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INTRoDUcrroN

lofolmal Resolutioo (IR) is a new procedurc irtcnded to provide a flexible, simple, and rclatively
fast altemative to standard procedures for dealing with complaints of a minor nature made against
menbers of the Queensland Police Service (QPS). The scheme has been operative since July 1993,

The Criminal Justice Commission (CJQ was heavily involved in the inhoductiotr of this new
proc€dure for thc QPS and is cunently monitoring its prugrcss.

This Progtess Report provides an overview of IR ard preserfs statistical data oll the 6rst s€vet
months of the new system.

BAcKcRoUND

Prior to the implementation of IR, a full police investigation was generally required to proc€ss evetr
miDor complaintsr, This procedure was time consuming and expensive, and the cause of
coNiderable dissatisfactiot amongst both polic€ and complainants.

The CIC was aware that many complaints of a mtlor nature were dealt with in thc Unitcd Kitrgdom
by IR. Early in 199, the former Commissioner of thc QPS and tho fomer Chairye$otr of the CIC
agreed to establish a working party to considcr the introduction of IR in Queensland. Tho working
pany consist€d of offic€$ of the CJC, thc QPS, and reprcse[tatives of the two polico uaions.

Io a report issued in November 1992, the working party rccommended that IR be inhoduced into
the QPS. Tbe working party proposed that foroer SupedltendeDt Dennis Meadus, Officer-h-
Charge of the C-omplaints Division of the Hampshitc Constabulary, bc invited to Queensland to
develop and p&sent a training prcgram on IR, Mr. Meadus was nominated because of his
exteNive experience i! complailts proc€dures generally and the IR process in paniculat.

The working party's rcpoi was subsequently adopted in full by the CIC and the QPS, aod detailed
guidelines modelled otr the British procedures were formulated. The CIC thetr approached Mr.
Meadus, who exprcssed his qdllingness to ttavel lo Queensland. ThE C-ommission aad the QPS
agreed to jointly fuld costs associatcd with Mr, Meadus' visit.

Mr. Mcadus arrived in Queensland in February 1993 atd spent six months with the CJC and the
kofessional StaDdards Unit (PSU) of the QPS, establishing and running two day training Fograms
incorporatirg both theoretical and pmctical haining in IR. Input into the traidng program was also
provided by ofricars ftom thc A.ltemative Dispute Resolutioo Divisio! of the Depafment of Justics
and Attomey-Geaeral, and a senior lccturer ftom the Queensland Unive$ity of Techmlogy with
expertise itr alternative dispute &solution.

Ap.n nto IR, 6.rc dG lbr6 Fcdq.r .!O@ td &dirg wi|t @phiors: '6o(ul irvcatlSerlor, "@.ti.1ioo., sd "@ tutlq
.cddt, r&o.l i!rq!tl8.do' i! st.r. . slq polic. olEcq ! .ppojlrcd ro tn...i8{. l!! .l|8.li@ .M.di.don. !
oce.i<D.ny ed lhtd8! thc Cdbiui9 r!.d.. ttotm s e.lbrrdv. ethod of dirpui. &stuth.. Mcd,t dd .td lo t tp
l& @npl.ln&(r) ||!d rt! |!mt (!) |ahr rtc una or rlc dnpLiur 108.6.r i! r!. F!sd6 of tr.r..4 rndcFid.nr
D.<ti.lo.a ltc t.rrioq b.!ir fo. edldo! ut6 i( r po$ibt. .l!m.riv. !o hol! fdn l iuvc$ir{io .!d IR, a & .'rio! to
!. ucd b rdt!.tLd! *!cn IB f.i!. 'No tdlcr ..do. & thc opri@ th.r db'$ th. poticc to ur. rtcir dlcrldbo 6l ,o bi,.ti8r!



