPORT:   OCT. 1 TO DEC. 31, 1997



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 13, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				TTC INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINTS

				QUARTERLY REPORT

				OCTOBER 1 TO DECEMBER 31, 1997 



RECOMMENDATION:	THAT the Board receive the following report.



BACKGROUND:



At its meeting of September 18, 1997, the Board approved that the Chief of Police be designated the Board’s agent with respect to the administration of the TTC Special Constables Agreement.  The Chief’s administrative duties include: Application and Appointment; Suspension and Termination; Training; Enforcement Procedures; Equipment; Exchange of Information and Complaints.  (Board Minute 385/97 refers).



In accordance with Section 53 of the Police Services Act and the current Service administrative practices, the following information is relevant to Section 6 (Complaints) of the Agreement:



6.	Complaints:



	Review information received from TTC regarding misconduct alleged or found with regards to a Special Constable; and/or additional investigation as considered appropriate or as requested by Board.



The Service has received a summary of complaints against Transit Security Officers for the period October 1 to December 31, 1998, from Mr. Michael Walker, Chief Security Officer of the Toronto Transit Commission.  The summary is appended for the information of the Board.







Acting Inspector Gordon Norwood of Professional Standards has reviewed the report from the Toronto Transit Commission and has recommended that no further investigation or action is required in relation to the concluded complaints.



Superintendent Don Mantle of Professional Standards, local 7708, will attend the Board meeting to answer any questions that the Board may have.

















The Board received the foregoing.



�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



TTC INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINTS:�QUARTERLY REPORT: JAN. 1 - MAR. 31, 1998



The Board was also in receipt of the following report MAY 13, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				TTC INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINTS

				QUARTERLY REPORT

				JANUARY 1 TO MARCH 31, 1998 



RECOMMENDATION:	THAT the Board receive the following report.



BACKGROUND:



At its meeting of September 18, 1997, the Board approved that the Chief of Police be designated the Board’s agent with respect to the administration of the TTC Special Constables Agreement.  The Chief’s administrative duties include: Application and Appointment; Suspension and Termination; Training; Enforcement Procedures; Equipment; Exchange of Information and Complaints.  (Board Minute 385/97 refers).



In accordance with Section 53 of the Police Services Act and the current Service administrative practices, the following information is relevant to Section 6 (Complaints) of the Agreement:



6.	Complaints:



	Review information received from TTC regarding misconduct alleged or found with regards to a Special Constable; and/or additional investigation as considered appropriate or as requested by Board.



The Service has received a summary of complaints against Transit Security Officers for the period January 1 to March 31, 1998, from Mr. Michael Walker, Chief Security Officer of the Toronto Transit Commission.  The summary is appended for the information of the Board.



Acting Inspector Gordon Norwood of Professional Standards has reviewed the report from the Toronto Transit Commission and has recommended that no further investigation or action is required.



Superintendent Don Mantle of Professional Standards, local 7708, will attend the Board meeting to answer any questions that the Board may have.

















The Board received the foregoing.



�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO SPECIAL CONSTABLES ANNUAL REPORTS 1997





The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 20, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO SPECIAL CONSTABLES ANNUAL REPORTS 1997



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board receive the following report for information.



BACKGROUND:



Section 45 of the agreement between the Police Services Board and the University of Toronto regarding Special Constables indicates:



The University shall provide to the Board an annual report with statistical information including but not limited to information as to enforcement activities, training, supervision, complaints and other issues of concern to the parties and such further relevant information as may be requested by the Board.



Please find attached copies of the 1997 annual reports from the Scarborough and St. George Campuses of the University of Toronto for information.













The Board received the foregoing.





�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



BOARD POLICY ON THE COMPLAINTS PROCESS



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 5, 1998 from Albert H. Cohen, Toronto Legal Dept.:



Subject:	Board Policy on the Complaints Process



Recommendation:



It is recommended that the Board adopt the recommendations contained in this report respecting the amendment of the Board’s Policy Directive on the complaints process.



Background:



In November 1997, the Police Services Act (the “Act") was amended by the Police Services Amendment Act, 1997 to create a new internal and public complaint system for police services throughout Ontario.  Those amendments to the Act now require the Board to establish guidelines for dealing with complaints, review the Chief of Police’s administration of the complaint system and receive regular reports from the Chief on the administration of the complaint system.



In light of the amendments to the Act, the Board, at its meeting held on December 12, 1997, approved a Policy Directive to the Chief of Police regarding the administration of the complaints system (Minute No. 464/97 refers).



The Board received numerous comments on the policy from the Chief of Police, the Toronto Police Association and various deputants.  In light of those comments, at its meeting held on April 23, 1998, the Board requested staff in the City Legal Department, with the assistance of Board staff and the Chief of Police, to provide a report to the next  Board meeting highlighting the concerns raised by the Chief, the Association and the deputants so that the Board could consider these concerns and determine whether to revise its Policy Directive (Minute No. 166/98 refers).  The finalization of the Policy Directive addressed to the Chief of Police would then enable the Chief to ensure that the Service Complaints Directive prepared by him complies with the Board’s overall Policy Directive.







In light of the length of this report, the complexity and number of  issues and the need to consult with the Chief and Board staff on these issues, the report was submitted for the June meeting of the Board rather than the May meeting as was initially requested.



Discussion:



The following is a review of those portions of the Board’s Policy Directive that were subject of significant comments by the Chief, the Association or members of the public.  Each section contains a brief summary of the relevant portion of the Board Directive, a brief summary of the  comments made, a discussion of the merits of those comments and a recommendation on the issue.  Attached as Appendices "A", "B", "C" and "D" to this report are the complete versions of the Board’s Policy Directive and the written submissions of the Chief, the Association and the deputants:



Direction #3



The Board directed that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive that a Hearings Officer has been appointed, advise members of the Service of the responsibilities of the Hearings Officer and advise that the Hearings Officer will be appropriately trained.



Comments:



The Chief had concerns that this Direction might cause confusion and create possible arguments for the defence, while not providing any additional guidance for Service members or the public.  However, the Chief did not specifically address what arguments might be raised by the defence.  The Chief also expressed concerns with respect to the scope of appropriate training, as the Direction does not define appropriate training and the only training course currently available is one offered by the Ontario Police College.



Response:



With respect to the Chief’s first concern, rather than set out the scope of a Hearings Officer’s function, it would be feasible to amend the Board’s direction to specify the sources of a Hearing Officer’s authority which would ensure consistency with the statutory and legal mandate of a Hearing Officer.



With respect to the Chief’s second concern, the Board has previously raised issues regarding the training of  Hearings Officers (see Minute Nos. #462/93, 140/93, 500/93, 646/93).   It is important that there be an onus upon the Chief to ensure appropriate training for Hearings Officers and that the requirements for this position be clearly articulated.  It should also be noted that the lack of availability of training courses for Hearings Officers at the College does not preclude the possibility of the Hearing Officers obtaining suitable training from other sources.



Recommendation:



In light of the foregoing, Direction #3 could be amended to read as follows:



	The Board directs that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive a clear statement that a Hearings Officer has been appointed, the source of the Hearing Officer’s responsibilities and the scope of his or her responsibilities.



	The Board further directs that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive the principle that any officer appointed as a Hearings Officer should receive appropriate training to carry out his or her duties under the Act.





Directive #4



The Board directed that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive a clear statement of the mandate of the PSRC with respect to conduct complaints.



Comments:



The Chief advised the Board that the role of the PSRC has been under review for some time and that, for a variety of reasons including the enactment of the Police Services Amendment Act, 1997, the PSRC may have outlived its usefulness.  The Chief also advised the Board that the PSRC could remain in existence to be convened as required to assist deputies and unit commanders in particularly large or complex cases.



The Association raised concerns about the PSRC or any “Advisory Committee” that may replace it.  The Association believes that the PSRC or any new committee should not be used to direct an investigating officer to lay charges where the investigating officer does not have reasonable grounds to do so.



Response:



The intent of the Board’s Direction was to ensure that all Service members clearly understood who was involved in reviewing internal investigations and providing advice to the investigators.







Recommendation:



It is recommended that Direction #4 be amended to read as follows:



	The Board directs that the Chief of Police clearly state in the Service Directive the role and responsibility of all bodies involved in advising on the handling of complaints and that the Chief clearly outline the criteria that will be used to decide which investigations such bodies will review.



Direction #5 



The Board directed the Chief to consider the proper role and membership of the PSRC.



Comments:



The Chief has provided his comments on this matter, which are identified in Direction #4, above.



Response:



Given that a version of the PSRC or a new advisory body may be established to offer advice on significant cases, the Board’s direction that the proper role and membership of the PSRC be considered, still has validity.  The Chief should still be directed to consider the proper role and membership of any body involved in the review of complaints.



Recommendation:



In light of the foregoing, Direction #5 could be amended to read as follows:



	The Board directs that the Chief of Police consider the membership of any body involved in advising on the handling of complaints.  The Board directs that the Chief of Police provide the Board with his view of the proper membership of any body designed to review, and offer advice on, complaints.



Direction #6



The Board directed that the Service Directive provide that no member of the Service shall enter into any agreement, notwithstanding any legitimate purpose or bona fide intention, in exchange for the resignation of a member or for the truth of the events which led to, or may lead to, a complaint under the Act, and that the Chief ensure such direction remain in full force and effect.



Comments:



The Chief raised concerns that the wording of the Direction is unclear.  The Chief submits that in certain circumstances, “deals” are not only legitimate, but beneficial.  



The Association strongly opposed this provision.  The Association would support agreements in exchange for the truth, as long as all relevant facts are subsequently disclosed on the record.



Response:



The Board has retained the law firm of Torken Manes to draft a new policy regarding plea bargaining and deal-making.  This policy, when approved by the Board, would likely replace Direction #6.  As currently drafted, the Direction merely attempts to ensure ongoing compliance with the principles already approved by the Board as part of its review of the Junger/Whitehead matter and previously applied by former Chief of Police William McCormack.



Recommendation:



It is recommended that Direction #6 remain as is until such time as the Board completes its policy review of the issue of plea bargaining and deal-making.



Direction #12



The Board directed the Chief to include in the Service Directive a statement that complaint investigations be proceeded with within 30 days and that extensions should be rare and only for reasons associated with the complexity of the issue raised or as a result of difficulties in obtaining information from the complainant or other members of the public.  



The Board further directed that the Service Directive clarify that  it  should not be necessary to extend this time limit for reasons associated 



with the internal operations of the Service (eg: lack of staff, annual leave, difficulties receiving instructions from senior officers, etc.).  



The Board also directed, among other things, that reasons for extending the 30-day period must be provided by the Service to the complainant.



Comments:

 

The Chief raised concerns that there was no statutory basis for limiting the grounds for seeking time extensions.   As well, the Chief suggested that reasons for the extension should also be supplied to the police officer who is the subject of the complaint, in addition to the complainant.



The Association expressed concerns about allowing a complaint to hang over an officer’s head if a complainant is failing to co-operate.  The Association also echoed the Chief’s suggestion regarding provision of reasons for extensions of time to the affected police officer.



Response:



The Board is committed to attempting to ensure that the complaints process is conducted without delay.  Therefore, adherence to the 30 day time period for deciding whether to proceed with a complaint should be the goal and deviations should only rarely occur.  The Board agrees that supplying reasons for extensions to the subject officer as well as the complainant is appropriate.  In addition, the reference in the Direction to “difficulties in obtaining information from the complainant” was not designed to encourage uncooperative complainants.  It was an attempt to reflect potential problems in obtaining information, due to time constraints and the exigencies of the situation, to complete the initial assessment of the complaint. 



Recommendation:



In light of the foregoing, the final portion of the first sentence of Direction #12 could be amended to read as follows:



	... as a result of difficulties in obtaining information required to assess the complaint.



As well, the last sentence of the Direction could be replaced with the following:



	Reasons for the extension should be supplied to both the police officer who is the subject of the complaint and the complainant.



Direction #13



The Board directed that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive that every complaint concerning the conduct of a police officer will be investigated. The Board further directed that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive that a single officer will be designated as the lead officer for the purpose of conducting any investigation.









Comments:

The Chief advised the Board that the first part of this Direction is inconsistent with the provisions of the Act.  While it will be necessary to make enquiries about every complaint, not every complaint has to be investigated (e.g., third-party complaints, frivolous and vexatious complaints).



The Chief advises that the term “lead” investigator is foreign to the Service and is both unnecessary and confusing.  The Chief advised that there is usually more than one investigator and input is received from many sources.



