REPORT TO THE POLICE SERVICES BOARD

Author:  Chief (Interim) Date of Report:  January 28", 2022
Todd Rollauer #714

Subject:  By-Law Administration of the Complaints
System

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Board receives for information the review of investigations conducted by the Professional
Standards Unit from January 1st to December 31st, 2021.

Signed: 4 /T ~— Date: e ar 2

Chief gf Police (Interim)

OVERVIEW

This report provides a review of investigations involving public complaints, internal complaints,
and Chief’s complaints. The public complaints system in Ontario is administered by the Office of
the Independent Police Review Director (OIPRD). Public complaints can be mailed to the OIPRD,
filed at any police station, or filed electronically on the OIPRD website. The OIPRD decides which
complaints will be investigated through a screening process. The OIPRD’s categories for
screening out complaints are defined in Appendix A.

For the complaints that are screened in, the OIPRD can choose to either retain the complaints for
investigation or other forms of resolution, assign the complaint to a third party police service to
investigate, or direct the DRPS to investigate through the Professional Standards Unit (PSU).
Public complaint investigations are bound by specific legislative timelines: conduct complaints
are due in 120 days and policy complaints are due in 60 days.

Internal complaints are initiated by the PSU in response to instances of potential misconduct by
members of the Service. Information used to generate an internal complaint can originate from
any source, but usually comes from a member of the Service or a member of the public. Civilian
members of the Service can also be the focus of an internal complaint investigation and may be
subject to discipline as detailed in DRPS Directive AO-09-004: Civilian Discipline Process.

Finally, Chief's complaints are investigations into the conduct of sworn members that may
uncover sufficient evidence of misconduct pursuant to the Police Services Act. They may arise
from an internal complaint investigation. Chief’'s Complaints are initiated by order of the Chief of
Police and, as with public complaints, sworn members are compelled to participate in the
investigation.

1 I By-Law Administration of the Complaints System

Page 16 of 94



The number of substantiated complaints in 2021 is low. As such, there are no discernable trends
on which to base a meaningful analysis with respect to the frequency, nature and substance of
the complaints received, or to offer an opinion with respect to training. As such, this will again
be considered in the next report.

PuBLIic COMPLAINTS

In 2021, the OIPRD received 156 public complaints with respect to the conduct of either DRPS
officers or DRPS services, or policies. This represented a 5.4 percent increase from the 148
complaints received in 2020. However, it is important to note in 2020, we received 19 public
complaints regarding the same matter.

Of the 156 public complaints involving DRPS officers, conduct, services or policies, 81 were
addressed by the OIPRD as follows:

e 75 were screened out by the OIPRD and closed based on the criteria outlined in Appendix
“A".

e One was withdrawn before screening

e Five were assigned to third-party police services for investigations and, at the time of
writing, one was resolved by Informal Resolution, two were unsubstantiated and two are
still under investigation.

The remaining 75 public complaints were assigned to DRPS PSU for investigation. This is a 33.9
percent increase from the 56 that were assigned to PSU in 2020.

59 of those public complaints have been resolved as follows:

e Five were resolved by way of Early Resolution,

e 19 were closed by way of Informal Resolution Agreement (after mediation with PSU
investigators),

e One was terminated by OIPRD,

e One was terminated by PSU (unable to investigate),

e 11 were deemed unsubstantiated, and

e 22 were withdrawn by the complainants (after mediation with PSU investigators).

The remaining 16 public complaints are still under investigation.

A review of complaints generated in 2021 indicated that the most frequent type of complaints
involved officer conduct with allegations of:

e Discreditable Conduct — most common were allegations of officers being rude, insulting
or insensitive (24), discriminatory in nature (15) and Covid19 related concerns (9)

e Neglect of Duty — most common were allegations of officers not conducting a thorough
investigation (25)

e Unnecessary Arrest/Unnecessary Exercise of Authority — most common were allegations
of officers conducting discrimination based arrests (3) and using aggressive force (6)
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PUBLIC COMPLAINTS

TYPE OF PUBLIC COMPLAINT

Conduct 146 (1 Belleville PS, 1 YRP)
Policy 3 3
Service Provided 1 I ; e e I -—I
Not about Conduct or 0 0
Service