Approximately 286 officcN throughout Queensland have so far completed the Fogram and been
authorised by the CommissioDer of the QPS to use informal rcsolution techniqu€s for resolvilg
complai s of a minor nature. These officers have been designated 'Authorised Members,,.
Mr Meadus rccently retumed ftom Englad to assist in the assessmelt of the p.ocedures and to
conduct follow-up seminan fot Authorised Members,

AN OVERYTEW oF INFoRMAL REsoLWoN

Where it can be Used

Under the guidelines2, IR is availabls where it is clear Aom the outset that the complaint, oven if
prcve4 would trot justify a cdminal charge or disciplinary charge befoE an AssistaDt
Commissioner or above, or a preliminary ilvestigation has revealed that thc conduct was both
lawful and reasonable. For example, IR caD be used to Fsolve minor complaints of:

r incivitity
o failing to provide a s€rvicc
o obscrne language
o imprcpdety in connection with a search
o i[eguladty in procedure
. neglect of duty
a opprcssive conduct
a minor traffic breaches
r minor assaults, subject to the approvat of the CIC:
a any other matter where the apprcpdate action by a supeFisory officer would normally

be \xoids of advice administercd at the time.

How it Works

Under the new arrangements, the commissioned officer who assess€s the incoming complaint llay
desi$ate atr Authorised Member - usually an tnspector. - to undertakc IR. The CIC also has th;
power to rcfer complaints of minor misconduct by polica back to the epS for informal rcsolution.
In all cases thc written consent of the complainant must be obtained prior to proceeding with an
IR.

Authodsed Memb€Is aie instucted to undertakc thg role of a cotrciliator rather thatr investigator.
The Authorised Membels task is to ensurc that the coltrplainarf is satisfied that his/he! complailt
has been dealt with appropdately. The process is not designed to establish fault. The new
p1o.cd_*T .: itrtended to dispense with ths formality and dgidity of a tull investigatioD, alotrg
with tho 'black or white'result demanded by the advenarial ptocess, Instea4 the views of both
pafies arc rclayed informally to the other.

Co?L! .r. r.!.blc tlo rL cJC rpo Egu.rr

A! edt ocdl cr nis!d!.r, Oc Cdrpt.t t Srdb6 ot do CrC Nr @eDr io d. e of IR b .! .lt srin or 6rd

Idddy ory &6p.oIo(! &d A.rtlt rlsDrcloB @itd tr Att6i&t M.dbc* A! Am t&u.rr, l'9a Scsior &rs!@ *@
@plcr.-d tb r.rlnlns 6w .l! b. .tcatg[r.d s Aluai&d Mdbd3.
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The guidelincs pmvide that a meeting between the complainant and the officer can be arranged, if
it appea$ to the Authorised Member that a meeting would be useful in seeking a resolution, and
if both parties coDsert.

Possible Outcomes

The guidelines identify four possible outcomes of the IR process.

o Following an interview, the Authorised Member may conclude that the actions ofthe officer
were both lawful and reasonable. In these cases, it will be sufficient for the Authodsed
Member to explair either the law or polico procedurc to the complainant.

o If the colduct complained of is admitted by lhe offic€r cotc€ned, then the officar may
apologise to the complainant. Altematively, thc Authorised Member, with thc consent of
the officer, may apologise to thc complaimnt on behalf of tbe officer. ln thes€ cases thc
Authorised Member would usually give some advice or guidance to the officer.

. The Authorised Member may consider it appropriate to offer an apology to the complainant
otr behalf of the QPS. Again, if the Authodsed rneraber believes the officer conc€med has
not acted appropdately, the offic€r will bo given advice or guidance.

. Io cas€s where there is cleatly an i[econcilable diffetence between thc officat's versiol of
eveds and that of the complainant, the Authodsed Member may invite the complaina to
acc€pt that Dothing mole can be done unless he or she wants thg mattet formally
iDvestigated.

