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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In July 1993 fte Queensland Police Service (QPS), in conjunction with &e Official Misconduct Division
of drc Crimiml Ju$tice Corl|mission (CJC), iilstituted a new merhod for dealing wirl minor complaints
against police, Iglown as Informal Resolution (IR). In November 1994 the CIC released a report (CJC
1994) which evalualed $e first 12 mofihs of IR and recommended several changes to improve the
procedues. This follow-up repon measues the impact of ftese changes vla $urveys of officers and
complainants who had been hvolved in an informal complaint resolutioo conducted beween May aDd
October 1995, and ftrough fte analysis of complaims data.

SUMUARY OF KEY FtrYDINGS

Analysis oftie Professional Srandards Unit (PSU) database and file data hdicates ftat:

. Informal resolution is used in around 50 per cent of "eligible" heaci of djscipline mauers,
although there are significant inter-regio&l variations. There was little change in fie utilisation
rate between &e first and second st|'}dies.

. Apologies were made on behalf of fie ofiicer or the QPS in around one-third of drc cases - up
from 26 per cem in the fust sudy. The nex! most common outcome recorded was 'agreed to
differ' (29%), followed ctosely by 'explanarion accepted by complainant' (27%).

. The IR process ukes significandy less time than a formal investigation, but there appears to be
considerable scope for achieving fuldler dme reductions.

. There is substanially less expense involved ill conductirg an IR ftan a formal investigadon.

. In a 27 month period, 118 officers were involved in three or more IRs. Officers involved in
multiple IRs had also frequendy been rhe subject of several formal complainr investigations.

The mah findings fiom the two complainan surveys were:

. Complainarts in the firs! sample were generally more salisfied with tle outcome of the IR, and
the way in which ihe complaint was handled, than were those in the follow-up sample.

. In most cases the complainam felr fiat &e Audorised Member (AM) who conducted tie tR had
a 'very' or 'fairly' good understandiry of their side of the complaint. However, higher levels of
understanding were reported by fte first sample.

. lbrty-two per cern of tle cornplainants in fie second sample were unhappy witi rtle AM's effort,
$lFreas only 26 per c€nt of drc fusr sample felt tlEt tie investigator did not pur enough efforr into
tlrc investigafion. It was also more common for complainants in fte follow-up sample to feel fiat
the investigator tried to talk them out of proceeding.

. Seventy-eight per cent of the complainan$ in trc first sample felt that tlrey were kEtt adequately
informed, compared wilh 66 per cent in trc follow-r.rp sample.
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. The proponion of complainants who ftought they had received an apology was considerably
higher thar lhe proporlion of apologies actually recorded by AMs. Conversely, a smaller
proportion of complainants in both suveys considered that they had 'accepled the explanation
given by ihe police'. The procedural improvements iDlroduced to reduce this confusion do not
seem to have altered complainant perceptions.

. Approximately one-ftird of complairants stated that &ey felt pressued !o accept the outcome,
whereas or y a small pscentage of officers said they felt pressured to apologise to &e
complainant.

. Only six per ceft of complailants and officers met with each oder, although half of rhe
complainants would have appreciated a face-to-face meeting.

A possible reasor for the reduction in levels of satisfaction betwe€n the filst and second surveys could b€
that fte butk of the IRs ate assigned to a snull number of olfrcets, at least some of whom have lost their
inilial enfiusiasm and have come !o view the process as routine,

The main firdings from the two offtce( suneys werei

. Offic€rs in dle follow-up sample were significandy less sarisfied with lhe outcome of rhe IR lhan
ofricers in the first sample. However, office. satisfaction with tlrc way in which the complaiff
was hardled was similar for both samples.

. A large majority of dle officers in bolh samples felt dur lhe hvestigaror had pur enough effon ifto
the investigation, although the fusr sample reponed significanrty higher levels of sarisfaction with
the AM's effort than did the follow-up sample.

. Thirty'seven per cent of officers in the first survey said that tlrcy had received 'advice or
guida{ce' fiom f€ AM, compared with only 25 per cent in the follow-up survey.

Sur,nlARY oF RECoMMENDATIoNs

The recommendations arising fiom this rcpon are:

Recommendation 1, Monitoring of Informal Resolution Across Regions

It is recommend€d that fte utilisation of IR across the regions be monitored to ensure grcater uniformity
in use. In addition, it is recornrnended that guidelines on the use of 'no funher action' be ircluded in the
HRM Manual-

Reconmendation 2. Time Taken to Finalise Informal Resolutions

It is recommended thar sreps stDuld be raken to iderd!, and address factors delaying the complerion of IRs.

Recommendation 3. Need for Regular Monitoring of Complainants

ft is recornmeruled drat the IR process be regularly monitored by de PSU to ensure that complainatus are
not being pressu€d to accept outcomes anl tha! accurate information has been provided tro them about the
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outcomes. This monitoring could be done through regllar surveys of complainants, using a methodology
similar o that employed in fiis study.

Recommendation 4. Training of Authorised Members

Ir is reconmerded thar AMs be provided wiih addition l training on rDanaging face-to-face contact betweel
complainaits alld officers. AMs slould also be advised of the importance of not pressufing complainants
to accept outcomes and of providing clear information to panicipants regardhg fte outcorne of tlrc IR.