PusLIc COMPLAINTS SCREENED OUT BY THE OIPRD

At This Time (pending 3 15
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Terminatedby OIPRD | 0 N - S N
 ThirdParty 25 SR 8
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Withdrawn before 3 1
Screening
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tiated
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Unsubstantiated 1
Withdrawn ; 0
0
0
1

Informal Discipline
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PusLIC COMPLAINTS INVESTIGATED BY OTHER SERVICES - ALLEGATION

Discreditable Conduct 1
Failto MakeEntry |0 R i -
‘Neglect of Duty 1 BElGe e N e
Unlawful or Unnecessary 0 1
Exercise of Authority

*PLEASE NOTE THAT COMPLAINTS OFTEN ALI.EGE MORE TI-IAN ONE CATEGORY OF MISCONDUCT

PuBLIC COMPLAINTS INVESTIGATED BY OTHER SERVICES - DISPOSITION

Informal Resolution

Unsubstantiated

I
— 0
Substantiated |0

1

1

Pending
Request for Rewew i,

Assault ! !

0
' Breach of Confldentlallty 1 1 - |3 .
Corrupt Practice 15 Uit A PR 2
Deceit i — | e el
Discreditable Conduct | 40*  70% ) R R
Insubordination K . -
Neglect of Duty 2 Sheagt B
Service/Policy Complamt - e =tk 3 |
Unnecessary 15 122
Arrest/Unnecessary
Exercise of Authority e SRR i A A

*PI.EASE NOTE THAT COMPLAINTS OFTEN ALLEGE MORE THAN ONE CATEGORY OF MISCONDUCT

PusLIC COMPLAINTS INVESTIGATED BY THE DRPS PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS UNIT = DISPOSITION

Customer Service 2 0

Er Resolution (CSR) e S e ATy 1 DUt b
CSR Terminated and then 1 0
ScreenedoutbyOIPRD | === B -
Early Resolution 0 5
Informal Resolution 9 19
Agreement I R T = . )
' Substantiated - - Formal 1 (Member resigned) 0
 Discipline '
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Substantiated — Informal 0 | 0

Discipline p—
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' Terminated by OIPRD | 0 e |

' Terminated by PSU 0 J k!
| Unsubstantiated 6 ST EG
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INTERNAL/CHIEF'S COMPLAINTS

In 2021, the PSU investigated 60 internal complaints. This represented a 36.36 percent increase
from the 44 investigated in 2020.

Of the 60 internal complaints, 24 met the threshold for Chief’'s Complaints. This represented a
71.43 percent increase from the 14 meeting this threshold in 2020. Additionally, three were
assigned to third-party police services to investigate totaling 63 internal complaints.

41 of the internal/Chief’s complaints have been resolved as follows:

Eight internal investigations were resolved by way of moving to a Chief’s Complaint,
12 internal investigations were closed no further action,

Two were regarding a police officer from another service which were forwarded to the
responsible service for investigation,

Two members resigned,

One member retired,

Seven were substantiated after investigation,

One of the investigations was terminated (criminal charges were withdrawn),

One was unfounded,

Seven were unsubstantiated and

One of the investigation assigned to a third-party police services has been closed no
further action. The two remaining investigations are still active and under investigation.

The remaining 19 internal/Chief's complaints are still under investigation.

A review of complaints generated in 2021 indicated the most frequent type of internal/Chief’s
complaints were officer conduct complaints with allegations of:

Discreditable Conduct — most common were allegations of officers engaging
inappropriate behaviour (10), misuse of CPIC/DRPS systems (4), officers charged
criminally (3) and officers engaging in inappropriate online/social media
comments/posts (2).