If it is cotrsidercd that the procedule has failed, or that the complaint is unsuitable for informal
resolutiotr, the Authodsed Member must submit a rcport rccommending either 'ro further action,,
or the appohtmont of an investigating officer. If the latter is recommended, thc itrvestigating
offic€t Eust be a differelt offic€r to the one who was involved in the informal resolution prcc€ss,
and must rot have accass to the original pape$.

Information relating to an attempted or completed IR of a c{mplaint is aot available when
considering the promotion of the officc! subje4t to the cimplaint. Onca a complaiDt is fiaalised,
it is not to be resurected for any further itrvestigation without the approval of the Commissioner
or Deputy CommissioDer.

Atry oral or wdtten statcment made by thc officar who was the subject of the complaint will trot
be admissible itr any subsequent disciplinary proceedings, excspt wherc such statemetrts wete
deliberately false or related to othe! matteN that werc mt beitg infor.mally resolved. The definitior
of "deliberatety falss' does not includc a denial of the conduct allesed.
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Documentation Required for Informal Resolution

A full IR involves the following documeritatior.

(l) Forn Q.P.307 (the complaint recording form)
(2) Irtter to complaiMtf (informing them that IR is a possibility)
(3) Written consent by the complainart agreeing to attempt IR
(4) Notice to Member - Infoftlal Resolution
(5) Writteu acceptance by complainant that IR has been finalised
(6) Notice to Member at conclwior of Informal Resolution
(7) Otrieial Repoit by Authorised Member at the conclusior of IR
(8) Irtter to complainant at conclusion of IR

"Desk-Topu Informal Resolution

"Desk-Top" (or immediate) IR, is a prccess for dealing with complaints againsi polica officlls at
thc time of notifrcation of the complai . In most instalcas lhis will be withil ?,4 houls of the
rcceipt of the complaint. lvhere cirqrmstances of time or distance dictate, the Authodsed Member
may delogate thc responsibility for attempting the IR to a non-commissioned offic€! or other
member considered by the Authorised Member to be appropriate. This delegation may be givetr
orally, The Authorised Member will be held accountable for the c!trduct of the Desk-Top IR, and,
thus, is to ensure lhat it is conducted under his or her direction and supcrvision.

The essetrtial differences between full IR and Desk-Top IR are:

(t the complainant is not sent a letter outlining the suitability of the complaint for IR;

(it) the polic€ ofticer who is the subject of the complaint is not served a Notice to Member -
Inlormal Resolution but is verbally infomed of all thc relova information; and

(iir) the complaint can be resolved by a member othc! thatl the Authoiised Member.

TID FIRST SEVEN MoNTHs

As palt of its evaluation of the trow IR Focess, the CIC has beet collecting statistical data on the
opeBtior of the new pmcedures. This section of the report summaiises the main fitdiBgs to date.

The IR procedures became operative or 1 July 1993. Data about cases resolved by IR were
gathered by a CJC researcher diEctly ftom completed IR files located at the pSU at polic€
Headquarte$. Up until the erd of January 1994, 345 cases werc finalised. ThesE invotvc.d 536
allegatiotrs brought against 444 officers by 364 complainants5.

ft.'q&r id{61ollc irdd.n(t enLh F.Epcd r!. dtrpt.i.r Adlet e9 u, hvotE serl s9cdft.Icg.rt6! Eddpb
6npl.i.&(r, .ql tuldplc oltrec
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For comparative puposes, data on formally irvestigated complaints were also obtained ftom the
PSU data file. Tttis data tile contails records of all complaints recrived and/or finalised shce 1
Iaflrary 1992. At the time thc data used i! this repod were extmcted (4f2M), the d?J,a frle
coqtaiaed details or 8747 allegations6 arising out of 5595 cases involving 5906 complahants and
766O QPS members,

Referral Sources

Ttvo hu!&€d and twenty-nine cases (66.3%) were assigned to IR immediately or soon after the
coDplaint was received, 51 cases (14.8%) werE refened ftom the CJC?, four cases (1.2%) were
rcfered ftorn the mediation process, and the remaining 61 (17.77o) were refened ftom tbe formal
irvestigation system (Figute 1.). Ths propodion of cases itr this last category is dimhishing over
tiog. This is because a number of the complaints Esolved in the first few months were initiated
bofore IR was introduced and, theteforc, were initially plocessed under the fomal iDve,stigatiou
systeE.

cJc (r4.8pz)

Fornal hvestigalion ( I 7.7/o)

hitial IR (66.3%)

F'lgure 1: IDformal Resolution Referral Sources

Souce: PSU lnfor$al Re.solution fles.