Recommendation 5. Guidelines Concerning Meetings

It is recommended that Section 18.12.12 of the HRM Manual be amended by deleting lhe sent€nc€
reading, 'Tlle preference of the Service is to resolve the complaint iDforrnally without conducting
meeting/s betweeD ihe complainant and the subject member/s.'

Funher, t is rcconmended that the IR guidelines be amended to provide ftat:

. u,hen the AM sp€ak with the complainant to obtain his or her consem to an IR bemg auempted,
lhe AM should ask whefi€r the complaimnt would like to have a meeting with lhe subject officer

. if tle complainaft indicaies a prcference for a meeting with the subject officer, the AM should
explain to the complaina tlat tiere are two options for holding such meetings - a meeting
orgadsed by the AM or firough drc Community Justice Program

. ir be explaiftd to dre complainaft at ftis rime rhat a meeting will only take place if the subject
officer agrees to panicipale.

RecornmendatioD 6. Use of Mediatio[

It is recommeDded drat mediation cotuinue to be available as an option and used where suitable.
Appropria& ofEcers in the regions stDuld be made aware that mediation is available aIId no longer incurs
a charge by the Community Justice Program. To this end tie followilg paragraph should be added to ttrc
guidelines for when to use mediation:

(iv) ttre complainant har expressed a wish to meet llrth the subject member to discuss ttre coqlaint,
and:

. lhe Authorised Memt'er respotrsible for atteqliry to informally resolve tXe corylaint
believes tbat, m the circusstances of the caJe, the meetmgs should not be condlcl€d by
a mefiber oftle Police Service: ot

. rbe conplaitraft has requested that the meeting be coduct€d by the communiry Jusdce
Program.

An additional guideline should also be insened indicating that mediation stnuld be considered where:

(v) the catrplair is unrelar€d to the perfomunce of ttre officer's of6cial dudes and is morc akin to a
drspute between citizeDs.



Recommendation 7. ldentification of Oflicers Subject to Multiple Complaints

It is recomfiended tha! where an officer has been the subject of four or more complaints of any nafire in
a 12 monft period, the relevart region stlould be rDtified ofrhis fao by the PSU. In such cases, IR strculd
not be used to deal wift any ifther complaints involving the officer without prior consul8tion with the
PSU. In addition, coNideradon stnuld be given to invoking managerial strategies such as retraining or
redeployment to address the officer's behaviour.
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I CHAPTER I

t CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

PuRPosE oF Trfi, REPoRT

In July 1993 tte Queenslad Polic€ Sewice (QPS) instituted a new method, lorown as lnformal Resolution
(IR), for dealing with minor complaims against police.' An evaluation of lhe first 12 mo hs of rhis
initiative wai presefied in a Criminal Jusrice Cornnissio[ (CJC) report released in November 1994 (CJC
1994). This tust report Fesented a staristical arnlysis oi all IRs completed in the first l2 months. In
addition, tie report presented the findings of a series of mail-back suweys undertaken for the evaluation
(see Appendix 2 for the Executive Sunmary of dris report).

The preseDt repon i$ a follow-up of the first evajuadon. The sfildy has been conducted to:

. ascenain if the good results desc bed in the frst repon have been sustained

. assess the impact ofproceduml refinements introduced in March 1995

. determhe whether progress had been made in relation to ijsue$ identified in the first report.

The repon draws upon two sources of data:

. mail-back suweys of complainar$ ad police who participat€d in IRs conducted between May and
October 1995

T
I
I
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I
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the QPS Pfofessional Sandards Unit (PS[D database, which contains details of all complaims
made agahst polic€ sinc€ January 1992.

I Trs, SuRvEys

The first study reponed on the results of a survey of complainants and police who panicipated in IRs
between July 1993 ald Jule 19 . For lhe pu4xls€s ofthls follow-lp evaluation, similar surveys were sent
to all complainantl and officers involved h tRs between May and October 1995.

The questioniaire took 15-20 minutes to complete. A11 questioffiaires t4€re accompanied by a short iettet
describing lhe purlDses of the study. Assuarces regarding anonymiry were also provided. The decision
to answer tlte queslionnaire was ar the discrdion ofthe padicipalt. No ideftiryilrg numbers or marks wete
used onthe quesdonnaircs. Itr the first study, complainants were sent a reminder letter about two weeks
after lhe initial mail-ou. h the follow-W sordy, remider letters l,lere sert to both officer and complainant
samples.

Table 1.1 gives response rates for the various surveys. Response rates varied llom 38 to 46 per cent,
depending on dle sample. These response rates are in the range to be expeced for aDonymous mail-out
$rveys.
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' Se Appt.d l for r slmary oti!. difrercnes berwen I& fomal inv.$igadon, and tudiaiion.
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INFONMAL COMPLAINT IIISoLUTIoN IN Tru QPS: FoLI,ow-IJP EYALUATIoN T
ITABLE 1.1 - RETUPN RATE FoR SUR\TYS

Group
No. of Sufve}s No. of Completed

Sent Out Survels Returned
Retuned to
Serder - Not
at Address

Retum Rale
(excluding 'retlmed

to seDder")

First Sfudy

IR CorqlaiDatrtj

IR Officers

Foltow-up Studl

IR Corrylatuanis

IR Offic€rs

588

693

245

261

40 45%

38%

300

3n
t24

r39
32

6

46%

43%
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CHANGES MADE To ORrctrtAL INToRMAL REsoLIr"TIoN GUTDELINES

The fust evaluation report concluded that IR has been a very positive initiative overall. However, sevetal
ways of improving IR procedues were identified. A fiIl desc ption of these recoDrmendations aIId the
QPS respon-se is presented in Table 1.2. The modifications infoduced by fte eps h response to some
ofthese recommendations were implemented in March 1995.