Insubordination — most common were allegations of not following orders and/or DRPS
Directives (7), misuse of CPIC/DRPS systems (4) and posting or disclosing confidential
information (4)
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e Breach of Confidence — most common were allegations of officers posting or disclosing
confidential information (6) and officers engaging in inappropriate online/social media
comments/posts (4)

INTERNAL / CHIEF'S COMPLAINTS

INTERNAL / CHIEF'S COMPLAINTS — ALLEGATIONS

Assault 1 o
Break and Enter 10 - — 1 ]
Ereﬁqcﬁh of Conflglence 14 12% 5
Careless Use of Flrearm 1 0
Cause Disturbance 24 0 (e
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INTERNAL / CHIEF'S COMPLAINTS - DISPOSITIONS
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As of December 31, 2021, there were three officers suspended from duty:

e 2 officers charged criminally
e 1 officer charged PSA
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APPENDIX “A”

OIPRD Screen Out Information: The OIPRD has the legislative discretion to screen out complaints for
reason, outlined under section 60 of the PSA:

DEFINITIONS

BAD FAITH: Complaints where there is clear evidence that it was made for an improper purpose or with a
hidden motive.

BETTER DEALT WITH UNDER ANOTHER ACT OR LAW; Complaints that should clearly be dealt with by another
authority (e.g., a complaint about the validity of a traffic ticket for speeding).

FRIVOLOUS; A complaint that does not reveal any allegation of misconduct or breach of the Code of

Conduct, or is trivial, or lacks substance or an air of reality.

NO JURISDICTION UNDER SECTION 58: The complaint is not about a policy, service, or the conduct of a police

officer. The person listed in the complaint does not fall under the jurisdiction of the OIPRD; or the
complainant is not someone who is permitted to make a complaint.

NOT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST: A broad range of factors are considered when the Director determines what
may or may not be in the public interest. The Director may consider the nature of the misconduct
alleged, whether the action appears to be a proper exercise of police discretion, the circumstances
under which the conduct occurred, whether the conduct could bring the police service into disrepute,
the effect of the decision to investigate a complaint, or not, on the public’s confidence in the
accountability and integrity of the complaints system, whether issues are of systemic importance and/or
there is a broader public interest at stake. This list is not exhaustive.

OVER SIX MONTHS AND OTHER CRITERIA: The Director may decide not to deal with a complaint if it is made
more than six months after the occurrence of the final incident cited in the complaint or when the

incident was discovered by the complainant.

INFORMAL RESOLUTION

Informal Resolution is a way to resolve less serious complaints and can be attempted at any time during
the OIPRD complaint process. The complainant, the respondent officer and the Police Chief or OPP
Commissioner must all agree. The decision to recommend Informal Resolution depends on the
circumstances of each case. Some examples of conduct that may be suitable for Informal Resolution
include:

e DISCREDITABLE CONDUCT THAT DOES NOT INVOLVE A BREACH OF TRUST

®  INCIVILITY, INCLUDING ALLEGATIONS OF UNFAIR OR BIASED TREATMENT OR RUDE OR PROFANE LANGUAGE
e DAMAGE TO CLOTHING OR PROPERTY

e  UNLAWFUL OR UNNECESSARY EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY AND

e  EXCESSIVE USE OF FORCE THAT DOES NOT RESULT IN SERIOUS INJURY
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Classification PUBLIC

Meeting February 15, 2022
Monitoring Report:
i Collection of Identifying Information in
Agends lem Certain Circumstances — Prohibition and
Duties
Authors Director Vidal Chavannes & Carolyn Publow

Recommended Motion:

THAT the Board receive the Collection of Identifying Information in Certain Circumstances —
Prohibition and Duties annual monitoring report.

I hereby submit my monitoring report on your policy regarding the Collection of Identifying
Information in Certain Circumstances according to the schedule set out. I certify that the information
contained in this report is accurate.

I report compliance on all nine provisions of this policy.

Signed: . A — Date: Fe.. ry /27
Chief of Police

BOARD POLICY STATEMENT

The Durham Regional Police Services Board is committed to enhancing trust and confidence in police
services and to ensuring that they are delivered without bias or discrimination. Interactions between
members of the public and members of the DRPS are undertaken to advance community safety and are
intended to inspire confidence and build positive relationships. The practices and procedures of the
DRPS in respect of the collection of identifying information shall not be arbitrary or based upon any
racial profiling, and shall reflect a commitment to professionalism, accountability and transparency.

1/11
Page 24 of 94



Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy that the Durham Regional Police Service must ensure that the
collection of identifying information is done in a bias free manner that demonstrates a commitment to
transparency and accountability.