Response:



In developing this Direction, the Board wanted to ensure that all allegations of misconduct are brought to the attention of the Service and that each allegation is properly reviewed.  From a semantic point of view, the Chief is correct in stating that not every allegation must be “investigated”.



In directing the Chief to identify a lead officer, the Board was seeking to ensure that each investigation has an officer in charge to ensure clear lines of accountability for the handling of any investigation.



Recommendation:



It is recommended that Direction #13 be amended to replace the phrase “will be investigated” in the first paragraph with the phrase “will be reviewed in accordance with the Act”, and the term “lead officer” be replaced  with the term “officer in charge”.



Direction #14



The Board directed that the Chief include in the Service Directive that misconduct investigation reports will generally be prepared no later than 90 days after the investigation has commenced.



The Board further directed that this time limit should only be extended for reasons associated with the complexity of the issue raised or as a result of difficulties in obtaining information from the complainant or other members of the public.



Comments:

With respect to this Direction, both the Chief and the Association reiterated their comments regarding Direction #12, above. The Chief commented that the reasons for time extensions are not statutorily restricted and that experience may show that there are valid reasons for an extension other than those listed in the Direction.

Response:



As noted above with respect to Direction #12, the Board is committed to attempting to ensure that the complaints process is conducted without delay.  While 90 days may be not always be feasible, it is important that as a ‘best practice”, the Chief ensure that 90 days is the stated goal and that deviations only rarely occur.  Therefore, the bulk of Direction #14 should remain as is.  With respect to concerns expressed by the Association, regarding the effect of the complaints’s lack of co-operation, the Direction could be amended in the same manner as Direction #12.



Recommendation



It is recommended that the first sentence of the third paragraph of Direction #14 be amended to read as follows:



	This time limit should generally only be extended for reasons associated with the complexity of the issue raised or as a result of difficulties in obtaining information required to complete the investigation.



Direction #16



The Board directed that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive, in simple language, the definition of misconduct.



Comments:

 

The Chief advised that the Act, and the Code of Conduct set out in regulations made pursuant to the Act,  provide a comprehensive definition of misconduct.  In his view, it would be dangerous to attempt to summarize this statutory definition in “simple” language, as both complainants and members of the Service could be mislead by such a summary.  The Association shared this concern.



Response:



There is merit in the concern expressed by both the Chief and the Association.  Rather than simply paraphrase the definition of misconduct provided in the Act and its regulations, it may be appropriate to have the relevant legislative provisions reproduced.



Recommendation:



It is recommended that Direction #16 be amended to read as follows:



	The Board directs that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive the legislative provisions defining misconduct, and any definition of unsatisfactory work performance contained in the policy developed by the Chief, as discussed below in Direction #18.



Direction #17



The Board directed that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive the advice that an allegation of misconduct may apply to off duty conduct where there is a connection between the conduct alleged to be the basis of the misconduct and either the occupational requirements for a police officer or the reputation of the Service.



Comments:

 

The Chief advises that the issue of off-duty conduct amounting to misconduct is dealt with in the Act, and that  Service Directives should not provide “advice”.  It is up to the tribunal and the courts to interpret the Act and to decide what types of off-duty conduct constitutes misconduct.



Response:



The purpose behind the Direction was simply to ensure that the current statutory provision regarding off-duty conduct be reflected in the Service Directive, and is only a restatement of that provision.  However, the Chief’s suggestion will help ensure that possible ambiguity will be avoided.



Recommendation:



It is recommended that  Direction #17 be amended to read as follows:



	The Board directs that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive a clear statement of the relationship between off-duty conduct and misconduct as contained in subsection 74(2) of the Act.



Direction #18



The Board directed that, until such time as clarification is forthcoming from the provincial government, the meaning of the term "unsatisfactory work performance" in the Act shall not be read as having any distinct and independent meaning from the term "misconduct".



Comments:



Both the Chief and the Association expressed support for this approach to the interpretation of the Act.

Response:



On March 26, 1998, the provincial government filed Ontario Regulation 123/98, pursuant to the Act, which essentially replaced former Regulation 927 of the Revised Regulations of Ontario.  A copy of the Regulation is appended to this report.  Among other things, Part IV of the Regulation requires the Chief of Police to establish policies for the assessment of police officers’ work performance.  The Part provides that before the Chief of Police may make a complaint against a police officer for unsatisfactory work performance, the various steps set out in the  Regulation must be followed.



In light of the promulgation of Part IV of Ontario Regulation 123/98, in my opinion, it is no longer possible for the Board to direct the Chief to treat  the term "unsatisfactory work performance" and "misconduct" as essentially synonymous.  Instead, the Chief must establish policies for the assessment of police officers’ work performance, which implicitly requires some definition of the scope of "unsatisfactory work performance".  



Recommendation:



In light of the foregoing, it is recommended that the Board Directive simply provide that the Chief, in accordance with Ontario Regulation 123/98, establish policies for the assessment of police officers’ work performance which shall include guidance as to the scope of the term "unsatisfactory work performance" and provide the Board with copies of such policies for its information.



Direction #20 (vii)



The Board directed the Chief of Police to include in the Service Directive an outline of the process or steps by which a complaint may be informally resolved. Specifically, Direction 20(vii) provided that the Service Directive include a statement that a police officer be given 14 days within which to determine whether or not to accept a penalty imposed under subsection 64(15) of the Act subsequent to a failed attempt to achieve an informal resolution.

�ADVANCE \L 36.0�

�ADVANCE \L 36.0�Comments:

�ADVANCE \L 36.0�

The Chief advised that it should not take a police officer 14 days to decide whether or not to accept a penalty.  In his view, this Direction would unnecessarily slow down the process, and a maximum of five days would be sufficient.









Response:



I am advised by Board staff that the Board Chairman has contacted the Association to obtain its views on the Chief’s suggestion.



Recommendation:



Until such time as the Board can consider any comments the Association may have on the matter, it is recommended that Directive remain in its current form.



Direction #21 (xii)



The Board directed that the Service Directive contain a statement that any public complainant or victim is entitled to prepare a victim impact statement and present that statement at any hearing.  In addition, all hearings officers should be directed to take into account any victim impact statement when imposing penalties.



Comments:



Both the Chief and the Association expressed concerns about the use of victim impact statements.  Both were of the view that use of victim impact statements should be left to the discretion of the Hearings Officer.  In addition, the Association indicated that such statements are inappropriate for use in complaints/disciplinary matters given the nature of such matters.  As well, the Association noted that, in the case of public complaints, complainants are parties to the complaint hearing under the Act.



Response:



The Association is correct in stating that, in the case of public complaints, complainants are parties to the complaint hearing pursuant to the terms of the Act.  Therefore, the complainant can introduce such evidence as permitted by law at the hearing.  Consequently, the requirement for victim impact statements in those situations is likely not necessary.  However, that does not affect the validity of the Direction proposed by the Board and it is not inconsistent with the complainant’s role as a party.



With respect to the use of victim impact statements in other situations, the use of such statements with respect to sexual assault victims was sanctioned by the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services, the Board and former Chief of Police William McCormack, through the Board’s directive to the former Chief on the Junger/Whitehead matter and his  issuance of a routine order embodying that Directive.  The Junger/Whitehead Directive provided, in part, that, with respect to victims of sexual assault:

	The Chief shall ensure that mechanisms exist for victims and/or complaints to be advised of the progress of disciplinary proceedings against police officers and encouraged to participate in such proceedings, including cooperating with community agencies which provide counselling and advocacy support.   In particular, the Chief shall establish mechanisms:



	a.	To ensure all victims and/or complainants are, and will continue to be, provided with written notice of the time and place of the disciplinary hearing;



	b.	To provide victims and/or complainants with the opportunity to ask the hearing officer to protect their anonymity by holding the hearing in camera;



	c.	To provide all victims and/or complainants, whether or not they participated in the hearing of the allegation against the police officer, with the opportunity to have input into any sentence passed by the Trials Officer by means of a Victim Impact Statement.  Such a statement may be provided to the Trials Officer in written form or it may take the form of oral statements.  The Officer, or his or her counsel, should be provided with appropriate disclosure of the complainant’s concerns in advance of the hearing.



Although the Directive has not been consistently applied due to the fact that the former Chief’s routine order was neither re-published nor incorporated into a Service Directive, the approach to victim impact statements reflected in the Board’s current Policy Directive re-affirms and broadens the approach previously approved by the Board and applied, at least temporarily, by the former Chief.



However, there is merit in the concerns expressed by both the Chief and the Association that imposition of a requirement that Hearings Officers accept all victim impact statements would unduly fetter the quasi-judicial discretion exercised by Hearings Officers.  It may be appropriate for the Chief to require prosecutors to offer victims the opportunity to submit impact statements for introduction at the hearing.  However, Hearings Officers should remain free to exercise their discretion to determine whether the introduction of the statements at the hearing is suitable in light of their relevance, the ability of defence counsel to cross-examine on the statement and other considerations germane to the hearings process..



Recommendation:



In light of the foregoing, it is recommended that Direction #21 (xii) be amended to read as follows:





	A statement that any public complainant, or the victim in any type of conduct complaint, be given the opportunity to prepare a victim impact statement for introduction at a hearing.  All prosecutors should be directed to introduce  victim impact statements, whenever possible, at complaints hearings.



Direction #22



The Board directed that the Service Directive indicate that hearings shall commence within 60 days after a determination that the misconduct is of a serious nature or informal resolution  has failed.



Comments:



Both the Chief and the Association expressed the view that 60 days is a wholly unrealistic time frame for commencement of the hearing, given the need for case preparation, potential problems with the availability of witnesses, the scheduling of counsel and defence preparation time.  As well, the Chief raised a concern about the potential consequences for the treatment of the complaint that might result from the failure to meet the 60 day time frame, or any other time frame for that matter.



Response:



The issue of the timing of the hearing was previously addressed by the Board when it considered the recommendations of the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services in the Junger/Whitehead matter.  The Commission recommended that, except in exceptional circumstances, hearings should begin within 60 days of the completion of an investigation.  The Board did not concur with the suggested 60 day time frame, and maintained that strict time frames for discipline proceedings may not take into account the particular circumstances of a case.  Accordingly, the Board adopted a six month time frame from the date of issuance of a Notice of Hearing, subject to the Chief advising on why the time frame could not be accommodated.  The Board also adopted a more general principle requiring all disciplinary matters to proceed as expeditiously as possible.



Since both the Chief and the Association are of the view that 60 days is an unrealistic time frame, and in light of the Board’s previous approach to this issue, it may be appropriate to consider expansion of the time frame and inclusion of a general principle that hearings be commenced as soon as possible subsequent to a determination that misconduct is of a serious nature or informal resolution fails. 











Recommendation:



It is recommended that Policy Directive #22 be amended to read as follows:



	The Board directs that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive that all efforts be made to commence a hearing no later than 120 days after a determination has been made that the misconduct or unsatisfactory work performance is of a serious nature, and no later than 120 days after the police officer (or the complainant, as the case may be) has indicated his or her unwillingness to accept the informal resolution of the matter as proposed by the Chief of Police (or his delegate, as may be identified in the Service Directive).  This time limit should be extended only for reasons associated with the complexity of the case and considerations regarding the scheduling of the hearing, including, but not limited to, 



	·	the availability of witnesses;

	·	the availability of defence counsel; and

	·	the time required for defence preparation and disclosure.





	In the event that the time limit must be extended, the hearing should nonetheless commence as soon as possible subsequent to the decision regarding the nature of the misconduct or the failure of the informal resolution, identified above.



Direction #23



The Board directed that the Service Directive indicate that only the Chief of Police or his delegate may order the stay of a hearing pending the disposition of criminal charges at the request of the Crown Attorney.



Comments:



Both the Chief and the Association indicated the Chief of Police cannot order a hearing officer to continue a hearing, and that it is for the hearing officer to determine whether a stay should be granted.  As well, the Association indicated that the Chief does not have any say on whether a hearing is stayed pending the disposition of criminal charges.



Response:



Subsection 69(16) of the Act provides that, in circumstances where the police officer who is the subject of a complaint hearing is charged with an offence in connection with the conduct that is the subject of the complaint, the hearing shall continue unless the Crown Attorney advises the Chief of Police that it be stayed until the conclusion of the proceedings dealing with the offence.  While the Board’s Directive does not actually quote the provisions of the Act, it is nonetheless consistent with the fact that the Crown Attorney must advise the Chief of Police that the hearings shall be stayed.  It is the Crown Attorney who compels the hearing to be stayed and not the Chief and the hearing must continue unless the Crown Attorney so advises.