TABLE 1.2 - REcoMm\DATIoNs Md)E IN trhsr INFORMAL RFsoLmoN EVALUATTON
ITEPoRT AND QI'EENSLAND POLICE SERI'ICE IIEs}oNsE To RECoMMENDATIoNS

Change Proposed by CJC QPS R€sponse

R€commendation 1. Information Recorded on Informal Resolution
Report

Tick boxes be iftluded on the IR repon for the Authorised Mamber (AnO rc
indicate,

. fadvice or guidance was given to the officer

. ifa meetfug was held between ihe conplainnnt and the oflicer.

The reponshould also include a possible oucome option of .IR unsuccessfi '.

wlre(e this optio$ is tickrd, the corylainant shoutd be asked to indicate otr the
form if ery fifiher action is required.

Fist tick box incMed on
Irformal Resolution Report.

Second tick box rot
mcl'rded.

Tick box included for
corylainant io indicae
whetler corylaint
informally resolved. No
specific sectiotr for furtber
action. Howevet, a
complainarts' commellt
section is provided.

2
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Recommendalion 2. Infomalion Contained itr Notilication to Officer

Tbe fitral DouficaDotr ro the officer b€ affEDded !o iotlude a secboo idornrng
rie officer of the ourconre of the IR.

Implemented.

The written acceptaffe
which the cotrplainant signs
hdicatfug that IR bai been
finalised now itrcludes a
statement oi lhe outcome.

Recommcndation 3. Time Taken to Finalise IDformal ResolutioDs

Onc€ the oew IR guidelines are in place, steps should be taken to define and
eflforce more sb.ict time srqnd"rds.

Eryhasised in HRM MarNal
tbat 'all ma$ers of informal
resoludon shrll normally be
coqleted within fourteetr
days' (Section 18.12.4).

The Focess wfi also
streafi ined by elminatmg
itre Dced for writlen approval
ftom the complaiDrnt to
hiriate IR ard by alowiry
select ofhcers under the
supewision of an Auiorised
Member to conduct IRs.

Recommeddation 4. Need for Regular Monitoring of Complainants

There be regular monitoring of ttre IR process to e$ure tlat coqlainants are
not being prcssured io accepi outcomes and that accurate information has been
provid€d to ltrem attout ouEomes. This monitoring could be dorc lhrougb
regular su.iTeys of coqlairrDls, using a meihodologr similar to tbat efiployed
ln this suldy.

QPS agreed in principle - no

Recommendaiion 5. Ide(ification of Oflicers Subject to Multiple
Complaints

If an officer bas been involved in a greater thm exp€cted trumber of IRs within
a givetr period, lhis fact should be "flagged' in fte PSU'S dara file aod other
relevant records. Where the officer has been so idendfied. there should b€
consulianon with the PSU before IR is uied to deal with atry funher
comDlaints relatins to ftat of6cer.

QPS agreed to reassess most
rece{ coqlaint of officen
receiving five corylai0lj
wilhin a l2 motrttr penod.

Recomm€ndalion 6. Training of Authorised Mertrbers

AMs be pmvided with additional trainiq on managing face-to-face contact
b€tween conplaitratrts ad officers; and be advised of the iryortance of trot
pressuiuu coqlainants 0o accepi ouicomes, and of providing clear
information 0o participads regarding the outcome of the IR.

QPS considen training to be
adequaie - rc action taken,

3



INFORMAL CoMPLAINT REsoLTmoN IN TID QPS: FoLIow-UP EVALUATTON

R€commendationT. GuidelinesConcemingMe€tings

The IR guidelines be amended to provide tlut:

. when the AM speats witi ttre coqlaimnt to obtain his or her
consenr 0o IR beiry atteryted, the AM should ask whether the
corylain2d would like to have a meeting wirh rXe subje.r olficer

. if the coqlainmt indicates a prefereme for a meetmg rl'tth the
subjeci officer. rhe AM should e4lain ro the coqlaina$ rhat there
are two options for holditrg such meetirys, the fust being a meeting
orgamsed b, tbe AM and the second a meeting org&ised through the
Community Justice Program

. it be eqlaioed io rie coqlainant at this rime ftat a meeting will only
tate place if fie subject officer agees io participate.

No actiotr ta.l(en. The HRM
Manual sdl reads 'The

preferenc€ of the Service is
to resolv€ th€ coDrplaht
infolmally wilhout
conducting meefmg/s betwen
the corrylaitraDt and &e
subject member/s' (Section
18.12.12).