Policy Provision #1

A procedure is adopted to ensure compliance with all requiremenis stated in Regulation 58/16 of the
Police Services Act, “Collection of Identifying Information in Certain Circumstances — Prohibition and
Duties” (the Regulation).

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy provision that I will ensure that policies and procedures are in place
that will ensure compliance with the Regulation, and that these policies and procedures will be
adequately communicated to members of the Service such that it is reasonable to expect that they will
be carried out properly. Based on this interpretation, I report compliance on this policy provision.

Data Support:

The Collection of Identifying Information directive was drafted in 2016 in accordance with Ontario
Regulation 58/16 and came into effect on January 1, 2017. This directive outlines the policies and
procedures that members shall follow when collecting, or attempting to collect, identifying information
in certain circumstances. The directive is scheduled to be reviewed annually by the Deputy Chief of
Policing Operations. This directive is available to all members through the DRPS” internal website
‘MediaOne’.

Policy Provision #2

Beginning January 1, 2017, a document is offered to each individual from whom identifying
information is attempted to be collected and given to each individual if he or she wants it, unless the
officer believes that continuing to interact with the individual will compromise the safety of an
individual or might delay the officer from responding to another matter that should be responded to
immediately.

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy provision that an individual, from whom an officer attempts to
collect information whether that attempt was successful or not, will be offered a receipt of the
transaction unless the officer attempting the collection believes that providing such a receipt will cause
a delay in response to an emergency situation. Based on this interpretation, and given the information
outlined below, I report compliance with this policy provision.
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Data Support:

Data regarding compliance with this policy is discussed below under policy provision 4 subsections /,
m and n, and under subsection r(i). There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no
instances where an officer was involved in a situation that required a receipt to be offered.

Policy Provision #3

3.0 The document given to the individual includes:
a. The officer’s name, identification number, and the date, time and location of the attempted
collection;
b. Information about how to contact the Independent Police Review Director should the
individual wish to inquire about making, or make a public complaint;
c. An explanation that an individual can request access to information about himself or herself
that is in the custody or control of the DRPS, under the Municipal Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act.

3.1 Any amendments to the document be shared with the Board for information and input.

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy provision that the receipt provided to an individual pursuant to
Policy Provision 2 shall contain, at a minimum: the information outlined in the provision and that any
changes to the receipt will be shared with the Police Services Board. Based on this interpretation, I
report compliance with this policy provision.

Data Support:

The receipt document provided to an individual contains the information specified in this policy
provision. Specifically, one side of the document contains a pre-printed receipt number, fields for the
officer’s name, badge number, the date and time of the attempted collection, and the location of the
attempted collection. The reverse side includes a brief description of the mandate of the Office of the
Independent Police Review Director along with the relevant contact information, directions on how to
access a provincial website with details regarding Ontario Regulation 58/16, instructions on how to file
a freedom of information request through the DRPS, as well as general contact information for the
DRPS, including a toll-free phone number, and directions to the DRPS website.

Policy Provision #4
An annual report, each calendar year, at a time determined by the Board, in consultation with the

Chief, be presented to the Board that includes all information to be reported as required by this policy
and in section 14 of the Regulation. The annual report on the collection of identifying information shall
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be included as part of the DRPS annual report under section 31 of the Adequacy and Effectiveness of
Police Services Regulation.

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of the policy that the Board be presented with an annual monitoring report
pursuant to this policy and section 14 of the Regulation, outlining the attempted collections of
identifying information that occurred between January 1 and December 31 of the preceding year. It is
my understanding that attempted collections of identifying information refers to instances where the
identifying information of one or more persons was collected, or an attempt to collect occurred.
Furthermore, it is my interpretation that the information specified in section 14 of Ontario Regulation
58/16 will be included as part of the Service’s Annual Report made under section 31 of Ontario
Regulation 3/99. Based on this interpretation, I report compliance on this provision pending publication
of the DRPS 2021 Annual Report, scheduled to be presented to the Police Services Board in June 2022.