Recommendation:



In light of the foregoing, it may be appropriate to re-draft the direction to clarify that the hearing shall continue pending receipt of advice from the Crown Attorney to the Chief that the hearing should be stayed.  The re-drafted version could read as follows:



	The Board directs that the Chief of Police include in the Service Directive the direction that only the Chief (or his delegate as indicated in the Service Directive), can order the stay of the hearing pending disposition of criminal charges and only if he receives the advice of the Crown Attorney to do so.  In the absence of such advice from the Crown Attorney, the complaint proceedings shall continue.



Direction #24



The Board directed that the Chief of Police ensure that legally trained prosecutors be appointed to prosecute complicated matters involving serious complaints.



Comments:



The Chief acknowledged that there are cases where, because of the nature of the legal issues involved, it is desirable to have a member of the bar act as prosecutor .  These cases, however, should be the exception rather than the rule.  In the Chief’s view, it must be left to the Chief to decide when an outside lawyer should be retained.



The Association raised concerns that use of lawyers as prosecutors will add cost and delay to complaint proceedings, while not contributing anything to the improvement of the process.



Response:



Notwithstanding the expertise contained within the Trials Preparation Unit,  certain complex cases may arise that would benefit from the assignment of trained lawyers as prosecutors.  While it is within the Chief’s discretion to appoint prosecutors within the scope of subsection 64(8) of the Act, the Board may nonetheless establish guidelines for the exercise of such discretion pursuant to its own statutory authority respecting the complaints system, referred to above.



Recommendation:



It is recommended that the original Direction be retained.  In designating prosecutors, the Chief of Police shall ensure that legally trained prosecutors are appointed to prosecute complicated matters involving serious complaints.



Direction #25



The Board directed that the Chief of Police ensure that all prosecutors are advised that they are not to negotiate penalties in circumstances where a guilty plea is to be presented at the hearing. 



Comments:



Both the Chief and the Association were concerned that this Direction would effectively ban plea bargaining in any form which, in their view, is a necessary and legitimate part of the  administration of the complaints system. 



Response:



As noted above with respect to Direction #6, this policy is currently under review. 



Recommendation:



It is recommended that this Direction remain as is until such time as the Board completes its policy review on the issue of plea bargaining and deal-making.



Direction #26



The Board directed the Chief to ensure that there are no withdrawals of allegations of misconduct by prosecutors and that only hearings officers are permitted to determine whether a complaint should be withdrawn or dismissed.



Comments:



Both the Chief and the Association are of the view that it is appropriate for the prosecutor to withdraw the complaint after assessment of the evidence and a determination of the reasonable  prospect of success of the complaint.  Both point out that, traditionally, disciplinary matters are only withdrawn on the record with the reasons for withdrawal stated.









Response:



The goal of the direction was to ensure that prosecutors not withdraw matters without the concurrence and acquiescence of the hearings officer.  While it is true that prosecutors are aware of the strength of their case and its chances for success and that hearings officers are not in that position prior to hearing evidence, it is nonetheless appropriate for the prosecutor to be limited to withdrawal of the complaint with the concurrence of the hearings officer.  The goal is to ensure that, at a minimum, an independent adjudicator be capable of assessing whether the basis for withdrawal is adequate.



Recommendation:



It is recommended that the Direction remain in its current form.



Direction # 32(4) (ii) and #32(5)



The Board directed that it be kept informed of investigations into major and serious misconduct, including the opinion of the PSRC on the matter.



Among other things, the Board also directed that the Chief of Police report on matters dealt with by the PSRC.

�ADVANCE \L 36.0�

�ADVANCE \L 36.0�Comments:



The Chief advised that, given the future status of the PSRC, described in Direction #4 above, these Directions would no longer be necessary.



Response:



If the PSRC is either retained or replaced by another form of advisory committee, statistics and information pertaining to either would still be required.



Recommendation:



It is recommended that Direction #32(4) (ii) and 32(5) be amended to read as follows:



	(ii)	any information provided should include an explanation of any views or opinions provided by any advisory body.











	5.	Complaints Advisory Body



	(i)	The report should document the complaints considered by any body advising on the handling of complaints, including any recommendations and advice made by any such body regarding complaints.









The Board was also in receipt of a written submission JUNE 17, 1998 from Harry G. Black, Q.C., counsel acting on behalf of the Toronto Police Association, in response to the foregoing report.  A copy of Mr. Black’s submission is appended to this Minute for information.



Mr. Black requested amendments to the following directions contained in the Board’s Policy Directive:  #6, #19, #21 #23, #24, #25 and #26.



The Board approved the following Motions:



1.	THAT, with regard to the issue of informal resolution referred to as Direction #20 in the Board’s policy, and based upon input from the Chief of Police and President of the Police Association, part vii pertaining to the length of time a police officer shall be given within which to determine whether or not to accept the penalty be changed from 14 days previously established by the Board to 7 days; 



2.	THAT the foregoing report, including the amendment noted in Motion #1, be approved with the exception of direction #6, #19, #21, #23, #24, #25 and #26; and



3.	THAT direction #6, #19, #21, #23, #24, #25 and #26 be deferred to the July 16, 1998 meeting and that the Toronto Police Association be offered an opportunity to discuss these matters with the Board.













�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



TORONTO POLICE SERVICE DECENTRALIZED COMPLAINT PROCESS



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 28, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:			TORONTO POLICE SERVICE DECENTRALIZED COMPLAINT PROCESS



RECOMMENDATION:	That the Board receive the following report for information.



BACKGROUND:



At its meeting on March 26, 1998 the Board was informed of a decentralized complaint process which will be adopted by the Service (Board minute 136/98  refers).  The following outlines and explains the decentralized complaint process, and corresponding Service directives, charts and forms are attached as follows:



(1)	Service directive 13-01 Internal conduct - police officers

	(Appendix A)



(2)	Service directive 13-02 Public Complaints (Police Services Act)

	(Appendix B)



(3)	Service directive 13-04 Police Services Act Hearings

	(Appendix C)



(4)	Internal and public complaint flow charts

	(Appendix D)



(5)	Conduct complaint oversight charts

	(Appendix E), and



(6)	Service forms

	(Appendix F)







Bill 105, an act to renew the partnership between the province, municipalities and the police and enhance community safety, was proclaimed on November 30, 1997, making fundamental changes to the complaint process.



Part V and V1 of the Police Services Act (P.S.A.) 1990 dealing with internal discipline and public complaints respectively were repealed and replaced with a new system of oversight which incorporates these components into a single process under Part V - Complaints.



The current P.S.A. provides for a wider scope of authority, and in turn, public accountability on the part of the chief of police.  The P.S.A. also provides for a broader scope of complaint.  A member of the public may complain about the conduct of a police officer and the policies of or the services provided by a police service.



A complaint process must promote accountability at all levels of the Service, be perceived by members of the public and this Service to be fair and objective, advance professionalism, integrity and ethical conduct, and operate in the most efficient manner possible.  To address the requirements of the P.S.A. Part V, a decentralized complaint process has been developed.  The process is characterized by centralized recording, monitoring and reporting and decentralized administration, investigation and decision making.



Further, the process will:



maintain public accountability through Service and Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services (Commission) oversight of complaint investigations and dispositions



create new responsibilities for deputy chiefs



provide a measure of unit commander performance



monitor timeliness of investigations and adjudications



eliminate the Professional Standards Review Committee (to be replaced by the Chief’s Advisory Committee), and



eliminate the need for a Public Complaints Investigation Bureau









Public Complaints



The P.S.A. provides that any member of the public may make a complaint about the policies of or services provided by a police service, or about the conduct of a police officer.  The P.S.A. stipulates that a complaint may be made only if the complainant was directly affected by the policy, service or conduct that is the subject of the complaint.  Further, the complaint must be made in writing and signed by the complainant, and must be delivered to any police station, or to the Commission and delivered personally by the complainant or agent, by mail, or by telephone transmission of a facsimile.



Service directive, Public complaints, 13-02, provides that when a member of the public attends at the police station to make a complaint, the complainant will be referred to the officer in charge.  The officer in charge will advise the complainant of the complaint process and their options.  If the complainant wishes to make a formal complaint, the officer in charge will complete a public complaint intake form, Form 1, for the complainant’s signature.  The complainant will be provided with a copy of the Form 1 and an information pamphlet supplied by the Commission.  Less serious public conduct complaints may be informally resolved on intake if the officer in charge, police officer and complainant consent to a resolution.



All public complaints must be reported to the Complaints Review Unit to be centrally recorded and monitored.  The Complaints Review Unit will be the central administration unit for Service complaints with a recording, monitoring, reviewing, auditing, reporting, training, communication and statistical analysis function.



If the unit commander decides on behalf of the chief, that the complainant was not directly affected by the policy of or services provided by this Service, or the conduct of a police officer about which the complaint is made, the complaint shall not be dealt with.



If it is determined that the complaint is frivolous, vexatious, made in bad faith or made over 6 months after the facts on which it is based occurred, the unit commander may decide not to deal with the complaint.  The complainant and the police officer who is the subject of the complaint, if any, will be notified, in writing within thirty days that the complaint will not be dealt with and of the complainant’s right to ask the Commission to review the decision.  



If  it is decided that the complaint shall be dealt with, the unit commander will then determine whether the complaint is about a Service policy, services provided, or the conduct of a police officer.  The complainant will be notified, in writing within 30 days of this determination and advised of their right to ask the Commission to review the decision.



When a complaint is determined to be about a policy of or services provided by this Service, the unit commander will address unit specific complaints or direct the complaint to the appropriate command or Corporate Planning.  Corporate Planning will be responsible for public complaints relating to policy issues or services provided at the corporate level.  The complainant will be notified in writing of the disposition of the complaint within 60 days after the initial 30 day determination period and advised that a request to review the complaint must be direct to the Board.



When a complaint is determined to be about the conduct of a police officer, the unit commander will make a further determination as to the seriousness of the alleged misconduct and whether the misconduct is of a serious nature or of a less serious nature.



Conduct complaints of a less serious nature, if not informally resolved on intake, will be investigated by the unit of the subject police officer.  A unit complaints co-ordinator must be designated in every unit and will be responsible to perform and/or oversee complaint investigations.



Based on the investigator’s written report, findings and opinion, the unit commander will determine, and be accountable for the disposition of the complaint.  The complainant and police officer who is the subject of the complaint, will be notified in writing when a complaint is determined to be unsubstantiated and of the complainant’s right to ask the Commission to review the decision within 30 days of receiving the notice.  The Complaints Review Unit will review all unsubstantiated less serious public conduct complaints to identify inconsistencies in maintaining Service discipline and investigative standards.  Substantiated complaints may be dealt with through the informal resolution or informal discipline process on the consent of the police officer and complainant, or be referred to a Hearing.



Conduct complaints of a serious nature will be investigated by the unit of the subject police officer, Internal Affairs or another police service at the direction of the Chief and on approval of the Board.  Assignment is based largely on the determination of the seriousness of the misconduct.



At the conclusion of the investigation, the unit commander as previously described, will determine the disposition of the complaint.  When a determination has been made that the complaint is unsubstantiated, the respective deputy chief must approve the disposition.  The complainant and police officer who is the subject of the complaint, will be notified in writing when the complaint is determined to be unsubstantiated and of the complainant’s right to ask the Commission to review the decision within 30 days of receiving the notice.  The Complaints Review Unit will audit unsubstantiated serious public conduct complaints to identify inconsistencies in maintaining Service discipline and investigative standards.  Substantiated conduct complaints will be referred to a Hearing.



The Chief shall convene an Advisory Committee at the request of a deputy chief of police for serious public conduct complaints which due to their complexity, cause difficulty in determining whether the complaint is substantiated or an issue of criminality exists.  The Advisory Committee will consist of the Chief (chair), deputy chief and unit commander of the subject police officer, unit commander of the Trial Preparation Unit and a Crown Attorney.



Internal Conduct Complaints



Unlike a public complaint, internal complaints are restricted to the conduct of a police officer.  The P.S.A. provides that the chief of police may make a complaint about the conduct of a police officer.  Unit commanders are designated by the Chief to exercise this power.



