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I go any farthe A support my r, though, will the SLN
pursuing the topic? 

Drug Strategy Report 
Can you say NIMBY? For our area, the two apparent 
issues are safe consumption sites and methadone sites. 
Certainly, Bob Fisher (apparent CPLC point-man) ex-
pressed his vehement opposition to co-opting our 
neighbourhood for such sites. On 08 February 2007, 
there will be working committee meeting on safe 

 and/or controlled consumption. Further information is
at the City site: www.toronto.ca/health/drugstrategy.  

For the methadone issue, at least three sites are useful. 

www.oatc.ca/services_mmp.asp 

www.cpso.on.ca/publications/methguidenov05.htm 

www.health.gov.on.ca (Enter “methadone” in the 
“Search” box and click on “Search”.) 

Of course, none of this information resolves a NIMBY 
attitude with which I sympathise. Much of the SLNA’s 
turf is still transitional — in the sense of working its 
way back to the upper working class/middle class am-
bian ec-ce that it once enjoyed. Therefore, support is n
essary — to motivate politicians to look elsewhere. 

Yonge BIA — Lighting and CCTV Initiative 
The latter organisation encompasses Grosvenor to 
Richmond and Bay to Church. Although it is outside 
our area, it affects us. Initially, the BIA proposes sup-
plying extra lighting from Dundas to Gerrard; later, for 
the entire north-south strip. The BIA also intends pro-
viding six CCTV cameras for a one-year pilot project. 
Some brief discussion ensued, about private vs public 
funding for such initiatives. Thereafter, the CPLC en-

loor 
of the Delta Ch rd St W. (The 

thusiastically passed a supporting motion. Consultation 
will precede implementation. 

SLNA delegates might wish to attend the consultation 
from 7.00pm to 9.00pm on Thursday 08 February 
2007. The venue is the Rossetti Room on the 3rd F

elsea Hotel at 33 Gerra
Rossetti Room is accessible via the red elevators.) 

One-Minute Reports 
If summation is appropriate, the reports starkly con-
trasted the difference between large “gated” buildings 

 
 sug-
rns. 

unity, such as burglary; 
-

emains rampant in Homewood Ave; 

p late at night; 

ourt, a methadone clinic draws drug 

 at King-Corktown, a methadone clinic’s “depar-

and smaller buildings that lacked comprehensive secu-
rity. For me, this was somewhat of an education. 

On behalf of the SLNA, I presented an Executive 
member’s inquiry about police assistance with security
in small buildings. Staff Sergeant Frank Bergen
gested contacting him immediately about all conce

A sampling of other delegates’ concerns follows: 

 reports of recent success in dealing with crimes of 
opport

 photographs (?) have helped in identifying mug
gers; 

 prostitution r
 at Shuter/Sherbourne, dealers are co-opting empty 

apartments; 
 at Carlton/Parliament daytime drug activity fell, 

but picked u
 at Sherbourne/Dundas, drugs are down, but vio-

lence is up; 
 at Trefann C

users — with threats to pedestrians and break-ins 
to cars; and, 

tees” slump onto the kerbstones and nearby cars. 

New Business 
The meeting included three young people, apparently 
new to the CPLC. The meeting discussed forming a 

bout the difficulty of mov-

eceived volunteers to serve 

ommittee — to reconcile the 

 
to facilitate communications b
and delegates in the hiatus betwe

Keith Bricknell 
SLNA Delegate to the CPLC 

separate youth-wing, reporting to the CPLC Executive 
and/or to monthly Delegates’ Meetings. 

Brief discussion occurred a
ing the annual “51-Day” (02 June 2007) to a venue 
other than Riverdale Park. 

Dr Magness asked for and r
on the following ad hoc committees: 

 events committee; and, 
 by-laws review c

CPLC’s by-laws with the TPS manual for commu-
nity involvement. 

Finally, Dr Magness said that changes were necessary
etween the Executive 
en monthly meetings. 

Respectfully submitted 

http://www.oatc.ca/services_mmp.asp
http://www.health.gov.on.ca/
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Introduction 
This report covers four meetings — three of the CPLC-
51’s and one of the SLNA’s. The hiatus reflects two 
pre-emptions by the SLNA: DC Amy Bjerknes’s pres-
entation in February and the AGM in March. There-
fore, this report is a colour commentary, rather than a 
verbatim account. It also includes an Op-Ed about dif-
ferences between delegates and representatives. 

CPLC-51: February 2007 
This meeting’s infomercial was Toronto’s “911” emer-
gency telephone system. Understandably, it reflected a 
TPS perspective. However, “911” is the initial contact 
for the TPS, the TFD, and EMS. This multiple role ex-
plains “911” operators’ methodical “W5” approach. 

As for their training, all “911” operators undergo 15 
weeks’ training before working independently. As for 
quality of service, “911” records all calls. Therefore, 
Torontonians need not accept substandard service. That 
said, the devil is truly in the details. If you have a com-
plaint about “911” services, please expect to provide 
dates and times. Otherwise, remediation is unlikely. 

Of course, remediation implies unfulfilled legitimate 
expectations. What are those legitimate expectations? 
For police services, the Holy Grail is timely response 
to Priority 1 & 2 calls. What are those priorities? 