Ol &cr. &r47 .[.8.tbi!, 95 qw iLdt *irt vi. inc.ti{i@,, 930 wrc dc.lr eirt by "@ nllLcr {ri@., 504 wrc detr wir! vL
he.i.l taltli.o', &d Oc h.&.L. g@ rdD.Uy lnv.st8.rc4 ft. rlc Fres. oaihi. F4..r.It otl!..n"orbrt i! rtc lSU
drr 6lt sin b ebftd b ! lt6c &tlt si6 bt 'io@.l i!v.nia.ri6 F@d@" d ud.r r[. '&E t iw.d(!.rio .ttico".

T!.s t! qg ot EiB Dlsnd'lt rfcftd t .r b QPq a 6.c..nq of d&ctp).b. r.pdt.d dn dy to ttc CtC od F&rEd 6
b QPs.
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'Desk-Topn Informal Resolution

To date, "Desk-Top" resolution has only been used for 19 cases (5.57o of all complaints rcsolved
by IR). Pan of thc explanatio! fot this may bc that the IR training progam has not yet b€etr
exterded to Sergeatrts. These officeN would nonnally be expected to undertake a high proportio!
of "Desk-Top" rcsolutioN.

The Allegations

Threc hundred ard tw€lve (n.4Eo) ot the cases resolved by IR involved only one allegation.
Thidy cases (8.7%) nvolved two allegatioDs and the rcmaining 3 cases (0.9%) iovolved three
allegations.

Three hundrcd and ten of the cases (89.97o) involved allegations rclating to breaches of discipline,
13 (3.870) were initially classified as misconduct but were latei rcduced to brcaches of discipline,
and twenty (5.87o) irvolved allegations of misconduct. TWo cases (0.67o) wers initially classified
as brcaches of disciplinc but weie later changed to misconducf.

A mole axtensivc brcakdown of thc types of allegations dealt with by IR is provided in Figure 2.
Tbere were 203 allegatioN relating to alleged incivility, rudenes, or language, These ac.ounted
Ior 37.9Vo of all allegations dealt with by IR. The next most common allegations werc of inaction
(74 altegations, or 13.87o) ad inappropriate behaviour (63 allegarions, or 71.8/o').

IiCuIe 3 c.ornlare,s the types of allegations dealt Mth by IR with those dealt with through the
formal invcstigatiotr system. As expected, matte$ dealt with thrcugh the forrnal invesifution
procedure tend to rclate lo more serious allegations (e.g., comrptio4 firearms, oiminal conducl,
and most assaults). Under the guidelines, sucb mattels are deemed to be inapprcpdate for iDformal
resolutiotr.

A'Braa! o{ Dl*ipli!.' tr r tc..h of uy Fs.bto6 of ttc polh! S.wtcc AdEidsnd.d A.! a dic<d6! of l[! C@njsltdc..
&E h.t c.! ooEdlt h. dcr.dt d.e. vbhrho d dcctiijd orrhry, "Mi$ddd. ! dsgs!tuL idFo!.r 6or[Gr @dEr
uh..@lr! r ogl*n d @d!d ti.t &d Dr Eer t!. ,{d.td of oidld M.bly qFd.n ty d. @iry ot r pot&.
o6tq. BoO &qds ...1 M!6.bd 6 b. .tccib.n b d.s@ (fd d.6pr., Die !nFod;).
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Figure 2: Types of Allegations Resolverl by Itrformal Resolution

Sou.ce: PSU lffonnal Relolulion files; PSU Complainrs Dara File.