Service directive, Internal conduct - police officer, 13-01 provides that when the unit commander determines that an internal conduct complaint is frivolous, vexatious or made in bad faith, the unit commander may decide not to deal with the complaint.  The unit commander will make a further determination as to the seriousness of the alleged misconduct and whether the misconduct is of a serious nature or of a less serious nature.



Conduct complaints of a less serious nature will be investigated by the unit of the subject police officer and documented on a Personnel Documentation form (TPS 545), if misconduct is found.  Substantiated complaints may be dealt with through the informal resolution or informal discipline process on consent of the police officer, or be referred to a Hearing.



The respective deputy chief will review the TPS 545 to identify inconsistencies in maintaining Service discipline and investigative standards.  Professional Standards will review the TPS 545 to assist in the development of Service discipline standards.



Conduct complaints of a serious nature will be dealt with in the same manner as serious public conduct complaints, except that the Commission has no involvement in the process.  Serious conduct complaint investigations must be reported to the Complaints Review Unit to be centrally recorded and monitored.



Failure by the unit commander to ensure discipline and investigative standards are met will be dealt with by their respective deputy chief through training and management evaluation.



Superintendent Don Mantle, Professional Standards, local 7708, will be in attendance to answer any questions.







The following persons were in attendance and made deputations to the Board with regard to this report:



		A. Alan Borovoy�		General Counsel�		Canadian Civil Liberties Association





		Craig Bromell

		President

		Toronto Police Association



Mr. Borovoy provided a written submission which is appended to this Minute for information.



The Board was also in receipt of a a written submission JUNE 17, 1998 from Harry G. Black, Q.C., counsel acting on behalf of the Toronto Police Association.  A copy of Mr. Black’s submission is appended to this Minute for information.



The Board approved the following Motions:



1.	THAT the Board defer the foregoing report to its July 16, 1998 meeting and, in the interim, the City Legal Department review the Chief’s Service Directives to ensure that they are consistent with the Board’s policy on the complaints process (Min. No. 464/97 & 293/98 refer) and provide a report for the July meeting;



2.	THAT the Chief of Police also provide a further report for the July 16, 1998 meeting on the feasibility of establishing a new complaints process for a trial period of one year whereby conduct complaints of a serious nature are investigated at a designated central location and less serious complaints are investigated at the appropriate command location;







cont...d



3.	THAT the Chief’s report noted in Motion #2 also include the following:



details of previous public consultative meetings held by the Service with regard to the new complaints process

details, e.g. date, time and location, of a further consultative meeting to be scheduled by the Service to receive public comments on the Chief’s proposed decentralized complaints process



4.	THAT the Service provide an oral presentation to the Board at the July meeting on Part V of the Police Services Act pertaining to complaints;



5.	THAT the written submissions from Mr. Borovoy and Mr. Black be deferred to the July meeting for consideration in conjunction with the additional reports requested by the Board; and



6.	THAT Mr. Black and/or Mr. Bromell, on behalf of the Toronto Police Association, be offered an opportunity to discuss their written submission with the Board at the July meeting.











�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



THE POLICE SERVICES ACT - AN ACT TO RENEW THE PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN THE PROVINCE, MUNICIPALITIES AND THE POLICE AND TO ENHANCE COMMUNITY SAFETY



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 28, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				The Police Services Act - An Act to renew the partnership between the province, municipalities and the police and to enhance community safety



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board receive the following report for information.



BACKGROUND:



At its meeting on June 12, 1997, the Board was in receipt of a report dated May 22, 1997, regarding the Policy Sub-Committee meeting of May 20, 1997, to discuss and consider proposed changes to the Police Services Act as it pertained to the public complaint process.  (Board minute 225/97 refers).  



Appended to the report was a draft discussion paper containing 39 recommendations provided by the Policy Sub-Committee outlining the Board’s expectations regarding the complaint process as set out in the Police Services Act.  It was recommended that the Board receive the recommendations pending final approval of the Service’s complaint process.  The Board directed that the Chief of Police provide the Board, for approval at the first Board meeting after the Police Services Act is proclaimed, the Service’s position regarding the following recommendations. 



II)	Information and Education



1.	That the Service pro-actively communicate its complaint policy 	to the public and to Service members.



See recommendations 4 and 5.



2.	When citizens enquire about the complaint process, they are immediately provided with a brochure explaining the complaint process.



See recommendation 4.



3.	That the Service translate the complaint brochure into other languages including Italian, Chinese, French, Spanish, Portuguese, Greek and Polish.  Furthermore, that the Chief of Police identify whether the brochure should be translated into any other languages.



The Board has directed that a draft Service complaint brochure be submitted to the Board and the Board finalize the content and produce on behalf of the Service a complaint brochure in different languages.  The 1991 census survey indicates that the languages mentioned in this recommendation represent the majority of people residing in the city of Toronto.



4.	That the Chief of Police provide to the Board, for approval at the first Board meeting after the Police Services Act is proclaimed, the brochure as well as an external communications strategy to publicise the complaint process and to re-enforce the principle that MTP takes all complaints seriously.



The Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services (Commission) has produced two brochures which provide information regarding the complaint process to citizens and police officers.  It is the Service’s position that an additional Service brochure would be repetitive and unnecessary.  When a citizen makes enquiries about the complaint process, the citizen should be provided with a brochure supplied by the Commission..  



See recommendation 2 and 3.  Draft Service brochure attached (See Appendix A).  See recommendation 5 for external communications strategy.





5.	That the Chief of Police provide to the Board for approval at the first Board meeting after the Police Services Act is proclaimed, an internal communications strategy to educate and publicise the complaint process with Service members.  Furthermore that the communications strategy re-enforce the principle that MTP takes all complaints seriously.



The Service is aware of the importance of an effective communications strategy to inform the public, to inform and train the members of the Service, to eliminate systemic barriers attributed to a lack of information, and to promote police accountability.



The Service assisted the Board in the selection of an external consultant who will:



1.	Develop a “generic” brochure (draft supplied by the Service).



2. 	Identify the costs of translating and printing the brochure into other languages and identify avenues for communicating with hearing or visually impaired persons.



3.	Develop an internal communications strategy and materials.



4.	Develop an external communications strategy and materials.



5.	Identify what information should be placed on the Service’s and Board’s website.



6.	Review and revise form letters to ensure clarity and literacy levels.



Board Minute 466 of December 12, 1997 refers.



Once developed, the Service will review and implement the appropriate internal and external communication strategies developed by the Board.  



External Communication Strategy



Brochures produced by the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services in different languages have been distributed to Service units, community consultative committees and community police liaison committees.



A video will also be produced in co-operation with the Ontario Police College explaining the impact of the Police Services Act on the community.  Each unit commander will be supplied with a copy of the video for community discussion.  



In addition, public consultation has occurred regarding the Service’s complaint process.  A survey was designed to elicit discussion of the following three issues: 



Barrier-free access to the complaint process for all members of the public



appropriate and reasonable reporting to the complaint, and 



public information - content and presentation.



The survey was distributed to all divisional unit commanders to discuss with their respective community police liaison committees, all deputants to the Board’s meeting held on February 25, 1997, and a selection of deputants to the Standing Committee on the Administration of Justice.



The following concerns were expressed by the community:



Written complaint status updates should be supplied to complainants and police officers.



Final reports on complaint investigations should include the reason for any decision made by the Chief of Police.



Pamphlets in different languages should be made available to the community.



Information sharing on the complaint process should occur through public forums.



Information on the complaint process should be made available on the Internet.



A video explaining the complaint process should be made available to the community.



A translation service should be made available to complainants.



Complaint investigations should be completed in a timely manner.



Parents should be allowed to make a complaint about the conduct of a police officer on behalf of their child.



There is a need for customer service throughout the complaint process.



There should be a central source within the Service for a complainant to obtain information on the complaint process.



The name of a contact person should be given to the complainant for access to the progress of the complaint.



Each of the concerns expressed by the community have, or will be, addressed in the Service’s decentralized complaint process.



Internal Communication Strategy



The Service’s internal communication strategy will include formal training on the Police Services Act and customer service, the use of Livelink and decentralized training by Professional Standards and Unit Complaint Co-ordinators. Training to Service members on the Police Services Act and complaint investigation is in progress.  See Section VIII, Training.



III)	Access



6.	The complainant should have access to private space to lodge their complaint.



This recommendation is contained in Service directive 13-02 ‘Public Complaints’.



7.	Complaints must be accepted at all police facilities including any police division and headquarters.



The Police Services Act, section 57(3) allows a complainant to make a complaint on a standard form provided by the Commission and that “the approved form shall be in every police station”.



Service directive 13-02 ‘Public Complaints’ provides that a complaint made at a police station will be accepted by the officer in charge.  However, the Public Property Bureau and Firearms Registration Unit do not have an officer-in-charge.  For these facilities, the complainant will be supplied with a complaint brochure and will be provided with directions to the nearest police station where the complaint will be taken.  The complainant will also be advised they may send a written and signed complaint to the Service or the Commission.  This recommendation is contained in Service directive 13-02, ‘Public Complaints’.



8.	That the Chief of Police report on the process through which complainants will be able to access translation or interpretation services.



Service directive 04-09, ‘Interpreters’, describes the process by which members of the Service may obtain the assistance of an interpreter when involved in a situation where a citizen is deaf, mute or speaks a language other than English (See Appendix B).  Further, the Service has 787 members listed on the language nominal roll of the Human Resources Management System (HRMS) that speak 37 languages and may be used as interpreters or translators.



IV)	Investigative Process: Fair, Thorough and Impartial



9.	That the Service shall be prohibited from releasing unauthorised, irrelevant or prejudicial personal information about a complainant or an accused Service member to the media or otherwise during an investigation.



This recommendation is contained in Service directive 13-02, ‘Public Complaints’.



10.	When the words ‘frivolous’ and ‘vexatious’ are used in letters to complainants informing them that their complaint will not be investigated or not further investigated, the Service should also use non-inflammatory language to explain the reasons for the decision.



The Service agrees that words such as frivolous, vexatious and made in bad faith, convey a negative attitude towards complainants.  Professional Standards has created appropriate correspondence to ensure that non-inflammatory language is used.  Further, the consultant mentioned in recommendation 5 will review Service form letters to ensure clarity and literacy levels.



11.	That the Chief of Police develop, for the approval of the Board at the first meeting after the Police Services Act is proclaimed, a case screening criteria that would dictate the type of investigation to be conducted.



The Service disagrees with this recommendation.



The Police Services Act provides for ‘Case Screening’ by allowing informal resolution of less serious internal and public conduct complaints.  Such matters may be resolved with the consent of the Chief of Police, complainant and police officer, at anytime before, during or after the conclusion of an investigation.  Resolution of less serious conduct complaints will be determined by established guidelines.



Further, the Chief of Police may screen out all complaints within 30 days of receipt that are considered to be frivolous, vexatious, made in bad faith, not directly affected or made over 6 months from the date of the occurrence.  In addition, complaints about policies or services provided must be completed within 60 days, after the initial 30 day determination period, unless the period is extended in accordance with the legislation.



In January of 1996, a solvability project team was created to address two solvability criteria recommendations in the Beyond 2000 final report regarding criminal matters.  In a report of May 1996, the project team recommended that solvability criteria not be developed.  The rationale was:



“Assigning cases for follow-up based on various solvability criteria models has been tried in other jurisdictions and all have failed due to a number of reasons including, tedious and complicated to complete, not all encompassing, burdensome paperwork, labour intensive, undermining of the experience and expertise of the detective sergeant.



All jurisdictions studied by the project team have reverted to relying on the best professional judgement of a detective sergeant, aided by initial case screening”.�



Contact has been made with various police services in Canada and the United States regarding their use of a solvability or case screening criteria in relation to public complaints.  None of the services contacted use such a system or plan to implement one and believe that such criteria would be detrimental and undermine rather than strengthen and maintain a meaningful police-community partnership in the complaint process.



The development of a case screening mechanism, other than that set out in the legislation through informal resolutions, would be contrary to the Board’s “general principle” that allegations of misconduct be thoroughly investigated.







12.	That the Chief of Police report, to the Board’s first meeting after the Police Services Act is proclaimed, on the new staffing structure of Professional Standards and how this new structure reflects the recommendations of the PCIB audit. 



See Board report on the reorganization of Professional Standards, dated May 28, 1998.



Public Complaints Investigation Bureau Operational Audit Recommendations - Staffing Structure



Recommendation 1.2



That the Chief of Police request the Police Services Board to authorize a change in the organizational chart of the Metropolitan Toronto Police Service that will reflect the unit commander of the Public Complaints Investigation Bureau reporting directly to the Deputy Chief, Executive Support Command.