 Priority One: Incidents of low frequency and high 
risk which may result in loss of life to the public or 
a member of the Service.  Such incidents are char-
acterised by the need for immediate action with  no 
discretionary time to refer to procedures 

 Priority Two: Incidents of high frequency and high 
risk which may result in loss of life to the public or 
a member of the Service.  Such incidents are char-
acterised by the need for immediate action with no 
discretionary time to refer to procedures. (Source: 
Minutes of the TPS Board on 31 August 2000) 

And here’s the rub. How congruent are “official” pri-
orities with public expectations? To what extent do in-
congruity and/or misunderstandings contribute to un-

justifiably low opinions of any police service’s respon-
siveness? February 2007’s CPLC-51 meeting bid fair 
to answering that question. Yes, indeed, I certainly did 
hear a litany of instances where people called “911” 
and perceived unresponsiveness. Wow! Did I ever! 

How many of those instances fulfilled the TPS Board’s 
definition of Priorities One &/or Two? Probably, none 
did. But my opinion is immaterial. The real goal is a 
viable alignment of sustainable funding, police ser-
vices’ criteria, and public expectations of service. 

But how crucial is the TPS’s part of “911”? For most 
of us, medical emergencies are the major issue. When 
should we use “911” for such emergencies? Toronto’s 
EMS provides representative examples at: 

http://www.toronto.ca/ems/first_aid/ambulance.htm 

Finally, February 2007’s meeting included progress 
and/or reports on the following items. 

 agreement, by Division 51, to explore formation of 
a “Youth CPLC”; 

 distribution of relevant portions of a manual deal-
ing with the “Community Consultative Process” 
and reminders of the need to compare this with the 
CPLC’s By-Laws; and, 

 reporting on the Toronto Drug Strategy — includ-
ing a potential funding-related impasse. 

SLNA: February 2007 
 As noted above, DC Amy Bjerknes’s presentation pre-
empted this opportunity to report on CPLC-51. How-
ever, as with all presentations, hers left some lose ends. 

 One delegate asked about reporting suspected cy-
ber abuse if a child’s parents were unable or un-
willing to intervene. Ontario’s Child and Family 
Services Act answers this question. Section 72(1) 
says, “Despite the provisions of any other Act, if a 
person, including a person who performs profes-
sional or official duties with respect to children, 
has reasonable grounds to suspect one of the fol-
lowing, the person shall forthwith report the suspi-
cion and the information on which it is based to a 

http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/
http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/51
http://www.toronto.ca/ems/first_aid/ambulance.htm
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society...” The key part of this Section is “…if a 
person…” — without any restrictions based on 
professional status and/or guardianship. Section 
72(2) even adds an ongoing duty to report — in in-
stances where a child care society seems dilatory. 

 Cyber abuse aside, my understanding was that the 
presentation would deal mainly with cyber fraud. 
Fortunately, further information on this topic is 
abundant. For example, www.phonebusters.com 
provides valuable information, including a hand-
book in Acrobat format. If you do not already have 
a copy, Acrobat Reader is available gratis at 
www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html. 

 Finally, there were many questions about online 
safety from viruses and/or malware. Comprehen-
sive, independent analysis of anti-virus software is 
available at www.av-comparatives.org. More rat-
ings are available at www.spywarewarrior.com. 

CPLC-51: March 2007 (Public Meeting) 
This well-attended meeting was at Lord Dufferin Pub-
lic School. Translators were initially available to assist 
in Bengali, Cantonese, Vietnamese, Mandarin, French, 
Somali, and Tamil. When a bilingual Spanish-English 
attendee complained about the lack of Spanish transla-
tion, the head table adroitly co-opted her to the task. 

Before opening the floor for questioning, various 
speakers summarised promising initiatives and strate-
gies, and statistics that are readily available at the To-
ronto Police Service’s Web site. Therefore, I will spare 
you any repetition and go to Question Period. By all 
appearances, it was the usual blend: many legitimate 
concerns and a few instances where people apparently 
attempted to play “gotcha” with the TPS. 

Of the former, the most poignant (for me, at least) was 
a request for assistance with parenting skills — in-
cluding appropriate methods for disciplining children. 
Supt Jeff McGuire pointed to the “Parents for Better 
Beginnings” initiative and agreed that the police would 
assist wherever/whenever they can. 

CPLC-51: April 2007 
This meeting’s focus (or infomercial) was the Guns 
and Gangs Task Force. However, the focus was mainly 
on gangs and “Project PEACE” — the latter being an 
acronym for “Public Education and Crime Eradica-
tion”: www.peace-project.org, with an emphasis on... 

 removing guns and weapons from the hands of 
young people; 

 educating youth on the grave dangers of gang in-
volvement; 

 supporting the safe termination of gang member-
ship; and, 

 enforcing the laws when violations occur. 

How many of us have even given a thought to the third 
item in that list? How many of us have considered the 
odds that a young person faces when she or he tries to 
sever gang-affiliation. How many of us have consid-
ered the logistics and cost to the public purse (almost 
akin to a witness-protection programme)? If we can 
prevent gang-affiliation in the first instance, we can re-
duce crime and all of the “downstream costs” associ-
ated with disaffiliation. 

Turning to other salient items, the Toronto Drug Strat-
egy consultation is still at a funding impasse. However, 
there was talk of a June 2007 “town hall” meeting, with 
date, venue, and speakers TBA. 

Finally, Kathleen Kelly provided an excellent report on 
the community consultative process. This included 
comments and recommendations on aligning the 
CPLC’s By-Laws and the TPS’s recently published 
document on community consultation. 

Commentary 
The SLNA has delegates to its meetings. So does the 
CPLC. What is a delegate? How is a delegate different 
from a representative? In 1774, Edmund Burke, a Brit-
ish political philosopher, began trying to answer those 
questions. Although modern democracies have fa-
voured the “representative” model, problems persist. 
When do representatives cease representing their con-
stituents and begin representing only themselves? If I 
were to judge only by some questions that some CPLC 
delegates occasionally pose, self-representation has al-
ready begun. Perhaps this is simply the inherent nature 
of grass-roots organisations. If so, it is then incumbent 
on other members or “delegates” to be vigilant in en-
forcing compliance with Burke’s admirable definition 
of representation. Otherwise, where’s our credibility? 