Al r{2 Bt 82 E} Dl D2 IXt DJ E F-Ct c3 Bl tn I K

(tr
A Assult

A1 TecbDica.l Assault
A2 Milor Assault

B Dr.h.!'io!r
Bl locivility/RudeD€svl,anSuagc
82 Inappropriate
83 DiscfimiDatory

D Duty F.ilurc
Dl lDaclion
D2 Fail to ldeotify Self
D3 lDadequare InveBtigatioo
D5 Fail to Comply with hocedllle

E Ethtric/ft vcnlletDisdvenaag€d
F Fir€.nl|'
G Arrest/Detaln

Gl lrDproper Us€ of AIIest
G3 Orbe!

H Hrrassm€na
H1 VictiEi,satioMntimidation
H2 Sexual

I bfomr.tiotr Brcaches
K (l|stodt
P Pmperty (Delayed or Non-Retum)

S S€arch and S€iaI re
Sl Ulauthori.sed Search
52 Damage durlng Searcb

T Triffic
T1 Manner of Vehicle Use
T3 Issue of TONS
T4 Inproper Use of DisqetioD

Z Disciplinary Conduct
Zl Liquor Consumption
22 Brcach Codc Dress
z'3 Bre3ch Code Co[ducl
24 lhowledge Deicieocy

- 
T[ir ir ttc ISU !y.t n fq c.r!adi!i!t iU.8.ris. It t! Dr . ooptdr |i!r of AU.gtior e.,rc8ori€ _ oty ttd. qt r..t{t i!
qntl & IB.I.t do! wr. o.ttc e !Low!.
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Figure 3: Allegatious Resolved by IR Compared to AllegatioDs Inyestigated Formally

Source: PSU lrforna.l Resolutio! files.
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Bebaviour
Conuptioo
Duty Failure
EthoidJuveoileVDisadvantaged

Fire3rlDs
AIIS'VDetain
HalassmeDt
Informatio! &eaches
Crlstody

Prop€rty
Sealch and Seiante

Cri$iDal Conduct
Disciplinary Couducl

Informal Resolution Utilisation Rate

On averagc, 84 misconduct allegations and 130 breach of discipline altegations against rrembers
arc Eceived each motrth by thc QpS. Under the epS guidelines, rnost misconduct allegatiots arc
not a?pro-priate for IR. However a majoiity of the breach of discipline allegations are potetrtially
suitable for rcsolutio! by this means, Ftom July 1993 through January 1994, there were an
estimated 724 breaches of disciplinelo procesed by the eps for which IR could havE been an
option. Of thesc, only 323 (457o) vr'erc actually dealt with by IR. However, there are indications
that the us€ of IR is inqeasin& as the procedurg b€comes llole widely known and unde$tood.

t0 
tti, tig* .."lodo t*.hr.l of $6a b..:dq ot di&iptioc r[G. es ttr 6 @r fi|U withtr r!.IR 8ui&lis. Tha &
oro. etft tta oDpLlobr d otriccr ! uh!@r, ldd.l dt*iDti!. Mna ed '!o nurnd *ddt csl
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All complai s against policr, including brcaches of disciplinc, arc viewed by CIC assessoN b€forc
behg retumed to the QPS. These assessors indicate that well over 507o of the breaches of
discipline are now being assessed as suitable for IRu.

Outcomes of the Informal Resolutions

Figur€ 4 shows the outcomes for allegatioDs which were settled by informal resolution. The most
@mmotr outcome recorded was nexplanatiotr acrrpted by complaina',t" (38.6Vo of all allegtiom).
This was closely followed by "agreed to differ' Q7.8?o). Apologies were made by the police ia
relation to 31 per cent of the allegations dealt with by IR - iD 16.6 per cent by the offica$ or the
Authorised Memben on behalf of the officers, and in 14.4 per cent by the Authodsed Members on
behalf of ths Servicer2.