Recomdendation 8. Use of Mediation

Mediation contifire to be available as ar option and used where appropriaie.
To thrs end th€ folowing paragraph should be added to the guidelines
concemiry mediation:

(iv) the complaiqnt has exprcsed a wish lo oeet with rhe subject
n nbe! !o discus the omplaift. aDd lle AM with
rcsposibility of ltienpting ro ir-fom&lly resolve the comphinr
believes 1bat, i! the ciEMstaoces of the case. the n@rinBs
should qor be @rducled by r de4ber of the Police Service o!
tle conplaimor bas reqested thar the meering be coducted by
the Colmuniiy Justice P.ogmm.

No action ril(en.

I
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REPoRT STRUCTI.,RE

This report is orgarised as follows.

Chapter 2 summarises fte statistical data gathered iiom completed IR files dudng the first year of the
operation of IR and liom lhe PSU database during fte six month follow-up period.

Chapter 3 presents and arulyses data from lhe complainant samples. It compares the key fndings ftom
the two surveys of complaiiants on issues such as:

. achievement of aims

response of the Authorised Member (AM)

levels of satisfaction.

Cltapter 4 Fovides a similar analysis of tlrc police perspeclive on infomal complaints handling procedures.

Chafler 5 summarises key findings of the study and discusses a number of policy issues identified by fte
evaluation.
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CTUPTER 1

PRESENTATIoN oF STATISTICAL DATA

This evaluation often compares the firdings fiom two different samples. With these comparisons lhere
is always the possibility that the differences betweefl de two samples are the result of chance factoN and
not because of some real difference between the samples. Statisdcal tests eMble us to estinute the
likelihood of such differences beilg the result of chance factors. W]ere indicated, the tables compadng
fomal invesdgation and informal resolurion $arnples are $atistically significant a! fte .05 level, using a
standard chi-square test. This meais fiat ftere is less ftan a one in 20 charce tlat the difference between
fie figures obtained for the two samples was the result of chance factors. Similarly, a statistically
significaflt result at the .01 level would mean less tha[ a one itr 100 chance that the difference was the
result of chanc€ faclors. Ilhere tlp conwi.son is tut statistically signifrcou, the chi-sE&re rcsult has not
been reponed.

Figues reponed in fte tables have been rounded io the nearest decimal place and fi8lres in the exl have
b€en rounded to the nearcst whole [umber.

The letter 'n' in Figures and Tables refe$ to the number of subjects in the sample who answered that
question.

5
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CIIAPTER 2
THE PROCESS OF INFORMAL RESOLUTION

INTRODUcrroN

This chapter presents comparative statistics otr all IRs completed between I July 1993 and 30 Jutre 19%
atrd those completed between 1 May and 31 October 1995.

The areas covered are:

I
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I
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. the time hvolved in completirg resolutions.

The data for the period I July 1993 to 30 June 1994 were gathered by a CJC re$earcher direcdy Ilom
completed IR files located at fte PSU ar Police Headquarters. Data for the follow-up period were
e)Gaqed ftom the PSU database. During fte first period, 614 complaints were fimlised, involving 963
allegations brought against 808 officers by 652 complainan$.' During drc follow-up period, 288
co&plaints were finalised, involving 447 allegadons brought against 327 officers by 315 complainants.

The chapter also presents some data on the comparative cost of IR and formal investigations. This
infomation was obtained fiom a survey undertaken by ttrc PSU in 1995.

I\ToRMAL REsoLIlrIoN UTTLTSATIoN RATE

In coftrast to tlrc experience wih mediation (see below),IR has been widely urilised in the QPS. Under
the QPS guidelines for IR, a majority of breach of discipliie allegations are potentially suitable for
resoludon by IR. From July 1993 through June 1994 there were an estinated 1,138 cases of heach of
discipline processed by the QPS for which IR cluld have beeD an option.3 Ofdrcse,568 (50%) were
actually dealt wirh by IR. Of fte estimated 2,803 breach of disciplhe matiers completed between July
1993 and October 1995 for which IR could have been an option, 1,380 (47%) werc dealt with by IR.

The utilisation rate per region for the 12 moffis fiom 1 November 1994 until 31 October f995 is showa
in Figure 2.1. The figure illustrates the extent to which different admhistations have embraced IR as a
means of dealing with minor complaints. The figure also shows the proponion of heach of discipline
ma$ers deemed to require 'no fifther action'

It is obvious fiom Figure 2.1 that IR has not been consistendy implemeoted atrd that therc is scope for
some regions to increase tlrcir utilisation rate quite substantially. At one extreme, two regions had
utdisation rates close to 60 per cent; at the other extreme, one region had a rate of only 20 per cent.

IR utilisation rate

outcomes

A single 'conplainf my iNolvc svcral spccific all.ga$6s, mltiplc .onplaiMiis, and nuldpL of@6. An ofa@. my be lh.
subjed otnoE lhan om complafl ow this penod.

Fo.IR ro be an option rhe omplaiml s! nor be anonymous and rhe $b,,1otrEr dsl tc id.ntidblc,

7



INFORMAL COMPL{NT RESOLUTTON IN TTs QPS: FoLIOW.UP EVALUATION

It is also appare fiom Figure 2. 1 that drc region wifi the lowest IR rate has by far the highest proportion
of nutters in which a Cornrnissioned Officer has deemed that 'no fufther actron' is required. This would
appear to reflect a variation in management prirctice, as there is no other obvious reason why the
proportion of conplaints falling ho tlis category should be so much higher in one region than i[ others.

