The following draft Minutes of the meeting of the Toronto
Police Services Board held on March 13, 2014 are subject
to adoption at its next regularly scheduled meeting.

The Minutes of the meeting held on February 13, 2014,
previously circulated in draft form, were approved by the
Toronto Police Services Board at its meeting held on
March 13, 2014.

MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING of the Toronto Police Services Board held
on MARCH 13, 2014 at 1:30 PM in the Auditorium, 40 College Street, Toronto, Ontario.

PRESENT: Dr. Alok Mukherjee, Chair
Mr. Michael Thompson, Councillor & Vice-Chair
Mr. Michael Del Grande, Councillor & Member
Ms. Marie Moliner, Member
Dr. Dhun Noria, Member
Ms. Frances Nunziata, Councillor & Member
Mr. Andrew Pringle, Member

ALSO PRESENT: Mr. Mark Saunders, Acting Chief of Police
Mr. Albert Cohen, City of Toronto - Legal Services Division
Ms. Deirdre Williams, Board Administrator



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P38. INTRODUCTIONS

The following members of the Toronto Police Service were introduced to the Board and
congratulated on their recent promotions:

To the rank of superintendent:

Anthony Riviere
Arthur Weidmark
William Wardle
Peter Yuen

Scott Gilbert

To the rank of staff inspector:

Cory Bockus

To the rank of inspector:

Peter Callaghan
Timothy Crone
Andrew Norrie
Sonia Thomas

To the rank of staff detective sergeant:

Tony Diviesti

Joseph Matthews
Jean-Bernard Romain
Joni Sousa-Guthrie
John Stockfish

Darla Tannahill



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P39.

EVALUATION OF THE HUMAN RIGHTS PROJECT CHARTER

Dr. Wendy Cukier, Founder, Diversity Institute; Vice President, Research and Innovation,
Ryerson University, delivered a presentation to the Board with respect to the evaluation of the
Human Rights Project Charter. A copy of Dr. Cukier’s presentation is on file in the Board

office.

Copies of

the Evaluation of the Human Rights Project Charter produced by the Diversity

Institute were circulated to Board members, and a copy is on file in the Board office.

Following
delivered a

the presentation, Commissioner Barbara Hall, Ontario Human Rights Commission,
deputation to the Board about the evaluation of the Human Rights Project Charter.

The Board approved the following Motions:

1.

Moved by:

THAT the Board receive the presentation by Dr. Cukier and the deputation by
Commissioner Hall;

THAT the Board receive the Evaluation of the Human Rights Project Charter,
accept its findings, acknowledge the tremendous work done and thank all the
parties for their involvement;

THAT the Board consider the work of the Human Rights Advisory Committee
to be concluded at this time; and

THAT the Board request the Chief to provide a report containing an
implementation plan for the recommendations contained in the Evaluation of the
Human Rights Project Charter and annual progress reports on the
implementation of the recommendations.

D. Noria



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P40. DRAFT POLICY - “STREET CHECKS” AND COMMUNITY
CONTACTS

Mr. Frank Addario, Addario Law Group, delivered a presentation on the legal framework with
regard to a Toronto Police Services Board policy for “street checks” and community contacts. A
copy of Mr. Addario’s presentation is on file in the Board office.

The following persons were in attendance and delivered deputations to the Board:

e Jamil Jivani
e Peter Rosenthal
e Howard Morton, Law Union of Ontario

Following the deputations, Mr. Addario responded to questions by the Board about the proposed
draft policy.

Chair Mukherjee noted that Mr. Addario had provided the Board with a legal opinion (dated
December 06, 2013) on police stops, community inquiries, detention and record-keeping and
that, pending Board approval, the legal opinion and a copy of the draft proposed policy would be
posted to the Board’s website immediately following today’s meeting.

Chair Mukherjee also noted that a special public meeting would be held on April 08, 2014 at
6:00 PM to receive comments from the community on the draft policy. Following the special

meeting, the Board would review the comments made on April 08, 2014 and a final version of
the policy would be prepared for approval at a future meeting.

The following Motions were presented to the Board:
1. THAT the Board receive the presentation by Mr. Addario; and

2. THAT the Board approve the release of the draft Community Contacts policy and
Mr. Addario’s legal opinion dated December 6, 2013.

A request for a recorded vote on the foregoing Motions was submitted in accordance with
section 22 of the Board’s Procedural By-Law No. 107.

cont...d



The voting was recorded as follows:

For Opposed
Chair Mukherjee nil
Vice-Chair Thompson

Ms. Moliner

Dr. Noria

Councillor Nunziata
Councillor Del Grande
Mr. Pringle

The foregoing Motions were approved.

Moved by: A. Mukherjee

Subsequent to the consideration of this matter, copies of a document prepared by Mr.
Addario entitled Materials for March 13, 2014 Toronto Police Services Board Meeting were
available. These materials contain a copy of the draft proposed Community Contacts
policy (tab 1) and the December 6, 2013 legal opinion (tab 2).

A copy of the document entitled Materials for March 13, 2014 Toronto Police Services Board
Meeting is also on file in the Board office.



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P41. ICR - RECOMMENDATION NO. 17 - BOARD MEMBERS -
COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION-SHARING

The Board was in receipt of the following report January 27, 2014 from Alok Mukherjee, Chair:
Subject: ICR - RECOMMENDATION NO. 17 - BOARD MEMBERS -

COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION-SHARING

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board approve the policy attached to this report entitled “Board
Members — Communication and Information-Sharing.”

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications arising out of the recommendation contained in this report.

Background/Purpose:

The Board, at its meeting of July 19, 2012, received the report from the Honourable John W.
Morden entitled “Independent Civilian Review Into Matters Relating to the G20 Summit,” and
approved a number of recommendations with respect to this report. (Min. No. P166/12 refers) as
follows:

(1) receive the report from the Honourable John W. Morden entitled Independent
Civilian Review Into Matters Relating to the G20 Summit, and receive all 38
recommendations for implementation;

(2) approve the “Proposed Implementation Plan” attached to this report;

(3) approve, in principle, the immediate implementation of Mr. Morden’s
Recommendations 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 28, 29,
30, 36, 37 and 38, and direct the Chair to report back to the Board no later
than October 2012 with proposed new policies, amendments to existing
policies and changes to Board rules and practices as indicated in the
Proposed Implementation Plan;

(4) establish a Board Implementation Working Group (BIWG) of at least 4 Board
members to take necessary action or to propose action to be taken by the
Board with respect to Recommendations 1, 4, 5, 6, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
31, 32, 33, 34 and 35;

(5) direct the BIWG to provide status reports to the Board on its work on the
Recommendations referred to it no later than October 2012;



(6) refer to the BIWG for consideration in conjunction with Mr. Morden’s report
the Toronto Police Service’s After-Action Report and the Ontario Independent
Police Review Director’s report titled, Policing the Right to Protest; and,

(7) direct the BIWG to report back to the Board on the status of its consideration
of these other G20 related reports by October 2012 or as soon thereafter as
possible.

Discussion:
Recommendation No. 17 of the Morden report is reproduced as follows:

Recommendation No. 17: The Board should create a policy requiring open
communication and sharing of information between all Board members.

The Board should develop a policy that sets guidelines for the exchange of
information between Board members. Under this policy all Board members would
be required to share, at the earliest opportunity, information he/she receives
through informal communications with the Chief on a particular matter or issue
that is before the Board or that otherwise falls within the Board’s statutory role
and responsibilities.

At its meeting of July 19, 2012, the Board approved “...in principle, the immediate
implementation” of this recommendation.

At its in camera meeting of October 15, 2013, the Board considered a draft policy entitled
“Board Members — Communication and Information-Sharing.” (Min. No. C319/12 refers).

The Board referred the foregoing report to the Board’s Implementation Working Group (BIWG)
for further consideration and to develop a simple mechanism for information-sharing.

As those items referred to BIWG are now being handled by myself and Board staff, we reviewed
this policy and have made a number of amendments. In drafting the amended policy, it was
recognized that a complete listing of all types of information individual members of the Board
obtain through any direct communication with the Chief or other members of the Command is
not possible. It was also recognized that regular communication between the Chief or another
member of the Command and the Chair or Vice Chair in the course of daily business is essential
for effective oversight. There are mechanisms in place, such as formal Board reports, through
which the subject matter or substance of these communications is conveyed to the Board.

The amended policy is appended for your information.
Conclusion:

Therefore, it is recommended that the Board approved the amended policy attached to this report
entitled “Board Members — Communication and Information-Sharing.”



The Board approved the following Motion:

THAT the Board approve the foregoing report, subject to an amendment in the first
paragraph of the policy, as noted in italics below:

Board Members, defined as the Chair, Vice-Chair, and all other members,
receive information from the Chief of Police through a variety of
mechanisms, including through formal reports at Board meetings.
However, a substantial amount of communication occurs between
individual members of the Board and the Chief or other members of the
Command through a number of informal methods, including impromptu
meetings or discussions, ad hoc oral briefings at Board meetings,
memoranda, telephone calls, or e-mails.

Moved by:  D. Noria



TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD

BOARD MEMBERS - COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION-
SHARING

DATE APPROVED mm/dd/yy  (spelled | Minute No: PXXX/00
out)

DATE(S) AMENDED

DATE REVIEWED

REPORTING REQUIREMENT

LEGISLATION Police Services Act, R.S.0. 1990, c.P.15, as amended,

s. 31(1)(c).

Members of Police Services Boards — Code of Conduct,
0. Reg. 421/97.

DERIVATION Independent Civilian Review into Matters Relating to the
G20 Summit, Recommendation No. 17

Board Members receive information from the Chief of Police through a variety of mechanisms,
including through formal reports at Board meetings. However, a substantial amount of
communication occurs between individual members of the Board and the Chief or other
members of the Command through a number of informal methods, including impromptu
meetings or discussions, ad hoc oral briefings at Board meetings, memoranda, telephone calls, or
e-mails.

It is critical that any material information obtained by one Board Member that, in his or her
judgment, is pertinent to the Board’s consideration of matters before it, or likely to come before
it, or that is related to a prior Board decision, or that is of public interest, is shared with the entire
Board at the next available opportunity, so that the entire Board can discharge its governance and
oversight responsibilities based on the same information.

It is, therefore, the policy of the Toronto Police Services Board that:

(1) A Board Member will share, at the earliest opportunity, material information that he or she
receives through informal communication with the Chief or other members of the Command,
that, in his or her judgment, is pertinent to the Board’s consideration of matters before it, or
likely to come before it, or that is related to a prior Board decision, or that is of public
interest;



(2) Such communication and information-sharing will be in the form of a formal Board report or
briefing at the Board meeting following the receipt of such information;

(3) Where the information received is, in the Board member’s judgment, related to an item of an
urgent nature and should be considered before the date of the next regularly scheduled Board
meeting, the Board Member in receipt of the information will consult with the Chair to
determine whether a Special Board meeting should be called or the information can be
provided to the full Board by some other means; and

(4) When the Board becomes aware that, in exercising his or her judgment, a Board Member did
not communicate information that ought to have been provided to the full Board, the Board
will determine what the appropriate course of action should be, pursuant to Ontario
Regulation 421/97, Members of Police Services Boards — Code of Conduct.



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P42. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 PARKING ENFORCEMENT UNIT: PARKING
TAG ISSUANCE

The Board was in receipt of the following report January 13, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:

Subject: ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 PARKING ENFORCEMENT UNIT - PARKING
TICKET ISSUANCE

Recommendations:

It is recommended that:

(1) the Board receive the following report; and

(2) the Board forward a copy of this report to the City of Toronto Government Management
Committee to be considered in conjunction with the City of Toronto 2013 Parking Ticket
Activity Report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendations contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

This report provides information on the Parking Enforcement Unit achievements, activities and
annual parking ticket issuance during the year 2013 (Appendix A refers).

Discussion:

The Parking Enforcement Unit reports annually on parking ticket issuance by Parking
Enforcement Officers (PEOs), Municipal Law Enforcement Officers (MLEOs) and Police
Officers. The City of Toronto requests this information for use during the annual budget
process.

Annual Parking Ticket Issuance:

The total parking ticket issuance is estimated to be 2,612,810 tags in 2013 which is in line with
projections. Total parking ticket issuance includes tags issued by PEOs, MLEQOs, and Police
Officers. The final parking ticket issuance numbers will be presented by the City of Toronto,
Parking Ticket Operations in its 2013 Annual Parking Ticket Activity Report, once all data is
captured and reconciled.



The following is a breakdown of the parking ticket issuance estimates by group:

Group Tickets Issued
Parking Enforcement Unit 2,412,702
Municipal Law Enforcement Officers 191,775
Police Officers 8,333
Total Parking Ticket Issuance 2,612,810

Other Information:

During the 2013 calendar year, although there were some significant operating challenges, the
Parking Enforcement Unit delivered on many key accomplishments aside from the issuance of
parking tickets, through the provision of operational support to the Toronto Police Service and
interoperability with City initiatives.

One of the challenges was the extreme inclement weather conditions experienced throughout
2013, such as flooding, ice and snow storms, and the numerous heat and cold alerts which had a
measurable impact upon enforcement and operations. Considering that many PEOs patrol on
foot in all weather conditions, some challenges were experienced with Unit deployment and a
general encumbrance on its operations. When these types of events impact regular operations,
PEOs must be redeployed to assist with other parking and traffic flow related assignments. As
such, in support of TPS and City initiatives, PEOs focus on hazardous parking situations, the safe
and efficient flow of traffic, assistance to the public, and vehicle relocations for clean-up
operations, snow removal and tree trimming.

City Council decisions related to changes in by-laws, fine increases and program initiatives have
an impact on public behavior and appear to be achieving increased motorist compliance with
some of the Municipal parking bylaws. This also has a related impact to enforcement. However,
continued compliance is contingent on PEOs being highly visible, while performing general
patrol, in order to deter illegal parking activity.

Similarly, the issue of enforcement grace periods and the differing City ticket cancellation
guidelines (Min. No. P238/13 refers) was referred to City Council for their consideration toward
a resolution. While a final resolution is pending, this has created pressure on enforcement
operations due to increased interaction between PEOs and the public which detracts from
available patrol time. This operational pressure may be alleviated when a resolution is achieved.

Members of the Unit were responsible for towing 22,999 vehicles, including 368 that were
without properly registered plates and 1,967 that were relocated to assist with snow removal
operations, the clearing of parade routes and special events management. PEOs also recovered
638 stolen vehicles, in support of TPS crime management initiatives.

The Unit responded to 142,018 calls for service from members of the public. This number
continues to increase on a year-over-year basis which suggests that effective and timely response
to parking problems and concerns is important to the community. The attendance to these calls



by civilian Parking Enforcement Officers alleviates pressure on the TPS as a whole and allows
Police Officers to focus on core policing duties.

The Unit retained 799 Accessible Parking Permits for investigation of possible misuse and laid
332 Highway Traffic Act charges in this regard. This is in support of maintaining integrity in the
Accessible Parking Program and ensuring parking spaces are available for use by members of the
public that have valid Accessible Parking Permits.

From a training perspective, the Unit provided training and certification to 428 new MLEQOs for
private property enforcement to which all of the fine revenue derived from the issuance of these
parking tickets goes directly to the City of Toronto.

Conclusion:

The Parking Enforcement Unit continues to contribute positively to the achievement of the goals
and priorities of the Toronto Police Service by:

ensuring the safe and orderly flow of traffic;

ensuring enforcement is fair and equitable to all;

providing a visible uniform presence on the streets;

ensuring positive outreach to the community through public awareness campaigns and
education programs; and

e ensuring interoperability with other TPS Units and City of Toronto departments.

The final total for Parking Ticket issuance in 2013 is estimated to be 2,612,810 tickets which is
in line with projections. The City of Toronto will report the final parking ticket issuance
numbers in their 2013 Annual Parking Ticket Activity Report once all data is captured and
reconciled.

Deputy Chief Michael Federico, Operational Support Command, will be in attendance to answer
any guestions the Board may have concerning this report.

The Board approved the foregoing report.

Moved by: M. Moliner



Appendix “A”

Parking Enforcement Unit 2011 2012 2013
Parking Ticket Issuance — PEOs 2,557,562 | 2,505,064 2,412,702
Parking Ticket Issuance — PEOs, MLEOSs,

PCs 2,836,587 | 2,758,565 | 2,612,810*
Processable Ticket Rate PEOs 99.8% 99.8% 99.8%
Absenteeism (Short-term sick) 2.5% 3.4% 3.8%
Calls for service received 131,844 137,315 142,018
Stolen Vehicles Recovered 1,023 776 638
Stolen Autos Recovered - Street Sweeper 721 550 483
Stolen Autos Recovered - PEOs 302 226 155
Hours Spent on Stolen Vehicles Recovered 975 780 671
Stolen Plates Recovered 70 42 30
Hours Spent on Stolen Plates Recovered 46 35 38
Vehicles Scanned by Street Sweeper 2,497,216 | 3,133,478 3,363,198
Vehicles Towed 23,808 23,426 22,999
Assistance to TPS Units

Unplated Vehicles Towed 425 314 368
Directed Patrol Requests from Other Police

Units 109 96 49
Arrest Assists 18 20 13
Assaults 32 19 21
Language Interpretations 72 97 52
Hours Spent on Language Interpretations 133 248 137
Disabled Permits Retained 845 848 799
Disabled Permits Cautioned 92 118 140
H.T.A Charges (Disabled Permits) 561 414 332
Special Events 81 89 103
Hours Spent On Special Events 2,226 1,969 1,521
Vehicle Relocations 1,288 1,934 1,967

* Estimates: PC’s and MLEO'’s issue manual tickets and all issued tickets have not yet been processed

at the time of this report.




THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P43. UPDATE REPORT: CLEARING BACKLOG OF BACKGROUND
CHECK REQUESTS - POLICE REFERENCE CHECK PROGRAM

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 27, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:

Subject: UPDATE REPORT: CLEARING BACKLOG OF BACKGROUND CHECK
REQUESTS SUBMITTED TO THE POLICE REFERENCE CHECK
PROGRAM

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive this report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendation contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

At its meeting on January 16, 2014, the Board passed the following motion:

THAT an update report be provided for the February 2014 meeting on how the TPS will clear
the current backlog of background checks that have been requested (Min. No. P14/14 refers).

The Board has requested that the Chief provide the Board with an update report on how the
Toronto Police Service (Service) will clear the current backlog of background checks that have
been requested through the Records Management Services (RMS) — Police Reference Check
Program (PRCP).

The following information is provided in response to that request.
Discussion:

Currently, the two main services provided by the PRCP are the provision of “Clearance Letters”,
and vulnerable sector screenings (VSS) through the “Vulnerable Sector Screening Program”. The
PRCP is partnered (by way of Memorandum of Understanding) with approximately 3150
agencies and additionally provides information upon request to other police services, agencies,
and the public.



The following chart indicates the Clearance Letter and VSS applications, as well other requests
processed by the PRCP in 2013:

Type Total

Clearance Letters 40,482
Vulnerable Sector Screenings 68,057
Other Information Requests 12,450

In addition to the above totals, there were approximately 10,000 VSS applications in carry-over
from 2012.

It is important to note that these totals do not fully capture the scope of the services provided by
PRCP staff, including; time spent interacting with the public by phone, online, and in-person.

Current Backlog of VVSS Applications

As of January 1, 2014, the carry-over of 2013 VSS applications totalled 16,947. There was no
carry-over for Clearance Letter requests.

The backlog was not unusual given the PRCP has operated on an annual carry-over of VSS
applications for several years.

The following chart indicates the past 3 years of annual carry-over for VSS applications:

Years Total
2010 to 2011 8,900
2011 to 2012 8,000 Adding to the backlog is an average of 200
2012 to 2013 10,000 new applications the PRCP receives every
business day.
PRCP Staffing

Currently, the PRCP has a staffing level of 21 permanent civilian members including:

1 -Class7
19 -Class b
1 -Class?2

Though Clearance Letters and VSS applications are the main focus, other PRCP functions and
tasks overlap these areas in order to complete different portions of the process. All permanent
PRCP members have been designated to specific PRCP job functions; however, they are cross-
trained and utilized through reassignment pending PRCP requirements.



It is important to note that in compliance with the Board Policy amended in 2009 (Min. No.
P111/09 refers), the PRCP includes a process to ensure that applicants may discuss the results of
any police reference check completed regarding themselves with a member of RMS to ensure
that they understand the information disclosed. This is an opportunity to raise any concerns they
may have regarding the appropriateness of specific disclosure relating to any contact with the
Service under the Mental Health Act. The request to include disclosure of any Mental Health Act
information comes from the requesting agency on the application form.

The PRCP also provides for the consideration, internally, of any concerns raised by an applicant,
relating to the suppression of any contact with the Service under the Mental Health Act.
Applicants may submit a request in writing to the Manager of RMS. This process is described in
detail in the PRCP section on the Service’s internet website.

Clearing VSS Backlog

RMS management has been proactive in assessing and dealing with the VSS application backlog.

In the fall of 2013, the PRCP enhanced their staffing level (on an interim basis) to 5 members,
solely dedicated to VSS processing. This is a result of the reassignment of 3 temporary members
(Class 4) from other areas within the Service to RMS to work with the 2 existing members who
were providing this service.

RMS management also reviewed both the Operations and Information Access Sections (IAS) for
additional personnel to assist the VSS section. It was recognized that due to the current 22
vacancies (in established RMS staffing levels); reducing personnel anywhere in the Operations
area of the unit was not feasible. Likewise compliance pressures within the IAS sub-sections of
Access and Privacy Section and Criminal Records would induce negative consequences, and the
overall risk to the Service had to be assessed. Filling the 22 staffing positions that are currently
vacant would dramatically improve efficiency in the PRCP and in RMS generally.

Recently, RMS management identified 6 — permanent members (Class 5) from the Records
Release section of IAS to assist the PRCP with the VSS application backlog. This is the only
area identified in RMS that would not have a direct impact on the safety and security of the
public or Service members.

This temporarily increases the overall staffing of the PRCP to 11 members solely dedicated to
VSS processing throughout the week.

Additionally, another 2 to 3 PRCP staff members (pending exigencies of the unit), are assigned
to VSS application processing on the Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday of each week.

Unfortunately, this utilization of staffing comes at a cost to other areas of the program, including
the ability of the PRCP to respond to VSS requests from other police services that require
information from the Service to complete their VVSS process.



RMS management has determined through experience that an average of 50 applications can be
processed by a member per day, provided there are no interruptions and no overt complexities to
the application. .

As a result of the temporary redeployment of staff and utilization of overtime (premium pay), the
2013 carry-over of VSS applications (as of February 27, 2014) has been substantially reduced:

2013 VSS applications (Carry-over): 4750

However, the intake of new requests and applications continue to affect the over-all backlog.
2014 VSS applications (New) 7206
2014 Clearance Letter requests (New) 1200

Impact of Redeployment

The interim solution involving the redeployment of 6 members from the IAS area will affect
customer service in other areas of RMS. The redeployment will result in the following:

Temporary stoppage in reporting of collision data to the Ministry of Transportation

. Police are mandated to report all personal injury; fatal collision reports the
Ministry of Transportation within 7 days. This information is used to compile
statistical information, identify trends, improve road safety, assist in calculating
auto insurance premiums, and driver’s abstract information.

Temporary stoppage in reporting collision data to the City of Toronto Traffic Data Centre

. The Service has a MOU that requires timely transfer of collision data and
supporting images to allow the City of Toronto to evaluate trends, high collision
locations, installation of red light cameras, timing sequence of lights at
intersections, etc.

Temporary stoppage in supplying collision reports/notes/occurrence information to
insurance companies, lawyers and involved parties

. The information contained in these reports/notes provides interested parties with
the necessary information required to settle insurance claims, repair property
damage etc. Clients in this group include the City of Toronto (which insure TPS
vehicles and staff, fire trucks, ambulances)

Management will continue to reassess the redeployment of 6 members from the IAS area to the
VSS function, in order to identify other possible options that would minimize the effects to any
one section within the RMS and explore other solutions not previously available such as hiring
temporary or more permanent staff.



Future Challenges

The Service has been informed of two large scale events and some future legislative
requirements that will have a definite impact, and further exhaust, the PRCP’s limited resources:

e 2015 — World Junior Hockey Championship (Toronto) — potential for 300-400 volunteers
requiring VSS checks

e 2015 — Pan American / Parapan American Games (Toronto) — potential for 20,000
volunteers requiring VSS checks

e future legislation requiring all Ontario driving instructors to undergo VSS checks —
potential for 3500 driving instructors requiring VSS checks

e future RCMP policy requiring that all VSS applications be supported by fingerprints and
submitted in-person (may potentially have severe impact on PRCP business processes)

Conclusion:

This report is provided in response to the Board’s motion requesting how the Service will clear
the current backlog of background checks.

The Service is cognizant of the impact the delays in processing applications have on the public.
However, the processes utilized are in keeping with PRCP and RCMP standards for processing
VSS applications. These processes meet the requirements of the Criminal Records Act when it
comes to a vulnerable person and upholds the Police Service Act as it pertains to the declaration
of principles for policing in the Province.

Processing times must be weighed against the importance of providing a complete, accurate, and
up-to-date final product for delivery, and to adequately satisfy and protect the interests of the
requesting agencies, organizations, and public who are our clients. The processing times are
justified by the legal and financial ramifications of providing inaccurate or incomplete results.

The PRCP has incorporated an interim solution of redeploying additional staff to the VVSS section
in order to eliminate the current backlog. This solution has significantly reduced the 2013 carry-
over, but consequently, had effects on other areas of service delivered by RMS. The average
daily in-take of 200 new applications and requests also continues to affect the current backlog.

At its January 2014 meeting, the Board requested that the Service report on how the program
might be adjusted to reduce the average response time for VSS applications. As a result, a review
of the business processes in PRCP has been commenced and will seek to identify strategies and
implement efficiencies wherever possible. An interim report will be provided to the Board at its
meeting in April 2014.

Deputy Chief Mike Federico, Operational Support Command, will be in attendance to answer
any guestions that the Board may have regarding this report.



The following persons were in attendance and delivered deputations to the Board:

e Chris Khan, Student, George Brown College *
e John Sewell, Toronto Police Accountability Coalition

*written submission also provided; copy on file in the Board office

Following the deputations, Acting Chief Mark Saunders responded to questions by the
Board.

Mr. Don Bevers, Manager, and Ms. Cathy Blair, Acting Assistant Manager, Records
Management Services, were in attendance and responded to questions by the Board.

The Board approved the following Motions:
1. THAT the Board receive the deputations by Mr. Khan and Mr. Sewell;
2. THAT the Board receive the Chief’s report;

3. THAT the Board request the Chief to provide a report on the feasibility of
increasing the fee for conducting a background check for applicants who may be
willing to pay a higher fee in order to ensure that the background check is
completed during a shorter or specific period of time;

4. THAT, effective June 1, 2014, the City of Toronto be charged for all applications
that are completed for the City and that those funds be used to bolster the
timeliness of conducting the background checks; and

5. THAT the Board request the Chief to provide a report containing a
comprehensive analysis of the details of all aspects of these checks.

Moved by:  F. Nunziata

The Board referred to the following Motion which was approved at its January 16, 2014
meeting (Min. No. P14/14 refers):

THAT the Chief provide a report for the March 2014 meeting on options to improve
the efficiency of responding to requests for background checks and, in order to
ensure that the public is well served, the strategies that will be implemented by the
TPS to ensure that a background check is completed within two weeks or a timeline
that is possible; and

The Board noted that the report had not been submitted for the March 2014 meeting as
requested and indicated that it is required for the April 2014 meeting.



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P44. SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT: WRITE-OFF OF UNCOLLECTIBLE
ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE BALANCES: JULY TO DECEMBER 2013

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 18, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:

Subject: SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT 2013: WRITE-OFF OF UNCOLLECTIBLE
ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE BALANCES - JULY TO DECEMBER 2013

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive this report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications as a result of the accounts receivable balances written off.
The write-off amount of $37,567 in the second half of 2013 reduced the allowance for
uncollectible accounts to $243,997. The adequacy of this amount is analyzed annually as part of
the year end accounting process. Any adjustment required to this balance will be included in
operating expenses in the year the adjustment is made.

Write-offs for the second half of 2013 represent 0.18% of the year end Accounts Receivable
balance and 0.19% of invoiced revenue for the year, excluding grants.

Background/Purpose:

At its meeting of May 29, 2003, the Board approved the Financial Control By-law 147. Part IX,
Section 29 — Authority for Write-offs, delegates the authority to write-off uncollectible accounts
of $50,000 or less to the Chief, and requires that a semi-annual report be provided to the Board
on amounts written off in the previous six months (Min. No. P132/03 refers).

The purpose of this report is to provide the Board with information on the amounts written off
during the period of July 1 to December 31, 2013.

Discussion:

External customers receiving goods and/or services from Toronto Police Service (Service) units
are provided with an invoice for the value of such goods or services. The Service’s Accounting
Services (formerly known as Financial Management) unit works closely with divisions, units and
customers to ensure that some form of written authority is in place with the receiving party prior
to work commencing and an invoice being sent, and that accurate and complete invoices are sent
to the proper location, on a timely basis.



Accounts Receivable Collection Process:

Customers are given a 30 day payment term for all invoices and receive monthly statements
showing their outstanding balances if the 30 day term is exceeded. In addition, they are provided
with progressively assertive reminder letters for every 30 days their accounts remain outstanding.
Accounts Receivable staff make regular telephone calls requesting payment to customers.
Customers with outstanding balances have an opportunity to make payment arrangements with
Accounting Services. The Service offers several payment options, including paying through
VISA and MasterCard to facilitate the payment process for our customers.

Customers are sent a final notice when their accounts are in arrears for more than 90 days. They
are provided with a ten day grace period, from receipt of the final notice, to make payment on
their account before the balance is sent to an outside agency for collection. The Service’s
collection agency has been successful in collecting many accounts on behalf of the Service.
However, in situations where amounts are small, company principals cannot be located,
organizations are no longer in business or circumstances indicate that no further work is
warranted, the collection agency will recommend write-off.

New collection agencies:

In order to maximize efficiencies and potential cost savings, the City of Toronto (City) and
Service continue to partner on procurement opportunities. One such collaboration, between City
Accounting Services, Toronto Fire Services and TPS, is a 2013 Request for Proposal (RFP) for a
corporate collection agency. Representatives from each of these areas evaluated all submissions
with the goal of selecting two agencies that will provide collection services as required. A
recommendation was recently finalized and will be communicated to the Board once new
contracts have been finalized with the successful proponents.

Amounts written off during the July 1 to December 31, 2013 period:

During the six month period of July 1 to December 31, 2013, eighteen (18) accounts totalling
$37,567 were written off, in accordance with By-law 147. The write-offs relate to paid duty
administrative fees, employee receivables, false alarms and marihuana grow operation fees.
Additional information on the accounts written off is provided in the sections that follow.

False Alarms ($10,192)

At its confidential meeting of December 14, 2012 (Min No. C360/12 refers), the Board delegated
authority to the Chief of Police to initiate legal action against a false alarm provider for an
outstanding amount related to false alarm administrative fees. The action taken and the result of
the settlement with regard to recovering the outstanding false alarm fees were reported to the
Board at its January 23, 2013 meeting (Min. No. P4/13 refers). The organization was facing
financial difficulty and was in the process of selling the company. During 2013, Accounting
Services worked with legal counsel retained by our collection agency, to reach a settlement for
the outstanding balance. Significant effort was placed on recovering the entire amount.



However, a reduced settlement acceptable to the Service was ultimately achieved. As a result,
the write-off equals the difference between the outstanding balance and the ultimate account
settlement.

Marihuana Grow Operation invoices ($21,705):

The amount written off consists of fourteen (14) items, representing the original cost recovery
amount and associated interest. In eleven (11) cases, responsibility for the grow operation was
determined to lie with the tenant of the establishment in which the grow operation was located.
As a result, given the latitude allowed by the by-law, the tenant was invoiced the cost recovery
amount. Unfortunately, the balance could not be collected by the City of Toronto through
property taxes as the residence was not owned by the individual who was invoiced. In one of the
cases, the Service collection agency was able to settle with the debtor for an amount less than the
total outstanding value, resulting in a write-off of the difference. Finally, several small interest
amounts were written off as they represented timing differences between when payment was
issued by the debtor and when the Service deposited the funds. These amounts were considered
too small to warrant further action.

With the exception of small interest amounts, all accounts were forwarded to the Service’s
collection agency, who spent several months attempting to collect the funds. The collection
agency followed their standard collection process which includes finding the principal where
required, sending payment demand letters and investigating the individual’s ability to pay.
However, despite these efforts collection proved difficult in some instances as the individual
could not be located or was unresponsive to the request for payment. The collection agency
advised that the amounts were not significant enough to warrant the involvement of legal
personnel, determined that payment was unlikely and recommended write-off.

Employee Receivables ($2,399):

Two employee receivables were written off during the second half of 2013. The larger of the
two receivables ($2,208) was the result of an incorrect entry in the human resources system
related to an injury on duty. A portion of the funds were recovered from the final pay-out made
to the individual when he retired from the organization in late 2011. Although considerable
efforts to collect the remaining funds were made by the Service’s Accounting Services unit and
collection agency, the difference remained outstanding. The amount is not large enough to
warrant taking legal action, as the costs of such action would outweigh the funds collected, even
if the individual exhibited an ability to pay.

The second receivable related to incorrect timekeeping system entries that were corrected after
the individual ceased working for the Service. The individual’s ability to pay is impaired and
given the amount ($191.08) is not significant, further collection efforts are not warranted.

Payroll and Benefits Administration continue to work towards processes and controls that will
mitigate the risk of overpaying employees, which can be evidenced by the significant reduction
in write-offs in this category.



Conclusion:

In accordance with Section 29 — Authorization for Write-offs of By-law 147, this report provides
information to the Board on the amounts written off by the Service during the period July 1 to
December 31, 2013.