Respectfully submitted 
Keith Bricknell 

SLNA Delegate to the CPLC 

http://www.phonebusters.com/
http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html
http://www.av-comparatives.org/
http://www.spywarewarrior.com/
http://www.peace-project.org/


 

Division 51: Telephone 416.808.5100 — Facsimile 416.808.5102 — E-Mail 51division@torontopolice.on.ca

SLNA: CPLC-51’s Activities &/or Meetings in May 2007 
TPS General Non-Emergency Contact: 416.808.2222 — TPS/TFD General Emergency Contact: 911 

TPS General Web-site: www.torontopolice.on.ca — Division 51 Web-site: www.torontopolice.on.ca/51  

29 May 2007 

 
Division 51 Community Response Unit Manager: Staff Sergeant Frank Bergen (416) 808-5152 — E-Mail francis.bergen@torontopolice.on.ca  

Division 51 Community Relations Officer: Constable Paul Nadeau (416) 808-5108 
Division 51 Crime Prevention Officer: Constable Joseph Smith, (416) 808-5187 

Introduction 
This report covers CPLC-51’s 14 May 2007 meeting. 

Ongoing Items and/or Upcoming Events 
 Division 51’s officers reminded Delegates to use the 
new report-forms to support community policing, 
and to encourage others to do likewise. 

 The Division 51-sponsored football team routinely 
practises behind Nelson Mandela School and/or at 
Moss Park — on M-W-F. Spectators are welcome 
— to encourage the young athletes. (The first game 
will already have occurred — on 27 May 2007.) 

 Division 51’s Youth CPLC had finished meeting 
just before we convened. More Youth meetings will 
occur — with prospects for worthwhile outcomes. 

 CPLC-51’s next meeting (18 June 2007 — 7pm to 
9pm) will be a public forum at Jarvis Collegiate. Its 
focus, Crime Reduction, will also encompass the 
supervised consumption study. (The latter study still 
awaits the sine qua non of further funding.) NB: 
SLNA members should make a point of attend-
ing this important public meeting. Such meetings 
truly exemplify the “use-it-or-lose-it” adage. You 
need not be Einstein to realise that cumulative non-
attendance eventually equates with “lose-it”. 

Community Education 
May 2007’s presentation, by Detective Larry Straver, 
was on Crime Stoppers. Salient details follow — some 
copied directly from www.222tips.com.  

 Toronto and Regional Crime Stoppers is a registered 
charity (Registration Number 891726978RR0001). 
Go to www.cra-arc.gc.ca/tax/charities/menu-e.html 
to get details of its finances, governing board, etc. 

 Crime Stoppers is a partnership of community, po-
lice, and media. It proactively allows people to as-
sist police by offering anonymous information about 
crimes. The guarantee of anonymity is a genuinely 
inviolable principle. Respect for that principle con-
tinues to sustain Crime Stoppers’ operations. 

 Canadian-born Greg MacAleese, a Detective with 
the Albuquerque Police Department started Crime 

Stoppers. In 1976, he exhausted leads in a homicide 
investigation. Frustrated, he appealed to the public 
for assistance. He even produced the first crime re-
enactment. Via local television, that re-enactment 
elicited a fruitful lead within hours. Arrests, convic-
tions, and life-sentences ensued, in due course. 

 Toronto’s Crime Stoppers began in 1984. It is now 
one of the world’s largest branches. As such, it is 
able to assist other police forces to establish Crime 
Stoppers in their communities. 

 The Toronto Police Service participates in Crime 
Stoppers by providing a coordinator to manage the 
day-to-day operations, police officers to promote the 
School Crime Stoppers programme, and staff to take 
calls to the Crime Stoppers hot line. Callers’ infor-
mation has led to arrests in homicides, armed rob-
beries, sexual assaults, and drug trafficking opera-
tions. The results speak for themselves. 

 Crime Stopper videos are available online — 24/7 
— at www.youtube.com/1800222tips. Participate by 
watching those videos. Call if a video rings a bell. 
Oh, and I must not forget to mention that financial 
rewards can accrue to people whose tips result in ar-
rests and/or convictions... 

Restructuring CPLC-51 
For all of the Toronto Police Service’s Community Po-
lice Liaison Committees, the governing document is 
the newly revised (December 2006) Community Volun-
teer and Consultation Manual. Earlier, I provided an 
Acrobat copy to the SLNA’s Executive and suggested 
an upload to www.slna.ca. In the meantime, Delegates 
can refer to www.torontopolice.on.ca/publications and 
download sundry publications — including the Com-
munity Volunteer and Consultation Manual. 

How important is this document? All TPS Divisions’ 
Unit Commanders must comply with it when they im-
plement consultative processes. For us, the document’s 
most relevant portions appear below. Comments in 
square brackets — “[ ]” — and highlighting are mine, 
rather than the TPS’s. The comments draw attention to 
key issues and/or supplement the TPS’s information. 
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“Community Police Liaison Committees (CPLCs) 
“Community Police Liaison Committees (CPLCs) are 
made up of community volunteers and police service 
representatives from the local division’s geographic 
area. Each committee is inclusive to reflect the demo-
graphics of the local community. [For demographic de-
tails, go to http://app.toronto.ca/wards/jsp/wards.jsp. 
Wards 27 and 28 substantially overlap Division 51.] 