At present, very little guidance is provided ill the HRM Manual as to when it is appropriate to use 'no

tunher aclion', as opposed to initiating IR. The findings presenred in Figure 2.1 suggest dlat more specific
guidelirps are required, pefiaps along the lines that 'no firiher action' stpuld ody be re€orded where tie
Commissioned Officer is satisfied that:

. the complaiot had been finnished fiivolously ot vexariously, or

. tlrc complaint had been made anonymously and lacked substmce or credibility.

There also Deeds to be ongoing monitoring of regional pattems, to ensue that there is a reasonable
consistency across the State in how complaints are handled.
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FrcuRE 2.1 - PRopoRTroN oF BRBACH oF Drscpl,srE CotplAtriTs DEALT wrrH vtA
I\T.oRMAL RxsoLUToN AND No FURTHER ACTIoN PER RtrGIoN

(No\TtrBER 1994 - OcroBER 1995)

Sou.@: PSU DarabaF-

Nor*: I . . indicatls not a g@gFphicat Fsion bnl i.cludes .Srar.' tunctioN s@h as SGE Crim Ope$rioN, Op.Etio@l Suppon
Comand. the Comisioftr\ Offr, and the C.IC poti@ croup.

2. For Ih@ b@acn of dhcblircs (ore ofwhich ws a. IR) drc Fgioo wa6 unkrowr

3, Thc 'nt Ffer ro L\e rorat nnmber ofbe.ch of discipli@ mrl.$ handled in ll|c egion du.irg $at period.

INT'oRMAL RES0LI]TIoN OTITCoMES

Figure 2.2 cornpares fie outcomes for ttle 288 IRs (involving 447 allegarions) completed during the follow-
up study period May to October 1995 widr the ourcomes for allegarions which were senled by IR in rhe
first 12 months of its operation. The most common outcome recorded duing the follow-up period was
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'explanatiolr acc€pted by complainant' (36.7%). This was closely followed by 'agre9t to dltff-r' (29.17a
ofal alegarions). Apologies were made by the police in relation to 32.6 per cent of lhe allegatio$ dealt
with by IR: in 14.3 per cent of cases, by the officers or the AMs on behalf of fhe offrcers, ard by the
AMs on behaf of the QPS in 18.3 per cem of cases. This rate of apology is approximaEly twice as high
as a qpical substantiation rate for formally investigated complaints.

The main clEnge sirEe tl|e fust study has been a fall in mate$ recorded as 'explanatiot accepted' and an
ircrease ir the proponion of maters where rhe AM offered an apology on fte part of the QPS.
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FIGURE 2.2 _ I\ToRMAL Rxsol-u oN OuTcoI,ES

Sou@: PSU Dab brs and PsU Infomal Rcsolution tucr.

Noles: 1 . nE abs€ f€uF *lud.s 2l alhgaiotu (2.2%) rhict ftF @slved durirg ltE Jnly 1993 lo t@ 1994 period, and even
auegalions (l .6 t) which wr @slved during fie May 10 Oclobcr l99J penod. ror which tE E$lr was unclear or did
not fl1 ido orc orthc abov. categories,

2- fte runber of.legalions rd lh. M,y to Odober 1995 p..iod was,r4? and lhe Nmber ofllcgations for the tuly 1993
ro Jure 1994 period was 964.

tr)r{ALrsATroN Tb4E

As expected, IR has proved to be considerably quicker tlun fomal investigation (Table 2.l). However,
the time taken to finalise lRs increased slightly dudng the pedod covered by lhe follow-up evaluation,
despite the i roduction of changes in procedures aimed at reducing drc time and paperwork involved.

The nedian dme take! to complete an IR during dle flrst 12 months of the new system was 52 days. This
reprcsented the time fiom when rhe incident was reported thrcugh to the mailing of a fmal lener to the
complaina$. The mean was 66 days ard the 90th percentile was 125 days.a By comparison, rlle mediall

a The mean is tle avera8e of th€ valu€r. The nediar is lhe value above and below which one hauofthe obsefl&tios
ftll. The 90& percentile is tle vale below which 90 ler @trt of rhe obseNarioc fall ald above which lO per @nt of
the obsepatios faU.



INFORMAL COMPL{NI ITESOLUIIoN IN TTIE QPSI FoLI-ow-UP EVALUATION t

Number
CoFpleted

Medran
(da1s;

Me3n
(days)

9{hh Percentile
(days)

IR - First srrdy (July 1993 @ June 1994)

IR Folow-up study (I,fay to October 1995)

Forml hvestigation

614

288

8.681

52

53

138

66

'75

125

153

4t9190

time taken to corqrlele an IR during dre follow-up period was 53 days, wift a mean of 75 days and a mth
percentile of 153 days.

It should be acknowledged rhar rhis measure of complerion dme is inflated in some respects. For all
practical purposes, a complaim is fiIrali$ed at the rime the complainant 'sigils off on fte Informal
Resolution Repo( fofm, but due to paperwork requtements alld delays in internal procEsses, it rnay t ke
anothe. two to dree week before a fmal letter is posted rc the complainant.