For all receivables, action has been taken to reduce the risk of amounts owing to the Service
from becoming uncollectible and to more aggressively pursue amounts owing, in accordance
with the Service’s Accounts Receivable collection procedures.

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, Corporate Services Command, will be in
attendance to answer any questions from the Board.

The Board received the foregoing report.

Moved by:  A. Pringle



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P45. SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT: LABOUR RELATIONS COUNSEL AND
LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION: JULY TO DECEMBER 2013

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 25, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:

Subject: LABOUR RELATIONS COUNSEL AND LEGAL INDEMNIFICATION:
SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT JULY 1 - DECEMBER 31, 2013 AND
CUMULATIVE LEGAL COSTS FROM JANUARY 1 - DECEMBER 31, 2013

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive the following report.

Financial Implications:

Labour relations counsel, legal indemnification, arbitration and inquest costs are funded from the
Service’s Legal Reserve.

Background/Purpose:

At its meeting on January 25, 2001, the Board approved a Policy governing payment of legal
accounts which provides for a semi-annual report relating to payment of all accounts for labour
relations counsel, legal indemnification claims and accounts relating to inquests which were
approved by the Director, Human Resources Management and the Manager of Labour Relations
(Min. No. P5/01 refers).

This report will provide a semi-annual update for the period of July 1 to December 31, 2013, and
cumulative legal costs from January 1 to December 31, 2013.

Discussion:
Semi-Annual Summary: July 1 — December 31, 2013

During the period of July 1 to December 31, 2013, 36 accounts from Hicks, Morley, Hamilton,
Stewart and Storie LLP (Hicks Morley) for labour relations counsel totalling $173,790.26 were
received and approved for payment by the Manager of Labour Relations.

During the same period, 70 accounts from external counsel relating to legal indemnification were
paid totalling $250,944.11. One legal indemnification account relating to an inquest was paid in
the amount of $186,602.27. No legal indemnification accounts submitted for payment were
denied. In addition, no accounts were paid in relation to a civil action.



Cumulative Summary for 2013

For the period January 1 to December 31, 2013, legal costs incurred by Labour Relations and

legal indemnification totalled $1,330,284.35 as follows:

Number | Type of Account Paid

Costs Incurred
in 2013

52 Payments to Hicks Morley: $532,930.84
44 payments for labour relations counsel $466,976.58
8 payments for bargaining (SOO) $65,954.26
14 Arbitration Costs related to Grievances and Bargaining: $36,964.14
12 payments for grievance activity $31,814.14
2 payments for bargaining (SOO) $5,150.00
106 Legal Indemnifications $351,323.40
3 Inquests $409,065.97
0 Civil Actions $0

Total Costs for 2013

$ 1,330,284.35

Conclusion:

In summary, this report provides the Board with a semi-annual update for the period July 1 to
December 31, 2013 of all labour relations counsel, legal indemnification claims, and claims
relating to inquests and the total cumulative legal costs from January 1 to December 31, 2013.

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, Corporate Services Command, will be in
attendance to answer any questions that the Board may have regarding this report.

The Board received the foregoing report.

Moved by:  A. Pringle




THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13. 2014

#P46. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 HATE/BIAS CRIME STATISTICS

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 10, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:
Subject: ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 HATE/BIAS CRIME STATISTICS

Recommendations:

It is recommended that:

(1) the Board receive this report for information; and

(2) the Board forward a copy of this report to the City of Toronto Executive Committee for
information.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendations contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

The Toronto Police Service Intelligence Services - Hate Crime Unit has collected statistics and
has been responsible for ensuring full and thorough investigation of hate/bias crime offences
since 1993. Attached is the 2013 Annual Hate/Bias Crime Statistical Report.

Discussion:

The year 2013 was characterized by strengthened relationships with our community partners,
education and a commitment to encouraging greater public reporting of hate crimes.

In 2013, Toronto Police Service (Service) members completed the Hindu Religion - Items of
Religious Significance training module. The module was a mandatory on-line course that was
created by the Toronto Police College and offered on-line through the Canadian Police
Knowledge Network. The module was developed to enhance officer awareness about the Hindu
religion and the items and customs associated with the faith. In addition, the module reviewed
the Service procedures when handling items of religious significance and interacting with
persons of the faith. In 2013, the Hindu Religion - Items of Religious Significance training
module was completed by 5001 Service members.



The Hate Crime Unit has been an active member of the provincial Hate Crime Extremism
Investigative Team (HCEIT) since 2005. The HCEIT consists of members from fifteen Ontario
Police Services that receive provincial funding for their joint collection and sharing of
information, enforcement and education on hate/bias crimes. In 2013, HCEIT formed
partnerships with the Niagara Regional Police Service and the Ontario Provincial Police.

In 2012, the Ontario Police College in partnership with the HCEIT created an Advanced Hate
Crime Investigators Course for police officers across Ontario. The course focuses on enhanced
understanding of investigating hate/bias crimes and the application of federal legislation to hate
propaganda. The course was attended by members from Ontario and Alberta Police Services, the
Hate Crime Unit and several Service divisional investigators. The course was held at the Ontario
Provincial Police Academy in March 2013 and at the Ontario Police College in November 2013.
This course will continue to be offered in 2014.

In 2013, the Hate Crime Unit attended provincial hate crime and extremism training relating to
hate/bias crime laws and trends, investigative strategies and prosecution of hate crimes with
police services, community agencies and partners from across North America. Conferences were
attended by the Hate Crime Unit in Toronto and Niagara Falls.

The Hate Crime Unit continued its partnership with the Divisional Policing Support Unit and the
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer (LGBTQ) Liaison Unit to provide local and
international education on LGBTQ awareness including support of the Report Homophobic
Violence Period Program.

Conclusion:

In summary, this report provides the Board with a comprehensive overview of the hate/bias
crimes reported and investigated in the City of Toronto in 2013.

Deputy Chief Mark Saunders, Specialized Operations Command, will be in attendance to answer
any questions that the Board may have.

The Board approved the foregoing report.

Moved by:  A. Pringle

A copy of the Executive Summary to the 2013 Annual Report on Hate/Bias Statistics is

appended to this Minute for information. A copy of the full report is on file in the Board
office.



Executive Summary

The Toronto Police Service Hate/Bias Crime Statistical Report is an annual report that provides
statistical data about criminal offences which are committed against persons or property and are
motivated by the victim’s race, national or ethnic origin, language, colour, religion, sex, age,
mental or physical disability, sexual orientation or other similar factor within the City of
Toronto.

This report explains the mandate of the Toronto Police Service Intelligence Services - Hate
Crime Unit and the methodology that is used by the Hate Crime Unit to collect the statistical
data. The results of the data are based on hate/bias crimes that were reported to the Toronto
Police Service between January 1st, 2013 and December 31st, 2013.

This report also provides an overview of the training and education that was provided to officers
with respect to hate/bias crimes in 2013, as well as the various community outreach initiatives
that were undertaken by the Hate Crime Unit and other units within the Toronto Police Service.

In 2013, there was a decrease in the number of total hate/bias crime occurrences reported to the
Toronto Police Service. In comparison to 2012, the number of reported occurrences decreased
from 142 to 131 representing a difference of approximately 8%. Over the past ten years,
between 2004 and 2013, the average number of reported hate/bias crimes is 144 per annum.

The number of arrests in 2013 increased from 15 persons arrested in 2012 to 17 persons arrested
in 2013. As in previous years, the number of arrests for hate/bias motivated offences was
attributed to allegations of mischief to property (i.e. graffiti) in circumstances where there was
little or no suspect description available. These occurrences frequently transpired without the
victim or any witnesses present. These factors add significantly to the challenges in
investigating hate/bias motivated offences and arresting suspects.

The three most targeted groups since 2006 have been the Jewish community, the Black
community and the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer (LGBTQ) community. In
2013, the Jewish community, followed by the LGBTQ community and the Black community
were the most victimized groups.

The three most reported criminal offences motivated by hate/bias in 2013 were mischief to
property, assault and criminal harassment. The Jewish community and the Black community
were the most victimized group for mischief to property occurrences, while the LGBTQ
community was the most victimized group for assault and criminal harassment occurrences.

When more than one identifiable group (i.e. Catholic and Ukrainian) were targeted in an
occurrence the occurrence was categorized as multi-bias. In 2013, 10 of the 131 hate/bias
occurrences were categorized as multi-bias. In 2012, 21 of the 142 hate/bias occurrences were
categorized as multi-bias. In comparison to 2012, the number of occurrences categorized as
multi-bias decreased by approximately 54% in 2013.

cont...d



Since the publication of the first Hate/Bias Crime Statistical Report in 1993, hate/bias crimes
have been most commonly motivated by the following five factors: race, religion, multi-bias,
sexual orientation and nationality.



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#PA4T. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 USE OF CONDUCTED ENERGY WEAPONS

The Board was in receipt of the following report January 27, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:
Subject: ANNUAL REPORT - 2013: USE OF CONDUCTED ENERGY WEAPONS

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive this report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendation contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

At its meeting of March 8, 2005, the Board directed the Chief of Police to provide an annual
report to the Board on the use of Conducted Energy Weapons (CEW) within the Toronto Police
Service (Min. No. P74/05 refers).

On March 27, 2008, the Board directed the Chief of Police to provide a report that outlined a
revised format for future annual reports on the use of CEWs (Min. No. P60/08 refers). This
response was provided at the September 18, 2008 Board meeting and outlined the format for
future reports (Min. No. P253/08 refers):

Incidents of CEW Use

Division of CEW Use

CEW Users

CEW Incident Description

Subject’s Condition at Time of CEW Use
Subject’s Behaviour/Threat Level
Subject Description

Subject’s Age

Cycles

Number of CEWs Used

CEW Effectiveness

Other Force Option Used Prior to CEW Use
Injuries/Deaths

Civil Action

Officer Training



To provide more information to the Board and the public, a number of Toronto Police Service
(TPS) procedures and (reporting) forms were updated in the 2009 reporting period. These
additional categories continue to be captured for this board report and include:

e Subject Apprehended Under the Mental Health Act (MHA)
e Subject Believed Armed
e Subject Confirmed Armed

There have been no changes to TPS Procedure 15-09, “Conducted Energy Weapon”, since the
2009 update.

The Board at its meeting on March 3, 2011, recommended that future annual reports include an
appropriate explanation of unintentional discharges of the CEW. This information has been
included in this report. It also recommended that the Board receive statistical data from previous
years for the purpose of trend identification (Min. No. P56/11 refers). This additional
information is found in Appendix “B”.

This report provides a review of CEW use by Service officers for the period of January 1, 2013
to December 31, 2013, formatted into the applicable categories. It consists of two components:
an explanation of terminology and information regarding the classification of data, and charts
containing the aggregate data. A comprehensive breakdown of CEW use for 2013 is appended
to this report as Appendix “A”.

Discussion:

As of December 31, 2013, a total of 509 TASER X-26s were issued to members of the
Emergency Task Force (ETF), uniform frontline supervisors and supervisors of high-risk units
such as Public Safety and Emergency Management, the Intelligence Division, Organized Crime
Enforcement (including Hold-Up and Toronto Drug Squad) and the Provincial Repeat Offender
and Parole Enforcement (ROPE) and Fugitive Squad.

In accordance with Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services (Ministry)
standards and Service procedure, the CEW is only used in full deployment or drive stun mode
(direct application) when the subject is assaultive as defined by the Criminal Code, which
includes threatening behaviour if the officer believes the subject intends and has the ability to
carry out the threat, or where the subject presents an imminent threat of serious bodily harm or
death, which includes suicide threats or attempts. Therefore, direct application of the device is
only utilized to gain control of a subject who is at risk of causing harm, not to secure compliance
of a subject who is merely resistant. In 2013, Toronto Police officers used demonstrated force
presence (indirect application) in 55.7% of the incidents.

Incident

The incident refers to a specific event where one or more CEWs are used. In 2013, the weapon
was used 202 times during 192 incidents involving as many as 189 subjects. The data includes



one incident where demonstrated force presence was used against a group of three subjects (see
page 9).

Division

This refers to the division within Toronto or to the location outside of Toronto where Service
members used a CEW.

DIVISION / MUNICIPALITY
Division # %
11 11 5.7
12 7 3.6
13 15 7.8
14 8 4.2
22 10 5.2
23 11 5.7
31 12 6.3
32 10 5.2
33 12 6.3
41 12 6.3
42 12 6.3
43 7 3.6
51 19 9.9
52 15 7.8
53 5 2.6
54 14 7.3
55 8 4.2
KITCHENER 2 1.0
PEEL 1 0.5
WATERLOO 1 0.5
TOTAL 192 100.0

CEW Users

Of the total number of TPS officers issued CEWSs in 2013, frontline supervisors accounted for
approximately 80.7% of CEW use.

CEW USER
# %
Front Line Supervisor 163 | 80.7
Emergency Task Force 37 | 18.3
High-Risk Units 2 1.0
Public Safety & Emergency Management 0 0.0
Total # of CEWs Used 202 | 100.0




CEW Incident Description

A description of the incident is based on the call for service received by the attending officers
where the CEW was used. This information is collected from the Use of Force Report (UFR
Form 1) that must be completed subsequent to each CEW use, as mandated by TPS Procedures
15-01, “Use of Force” and 15-09, “Conducted Energy Weapon”.

INCIDENT TYPES

# %
Assault Related 15 7.8
Break and Enter 2 1.0
Disturbance - Other 18 9.4
Domestic Disturbance 12 6.3
Drug Related 10 5.2
Emotionally Disturbed Person 57 29.7
Homicide 1 0.5
Prisoner Related 9 4.7
Robbery 8 4.2
Theft 1 0.5
Traffic 4 2.1
Unintentional Discharge 3 1.6
Unknown Trouble 2 1.0
Wanted Person 8 4,2
Warrant Related 15 7.8
Weapons Call 27 14.1
TOTAL INCIDENT # 192 | 100.0

Subject Condition at Time of CEW Use

Officers often interact with subjects who are under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol, or who
are experiencing a variety of mental health issues as well as any combination thereof. Officers
are requested to categorize their perception of the condition of the subject at the time of CEW
use. An officer’s perception is based on experience, knowledge and training. This information
was summarized from applicable sections within the Conducted Energy Weapon Use Report
(TPS 584 Form) as follows:

e Emotionally Disturbed Person
Subjects identified as being emotionally disturbed include those perceived to be suffering
from a mental disorder or emotional distress and includes persons in crisis. A person in
crisis is defined as a person who suffers a temporary breakdown of coping skills, but
remains in touch with reality.

e Alcohol

A subject believed to be under the influence of alcohol.



e Drugs

A subject believed to be under the influence of drugs.

SUBJECT CONDITION

# %
Alcohol Only 31 16.1
Drugs Only 14 7.3
Drugs + Alcohol 8 4.2
Emotionally Disturbed Persons (EDP) 51 26.6
EDP + Alcohol 13 6.8
EDP + Drugs 6 3.1
EDP + Drugs + Alcohol 9 4.7
Not Applicable* 60 31.3
Total 192 100.0

* refers to situations where an officer did not believe that there were any external factors affecting the subject’s
behaviour and includes 3 unintentional discharges, 2 incidents involving dogs and 1 group incident

Of the 192 incidents of CEW use, 26.6% involved subjects whom officers believed were
emotionally disturbed. The figure increases to 41.2%, when incidents involving persons who are
perceived to be suffering from the combined effects of emotional disturbance/mental disorder
and alcohol and or drugs are included. Out of 192 incidents, 79 involved subjects described as
emotionally disturbed or emotionally disturbed and under the influence of drugs and or alcohol.

However, to conclude that CEWs are used primarily on persons with a mental disorder would be
incorrect because less than 31% of incidents involved subjects who were deemed suitable for
apprehension under the Mental Health Act (MHA).

Mental Health Act Apprehension
This indicates that the subject was apprehended under the MHA and transported to a psychiatric
facility for assessment. Out of 192 incidents, 59 or 30.7% resulted in apprehensions under the

MHA.

The data do not capture the results of the assessment and so further caution is warranted against
concluding that those apprehended were, in fact, suffering from a mental disorder.

Finally, it must be remembered that the CEW was only used in response to the subject’s
behaviour, and not because of the subject’s condition.

SUBJECT APPREHENDED UNDER THE MHA
# %
YES 59 30.7
NO 127 66.1
Not Applicable* 6 3.1
TOTAL 192 100.0

* refers to 3 unintentional discharges, 1 group incident, and 2 incidents involving dogs



Subject’s Behaviour/Threat Level

Subject behaviour during the CEW incident is described in the context of the Ontario Use of
Force Model (2004) under the following categories:

Passive Resistant

The subject refuses, with little or no physical action, to cooperate with the officer’s
lawful direction. This can assume the form of a verbal refusal or consciously contrived
physical inactivity.

Active Resistant

The subject uses non-assaultive physical action to resist an officer’s lawful direction.
Examples would include pulling away to prevent or escape control, or overt movements
such as walking or running away from an officer.