The Service’s decentralized complaint process will eliminate the need for a Public Complaints Investigation Bureau.  This recommendation is no longer valid.



Recommendation 1.3



That the Chief of Police designate the unit commander, Public Complaints Investigation Bureau, to be the Complaints Review Officer for the purpose of Part VI of the Police Services Act of Ontario.



The Service’s decentralized complaint process will eliminate the need for a Public Complaints Investigation Bureau.  This recommendation is no longer valid.



Recommendation 1.4



That the Chief of Police eliminate the inspector position, Complaints Review Unit.



The Internal Audit and Program Review recommendations were made in relation to the Service’s centralized complaint process and have no  relationship to the Service’s decentralized complaint process.  In the decentralized complaint process, the inspector in the Complaints Review Unit will assume the responsibilities as described in a separate report to the Board regarding the reorganization of Professional Standards, dated May 28, 1998.  



It is recommended that the inspector position be maintained to support the Service’s operational needs of the complaint process.  Justification to maintain this position will be made after the Service’s complaint process is approved by the Board.  



Board Minute C223 of October 16, 1997 refers.



Recommendation 4.1



That the unit commander, Public Complaints Investigation Bureau, in conjunction with a Field Deputy Chief, and the respective unit commanders, create a focus group to initiate a pilot project to decentralize complaint investigations.



The Service considered this recommendation and will implement a decentralized complaint process.



13.	That an investigation into any allegation about the conduct of a Service member by a member of the public shall be directed to expeditious resolution of the complaint on its own merits and shall not involve inquiry into the background of the complainant for the sole purpose of undermining the credibility of the complainant.



This recommendation is contained in Service directive 13-02, ‘Public Complaints’.



V)	Reporting Status and Results of Investigative Process



14.	That the Service be required to provide regular written status reports to the complainant that describe the general procedures police are following and to provide reasons for delays and/or extensions to legislated timelines.



The Service recommends that regular written status reports not be a requirement of the complaint process.  The Police Services Act, 1990 required an interim report describing the complaint status be sent to the subject police officer and complainant at monthly intervals.  The high volume of complaints received each year made this requirement impractical.



The intent of the Police Services Act is to streamline the complaint process and there is no legislative requirement to send regular written status reports to the police officer and the complainant for conduct complaints.  However, a final report must be sent to the police officer and complainant at the conclusion of an investigation if the complaint is determined by the Chief of Police to be unsubstantiated.



A six month limitation is effectively imposed on all public conduct complaint investigations as the Police Services Act stipulates that a Notice of Hearing may not be served after 6 months of the complaint being brought to the attention of the Chief of Police, unless approved by the Board.



In relation to policy and service complaints, the Chief of Police may take action or no action and shall provide the complainant with reasons in writing.  The Board on review of a policy or service complaint must notify the complainant in writing of its decision.



The Service appreciates the need to ensure police officers and complainants are regularly informed of the complaint status.  Service policy will require the police officer and complainant to be verbally informed on the status of the investigation every 30 days for the first 60 days after its commencement.



If the complainant cannot be contacted within the first 60 days of the investigation, or the investigation has not been completed within 90 days of its commencement, a written status report must be sent to the police officer and complainant, then every 60 days thereafter. 



A requirement to write regular written status reports will reduce the time an investigator can devote to informally resolving or investigating a conduct complaint.  Verbal contact is more personal, provides an opportunity for the investigator to discuss concerns that the police officer or the complainant may have, and will provide a better opportunity to informally resolve the complaint.



15.	These letters should be informative, impartial and in plain language.



The Service agrees with this recommendation.



16.	The letter should contain a factual account of the incident which gave rise to the complaint, a description of how the investigation was conducted and the results of the investigation.







The Police Services Act, section 64(6) provides that when the Chief of Police decides a complaint is unsubstantiated after a review of a written report of the investigation, a copy of the written report, together with the Chief of Police decision shall be sent to the police officer and complainant.  However, there is no requirement for reports to be sent to either party when the Chief of Police decides that a complaint is substantiated.  Section 69(5)(6) allows the subject police officer and the complainant, the “opportunity to examine any physical or documentary evidence that will be produced or any report whose contents will be given in evidence”.



It is the practice of the Service to provide the subject police officer with full disclosure which will include a copy of the written report prior to a Hearing.  Similarly, a complainant, who is a party to the Hearing, will be provided with full disclosure.



The written report will contain:



the time, date and location of the incident



the subject police officer’s identification (name, rank, number and unit)



the investigator’s identification (name, rank, number, unit, telephone number)



a factual account of the incident



specific allegation(s) of misconduct



statement from the complainant



statements from civilian and police witnesses



statement from the subject police officer(s) subject to an allegation of criminality



a description of exhibits, e.g. medical reports, photographs of injuries, excerpts from police memorandum books



legal authorities to support the Chief of Police decision



an investigator’s opinion whether misconduct exists in relation to each allegation of misconduct



17.	That the Service be required to provide regular written status reports to the Service member that describe the general investigative procedures police are following and to provide reasons for delays and/or extensions to legislated timelines.



See recommendation 14.



18.	These letters should be informative, impartial and in plain language.



See recommendation 15.



19.	The letter should contain a factual account of the incident which gave rise to the complaint, a description of how the investigation was conducted and the results of the investigation.



See recommendation 16.



VI)	Informal Resolution



20.	There is a need to establish guidelines that permit resolving complaints informally in a manner consistent with the goals of community based policing and the legislation.



The Police Services Act, section 58(1) provides that a complaint about the conduct of a police officer may be informally resolved on consent of the Chief of Police, police officer and complainant “if at any time before or during an investigation about the conduct of a police officer, the conduct appears to be obviously conduct that is not of a serious nature”.



To develop informal resolution guidelines for internal and public conduct complaints it was necessary to create a definition of serious misconduct.  Based on this definition, any other misconduct shall be considered as being less serious and subject to an informal resolution, provided there is no serious injury to the complainant and there is no pattern of proven misconduct by the subject police officer.  Each allegation of misconduct must be considered on its own merit to meet the informal resolution guidelines. 





Serious Misconduct



Occurs when a member of this Service



has been accused, charged or found guilty of a criminal offence.



engages in misconduct that impacts upon the integrity, reputation or public confidence of the Service.



engages in misconduct as outlined in the applicable suspension policy of the Service or is involved in, but not limited to, incidents involving domestic violence, sexual harassment, acts of discrimination as set out in the Service Rules, excessive use of force, unintentional firearm discharges, breaches of Canadian Police Information Centre regulations (C.P.I.C.), deceit and liquor offences.



Less Serious Misconduct



Occurs when a member of this Service engages in behaviour other than that defined as serious misconduct.

	

Note:  The classification of alleged misconduct must be determined by the 	substance and circumstances of the allegation.



Informal Resolution Guidelines:



	Unit commanders, supervisory officers and officers in charge, have been designated by the Chief of Police to facilitate informal resolutions of public conduct complaints any time prior to adjudication.  Unit commanders alone have been designated by the Chief of Police to facilitate informal resolutions of public conduct complaints after adjudication and internal conduct complaints at any stage of the complaint process.



The following criteria shall be followed when considering the appropriateness of an informal resolution:



May be considered



for all less serious allegations of misconduct; and 



when the Chief of Police (or designate), police officer and the complainant all agree to a resolution; and



when a police officer does not have a pattern of proven misconduct



Will not be considered



when a complainant has received injuries of a serious nature



when the misconduct is categorized as serious



21.	Service members should be trained to acknowledge a mistake forthrightly and to convey a sincere apology to a person.



This recommendation will be addressed with Service members during training of the complaint process.



VII)	Disciplinary Action 



22.	Letters to complainants should describe any verbal or written reprimand and other disciplinary action imposed or specific corrective action taken and the specific allegations these disciplinary measures address.



The Police Services Act, sections 64(10) and 68(8) provide that at the conclusion of a Hearing where misconduct or unsatisfactory work performance is proven on clear and convincing evidence, the Chief of Police shall promptly give written notice of the action taken as a result of a Hearing, with reasons, to the complainant if the complaint was made by a member of the public.



	However, the Police Services Act is silent on whether a complainant can be advised of the action taken as a result of a public conduct complaint where discipline was applied under section 64(15).



	A legal opinion indicating disclosure of such information is permissible has been obtained from Mr. Albert Cohen, Deputy Toronto Solicitor.  The legal opinion is available on request.



23.	The Chief of Police ensures all victims and/or complainants are, and will continue to be, provided with written notice of the time and place of the disciplinary Hearing.



It has been the practice of the Trial Preparation Unit to notify victims and/or complainants, witnesses and subject police officers in writing of the time and place of a disciplinary Hearing.  This practice will continue.



24.	In cases of serious allegations of misconduct, that the prosecution of these cases be done by legal counsel.



This recommendation was addressed at the Board’s Policy Sub-committee meeting on November 12, 1997.



25.	The Chief of Police provide the Board, at its first meeting after Bill 105 is proclaimed, with a listing of independent legal counsel that could be used for such prosecution.



This recommendation was addressed at the Board’s Policy Sub-committee meeting on November 12, 1997.



VIII)		Training



26.	That a formal training program for investigators be developed that includes mediation training with a customer service focus.



A Police Services Act training program was conducted by the Training and  Education Unit between November 26 and December 6, 1997.  This program, in partnership with the Ontario Police College, provided 5 days instruction on the new Police Services Act and complaint investigation, and three days instruction in partnership with a community based mediation service known as  Saint Stephen’s House on mediation, diversity and customer service.



The programs accommodated 30 Service members and guests as follows:



19	- field and traffic unit complaint co-ordinators/investigators

  1	- Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services guest

  1	- Ontario Police College guest

  2	- Training and Education Unit members

  2	- Toronto Police Association guests

  2	- Public Complaints Investigation Bureau members

  1	- Internal Affairs member

  1	- Corporate Planning member

  1	- Professional Standards member



A second Police Services Act training program, in partnership with the Ontario Police College, was conducted by the Training and Education Unit between March 30th and April 3rd, 1998.



The program accommodated 35 Service members and  guests as follows:

	 

  7 	- Newly appointed Unit Complaint Co-ordinators

13 	- Detectives, Detective Sergeants and Staff Sergeants 	

	from Units/Squads

10 	- Public Complaint Investigations Bureau members

  2	- Durham Regional Police Service guests

  3 	- Ontario Provincial Police guests



As with the previous course, instruction was provided on mediation, diversity and customer service training.



Further, an information sharing/problem solving seminar on the Police Services Act and complaint process was held by Complaints Review on March 9, 1998 for Unit Complaint Co-ordinators.  Another seminar has been planned for June 1998.	

	

Other Training



Complaints Review Unit will act as a support unit providing assistance to Unit Complaint Co-ordinators by:



Providing daily support in relation to complaint investigations.

Providing regular training on complaint investigations.

Holding quarterly information sharing/problem solving seminars on the Police Services Act and complaint process.



27.	That the training program address mediation training, customer service as well as cross-cultural communication.



See recommendation 26.



28.	That the Chief of Police report, at the Board’s first meeting after proclamation of Bill 105, on the aforementioned training programs.



See recommendation 26 and 27.



29.	That the Chief of Police report to the Board, at its first meeting after Bill 105 is proclaimed, on the development of a training program for unit commanders and unit complaint co-ordinators.



Training for unit complaint co-ordinators has been addressed in recommendations 26 and 27.  The following training has been provided to senior officers:



May 28, 1997 		Assistant Deputy Minister Fred Peters of the Solicitor General’s office addressed command and senior officers and Service members via Live-Link on the changes to the Police Services Act.



October 29, 1997   	 	Ms. Jennifer Lynch, Q.C., Chair of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Alternate Dispute Resolution Project, addressed command and senior officers on alternate dispute resolutions.



November 25, 1997	Mr. Robert Koehler of Personal Best International addressed command and senior officers on customer service.



January 27, 1998	Mr. Charles Lawrence, Management Instructor at the Ontario Police College, discussed the Police Services Act with command and senior officers.  The presentation was made available on Live-Link to Service members.



Other Training



Professional Standards will:



Provide training in relation to the decentralized complaint process when approved.



Hold quarterly information sharing/problem solving seminars on the Police Services Act and complaint process.



Professional Standards has:



Attended command meetings and discussed the Police Services Act and complaint process.