I\ oDly 7 66 QEo) was there a faca-to-face me€ting between the complainant and the officc(s)
agaiDst whom the complaint was made.

Gro

f6 20

AM &"lo5' .A€E.a.d b D&t
Odcome Category

Figure 4l Iuformal Resolutiou Altegation Outcomes

Soulce: PSU Informal ResolutioB files,

Na&: Thirteen allegations @.4%) were resolved but the result vas uDclear.
Not iocluded in lhe above figures 3.e:
. twelve allegations which werE uffe,solved and Do funher aqioD taker.
. oDe allegation which was u|ltesolved and was assigned !o fomal iNesrigation.

rr 
ltl. sdd $.8 ro irdic.t. O.t r!. IR, .& r.fi.t sr. rid. to q.t til:lisri.n *,tt6 ttc, e or.rcd ! t:{srtc.. TLi! qy
rls b.licrr. trr rh. lgug rFr.d i! f.bb ! d F8c t2 & sd.!.clo.llry tnc lcngl! of (lIG ft t l@ to @du, .! l&
Fdlq @.e! !r ncc$.ry b d{i9 rL@ Ieq

rz 
Diay-r". or Oo Z 

"potogi., 
ud. d h.!.lf ot Oc Sclto. @tr &6 dc e& iovolvi!8 fdr o!tc.rr, ldt 6opt.hd&, .dd

ild db!dbo.. Vi|lot lhl! o$ rb F@tt 8. of rFtorid o b.h.[ of rle S.nio tunld b? &9% of rtc 6.1di6n*
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The Complainants

Three hundred and twenty-seve! (94-gEo) ot the cases resolved by IR involved only one
crmplainaBt, 15 cases (4.37o) involved two complainants, ote caso (0.370) iqvolved thrco
complaiDants, and two cases (0.67o) involved four complainants. Thele were 196 malo
complaiDants (53.8/o) afi 159 female complainants (43.780).

Only a mitrority of allegations arose out of incidents where a complainant was suspected of having
commited atr offence, Thcrc were 22 cases (6.4Vo) &solved by IR where the complaitraDt had
beetr arrested at the time ol the incident. Itr 7l cases Q0.64o) the cornplainant had been stopp€d
and booked for a traffic offence, and in 32 cases (9.370) the complainant had been stopped bui lot
book€d.

Eleveo, (34o) of the complaina s were police officers or recruits complaining about another
memb€r of the Seryice.

Most of the incidetrts that led to a complaint (53.6% of cases) occurred in a public ptace (e.g.,
street, toad). Ths second most common location was the complainant's homo, which accountgd for
79 cas* (22,.9%).

Comparative data or the gender of complainants arc presented itr Table 1, The types of allegations
us€d in the 'mhot allegation' category presented in this table are the five most ftequent allegations
that occu in idolmal rcsolution complaints, These are allegations of incivility/rud€nesvlanguage,
inappropriate behaviour, duty failure via inaction, harassment/victinisatiorVintimidation, and manner
of vchicle use. Table 1 shows that wometr arc more likely to be involvcd i[ making rclativety
oimr allegatiotrs than thosE of a more sedous nature, afld wolrton are somewhat more likelv to trc
involved in an IR than atr investigation under the fomal system.
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Table l: Ge[der of Complainants

Allegetion
ComplaiDant

% Male % Fe''f,ale

All gFs of alegations - formaly tesolved

Mror allegatioDs - formdly resolved

Misor allegations resolved by llformal Re,solution

6.4

61.8

53.8

3r.6

38.2

43.7

Set.: PsU bfdn l Ratlri.d Oq ed..ed&s lhl| t&.
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The Offrcers