“Mandate 
“To work together in identifying, prioritising, and 
problem solving of local policing issues by: 

 “being proactive in community relations, crime pre-
vention, education, mobilisation, and communica-
tions initiatives, and 

 “acting as a resource to the police and the commu-
nity. 

“All of the seventeen police divisions throughout the 
City of Toronto including Traffic Services have a 
CPLC to provide advice and assistance to the local unit 
commander and to work in partnership with local po-
lice towards a safe and secure community. 

“The membership of each CPLC reflects the unique 
and diverse population served by a particular division. 
Participants on committees include community repre-
sentatives from racial, cultural or linguistic groups, so-
cial agencies, businesses, schools, places of worship, 
gender, youth, and socio-economic status. [Conspicu-
ously absent from this list is any mention of non-profit 
community organisations, such as the SLNA.] 

“To ensure that no single group is excluded, police of-
ficers from the local divisions also work with already 
established organisations, such as residents associa-
tions, Business Improvement Associations (BIA) and 
various ad hoc committees, to address specific com-
munity concerns. In particular, the CPLC work with 
the Community Response Units in each division to de-
velop short and long-term solutions to local concerns. 
This system, in place in Divisions since the early 
1990s, has provided direct access to the decision mak-
ing process at the local level and has empowered local 
community members to improve the safety and security 
of their own communities.” 

Discussion of the Community Volunteer and Consulta-
tion Manual has been ongoing since January 2007. At 

the May 2007 meeting, Delegates received an updated 
copy of Kathleen Kelly’s report on CPLC-51’s by-laws 
(which I had already mentioned). Delegates also re-
ceived a copy of Howard Bortenstein’s committee’s 
Review of Existing Structure, Practices, and By-Laws. 

Following my suggestion, CPLC-51’s Executive set a 
deadline of 28 May 2007 for receipt of Delegates’ reac-
tions. Between then and July 2007, the Executive will 
develop structure, practices, and by-laws reflective of 
the Community Volunteer and Consultation Manual. 

We can safely assume that the Executive will focus, in-
ter alia, on items such as these. 

 What criteria should the Division Commander use 
to choose Delegates whose attributes comply with 
the Community Volunteer and Consultation Man-
ual? (Yes, I have already said that the SLNA should 
continue to have at least one delegate to CPLC-51. 
Also, I have asked the SLNA’s Executive to send e-
mails supporting my recommendation.) 

 What is the ideal number of Delegates — to balance 
the need for reasonable representation against the 
need to keep meetings manageable and productive? 

 What is a reasonable expectation of Delegates? Is 
mere attendance at meetings a sufficient commit-
ment? Alternatively, should CPLC-51 insist on a 
“value-added” contribution? If so, by what criteria? 
(The “usual” definition of voluntarism is “...a will-
ingness to contribute time, talent, and/or treasure to 
an organisation...” Thus, I did ask CPLC-51’s Ex-
ecutive to accept it.) 

 What sorts of rules should govern meetings? What 
items deserve inclusion in a usual agenda? 

 Does a restructured CPLC-51 need by-laws? If so, 
should they be a rework of existing by-laws or an 
entirely new set? 

Finally, I created a Website, www.ekbricknell.info, as 
a resource to CPLC-51’s Executive while they struggle 
with governance issues such as by-laws and practices. 
(Additions and updates to the site are ongoing.) On re-
quest, I can even upload materials specific to CPLC-
51’s needs. In the meantime, I invite all of you to visit 
the Website and provide constructive suggestions. 

Respectfully submitted 
Keith Bricknell 

SLNA Delegate to the CPLC 

http://app.toronto.ca/wards/jsp/wards.jsp
http://www.ekbricknell.info/
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Introduction 
This report covers CPLC-51’s Town Hall on 18 June 
2007 and its Regular Meeting on 16 July 2007. 

Town Hall Meeting: 18 June 2007 
Toronto’s Drug Strategy entails prevention, harm re-
duction, treatment, and enforcement. However, guest 
speakers (below) did not encompass all components. 

 Enforcement: DS Larry Cowley (TPS Drug Squad). 
 Harm Reduction: Susan Sheppard (Drug Strategy 
Secretariat); Zoe Dodd (Street Health); and, Nick 
Boyce (Aids Committee of Toronto). 

For the meeting’s moderator, Bob Fisher, there were 
two obvious challenges: guest speakers’ inability to 
represent all of the Toronto Drug Strategy’s compo-
nents and the audience’s heterogeneous expectations. 
Nonetheless, he moderated the meeting very well. (Bob 
is on CPLC-51’s Executive and on the Drug Strategy 
Implementation Panel.) 

As regards enforcement, DS Larry Cowley provided 
the following details. 

 Covert operations attempt to identify and arrest 
“commercial” dealers and “user-dealers”. Rules of 
evidence necessitate strict adherence to process. 

 51 Division and TAVIS supervise accused dealers 
who are on bail awaiting trial. 

 In 51 Division, crack cocaine is the principal “dealt” 
drug, along with some heroin and ecstasy. 

 To June 2007, the Drug Squad had made twice as 
many arrests as in the first half of 2006. 

 Public involvement is crucial for ongoing success in 
enforcement. Please call Crime Stoppers or contact 
either 51 Division or the Drug Squad directly. 

Although subsequent questions tended to hijack the 
meeting (or, at very least blur its focus), enforcement 
was surely the least controversial topic. 

This was not, however, true of harm reduction. To un-
derstand the ensuing controversy, it is first necessary to 
understand the concept. The following explanatory ex-

cerpts (verbatim and paraphrased) are from Power-
Point slides attributed to the Toronto Harm Reduction 
Task Force on 26 September 2006. 