The surveys of complainants indicate th& 80 per cent reported that their complaint was resolved in less
than two monihs - well above dle proponion officially finalised within that time ftame. However, it also
rernains the case tlat the complainarrs' perception of completion times did not alter ftom the fust suvey.
Even taking into consideration the delays at the commencement atd finalisation stages, the time taken to
coDclude the t?ical IR is still well in excess of drc 14 days speaified by the IR guidelines

TABLE 2.1 - Tnfi TA(EN To I\ocESs ALLFcATTONS: FoRMAT I\"sFsrrcATroN I'ERsus
INTORMAT RESoLUTToN

5 Ten ofrbe supeys save no indicalion as lo action u(en.
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Sour@: PSU hfo@al Resolution fdcs and PSU Darabas.

Cosr

There is litde doubt that IR is considerably cheaper than the formal investigation ptocess. From July to
September 1995, fie PSU conducted a costing survey of investigator time hvolved in the resolution of
complaints. The figues produced in this survey do not include time fiames and costings for Regional
office staff, or personnel & drc PSU and tlrc CJC involved in prccessing these matters. The figures only
reflect costs based upon the time invested by QPS investigators.

All offrcers conducting complaint investigations were requested to complete one survey form for each
complaint invesdgation or informal resoludon worked on for the period I July !o 30 Seprember 1995.
Information was sought on the dme spent and distarce travelled for each usk. The investigators were
asked to make a costing of their time based on a rate of 930 per hour for Inspectors, $25 per hour for
Senior Sergeants, $20 per hour for Sergearlh, and gl8 per hour for other mnks.

Atotalof2l2 suvey rcturns werc received a! the PSU. Ofthese refirrns, 106 matters were identified as
investigations, 77 as informal resolutions, 14 as resulting in no further action, altd five as aliscipline
hearinss.s
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CHAPTDR 2

These figures show that using the IR prccess was considerably less expensive than undenalong a formal
invesligation. The average time taken to mnduct an Informal Resolution was 4.9 hours, at all average cost
of $138 each, whereas the average time laken to conduct a formal invesligation was 18.3 hours, at an
average cost of $500 per complaint.

St ,truARY

Analysis of rhe PSU daubase and file data irdicates fiat:

. The utilisation Iale appears ro have stabilised at around 50 per cent of "eligible" heach of discipline
matters. but with considerable inter-resional variation.

In fie follow-up period, apologies were rnade on behalf of the oliicer or the QPS in aroqnd one-third
of fte cases up fiom 26 per cent in ihe first study. The next most conlnon outcome rccorded was
'agreed to differ' (29%), followed closely by 'explanation accepted by complahant' (tya).

The IR process takes significandy less time than a formal hvesdgation, but there appears to be
coisiderable scope for achieving funher lime reducdons.

There $ substantially less expense irvolved in conducting an IR than a formal irvestigation.
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CIIAPTER 3
TIIE VIEWS OF COMPLAINANTS

INTRoDUcTIoN

This chapter compares the key findings fiom the two suveys of complainants. The primary issue
addressed is whe$er drcre were ary changes in the views of respondents belween the two periods covered
by the surveys.

Similar questionnaies to those uled in the first sudy were aahniDistered to the complaimnts involved in
IRs completed during fie six month follow-up period (May - Octobef 1995). A pre-paid retum address
envelope lvas provided wj& each majled-oul questionnaire.

CoN'rExr oF CoMpLAtrtT

Only a small minority of allegations arose out of incidents where a complainatf was suspected of having
committed an offence. At the time of fte incident which prompted the complaint, four per cent of the
complainants in lhe first sample and seven per cent of those in the follow-up sample had been a.resled.
In addition, 26 per cent of fie first $ample ard 16 per cent of drc follow-up sample had been issued wirh
a ticket for a Eaf6c parking offence at the time of drc ircideft. The differences between the two samples
were oot statistically significant.

Mo.e generally, the majority of fte surveyed complaiMnts do not appear o have been 'trouble makers"
or regular complainers. In the follow-up sample, 14 per cent of tle complainants had been i[rested
previously and 14 per cent had complained previously about police (Figure 3.1). This was virnutly
identical to the first suwev samDle.
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FIGURE 3.1 _ CoIflLANANTS, PRIoR ARRESTS AND PRE\,IoUS CoMPLAtr\ns
AGAn'{sT IIOLICE

Sou.@i CIC aufle! dara.

Nore: Founan €omplsim.rs in lhe f6t sanpl€ and 12 in follo*-up sanpte decliftd to gile infomtior aboul p.ior aresls.
Ore complabad in thc ltrd sanpL and two h lbe follow-up samplc decli*d to give infomlion abour p.ior complaints.
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I\TORMAL COMPLAI\.I RESOLUIION IN TIO QPS: FOLLOW.UP EVALUATION

AREAs oF StrvILARTTY

There were many $rvey iems v,trcre there were no differences between the two samples. These ircluded
complainants' .esponses to questions relating to:

. thet aims in complaining

. their views of the initial response and helpfilness of police to the complaint

. their confidence that &e complaint would be dealt with fairly

. $e perceived oulcome of rhe complainb

. tle dme expected lo re$lve the complaint, time actually tak€n, and tlrcir views on tiis resolution
arme

. wbeiber ihey were given sufficienr opponuniry Lo expres" views

. the perceived impaniality ofde AM

. their sfess ratings during complaint resolution

. ftel willingness ro complain again

. fte impact oftre process on their general perception olthe QPS.

