BRADFORD WEST GWILLIMBURY / INNISFIL POLICE SERVICES BOARD

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
August 22, 2016

Innisfil Town Hall, Council Chambers

s 2101 Innisfil Beach Rd, Innisfil, ON

7:00 p.m.

A closed session at 6:00 p.m. will precede the public meeting

10.

CALL TO ORDER
DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST - CLOSED SESSION ITEMS

ADOPTION OF CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

Recommendation:
That the Closed Session Agenda dated August 22, 2016 be adopted as printed.

CLOSED SESSION
4.1 Convene Closed Session

Recommendation:

That the Board resolve itself into closed session to discuss matters under the provisions
of the Police Services Act, Part IlI, Section 35 (4) to address Intimate financial and
personal matters and matters involving public security.

4.2 Reconvene Regular Meeting
RISE AND REPORT PROGRESS
DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST - REGULAR MEETING ITEMS

ADOPTION OF REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Recommendation:
That the Regular Meeting Agenda dated August 22, 2016 be adopted as printed.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Recommendation:
That the minutes of the Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board
meeting of July 18, 2016 be adopted as printed.

DELEGATIONS

There are no delegations scheduled.

PRESENTATIONS

There are no presentations scheduled.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

NEW BUSINESS

11.1 Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Service Board Policies
B-AI-001 — Business Planning

B-AI-002 — Skills Development and Learning

B-AI-003 — Equal Opportunity Discrimination and Workplace Harassment
B-AI-004 — Communicable Diseases

B-AI-005 — Use of Auxiliaries

B-AI-006 — Use of Volunteers

11.2  MCSCS All Chiefs Memo 16-0049 — ACM - O. Reg 58/16 — Collection of
Identifying Information in Certain Circumstances — Prohibition and Duties dated
August 9, 2016.

11.3 New Hires Recommendation Report

11.4 Board Finance Policy

BUSINESS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS

None.

MONITORING REPORTS TO THE BOARD

13.1 Operational Report — July 2016
13.2  Financial Activity — July 2016

Recommendation:
That the Monitoring Reports to the Board be received for information.

CHIEF UPDATE

Recommendation:
That the verbal report from Chief Beazley be received by the Board.

CONSENT

15.1 MCSCS All Chiefs Memo 16-0046 and Attachment — Zone Advisors Update
dated July 18, 2016.

15.2  MCSCS All Chiefs Memo 16-0050 and Attachment — Guidance on Sharing in
Multi-Sectoral Risk Intervention Models dated August 15, 2016.

15.3 Police Newsletter — July 2016

Recommendation:
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That the consent items be received by the Board for information.

16. ANNOUNCEMENTS

No announcements.

17. NEXT MEETING
Monday, September 19, 2016, Innisfil Town Hall, Community Room 7:00 pm
18. ADJOURNMENT

Recommendation:
That the Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board adjourn at

p.m.




BRADFORD WEST GWILLIMBURY / INNISFIL POLICE SERVICES BOARD
REGULAR MEETING

July 18th, 2016
7:00 p.m.

Innisfil Town Hall, Community Room
2101 Innisfil Beach Rd, Innisfil, ON

DRAFT MINUTES

Board Members Present: Mr. Rod Hicks, Chair (Provincial Appointee)

Mr. Licinio Miguelo, Vice Chair (Council Appointee)
Mayor Rob Keffer, Town of Bradford West Gwillimbury
Mayor Gord Wauchope, Town of Innisfil

Ms. Sharon Villani, (Provincial Appointee)

SSPS Present: Chief Rick Beazley

Deputy Chief Andrew Fletcher
Inspector John Van Dyke
Auxiliary Staff Sargeant Rick Young

Regrets: None

1.

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order by the Chair at 6:14 p.m.

DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST - CLOSED SESSION ITEMS
None Declared.

ADOPTION OF CLOSED SESSION AGENDA
Resolution #072016-001 Wauchope/Villani

That the Closed Session Agenda dated July 18, 2016 be adopted as presented.

CARRIED
CLOSED SESSION
4.1 Convene Closed Session
Resolution #072016-002 Wauchope/Miguelo

That the Board resolve itself into closed session to discuss matters under the provisions
of the Police Services Act, Part III, Section 35 (4) to address Intimate financial and

personal matters and matters involving public security.
CARRIED
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10.

11.

12.

13.

4.2 Reconvene Regular Meeting

RISE AND REPORT PROGRESS
None to Report.

DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST - REGULAR MEETING ITEMS
None declared.

ADOPTION OF REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
Resolution #072016-003 Miguelo/Wauchope

That the Regular Meeting Agenda dated July 18, 2016 be adopted as printed.

CARRIED
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Resolution #072016-004 Wauchope/Miguelo

That the minutes of the Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board
meeting June 20, 2016 be adopted as printed.

CARRIED
DELEGATIONS

None.
PRESENTATIONS
None.

NEW BUSINESS

No new business.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MINUTES

None.

MONITORING REPORTS TO THE BOARD

13.1 SSPS Operational Monthly Report — June 2016

Deputy Fletcher provided the operational monthly update for June 2016. Statistics were
reviewed with the committee members and highlights of the report were provided at the
meeting. The operational report is included in the agenda providing detailed information.

Initiatives for the month included Junior Chief of the day on June 2", Kids and Cops
fishing tournament June 9™ and Special Olympics torch run on June 22" Also of
particular interest is an award that Constable Steve Black was awarded the “outstanding
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policing award presented by the Simcoe/Barrie Chapter of M.A.D.D. (Mothers Against
Drunk Driving).

A discussion ensued regarding whether there is any benefit to breaking down statistics on
a year to date basis for each municipality. Although one municipality receives more calls,
it does not necessarily indicate that there are higher incidences occurring within that
municipality. A suggestion was made that a potential breakdown of the statistics may be
more appropriate being broken down by north and south divisions. As well, consideration
needs to be taken that if all relevant information is not considered it could skew the
statistics inappropriately.

Deputy Fletcher indicated that there is intent to create a dashboard that will provide a
drill down of more in depth information providing the types of calls that time is being
spent investigating occurrences.

Auxiliary Report
Auxiliary Staff Sergeant R. Young provided the Semi-Annual Report to the Board with
on the Auxiliary Unit. Highlights of the report include;

e The auxiliary unit has 24 of 30 authorized positions currently filled

e 1794.5 hours have been provided by the unit from January to June 2016, in
comparison to 2500 hours that were provided over a 12 month period in 2015.

e 446 events were attended for the first 6 months of 2016 whereas 369 events had
been attended for all of 2015. Although there are fewer members, there is a higher
demand for auxiliary staff to cover increased numbers of community base
activities.

e The Auxiliary Officers complement the South Simcoe Police Service with 24
additional officers in times of need. i.e. recent ice storm, missing persons
searches.

There are 2 calls per week for assistance from the Auxiliary unit.

e The second half of the year is the busier time for the unit and will likely see an
increase in the volunteer hours provided by the unit.

e Currently Auxiliary staff work with an App on their cell phones which provides
information to them and has worked well. In order to make any potential
improvements, other services are being contacted to collect information as to how
Auxiliary staff is communicated with and if any improvement can be made within
the unit.

e Under the direction of Human Resources, a formal performance review process
has been implemented for Auxiliary Staff.

e Auxiliary Staff Sargeant R. Young extended his thanks to the Board and indicated
that he is very proud to be a part of the Auxiliary Unit. A year-end report will also
be provided.

e It was noted that a recruitment drive for the Auxiliary unit would be very
beneficial.

e Appreciation was extended to the Auxiliary Unit by the Board, Chief and Deputy
Chief for all the efforts and dedication of the unit and that the volunteer hours that
are provided are never taken for granted and greatly appreciated.

13.2  SSPS Monthly Financial Report — May 2016
Deputy Fletcher provided an overview of the Financial Report for the month of June
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14.

15.

2016. Highlights of the expenditures were provided to those in attendance. Detailed
information is included in the agenda package.

The June 2016 budget indicates a positive variance for the month; variances were seen in
the areas of fuel and wages. At present, many areas of the budget remain below budget.
Deputy Fletcher informed the Board that damage recently occurred to the Police boat
while out on a call and is now in need of repair. Also noted was one area within the
budget which showed an unfavourable variance which was contracts. Staff is monitoring
the contract area of the budget to determine cause of the variance.