Assaultive

The subject attempts to apply, or applies force to any person; attempts or threatens by an
act or gesture to apply force to another person, if he/she has, or causes that other person
to believe upon reasonable grounds that he/she has, present ability to effect his/her
purpose. Examples include kicking and punching, but may also include aggressive body
language that signals the intent to assault.

Serious Bodily Harm or Death

The subject exhibits actions that the officer reasonably believes are intended to, or likely
to, cause serious bodily harm or death to any person, including the subject. Examples
include assaults with a weapon or actions that would result in serious injury to an officer
or member of the public, and include suicide threats or attempts by the subject.



CAliconsiDE

The 2004 Ontario Use of Force Model is used to assist officers in articulating their use of force.
It represents the process by which an officer assesses, plans, and responds to situations that
threaten public and officer safety. The assessment process begins in the centre of the model with
the situation confronting the officer. From there, the assessment process moves outward and
addresses the subject’s behaviour and the officer’s perception and tactical considerations.
Based on the officer’s assessment of the conditions represented by these inner circles, the officer
selects from the use of force options contained within the model’s outer circle. After the officer
chooses a response option the officer must continually reassess the situation to determine if his
or her actions are appropriate and or effective or if a new strategy should be selected. The whole
process should be seen as dynamic and constantly evolving until the situation is brought under
control.

SUBJECT BEHAVIOUR

# %
Passive Resistant 26 | 135
Active Resistant 29 | 151
Assaultive 85 | 44.3
Serious Bodily Harm/Death 49 | 255
Not Applicable* 3 1.6
TOTAL INCIDENT # 192 | 100.0

* refers to unintentional discharges

In 44.3% of incidents, officers perceived the subject’s behaviour as assaultive and in 25.5% of
the incidents officers believed the behaviour was likely to cause serious bodily harm or death.
Upon further review, some of the incidents were life-saving events such as suicide attempts and
others that invariably prevented subject and officer injury.



In one case, an emotionally disturbed male at a medical facility had already cut himself and
continued to hold a razor to his neck threatening to kill himself. The male was bleeding from his
neck and when he attempted to cut himself again, a full deployment of the CEW prevented
further injury.

In another case, officers attended the Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services
"open custody"” facility. A young person was threatening to hold employees of the facility
hostage and was considered to be armed, violent, and mentally unstable. When officers arrived,
the subject was in an enraged state and challenged the police to shoot him. The supervisor
activated the laser sighting system of the CEW and pointed it at the subject. The Demonstrated
Force Presence (DFP) was effective and the subject was restrained without injury to himself,
other residents, staff or officers.

Subject Believed Armed

In over half of the incidents, officers believed that the subject was armed. An officer may
believe that a subject is armed based on a number of factors which may include visual
confirmation, subjects’ verbal cues/behaviour, information from witnesses or dispatchers, or
other indirect sources.

SUBJECT BELIEVED ARMED
# %
Yes 112 | 58.3
No 77 40.1
Not Applicable* 3 1.6
TOTAL INCIDENT # 192 | 100.0

* refers to unintentional discharges
Subject Confirmed Armed
In 30.2% of the incidents, officers confirmed the presence of a weapon.

Officers are trained to continually assess, plan and act based on a number of factors, including
the potential that subjects may be armed. The belief that a subject is armed or the presence of a
weapon, however, does not by itself justify the direct application of a CEW. But when combined
with the belief that the subject is assaultive or likely to cause serious bodily harm or death, the
officer is justified in directly applying the CEW.

SUBJECT CONFIRMED ARMED
# %
Yes 58 30.2
No 131 68.2
Not Applicable* 3 1.6
TOTAL INCIDENT # 192 | 100.0

* refers to unintentional discharges



Subject Description

This chart categorizes subjects by their gender — 89.1% of subjects were male. Also recorded is
CEW use on animals and use on multiple subjects. There was one incident where ETF officers,
executing a search warrant, were threatened by the suspect’s dog. A CEW was used in full
The data also includes one

deployment and the dog was secured without injury to officers.

incident where demonstrated force presence was used against multiple subjects. This incident
involved front line personnel attempting to arrest a resistant male who was in the company of
two other males. Two frontline supervisors equipped with CEWs used DFP on all three males to

affect a peaceful arrest.

SUBJECT DESCRIPTION

# %
Male 171 89.1
Female 15 7.8
Animal 2 1.0
Multiple 1 0.5
Not Applicable* 3 1.6
TOTAL INCIDENT # 192 100.0

*refers to unintentional discharges

Age of Subject

The CEW has been used on a variety of age groups. Categories have been broken down into
segments. The highest percentage of subjects was between 16 and 30 years of age (combined

47.4%).
AGE OF SUBJECT

# %
<10 0 0.0
10to 15 2 1.0
16to0 20 31 16.1
21t0 25 38 19.8
26 to 30 22 11.5
31t035 27 14.1
36 to 40 18 9.4
41 to 45 16 8.3
46 to 50 16 8.3
51t055 10 5.2
56 to 60 4 2.1
>60 2 1.0
Not Applicable* 6 3.1
TOTAL INCIDENT # 192 | 100.0

*2 incidents involving dogs, 1 with multiple subjects, and 3 unintentional discharges




Violent crime perpetrated by youths continues to be a significant societal concern. In five
separate incidents, CEWs were used to control potentially harmful situations involving youths
who were 15 and 16 years of age. In the first three incidents, the CEW was used as a
demonstrated force presence and the involved youths were arrested for Robbery While Armed
with a Firearm, Assault with a Weapon, and Attempt Break and Enter with Intent. Two incidents
involved full deployments which did not result in injury. Both of these incidents were in relation
to street robberies where youths were either armed with weapons or displayed assaultive
behaviour. The situations are summarized below:

16 YEARS AND UNDER SUMMARY
AGE CEW USE DESCRIPTION
16 | Demonstrated Force Presence | Robbery with a pistol
16 |Demonstrated Force Presence | Radio call for a threatening — armed with scissors
15 |Demonstrated Force Presence | Radio call for Break & Enter with bolt cutters —armed with box cutters

15 | Full Deployment Radio call for a robbery — armed with a weapon
16 | Full Deployment Radio call for a robbery — assaultive behaviour
Types of Use

There are three ways to use the CEW:
(1) Demonstrated Force Presence

The CEW is un-holstered and/or pointed in the presence of the subject, and/or a spark is
demonstrated, and/or the laser sighting system is activated. This mode is justified for
gaining compliance of a subject who is displaying passive/active resistance.

(2) Drive Stun Mode

This term, coined by the manufacturer, describes when the device is placed in direct
contact with the subject and the current applied; the probes are not fired. Due to the
minimal distance between the contact points on the CEW, drive stun is primarily a pain
compliance mode. This mode is only justified to gain control of a subject who is
assaultive or where the subject presents an imminent threat of serious bodily harm or
death.

(3) Full Deployment

Probes are fired at a subject and the electrical pulse applied. In this mode, the device is
designed to override the subject’s nervous system and affect both the sensory and motor
functions causing incapacitation. As with drive stun, this mode is only justified to gain
control of a subject who is assaultive or where the subject presents an imminent threat of
serious bodily harm or death.

Subjects under the influence of drugs and emotionally disturbed persons often have a higher pain
tolerance. Most intermediate force options such as the baton, Oleoresin Capsicum spray (OC
spray) and empty hand strikes rely on the infliction of pain to gain control of the subject;
however, CEWs are designed to incapacitate for a brief period of time until the subject is




secured. Under these circumstances, CEWSs are often more effective than other intermediate
force options.

TYPES OF USE
# %
Demonstrated Force Presence 107 | 55.7
Drive Stun Mode 20 10.4
Full Deployment* 65 | 33.9
Total # of CEW Incidents 192 | 100.0

* includes 3 unintentional discharges

Demonstrated force presence was used 55.7% of the time. Full deployment was the next highest
method used. CEWSs are most effective when used in full deployment because this promotes
neuromuscular incapacitation and gives officers the opportunity to secure the subject with
handcuffs. However, since the conducting wires are fragile, contact during full deployment can
be broken, allowing the subject to break free. As a result, officers may have to resort to drive
stun mode to maintain control of the subject. In cases where full deployment and drive stun were
used in combination, the number was recorded as a full deployment.

Unintentional Discharge

Unintentional discharges occur when the probes are fired from the CEW cartridge due to officer
error or device malfunction. In 2013, there were three unintentional discharges. In all instances,
frontline supervisors inadvertently discharged the probes while spark testing the CEW at a
proving station. Spark testing is required at the start of their tour of duty for the following
reasons:

e To verify that the CEW is working.
e To verify that the batteries are performing and are adequately charged.
e To condition the CEW because the devices are more reliable when energized on a regular basis.

No injuries resulted from the unintentional discharges and the incidents were properly reported.
In each case the officers received remedial training.

Number of Cycles

During training and recertification, officers are instructed to apply the current only as long as it
takes to gain control of the subject. Control is achieved when the subject is placed in restraints,
such as handcuffs, and is no longer considered a threat. If the subject struggles against being
handcuffed, continued or renewed application of the current may be considered by officers until
the subject is secured. The following chart reports whether single or multiple cycles were used.
A complete cycle is five seconds in duration. A partial cycle of less than five seconds can occur
when the CEW is manually disengaged or the power is shut off. For the purpose of this report,
partial cycles are recorded as a single cycle.



CYCLES
# %
Single Cycle 56 | 27.7
Multiple Cycle 31 | 153
Demonstrated Force Presence Only | 115 | 56.9
TOTAL CEW USAGE 202 | 100

Number of CEWs Used per Incident

Officers, if it has been determined to be reasonably necessary, may use more than one CEW at
an event if the first one is ineffective. Of the nine events where more than one CEW was used,
six involved team responses by the ETF. Two involved front line supervisors and one involve a
frontline supervisor and the ETF. Three of the 9 incidents of multiple CEW use involved
situations where subjects were threatening serious bodily harm or death to themselves or others.
Four incidents involved assaultive behaviour and two involved a subject who was displaying
passive resistance.

NUMBER OF CEWS USED PER INCIDENT

# %
One CEW 183 | 95.3
Two CEWs 8 4.2
Three CEWs 1 0.5
Four CEWs 0 0.0
TOTAL INCIDENT # 192 100

CEW Effectiveness

Effectiveness is measured by the ability of officers to gain control of a subject. For TPS officers
issued with a CEW, its use has been shown to be 90.1% effective in 2013. Ineffectiveness has
been associated with shot placement, poor conduction (e.g. the subject was wearing heavy
clothing), or situations where the subject failed to respond to the demonstrated force presence of
the CEW.

CEW EFFECTIVENESS
# %
Effective 173 | 90.1
Not Effective 16 8.3
Not Applicable* 3 1.6
TOTAL 192 | 100

* refers to unintentional discharges



Other Use of Force Option Used (Prior to CEW Use)

CEWs are one of several force options that a police officer can employ. Officer presence and
tactical communications, while not strictly considered force options, are typically used at CEW
incidents. Other force options used prior to CEW deployment are listed in the following table
and include impact weapon, physical control, OC spray, CS (tear) gas and a firearm used as a
display of lethal force.

It is important to note that force options are not necessarily used or intended to be used
incrementally or sequentially. Events that officers are trained to deal with can unfold rapidly and
are often very dynamic. Officers are trained to use a variety of strategies to successfully de-
escalate volatile situations; however, there is no single communication method, tool, device, or
weapon that will resolve every scenario. The CEW is issued to TPS supervisors who are often
called to the scene by primary response officers who have already made attempts to resolve a
situation without success. For this reason, responding supervisors often use the CEW instead of
resorting to other force options, but this is the result of careful deliberation by the officers
involved. The data show that the CEW is not the first use of force option chosen in 17.2% of
encounters and supports the fact that officers are using a cautious approach in choosing the
appropriate force option to gain control of situations.

OTHER FORCE OPTION USED PRIOR TO CEW USE

# %
Firearm 9 4.7
Firearm and Physical Control 1 0.5
Impact Weapon 1 0.5
Physical Control 21 10.9
Physical Control and CS Gas 0 0.0
OC Spray 1 0.5
None 159 82.8
TOTAL 192 100.0

Injury

When deployed in the drive stun mode, the CEW may leave minor burn marks on the skin where
the device makes contact. When the CEW is fully deployed, the subject may receive minor skin
punctures from the darts. As each of these injuries is anticipated when the CEW is used, they are
not included under the classification of “injury” for the purposes of this report. The more
common risk is a secondary injury from a fall. Subjects will often immediately collapse to the
ground upon direct deployment and since the major muscles are locked, they will not be able to
break the fall. Officers are trained to consider the best location and environment when using the
CEW and use caution as part of their decision making process.

In 2013, there was only one minor injury directly related to CEW use. This injury consisted of a
bloody nose and redness to one eye from a fall after being subjected to a full deployment of the
CEW. The subject received medical attention for his injuries.



Deaths
There were no deaths directly associated with CEW use in 2013.
Civil Action

There were two civil actions initiated in 2013 against the TPS as a result of CEW use. Both of
these actions were from incidents that occurred in 2011.

Training

All CEW training is conducted by a Ministry-certified use of force instructor on the specific
weapon used and approved by the Service. For initial training, authorized TPS officers receive a
minimum of eight hours of training, which includes theory, practical scenarios, as well as a
practical and written examination. All training is conducted in accordance with the guidelines
established by the Ministry. Recertification training takes place at least once every 12 months, in
accordance with Ministry guidelines and Ontario Regulation 926 in the Police Services Act.
There were no significant training issues in 2013.

Conclusion:

This report summarizes the frequency and nature of CEW use by the Toronto Police Service.
The record demonstrates that officers are using good judgement under difficult circumstances
and they are making appropriate decisions to use only the force necessary to resolve tense and
dangerous situations. The Service is confident that the CEW is an effective tool that has helped
avoid injuries to the public and police officers. Consequently, the Service believes that through
proper policy, procedures, training, and accountability, the CEW is an appropriate use of force
option that can help maintain public and officer safety.

Deputy Chief Mike Federico, Operational Support Command, will be in attendance to respond to

any questions that the Board may have regarding this report.

The Board was also in receipt of correspondence dated March 11, 2014 from John Sewell,
Toronto Police Accountability Coalition. A copy of Mr. Sewell’s correspondence is on file
in the Board office.

The following persons were in attendance and delivered deputations to the Board:

. Neal St. Jacques *
) Peter Rosenthal

*written submission also provided; copy on file in the Board office.



In response to a inquiry by the Board as to whether he could provide a written copy of his
deputation, Mr. Rosenthal said that, while he did not produce a written copy of his
deputation, he could summarize his deputation by reiterating, in his view, the importance
of reviewing the circumstances regarding the use of CEWs in the following specific cases:
incident nos. 88, 117, 128 and 142.