T$o hun&ed and fifty-sevet Q4-5/o) of the cmplaints Fsolved by IR involved only one officer,
79 Q2.9%) involved two offictls, folur (l.2vo) involved tbree officers, twr (7.2Vo) involved four
officers, and onc (0,3%) involved eight officers,

Most of the officeE were on general &ty (50.7Eo) or tnffic duties (l5.5Vo) at the time of tbc
complaiot. Itr 17.8% of cases the types of duty were not rccorded, The rank of the offic€rs who
were subject to complaints resolved by IR is shown in Table 2. For comparative puryoses, this
tabls also shows the overall rark distributiotr \rithin the QPS. It appears that officeN holding the
rark of Constable are over-represented. One explanation for this over-tepresentation is that
constabl9s arc more likely to bo in operatioMl duties and, therefore, more likely to come into
contact with the public. Another possible factor is that junior police have had less experience in
dealing with the public and, thus, may be more likely to act in a way which prompts a complaint.

Civilian employees make np L5Vo of the total positions h ths QPS, but so far only onc has been
the subj€ct of ao IR. This is probably attributable to the fact that th€se employees have relatively
little contact with the general public.

Table 2: Rank of OfficeN Subject to Complairts Resolyed by IR

ll9tE3 T& tut of o? o6cd si' urhoE

kngth of an Inforrnal Resolution

The m€dia! time to cooplete at IR was 48 days. This rcpiesents the time ftom whetr th€ itrcident
was lepo{:d though to the mailing of a final letter to the complainant. The meao was 62 days
aDd the 90th percentile was 120 daysr3. However, thesc figures are inflated by thc fact that some
cases staded beforc IR was inhoduced, and thus had to be initialtv ciassified as fomal
hvestigatiom. For thc sub-sample initially classified as appropriate for IR, thc mcdian timo to
process thc complaint was 44 days, the meao 51 days, and the 90th percentile 91 days.

Number of Offic.N
subject of IR

% of Officers
Subject of IR

% of Swom
OfficeN in QPS

Recruit
CoDstable
SeDior Cooslablc
Serge3nt
Senior S€r8e3nt
Commissioned Omcer

o

t20

7
2

o0
52.O
27.O
18.7
1.6
05

2.O
39.7
24.7
235
5.8
4.3

S6fc PsU I!&!ul (asrurif. fila dd Qucdd.!.t &tiE &Ni@ &atiatia! R?id t9g2-1 .

r! 
tlo or:o  , Oc rcngc ot ttc v.tu. Tt. ncdi$ ir t!. ratu. $oqc .!d b.low stin oFt.lf of rl. .6snrt&6! frll T!.
Sit Ft@til! h U. $l[c b.bq {tlc! 90% oa r!. obwdtod! r.I sd .}@c *tict rOof 6! ot$t.1h., LlL rr. M
962 d.yr l?..r.! Ict dmcF t6 U. 'bl.I, .v.r€G luib.r o(.!.yr r|!.! fa r[. kr.l aDptc oa iO d.r r?o.rcd h T.uG
3, t €e b. rll flq, a!r.h.d tnlorD{io d.lI !|ao.a rbc IR F@d@.
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Thc lotal timc taken to complete an IR can be subdivided to show the length of time rcquircd to
complete tho various steps of the IR process, This information is pres€Dted in Table 3. The
mediar time taken ftom the date of the incident to the date it was repoded was one day (mean of
12 days; 90th percentilo of 19 days).

Table 3: Time Taken Between Stages of Informal Resolution

AVERAGE NUMDER OF DAYS TAXXN

STACE
Qses Initialy

Tolal Sample Assigned to lR
('=:al @ - /2e)

Incident repon.i

Case assigned to IR

CoDplainant posted lelter
infoding IR a possibilily

Complainad signed
rEle3s€ agreeing ro IR

Complainant signed statement
indicating salisfadion r ith IR

Complainaot posted final letter

5

l6

l3

6

Tolal days

so{.a PsU l!&drl @ludc trL:.

l
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
t
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
!