Resolution #072016-005 Villani/Keffer

That the Monitoring Reports to the Board be received for information.
CARRIED

CHIEF UPDATE
Chief Beazley provided updates on the following:

e 2 new officers were sworn in and have joined the South Simcoe Police Service

e Interviews have commenced for 3 new recruits that will attend Ontario Police
College upon completion of the hiring process.

e A draft policy risk register has been drafted and is being reviewed to ensure it
meets the Auditors standards. Chief Beazley indicated that he will report back
feedback to Board at the next Police Service Board meeting. The information
will be provided as fyi.

e There are 10 policies forthcoming to Board members to review and will be
reviewed at the next meeting.

e The Citizen Police Academy will commence Thursday September 15", 2016
running for 8 weeks until December 1%, 2016. The session will start at 1830
running until 2100 at North Division. The schedule is attached.

Resolution #072016-006 Wauchope/Miguelo

That the verbal report from Chief Beazley be received for information.
CARRIED

CONSENT

151 MCSCS All Chiefs Memo 16-0044 - The Collection of Identifying
Information in Certain Circumstances - Board Policy Development dated July 4,
2016

15.2 CAPG Directors — Ontario Vacancy

Resolution #072016-007 Miguelo/Keffer

That the consent items be received by the Board.



BWG/Innisfil PSB Meeting Minutes — 2016-Jul-18 5

CARRIED
16. ANNOUCEMENTS
No announcements.
17. NEXT MEETING
Monday, August 22, 2016, Innisfil Town Hall, Community Room 7:00 pm.
18. ADJOURNMENT
Resolution #072016-008 Wauchope/Villani

That the Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board adjourned at 7:56
p.m.

CARRIED

Joanne Ostrowski, Executive Assistant Rod Hicks, Chair



Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board

Section: Administration and Infrastructure

Board Policy No. B-Al-001 Subject: Framework for Business Planning

Date Approved: Date Amended:

Effective Date:

Reporting Requirement:

1. Business Planning (pursuant to O. Reg. 3/99 and PSM Guideline No. Al-001)

1.1 It is the policy of the Board that a Business Plan be prepared at least once every three
(3) years that addresses:

a)

b)

the vision, mission and core functions of the Service, including how it will provide
adequate and effective police services;

quantitative and qualitative performance objectives and indicators relating to:

i) the Service’s provision of community-based crime prevention initiatives,
community patrol and criminal investigation services;

ii) community satisfaction with police services;

iii) emergency calls for service;

iv) violent crime and clearance rates for violent crime;

V) property crime and clearance rates for property crime;
Vi) youth crime and clearance rates for youth crime;

vii) police assistance to victims of crime and re-victimization rates; and
viii)  road safety;

information technology;

police facilities; and

resource planning.

1.2 To support this policy, the Chief of Police and the Board:

a)

b)

shall utilize a consultative strategy for the development of the Business Plan;

will consider when developing the performance objectives, factors such as:
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v)

the Service’s existing and/or previous performance, and estimated costs;

crime, calls for service and public disorder analysis and trends, and other
social, demographic and economic factors that may impact on the
community;

the type of performance objectives, indicators and results being
used/achieved in other similar/comparable jurisdictions;

the availability of measurements for assessing the success in achieving
the performance objectives; and

community expectations, derived from the consultation process,
community satisfaction surveys, and victimization surveys.

will review during the Business Plan preparation, the estimated cost projections
for each year that the plan covers.

will ensure that in conjunction with the Business Plan preparation, that an
information technology plan be developed:

i)

ii)

that evaluates of the Service’s information technology needs, including its
capacity to electronically share information with other agencies,
organizations and community groups;

that requires the periodic review of key business processes, practices and
related technology to identify possible changes that may reduce the
administrative workload of front-line officers; and

that addresses information technology acquisition, updating, replacement
and training.

will ensure that in conjunction with the Business Plan preparation a facilities plan
be developed that, at minimum, ensures that the Service maintains one or more
police facilities that are accessible to the public during normal working hours, and
that during all other hours public telecommunications access to a
communications centre.

1.3 To further support this policy, the Chief of Police will determine whether:

(a)

all police facilities:

meet or exceed provincial building and fire codes;

have sufficient space for the efficient organization of offices and
equipment;

are adequately heated, ventilated, illuminated and, where appropriate and
practical, air conditioned, when in use;

Page 2 of 3
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(iv) have lockers, separate change area, if members are required to change
at the workplace, and washroom facilities, and where appropriate and
practical, shower facilities; and

(v) have appropriate security measures and communications;

members of the police service have available:

(i) appropriate and secure working, records and equipment storage space;

(i) separate or private areas for interviewing purposes; and

the police service’s lock-up facilities meet the required standards.

Where it is determined that the police facilities do not meet the requirements in

(a), (b) and (c), the Chief of Police shall prepare a plan for the Board that sets out

options and costs in order to meet the requirements.

shall implement a resource planning and deployment methodology that is either

automated or manual, and which takes into account the business plan and

existing demands for service; and

at least once every business cycle, will report on workload assessments and
service delivery evaluations for the following areas:

(i) crime prevention;

(i) law enforcement, including separate assessments and evaluations for the
service’s community patrol, communications and dispatch, crime analysis,
criminal intelligence, criminal investigation and investigative supports
functions;

(iir) providing assistance to victims;

(iv) public order maintenance; and

(v) emergency response services for the six functions identified in sections
21(1) and 22 of the Adequacy Standards Regulation.

1.4.  To further support this policy, the Board and the Chief of Police:

(@)

shall establish a process, with municipal council if required, for the
communication of the business plan to:

(i) members of the police service; and

(i) members of the public.
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k' Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board

Section: Administration and Infrastructure

Board Policy No. B-Al-002 Subject: Skills Development and Learning

Date Approved:

Date Amended:

Reporting Requirement:

1. Skills Development and Learning (pursuant to O. Reg. 3/99 and PSM Guideline

Al-002)

1.1 It is the policy of the Board that a Skills Development and Learning Plan be
developed to assess existing and future training needs for the Service.

1.2 To support this policy, the Chief of Police shall:

a) prepare at least once every three years, a skills development and learning
plan that provides an overview of the Service’s existing and anticipated
future needs in relation to skills development and learning that;

)

Vi)

identifies the Service’s skills development and learning objectives;
promotes cost-effective and innovative delivery of skills
development and learning, including potential partnerships with
other service providers;

supports coaching or mentoring of new officers;

ensures the development and maintenance of the knowledge, skills
and abilities of Members of the Service consistent with the
Adequacy Standards Regulation;

emphasizes the importance of organizational learning; and

addresses the responsibility of Members for career development
and skills development and learning.




k' Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board

Section: Administration and Infrastructure

Board Policy No. B-AI-003 Subject: Equal Opportunity, Discrimination and
Workplace Harassment
Date Approved: Date Amended:

Reporting Requirement:

1. Equal Opportunity, Discrimination and Workplace Harassment Prevention
(pursuant to Ontario Human Rights Code, Police Services Act and PSM
Guideline Al-003)

1.1 The objective of equal opportunity in the workplace, and discrimination and
harassment prevention, is to ensure that the best qualified and motivated
persons are selected for employment, promotion, preferred assignments and
career enhancement through lateral transfer.

This objective is to be achieved by ensuring that no discriminatory barriers exist
in the workplace, that no discriminatory or harassing practices or behaviours
exist in the workplace, and that the human rights of employees and potential
employees are upheld and respected both in rule and in practice.

Furthermore, where discriminatory or harassing acts or behaviours do manifest,
they must be effectively investigated and appropriately addressed.

To this end, it is the policy of the Board with respect to equal opportunity;
discrimination and workplace harassment prevention that the Chief of Police
shall:

a) establish procedures on equal opportunity that are consistent with the
principles of the Police Services Act and the Ontario Human Rights Code,
including recruitment, selection, career development and promotion;

b) prepare procedures with respect to workplace harassment and develop
and maintain a program to implement the policy, in accordance with the
Occupational Health and Safety Act (OHSA);

C) establish procedures on responding to and preventing discrimination and
harassment in the workplace, including stereotyping;

d) ensure that no sexist, racist or other offensive or derogatory material is
displayed in the workplace;




POLICY NAME

e) establish procedures on employment accommodation in accordance with
the Ontario Human Rights Code and Section 47 of the Police Services
Act;

f) implement an employee performance appraisal system that includes key
commitments related to diversity and human rights; and

Q) ensure that all officers receive training on race relations, diversity and
human rights.

(Also refer to Board Policy B-Al-016- Workplace Violence and Harassment)
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Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board

Section: Administration and Infrastructure

Board Policy No. B-Al-004 Subject: Communicable Diseases

Date Approved: Date Amended:

Reporting Requirement:

1. Communicable Diseases (pursuant to Occupational Health and Safety Act and PSM
Guidelines No. Al-004)

1.1 It is the policy of the Board that the Chief of Police shall develop procedures related to
communicable diseases.

1.2 To support this policy the Chief of Police shall:

a) develop and maintain procedures that are consistent with the most recent edition of the
Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care’s Preventing and Assessing Occupational
Exposures to Selected Communicable Diseases — An Information Manual for Designated
Officers;

b) designate and train one or more members as a Communicable Disease Coordinator(s);

c) ensure that each Communicable Disease Coordinator is provided with a copy of the most
recent edition of the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care’s Preventing and Assessing
Occupational Exposures to Selected Communicable Diseases — An Information Manual for
Designated Officers; and

d) work, where possible, with the local Medical Officer of Health, to develop a post-exposure
plan that addresses roles and responsibilities, reporting protocols, medical evaluation,
intervention, confidentiality, access to treatments and follow-up support for workers who
have suffered a high-risk occupational exposure to a communicable disease.



Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board

Section: Administration and Infrastructure

Board Policy No. B-A1-005

Subject: Use of Auxiliaries

Date Approved:

Date Amended:

Reporting Requirement:

1. Use of Auxiliaries (PSM AI-005)

1.1 It is the policy of the Board that procedures be developed by the Service with respect to the

use of Auxiliaries.

1.2 To support this policy, the Chief of Police shall:

a) develop and maintain procedures that address the use of Auxiliaries by the Police Service in
accordance with the Police Services Act and the Adequacy Standards Regulation; and

b) ensure that records are maintained relating to the use of Auxiliaries.




Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board

Section: Administration and Infrastructure

Board Policy No. B-AI-006 Subject: Use of Volunteers

Date Approved: Date Amended:

Reporting Requirement:

1. Use of Volunteers (PSM Guideline No. Al-006)

1.1 It is the policy of the Board that procedures be developed by the Service with respect to the
use of volunteers.

1.2 To support this policy, the Chief of Police shall:
a) develop and maintain procedures that address the use of volunteers by the Police Service in
accordance with the Adequacy Standards Regulation, including recruitment, screening,

training and supervision, and

b) ensure that records are maintained relating to the use of volunteers.



Ministry of Community Safety
and Correctional Services

Public Safety Training Division
25 Grosvenor St.

12" Floor

Toronto ON M7A 2H3

Tel.: 416 314-3377
Fax: 416 314-4037

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Ministére de la Sécurité communautaire r\\l o )

et des Services correctionnels }

L Ontario

Division de la formation & la
sécurité publique

25, rue Grosvenor
12° étage
Toronto ON M7A 2H3

Tél.. 416 314-3377
Téléc.: 416 314-4037

All Chiefs of Police and
Commissioner J.V.N. (Vince) Hawkes
Chairs, Police Services Boards

Stephen Beckett
Assistant Deputy Minister
Public Safety Division and Public Safety Training Division

O. Reg. 58/16 Collection of Identifying Information in
Certain Circumstances — Prohibition and Duties:
Training

DATE OF ISSUE:
CLASSIFICATION:
RETENTION:
INDEX NO.:
PRIORITY:

August 09, 2016
General Information
Indefinite

16-0049

High

Further to the All Chiefs/Chairs Memorandum of August 5, 20186, regarding O. Reg.
58/16 Collection of Identifying Information in Certain Circumstances — Prohibition and
Duties: Training, | am pleased to provide the following information to assist in the
successful and timely delivery of training under the regulation.

The police trainers selected to complete the two (2) day “Train the Trainer - Collection of
ldentifying Information in Certain Circumstances — Prohibition and Duties: Training”,
taking place at the Ontario Police College (OPC) on August 23 and August 24, 2016,
or September 8 and September 9, 2016, will have the ability to train additional police
trainers as Master Trainer’s. This approach will provide an opporiunity for police
services to maximize resources necessary to meet the delivery of the “Collection of
Identifying Information in Certain Circumstances — Prohibition and Duties: Training”,
prior to the in-force date of January 1, 2017.




| trust the above information is helpful. If you have any further guestions or concerns,
please contact Bruce Herridge, Director OPC, at (519) 773-4200.

tephen Beckett
Assistant Deputy Minister
Public Safety Division and Public Safety Training Division



South Simcoe Police Service

Public Agenda Recommendation Report

To:  Chairman and Police Service Board Members  From: Chief Richard Beazley

Subject: Appointment — Police Cadets Date: August 22, 2016

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Bradford West Gwillimbury / Innisfil Police Services Board appoint the following candidates
in accordance with Section 31 (1) and 51 (1) of the Police Services Act:

Name Rank Hire Date
Clinton McLellan Cadet-in-Training August 22, 2016
Devon Northrup Cadet-in-Training August 22, 2016

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND:

Each candidate has undergone an intensive hiring process including interviews, psychological testing and a
background investigation, and is being recommended for hire with the South Simcoe Police Service.

Each candidate has been provided a conditional offer of employment for the position of Cadet in Training
with the South Simcoe Police Service. The offer is conditional upon them meeting all of the training and
other requirements for the position of Police Constable.

The candidates will commence their employment on Monday August 22nd 2016 and participate in a three
week training and orientation session prior to attending the Ontario Police College on September 6 2016.

Upon completion of the Ontario Police College training program the candidates will then return for a further
duration of in-service training and upon successful completion of their training will be sworn in as Police
Constables and assigned to a Coach Officer.

The following information and background is provided for each candidate:



Clinton McLellan

After graduating from high school, Clint attended Seneca College where he received a diploma in
Police Foundations and then attended the University of Ontario Institute of technology where he
received a B.A. in Criminology and Justice with a minor in Psychology of law.

During this time and after completing his schooling Clint began his pursuit of his life-long dream of a
career in policing. Clint worked as a Provincial Offences Officer with the City of Markham Bylaw and
Licensing Department, as a Provincial Offences officer with the Ontario SPCA, and most recently as
an Inspector with the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario.

Clint has volunteered as a youth mentor for the past four years and since May 2015 has been a
member of the South Simcoe Police Auxiliary Unit, volunteering his time at a number of community
events and activities.

Devon Northrup

After graduating from high school, Devon attended Fanshawe College where he received diplomas
in Police Foundations and Law and Security Administration.

During and after completing his schooling Devon worked as a security guard at Southlake Regional
Health Care Centre, and is currently employed as a customer service ambassador with GO Transit.

Devon also currently volunteers with Habitat for Humanity, and is currently a board member with the
York Region Chapter of Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD).
ALTERNATIVES:

None. This report is required by legislation (Section 31(1) and 51(1) of the Police Services Act).

CONSULTATION:

Deputy Chief Fletcher
Julie Kumar — HR Manager

FINANCIAL / HUMAN RESOURCE / LEGAL ISSUES:

Each candidate has been provided a conditional offer of employment for the position of Cadet in Training
and will be paid an annual salary as per the collective agreement. They will be supplied with a uniform and
the necessary equipment in order to complete their training at the Ontario Police College, but are required
to pay for their basic Constable Training course at OPC.



Section 31(1) of the Police Services Act states that; “A board is responsible for the provision of adequate
and effective police services in the municipality and shall,

(a) Appoint members of the municipal police force”, and;

Section 51(1) of the Police Services Act states that; “With the board’s approval, a municipal chief of police
may appoint persons as police cadets to undergo training”.

Police Cadets are members of the Police Service but are not police officers until sworn in as such however,
as employees of the Service they are entitled to all benefits and other provisions identified in the collective
agreement.



South Simcoe Police

Report to the Police Services Board

v

Operational

Monthly Report for
July 2016

2016

Month YTD
Calls for Service BWG | Innisfil

Total Calls (Reportable and Non Reportable) 1,035 | 1,243 | 16,254
Total Occurrences - All Categories 454 H34 6,955

Break & Enter ) 8 75
Theft 44 57 487
Motor Vehicle Theft 4 3 26
Mischief/Property Damage 23 27 195
Sexual Offences 1 2 44
Domestic / Family Violence ( 23 27 352
Road Safety and Enforcement
Motor Vehicle Collision - Non Fatal 139
Motor Vehicle Collision - Fatal 1
RIDE Programs 12
Traffic and Marine
Traffic Calls for Service 83 213
Marme Calls for Service 59 66
Provincial Offence Notices 95 1,718
Communications
Total Call Volume 14,951
911 Calls 3,213
911 Calls - Hang-up/misdialed 240
Courts
Bail Hearings Attended ) 244
Prisoner Escorts 109
Court Security Hours . D! 3,036




The Bradford West Gwillimbury/Innisfil Police Services Board
Summary of Financial Activities For the Period Ending July 2016

Revenue

Grants
Other Revenue

Salaries and Benefits

Salaries - Less Cost Recovery
Overtime

Paid Duties

Paid Duties - Cost Recovery
Contract Bank

Benefits - Less Cost Recovery

Vehicles and Marine

Fuel
Leases
Repairs and Maintenance

Other

Clothing
Contracts/Licenses/Leases
Human Resources Expenses
Investigations
Maintenance/Repairs/Supplies
Meals/Mileage
P.R.I.D.E./Niche