The Board approved the following Motions:

1. THAT the Board request the City’s Auditor General to conduct a review of the
data from the past three to five annual reports on the use of CEWSs and to
provide a report containing a full explanation on the circumstances under
which the CEWSs were deployed, the extent to which the use complied with the
standard of assaultive behaviour and what alternative responses, including de-
escalation, were used or applied prior to the deployment of CEWSs; and

2. That the Board receive the Chief’s report, the deputations and the written
submission from Mr. Sewell.

Moved by: M. Moliner
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2013 CONDUCTED ENERGY WEAPON INCIDENTS

CEW USER
FLS - Front Line Supervisor
ETF - Emergency Task Force
PSU - Public Safety Unit

SUBJECT BEHAVIOUR
PR - Passive Resistant
AR - Active Resistant
AS - Assaultive
SBHD - Serious Bodily Harm / Death

CEW USAGE

DFP - Demonstrated Force Presence
DSM - Drive Stun Mode
FD - Full Deployment

OTHER FORCE OPTIONS USED SUBJECT CONDITION Sl Ya MISCELLANEOUS
PRIOR TO CEW USE DESCRIPITON
F — Firearm AL - Alcohol M - Male S- Slng[e Cycle
B - Baton / Impact weapon b_D FoE | M - Multiple Cycle
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1| 32 | ETF Weapons Call NA AS Y Y [ M| 36 FD M 1| N N| FA
2 | 42 | FLS Weapons Call EDP | Y | SBHD Y Y | M| 53 FD M 1| Y| N | N| None
3 42 FLS Unintentional NA NA NA NA 2 2 NA FD S 1 2 NA N | None
4 | 51 | FLS | AssaultRelated EDP | N AS N N|M| 19 [ DSM | M 1Y | N | N| None
5 | 41 | FLS Weapons Call EDP | N | SBHD Y Y | M| 44 | DFP | NA Y | N | N| None
6 | 42 | FLS Suspicious D N AS N N|M| 4 [DsM| M | 1 |Y ]| Y |[N| PC
Incident
7 | 41 | ETF EDP EDP | Y AS Y Y | M| 44 FD 1| N| Y | N| None
8 | 42 | FLS Disturbance NA N AS N N|M| 24 | DFP | NA | 1 | Y| N | N| None
9 | 43 | FLS Search Warrant NA N AS N N|M| 32 |[DSM| s 1Y | N | N| None
10 | 12 | ETF Robbery D N | SBHD Y Y| M| 16 | DFP | NA | 2 | Y | N | N| FA
11 | 54 | FLS Weapons Call EDP | Y | SBHD Y Y| F| 17 | DFP | NA | 2 | N | N | N| None
12 | 51 | FLS | Attempt Suicide '2:5; Y | SBHD Y Y [ M| 25 FD S 1| Y| Y | N| None
13 | 12 | FLS | Attempt Suicide '2:5; Y | SBHD Y Y | F| 44 FD S 1| Y | Y | N| None
14 | 52 | FLS EDP EDP | Y | SBHD Y Y | F| 27 FD M 1Y | N | N| None
15 | 42 | FLS EDP EDP | Y PR N N|[M| 27 | DFF | NA| 2 | Y| N | N| None
16 | 51 | FLS EDP EDP | Y | SBHD Y Y[ M| 40 | DFP | NA | 2 | Y | N | N| None
17 | 41 | HRU Drug Related NA N AS Y N[ M| 23 FD M 1|Y | Y | N| None
18 | 51 | FLS EDP EDP | Y | SBHD Y N|[M]| 4 | DFP | NA | 2 | Y | N | N| None
19 | 11 | FLS Robbery NA N AS N N | M| 17 FD 1Y | N | N| None
20 | 43 | FLS Disturbance AL N AS Y N [ M| 23 FD 1|Y | Y |N| PC
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21 42 FLS EDP EDP Y SBHD Y|[Y F 24 FD S 1]1Y Y N FA
22 43 FLS Disturbance AL N AS N[ N M 36 DSM M 11Y N N PC
23 12 FLS Stolen Auto NA N PR Y| N F 33 DFP NA 1]1Y N N None
Prisoner
24 52 FLS Related AL N AS N| N M 22 DSM M 11Y N N None
25 13 FLS EDP EDP Y SBHD Y|[Y M 18 DFP NA 1]1Y Y N None
26 23 FLS EDP EDP Y SBHD Y|[Y M 23 FD S 1]1Y Y N None
Weapons
27 54 FLS Call AL N AR Y[Y M 33 DFP NA 1]1Y N N None
Search
28 23 FLS Warrant D N PR N| N M 38 DFP NA 1]1Y N N None
Assault AL +
29 51 FLS Related EDP N AS N| N M 25 FD S 1]1Y Y N PC
30 52 FLS Disturbance EDP N AR Y| N M 17 DFP NA 11Y N N None
Wanted
31 12 ETF Person NA N AS N| N M 25 DFP NA 1]1Y N N FA
32 42 FLS Disturbance AL N AS N[ N M 25 DFP NA 11Y N N None
33 33 FLS EDP EDP Y AR N| N M 42 DFP NA 1]1Y N N None
FD +
34 54 FLS EDP EDP Y AS Y[ N M 38 DSM M 1]1Y Y N None
35 51 FLS EDP EDP Y PR M 51 DFP NA 1 None
36 14 FLS Theft NA AR M 39 DFP NA 1 None
D+
37 11 FLS EDP EDP Y AS N[ N M 37 DFP | NA | 1| Y N N None
Domestic
38 22 FLS Disturbance NA N AR Y| N M 47 DFP | NA |1]|Y N N None
Search N
39 11 ETF Warrant NA A SBHD N| N NA NA FD S 1]1Y NA N None
Attempt
40 55 FLS Suicide EDP N AS Y|Y M 18 FD S 1|lY N N None
Medical
41 13 FLS Threatening AL+ D N AS N| N M 33 DFP NA 1]1Y N N None
Medical
42 13 FLS Threatening AL+ D N AS N| N M 33 DFP NA 11Y N N None
Medical
43 13 FLS Threatening AL+ D N AS N| N M 33 DFP NA 1]1Y N N None
AL +
44 54 FLS EDP EDP Y | SBHD [ Y| Y M 55 FD S 1Y Y N None
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Domestic
45 33 FLS Disturbance NA N PR M 48 DFP NA None
46 14 FLS Weapons Call AL AS Y M 44 FD S 1 None
Prisoner AL +
47 55 FLS Related D N AS N N M 47 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Domestic
48 55 FLS Disturbance AL N AS Y Y M 48 FD M 1 Y Y N None
Search
49 53 FLS Warrant AL N AS N N M 37 DSM S 1 Y N N None
Search
50 53 FLS Warrant D N SBHD Y N M 49 FD M 1 Y Y N None
Domestic
51 31 FLS Disturbance NA N PR Y N M 25 DFP NA Y N N None
52 42 FLS Weapons Call NA N AR Y Y F 16 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Domestic
53 14 FLS Disturbance EDP | N AS N N M 25 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
54 43 FLS Robbery NA N AS N N M 20 DSM S 1 Y N N PC
55 55 FLS Robbery D N SBHD Y N M 15 FD 1 Y Y N None
56 51 HRU Drug Related NA N AS Y N M 33 FD S 1 Y Y N None
57 11 FLS Weapons call NA N AS Y Y M 32 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
N N N N
58 41 FLS Unintentional NA A NA A | NA | NA NA FD S 1 Al A N None
Prisoner D+
59 51 FLS Related EDP N AR Y Y M 35 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Domestic
60 41 FLS Disturbance AL N AS N N M 29 DSM S 1 Y N N None
Search FD +
61 41 FLS Warrant NA N SBHD Y Y M 42 DSM M 1 Y Y N PC
Break and
62 54 FLS Enter D N AR Y N M 26 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
63 33 FLS EDP EDP | N PR Y N M 29 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Wanted
64 11 FLS Person NA N AR N N M 45 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Search
65 41 ETF Warrant NA N AS Y Y M 23 FD S 3 N Y N None
Assault
66 23 FLS Related NA N AS N N M 20 DSM M 1 Y N N PC
67 12 FLS Traffic AL N AS N N M 52 FD M 1 Y N N None
Domestic
68 43 FLS Disturbance NA N AS N N M 26 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Prisoner
69 11 ETF Related EDP | N PR N N M 17 DFP NA 2 N N N None




2013 CONDUCTED ENERGY WEAPON INCIDENTS

APPENDIX A

o
gy o 9
z P
e o) z z x S| 2|8 o | W Zz
Iy = ¢} ©) 3 2| < | E S |8 |w |8 | w ow
E| o * a E |a| 2 || aola Slalz|2a] E©
w @) o 14 &) & z 9| 4|z E|2|E|lx|® 20
a z ] O pd T S| 2|0 w I lm|lo|lw|le =
S = %) N o = ] | |0 tw Q o |o|W|a W
Q o) ) w ) u =S| | w o) I I3 s Q 0%
| o= i °olE|l = |g|2|8] 2|8 |8 |5|8|82| &
2 g o g Q o 8] @ 3|5 > n|le|z|2|%5 e
L = (@) w ) < u = w w w o 2 é x 0
o ) a @ < a Q1 5| 3 la|ld|2]|F i W
2 3] 2 5| 3 |&2|%2|% S 13 = =2
a z o 81 3 | @ o2 o
%) o)
7]
AL +
70 41 FLS Weapons call D N SBHD Y Y M 23 FD S 1 Y N N None
Search
71 53 FLS Warrant NA AS M 22 FD S 1 Y Y pc
72 22 FLS Traffic NA AR M 30 DFP | NA 1 None
73 23 FLS EDP EDP SBHD F 55 FD S 1 None
AL +
Assault D+
74 32 FLS Related EDP N AS N N M 43 DFP | NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
D+
75 13 FLS Disturbance EDP N AS N N M 34 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
D+
76 13 FLS Disturbance EDP N AS N N M 34 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Assault
77 31 FLS Related NA N PR Y N M 32 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
78 23 ETF EDP EDP Y PR Y N M 50 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
79 14 ETF EDP EDP Y AS Y N M 69 DFP NA 1 N N N FA
Assault AL +
80 54 FLS Related EDP Y AS Y N M 20 DFP | NA 1 Y N N None
Suspicious
81 43 FLS Person NA N AR N N M 20 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Assault
82 52 FLS Related AL N AS N N M 30 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Assault
83 52 FLS Related AL N AS N N M 39 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Search
84 Peel ETF Warrant NA SBHD M 25 DFP NA 1 Y FA
85 33 FLS Weapons Call NA SBHD M 51 DFP NA 1 None
86 42 FLS EDP EDP PR N M 24 DFP | NA 1 None
D+
87 14 ETF EDP EDP SBHD M 29 DFP NA 1 FA
88 33 FLS EDP EDP AR M 17 DSM S 1 None
89 14 FLS Drug Related NA AS M 21 DFP NA 2 PC
Assault
90 55 FLS Related EDP Y AS N N M 25 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
D+
91 54 FLS EDP EDP SBHD 42 FD S 1 y None
92 23 FLS Weapons call EDP SBHD M 20 DFP NA 1 None
Domestic
93 51 FLS Disturbance D PR Y M 48 DFP NA 1 None
94 54 FLS Robbery NA PR M 20 DFP | NA 1 None
D+
95 13 ETF EDP EDP AS M 26 FD S 1 None
96 23 FLS Robbery D AS 16 FD 1 None
DFP
AL + +
97 52 FLS Disturbance D N AS N N M 36 DSM S 1 Y N N None
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D+
98 52 FLS Disturbance EDP N AS Y F 18 DFP NA 1 N N | N None

99 23 FLS Weapons call EDP Y PR Y N M 21 DFP NA 1 Y N | N None

FD +

100 | 22 | ETF EDP EDP | Y| AS [ N[ N | M |3 [DSM| M |1 |Y|Y]|N| None
AL+

101 | 33 | ETF EDP D [N| As |Y| Y | M |48 | FO | M| 1]Y]|Y]|N| None

102 | 23 | FLS EDP EDP | Y | SBHD [ Y | Y | M | 21 [DFP [ NA| 1 | Y | N|N| None

103 32 FLS Weapons Call EDP N AR Y N M 56 DFP NA 1 Y N | N None

Domestic AL +
104 32 FLS Disturbance EDP N AS Y N F 34 FD S 1 Y Y | N None
Wanted
105 31 FLS Person NA N AR N N M 31 DFP NA 1 Y N N PC
106 42 FLS Drug Related NA N AS M 25 DFP NA 1 Y None
107 13 ETF Cell Extraction NA N AR N N M 29 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
D+
108 13 ETF EDP EDP Y AS Y N M 50 FD S 2 Y N N None
109 51 FLS Weapons Call NA N AS Y Y M 19 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
110 22 FLS Homicide NA N | SBHD | Y Y M 22 FD S 1 N N | N| None
111 13 FLS Weapons Call NA n SBHD y n M 34 DFP NA 1 y n | N None
Prisoner
112 33 FLS Related AL N AS N N F 42 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
113 52 FLS Disturbance D N SBHD N M 19 FD S 1 Y Y N None
Break and
114 41 FLS Enter NA N AR Y Y M 15 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Wanted FD +
115 51 ETF Person AL N AS Y N M 34 DSM M 1 Y Y N None
Attempt AL +
116 13 FLS Suicide EDP Y AS Y N M 39 FD S 1 Y Y N PC
117 14 FLS Weapons Call NA N | SBHD | Y M 18 FD S 1 Y N | N PC
Unknown
118 11 FLS Trouble AL N AR N N M 28 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
119 33 FLS Weapons Call EDP N PR Y N M 34 DFP NA 1 Y N | N None
AL +
120 52 FLS EDP EDP Y PR Y N M 47 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
D+

121 14 FLS Drug Related EDP N AS N N M 27 DSM S 1 N N | N PC

122 42 FLS Disturbance AL N AS Y Y M 33 DFP NA 1 Y N | N None
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Wat Wanted B/
123 | erloo FLS Person D N AS N N M 28 DSM M 1 Y N N PC
124 22 FLS EDP EDP Y PR Y[ N[ M 40 DFP | NA | 1 Y | N N None
Wanted
125 51 FLS Person NA N AR Y N M 43 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
126 54 FLS Traffic AL N AR N N M 21 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Kitch Wanted
127 ener FLS Person NA N AR Y N M 20 FD S 1 Y N N None
Kitch Wanted
128 ener FLS Person NA N AR N N M 20 DSM S 1 Y N N None
Search
129 31 ETF Warrant NA N AS Y[ N[ M 56 FD M 1 N | Y N None
FA +
Search PC +
130 31 ETF Warrant NA N AS Y Y M 51 FD S 1 N Y N oC
Prisoner
131 41 ETF Related NA N PR N | N|M 22 DFP | NA | 2 Y | N N None
FD +
DSM
D+ +
132 32 FLS EDP EDP Y SBHD Y Y M 26 DFP M 1 Y Y N PC
Assault
133 11 FLS Related NA N AS N N M 31 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
134 22 FLS EDP EDP Y AS Y Y M 26 FD M 1 Y N N None
135 33 ETF EDP EDP Y SBHD Y Y F 48 FD S 1 Y Y N None
Suspicious
136 13 FLS Person EDP Y AR N|[N|[M 25 DFP | NA | 1 N | N N None
Domestic
137 22 FLS Disturbance NA N PR Y N M 30 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
138 51 FLS Weapons call AL N PR Y Y M 29 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
139 12 FLS Drug Related NA N SBHD Y N M 19 FD S 1 Y N N None
140 33 FLS Disturbance AL N AS N N M 48 DFP NA 1 Y N N PC
FA +
141 52 ETF Robbery NA N PR Y[ N[ M 18 DFP | NA | 1 Y | N N PC
142 31 FLS Weapons Call NA N AR Y N M 39 FD S 1 Y Y N None
Search N N N
143 13 ETF Warrant NA A SBHD N N A NA FD S 1 Y A N None
144 22 FLS Disturbance AL N AS N N M 55 DSM M 1 Y Y N None
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145 31 FLS EDP EDP Y AS Y N M 38 DFP NA 1 None
146 55 FLS Drug related NA N PR N N M 21 DFP NA 1 Y N N | None
Assault
147 11 FLS Related NA N AS N N M 17 DFP NA 1 Y N N | None
AL +
D+
148 52 FLS EDP EDP Y AS N N F 23 DSM S 1 Y N N PC
Weapons
149 11 ETF Call NA N SBHD Y N M 47 FD S 1 Y Y N [ None
Assault
150 23 FLS Related AL N AS Y N M 20 FD S 1 N N N | None
Assault
151 54 FLS Related NA N PR Y Y M 28 DFP NA 1 Y N N | None
152 13 FLS EDP EDP Y AS Y Y M 21 FD M 1 Y N N | None
153 54 FLS Drug Related NA N AR Y N M 21 DFP NA 1 Y N N [ None
154 53 ETF EDP EDP Y AR Y N M 32 DFP NA 1 Y N N [ None
155 51 ETF EDP EDP Y AS Y Y M 34 DFP NA 2 Y N N [ None
156 55 FLS EDP EDP Y SBHD Y Y M 85 DFP NA 1 Y N N [ None
157 42 ETF Robbery NA N SBHD Y Y M 19 FD S 2 Y N N FA
Attempt
158 51 FLS Suicide EDP Y SBHD Y Y M 53 FD S 1 Y Y N [ None
159 31 FLS EDP EDP Y AS Y N M 25 DFP NA 1 Y N N | None
Attempt
160 51 FLS Suicide D Y SBHD | Y Y M 47 FD M 1 Y Y N | None
Weapons D+
161 31 FLS Call EDP N SBHD | Y Y M 31 DFP NA 1 Y N N | None
162 51 FLS Drug Related D N SBHD N N M 34 DSM S 1 Y N N PC
163 53 FLS Drug Related D Y AS Y N M 23 DSM NA 1 Y N N PC
Weapons
164 51 FLS Call AL N AS Y N M 36 DFP NA 1 Y N N [ None
FD +
165 31 FLS EDP EDP Y SBHD Y Y M 21 DSM M 1 Y N N [ None
AL +
166 54 FLS EDP EDP N AR N M 44 DFP NA 1 Y None
167 54 FLS Disturbance AL N AS N M 22 DFP NA 1 Y None
N N N
168 32 FLS Unintentional NA NA NA A NA | A NA FD S 1 A NA | N | None
Weapons
169 43 FLS Call AL N SBHD Y Y M 27 DFP NA 1 Y N N [ None
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Search
170 51 ETF Warrant NA N SBHD Y N M 18 DFP NA 2 Y N N FA
171 33 FLS EDP EDP Y AS N N M 58 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
172 54 FLS EDP EDP | Y AS Y Y F 44 | DSM S 1 Y N N None
Attempt
173 13 FLS Suicide EDP Y SBHD Y Y M 56 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
174 32 FLS Disturbance D Y AS N N M 23 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Level 3
175 52 FLS Search AL N AR N N M 23 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Cell
176 41 ETF Extraction EDP | N | SBHD | N N F 17 FD S 1 Y Y N None
Weapons
177 32 FLS Call EDP | Y | SBHD | Y Y M 50 FD S 1 Y Y N None
Domestic ED +
178 31 FLS Disturbance AL N AS N N M 38 DSM M 1 Y N N PC
Assault
179 52 FLS Related AL N AS N N M 23 DSM S 1 N N N PC
180 41 FLS EDP EDP Y PR Y Y M 26 DFP NA 1 N N N None
Assault
181 52 FLS Related AL N | SBHD | N N M 24 FD M 1 Y Y N PC
AL +
182 31 FLS Disturbance D N PR Y N F 40 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
AL +
183 32 FLS EDP EDP N AS Y N M 17 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
Weapons
184 11 FLS Call EDP N SBHD Y Y M 50 FD M 1 Y N N None
Weapons
185 12 FLS Call NA N SBHD Y Y M 55 DFP NA 2 Y N N None
AL +
D+
186 55 ETF EDP EDP N AS Y N M 43 FD S 1 Y Y N None
Weapons
187 33 FLS Call AL N AR Y Y M 32 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
188 22 FLS EDP EDP | Y AS N N M 29 FD S 1 Y Y N None
Unknown
189 22 FLS Trouble AL N PR Y Y M 32 DFP | NA 1 Y N N None
190 23 FLS EDP EDP Y AS Y Y M 25 DFP NA 1 Y N N None
191 52 FLS EDP EDP | Y AR N | N M | 36 | DFP | NA | 1 | Y N | N | None
Domestic
192 32 FLS Disturbance AL N AS Y N M 32 DFP NA 1 Y N N None




APPENDIX “B”
2009 to 2013 CEW Trends

The following is a comparison between similar categories of CEW incidents from 2009 to 2013.