AREAS oF DnrRcENcE

Survey items where there were significant differcnces between the ffust and second suNeys were those
relating to:

. outcome and satisfaction levels

. lhe achievement of aims

. the response of the AM.

Each of drese areas of difference is discussed itr more detail below.

OUTCoME AND SATISFASTI0N LEVELS

Table 3.1 compares cornplainants' satisfaction with the outconv ardTable 3.2 compares lheir sadsfaction
wilh the x,,a) fie resolution was handled. For both samples, there was a higher level of satisfaction wih
drc process than widl d|e outcorne. However, it is evident that on both measures, the flrst sample was far
more satisfied than the follow-up sample. This is surprising, as ftere were more apologies reponed in fte
follow-up period by the AMs (see Figurc 2.2).
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NoFs: I . Four complaimnts in lhe rotlow up enple and two in lh. ortiml sample declircd 10 rflse. lhis qw$ion.

2: Chi-squre = 16.17, df3, ! <.01,

TEp AcurcvsuBNT oF ArMS

Two-thirds of complainants in tie ffst sample felt lhar dley had defhitely or perhaps achieved their aims
by complainiry. Abour one-dird felt that lhey had not achieved their aihs by participating in arl IR. By
comparison, only 54 per cem of dlose in fte follow-up sample felt tlat tlley had achieved their aims (Table
3.3).

I5

TABLE 3.1 - CoMpLAtr{ANrs' SATISFACTION wIIIr CorDLAnr Ol-ncollGs

Follow-up Original
Sample % Sample %
(n:121) (i=241)

very sausfied 11.6 17.4

Fairly satisfied 30,6 42.7

Pairly dissatirfied 35.5 19.5

Very dissatisfied 22.3 20.3

100.0 100.0

Not s: l Tbr conphnD.ls h lbe fouow'up empL ard four h the origiml enplc de.liEd to r.sre.Ihk qeslion.

2. CtisquaE - 13.35, df3, p <.01.

TABLE 3.2 - CoIrpI-AniA\"rs' SATIsFAcrroN wrrH WAy rHE CoMpLADm
RESoLUTIoN wAs IIANDLED

Follow-lrp Original
Sample % Sample 70
(n:120) (n=243,

Very satisfied 16.7 34.6

Fairly satisfied 61.1 41.6

Fairly dissatisfied 13.3 13.2

Very drssa$fied 8.3 10.7

Toral 100.0 100.0



INTORMAL COMPL{N"I RDsoumoN IN TID QPS: FouOw-UP EYALUATION

TABLE 3.3 - CorDLAn{ANTs' AcHrxvEr,fir{T oF THER An[s

Follow-up
Ssnrple %
(i:122,

Origind
Srmple %

Peftaps achieved aims

Aims not achieved

24.6

29.5

45.9

34.1

32.6

Total 100.0 100.0

Two complaiDnt in rle folow-uA enple and lbr in thc o.'gimt sopL {tc.lied 10 anser rhis qesdon.

Ch i  sq laE:6 .27 ,  d f2 ,  p  < .05 .
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RESPaNSE oF THE AImH0RISED MEMBER

For both samples, it was uncommon for complainants to feet tlat the AM tried to talk tllem out of
proceediry (Table 3.4). However, the follow-up sample reporred significady more suggestions ro
withtuaw &e complaim.

TABLE 3.4 - DrD ArffHoRrsED MII\BER SuccDsr DRoppr{c oF THE CoMpLArNr?

Follow-up
Semple 7.

Original
Sarple %
(n=zl)

Yes, tri€d tro persuade me

Mentioned the possibiliql

No

10.8

20.0

69.2

5 . 0

10.8

84.2

Total 100.0 100.0

l om conplainanl in tne lolloFup esple and fou. in re origiet sanpte dccti!.d ro anver &is qne$ion.

2. Chi-quae = .l?, df2, p <.01.

Table 3.5 compares complainaff' perceptions of fte efrort which AMs pur into dealing wirh rhe complaim.
Or y 26 per cent of the first sample felt that the investigator did not put enough effon into the
investigation, whereas 42 per cent of the follow-up sample were unhappy with rhe AM's effort. The
differenc€ between ihe two samples was statistically signiflcaft.
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The great majority of both samples of complainants felt dnt the AM had a 'very' or 'fairly' good
urderstanding ofltrcir side ofttE complaint (Table 3.6). However, the fust sample reported significantly
higher levels of AM urderstarding than the fotlow-up sample.

TABLE 3.6 - AurHoRrsED MET,BER'S U\DERsrANDrNc oF THE CoMPLATNANT'S
SDE oF CoreLA 't

2 .

2.

TABLE 3.5 - PERCEIaED EFFoRT oF AUTHoRISED MEMBER

Fou otrphimnrs itr tE foiow-up smple and the in lhe origiDl lmplc declired ro {Iftr ihis qEslion.