Police Board
Public/Employee Relations
Training/Conferences/Dues
Utilities/Insurance/Telephone

Year To Date

Annual Budget

Actual Budget Variance 2016 2015
$204,000.00 $196,000.00 $8,000.00 $336,000.00 $336,000.00
$93,058.45 $90,308.38 $2,750.07 $145,000.00 $171,500.00
$297,058.45 $286,308.38 $10,750.07 $481,000.00 $507,500.00
$5,953,330.66 $6,139,555.60 $186,224.94 $11,082,546.00 $10,659,998.14
$224,176.25 $253,196.86 $29,020.61 $434,051.85 $403,138.55
$48,492.50 $0.00 ($48,492.50) $0.00 $0.00
($77,149.05) ($17,500.00) $59,649.05 ($30,000.00) ($12,000.00)
$25,248.19 $46,666.69 $21,418.50 $80,000.00 $112,000.00
$1,915,885.97 $1,932,154.41 $16,268.44 $3,182,922.42 $2,916,820.97
$8,089,984.52 $8,354,073.56 $264,089.04 $14,749,520.27 $14,079,957.66
$102,062.48 $127,124.99 $25,062.51 $216,500.00 $218,215.00
$22,182.60 $18,710.99 ($3,471.61) $21,046.00 $164,510.00
$95,505.30 $128,312.50 $32,807.20 $218,250.00 $208,250.00
$219,750.38 $274,148.48 $54,398.10 $455,796.00 $590,975.00
$106,837.26 $117,505.77 $10,668.51 $151,395.00 $117,535.00
$165,700.60 $219,919.07 $54,218.47 $372,004.00 $357,914.00
$10,298.13 $5,366.62 ($4,931.51) $9,200.00 $8,200.00
$17,113.27 $11,666.69 ($5,446.58) $20,000.00 $10,000.00
$93,813.37 $137,218.56 $43,405.19 $233,089.00 $241,839.00
$995.08 $548.31 ($446.77) $940.00 $8,940.00
$62,902.50 $62,210.50 ($692.00) $256,770.00 $245,969.00
$63,873.46 $93,504.12 $29,630.66 $145,250.00 $128,429.20
$12,674.66 $13,416.69 $742.03 $27,000.00 $25,000.00
$30,807.12 $55,694.62 $24,887.50 $93,173.00 $93,820.00
$252,949.52 $254,658.31 $1,708.79 $434,500.00 $436,500.00
$817,964.97 $971,709.26 $153,744.29 $1,743,321.00 $1,674,146.20
$8,830,641.42 $9,313,622.92 $482,981.50 $16,467,637.27 $15,837,578.86
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MEMORANDUM TO: All Chiefs of Police and
Commissioner J.V.N (Vince) Hawkes
Chairs, Police Services Boards
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Assistant Deputy Minister
Public Safety Division
SUBJECT: Police Services Advisor Zone Assignments
DATE OF ISSUE: July 18, 2016
CLASSIFICATION: General Information
RETENTION: Indefinite
INDEX NO.: 16-0046
PRIORITY: Medium

Effective July 18, 2016, changes have been made to the Police Services Advisors’
Zone Assignments, as highlighted below. The assignments are now as follows:

Zones 1/1A  Graham Wight Zone 2 David Tilley
Zone 3 Jeeti Sahota Zone 4 Duane Sprague
Zone 5 Duane Sprague Zone 6 Tom Gervais

Mr. Peter Osinga, who is currently responsible for Zone 4, is retiring and is being
replaced by Mr. Duane Sprague. Mr. Dave Preston, who is currently responsible
for Zone 5, is also retiring and is also being replaced by Mr. Duane Sprague. Mr.
Graham Wight will be responsible for Zones 1/1A. Please refer to the attached
chart for the revised assignments and contact information.

Should you have any questions, please contact Catherine McLinden, A/Manager,
Operations Unit, at (416) 326-9347.

Sincerely,

e

Stephen Beckett
Assistant Deputy Minister
Public Safety Division

Attachment



POLICE SERVICES ADVISORS — BOARD & POLICE FORCE ASSIGNMENTS
OPERATIONS UNIT

Zones are Ontario Association of Police Services Boards (OAPSB) / Ontario Association of Chiefs of Police (OACP) consistent.
Board names are as listed with the Public Appointments Secretariat, except for regional municipalities, which have been modified
for consistency. Boards responsible for multiple municipalities (other than upper-tier boards) are indicated as “joint”. Boards with

both PSA s.31 (municipal police service) and s.10 (OPP agreement) responsibilities are indicated as “hybrid” and are listed in each
table. Police services with names significantly different from the governing board are listed with the board. There are currently 161

police services boards in Ontario.

Police Services Boards — Municipal Police Services

ZONES 1/1A ZONE 2 ZONE 3 ZONE 4 ZONE 5 ZONE 6
Graham Wight David Tilley Jeeti Sahota Duane Sprague Duane Sprague Tom Gervais
(416) 817-1347 (647) 224-9370 (416) 702-4404 (416) 573-8309 (416) 573-8309 (416) 432-5645
B/U Tom Gervais B/U Graham Wight B/U Dave Tilley B/U Jeeti Sahota B/U Jeeti Sahota B/U Duane Sprague
Dryden Belleville Barrie Brantford Guelph Amherstburg

Bradford West Gwillimbury
Espanola Brockville & Innisfil (joint) - South Halton Regional Hanover Aylmer
Simcoe
Greater Sudbury Cornwall Community | Cobourg Hamilton \l;lvc;rr]tghgaron a Chatham-Kent
North Bay Deep River Durham Regional Niagara Regional Orangeville LaSalle
Sault Ste. Marie Gananoque Kawartha Lakes Woodstock Owen Sound London
Thunder Bay Kingston Midland Saugeen Shores Sarnia
Timmins Ottawa Peel Regional (hybrid) Shelburne St. Thomas
West Nipissing Smiths Falls Peterborough Stratford Strathroy-Caradoc
Stirling-Rawdon Port Hope (hybrid) Waterloo Regional Windsor
Toronto West Grey

York Regional

11

10

9

Total 52

Revised July 18, 2016




Police Services Advisors — Board & Police Force Assignments — Operations Unit

Police Services Boards - OPP Service Agreements

Methuen

ZONES 1/1A ZONE 2 ZONE 3 ZONE 4 ZONE 5 ZONE 6
Atikokan Admaston/Bromley Alnwick/Haldimand Blandford-Blenheim Amaranth Elgin Group (joint)
Bonfield Augusta Asphodel-Norwood County of Brant Brockton Essex
Blind River Beckwith Brighton East Zorra-Tavistock | Central Huron Kingsville
Bruce Mines & Johnson Bonnechere Valley Collingwood Haldimand County Chatsworth Lakeshore
(joint)

Cochrane Carleton Place Cramahe Ingersoll East Garafraxa* Lambton Group (joint)
East Ferris Greater Napanee Douro-Dummer Norfolk County Georgian Bluffs Leamington

Elliot Lake Hawkesbury Hamilton Township Norwich Goderich Point Edward

Fort Frances Lanark Highlands Havelock-Belmont- Tillsonburg Grand Valley Tecumseh

Hearst Laurentian Hills* North Kawartha Grey Highlands Thames Centre
Ignace Merrickville-Wolford Nottawasaga (joint) Huron-Kinloss
Kapuskasing Montague Orillia Kincardine
Kenora North Grenville Otonabee-South Melancthon
Monaghan
Kirkland Lake Pembroke Peel Regional (hybrid) Mono
Laird Perth Penetanguishene Mulmur
MacDonald, Meredith & Petawawa Port Hope (hybrid) North Perth
Aberdeen Additional
Machin Prescott Smith-Ennismore South Bruce Peninsula
Marathon Quinte West Trent Lakes South Huron
Mattawa & Area (joint) Prince Edward Trent Hills Southgate
Powassan Renfrew The Blue Mountains
Red Lake South Frontenac St. Marys
Shuniah Stone Mills Wellington County
Sioux Narrows — Stormont, Dundas & West Perth
Nestor Falls Glengarry
Smooth Rock Falls Tay Valley
Spanish The Nation Municipality
Temagami

Temiskaming Shores

Terrace Bay

The North Shore

Thessalon
Wawa *Dissolution pending. *Dissolution pending.
30 24 18 8 22 9
Total 111
Revised July 18, 2016 Page 2 of 2
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MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Téléphone: (416) 314-3377
Télécopieur: (416) 314-4037

All Chiefs of Police and
Commissioner J.V.N. (Vince) Hawkes
Chairs, Police Services Boards

Stephen Beckett
Assistant Deputy Minister
Public Safety Division

Guidance on Information Sharing in Multi-Sector Risk
Intervention Models

DATE OF ISSUE:
CLASSIFICATION:
RETENTION:
INDEX NO.:
PRIORITY:

August 15, 2016
General Information
Indefinite

16-0050

Medium

| am pleased to provide you with the document entitled Guidance on Information
Sharing in Multi-Sectoral Risk Intervention Models, which highlights a best practice for
professionals involved in multi-agency and multi-sector discussions where information is
shared about individuals at acutely elevated risk of harm for the purpose of mounting a
collaborative intervention.