Provided unit commanders with a copy of the Police Services Act and other associated reading material.



Distributed two brochures to units entitled “The Public Complaint Process in Ontario”, a guide for Ontario Police Services and “Resolving Complaint”, a guide for the community, published by the Ontario Civilian Commission on Police Services.



Uniform Member Training



Complaints Review Unit has lectured uniform members on the Police Services Act and complaint process.



Unit Complaint Co-ordinators have lectured uniform members on the Police Services Act and complaint process.



The Training and Education Unit will provide five courses during 1998, to address customer service and diversity training.



Civilian Member Training



The Training and Education Unit will provide two courses during 1998, to address customer service and diversity training.



30.	That the Chief of Police report on how unit complaint co-ordinators’ duties will be incorporated into the member’s current duties.



The decentralized complaint process will require unit commanders to manage all policy and service complaints and all internal and public conduct complaints within their units.



Unit complaint co-ordinators shall be responsible for:



liaison with the Complaints Review Unit to ensure timely conclusion of complaints.



co-ordinating and facilitating unit responsibilities regarding complaints.



informing unit commanders of all information regarding complaints in a timely manner.



notifying complainants/police officers of the results of conduct complaints, service provided or unit level guideline/direction complaints, if so designated by the Unit Commander.



providing training to Service members on the complaint process.



Unit complaint co-ordinators may be assigned as a complaint investigator at the discretion of the unit commander.



Presently, Unit Complaint Co-ordinators are attached to the investigative branch within field units.  Unit Complaint Co-ordinators will occupy a full-time position which will be determined by the number of internal conduct and public complaints received.  Part-time Unit Complaint Co-ordinators will perform other investigative duties assigned by their unit commanders.



IX) 	Selection of Investigators



31.	That the Chief of Police develop a succession plan for complaint investigators.



Human Resources has recently restructured and now includes a unit called Human Resource Planning & Development.  The unit is responsible for succession planning and career development, as well as promotional procedures.



Human Resources is in the process of developing succession planning criteria for Service members.  Since complaint investigators will be decentralized, they will be included in the overall Service succession plan which is scheduled for completion in 1998.



32.	That the Board and Service recognize complaint investigation as a valuable skill and as a necessary addition to an officer’s career path.  And that the Chief of Police report to the Board how service in PCIB and IA can be acknowledged in the promotional process.



The Service disagrees with this recommendation.



A written opinion supplied by Mr. Michael McGuire, Director of Human Resources indicates that a preference towards police officers who have or are working in Internal Affairs or the Public Complaints Investigation Bureau, would be contrary to the principles of the promotion process approved by the Board.  Mr.  McGuire’s report states in part:



‘The promotional processes have been developed with several key principles, prescribed by the Police Services Board, as the governing direction for all uniform promotions.  The principles include:



that processes be objective, competency based and based solely on merit;



that selection criteria be based on bona fide occupational requirements;



that equitable access be afforded to promotional opportunities and systemic barriers be eliminated;



that opportunities be provided for succession planning and career development; and,



that members who are the subject of serious allegations of misconduct not be recommended for promotion.



As a result, the new promotional processes have been designed with all of these principles at the fore.



With respect to the processes being objective, competency based and based solely on merit;



The processes have been developed using a core competency model for each rank.  These core competencies are required for each rank, regardless of the exact function in which an officer may be placed.  Several of the competencies will directly lend themselves very well to the complaint investigator.  For example two of these include:



� Integrity - where, at the highest level, one must actively promote it; and,

�  Directiveness - where one insists on compliance to the Service’s standards.



Complaint investigators find themselves in the unique position of working daily in these areas.



With respect to the processes having selection criteria based on bona fide occupational requirements;



The bona fide occupational requirements (BFOR) for all uniform promotions are in the form of a competency model.  These models were developed after an exhaustive, thorough and empirical study of each rank.  Leading expert consultants were used to assist with developing the models.  As part of the process, job incumbents were extensively surveyed to determine the competencies.  As well, superiors, adjunct personnel and subordinates had  input.



Specifically acknowledging service in the PCIB or IA as a BFOR presents a problem.  The job of the complaint investigator would need a job analysis completed.  This job analysis would lead to a list of competencies.  These competencies would then be compared to the existing models with a view to identifying unique competencies.  If any unique competencies were identified, then they would have to be tested against the appropriate job family (for example - sergeants) to determine if they are a BFOR for that rank.�

Admittedly, there are unique tasks performed by the complaint investigator, however, “task” is not synonymous with “competency”.  As well, complaint investigators should be encouraged to review the current competency models against their own experiences looking for their own “fit”.



With respect to equitable access being afforded to promotional opportunities and systemic barriers being eliminated;



On its face, there appears to be nothing that precludes any complaint investigator from seeking promotion, hence there are no systemic barriers.



In contrast, requiring an officer to be a complaint investigator as a necessary addition to his or her career path thus leading to promotion poses a substantial systemic barrier.  There are very limited opportunities for sergeants/detectives and staff/detective sergeants to have developmental opportunities in these units (to illustrate there are over 1000 sergeants, detectives, staff sergeants and detective sergeants).  “Equitable” access would be denied.



The awarding of additional points in a promotional process for service as a complaint investigator is fraught with faults as well.  For the reasons stated above (equitable access to these postings), it would be unfair to award points for something for which every member does not have equal access.  It would be difficult to create an objective scoring mechanism - “quantity” of service within the unit versus “quality” of service.



Finally, issues of differential treatment could be well-founded.  Allowing points for some types of service and not others would lead to complaints of differential treatment.  For example, “Developing Others” is a core competency for sergeants and staff sergeants.  College staff members could raise the argument that their function is integral to the functioning of the Service and is even noted within the competency models.  Their contention could be that their role is specialized and deserves additional points too.  This same scenario could be applied across numerous units using the same rationale.



With respect to opportunities being provided for succession planning and career development;



Human Resources has recently restructured and now includes a unit called Human Resources Planning.  This unit is responsible for these issues, as well as promotional procedures.  The unit is only now being staffed.



When the staffing of the unit is complete, it will be incumbent upon the unit to look at these issues.  This may include working closely with units to determine if the Service can place some structures and processes in place for an officer to have experience with complaint investigation as part of her or his career path.



With respect to members not being the subject of allegations of serious misconduct;



Given that the units that investigate these allegations are the very units that are the substance of this report, it is assumed that all members of these units meet these criteria.



Summation:



Part of each process calls for a behavioural event interview.  In this phase, candidates for promotion relate prior experiences that match the competencies required for promotion.  Complaint investigators can use their experiences within the PCIB or IA as answers to the interview questions.  At that point, experience in these areas is being directly assessed and awarded.  Given the nature of complaint investigators’ work, they should fare well in the new promotional processes”.



Pending further direction from the Board, the following recommendations will not be addressed.



33.	The Police Services Board shall review policy complaints in an open, fair and accountable manner.



This recommendation is a Board responsibility.



34.	The Chief of Police shall record all policy and service complaints and bring it to the attention of the Board at a public meeting of the Police Services Board.



The Service agrees with this recommendation.



35.	That the Police Services Board, in consultation with Metro Legal and the Chief of Police, establish guidelines for reporting service and policy complaints.



This recommendation is a Board responsibility.



36.	That the Police Services Board, in consultation with Metro Legal and the Chief of Police, develop guidelines to assist the Chief in determining whether any action or no action is taken regarding service-and-policy complaints.



This recommendation is a Board responsibility.



37.	That the Police Services Board, in consultation with Metro Legal and the Chief of Police, outline a process to determine the action to be taken in circumstances where the Board and the Chief of Police may hold differing opinions.



This recommendation is a Board responsibility.



38.	That the Board amend its procedural by-law to provide for a Complaint review process.



This recommendation is a Board responsibility.



39.	That the Police Services Board, in consultation with Metro Legal, identify the issues that need to be resolved before guidelines can be developed.



This recommendation is a Board responsibility.



Superintendent Don Mantle, Professional Standards, local 7708, will be in attendance to answer any questions.





Supt. Don Mantle, Professional Standards Unit, was in attendance and discussed this report with the Board.



The Board inquired about the status of letters to complainants referred to in recommendation #22 under part VII regarding Disciplinary Action.  Supt. Mantle advised that the Service would comply with the Board’s recommendation and letters would be sent to complainants as directed.

cont...d







The Board approved the foregoing and the following Motion:



THAT, with regard to the reference that the Service assisted the Board in the selection of an external consultant, it should be noted that at its April 23, 1998 meeting, the Board deferred the issue of communications to its August 27, 1998 meeting (Min. No. 166/98 refers) and that an external consultant has not been selected









�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



REORGANIZATION OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS



The Board was in receipt of the following report MAY 28, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:			REOGRANIZATION OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS



RECOMMENDATION:	The Board approve the reorganization of Professional Standards



BACKGROUND:



The Service recommends the reorganization of Professional Standards to support the Service’s operational needs of the proposed decentralized complaint process.  (Board minute 136/98 refers).  This report also responds to recommendation 12 of Board minute 225/97 which states:



12.	That the Chief of Police report, to the Board’s first meeting after the Police Services Act is proclaimed, on the new staffing structure of Professional Standards and how this new structure reflects the recommendations of the PCIB audit. 



Presently, Professional Standards is a centralized group of units that is responsible for discipline standards and conduct within the Service.  Professional Standards is comprised of Complaints Review, and two detached units, Public Complaints Investigation Bureau and Trial Preparation Unit (See Appendix A).



Current staffing within Professional Standards units is as follows:



Professional Standards

			1 Superintendent - Unit Commander

			1 Detective - Unit Planner

	1 Clerk - Class 6 - Administrative Co-ordinator

	1 Awards Co-ordinator - Class 6

	1 Statistical Analyst - Class 10 

		(shared with Corporate Planning)	

	TOTAL	5

	(Uniform 2 - Civilian 3)

Complaints Review

			1 Inspector - Complaints Review Officer 

	1 Detective Sergeant - Performs liaison, training and complaint review functions

	1 Detective - Performs liaison, training and complaint review functions

			1 Clerk - Class 4 - Performs complaint intake functions

	TOTAL	4		

	(Uniform 3 - Civilian 1)



Trial Preparation Unit

			1 Staff Inspector - Unit Commander

			1 Staff Inspector - Prosecutor

			1 Inspector - Prosecutor

			1 Clerk - Class 5 - Performs administrative functions

	TOTAL 	4

	(Uniform 3 - Civilian 1)



Public Complaints Investigation Bureau

	1 Staff Inspector - Unit Commander

	2 Detective Sergeants - Performs conduct complaint review function

	 15 Detectives - Performs conduct complaint investigation function

	2 Clerks - Class 4 - Performs conduct complaint intake and administrative functions

	TOTAL	20

	(Uniform 18 - Civilian 2)



GRAND TOTAL	  33

	(Uniform 26 - Civilian 7)





The decentralized complaint process will result in the Public Complaints Investigation Bureau being phased out and personnel being re-deployed to the field.  A report is being prepared to address timelines and process for re-deployment.



The new staffing structure for Professional Standards does not reflect the Internal Audit and Program Review recommendations for the Public Complaints Investigation Bureau.  These recommendations were made in relation to the Service’s centralized complaint process and have no relationship to the decentralized complaint process.





Professional Standards New Organizational Structure



The changes for Professional Standards includes a new organizational structure that is decentralized (See Appendix B).  The focus and reporting for Professional Standards has corporate and command level responsibilities, including the following:



  1.	Identify organizational trends from statistical data.

  2.	Identify organizational training needs from statistical data.

  3.	Identify issues from prosecutions, complaints and statistical data to assist in the development of Service directives.

  4.	Establish organizational discipline standards from prosecutions, complaints and statistical data.

  5.	Provide training to members in Professional Standards units.

  6.	Monitor work performance of members in Professional Standards units.

  7.	Monitor Police Services Act Hearing penalty payments.

  8.	Monitor Special Investigations Unit investigations.

  9.	Liaison with the Board, Chief of Police and command officers.

10.	Liaison with the media.

11.  	Liaison with the civilian Commission.

12.  	Report comparative statistical data.

13.	Administer and deliver the Service’s Awards Program at the corporate level.



�

Professional Standards Responsibilities



Statistical Analysis Function:

Actions

�Objectives��1.	Identify organizational trends from statistical data.

�Communicate identified trends to  Service members and the community to increase awareness and reduce complaints.

��2.	Identify organizational training needs from statistical data.