 Harm reduction’s basic tenet is that drug use/misuse 
is a health issue rather than a criminal one. 

 Harm reduction “...understands that drug use is uni-
versal; recognises that some people have always 
used drugs; [and,] accepts that some people will al-
ways use drugs...” Furthermore, harm reduction 
“...contends that [people] should not be denied ser-
vice, or access to service, simply because they are 
using a drug, licit or illicit...” 

 “Harm Reduction = ‘…decreasing...diverse health, 
social and economic consequences of drug use 
without requiring abstinence from drug use’.” 

 Adequate housing (aka “shelter”) is essential for 
“…managing use, stabilizing lifestyle, empowering 
people, and any positive change…” 

 Needle-exchange programmes benefit users by pro-
viding “...unfettered access to clean syringes [thus 
reducing] infection (eg, HIV & Hep C) [and a] dis-
creet place to dispose of used sharps…” For society, 
the benefit is “…reduce[d] public health costs…” 
and the fact that “…Fewer sharps found in public 
spaces reduces public risk of needle sticks…” Ironi-
cally, the latter benefit’s perceived absence and/or 
failure consumed much of the meeting’s time and 
almost all of its fragile goodwill. 

 Recently-approved crack-pipe kits are similar, in 
goals at least, to needle-exchange programmes. The 
kits’ glass stems are non-toxic and smooth (com-
pared with the pop-tins and broken bottles used in 
homemade kits). The kits have non-toxic screens 
(unlike Brillo pads). This initiative has also aroused 
a mixture of scepticism and anger. Some accuse the 
City of “encouraging” drug-use — despite the ab-
sence of any evidence that needle-exchanges and/or 
crack-pipe kits motivate non-users to become users. 

 Supervised-use sites benefit individuals by reducing 
chaotic use, reducing overdoses and/or fatalities, 
and by providing counselling, health-care, and hous-
ing. Society benefits through less visible or public 

http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/
http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/51
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drug-consumption, reduced diversion of EMS re-
sources to drug-abusers, and reduced use of expen-
sive enforcement and incarceration resources. As ra-
tional as these arguments are, they meet strong re-
sistance — the oft-mentioned “NIMBY” attitude that 
we all share, on an issue-by-issue basis. 

As hinted above, there is a “disconnect” in the needle-
exchange programme. Indeed, supervised distribution 
of needles does occur. However, many needles seem to 
take on a post-use life of their own. 

For the meeting on the 18th, the showstopper was a fe-
male whose dog had stepped on a discarded needle in 
Sackville Park. Not to be outdone, a male berated the 
harm reduction contingent about needles that he had 
found in his yard in River Street. 

Possibly, the harm reduction contingent has become 
blasé from having heard these sorts of tales before. 
Possibly, they simply had no satisfactory answer to 
provide for these sorts of questions. Possibly, they have 
already run the probability models, and have concluded 
that harm reduction’s benefits outweigh the collateral 
damage that some stray needles might cause. 

Unfortunately, the harm reduction contingent’s an-
swers further inflamed many of the meeting’s partici-
pants. That anger must surely resonate with the Federal 
Tories — who have recently refused to fund (or have 
withdrawn from funding) harm reduction as a drug 
strategy. The Tories’ preference is to underwrite en-
forcement, which already receives the bulk of funding. 

Political speculation aside, how valid are the strident 
complaints about failure to retrieve or manage used 
needles? The Health Care Health and Safety Associa-
tion of Ontario and the WSIB jointly published Health 
and Safety in the Home Care Environment. This is 
what that document says about disposing of needles.  

“Dispose of sharps in properly designed puncture-
resistant containers. Do not re-cap needles. A sharps 
disposal container should be made of puncture-resistant 
material and should not be stored near food supplies or 
where children can reach it. Sharps containers should 
be clearly labelled as hazardous materials.” 

If a needle-exchange programme is non-compliant with 
the WSIB’s guidelines, the onus surely lies with the 
programme, rather than with the guidelines. For the 

programme to have any hope of reducing public antipa-
thy (and/or of gaining public support) it must begin 
managing the needles and the perceptions thereof. In-
novative social and medical programmes can succeed 
when parties agree on goals, but disagree only slightly 
on means of attaining those goals. However, failure is 
probable when anger about means blurs understanding 
of, and/or kindles prejudice against, goals. 

Regular Delegates Meeting: 16 July 2007 
The meeting’s scheduled guest was the co-chair of an-
other Division’s CPLC. This scheduling was part of a 
commendable aim of learning from, and contributing 
to, our neighbouring CPLCs. At the last moment the 
guest cancelled. Without any reflection on her/his po-
tential merit, this was probably just as well... 

To a great extent, this Delegates’ Meeting was either 
“Son of Town Hall” or “Town Hall the Sequel”. Bob 
Fisher ably fielded further questions and finally sug-
gested setting up a blog where people could present ar-
guments and seek to influence policy. The Toronto 
East Downtown Neighbourhood Alliance (TEDNA) 
volunteered its blog site: http://tedna.informe.com. You 
need only sign on, get a password, and begin participat-
ing! (NB: TEDNA’s main site is www.tedna.ca.) 

The meeting’s other major item was the Executive’s 
presentation of two proposed membership policies (re-
ferred to in one of my prior reports). Either alternative 
will preserve the SLNA’s right to name a delegate to 
CPLC-51. The membership will make its choice at Oc-
tober 2007’s Regular Delegates’ Meeting. 