These results catr be crmpared to the length of time taken to deal nith allegations agahst polic!
using fonal investigation procedures. The pSU data file cunently containJ information 0;5054
compteted allegatiotrs, rclating to 3153 complaints. For these allegations, the median time taken
19 gcal wilh a" allegation was 112 days (mean of 152 days; 90th percentilc of 316 days). Tablc
4 shows the length of time rcquired to process various types of minor allegtions tbrough the
forrtral system. It catr be see! tbat, even for mi'lor allegations, informal resolution takes odtabout
half as lolg as the formal complaint investigation procedure.
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Table 4r Time TakeD to Process Allegations:
Formal Procedures

AJIegrtioD
Number

Corlpleled
Median
(dav0

Mean
(duv0

qhh Percertile
(days)

Miaor Allegations

bl Behaviour -Inciviliiy/Rudenesyl_anguage

b2 Behaviour - InapproFiate

dl Duty Failure - Inaction

H Hrrassmenr - Vicrimisation/Itrt imidation

tl Traffic - Manner of Vehicle Use

All abovc minot allegalions

AI typer of rlegations

673

415

698

5054

m

95

tt?

97

r06

112

112

119

t25

165

136

134

138

152

u6

zel

n3

293

270

zn

316

SrG PSU @hDLira .tr. 6la

CoNcLUSIoNs

Ou the basis of the above analysis, scveral ptelilDinary observations can be made about the
opcratio! of IR.

1. Although a big! percentage of complairts iavolviag breacl:es of discipliDe are poieDtially
suitable for IR, only about balf havc been dealt with by Informat Resolution sinca thq now
prcc€dures commeaced. T?rc issue of whether there is morc scope to employ IR will be
addressed as palt of the CJCS evaluatiotr of the new procedurcs.

2. For comparablc types of allegations, cmplaints are clearly resolved more quickly by idormal
rcsolutiotr tha! tbrcugh formal investigation procedures.

3. Io a large proportion of cases, the complaimnt appar€otly accepted thg explaDatiotr offered
by ths Authorised Member or ageed to differ. Morc information is required to cstablish if
the coDplaitrant wa$, i! fact, satisfied with this outcome, or whether the iufomatioo contained
itr tbe IR files reflecls a police intetpretatiotr of eveds. The CJC pmposx to addr€ss this
issuc in its survey of complainants who have been involved il an IR (see below).

4. Desk-Top rcsolution is being used in only a vcry small propodion of cases. Funher res€arch
is required to det€rnine tbe rcasoos for the rcluctaDce by supervjsiDg police to ltake use of
this procedure. Howeve!, ots ba[ier may be that Sergeatts, and apprcximately two-thids
of S€nior Sctgea s, have trot yet rcc€ived traitdng is IR.
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FVTURE RF,SEARCH

In additior to collccting and analysing statistical data ftom PSU complaints files, thc CJC proposcs
to coDduct seveEl surveys over the next few months. Questionlaires will be se to:

o a sample of complainants and officers who have been iqvolved in the fomal investigatio!
of complaints

complainaots arld office$ who have been

Authodsed Memben of the QPS who
mmplai s-

involved in the IR procedure

have had experienc€ il informally resolving

I
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The questioonaires will be designed to elicit informatiotr on a variety of issues, including:

o complainants' reasons for making the initial complaint

a the level of satistaction exprcsed by complainants, officers, and Authodsed Membe$ with
the complaint resolution process

r complainaots' views about the polics service before and after being involved in thc
clmplai s Focess

o policc ofricers'views of the complaints process

a Authorised Members' suggcstions about ways of improving the i ormal rcsolutioD process.

All rcsponses to thes€ questioEEires will be strictty anonymous. It will trot be possible to liok
survey reslronses in aty way to other rccorcls held by the epS or thc CIC,

Tlrc C.ommission expects to rompletc its elaluation by mid-1994,