�Increase awareness and reduce complaints through training.��

Standards Function:

Actions

�Objectives��3.	Establish organizational discipline standards from prosecutions, complaints and statistical data.

�Allow unit commanders to impose uniform penalties and/or actions for misconduct.��

Training Function:

Actions

�Objectives��4.	Identify issues from prosecutions, complaints and statistical data to assist in the development of Service directives.

�Reduce complaints through training.��5.	Provide training to members in the Trial Preparation Unit.

�Increase the knowledge of unit members.��6.	Provide training to members in the Complaints Review Unit.

�Increase the knowledge of unit members.���Monitoring Function:

Actions

�Objectives��7.	Monitor work performance of members in Professional Standards units.�Ensure members’ work performance meets Service standards.

��8.	Monitor Police Services Act Hearing penalty payments.

�Ensure timely payment of penalties.

��9.	Monitor Special Investigations Unit investigations. 

�Ensure review by the Use of Force Review Committee.  Maintain Service use of force standards.  Identify use of force and training issues.

��

Liaison/Communication Function:

Actions

�Objectives��10.	Liaison with the Board, Chief of Police and command officers.

�Ensure awareness of complaint issues.  Allow the Board to fulfil its complaint monitoring responsibilities.

��11.	Liaison with the media.�Ensure public awareness of the complaint process.  Instil public confidence in the complaint process.

��12.	Liaison with the civilian Commission.�Ensure publication of discipline  penalties from unsuccessful conduct appeals. 

��

Recognition Function:

Actions

�Objectives��13.	Administer and deliver the Service’s Awards Program.	

�Provide recognition to Service members for outstanding achievements.

���Reporting Function:

Actions

�Objectives��14.	Report comparative statistical data to the Board, Chief of Police, command officers, unit commanders and the civilian Commission.

�Ensure awareness of complaint issues.  Allow the Board to fulfil its complaint monitoring responsibilities.��15.	Report individual trends of members in policy, service and conduct public complaints to unit commanders.�Promote positive trends to Service members and the community.  Reduce complaints through member counselling.

��16.	Report recommendations on all TTC and U of T conduct investigations to the Board.

�Ensure the Board is kept informed.��



Complaints Review Unit



The changes for Complaints Review includes a new separate unit that is decentralized, has unit level and community responsibilities and reports to Professional Standards.  Customer Service will become a focal point for Complaints Review. (See appendix B)



The following responsibilities reflect areas that in the past have been performed by the Public Complaints Investigation Bureau and Professional Standards units and have in some way performed a level of customer service and customer information:



1.  Provide Customer/member information.

2.  Provide Customer/member service.

3.  Provide Unit Commander/Unit Complaint Co-ordinator support 	research 	and case law.

4.  Provide Unit Complaint Co-ordinator/member training.

5.  Monitor, review, audit and storage of complaint investigative files.

6.  Report comparative statistical data.

7.  Liaison with community groups.

8.  Liaison with the civilian Commission.



These changes reflect an organizational structure that is entirely separated by focus, function and reporting responsibilities.  The vastly different focus and function is the rationale for Complaints Review to be a stand alone unit.



Complaints Review recognizes that there are two groups of  ‘customers’ that must be responded to by the newly formed unit.  There is an internal group that includes police officers, civilians and managers that require service, training or information about complaints and the process.



There is also an external group that includes individuals, the general public and community groups that require service, training or information about complaints and the process.



The needs of these groups will be best served by creating a separate unit with a customer service focus.  The focus will not preclude the administrative responsibilities of monitoring, auditing and reviewing complaints.



The staffing structure for Professional Standards and Complaints Review will remain status quo.  Sufficient monies exist in the current budget of Professional Standards to accommodate Complaints Review being a stand alone unit.



Trial Preparation Unit



Trial Preparation maintains the same mandate, focus and reporting responsibilities in the new organizational structure.  Trial Preparation is a stand alone unit in Professional Standards and the current staffing structure will remain status quo.

�

Complaints Review Responsibilities



Review Function:

Actions

�Objectives��1.	Assign file numbers, track files and record results of all policy, service and conduct public complaints.



	Assign file numbers, track files and record results of all serious internal conduct complaints.

�Ensure accurate reporting to Professional Standards, unit commanders and the civilian Commission.��2.	Monitor statutory timelines of all policy, service and conduct public complaints.



	Monitor statutory timelines of serious internal conduct complaints.

�Ensure timely completion of investigations, Final Reports and adjudications.��3.	Audit unsubstantiated serious public conduct complaints.



	Audit unsubstantiated serious internal conduct complaints.

�Ensure discipline standards are met, ensure investigative standards are met.��4.	Review unsubstantiated less serious public conduct complaints.�Ensure discipline standards are met, ensure investigative standards are met.

��5.	Store completed internal and public conduct Final Reports.�Ensure retention for Civil Liaison, Freedom of Information matters and civilian Commission review.

��6.	Review, report and make recommendation on all Toronto Transit (TTC) and University of Toronto (U of T) conduct investigations.

�Ensure discipline standards are met, ensure investigative standards are met.  Keep Board accurately informed.���Statistical Analysis Function:

Actions

�Objectives��7.	Provide comparative statistical data to Professional Standards and unit commanders.

�Provide positive environment for reduced complaints by increased awareness of data.��8.	Identify individual trends of members in policy, service and conduct public complaints.�Provide reporting to Professional Standards.  Promote positive trends to Service members and the community.

��9.	Provide and maintain research database on case law to Unit Complaint Co-ordinators and Service members.

�Ensure consistent investigations and recommendations.��

Training Function:

Actions�Objectives

��11.	Provide training to Service members on the Police Services Act and Service conduct directives in co-ordination with Training and Education.	

�Increase awareness and reduce complaints through training.��12.	Provide training to Unit Complaint Co-ordinators and unit commanders on complaint investigations.

�Increase quality of complaint investigations and decisions through training.��

Communication Function:

Actions�Objectives

��13.	Provide community education and information regarding the Police Services Act and process by proactive marketing of customer service.

�Increase awareness and reduce complaints through community relations.���Communication Function (continued)

Actions�Objectives

��14.	Provide member education and information regarding the Police Services Act and process by proactive marketing of customer service.

�Increase awareness and reduce complaints through knowledge.��15.	Liaison with the civilian Commission.�Improved relations with civilian oversight.

��16.	Liaison with unit commanders.

�Increase quality of investigations and maintain standards.

Ensure compliance with the Police Services Act.��17.	Liaison with community groups.

�Improved relations with community.

��18.	Liaison with the TTC and U of T for conduct standards and investigations.

�Increase quality of investigations and maintain standards.���Duties of Personnel in Complaints Review



	Inspector (Unit Commander)



General supervisory duties.

Acting Staff Inspector in Trial Preparation Unit.

Conduct member evaluations.

Monitor unit budget.

Make recommendations on the Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) and University of Toronto (U of T) Special Constable conduct investigations to Professional Standards.

Provide comparative complaint statistical data to Professional Standards.

Provide member/community education regarding the Police Services Act and process by proactive marketing of customer service.

Liaison with the TTC and U of T for conduct standards and investigations.

Liaison with the civilian Commission to ensure Service compliance with the Police Services Act.

Liaison with unit commanders to ensure compliance with the Police Services Act.



	Detective Sergeant



General supervisory duties.

Acting Inspector in Complaints Review Unit.

Conduct uniform member evaluations.

Audit unsubstantiated serious internal and public conduct complaints.

Review unsubstantiated less serious public conduct complaints.

Review and make recommendations on TTC and U of T special constable conduct investigations to unit commander.

Provide training to unit complaint co-ordinators to ensure proper complaint investigations.

Provide training to unit commanders to ensure compliance with the Police Services Act.

Provide member / community education regarding the Police Services Act and process by pro-actively marketing customer service.

Liaison with the TTC and U of T for conduct standards and investigations.

Liaison with the civilian Commission to ensure Service compliance with the Police Services Act.



	�Detective



General supervisory duties.

Acting Detective Sergeant in Complaints Review Unit.

Conduct civilian member evaluations.

Monitor statutory timelines of all policy, service and conduct public complaints.

Monitor statutory timelines for serious internal conduct complaints.

Assist with the review of unsubstantiated less serious public conduct complaints.

Provide and maintain a research database on case law for unit complaint co-ordinators and Service members.

Assist in training unit complaint co-ordinators to ensure proper complaint investigations.

Provide member / community education regarding the Police Services Act and process by pro-actively marketing customer service.

Provide training to unit commanders to ensure compliance with the Police Services Act.

Liaison with the civilian Commission to ensure Service compliance with the Police Services Act.



Duties of Personnel in Professional Standards



Superintendent (Unit Commander)



General supervisory duties.

Conduct member evaluations.

Monitor unit budget.

Report comparative complaint statistical data trends to the Board, Chief of Police, command officers, unit commanders and Service members through the Professional Standards Semi-Annual Report.

Report comparative statistical data to the civilian Commission, as required.

Report Service discipline standards to Service members.

Provide training to members in the Trial Preparation Unit and Complaints Review Unit to ensure Service standards are maintained.

Liaison with the Board, Chief of Police, command officers and unit commanders to ensure compliance with the Police Services Act.

Liaison with the media to ensure public awareness of the complaint process.

Monitor the Services Awards Program to ensure recognition of Service members for outstanding achievements.

Chair the Use of Force Review Committee.



Detective (Unit Planner)



General supervisory duties.

Acting Detective Sergeant in Complaints Review Unit.

Conduct civilian member evaluations.

Develop Service discipline standards.

Monitor Police Services Act Hearing penalties.

Monitor Special Investigations Unit (S.I.U.) investigations for review by the Use of Force Review Committee (U.F.R.C.)

Monitor Use of Force issues including unintentional Service firearm discharges for review by the U.F.R.C.

Co-ordinate internal training for Professional Standards units.

Liaison with unit commanders regarding discipline penalties, S.I.U. investigations and Use of Force issues.

Liaison with the civilian Commission regarding discipline appeals.

Vice-Chair of the U.F.R.C.



Statistical Analyst



Produce Professional Standards’ Semi-Annual Report on discipline.

Identify complaint trends from statistical data.

Identify organizational training needs from statistical data.



Complaints Review, as a stand alone unit, will be responsible for monitoring unit compliance with Part V of the Police Services Act, Service policy, Service discipline and investigative standards.  Professional Standards will oversee the Complaints Review Unit to ensure unit efficiency while maintaining corporate reporting and accountability.



Superintendent Don Mantle, Professional Standards, local 7708, will be in attendance to answer any questions.











The Board deferred the foregoing report to be considered at the July 16, 1998 meeting in conjunction with the additional reports requested on the proposed decentralized complaints process (Min. No. 294/98 refers).
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LIVELINK ACCESS BY OTHER POLICE AGENCIES



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 2, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				LiveLink Access By Other Police Agencies





RECOMMENDATION:		(1) 		That the Board approve the development of an agreement in conjunction with the City Solicitor for the purposes of providing LiveLink programming to the other agencies, as per the financial terms as identified in this report.



				(2) 		That the Board authorise the Board Chairman on the advice of the City Solicitor to execute agreements on behalf of the Board respecting the provision of LiveLink programming to other agencies.



BACKGROUND:



In 1995, the Service invested in technology to increase the delivery of training programs to the field.  The technology consisted of fibre optics connected to the Bell Canada Television Operations Centre.  From this Centre, through the use of wireless video, units across the city were given access to new training programs produced by the Training and Education Unit, instant corporate communications and pictures of dangerous and wanted persons.  The network is called LiveLink and it broadcasts 7 days a week, 24 hours a day.



Once every five weeks, officers throughout the city can watch a Training Program and be given the opportunity to phone in and discuss matters with  expert trainers on the program.  This delivery of education is called Distance Learning and it is used by many universities and top 500 corporations.  







Attendance at these Distance Learning programs was initially not mandatory.  However, in March 1998, the Chief and Command re-introduced the Decentralised Training Program utilizing LiveLink technology, and has since made participation and attendance mandatory.



The first program was broadcast June 3, 1998 featuring “High Risk Vehicle Stops.”  Law Enforcement agencies from around Ontario inquired as to how to acquire the Services Decentralised Programs via LiveLink.  Through the initiative of the Video Services Unit it was determined that through fibre optic lines, the Service could send the program to a satellite transmitter which would allow agencies in Ontario the opportunity to receive the programming.