Crime Statistics 
Recently, the print media quoted copiously from Cana-
dian statistics for 2006. These stats are available at 
www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/85-002-XIE/85-002-
XIE2007005.htm. The SLNA Executive already has a 
copy that I forwarded, as well as detailed stats about 
Toronto — including the 51 Division. The latter are 
available at www.torontopolice.on.ca/publications. All 
SLNA Delegates should download and review these 
concise, easily accessible Adobe Acrobat documents. 

Respectfully submitted 
Keith Bricknell 

SLNA Delegate to the CPLC 

http://tedna.informe.com/
http://www.tedna.ca/
http://www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/85-002-XIE/85-002-XIE2007005.htm
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http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/publications
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Introduction 
This report covers CPLC-51’s visit to the TPS’s Foren-
sic Identification Service (FIS) on 20 August 2007, the 
Town Hall on 20 September 2007, and the Regular 
Meeting on 15 October 2007. 

FIS Visit: 20 August 2007 
The CSI franchise’s Canadian viewers might ask if the 
TPS has equivalent capability. It does — at 2050 Jane 
Street. Sergeant Alan Benton gave Delegates an enjoy-
able, informative A-V presentation and a tour of the 
centre, including (as examples) the following facilities: 

 Automated Fingerprint Identification System; 
 Computer Assisted Recovery Enhancement System 
(for composites, reconstructions, etc); 

 Crime Lab; 
 Document Section (for processing latent fingerprints 
on counterfeit money, ransom notes, etc); 

 Photo Section (evidentiary photographs); and, 
 Plan Drawing Section (for assisting trials by recon-
structing crime scenes, including scale models such 
as the one used at the trial of Cecilia Zhang’s killer). 

For further information, on TPS facilities, SLNA Dele-
gates should go to www.torontopolice.on.ca/forensics. 

During the presentation, Sergeant Benton spoke briefly 
about the so-called “CSI Effect”. This is just another 
nuance of “...life imitating art...” The CSI franchise has 
unrealistically heightened people’s expectations of po-
lice investigations. Worse, it has also heightened juries’ 
expectations of the standard/type of proof necessary to 
support a conviction. In reality, many criminal cases 
and trials do not entail high-tech solutions or evidence. 
www.rcmp-grc.gc.ca/gazette/vol69no2/csi_e.htm gives 
a police viewpoint of the “CSI Effect”. CSI has also 
raised post-secondary students’ interest in forensic sci-
ences — ironically, despite limited job-opportunities. 

Finally, Delegates owe a round of applause to Audrey 
Burton (CPLC-51 Secretary) and to volunteer drivers. 
Originally, a TPS bus was supposed to take us to FIS. 
A last-minute bus-reassignment forced Audrey to 

scramble and find volunteer drivers. She and they de-
serve our thanks! 

Town Hall: 20 September 2007 
This Town Hall’s theme was “Keeping Our Children 
Safe”. The following panellists provided a very worth-
while range of information on children’s safety. 

 Detective Hugh Wong of the Youth and Family 
Services Unit spoke about connecting with youth in 
our neighbourhood, via sporting activities and via 
the Empowered Student Partnerships programme 
(www.esponline.ca). Detective Wong is modest 
about his achievements, which emerged only during 
my subsequent research. In 2005, he received the 
Minister of Justice National Youth Justice Policing 
Award. This award surely exemplifies his (and the 
TPS’s) commitment to community policing. 
http://www.justice.gc.ca/en/dept/pub/jc/vol5/no2/pa
ge5.html and www.copsandkids.ca  

 Detective Sergeant Gordon Whaley spoke generally 
about sex offenders, and specifically about issues 
arising from their eventual return to the community. 
Questions emerged about the community’s right to 
know parolees’ identities. DS Whaley spoke about 
the delicate balance between an informed and an 
unnecessarily frightened public. He made the point 
that >90% of sex offenders victimised members of 
their own families. (Put another way, “stranger on 
stranger” sex offenders are a small minority.) Sup-
ports are available to assist parents in safeguarding 
their children from strangers’ molestations. Com-
munity programmes, such as “Circles of Support 
and Accountability”, also assist with integration. 
(www.csc-scc.gc.ca/text/pblct/letstalk/2006/31-
3/7_e.shtml) Additional information re sex crimes is 
available at www.torontopolice.on.ca/sexcrimes.  

 Detective Paul McCluskey represented the Guns and 
Gangs Task Force. It is a co-ordinated effort to stem 
the flow of handguns and resulting crime. The TPS 
works closely with all other police forces — as the 
term “Task Force” implies. Of course, guns are 
merely a means to an end. Therefore, the Task 

http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/
http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/51
http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/forensics
http://www.rcmp-grc.gc.ca/gazette/vol69no2/csi_e.htm
http://www.esponline.ca/
http://www.justice.gc.ca/en/dept/pub/jc/vol5/no2/page5.html
http://www.justice.gc.ca/en/dept/pub/jc/vol5/no2/page5.html
http://www.copsandkids.ca/
http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/text/pblct/letstalk/2006/31-3/7_e.shtml
http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/text/pblct/letstalk/2006/31-3/7_e.shtml
http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/sexcrimes
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Force’s other emphasis is stemming the induction of 
young people into gangs. Unfortunately, induction is 
occurring among very young children. For example, 
gangs are using gifts (including mobile phones) as a 
way of recruiting young children as lookouts, couri-
ers, and “mules”. For gangs, the other advantage of 
youth-recruitment is that 7-year olds’ fingerprints 
are not in the AFIS database. For the recruits, the 
immediate upside is affiliation, protection, and a 
feeling of power. The long-term downside is the 
near-impossibility of disaffiliating from a gang, and 
the lifetime of danger after disaffiliating. (Interest-
ingly enough, I saw a blatant example of child-as-
lookout myself, while walking to the Regent Park 
Community Centre for the Town Hall. A kid on a 
relatively expensive bicycle was quite ostentatiously 
using a mobile phone to communicate squad cars’ 
whereabouts to a remote location. Mind you, not all 
of his reporting was accurate. For example, he ap-
peared to mistake me for a plainclothes officer. But 
I digress...) The balance of Detective McCluskey’s 
report dealt with gangs’ principal motivator — prof-
its from the sale of drugs. And that has been a point 
that the TPS has made at Town Hall meetings. 
http://www.mcscs.jus.gov.on.ca/English/highlights_
backgrounder.pdf 