Data Support:

As per Ontario Regulation 58/16 of the Police Services Act, new regulation surrounding the Collection
of Identifying Information in Certain Circumstances (CIICC) came into force on January 1, 2017. As
of year-end 2021, there were zero (0) street checks within the meaning of Regulation 58/16 based on
the circumstances articulated in the street check narrative.

a. An assessment of the utility of the information collected pursuant to the Regulation to achieving
positive community safety outcomes.

A thorough assessment of the utility of the information collected pursuant to the
Regulation to achieving positive community safety outcomes cannot be conducted for
2021 due to the fact that there were no attempted collections.

b. Approximate costs for adhering to the Regulation, including all training and administrative
COSIS.

There were no costs incurred by the Durham Regional Police Service for adhering to
the Regulation in 2021.

c. The number of public complaints resulting from or relating to information collected pursuant
to the Regulation, and the number of such complainis that were substantiated.

The Durham Regional Police Service did not receive any public complaints resulting
from or relating to information collected pursuant to the Regulation.

d. The number of requests made to the Police Service under the Municipal Freedom of Information
and Privacy Act relating to information collected pursuant to the Regulation.

There were no general information requests or personal record information requests
made to the Durham Regional Police Service from January 1, 2021 to December 31,
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2021 under the Municipal Freedom of Information and Privacy Act relating to
information collected pursuant to the Regulation.

The number of attempted collections.

In 2021, there were zero (0) incidents in which an attempt to collect identifying
information was made.

The number of attempted collections in which identifyving information was collected.

There were zero (0) attempted collections in which identifying information was
collected.

The number of individuals from whom identifying information was collected.
There were zero (0) individuals from whom identifying information was collected.

The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1) because the officer
had reason to believe that informing the individual might compromise the safety of an
individual.

There were no instances in which a police officer did not inform the individual under
6(1) because the officer had reason to believe that informing the individual might
compromise the safety of an individual.

The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1) because informing
the individual would likely compromise an ongoing police investigation.

There were no instances in which a police officer did not inform the individual under
6(1) because informing the individual would likely compromise an ongoing police
investigation.

The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1) because informing
the individual might allow a confidential informant to be identified.

There were no instances in which a police officer did not inform the individual under
6(1) because informing the individual might allow a confidential informant to be
identified.

The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1) because informing
the individual might disclose the identity of a person contrary to the law, including a young
person contrary to the Youth Criminal Justice Act.

There were no instances in which a police officer did not inform the individual under
6(1) because informing the individual might disclose the identity of a person contrary
to the law, including a young person contrary to the Youth Criminal Justice Act.
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Page 28 of 94



m.

n.

The number of times an individual was not given a receipt document because the individual did
not indicate that he or she wanted it.

There were no attempted collections and therefore no instances where an individual was
not given a receipt because the individual indicated that they did not want a receipt
document.

The number of times an officer did not provide a receipt as the officer believed that continuing
to interact with the individual might compromise the safety of an individual.

There were no instances where an officer did not provide a receipt as the officer believed
that continuing to interact with the individual might compromise the safety of an
individual.

The number of times an officer did not provide a receipt as the officer believed that continuing
to interact with the individual might delay the officer from responding to another matter that
should be responded to immediately.
There were no instances where an officer did not provide a receipt as the officer believed
that continuing to interact with the individual might delay the officer from responding
to another matter that should be responded to immediately.
The number of attempted collections from individuals who are perceived by the police officer
to be:

1. Males;

There were zero (0) attempted collections from individuals who were perceived
by the police officer to be male.

1. Females;

There were zero (0) attempted collections from individuals who were perceived
by the police officer to be female.

iii. Within the age groups as identified by the Chief of Police and in accordance with the
Regulation;

There were zero (0) attempted collections.

iv. Within the racialized groups as identified by the Chief of Police and in accordance with
the Regulation;

There were zero (0) attempted collections.
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There were zero (0) attempted collections from individuals who were perceived
by the police officer to be Indigenous.

An analysis of whether the collections were attempted disproportionately based on the sex, age,
or membership in a racialized group, or a combination of these factors, and if so, any additional
information that the Chief considers relevant to explain the attempted collections.

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there is no data available to analyze
for disproportionately based on the sex, age, or membership in a racialized group, or a
combination of these factors.