This guidance document was created in response to concerns about the protection of
individuals’ privacy when engaging in multi-sectoral risk intervention models, such as
Situation Tables. It includes an approach to sharing information in multi-sectoral risk
intervention models that has been developed in consultation and with the support of the
Office of the Information and Privacy Commissioner of Ontario (IPC). Local
practitioners involved in the operationalization of Situation Tables were also consulted
throughout its development.

Not all aspects of the information contained in the guidance document are prescribed in
legislation and, as such, communities are not required to use the information sharing
practices highlighted throughout. It is intended to guide professionals as they verbally
share information in compliance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act, Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, Personal
Health Information Protection Act, and/or other pieces of legislation by which they are
bound. There are other information sharing practices that exist and are being used by
communities across the province as it relates to multi-sectoral risk intervention models.

.12
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It is the purview of each community, in alignment with Ontario privacy legislation, to
decide which practice they would like to adopt.

Information sharing is critical to the success of these collaborative, multi-sectoral
models and the partnerships that aim to enhance the safety and well-being of
Ontarians. There are many multi-sectoral risk intervention tables that are currently
working to improve the lives of vulnerable individuals in our communities. It is
absolutely possible for them to operate in a privacy protective manner, with sufficient
planning and governance.

| would like to take this opportunity to thank those that provided their expertise to the

ministry during the development of this document, including the IPC for their continued
support.

Stephen Beckett
Assistant Deputy Minister
Public Safety Division

Attachment



Guidance on Information Sharing in Multi-Sectoral
Risk Intervention Models

This guidance document was developed by the Ministry of Community Safety and
Correctional Services (Ministry), in consultation with its inter-ministerial, policing and
community partners and the Office of the Information and Privacy Commissioner of
Ontario (IPC).

Please note that not all aspects of the information sharing principles and Four Filter
Approach outlined in this document are prescribed in legislation and many may not be
mandatory for your specific agency or organization. Together, they form a framework
intended to guide professionals (e.g., police officers, educators from the school boards,
mental health service providers, etc.) that are engaged in multi-sectoral risk intervention
models (e.g., Situation Tables) that involve sharing information.

The sharing of personal information and personal health information (“personal
information”) requires compliance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act (FIPPA), Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act
(MFIPPA), the Personal Health Information Protection Act (PHIPA), and/or other pieces
of legislation by which professionals are bound (e.g., the Youth Criminal Justice Act).
With that, before engaging in a multi-sectoral risk intervention model, all professionals
should familiarize themselves with the applicable legislation, non-disclosure and
information sharing agreements and professional codes of conduct or policies that apply
to their respective agency or organization.

Considerations should also be made for undergoing a Privacy Impact Assessment (PIA)
and entering into a confidentiality agreement. Conducting a PIA and entering into
information sharing agreements is recommended to ensure that adequate standards for
the protection of personal information are followed.

For information on PIAs, refer to the “Planning for Success: Privacy Impact Assessment
Guide” and “Privacy Impact Assessment Guidelines for the Ontario Personal Health
Information Protection Act” which are available online at www.ipc.on.ca.

Once the decision has been made to participate in a multi-sectoral risk intervention
model, such as a Situation Table, agencies/organizations should also ensure
transparency by making information about their participation publicly available, including
the contact information of an individual who can provide further information or receive a
complaint about the agency/organization’s involvement.

*Note: Information contained in this document should not be construed as legal advice.

.Py_)
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Information Sharing Principles for Multi-Sectoral Risk Intervention Models

Information sharing is critical to the success of collaborative, multi-sectoral risk
intervention models and partnerships that aim to mitigate risk and enhance the safety
and well-being of Ontario communities. Professionals from a wide range of sectors,
agencies and organizations are involved in the delivery of services that address risks
faced by vulnerable individuals and groups. These professionals are well-placed to
notice when an individual(s) is at an acutely elevated risk (see definition outlined on
page three) of harm, and collaboration among these professionals is vital to harm
reduction.

Recognizing that a holistic, client-centered approach to service delivery is likely to have
the most effective and sustainable impact on improving and saving lives, professionals
involved in this approach, who are from different sectors and governed by different
privacy legislation and policy, should consider the following common set of principles. It
is important to note that definitive rules for the collection, use and disclosure of
information are identified in legislation, and the following principles highlight the need for
professional judgment and situational responses to apply relevant legislation and policy
for the greatest benefit of individual(s) at risk.

Consent

Whenever possible, the ideal way to share personal information about an individual is
by first obtaining that individual’s consent. While this consent may be conveyed by the
individual verbally or in writing, professionals should document the consent, including
with respect to the date of the consent, what information will be shared, with which
organizations, for what purpose(s), and whether the consent comes with any restrictions
or exceptions.

When a professional is engaged with an individual(s) that they believe is at an acutely
elevated risk of harm, and would benefit from the services of other agencies/
organizations, they may have the opportunity to ask that individual(s) for consent to
share their personal information. However, in some serious, time-sensitive situations,
there may not be an opportunity to obtain consent. In these instances, professionals
should refer to pieces of legislation, including privacy legislation, which may allow for
the sharing of personal information absent consent.

With or without consent, professionals may only collect, use or disclose information in a
manner that is consistent with legislation (i.e., FIPPA, MFIPPA, PHIPA and/or other
applicable legislation to which the agency/organization is bound), and they must always
respect applicable legal and policy provisions.

Professional Codes of Conduct

It is the responsibility of all professionals to consider and adhere to their relevant

professional codes of conduct and standards of practice. As in all aspects of
o
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professional work, any decision to share information must be executed under
appropriate professional discipline. This presumes the highest standards of care,
ethics, and professional practice (e.g., adherence to the policies and procedures upheld
by the profession) will be applied if and when personal information is shared. Decisions
about disclosing personal information must also consider the professional, ethical and
moral integrity of the individuals and agencies/organizations that will receive the
information. The decision to share information must only be made if the professional is
first satisfied that the recipient of the information will also protect and act upon that
information in accordance with established professional and community standards and
legal requirements. As this relates to collaborative community safety and well-being
practices, this principle reinforces the need to establish solid planning frameworks and
carefully structured processes.

Do No Harm

First and foremost, this principle requires that professionals operate to the best of their
ability in ways that will more positively than negatively impact those who may be at an
acutely elevated risk of harm. Decisions to share information in support of an
intervention must always be made by weighing out the benefits that can be achieved for
the well-being of the individual(s) in question against any reasonably foreseeable
negative impact associated with the disclosure of personal information. This principle
highlights what professionals contemplate about the disclosure of information about an
individual(s) in order to mitigate an evident, imminent risk of harm or victimization. This
principle ensures that the interests of the individual(s) will remain a priority consideration
at all times for all involved.

Duty of Care

Public officials across the spectrum of human services assume within their roles a high
degree of professional responsibility — a duty of care — to protect individuals, families
and communities from harm. For example, the first principle behind legislated child
protection provisions across Canada is the duty to report, collaborate, and share
information as necessary to ensure the protection of children. Professionals who
assume a duty of care are encouraged to be mindful of this responsibility when
considering whether or not to share information.

Due Diligence and Evolving Responsible Practice

The IPC is available and willing to provide general privacy guidance to assist institutions
and health information custodians in understanding their obligations under FIPPA,
MFIPPA and PHIPA. These professionals are encouraged to first seek any
clarifications they may require from within their respective organizations, as well as to
document, evaluate and share their information sharing-related decisions in a de-
identified manner, with a view to building a stronger and broader base of privacy
compliant practices, as well as evidence of the impact and effectiveness of information
sharing. The IPC may be contacted by email at info@ipc.on.ca, or by telephone

P>
Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services v~ Ontario -2-


mailto:info@ipc.on.ca

(Toronto Area: 416-326-3333, Long Distance: 1-800-387-0073 (within Ontario),
TDD/TTY: 416-325-7539). Note that FIPPA, MFIPPA and PHIPA provide civil immunity
for any decision to disclose or not to disclose made reasonably in the circumstances
and in good faith.

Acutely Elevated Risk

For the purposes of the following Four Filter Approach, “acutely elevated risk” refers to
any situation negatively affecting the health or safety of an individual, family, or specific
group of people, where professionals are permitted in legislation to share personal
information in order to eliminate or reduce imminent harm to an individual or others.