 Detective Larry Straver represented Crime Stoppers 
— a topic covered in a previous report. Therefore, 
this report will simply reiterate www.222tips.com, 
and a reminder to call either 1.800.222TIPS or 
416.808.2222 if you wish to assist police with solv-
ing a non-emergency crime. 

 The final speaker was a representative of the To-
ronto District School Board’s Safe Schools Depart-
ment (14 central office staff, for Canada’s biggest 
school board). He spoke generally about issues such 
as installation of surveillance cameras, emergency 
plans, preparations for lockdowns and evacuations, 
bullying (in person and electronic), peer mediation, 
and work with community agencies. (One mother 
seemed less than impressed and took him to task 
about apparently unresolved bullying in her chil-
dren’s school. This then raised the issue that some 
kids join gangs simply to avoid bullying.) Finally, 
“Pathways to Education”, a Regent Park initiative, 
received favourable mention in the presentation. 

http://pathwaystoeducation.ca/regent/path-
toronto.html 

CPLC-51 Delegates’ Meeting: 15 October 2007 
On 21 June 2007, Division 51 has a new Unit Com-
mander, Superintendent Chris White. This was his first 
opportunity to co-chair a Delegates’ Meeting. 

The meeting did not have a guest speaker. Rather, it 
was an opportunity to meet the new Unit Commander, 
and to revisit issues from prior meetings. Examples fol-
low. 

 Complex Questions: Delegates should send these 
sorts of questions to the Secretary a few days before 
each meeting. This allows personnel time for re-
search. 

 Incident Reporting: Delegates should continue to 
use the form that Division 51 provided earlier this 
year. 

 Crime Displacement: There was discussion about a 
“crime displacement effect” flowing from the instal-
lation of surveillance cameras. This issue will be 
part of the TPS’s overall evaluation of cameras. 

 Police-Public Partnerships: Superintendent White 
emphasised that ongoing dialogue was necessary 
and beneficial to the partnership between police and 
the public that they serve. He also made a point that 
“love-ins” were not necessarily helpful as feedback. 
Finally, he made the point that it was beneficial to 
hold Town Halls in all areas of Division 51 — to al-
low interaction with all communities. 

 Graffiti Eradication/Prevention: Dr Magness, the ci-
vilian co-chair, spoke briefly about graffiti. This is a 
topic that CPLC-51 will surely wish to pursue — in 
partnership with the police and, possibly, with other 
agencies. 

 Membership Criteria: CPLC-51 is still working its 
way through an interpretation of pages 50 and 56 of 
the TPS’s Community Volunteer and Consultation 
Manual (www.torontopolice.on.ca/publications). As 
further information becomes available, I will advise. 

Respectfully submitted 
Keith Bricknell 

SLNA Delegate to the CPLC 

http://www.mcscs.jus.gov.on.ca/English/highlights_backgrounder.pdf
http://www.mcscs.jus.gov.on.ca/English/highlights_backgrounder.pdf
http://www.222tips.com/
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http://www.torontopolice.on.ca/publications
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28 November 2007 

Introduction 

This report covers the TPS’s Community Police Con-

sultative Conference for 2007 (“Creating Opportunities 

through Youth Leadership in Community Safety”) on 

17 November 2007 and CPLC-51’s Regular Meeting 

and AGM on 19 November 2007. 

Community Police Consultative Conference 2007 

The Conference’s venue was the MacDonald Block at 

Queen’s Park. Given the building’s size, and the fact 

that the Conference used two floors, the Conference 

Committee deserves praise for thorough planning and 

traffic management. 

The Conference successfully sustained participants’ in-

terest in, and focus on, youth-related issues. Following 

opening ceremonies, the morning’s presentations com-

prised three items, in plenary session. 

By summarising “Every Keystroke Has a Conse-

quence”, D/Sgt Kim Scanlan introduced the TPS’s fo-

cus for this year’s Internet safety campaign. The choice 

reflects input from a May 2007 focus group, compris-

ing 20 young people (13 to 17 years of age). On start-

ing the Empowered Student Partnership Programme 

(October 2007), Chief Blair asked Toronto high 

schools to develop and implement Internet safety pro-

grammes for students. More information is available at: 

www.torontopolice.on.ca/crimeprevention/cybersafety.

pdf and www.esponline.ca.  

Staff Superintendent Glenn DeCaire provided a presen-

tation describing TAVIS — the Toronto Anti-Violence 

Intervention Strategy. TAVIS supplements local Divi-

sions’ efforts. Individual Divisions remain responsible 

for routine activities (eg, intervention, prevention, en-

forcement, and community mobilisation). TAVIS pro-

vides supports (eg, Rapid Response Team, Intelligence 

Division, Gun and Gang Unit, Urban Organised Crime, 

and Toronto Drug Squad). For more information go to: 

 www.torontopolice.on.ca/tavis. (The link includes a 

video (compatible with Windows Media Player) in 

which Chief Blair introduces the concept and other of-

ficers provide examples of its activities.) 