The neighbourhoods or areas where collections were attempted and the number of attempted
collections in each neighbourhood or area.

There were zero (0) attempted collections.

The number of determinations made by the Chief as to whether the information entered into the
database:
i.  Did not comply with limitations on collection set out in section 5 or clause 9(4)(a) of
the Regulation.

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no instances
where information entered into the database did not comply with limitations on
collection set out in section 5 or clause 9(4)(a) of the Regulation.

ii. Did not comply with sections 5, 6 and 7 of the Regulation based on the results of the
review(s), done at least once a year, of an appropriately sized random sample of entries
of identifying information included in the database to estimate within a margin of error
of plus or minus 5 percent, at a 95 percent confidence level.

There were zero (0) attempted collections, therefore there were no instances
where information entered into the database did not comply with section 5, 6 and
7 of the Regulation.

The number of times, if any, members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted by virtue of one or more of the following:
i. For the purpose of an ongoing police investigation;

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no instances
where members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted for the purpose of an ongoing
police investigation.

ii. In connection with legal proceedings or anticipated legal proceedings,
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There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no instances
where members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted in connection with legal
proceedings or anticipated legal proceedings.

iii. For the purpose of dealing with a complaint under Part V of the Act or for the purpose
of an investigation or inquiry under clause 25(1)(1) of the Act;

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no instances
where members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted for the purpose of dealing with a
complaint under Part V of the Act or for the purpose of an investigation or
inquiry under clause 25(1)(1) of the Act.

iv. In order to prepare the annual report or a report required due to disproportionate
collection (under section 15 of the Regulation);

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no instances
where members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted in order to prepare the annual
report.

v. For the purpose of complying with a legal requirement; or,

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no instances
where members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted for the purpose of complying with
a legal requirement.

vi. For the purpose of evaluating a police officer’s performance,

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there were no instances
where members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted for the purpose of evaluating a
police officer’s performance.

Policy Provision #5

Following an analysis of the annual report referred to in paragraph 4 of this policy, if a determination
is made that identifying information was attempted to be collected disproportionately, a review of the
practices of the Police Service is conducted and a report is provided to the Board that includes:
a. The results of the review,
b. Any proposals the Chief determines to be appropriate to address the disproportionate attempted
collection of information.
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Any such report prepared by the Police Service under section 5 of the policy be presented to the Board
within 60 days of the annual report to the Board. The Board shall publish any such report it receives
under section 5 of this policy on the Internet and shall make it available to the public free of charge.
The Board shall consider the report and its proposals and consider whether to give direction o the
Chief of Police under section 31(1)(e) of the Act.

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy that a review of the practices of the Durham Regional Police Service
will be undertaken if it is found that identifying information was attempted to be collected
disproportionately and that a report will be presented to the Board that includes the results of the review
along with recommendations from the Chief, if any, as to how the disproportionate attempted collection
of information will be addressed. It is my understanding that any such report prepared by the Durham
Regional Police Service will be provided to the Board within 60 days of the annual report to the Board.
Based on this interpretation, | report compliance on this policy provision.

Data Support:

There were zero (0) attempted collections, as such, there is no data available to analyze for
disproportionately based on the sex, age, or membership in a racialized group, or a combination of
these factors.

Policy Provision #6

Identifying information collected before January 1, 2017 be retained, accessed and disclosed pursuant
to DRPS procedures in place at the time the information was collected. If the informationwas collected
in violation of the law as it existed at the time of collection, its retention, access and disclosure shall
be subject to the restrictions in the Regulation.

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy that all identifying information collected prior to January I, 2017
must be retained, accessed and disclosed in accordance with the DRPS procedures that were in place
at the time such information was collected. It is my understanding that the retention, access and
disclosure of identifying information that was found to be collected in violation of the law as it existed
at the time of collection be subject to the restrictions set out in the Regulation. Based on this
interpretation, I report compliance with this policy provision.