For example, under section 41(1)(h) of FIPPA, section 32(h) of MFIPPA and section
40(1) of PHIPA, the following permissions are available.

Section 42(1)(h) of FIPPA and section 32(h) of MFIPPA read:

An institution shall not disclose personal information in its custody or under its
control except,

in compelling circumstances affecting the health or safety of an individual if upon
disclosure notification is mailed to the last known address of the individual to
whom the information relates.

*Note: written notification may be made through methods other than mail to the last
known address. The individual should be provided with a card or document listing the
names and contact information of the agencies/organizations to whom their personal
information was disclosed at filters three and four, at or shortly after the time they are
provided information on the proposed intervention.

Section 40(1) of PHIPA reads:

A health information custodian may disclose personal health information about
an individual if the custodian believes on reasonable grounds that the disclosure
is necessary for the purpose of eliminating or reducing a significant risk of
serious bodily harm to a person or group of persons.

“Significant risk of serious bodily harm” includes a significant risk of both serious
physical as well as serious psychological harm. Like other provisions of PHIPA, section
40(1) is subject to the mandatory data minimization requirements set out in section 30
of PHIPA.

Four Filter Approach to Information Sharing

In many multi-sectoral risk intervention models, such as Situation Tables, the
discussions may include sharing limited personal information about an individual(s)
such that their identity is revealed. For that reason, the Ministry encourages
professionals to obtain express consent of the individual(s) before the collection, use
and disclosure of personal information. If express consent is obtained to disclose

B
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personal information to specific agencies/organizations involved in a multi-sectoral risk
intervention model for the purpose of harm reduction, the disclosing professional may
only rely on consent to disclose personal information and collaborate with the specific
agencies/organizations and only for that purpose.

If it is not possible to obtain express consent and it is still believed that disclosure is
required, professionals in collaborative, multi-sectoral risk intervention models are
encouraged to comply with the Four Filter Approach outlined below.

Under the Four Filter Approach, the disclosing agency/organization must have the
authority to disclose and each recipient agency/organization must have the authority to
collect the information. The question of whether an agency/organization “needs-to-
know” depends on the circumstances of each individual case.

Filter One: Initial Agency/Organization Screening

The first filter is the screening process by the professional that is considering engaging
partners in a multi-sectoral intervention. Professionals must only bring forward
situations where they believe that the subject individual(s) is at an acutely elevated risk
of harm as defined above. The professional must be unable to eliminate or reduce the
risk without bringing the situation forward to the group. This means that each situation
must involve risk factors beyond the agency/organization’s own scope or usual practice,
and thus represents a situation that could only be effectively addressed in a multi-
sectoral manner. Professionals must therefore examine each situation carefully and
determine whether the risks posed require the involvement of multi-sectoral partners.
Criteria that should be taken into account at this stage include:

e The intensity of the presenting risk factors, as in: Is the presenting risk of such
concern that the individual’s privacy intrusion may be justified by bringing the
situation forward for multi-sectoral discussion?

¢ Is there a significant and imminent risk of serious bodily harm if nothing is done?

e Would that harm constitute substantial interference with the health or well-being
of a person and not mere inconvenience to the individual or a service provider?

e Did the agency/organization do all it could to mitigate the risks before bringing
forward the situation?

e Do the risks presented in this situation apply to the mandates of multiple
agencies/organizations?

e Do multiple agencies/organizations have the mandate to intervene or assist in
this situation?

e |Isitreasonable to believe that disclosure to multi-sectoral partners will help
eliminate or reduce the anticipated harm?

Before bringing a case forward, professionals should identify in advance the relevant
agencies or organizations that are reasonably likely to have a role to play in the
development and implementation of the harm reduction strategy.

p>
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Filter Two: De-identified Discussion with Partner Agencies/Organizations

At this stage, it must be reasonable for the professional to believe that disclosing
information to other agencies/organizations will eliminate or reduce the risk posed to, or
by, the individual(s). The professional then presents the situation to the group in a de-
identified format, disclosing only descriptive information that is reasonably necessary.
Caution should be exercised even when disclosing de-identified information about the
risks facing an individual(s), to ensure that later identification of the individual(s) will not
inadvertently result in disclosure beyond that which is necessary at filter three. This
disclosure should focus on the information necessary to determine whether the situation
as presented appears to meet, by consensus of the table, both the threshold of acutely
elevated risk, outlined above, and the need for or benefit from a multi-agency
intervention, before any identifying personal information is disclosed.

The wide range of sectors included in the discussion is the ideal setting for making a
decision as to whether acutely elevated risk factors across a range of professionals are
indeed present. If the circumstances do not meet this threshold, no personal
information may be disclosed and no further discussion of the situation should occur.
However, if at this point the presenting agency/organization decides that, based on the
input and consensus of the table, disclosing limited personal information (e.g., the
individual's name and address) to the group is necessary to help eliminate or reduce an
acutely elevated risk of harm to an individual(s), the parties may agree to limited
disclosure of such information to those agencies/organizations at filter three.

Filter Three: Limited Identifiable Information Shared

If the group concludes that the threshold of acutely elevated risk is met, they should
determine which agencies/organizations are reasonably necessary to plan and
implement the intervention. Additionally, the presenting agency should inform the table
of whether the individual has consented to the disclosure of his or her personal
information to any specific agencies/organizations. All those agencies/organizations
that have not been identified as reasonably necessary to planning and implementing the
intervention must then leave the discussion until dialogue about the situation is
complete. The only agencies/organizations that should remain are those to whom the
individual has expressly consented to the disclosure of his or her personal information,
as well as those that the presenting agency reasonably believes require the information
in order to eliminate or reduce the acutely elevated risk(s) of harm at issue.

Identifying information may then be shared with the agencies/organizations that have
been identified as reasonably necessary to plan and implement the intervention at filter
four.

Any notes captured by any professionals that will not be involved in filter four must be
deleted. Consistency with respect to this “need-to-know” approach should be supported
in advance by way of an information sharing agreement that binds all the involved
agencies/organizations.

B
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*Note: It is important that the agencies/organizations involved in multi-sectoral risk
intervention models be reviewed on a regular basis. Agencies/organizations that are
rarely involved in interventions should be removed from the table and contacted only
when it is determined that their services are required.

Filter Four: Full Discussion Among Intervening Agencies/Organizations Only

At this final filter, only agencies/organizations that have been identified as having a
direct role to play in an intervention will meet separately to discuss limited personal
information required in order to inform planning for the intervention. Disclosure of
personal information in such discussions shall remain limited to the personal information
that is deemed necessary to assess the situation and to determine appropriate actions.
Sharing of information at this level should only happen to enhance care.

After that group is assembled, if it becomes clear that a further agency/organization
should be involved, then professionals could involve that party bearing in mind the
necessary authorities for the collection, use and disclosure of the relevant personal
information.

If at any point in the above sequence it becomes evident that resources are already
being provided as required in the circumstances, and the professionals involved are
confident that elevated risk is already being mitigated, there shall be no further
discussion by the professionals other than among those already engaged in mitigating
the risk.

The Intervention

Following the completion of filter four, an intervention should take place to address the
needs of the individual, family, or specific group of people and to eliminate or mitigate
their risk of harm. In many multi-sectoral risk intervention models, the intervention may
involve a “door knock” where the individual is informed about or directly connected to a
service(s) in their community. In all cases, if consent was not already provided prior to
the case being brought forward (e.g., to a Situation Table), obtaining consent to permit
any further sharing of personal information in support of providing services must be a
priority of the combined agencies/organizations responding to the situation. If upon
mounting the intervention, the individual(s) being offered the services declines, no
further action (including further information sharing) will be taken.

It is important to note that institutions such as school boards, municipalities, hospitals,
and police services are required to provide written notice to individuals following the
disclosure of their personal information under section 42(1)(h) of FIPPA and section
32(h) of MFIPPA (see note on page three). Even where this practice is not required, we
recommend that all individuals be provided with written notice of the disclosure of their
personal information. This should generally be done when the intervention is being
conducted. In the context of multi-sectoral risk intervention models, such written notices

P
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should indicate the names and contact information of all agencies to whom the personal
information was disclosed at filters three and four, whether verbally or in writing.