CEW INCIDENTS BY DIVISON

CEW INCIDENTS BY DIVISION / MUNICIPALITY
YEAR 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

DIVISION # % # % # % # % # %
11 13 4.8 6 2.9 11 5.0 12 4.7 11 5.7

12 12 4.4 5 2.4 15 6.8 17 6.7 7 3.6

13 23 8.4 14 6.7 21 9.5 19 7.5 15 7.8

14 31 11.4 13 6.2 11 5.0 24 9.4 8 4.2

22 22 8.1 9 4.3 4 1.8 2 0.8 10 5.2

23 18 6.6 9 4.3 13 59 10 3.9 11 57

31 23 8.4 26 12.4 21 9.5 8 3.1 12 6.3

32 10 3.7 4 1.9 12 54 11 4.3 10 5.2

33 14 51 12 5.7 6 2.7 11 4.3 12 6.3

41 17 6.2 24 11.4 16 7.2 16 6.3 12 6.3

42 11 4 13 6.2 8 3.6 14 5.5 12 6.3

43 23 8.4 23 11 13 5.9 19 7.5 7 3.6

51 6 2.2 15 7.1 22 10.0 17 6.7 19 9.9

52 15 5.5 8 3.8 19 8.6 20 7.8 15 7.8

53 2 0.7 5 2.4 5 2.3 8 3.1 5 2.6

54 12 4.4 13 6.2 9 4.1 22 8.6 14 7.3

55 17 6.2 9 4.3 15 6.8 22 8.6 8 4.2
Durham 1 0.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0.4 N/A N/A
Peel 2 0.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0.4 1 0.5
York 1 0.4 2 1 1 0.5 0 0 N/A N/A
Simcoe N/A | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0.4 N/A N/A
Kitchener | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 1.0
Waterloo N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0.5
Total 273 100 | 210 100 222 100 255 100 192 100

The Divisions and Municipalities where CEW incidents have occurred over the past five years
does not yield any notable patterns. Divisional boundaries for 11, 12, 14, and 31 Division
changed in 2011, which may account for minor changes in CEW use in subsequent years.




CEW USERS

CEW USERS
USER 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
# % # % # % # % # %
Frontline Supervisor [ 201 | 73.6 | 146 | 695 | 162 [73.0| 198 | 77.6 | 160 | 80.7
ETF 71 26 63 30 60 [27.0]| 56 22.0 30 18.3
Front Line
Supervisor and ETF 1 0.4 1 0.5 0 0 0 0 2 1
Public Safety & EM 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 1 0.4 0 0
Total # of
Incidents 273 100 | 210 | 100 | 222 | 100 | 255 | 100 | 192 100

During each of the past five years, frontline supervisors (FLS) have accounted for 70 to 81% of
CEW use, followed by ETF officers at approximately 18 to 30%. This is anticipated since FLSs
attend most scenes prior to the ETF. After consultation with constables and after assessing a
situation, FLSs would only request the ETF if required. The number of FLSs in the above noted
chart also includes supervisors from units as such as Intelligence, Organized Crime Enforcement,
Hold-Up, Drug Squad, and Provincial ROPE and Fugitive Squad.

SUBJECT BEHAVIOUR

SUBJECT BEHAVIOUR

BEHAVIOUR
TYPE 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

# % # % # % # % # %
Passive Resistant 9 33 15 7.1 29 13.1 29 11.4 26 135
Active Resistant 13 4.8 18 8.6 32 144 | 39 | 153 29 15.1

Assaultive 153 56 | 107 | 51 97 | 43.7 | 136 | 53.3 85 44.3
Serious Bodily
Harm/Death 78 28.6 | 63 30 57 | 25.7 | 44 | 17.3 49 22.5
Not Applicable 20 7.3 7 3.3 7 3.1 7 2.7 3 1.6
Total 273 | 100 | 210 [ 100 | 222 [ 100 | 255 | 100 192 100

Assaultive behaviour continues to be the predominant subject threat facing officers, followed by
serious bodily harm or death. While the percentage of 2013 incidents involving subjects who
displayed passive or active resistance have collectively increased, in each case the CEW was
effective in gaining control before the subjects escalated their behaviour to more harmful levels.



SUBJECT DESCRIPTION

SUBJECT DESCRIPTION

SUBJECT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

# % # % # % # % # %

Animal 9 3.3 4 1.9 1 0.4 6 2.4 2 1.0
Female 16 5.9 18 8.6 19 8.6 17 | 6.7 15 7.8
Male 221 81 179 | 852 (193 | 869 [221(86.7| 171 89.1
Multiple 9 3.3 3 1.4 2 0.9 4 1.6 1 0.5
Not Applicable 18 6.6 6 2.9 7 3.2 7 2.7 3 1.6
Total 273 100 210 | 100 | 222 100 |255| 100 | 192 100

For the past five years, between 81 and 90% of CEW incidents involved male subjects. On
average, only 1.54% of use is on multiple subjects.

SUBJECT CONDITION

SUBJECT CONDITION
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
CONDITION # % # % # % # % # %
Alcohol Only 49 | 179 | 31 | 148 | 37 | 16.7 | 40 | 157 31 16.1
Drugs Only 10 | 3.7 17 8.1 7 3.2 10 | 3.9 14 7.3
Drugs + Alcohol 12 | 4.4 7 3.3 11 5.0 11 4.3 8 4.2
Emotionally Disturbed Persons

(EDP) 80 [29.3] 61 [29.0| 64 | 288 | 82 | 322 51 26.6

EDP + Alcohol 10 | 3.7 14 6.7 12 5.4 18 7.1 13 6.8
EDP + Drugs 12 | 4.4 11 | 5.2 9 4.1 3 1.2 6 3.1
EDP + Drugs + Alcohol 8 2.9 6 2.9 8 3.6 8 3.1 9 4.7
Not Applicable 92 [33.7] 63 [30.0| 74 | 333 | 83 |325 60 313
Total 273 | 100 | 210 | 100 | 222 | 100 | 255 | 100 | 192 100

For the past five years, incidents where the officer believed the subject was suffering from an
emotional disturbance or mental health disorder or in combination with drugs or alcohol has
remained stable as a percentage of total incidents at between 40 and 44%. In the same way, the
other categories also remained relatively stable.




AGE OF SUBJECT

AGE OF SUBJECT

AGE 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
# % # % # % # % # %
<10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0
10-15 2 0.7 4 1.9 2 0.9 3 1.2 2 1.0
16-20 36 13.2 26 12.4 25 11.3 24 9.4 31 16.1
21-25 55 20.1 40 19 33 14.9 53 | 20.8 38 19.8
26-30 31 11.4 30 14.3 34 15.3 34 | 13.3 22 11.5
31-35 29 10.6 25 11.9 26 11.7 34 | 13.3 27 14.1
36-40 26 9.5 13 6.2 27 12.2 20 7.8 18 9.4
41-45 25 9.2 22 10.5 25 11.3 17 6.7 16 8.3
46-50 15 5.5 16 7.6 22 9.9 23 9.0 16 8.3
51-55 8 2.9 9 4.3 6 2.7 17 6.7 10 5.2
56-60 7 2.6 8 3.8 7 3.1 10 3.9 4 2.1
>60 3 1.1 4 1.9 3 1.3 2 0.8 2 1.0
N/A 36 13.2 13 6.2 12 5.4 18 7.1 6 3.1
Total 273 100 210 100 222 100 255 [ 100 192 100

Persons between 16 and 35 years of age represent the highest category in CEW incidents.
During the last five years, there have been a total of 13 incidents of CEW use reported on

subjects between 10 and 15 years of age.

believed to be armed with offensive weapons and/or threatening suicide.

INCIDENTS OF CEW USE

Many of these cases involved youths who were

INCIDENTS OF CEW USE

TYPE OF USE 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
# % # % # % # % # %
Demonstrated Force
Presence 124 | 45.4 | 95 45.2 127 57.2 | 131 | 51.4 107 | 55.7
Drive Stun Mode 37 136 | 28 13.3 21 9.5 32 125 20 10.4
Full Deployment 112 41 87 41.4 74 33.3 92 36.1 65 33.9
Total 273 | 100 | 210 | 100 222 100 | 255 | 100 192 100

The percentage of CEW use as a DEMONSTRATED FORCE PRESENCE remained relatively
consistent between 2009 and 2011 at approximately 49%. In 2012 and 2013, this percentage
rose to above 53%, indicating that officers are using only as much force as necessary to gain
control of subjects.




CEW EFFECTIVENESS

CEW EFFECTIVENESS
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
# % # % # % # % # %

Effective 234 |185.7| 177 | 84.3| 198 |89.2| 213 83.5 173 90.1

Not Effective 21 7.7 26 |12.4 | 17 7.7 35 13.7 16 8.3
Unintentional

Discharges 18 6.6 7* 3.3 7 3.1 7 2.7 3 1.6

Total 273 | 100 | 210 | 100 | 222 | 100 | 255 100 192 100

*2010 unintentional discharges includes one unlawful use

The average effectiveness of the CEW over the last five years has been 86.6%.

NUMBER OF CEWS USED PER INCIDENT

NUMBER OF CEWS USED PER INCIDENT

# of CEWs 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

# % # % # % # % # %

One CEW 254 93 194 1 919 [ 201 | 90.5 | 241 | 945 | 183 | 95.3
Two CEWs 12 4.4 13 6.7 18 8.1 11 4.3 8 4.2

Three CEWs 4 15 2 1 1 0.5 2 0.8 1 0.5
> Three CEWs 3 1.1 1 0.5 2 0.9 1 0.4 0 0
Total 273 | 100 [ 210 100 | 222 | 100 255 | 100 [ 192 100

In the last five years, the overwhelming majority of CEW incidents continue to involve the use
of one CEW. The incidents where more than one CEW was used remain relatively stable. In
2013, three of the incidents involving the use of two CEWSs can be attributed to frontline
supervisors, one incident was by a frontline supervisor and an ETF officer, and the remaining
four incidents were uses by the ETF.




THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P48. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 SECONDARY ACTIVITIES

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 19, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:
Subject: ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 SECONDARY ACTIVITIES

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive the following report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendation contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

At its meeting on February 11, 1993, the Board requested that the Chief of Police submit a semi-
annual report on Secondary Activities (Min. No. C45/93 refers). At the March 21, 1996 meeting,
the Board further requested that all further semi-annual reports on secondary activities include
the number of new applications for secondary activities, how many were approved or denied on a
year-to-date basis, as well as the total number of members engaged in secondary activities at the
time of the report (Min. No. P106/96 refers). At its meeting on October 26, 2000, the Board
passed a motion that future reports regarding secondary activities be provided to the Board on an
annual basis rather than semi-annual (Min. No. P450/00 refers). At its meeting on February 22,
2001, the Board requested that future annual reports regarding secondary activities include a
preamble that describes the Service's policy governing secondary activities (Min. No. P55/01
refers).

Service Procedure 14-25 (R.O. 2008.09.23-0998) was reviewed and revised by the Secondary
Activity Committee, and was published on July 6, 2011. A copy of Service Procedure 14-25 is
attached as Appendix “A”. Members are required to submit an Application for Secondary
Activity on Form TPS 778 for approval by the Chief of Police if the member believes the activity
may place them in a conflict with Section 49(1) of the Police Services Act (P.S.A.). Service
Procedure 14-25 no longer outlines a non-exhaustive list of activities that may be considered to
contravene Section 49(1) of the P.S.A. Approval to engage in a secondary activity is granted,
provided the secondary activity does not contravene the restrictions set out in Section 49(1) of
the P.S.A.



Section 49(1) states:
49(1) A member of a police force shall not engage in any activity:

(a) that interferes with or influences adversely the performance of his or her
duties as a member of the police service, or is likely to do so;

(b) that places him or her in a position of conflict of interest, or is likely to do
S0;

(c) that would otherwise constitute full-time employment for another person;
or

(d) in which he or she has an advantage derived from employment as a
member of a police force.

The Chief may also deny applications for secondary activity for the following reasons:

(1) Where the applicant has demonstrated a history of poor attendance or poor
performance;

(2) Where the secondary activity might bring discredit upon the member’s
reputation as an employee or upon the reputation of the Toronto Police
Service;

(3) Where it involves the use of programs, lesson plans, technology, materials,
equipment, services or procedures which are the property of the Service.

The Chief of Police exercises his discretion, on a case-by-case basis, to determine whether an
application is likely to contravene the restrictions set out in Section 49(1) of the P.S.A. Members
whose applications are approved are required to sign an agreement which outlines the terms and
conditions of the approval.

A “member”, as defined in the P.S.A., means a police officer, and in the case of a municipal
police force includes an employee who is not a police officer. Therefore, both uniform and
civilian employees are considered members covered under Section 49(1) of the P.S.A.

Auxiliary police officers are not covered under Section 49(1) of the P.S.A. or Service Procedure
14-25. Auxiliary police officers are volunteers, not employees of the Service.

Discussion:

During 2013, there were 21 new applications received from members requesting approval to
engage in secondary activities. Of these 21 applications, none were considered to be in conflict
with Section 49(1) of the P.S.A.

In 2012, one application was deferred pending further review and was subsequently approved in
March 2013.



The 2013 Annual Report on New Applications for Secondary Activity details the type of
secondary activities requested, broken down by the number of applications received from
uniform and civilian members.
2013 ANNUAL REPORT
NEW APPLICATIONS FOR
SECONDARY ACTIVITY

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
TYPE OF ACTIVITY UNIFORM CIVILIAN
APPLICATIONS APPLICATIONS

Arts/Media 4

Business/Consulting Services 4 2
Physical Therapy 1

Residential Services 1

Retail 1

Security 4

Social Services 1

Sports Instructor 1 1
Teacher/Lecturer 1

TOTAL 14 7

Given that members are only required to seek approval to engage in secondary activities when
they believe the activity may place them in a conflict with Section 49(1) of the P.S.A., it is not
possible to report the total number of members engaged in secondary activities.

For the period covering January, 1996 to December, 2013, our records reflect that there were a
total of 1,180 uniform and civilian members of the Service who were granted approval to engage
in secondary activities. The chart below outlines the number of approved applications for
uniform and civilian members during this time frame:

Approved Secondary Activity Applications
1996 - 2013
Year Uniform | Civilian Total § Year Uniform | Civilian Total
1996 91 23 114 § 2005 18 4 22
1997 46 36 82 § 2006 13 11 24
1998 44 32 76 § 2007 44 8 52
1999 69 67 136 § 2008 31 7 38
2000 37 43 80 JJ 2009 30 8 38
2001 43 96 139§ 2010 10 19 29
2002 36 83 119 § 2011 13 20 33
2003 56 22 78§ 2012 11 18 29
2004 54 16 70 § 2013 14 7 21

TOTAL 1180




Conclusion:

This report provides the Board with an annual summary of secondary activities received and
approved for 2013.

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, Corporate Services Command, will be in
attendance to answer any questions that the Board may have regarding this report.

The Board received the foregoing report.

Moved by: D. Noria



Appendix “A”

PERSONNEL
14 - 25 Secondary Activities

New I:‘ Amended E Reviewed — No Amendments D

Issued: R.0O. 2011.07.06-0752
Replaces: R.O. 2008.09.23-0998
Rationale

Members may participate in secondary activities, provided such activities do not contravene Service
Governance or s. 49 of the Police Services Act (PSA) entitled “Restrictions on secondary activities”,

This Procedure outlines the process to be followed when requesting permission to participate in a
secondary activity where participation in the secondary activity may contravene the PSA.