Michelle Dagnino, Executive Director of the Youth 

Action Network, was the keynote speaker. “An Explo-

ration of Youth Engagement” was her focus. Some 

aspects of her presentation follow, mostly verbatim. 

� “In addition to involving youth in decision-making, 

youth engagement programs foster active citizen-

ship. (Other words used include ‘civics’ or ‘civic 

engagement’). 

� “Youth engagement programs develop social 

awareness and instil a sense of social responsibility, 

especially in relation to the issues and challenges 

that affect the youth, their peers, and their commu-

nity.” 

� Even the definition of youth is controversial. “[The] 

City of Toronto defines youth as 13 to 24. [The] 

Laidlaw Foundation defines youth as 12 to 24. At 

[the] Council of Agencies Serving South Asians, 

“youth” is divided into 3 ranges: 13-16, 16-24, and 

24-30. 

� “Consider the differences amongst and between 

youth: socio-economic status, gender, sexual orien-

tation and other dimensions of diversity...One study 

found that it is not until age 15 or 16 that youth have 

sufficient confidence to engage effectively with 

adults. It was also found that in order to have the re-

spect of other youth, the young person needed to be 

at least 15.” 

� Types of organisations can encompass, “Youth-led 

organisations — where youth are the participants, 

decision-makers and initiators; [y]outh-infused or-

ganisations — where adults may be participants, 

staff and decision-makers but youth lead with re-

spect to participation, program delivery, decision-

making, strategic development and governance; and, 

[y]outh-serving organisations — where adults act as 

the leaders and initiators while the youth act as par-

ticipants and volunteers.” 
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� Barriers to youth-related programmes are signifi-

cant, “Funding is scarce, unpredictable, and usually 

project-based. Once the money runs out, the pro-

gramme ends, and the organisation loses both the 

youth, and the staff person...Youth is a demographic 

characterised by transience. This is especially true 

for marginalised youth whose lives may be very 

precarious (eg, unstable home, in and out of school, 

etc). Youth also “age-out” of youth programs. 

[T]ransience [becomes more challenging] when 

programmes are youth-led...Youth want to see im-

mediate action and results. For youth, short-term is a 

matter of days whereas long-term means months. 

They can become frustrated at the lack of progress 

and consider only the needs of the moment or the 

immediate future, but not long-term.” 

� As for implementation’s delicate balance, “...adults 

play a vital role in the development of youth[;] this 

can be especially important for youth who do not 

have the benefit of strong adult role models and 

mentors...” Nonetheless, “When youth are provided 

legitimate opportunities to have a voice in their pro-

grams and community projects, they are trans-

formed from participants into partners; from care 

recipients into key resources.” 

Additional information: www.youthactionnetwork.org 

and www.michelledagnino.com.  

The Conference’s afternoon sessions were elective, 

rather than plenary. A summary of my choices follows. 

PEACE (Public Education and Crime Eradication): 

Its aims are... 

� Remove guns and weapons from the hands of young 

people; 

� Educate youth on the grave dangers of gang in-

volvement; 

� Support the safe termination of gang membership; 

and, 

� Enforce the laws when violations occur. 

However, that simple summary fails to do justice to 

these youngsters’ enthusiasm, commitment, creativity, 

and talent. They showed an excellent film — their own 

creation — depicting the difficulties facing any youth 

who must make a choice about gang-involvement. For 

further information: www.peace-project.org and The 

Student Commission (www.tgmag.ca/index_e.htm).  

RISE Programme (Respect in Schools Everywhere): 

East Metro Youth Services sponsors a programme that 

“...focuses specifically on the most pervasive forms of 

school-based violence: bullying, cyber-bullying, har-

assment, and dating violence. Through using a youth 

engagement model, RISE works with a team of youth - 

who have something to say about violence in their own 

school and community — to take a leadership role in 

creating a culture of peace and safety in their schools.” 

See: www.emys.on.ca/schoolProgram_rise.php and 

www.violenceinterventionproject.com.  

CPLC-51’s Regular Meeting for November 2007 

� Superintendent White asked the membership to con-

sider (a) ways of recruiting additional members, (b) 

alteration to the meetings’ format, and (c) manage-

ment of feedback from town hall meetings. 

� Division 51 has received favourable feedback for its 

work in developing a Youth CPLC. 

� S/Sergeant Bergen reported on a TAVIS-Division 

51 initiative resulting in 18 arrests, 65 charges, and 

three search warrants. Only three of the 18 had no 

priors. Percodan-based drugs are now beginning to 

join crack cocaine as a street-problem. 

CPLC-51’s Annual General Meeting for 2007 

� Superintendent White suggested (a) the Volunteer 

and Consultation Manual should suffice as a gov-

erning document; (b) some meetings could be dur-

ing lunchtime and/or in the afternoon and/or at loca-

tions other than Division 51 — to attract more 

members; (c) many meetings could end at 8.30pm, 

with optional schmoozing to 9.00pm; and, (d) police 

can more effectively answer questions if the Secre-

tary receives them a few days before each meeting 

(ie, “gotcha” types of questions are ineffective if the 

questioner’s real aim is to elicit information). 

� There were only two nominations to the Executive: 

Delegate for Trefann Court Residents as Treasurer 

and Keith Bricknell as Secretary. Having accepted 

nomination, both nominees agreed to serve in 2008. 

Respectfully submitted 

Keith Bricknell 

SLNA Delegate to the CPLC 