Report Back

This “report back” phase involves professionals receiving express consent from the
individual(s) to provide an update regarding their intervention to the group, including to
those who did not participate in the intervention. This may involve reporting back, in a
de-identified manner, on pertinent information about the risk factors, protective factors
and agency/ organization roles that transpired through the intervention. In the absence
of express consent of the individual(s), the report back must be limited to the date of
closure and an indication that the file can be closed or whether the intervening agencies
need to discuss further action. If the file is being closed, limited information may be
shared regarding the reason for closure (e.g., connected to service).

f~
o

Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services v~ Ontario -7-



JOHNSTONE MANAGEMENT
& COWLING

LABOUR LAWYERS

Police Newsletter

July 2016

Ontario Court Dismisses
Impaired Driving Charges after
Police Failed to Return Sikh
Defendant’s Turban

In R v Singh, the Ontario Court of Justice held that the police

service breached a prisoner’s right to freedom of religion in

failing to return his turban to him for more than three hours,
after it was accidentally removed. That breach justified excluding
breathalyser evidence, ultimately resulting in dismissal of the

charges against him.

Sardul Singh, an observant Sikh who wore a turban, was stopped
by the Peel Regional Police Service (the “Service”) RIDE
program in December 2014. He was found to be over the legal
blood alcohol limit, and as a result he was arrested. When the
police were placing Mr. Singh in the back of their cruiser, they
accidentally knocked off his turban, which was then placed in the
front seat. When Mr. Singh arrived at the station, the breathalyser
technician forbade Mr. Singh from wearing his turban while in
custody. Eventually, about 90 minutes after Mr. Singh arrived at
the police station, an officer asked him about his turban, which
was returned to him after a further delay of more than an hour.
In total, Mr. Singh’s turban was withheld for more than three
hours. During that time, Mr. Singh did not ask for his turban to

be returned.

Since at least 2012, the Service has had a policy under which
turbans could be removed for the purposes of conducting a search
of a person in custody, but were to be returned promptly unless
there were safety concerns, including the risk that the prisoner
was suicidal. Any pins used to hold a turban in place could also be
retained. In this case, neither the Crown nor the Service asserted
that there were any safety concerns or other reasons justifying the
retention of Mr. Singh’s turban, which did not make use of any
pins. The breathalyser technician later admitted at trial that he

was not aware of the policy.
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Mr. Singh applied for the exclusion of the breath sample evidence
on the basis that the Service’s retention of his turban amounted to
aviolation of his right to freedom of conscience and religion under

section 2(a) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

Justice Copeland noted that case law existing at the time of Mr.
Singh’s arrest held that failure to return a prisoner’s turban while
in custody was not a trivial or insubstantial interference with
the prisoner’s freedom of religion, and therefore amounts to a
violation of section 2(a) of the Charter. Although such a violation
could be justified under section 1 if, for example, there were
safety concerns, no possible justification was raised in this case.
Accordingly, Justice Copeland proceeded to consider whether
the breath sample evidence should be excluded under section
24(2) of the Charter, which in turn required him to consider
three questions: (1) the seriousness of the breach of Mr. Singh’s
freedom of religion, (2) the impact of the breach on Mr. Singh’s
Charter-protected interests and (3) society’s interests in a trial on

the merits.

The facts of this case warranted exclusion of the evidence. The
seriousness of the breach was heightened by the technician’s
ignorance of the policy, and by his colleagues’ failure to follow
it despite their awareness of it. There was simply no justification
for retaining this important piece of religious headgear. Further,
while the Court accepted that Mr. Singh was not seen by a large
number of people without his turban, which would have further
aggravated the infringement of Mr. Singh’s rights, this did not, in
itself, mitigate the seriousness of the breach. The impact on Mr.
Singh’s rights was significant: even though Mr. Singh did not ask
for his turban back, being without it nevertheless left him feeling
vulnerable and ashamed. In this case, the absence of a connection
between the failure to return the turban and the breath sample
evidence did not affect the impact of those actions on Mr. Singh’s

interests.

Justice Copeland then balanced the concerns above against
society’s interests in proceeding to a full trial on the merits. The
public interest in prosecuting impaired driving offences is strong,
and the breath sample evidence was crucial to the Crown’s case.
However, on the facts of this case, the long-term impact on
the administration of justice favoured excluding the evidence,

particularly in light of the diverse nature of Peel Region, which

was home to a large number of Sikh people. The Court must be
seen to distance itself from the careless behaviour of the officers,

who ignored the Service’s well-established policy.
The charges against Mr. Singh were dismissed.

This case serves as a reminder of the importance not only of having
appropriate policy responses to the diversity of communities
served by police services, but also of ensuring robust compliance
with such policies. Justice Copeland commented that the Service’s
policy appeared to strike an appropriate balance between the
religious obligations of Sikh adherence and the operational needs
of the Service. Regrettably, however, that policy simply was not
followed in Mr. Singh’s case.

OIPRD Finds That OPP DNA

Sweep Was Overbroad, But Not
Discriminatory

On 12 July 2016, the Ontario Office of the Independent Police
Review Director (the “OIPRD”) released a systemic review report,
Casting the Net: A Review of Ontario Provincial Police Practices for
DNA Canvasses. The report cleared the Ontario Provincial Police
(the “OPP”) of racial profiling in relation to a sexual assault
investigation in 2013, but highlighted a number of shortcomings
in relation to the OPP’s collection of DNA samples, and issued

recommendations about that investigative practice.

On 19 October 2013, a woman who lived alone was tied up
and sexually assaulted in Bayham, a rural and predominantly
agricultural area in southwestern Ontario. She described her
attacker as a black man, between 5 feet ten inches and six feet
tall, clean shaven, in his mid to late twenties and possibly with a
Jamaican accent. She speculated that he was one of the migrant

agricultural workers who lived in the area.

The OPP’s investigation was subject to severe time constraints,

as the attacker remained at large. As well, a number of migrant
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workers were imminently recurning to their home countries. In the
circumstances, the OPP decided to take DNA samples from every
non-white migrant worker in the area, a practice known asa DNA
canvass or sweep. A total of 98 samples were taken. Because the
police did not have grounds to believe that any particular worker
was the attacker, those samples were taken voluntarily. Eventually,
police arrested Henry Cooper, a migrant worker from Trinidad,
after he refused to provide a DNA sample. Mr. Cooper ultimately
pleaded guilty to a number of offences including sexual assault

with a weapon, and was sentenced to seven years’ imprisonment.

In December 2013, an activist group, Justicia for Migrant Workers,
lodged a complaint with the OPIRD, alleging that the OPP were
motivated by racial prejudice in their conduct of the DNA sweep,
which therefore amounted to racial profiling. They also alleged
that the workers felt compelled to provide DNA samples, despite
their ostensibly voluntary nature, and that the workers were not
given sufficient assurance that the samples would be destroyed if

they were cleared.

The OIPRD opted to deal with the complaint as a systemic issue
under section 57 of the Police Services Act (the “PSA”). A lengthy
review ensued, during which the OIPRD sought input from a
variety of stakeholders including police services, criminal and

human rights lawyers and activist organizations.

In its report, the OIPRD accepted that the OPP were justified
in conducting the DNA sweep: the heinous nature of the crime,
coupled with the acute time constraints, justified the use of that
investigative tool, which ultimately led to the apprehension of the
perpetrator. Further, there was no evidence that the OPP were

motivated by racial profiling or discriminatory stereotypes.

The DNA canvass undertaken by the OPP was, however,
overbroad. Even accounting for potential inaccuracies in the
victim’s description of her attacker, in many cases the characteristics
of those whose samples were taken were very different from her
description. Those sampled ranged from 22 to 68 years of age,
from five feet two inches to six feet six inches in height, and from

110 to 328 pounds in weight. Had the police conducted a more

limited canvass, they may have avoided creating the impression

that they were motivated by discriminatory views about migrant
workers. The OIPRD also found that the OPP failed to recognize

the particular vulnerabilities of migrant workers, with the result

that the consents obtained from the workers may not, in the
event, have been freely given. Finally, the OIPRD remarked that
a number of the migrant workers did not understand that the
samples taken would be destroyed.

The objective of the section 57 report was not to make findings of
alleged misconduct, but rather to address larger, systemic issues.
Accordingly, the OIPRD made a number of recommendations
including the following:

o The OPP, and other police services that might reasonably be
expected to conduct DNA canvassing, are to develop policies
governing that practice in conformity with a model policy
setting out a number of principles and best practices including:

o DNA canvassing must be conducted in accordance
with applicable human rights legislation.

o DNA canvasses should only be used if justified
by the seriousness of the offence and the prospect
that such canvassing will further the investigation
meaningfully.

o An individual’s permission to take a DNA sample
must be obtained through fully informed and
written consent.

o All records of cleared individuals should be purged.

o Officers should be trained on the model policy.

e The OPP should publicize the steps taken to inform affected
individuals in this case that their samples have been destroyed.

e In the future, the consent form should state clearly that
samples will be destroyed, and that will not be used for any
purpose other than the investigation.