Governing Authorities

Provincial Police Services Act

Associated Service Governance

Number Name

Chapter 13  Conduct
20-01 Paid Duties

Forms

Number Name Authorization Level
TPS 778 Application for Secondary Activity Chief of Police
TPS 649 Internal Correspondence Member

Definitions

Secondary Activity means a paid or unpaid activity. A paid duty is not considered to be a
secondary activity.

Procedure

Members shall not engage in any secondary activity that adversely affects the performance of their duties
as a member of the Toronto Police Service (Service).

TPS Policy & Procedure Manual R.O. 2011.07.06-0752 . 10f3
14-25 Secondary Activities



The Chief of Police shall have sole discretion to determine whether a member is permitted to engage in a
secondary activity for which the member has applied for approval, with or without restrictions. Members
shall comply with the decision of the Chief of Police. The Chief of Police may rescind the decision
permitting a secondary activity at any time if a member refuses to comply with a restriction imposed on
the activity.

Members shall submit a TPS 778 in the following circumstances

* prior to engaging in a secondary activity which may contravene s. 49 of the PSA
* where the nature or scope of a secondary activity has changed and it may now contravene
s. 49 of the PSA

Members shall re-submit a TPS 778 in the following circumstances when engaged in a previously
approved secondary activity

* when a member is reclassified from a civilian to a uniform position and vice versa

* when a member is promoted or transferred to a position with different duties, including a
permanent acting position

*  when the secondary activity changes in nature/scope of commitment (e.g. hours per week)

While reported off duty due to sickness or injury, members shall not engage in any secondary activity.
Members may engage in a secondary activity when suspended from duty with or without pay.

While members are not required to apply for approval to engage in a secondary activity unless the
member believes that participation in the activity may contravene s. 49 of the PSA, members are
expected to disclose the activity where any doubt exists. Non-disclosure in a case where disclosure was
appropriate may lead to a conduct investigation.

Member

1. When applying for approval to engage in a secondary activity that may contravene s. 49 of the
PSA shall complete a TPS 778 and submit it to the unit commander.

2. When commencing a paid secondary activity while suspended from duty with pay shall report
all monetary benefits earned from the paid secondary activity during the period of suspension
via a TPS 649 to the Unit Commander — Labour Relations.

NOTE: Members shall contact Labour Relations for specific details on how this
information is to be reported. Pursuant to s. 89(7) of the PSA, while suspended
from duty with pay, the member shall have their pay reduced by the amount of the
monetary benefit earned from a paid secondary activity earned during the period

of suspension.
3. Members will be advised by Labour Relations via TPS 778 of the status of their application.
Unit Commander
4. Upon receipt of a TPS 778 shall review and complete the appropriate section and forward to

the Unit Commander — Labour Relations.

Unit Commander — Labour Relations
5. Upon receipt of a TPS 778 shall

TPS  Policy & Procedure Manual R.O. 2011.07.06-0752 20f3
14-25 Secondary Activities
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THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P49. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 CONSULTING EXPENDITURES - TORONTO
POLICE SERVICES BOARD

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 26, 2014 from Alok Mukherjee,
Chair:

Subject: ANNUAL REPORT: TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD'S 2013
CONSULTING EXPENDITURES

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive this report for information.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendations contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

The Board, at its meeting of February 20, 2003 (Board Minute P45/03 refers), approved a motion
requiring the reporting of all consulting expenditures on an annual basis. City Finance also
requires annual reporting of consulting expenditures as per their prescribed format. As a result,
consulting expenditures are provided to the Board and this information is also forwarded to the
City’s Deputy City Manager and Chief Financial Officer. Attachment A reflects the 2013
consulting expenditures for the Police Services Board.

Discussion:

City Finance requires the attached 2013 consulting expenditures for the Police Services Board on
or before February 28, 2014 and in order to comply with this, the attached has been forwarded to
the City’s Deputy City Manager and Chief Financial Officer.

Conclusion:

Therefore, it is recommended that the Board receive this report for information.

The Board received the foregoing report.

Moved by:  A. Pringle



il ToRoNTO

Toronto Police Services Board

2013 Consulting Expenses - Operating

Appendix A

#1.
Contract
/PO
Balance
Contract Remaining 2013 2013 2012
Expense Date Budget Expenditure Expenditure
Description of the
Category Agency/Board (mm-dd-yr) | P.O. No. Consultant’'s Name Work 2013.12.31
$ $ $ $
Advice on Board
governance and policy
Management/R | Toronto Police 348151 Ontario development -
&D Services Board 07/17/2013 6037487 | Limited COMPLETED - $5,088.00
Sub-Total $5,100.00 $5,088.00 $4,946.00




Expense

Category

Agency/Board

Contract
Date

(mm-dd-yr)

P.O. No.

Consultant's Name

Description of the
Work

Contract
/PO
Balance
Remaining

2013.12.31

2013

Budget

2013

Expenditure

2012

Expenditure

External
Lawyers &
Planners

Toronto Police
Services Board

12/31/2013

6038540

Addario Law Group

Independent legal
advisor retained by the
Board to provide
advice with respect to
policy options for
"street checks" - ON
GOING

$7,607.00

8667481
8732622

Hicks Morley
Hamilton Stewart

Provides expert
advice/opinion on
general employment
and labour relations
issues
(BM#P265/2012 -
October 15th 2012
Board meeting)
ONGOING

$102,307.00

01/21/2013

3490489

Kuretzky Vassos LLP,
In Trust

Provides professional
services related to a
personnel matter
(BM#C348/2012 -
November 14, 2012
Board meeting) -
COMPLETED

$2,015.00

Sub-Total

$135,600.00

$111,929.00

$568,508.00

GRAND
TOTAL

$140,700.00

$117,017.00

$573,454.00




THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P50. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 CONSULTING EXPENDITURES - TORONTO
POLICE SERVICE

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 27, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:

Subject: ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 TORONTO POLICE SERVICE’S CONSULTING
EXPENDITURES

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive this report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendation contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

At its meeting of February 20, 2003 (Min. No. P45/03 refers), the Board requested that the
Service report all consulting expenditures on an annual basis. In addition, at its meeting of
March 23, 2006 (Min. No. P103/06 refers), the Board requested that future annual reports be
revised so that capital consulting expenditures are linked to the specific capital project for which
the consulting services were required. City Finance also requires the annual reporting of
consulting expenditures in their prescribed format, so that the City’s Deputy City Manager and
Chief Financial Officer can provide a consolidated report to City Council.

This report provides details of the 2013 consulting expenditures for the Service’s operating and
capital budgets, in the City’s prescribed format and based on the definition of consulting services
provided by the City. The City’s definition of consulting services is any firm or individual
providing expert advice/opinion on a non-recurring basis to support/assist management decision
making in the areas of technical, information technology, management/research and development
(R&D), external lawyers and planners, and creative communications. The information has
already been forwarded to the City, as the completion of the Service’s year-end accounting
process and the timing of the Board meetings did not allow this report to be forwarded to the
Board in advance of the City’s February 28, 2014 deadline.

Discussion:

Details of the 2013 consulting expenditures for the Service’s operating and capital budgets are
provided in Attachments A and B respectively.



The Service has taken steps to manage the use of consultants and only contract for these services
where the skills are not available in-house and/or where there is not a permanent requirement for
the expertise/skill set, as well as when additional resources are required to deliver projects with
prescribed timelines, and the Service does not have the required resource capacity.

The 2013 operating consulting actual expenditures (as reflected in Attachment A) totalled
$0.52M net of the applicable HST rebate. The Service is attempting to rely less on consultants
and do more work in-house. The operating budget for consulting services is developed using
zero-based budgeting. As such, the 2014 budget request for consulting services is based on the
2014 requirements.

The 2013 capital consulting actual expenditures (as reflected in Attachment B) were $1.1M net
of rebate. This amount represents expenditures for the Integrated Records and Information
System (IRIS) project. Capital projects generally involve multi-year cash flow requirements, and
the 2013 expenditure may therefore represent only a portion of the contract value.

Conclusion:

The 2013 consulting expenditures for the Service’s operating and capital budgets are reported
annually to the Board and the City. The Service ensures that consulting services are used only
where necessary and beneficial to the Service. The 2013 consulting actual expenditures totalled
$1.62M net of rebate ($0.52M for operating and $1.1M for capital).

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, Corporate Services Command will be in
attendance to answer any questions from the Board.

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, was in attendance and responded to
questions about this report.

The Board received the foregoing report.

Moved by: M. Del Grande



2013 Consulting Expenses - Operating

Attachment A

Expense Category

Agency/Board

Program

Contract
Date
(mm-dd-yr)

Contract #/
PO #/DPO #

Consultant's Name

Description of the Work

Contract/PO
Balance Remaining
2013.12.31

2013
Budget

2013
Expenditure

2012
Expenditure

$

$

$

$

Management/R&D

Compensation
& HR Info
Services

08/01/2013

8776767

Buck Consultants Limited

To provide advice and information
with respect to the formulation of
employee benefits, strategies,
and creation of costing scenarios
for benefit changes during
collective bargaining and/or in
connection with policy changes,
collation of benchmarking
information and similar issues.

8,344.32

Chief's Internal
Review

11/16/2012

6036190

Accenture Inc

To perform an organizational
structure review and provide the
Toronto Police Service the
‘required deliverables' as set out
in the Service Agreement.

44,265.60

Information
requested by
Board

04/10/2013

6036986

Accenture Inc

To perform consulting services
and strategic analysis to
recommend the number of police
officers required in Toronto Police
Service and provide breakdown of
those police officers for each of
the Command area /Units.

447,896.64

Sub-Total

$ 505,900.00

$ 500,506.56

$ 363,861.00

External Lawyers &
Planners

Legal Services

12/17/2013

3505711
6038647
3505712

Johnstone & Cowling LLP

Ontario Civilian Police
Commission (OCPC) Appeal,
Criminal application

6,283.68

12/24/2013

3505701
6038646

Lenczner Slaght Royce Smith

Inquest, Ontario Civilian Police
Commission (OCPC) Appeal

10,971.76

12/18/2013

3505471

Mcleod Group, The

Police and Community
Engagement Review

1,831.68

12/31/2013

6038648

Murray D Segal Professional
Co

Criminal application

3,693.89

Sub-Total

$ 131,800.00

$ 22,781.01

GRAND TOTAL

$ 637,700.00

$ 523,287.57

$ 363,861.00




2013 Consulting Expenses - Capital

Attachment B

Expense Category

Agency/Board

Program

Contract
Date
(mm-dd-yr)

Contract #/
PO #/DPO #

Consultant's Name

Description of the Work

Recoveries
By Source

Contract/PO
Balance Remaining
2013.12.31

2013
Expenditure

2012
Expenditure

$

$

$

Information Technology

TPS-project
(RIS)

12/14/2010

6032052

Provision Resources Ltd.

Leads the cross functional project
team in the day to day planning,
management and control of the
Integrated Records and
Information System (IRIS) project;
recommendations on scheduling,
implementation and configuration
phases, and sequencing
business functionality technical
requirements and implementation
impacts . Board Minute P145
dated May 20, 2010. Ongoing.

1,043.75

362,221.08

TPS-project
(RIS)

01/20/2012

6034495

Modis Canada Inc

Assist and support the Business
Analysis team in the development
of the business requirements
documentation, in preparation for
the implementation of the
commercial off-the-shelf
integrated, electronic records
management system for the
Integrated Records & Information
System (IRIS) project. Ongoing.

2,360.00

262,174.46

TPS-project
(RIS)

10/15/2012

6035894

Modis Canada Inc

Assess and analyse current state
of Toronto Police Service's data
environment to determine
appropriate architecture and
technology; assist in securing the
necessary software and
hardware required to enable the
archiving and reporting solutions.
Support development, testing and
evaluation. Ongoing.

108,115.00

210,271.78

TPS-project
(IRIS)

10/15/2012

6035895

Procom Consultants Group

Ltd.

Assess archiving requirements
for Toronto Police Service's
various legacy systems by
undertaking the elicitation
process for each component of
the business intelligence system;
planand develop the
development of a reporting tool;
and develop a proposed “to be”
state. Ongoing.

131,000.00

276,024.00

GRAND TOTAL

242,518.75

1,110,691.32

618,441.00




THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P51. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 PROOF OF CLAIM DOCUMENTS FILED ON
BEHALF OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 17, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:

Subject: ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 PROOF OF CLAIM DOCUMENTS FILED ON
BEHALF OF THE TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive this report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendation contained within this report.

Background/Purpose:

At its meeting of December 15, 2011, the Board delegated authority to the Chief of Police, or his
designate, to act on its behalf in all situations where a Proof of Claim must be signed and
returned to the Trustee in Bankruptcy within a specified period of time, in order to allow the
Toronto Police Service’s (Service) claim against customers to be considered as part of any
consumer proposal or bankruptcy proceedings (Min. No. P334/11 refers).

At that meeting, the Board requested the Chief of Police to report annually in the years in which
this delegated authority was exercised.

Discussion:

For the year 2013, no Proof of Claim documents were signed by the Chief’s designate, Ms.
Sandra Califaretti, Director, Finance and Administration.

Conclusion:
It is recommended that the Board receive this report for information.

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, Corporate Services Command will be in
attendance to answer any questions from the Board.

The Board received the foregoing report.
Moved by: M. Moliner



THIS IS AN EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC MEETING OF THE
TORONTO POLICE SERVICES BOARD HELD ON MARCH 13, 2014

#P52. ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 PUBLIC SECTOR SALARY DISCLOSURE

The Board was in receipt of the following report February 27, 2014 from William Blair, Chief of
Police:
Subject: ANNUAL REPORT: 2013 PUBLIC SECTOR SALARY DISCLOSURE

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Board receive this report.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications relating to the recommendation contained in this report.

Background/Purpose:

The Public Sector Salary Disclosure Act, 1996 (PSSDA) and the Public Sector Salary Disclosure
Amendment Act, 2004 were passed to make Ontario’s public sector more open and accountable
to taxpayers. Therefore, in accordance with the PSSDA, the Toronto Police Service (TPS) is
required to disclose the names, positions, salaries and taxable benefits of employees who were
paid $100,000 or more in a year. The report includes active, retired and terminated members.
This information, which includes Toronto Police Service and Toronto Police Services Board
employees, is also submitted to the City of Toronto Pension, Payroll and Employee Benefits
Division for inclusion in a corporate report filed, by the City, with the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing.

Beginning in 2009, the Ministry of Finance requires that organizations with members seconded
to other ministries file the listing of those members with the appropriate ministry. For the 2013
reporting year, TPS had 24 members seconded to the Ministry of Community Safety and
Correctional Services. A separate listing of the members appearing on the Public Sector Salary
Disclosure listing has been provided to that agency.

Discussion:
The Public Sector Salary Disclosure Act, 1996 defines “Salary Paid” as “the amount paid by the

employer to the employee in a given year, as reported on the T4 slip (Box 14 minus Taxable
Benefits total).” If this amount is equal to or above $100,000, it must be reported.



The salary paid amount for TPS members includes regular salary, retention pay, acting pay,
premium pay (including court time, call backs and overtime) and any retroactive adjustments
paid in 2013.

Taxable benefits are reported as a separate line item for those employees who earned $100,000
or more. Taxable benefits for TPS members, as defined by the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA),
include the value of life insurance premiums for coverage provided by the employer, employer-
provided parking and employer-provided vehicles. Taxable benefits for employer-provided
vehicles are calculated for the non-business related travel for those members assigned a vehicle.

Number of Employees on the 2013 Disclosure Listing (Appendix A — Alphabetic order and
Appendix B — Descending order by salary paid):

In 2013, 2,983 employees earned more than $100,000. This total includes 860 employees whose
base salary is normally under $100,000. The earnings for these employees were the result of
their combined base salary, premium pay and other payouts such as final vacation pay upon
termination of employment.

Uniform base salaries have increased over the years due to contract settlements and arbitration
awards. Members at the Detective Sergeant/Staff Sergeant (253) and the Detective/Sergeant
(912) rank all have base salaries that are above $100,000.

In 2013, salary increases occurred on January 1% and December 1. The table below shows: the
salary ranges for uniform positions with a salary base below $100,000 during 2013; the number
of employees in each category at December 31, 2013; and the corresponding number of members
appearing on the 2013 PSSD report.

Category Salary range at | Salary range at | Employees per Numbers per
January 1, 2013 December 1, HR system at category on
2013 December 31, PSSD*
2013

Plainclothes/Training | $93,862 to | $94,847 to 1,112 780

Constable 101,775 102,844

Police Constables $87,922 to | $88,844 to 3,048 825
95,839 96,846

*PSSD numbers include active and terminated members.

As the table above shows, base salaries for Police Constables are edging towards the $100,000
threshold, which has been in place since 1996. As at January 1, 2014, the upper end of the salary
range for Police Constables increased to $98,783 (including retention pay), as a result of the
2011 to 2014 collective agreement increases.

Premium pay is the result of court attendance, overtime earned when members work beyond
their regular shift, and call-backs when members are requested to return to work for various
operational reasons or special projects. While the TPS has reduced premium pay costs over the



last few years, some premium pay (e.g. court time) is unavoidable and increases members
earnings. With Police Constables’ base salary approaching the $100,000 range, only a small
amount of premium pay would need to be earned to put the member over the $100,000 threshold.