Data Support:

Section 14 of the Collection of Identifving Information directive outlines the policies and procedures
surrounding the retention, access and disclosure of identifying information collected before January 1,
2017 and the restrictions to the retention, access and disclosure of identifying information collected in
violation of the law.
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Policy Provision #7

Identifying information collected on or afier January 1, 2017 be retained, accessed, and disclosed only
in the following circumstances, where such reasons can be articulated:

a. Where the requirements of paragraph 9(4) of the Regulation are satisfied;

b. For the purpose of an ongoing police investigation,

c. In connection with legal proceedings, or anticipated legal proceedings;

d. For the purpose of dealing with a complaint under Part V of the Act or for the purpose of an

investigation or inquiry under clause 25(1)(a) of the Act;

e. In order to prepare the annual report described in section 5 of this policy or the report
described in section 6 of this policy;
For the purpose of complying with a legal requirement, or
For the purpose of evaluating a police officer’s performance.

oy T

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy that the retention, access and disclosure of identifying information
collected on or after January 1, 2017 can only occur in the circumstances outlined in the provision and
that the reasons for such retention, access and disclosure be articulated accordingly.

Data Support:

Section14 of the Collection of Identifying Information directive outlines the policies and procedures
surrounding the use, retention, access and disclosure of identifying information collected on or after
January 1, 2017 and the circumstances for which the information can be used.

Policy Provision #8

Identifying information collected contrary to this Regulation, or information held in the database
beyond five years, be restricted to the Chief and his or her designate(s). Identifying information
collected contrary to the Regulation shall not be retained longer than is reasonably necessary to ensure
the information is available in the following circumstances:
a. For the purpose of an ongoing police investigation,
b. In connection with legal proceedings or anticipated legal proceedings;
c. For the purpose of dealing with a complaint under Part V of the Act or for the purpose of an
investigation or inquiry under clause 25(1)(a) of the Act;
d.In order to prepare the annual report or a report required due to disproportionaie collection
(under section 15 of the Regulation);
e. For the purpose of complying with a legal vequirement; or
1. For the purpose of evaluating a police officer’s performance.
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Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy that identifying information collected contrary to the Regulation
and/or all information retained in the database for more than 5 years be restricted to the Chief and his
delegate(s). It is my understanding that identifying information determined to have been collected
contrary to the Regulation not be stored in the database longer than what is deemed to be reasonably
necessary with regards to ensuring that the information is available in the circumstances outlined in the
provision.

Data Support:

The Collection of Identifying Information directive outlines the policies and procedures surrounding
retention guidelines and the restrictions that must be placed on identifying information that was
collected contrary to the Regulation and/or identifying information stored in the database for more than
five years.

Policy Provision #9

On an annual basis, the performance of designate(s) under the Regulation is reviewed to determine
whether the designate(s) is performing his or her duties effectively and if the number of designate(s) is
sufficient to manage the workload associated with the Regulation.

Interpretation of the Chief of Police:

It is my interpretation of this policy that the performance of designate(s) under the Regulation be
reviewed on an annual basis to identify whether designate(s) are performing their duties effectively and
to ascertain whether the number of designate(s) is adequate with regards to managing the workload.

Data Support:

In May of 2018, the verification process for street checks was moved to the General Occurrence Audit
Unit (GOAU). This move provides a layered quality control process beginning with the unit directly
tied to occurrence auditing while ensuring the member’s direct supervisor is able to perform the
function as well.

Due to there being no attempted collections in 2021, a thorough review of the performance of all
designates under the Regulation, as well as a review regarding the management of the workload
associated with the Regulation cannot be conducted at this time.

Attachments:

A. Summary of Collections of Identifying Information
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Appendix A — Summary of Collections of Identifying Information

Metric H
Approximate costs for adhering to the Regulation. S0
The number of public complaints resulting from or relating to information

collected pursuant to the Regulation, and the number of such complaints that 0

were substantiated.

The number of requests made to the Police Service under the Municipal

Freedom of Information and Privacy Act relating to information collected 0
pursuant to the Regulation.

The number of attempted collections. 0
The number of attempted collections in which information was collected. 0
The number of individuals from whom identifying information was collected. 0
The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1)

because the officer had reason to believe that informing the individual might 0

compromise the safety of an individual.

The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1)
because informing the individual would likely compromise an ongoing police 0
investigation.

The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1)
because informing the individual might allow a confidential informant to be 0
identified.