This report delivers an important warning that DNA canvassing
should be carefully tailored to suit the circumstances of the
investigation. Going forward, police services should have regard
to the practices outlined in the model policy.
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BC Police Constable Banned from
Advocating Drug Legalization Wins

Human Rights Complaint

In Bratzer v Victoria Police Department, the British Columbia
Human Rights Tribunal (the “‘BCHRT”) held that the Victoria
Police Department (the “VPD”) discriminated against a police
constable when it restricted his activities as an advocate for the

legalization of illicit drugs.

David Bratzer joined the VPD in 2007, and was employed as
a police constable. Cst. Bratzer was also a member of a US-
based pressure group, Law Enforcement Against Prohibition
(“LEAP”), the objective of which was to press for the legalization
and regulation of all illicit drugs. When he advised the VPD in
2008 that he joined LEAP, the Acting Chief expressed personal
support for his convictions but cautioned that they could be met
with resistance within the VPD.

The Acting Chief’s predictions came to fruition, as Cst. Bratzer’s
public activities on behalf of LEAP, which included speaking
engagements, authoring newspaper and magazine articles and
giving evidence before Parliamentary committees, attracted strong
criticism from within the VPD from 2009 onwards. Cst. Bratzer
was harshly rebuked by an Inspector for having accused senior
Vancouver police officers of political opportunism in a newspaper
article. He was ordered not to participate in a conference on
harm reduction, and not to comment publicly on the results of
a referendum on legalizing marijuana in the American state of
Washington. He was also sent a number of letters setting out
restrictions on his activities, purporting to balance his right to
freedom of expression against the need to protect the credibility
of the VPD. Those restrictions included a prohibition on speaking
directly to the media and participating in advocacy events aimed

solely at legalizing drugs, including “smoke-ins”

Cst. Bratzer brought a complaint before the BCHRT, alleging
that the VPD’s actions violated section 13 of the BC Humuan
Rights Code, which prohibits discrimination in employment
because of political belief.

In its 81-page decision, the BCHRT held that the BC Code’s
protection of political beliefs extended to cover both the beliefs
themselves and the manner in which those beliefs are expressed.
Therefore, the VPD’s argument that it had no quarrel with
the content of Cst. Bratzer’s opinions, but merely with their

expression, was insufficient to defeat his human rights complaint.

Turning to the alleged violations of the Code, the BCHRT held
that the Inspector’s stiff rebuke of Cst. Bratzer’s public criticism of
the Vancouver officers, which “stepped over the line of acceptable
advocacy’, did not violate the Code. However, the VPD did violate
the Code when it imposed blanket restrictions on speaking to
media, as there was no reason why such a ban was necessary,
provided that Cst. Bratzer made clear that he was commenting
cither as a private individual or as a representative of LEAP. The
ban on attending political events, other than events where it was
plain that the law would be broken, such as “smoke-ins’, was also

an unjustifiable act of discrimination.

Recognizing that the situation was a novel and difficult issue, and
that the VPD was acting in good faith in trying to balance its interests
against those of Cst. Bratzer, the BCHRT imposed an award of $25,000
for injury to dignity, well short of the $65,000 sought by Cst. Bratzer.

This interesting case demonstrates that although there is a strong
convergence in human rights law amongst Canadian jurisdictions,
there are nevertheless certain important differences in the
applicable legislation. Protection for political beliefs, opinions
or activities is explicitly recognized in BC, Manitoba, New
Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Prince
Edward Island, Quebec, the Northwest Territories and the Yukon.
In other jurisdictions, human rights protection for political beliefs
may be restricted or non-existent. For example, the Ontario Court
of Appeal held in Jazairi v Ontario Human Rights Commission
that a political opinion is not automatically protected under the
Human Rights Code, although it did not rule out the theoretical
possibility that a political belief might attract such protection if
it amounted to a “creed”. In that case, a professor’s strongly held
views on Israel’s illegal occupation of Palestine were not protected
under the Ontario Code. Had Cst. Bratzer been based in Ontario,
it is much less likely that his human rights claim would have
succeeded, as he would have had to establish that his beliefs were
not merely personal political opinions, but rose to the level of a

recognizable and cohesive belief system or structure.
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Alberta Court of Appeal Upholds
Conviction of Officer for Abetting
Assault on Suspect in Custody

In Rogers v Edmonton (Police Service), the Alberta Court of
Appeal unanimously upheld the finding that a police constable
abetted his partner in attacking a man who had been taken into
custody for assaulting his elderly mother. In so doing, it held that
actual knowledge of the act the officer was alleged to be abetting

was not necessary.

On 15 January 2012, Cst. Redlick and Cst. Rogers, of the
Edmonton Police Service, encountered George Petropoulos,
who was accused of assaulting his elderly mother. The interaction
between Mr. Petropoulos and Cst. Redlick became particularly
heated after Mr. Petropoulos appeared to suggest that his mother

was to blame for the assault.

M. Petropoulos was arrested and driven to the police station.
While en route, Cst. Redlick instructed Cst. Rogers to pull the
car over. Cst. Rogers parked the cruiser in a school parking lot,
whereupon Cst. Redlick escorted Mr. Petropoulos out of the car
and around the corner, and physically assaulted him.

Mr. Petropoulos complained about the officers’ conduct, as a
result of which disciplinary proceedings were commenced. Cst.
Redlick pleaded guilty to discreditable conduct in respect of his
assault on Mr. Petropoulos. Cst. Rogers pleaded not guilty to a
number of charges: abetting Cst. Redlick’s assault; failing to report
that assault, which was alleged to amount to neglect of duty; and
deceit, by way of lying to an investigator about his knowledge of
the incident. He was found to have committed misconduct in
respect of the abetting charge, and acquitted of the others. The
Presiding Officer imposed the same penalty on both officers,
namely demotion to the position of first class officer for a period
of one year. In imposing that penalty, he noted that Cst. Redlick
was suffering from depression at the time of the assault, and that

but for that mitigating factor, he would have been dismissed.

The Presiding Officer’s decision gave rise to two appeals to the
Alberta Law Enforcement Review Board: Cst. Rogers appealed
against the finding that he committed misconduct, and Mr.

Petropoulos appealed against the penalties imposed on both
officers. The Board rejected both appeals. Cst. Redlick’s penalty,
while not necessarily in line with what the Board itself would have
imposed for such a serious offence, was reasonable, particularly
in light of his disability, and the fact that he promptly took
responsibility for his actions. As for Cst. Rogers, he was not
suffering from a disability at the time of the incident, nor did he
admit responsibility. However, the absence of these mitigating
factors was balanced out, to some extent at least, by the fact that
Cst. Rogers did not actually assault Mr. Petropoulos. Accordingly,
it was reasonable to impose the same penalty on him as that
imposed on Cst. Redlick.

Turning to Cst. Rogers’ appeal of the finding that he abetted
Cst. Redlick’s misconduct, Cst. Rogers contended that there was
no direct evidence that he knew that Cst. Redlick was about to
assault Mr. Petropoulos, and therefore that it was unreasonable
for the Presiding Officer to find that Cst. Rogers committed
misconduct. The Board held that the conviction was sufficiently
supported by circumstantial evidence, including the fact that Cst.
Rogers stopped the cruiser without asking why, and watched Cst.
Redlick take Mr. Petropoulos around the corner. Cst. Rogers’
explanation, namely that he believed that the two men were going

to have a private chat, was “thin, at best”.

Cst. Rogers appealed the Board’s decision upholding the abetting
finding to the Alberta Court of Appeal. In a short judgment, the
Court unanimously dismissed the appeal. It issued a reminder that
the criminal standard of proof does not apply in police discipline
cases. It was, therefore, not necessary for the Presiding Officer to
have before him direct evidence of wrongdoing, or to be satisfied
beyond a reasonable doubt that misconduct occurred. Rather, all
was required was for the Presiding Officer to be satisfied that it

was more likely than not that the misconduct occurred as alleged.

Further, the Court noted that it was not necessary to prove
actual knowledge in order to make out the offence of abetting
misconduct under the Alberta Police Service Regulation. The
Court declined to identify exactly what lesser degree of moral
blameworthiness was required, however, as in this case the
Presiding Officer reasonably found that that Cst. Rogers knew
what Cst. Redlick was doing.
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The Court’s remarks in this case that the standard of proof in
police discipline proceedings in Alberta is the prevailing civil
standard of balance of probabilities is in stark contrast to the
Ontario Court of Appeals recent judgment in Jacobs v Ottawa
(Police Service), in which the Court held that a higher standard
of “clear and convincing evidence” applied to such proceedings in
Ontario. The difference in approach between the two jurisdictions
arises, at least in part, because there is no reference in the relevant
Alberta legislation to the need for clear and compelling evidence

in order to find that a disciplinary offence has taken place.

This newsletter is for general discussion purposes and does not
constitute legal advice or an opinion. For legal advice regarding your
particular circumstances, please contact us at 416-546-2103.
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