Subsequent to  June 3, over 30 agencies from across Ontario expressed interest in receiving the Service’s programming once every five weeks.  A cost analysis was conducted and it was determined that the cost to receive this programming which includes, research, production and satellite transmission would be $10.52 per member of the Service or Agency per year, calculated  on a cost recovery basis (Appendix ‘A’).  This would provide the recipient agencies with one hour of programming every five weeks.



If the agency is within the GTA, a satellite transmission signal would not be required and they could receive the regular programming 7 days a week, 24 hours a day.  A cost analysis of receiving this continuous programming was conducted and it was concluded that, on a cost recovery basis, the cost to the recipient agencies would be $15.93 per member of the recipient agency (Appendix ‘A’).  



For the past two months, York Regional Police Service and Peel Regional Peel Service, in partnership with Bell Canada have been receiving the Service’s continuous programming at no cost on a trial basis (Appendix ‘B’).  Both these agencies intend to subscribe to our Service on a full-time basis.



The Video Services Unit has also received similar expressions of interest from other law enforcement agencies across Canada and the United States.  It may be possible to allow access to other agencies right across the country by September, 1998.



It is therefore requested that the Board approve the development of an agreement, in conjunction with the City Solicitor, to be entered into with the agencies that will be receiving either, or both of the Distance Learning Programs or the continuous programming.  Also, that the Chairman be authorised on the advice of the City Solicitor, to execute on behalf of the Board, any agreements developed for the purposes of providing this programming to other agencies.



The Board should note that the City Solicitor has advised that there are a number of issues respecting the possible liability of the Board and the Service in relation to the provision of inadequate or incorrect training and information via the LiveLink programming.  Consequently, any agreements developed will require the inclusion of a release and indemnity from the agencies receiving the programming.



Mr. John Sandeman, Manager of the Video Services Unit will be in attendance to answer any questions.













John Sandeman, Manager, Video Services Unit, was in attendance and discussed this report with the Board.



The Board approved the foregoing.
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TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD YOUTH ADVISORY GROUP



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 8, 1998 from Norman Gardner, Chairman:



SUBJECT:				TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD YOUTH ADVISORY GROUP



RECOMMENDATION:	    1. THAT the Board establish a standing Youth Advisory Group to address the growing need for increased dialogue with the youth of our City.



2. THAT Councillor Sherene SHAW be appointed Chair of this Advisory Group and that Mr Jeff Lyons and Ms Sylvia Hudson be appointed members.



3. THAT Terms of Reference and a Work Plan be developed and that $5,000 allocated from the Special Fund for this initiative.



BACKGROUND





The Toronto Police Service, through its Community Policing Support Unit and numerous other divisional initiatives, plays a vital role in dealing with issues of youth and is to be commended for its ongoing efforts.  



There is, however,  a very real need at the Board level to dialogue with youth so that we can better deal with Service policies and budgets as they impact on this large and very important segment of our society.



The formation of a Board Advisory Group will begin a process of outreach to bridge this gap.   The mandate of the Advisory Group will be to provide a new link between the Board and youth of the City of Toronto; one  that will enable young people to meet directly with Board members and more effectively share their opinions and concerns.



The creation of the Advisory Group will provide a much needed voice for many young people in our community.  It will enable them to participate first hand in the policy making process by providing input in the development and future direction of the Toronto Police Service.



It is anticipated that the Youth Advisory Group will hold a series of youth dialogue sessions throughout the City which will culminate in a major Youth Conference.



I would recommend the Board undertake the following:



1.	THAT the Board establish a standing Youth Advisory Group to address the growing need for increased dialogue with the youth of our City. 



2. 	THAT Councillor Sherene SHAW be appointed Chair of this Advisory Group and that Mr Jeff Lyons and Ms Sylvia Hudson be appointed members. 



3.	THAT formal Terms of Reference and a Work Plan be developed and that $5,000 allocated from the Special Fund for this initiative.













The Board approved the foregoing.
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THE PHENOMENON OF GAMBLING IN ONTARIO - A TORONTO CONFERENCE TO STUDY THE VARIOUS ASPECTS OF GAMBLING AS IT AFFECTS COMMUNITIES



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 8, 1998 from Norman Gardner, Chairman:



SUBJECT:				The Phenomenon of Gambling in Ontario- A Toronto Conference to study the various aspects of gambling as it affects communities



RECOMMENDATION:		1. THAT the Board host a Conference in August 1998 at City of Toronto council chambers for the Police Services Boards of Ontario to discuss the issue of legal and illegal gambling as it impacts on our communities.



2 .  THAT  Service Board allocate $5,000 from the Special Fund both to host this conference and enable it to enlist international experts to act as presenters.  (In accordance with Special Fund Policy- Objective #1 - Board/Community Relations) 



BACKGROUND:



The burgeoning phenomenon of gambling in its many guises has had a profound impact on Ontario communities; be it economically, socially or, in its illegal form, within the framework of the criminal justice system.  



In August 1998, the Toronto Police Services Board will host a major one day conference for members of Police Service Boards throughout the Province of Ontario, to enable them to deal more effectively with the issues of gambling as it effects on their communities.



The Chair of this event will be City of Toronto Councillor Judy Sgro, vice chair of the Toronto Police Services Board.   The Conference will take place at the City of Toronto council chambers.  Several of the sessions will be open to the public.    



I would therefore recommend that the Board undertake the following:



1.	THAT the Board host a Conference in August 1998 at City of Toronto council chambers for the Police Services Boards of Ontario to discuss the issue of legal and illegal gambling as it impacts on our communities.



2	THAT  Service Board allocate $5,000 from the Special Fund both to host this conference and enable it to enlist international experts to act as presenters.  (In accordance with Special Fund Policy- Objective #1 - Board/Community Relations) 











The Board approved the foregoing noting that the date of the conference would be changed from August 1998 to an appropriate date during the Fall 1998.
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ATTENDANCE AT A CONFERENCE - NATIONAL BLACK POLICE ASSOCIATION



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 3, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				Payment of Expenses incurred by personnel attending the National Black Police Association Annual Conference



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board approve the request for the following members of the Service to attend the conference indicated below, at an approximate cost of $1978.93 per delegate, a total cost of $5,936.68



BACKGROUND:



1998 National Black Police Association Conference (NBPA), 

New Orleans, Louisiana, USA

July 19 to 26, 1998



Staff Inspector Keith Forde	(2385)	Trials Preparation

Detective Vernett McLeod	(3671)	Intelligence Services

Police Constable Terry James	(5574)	Human Resource Services 



The National Black Police Association (NBPA) was founded in November 1972 as a non-profit corporation.  The NBPA is a nationwide organization of Black Police Association with a membership of over 35,000 dedicated to the promotion of justice, fairness and effectiveness in law enforcement.  The principal concerns of the NBPA centre upon law enforcement issues and the effects of those issues upon the total community.



The theme of this year’s conference is “Unity of Purpose: Setting an agenda for Justice in the 21st Century”.  The National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Executives, National Association of Black Narcotics Agents, National Black Prosecutors’ Association, and the National Black Police Association have all joined together to host this year’s conference.





As police officers and community leaders concerned about the impact of the criminal justice process in our communities, we recognize that society expects more from police officers than it does from individuals in any other area of public policy.  There is no question that as police officers we must carry out our responsibilities through increased relationships and teamwork with one another, and as well as the communities we serve.



There will be many interesting workshops that would be of significant benefit to the Service as well as the members that will be attending.



The Chief Administrative Officer - Policing has confirmed that funds for this purpose are available in the Service’s 1998 operating budget, account TNE-TM 76532-1.



Staff Inspector Keith Forde, Trial Preparation Unit, local 7719, will be in attendance to answer any questions.

















The Board approved the foregoing.
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REQUEST FOR FUNDS - ADVERTISEMENT 1998 CARIBANA FESTIVAL GUIDE



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 15, 1998 from Norman Gardner, Chairman:



SUBJECT:				ADVERTISEMENT 1998 CARIBANA FESTIVAL GUIDE



RECOMMENDATION:		1.	THAT the Board approve the purchase of one black and white half- page advertisement in the 1998 Official Festival guide for Caribana at a cost of $2,665 plus GST and that it be paid from the Special Fund (In accordance with Policy Objective No.2 - Service /Community Relations) and



2.	THAT Supt. Keith Cowling, Toronto Police Liaison Officer for Caribana 1998 be authorized to co ordinate the purchase of the advertisement on behalf of the Board.



BACKGROUND:



The Toronto Police Service Board has been asked to consider purchasing an advertisement in the Official 1998 Festival Guide for Caribana by its publisher, WORD Toronto’s Urban Culture Magazine (letter dated 10 June 1998 refers, copy attached).



The Board has purchased half page advertising in Caribana Festival Guides for the past three years.  These guides were circulated to tens of thousands of tourists visiting Toronto during the Caribana celebrations. 



In light of the significant involvement of the Toronto Police Service at many of the Caribana events, I feel that it would be appropriate for the Board to show its support for Caribana by purchasing an advertisement.











IT IS THEREFORE REQUESTED



1.	THAT the Board approve the purchase of one black and white half- page advertisement in the 1998 Official Festival guide for Caribana at a cost of $2,665 plus GST and that it be paid from the Special Fund (In accordance with Policy Objective No.2 - Service/Community Relations) and



2.	THAT Supt. Keith Cowling, Toronto Police Liaison Officer for Caribana 1998 be authorized to co ordinate the purchase of said advertisement on behalf of the Board.















The Board approved the foregoing.



�THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON JUNE 18, 1998



REQUEST FOR FUNDS:  TORONTO POLICE LIFEGUARDING SERVICE - Provincial Lifeguarding Competition



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 4, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				TORONTO POLICE LIFEGUARDING SERVICE - Provincial Lifeguarding Competition



RECOMMENDATION:		That the Board provide financial assistance in the amount of $2000 for the members of the Toronto Lifeguards Team - Summer Students.  (In accordance with Board Special Fund Police Objective #2 Force/Community Relations)



BACKGROUND:



In July 1998 the Provincial Lifeguard Championships will be held in Sandbanks Provincial Park.  The teams will be judged on running, swimming, paddle boarding, first aid, cardiopulmonary resuscitation and other lifeguarding skills.  The competition is open to both male and female guards.



In past years the Police Services Board have sponsored the entrants from the Service.



Once again this year the lifeguards wish to compete by sending two teams of five swimmers and one team of two swimmers for a new, two person, event.  In addition, in August of this year, the City of Vaughan, Ontario, will host the Provincial Pool Lifeguarding Competition.  This type of competition provides experience in skills related to lifeguarding as well as exposing the team to members of other lifeguarding squads for an exchange of values and ideas.



Members of the Toronto lifeguard team train constantly throughout the season in an effort to represent the Service with distinction.  The team participates in a number of related fund-raisers throughout the season but request that the Police Services Board cover entry fees and a portion of the transportation cost.



Both the Pool and the Waterfront Championship require entry fees totalling $1830.  As each competition lasts for three days the lifeguards request $170 to alleviate some of their transportation costs.



Without the financial support of the Police Services Board the Toronto Police Lifeguards will be unable to compete in these competitions and will be deprived of the experience gleaned from competition with one’s peers.



Staff Inspector Hegney and Mr. William Hollowell, the civilian manager of the lifeguard program, will be present to answer any questions the Board may have.















The Board approved the foregoing.
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CAPITAL BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT - MAY 31, 1998



The Board was in receipt of the following report JUNE 15, 1998 from David J. Boothby, Chief of Police:



SUBJECT:				CAPITAL BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1998.



RECOMMENDATION:		THAT the Board receive this report.



BACKGROUND:



Please find attached a copy of the letter sent to the City Of Toronto Budget Director regarding Capital Budget Variance Report for the period ending May 31, 1998 (attachment 1).  This letter, along with the variance report (not included in this submission), was submitted to City Finance on June 12, 1998, the deadline for the May 31, 1998 Capital Variance Reports and will be before the Budget Committee at their meeting June 23, 1998.  The detailed variance report and status of each Capital project is on file with the Service’s Budgeting & Control unit.



The variance report indicates a position of $4.1M overspent in 1998.  Although all Capital projects are projected as being spent to, or under, budget, cashflow impacts from 1997 and previous years have resulted in this unfavourable variance.



Hugh Moore, CAO-Policing (8-8005), Frank Chen, Director of Finance and Administration (8-7879), and Larry Stinson, Director of Computing & Telecommunications (8-7550) will be present at the Board meeting to respond to any questions.



















The Board received the foregoing.
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ADJOURNMENT









					

		Chairman
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