The number of times a police officer did not inform the individual under 6(1)
because informing the individual might disclose the identity of a person

; . . 0
contrary to the law, including a young person contrary to the Youth Criminal
Justice Act.
The number of times an individual was not given a receipt document because 0

the individual did not indicate that he or she wanted it.

The number of times an officer did not provide a receipt as the officer
believed that continuing to interact with the individual might compromise the 0
safety of an individual.

The number of times an officer did not provide a receipt as the officer
believed that continuing to interact with the individual might delay the officer 0
from responding to another matter that should be responded to immediately.

The number of attempted collections from individuals who are perceived by the police officer to
be:

Males 0
Females 0
Within the age groups as identified by the Chief of Police and in accordance 0
with the Regulation.

Within the racialized groups as identified by the Chief of Police and in 0
accordance with the Regulation:

The number of individuals who were perceived by the officer to be 0
Indigenous.

The neighbourhoods or areas where collections were attempted and the 0

number of attempted collections in each neighbourhood or area.

The number of determinations made by the Chief as to whether the
information entered into the unrestricted database:
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Did not comply with limitations on collection set out in section 5 of clause
9(4)(a) of the Regulation

Did not comply with sections 5, 6 and 7 of the Regulation based on the results
of the reviews(s), done at least once a year, of an appropriately sized random
sample of entries of identifying information included in the database to 0
estimate within a margin of error of plus or minus 5 percent, at a 95 percent
confidence level.

The number of times, if any, members of the police force were permitted to access identifying
information to which access must be restricted by virtue of one or more of the following:

For the purpose of an ongoing police investigation 0

In connection with legal proceedings or anticipated legal proceedings 0

For the purpose of dealing with a complaint under Part V of the Act or for the

purpose of an investigation or inquiry under clause 25(1){(1} of the Act 0
In order to prepare the annual report or a report required due to 0
disproportionate collection (under section 15 of the Regulation)

For the purpose of complying with a legal requirement 0
For the purpose of evaluating a police officer's performance 0
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[ Public]

REPORT TO THE POLICE SERVICES BOARD

Author:  Holly Britton Date of Report:  January 2022

Subject:  [nfluences on Staff Deployment Information or Information
Decision Report

RECOMMENDATION(S)

“That the Board receives the following report for information”

Signed: o f— Date: Fa_\:;rwqr-l f/ 22
Chief of Police V /

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since the onset of the COVID 19 pandemic the Health and Wellness Unit has responded to the needs of the
Service and prioritized their work accordingly. The Health and Wellness Unit has continued to support the EOC
and members navigating through the pandemic. The Service has continued to take steps to address members
mental and physical wellness especially during these unprecedented times. The Service continues to support a
variety of programs and initiatives to benefit the health and wellness of the membership. This provides current
staffing numbers in respect to members fully deployable.

DISCUSSION

The following information is intended to provide the Board with an overview of the Service's current staffing
pressures and recognize the steps the Service is taking to alleviate the pressure and provide meaningful and
successful programs aimed to improve the membership’s overall mental and physical wellbeing.

The pressure put on the Health and Wellness Unit has been constant throughout the pandemic with the ever-
changing demands to manage COVID and support the membership. The Health and Wellness Unit has flexed
and adapted to ensure the needs of the Service have been met during this pandemic, causing the focus and
priorities to shift from the original plan and objectives. Health and Wellness staff also tlexed to support
Recruiting efforts with promotional and job posting processes.

COVID has presented new challenges amongst managing claims like exacerbating stressors, difficulty making
or attending appointments / treatments, and return to work meetings. Members have also been unable to attend
work on a short term basis due to testing COVID positive, being potentially exposed or having to care for a
family member who has tested positive or has been potentially exposed. As of January 26", 2022, there are 142
members who have tested positive but this has not impacted the frontline and has not required the Service to
implement their planned mitigating strategies due to the collaboration of the EOC and Health and Wellness
Unit. Robust processes and timely responses from the EOC and Health and Wellness Unit have minimized the
impact on the continuity of operations.

The Health and Wellness Unit managed to maintain and support the membership who are not fully deployable,
allowing only a slight increase in the numbers of sworn and civilian members at a rate that is comparable to

l
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