Paid Duty Earnings:

Currently, paid duty earnings are exempt from reporting on the PSSD report even though they
are reported on a T4.

In the past, the Ministry of Finance has confirmed that since the officers are being paid by the
client, the earnings are not considered “salary paid” under the PSSDA. Therefore, members’
paid duty earnings have no impact on and are not taken into account in the preparation of the
TPS’ public sector salary disclosure listing.

Conclusion:

In accordance with the PSSDA, this report provides the names, positions, salaries and taxable
benefits of TPS and Board employees who were paid more than $100,000 in 2013. The
information is provided in alphabetical order as required by the Ministry, and in salary paid
descending order as requested previously by the Board.

The report is provided to the Board for information, and has been forwarded to the City for
inclusion in a corporate report filed with the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, Corporate Services Command, will be in
attendance to answer any questions from the Board.

Mr. Tony Veneziano, Chief Administrative Officer, and Ms. Sandra Califaretti, Director,
Finance & Administration, were in attendance and responded to questions about this
report.

The Board received the foregoing report.

Moved by:  F. Nunziata



RECORD OF EMPLOYEES’ 2013 SALARIES AND BENEFITS -BY LAST NAME

Appendix A

Surname Given Name Position Salary Paid Benefits
ABATE GLEN MICHAEL Police Constable $100,981.02 $764.04
ABBOTT DEBORAH LYNN Staff Sergeant $122,128.39 $843.29
ABDEL-MALIK MAHER Detective $129,321.94 $788.45
ABDULLA AL RAHIM Senior Technical Analyst $115,792.83 $366.76
ABRAHAM STANLEY SAMUEL Police Constable $112,671.63 $735.67
ABRAMOVITZ MATHEW CHRISTOPHER Plainclothes Police Constable $105,830.31 $756.96
ACCIAROLI SHERI DARLENE Detective $118,718.68 $791.88
ACORN CHRISTOPHER ALLAN Police Constable $125,230.23 $744.54
ADACH EDWARD HIERONIM Detective $109,131.59 $806.31
ADAM BARBARA ANNE Detective $111,648.09 $797.32
ADAM MICHAEL JASON Sergeant $106,988.14 $788.45
ADAMS CLAYTON EDWARD Detective $117,271.95 $789.15
ADAMS KHARY AZANDE Plainclothes Police Constable $101,495.52 $765.60
ADAMS TODD ROBERT Police Constable $101,548.72 $739.10
ADAMSON JAMES GRAHAM Sergeant $120,383.32 $806.31
ADDERLEY DIANA LOUISE Sergeant $108,561.19 $797.32
AGIUS ROBERT Communications Operator $106,329.61 $701.92
AGNEW LUCAS OWEN Police Constable $102,151.20 $735.67
AGNEW ROBERT Senior Technical Analyst $103,849.00 $366.76
AGUIAR STEVEN CABRAL Police Constable $122,455.88 $744.54
AHLUWALIA MANDEEP SINGH Police Constable $100,465.77 $735.67
AIELLO ANTONIO Plainclothes Police Constable $142,702.67 $765.60
AIKMAN SCOTT DOUGLAS Police Constable $122,980.66 $768.73
AKESON AARON JOSEPH Plainclothes Police Constable $108,975.89 $765.60
AL-NASS WALID Police Constable $113,830.71 $744.54
ALAGURAS VIJEYAKUMAR Parking Enforcement Officer $110,753.03 $647.33
ALAMAG ADELIO PERADA Police Constable $105,131.50 $753.15
ALBANESE JASON JOHN Sergeant $105,829.63 $788.45
ALBERGA PASQUALE Plainclothes Police Constable $110,203.97 $765.60
ALBRECHT IRVIN JOHN Plainclothes Police Constable $125,179.50 $774.44
ALDERDICE JEFFERY PAUL Sergeant $114,725.18 $797.32
ALEKSANDROWICZ LUKASZ Police Constable $104,383.13 $735.67
ALEXA BRENDAN JAMES Plainclothes Police Constable $104,799.58 $744.77
ALEXAKIS CHRISTOS Police Constable $120,463.46 $735.67
ALEXANDER CHARLES BOLTON Detective $113,190.37 $806.31
ALEXIOU DEMITRIOS Plainclothes Police Constable $106,635.04 $785.30
ALI ASIF IFTIKHAR Sergeant $104,432.03 $788.45
ALLAN SCOTT DOUGLAS Police Constable $107,076.61 $753.15
ALLDRIT DARREN LEE Detective $127,333.36 $806.31
ALLEN MICHAEL DAVID Detective $113,825.19 $788.45
ALLEY NICHOLAS DAVID Plainclothes Police Constable $107,417.35 $763.29
ALLINGTON JEFFREY SCOTT Sergeant $126,857.20 $791.88
ALLISON ELAINE HUNTER Sergeant $107,989.17 $806.31
ALMEIDA ANTONIO JOSE Police Constable $101,248.24 $735.67
ALPHONSO MARK ANDREW Staff Sergeant $120,185.01 $843.29
ALPHONSO WADE LEONARD Staff Sergeant $119,601.55 $843.29
ALTOBELLO DOMENIC JOESPH Plainclothes Police Constable $112,316.39 $757.89
ALVAREZ JORGE DAVID Police Constable $100,299.15 $744.54
AMLIN SCOTT CHRISTOPHER Police Constable $116,685.79 $759.93
AMOS SEAN DAVID Police Constable $106,332.51 $753.15
ANAND ANIL Inspector $144,717.35 $902.85
ANDERSEN CARL HENRIK Plainclothes Police Constable $116,225.77 $785.30
ANDERSON ROBERT Plainclothes Police Constable $105,496.72 $756.96
ANDREJISHYN JAMES JOSEPH Plainclothes Police Constable $104,684.13 $765.60
ANDREW WILLIAM JASON Training Constable $104,584.19 $765.60
ANDREWS JOHN PAUL Police Constable $107,096.49 $764.04
ANDREWS SARAH LYNN Sergeant $116,933.03 $788.45
ANDRICI IULIAN Police Constable $122,094.25 $744.54
ANDRUS ALEXANDRU Plainclothes Police Constable $114,367.90 $756.96
ANGUS DARREN RONALD Police Constable $109,065.58 $735.67
ANGUS JOHN DOUGLAS Plainclothes Police Constable $127,246.54 $765.60
ANGUS RYAN ALAN Plainclothes Police Constable $100,119.12 $756.96
ANNETTS AMANDA ELIZABETH Plainclothes Police Constable $116,164.05 $765.60
ANSARI ALI AKBAR Detective $105,718.55 $372.22
ANSTEY JASON CHRISTOPHER Plainclothes Police Constable $120,947.45 $765.60
ANTOINE KEVIN FRANCIS Plainclothes Police Constable $103,611.50 $760.74
ANTONELLI GIANPIERO Police Constable $110,988.24 $761.82
APOSTOLIDIS JOHN Detective $121,315.13 $789.15
APOSTOLOPOULOS DIMITRIOS Plainclothes Police Constable $107,785.81 $760.08
AQUILINA MARCEL Police Constable $108,511.26 $744.54
ARDILES BENJAMIN GONZALO Police Constable $100,162.05 $744.54




RECORD OF EMPLOYEES’ 2013 SALARIES AND BENEFITS -BY LAST NAME

Appendix A

Surname Given Name Position Salary Paid Benefits
ARMANI PEDRAM Police Constable $103,820.94 $744.54
ARMSTRONG FREDERICK SHANE Plainclothes Police Constable $104,487.38 $765.60
ARMSTRONG MARK RICHARD Sergeant $120,990.29 $806.31
ARMSTRONG RICHARD DAVID Staff Sergeant $115,710.76 $409.84
ARMSTRONG ROBERT KENNETH Police Constable $118,785.60 $759.93
ARMSTRONG ROBERT PAUL Plainclothes Police Constable $117,187.79 $766.28
ARNOTT ROBERT WILLIAM Plainclothes Police Constable $114,746.25 $785.30
ARODA SANJEE Detective $136,743.23 $789.15
ARP JAMES ANDREW Plainclothes Police Constable $113,823.18 $765.60
ARSENAULT RICHARD PAUL Sergeant $103,926.49 $788.45
ARSHAD SHERAZ Police Constable $103,215.72 $735.67
ARTINIAN PEGLAR Plainclothes Police Constable $101,087.35 $765.60
ARULANANDAM GERRARD NIMALAN Training Constable $105,504.71 $765.60
ARZAGA MICHAEL WAYNE Plainclothes Police Constable $108,440.50 $756.96
ASHLEY MARK NICHOLAS Detective $118,484.33 $806.31
ASKIN PAUL ALEXANDER Plainclothes Police Constable $112,054.60 $765.60
ASNER ROBERT EDWARD Police Constable $103,544.79 $744.54
ASSELIN GLENN ANDRE Sergeant $120,154.11 $806.31
ASSELSTINE SHAUN DAVID Police Constable $125,248.19 $742.16
ASTAPKOVICH ANDREI Police Constable $101,088.74 $744.54
ATKINS CHERRY MAXINE Police Constable $102,106.28 $744.54
ATKINSON GRAHAM STEPHEN Plainclothes Police Constable $101,473.86 $766.28
ATKINSON JAMES JONATHAN Police Constable $108,859.05 $764.04
ATTENBOROUGH JEFFREY BRUCE Detective Sergeant $120,612.90 $843.29
AUCLAIR JANE MARILYN Sergeant $108,651.34 $381.21
AUDETTE DAVID FRANCIS Police Constable $129,244.40 $764.04
AUSTIN MICHAEL JOHN Police Constable $114,292.15 $744.54
AWAD ASHRAF SAMIR Detective $109,980.89 $788.45
AZARRAGA JOSE MATIAS Detective $126,209.61 $797.32
AZZOPARDI DENIS ANDRE Police Constable $110,058.16 $740.80
BABIAR JOHN JAMES Detective Sergeant $139,189.41 $843.29
BABINEAU JARED MICHAEL Sergeant $130,931.53 $792.56
BABUJI SUSAN ZACHARIAH Group Leader $107,498.27 $246.90
BACHLY CHRISTOPHER DAVID Detective $103,276.20 $788.45
BACKER MARK FRANCIS Police Constable $100,967.14 $735.67
BACKUS LESLIE DOUGLAS Detective $120,236.71 $806.31
BACON ANDREW MARTIN Training Constable $101,908.01 $765.60
BAGNALL KENRICK PATRICE Police Constable $100,915.84 $751.25
BAGSHAW ROBERT BRUCE Plainclothes Police Constable $102,358.70 $785.30
BAHULA JAMES SIMON Police Constable $113,348.40 $735.67
BAI DON XIN Plainclothes Police Constable $109,483.57 $750.21
BAINARD PAUL CRAIG Sergeant $115,848.96 $806.31
BAIRD KAREN ANN Police Constable $101,711.72 $764.04
BAIRD MARK ANDREW Police Constable $111,195.45 $735.67
BAJ STANISLAW Sergeant $118,437.07 $806.31
BAJWA RAJWANT SINGH Plainclothes Police Constable $108,609.65 $774.44
BAKER RICHARD JAMES Detective $114,542.44 $788.45
BAKER RICHARD TIMOTHY Training Constable $104,705.22 $779.84
BAKSH FAIZAL ANTHONY Police Constable $103,008.19 $735.67
BALACHOREK DANIEL ALAN Police Constable $105,385.98 $744.54
BALAGA ARTUR Plainclothes Police Constable $120,262.73 $765.60
BALASUBRAMANIAM KOWSIHAN Plainclothes Police Constable $108,059.17 $760.32
BALET ANDREW SEBASTIAN Police Constable $110,930.99 $742.16
BALICE VICTORIA NATALIE Plainclothes Police Constable $104,143.27 $760.32
BALINT MICHAEL ANDREW Detective $138,598.09 $797.32
BANGILD JEFFREY Detective $106,018.22 $364.05
BANKS DONNA Detective $107,272.17 $377.47
BANKS WAYNE MICHAEL Detective Sergeant $123,058.00 $843.29
BANTON ROBIN HORATIO Sergeant $108,132.71 $797.32
BANYAEM SANTI Police Constable $107,903.99 $744.54
BAPTIST CHARLENE Staff Sergeant $118,707.72 $843.29
BAPTIST ROBERT SCOTT Inspector $144,717.35 $1,087.32
BARATTO MICHELLE TERESA Detective $127,263.53 $806.31
BARBERO TRISHA Police Constable $112,666.40 $735.67
BARDGETT JAMES FRANCIS Police Constable $111,990.23 $764.04
BARENTHIN GLENN KARL Detective Sergeant $122,978.16 $2,378.95
BARKLEY MARK EDWIN Inspector $144,717.35 $902.85
BARNES KIRK-NEIL ANTHONY Police Constable $102,058.52 $744.54
BARNES MURRAY WINSTANLEY Detective $122,854.66 $789.15
BARNHARDT TIMOTHY MICHAEL Police Constable $106,669.65 $735.67
BARREDO FRANCISCO JAVIER Staff Sergeant $136,718.00 $843.29
BARREIRA NELSON Plainclothes Police Constable $109,008.79 $765.60
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BARRETTO BERTRAND STANLEY Police Constable $104,754.60 $759.93
BARSKY MICHAEL STEVEN Staff Sergeant $124,049.83 $843.29
BARTLETT ALAN ANDREW Plainclothes Police Constable $107,103.90 $760.74
BARTZ HANNAH FAY Plainclothes Police Constable $105,909.73 $765.60
BARWELL DAVID ERIC Detective $138,415.48 $381.21
BASS LORNE WILLIAM Police Constable $114,972.43 $764.04
BASSINGTHWAITE STEVEN JEFFREY Sergeant $115,526.19 $788.45
BATES BARRY MICHAEL Police Constable $134,742.20 $338.94
BATES KIMBERLEY MICHELE Detective $130,394.67 $806.31
BATES SANDY Detective Sergeant $118,542.74 $418.19
BATES TIMOTHY BRIAN Detective $108,553.38 $806.31
BATES WAYNE EDWARD Detective $130,164.29 $806.31
BATOR ANDREW ISTVAN Sergeant $108,148.53 $806.31
BAUS JACQUELINE SANDRA Sergeant $103,854.24 $364.05
BAYES JOHN ARTHUR Police Constable $109,095.35 $744.54
BAZILSKY KENNETH PETER Training Constable $108,133.05 $756.69
BEADMAN BRIAN GEORGE Sergeant $107,037.28 $800.53
BEARD BENJAMIN JAMES Plainclothes Police Constable $114,632.26 $765.60
BEATTIE CHRISTOPHER DENNIS Sergeant $107,406.01 $788.45
BEAULAC JOSEPH ANDRE Police Constable $101,226.55 $744.54
BEAULAC SACHA LUCY Plainclothes Police Constable $113,155.27 $756.96
BEAUPARLANT PAUL JOSEPH Sergeant $118,681.75 $806.31
BEAUSOLEIL MARC Plainclothes Police Constable $112,129.08 $785.30
BEAVEN-DESJARDINS JOANNA RUTH Inspector $144,717.35 $1,087.32
BECHERVAISE CORY FRANCIS Police Constable $108,985.73 $753.15
BECKWITH CHRISTOPHER Police Constable $101,447.02 $744.54
BEERS CLAY ALBERT Manager of Radio and Electronics $152,982.78 $941.46
BEGIN MARCEL ARMAND Plainclothes Police Constable $101,471.46 $785.30
BELANGER DANIEL JOSEPH Sergeant $120,046.05 $805.97
BELANGER DONALD RENE Staff Sergeant $114,460.36 $829.34
BELL DANIEL Detective Sergeant $120,472.94 $418.19
BELL DARYL EDWARD Plainclothes Police Constable $117,942.15 $769.00
BELLEC FRANCOIS MARIE Police Constable $117,275.04 $759.93
BELLEFEUILLE NEIL DOUGLAS Plainclothes Police Constable $101,471.46 $360.20
BELLION LAURENT HUGUES Police Constable $123,781.13 $744.54
BELLON CORINNE Staff Sergeant $118,491.77 $598.04
BENALLICK DIANNA Police Constable $104,622.21 $753.15
BENALLICK MARK DANIEL Detective $111,481.58 $802.57
BENEVIDES RICHARD FERREIRA Plainclothes Police Constable $114,238.34 $763.29
BENGE PAUL Plainclothes Police Constable $107,599.17 $785.30
BENINCASA MARIANO JOSEPH Training Constable $100,523.97 $765.60
BENNETT BRIAN ROBERT Sergeant $112,384.05 $788.45
BENNETT JOANNE Detective $107,659.05 $805.97
BENNETT TREVOR Sergeant $108,171.58 $381.21
BENNETT WINSTON ANTHONY Staff Sergeant $123,706.60 $843.29
BENNEY PETER Plainclothes Police Constable $110,876.62 $785.30
BENNOCH CHRISTOPHER JOHN Plainclothes Police Constable $106,844.32 $7