Chisquae = l?-18, df3, p <-01.

Folow-up
Smple 7,
(n=120)

Orielnal
Sample %
(tr:243\

Very good

Faidy good

Not very good

Noi good at all

40.t)

35.8

1J.0

9.2

5 3 . 1

33.7

5.8

100.0 100.0

Fotr conplai@or! b lhe follw up smple and |wo conplaironls in lhe ortinrl snrpL d.clied 10 aNc. this

Ch i -squE= 8 .95 ,d f3 ,p  < .05 .

Table 3.7 shows dlar 78 per cent of the first sample felt lhat they were kept adequately info.med,
compared wilh or y 66 per cent of dre followup sample. The difference between the two samples was
statisdcally signifi cant.

Follow-up
Sa[rple 7"
(n:120)

Orieind
Sampl€ %
(n=242\

Really meal b.artl 0o get to the bottom of the matter

Did quite a doroughjob

Just wetrt tkough the motions, m"tirg m rcal effort

Deliberately we out of the way 6 avoid the tnrth

t6.1

41.1

32.5

9.2

36.0

37.6

22.3

100.0 100.0
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INFORMAL COMPLAINT RESOLUTION IN TIIE QPSI FoLIow-UP EVALUA'ION I
TABLE 3.7 - IIow INIF0RMED CoM?LAINANTS WERE KE T DURtr{G INFORMAL

IlxsoLUTroN

Follow-up Original
Sample % Sampt€ 7.
(n:121) (L:z4a)

Very inforfled 23.1 35.2
Fady idormed 43.0 43.0
Fairly unhformed 19.0 13.5
Very uiniormed 14.9 8.2

Tobl 100.0 100.0

Tlee conplaioa s in lhe follow-up lanplc and ore mnplaimflt in ltc origi@l lample declir.d ro aNkr ihis

ch isq lae :8 .85 ,  d f3 ,  p  < .05 .

I
t

WHY HAS THERE BEEN A REDU|TIqN IN CqMPIAINANT SATI'FACTIDN?

It was $rggested to tlrc CJC that tie reduction in levels of satisfactiotr could be the result of an incteased
Foportion of IRs being undenaken by ofhcers who had not been tained as AMs. Under the guidelines
i roducal in March 1995, any officer Out wirh preference given to rhose who had rcceived One Day IR
Awareness Training) could informally resolve complainls under the supervision of an AM. However, a
suwey conducted by the PSU in lare 1995 and early 1996 of 116 files finalised by lhe unit revealed thar
only 21 (18%) were cDoducled by an ofiicer uDder the supervision of an AM. While it may be tlat these
officers are not as skilled as AMs, the small proportion of cases informally resolved by them is uI ikely
to be ihe cause of lhe lowered satisfaction levels.

Aruher possible reason for reduction in levels of satisfaction could be ftat, ftom the perspective of some
AMs, fte "gloss" has worn oIT the new procedure. When IR was first introducqJ the AMs were eager
to test ou the approach and this enthusiasm was passed on to the other participants h the process. After
the initial novelty wore off, and most AMs had corducled a couple oflRs. it was I€ft to a few offrcers to
conlinue using the process.

The PSU databa^re records ihe name of the officer who conducted an IR. Accordiry to the database, 373
AMs have conducled a total of I,536 IRs. However,63 ofthese AMs (16.9%) account for more $an half
of a[ fte IRs coducted. Each of these 63 AMs has conducted eight or more IRs wfth the highest number
conducl€d by orE ofncer being 36. This would s€em 1o tdicate fiat the bulk of rhe IRs are being assigned
to a $nall nrunber of officers. Understaldably, officers who are involved in a large number of IRs may
have lost some of their inilial enthusia$m and come to view the process as routine.
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OTIfi,R ISSUES

C oNF us roN OVER O arcoM ES

A major findiry of ftis and the previous evaluation is that there were marked differeoces between tle
outcomes perceived by complainants, the outcomes p€rceived by the officers, atrd the resuhs rerorded in
lhe completed IR files. In particular, the proportion of complainants who thought lhat apologies had been
given by the officer or de QPS far exceeded drc proportion of officers and AMs who said ftat an apology
had been provided.

Table 3.8 compares &e outcomes of the IRs as perceived by tie complainaft sample and as recorded by
fte AMs (see Figure 2.2). The two survey samples do not ne€essarily relate to the same complaints, but
as discussed irr our previous report (see CJC 199a, pp. 36-3n, li€ arc confidenl lha! boib saDples are
reasonably rErresentative. It is therefore very unlikely that the differences between of6cer ard
complainant percepdons can be attributed to sampling error.

In compadng these findings, ir should be nored ftar:

. 'AM said he or stle would enquirc Ii|rther' was not a valid outcome according to the lR guidelines

. 'Of6cer given advice or guidarce by AM' was not a recognised outcome (although de AM may
have chosen to give advice and guidance to the officer)

. 'CrmplaiMnt did not acc€pt explanation, bln d€cided it was not worth pursuing' would most likely
have been recorded by the AMs as 'agreed to differ'.

This second wave of suveys indicates ftat ftere remains significant confusion over ourcomes. In lhe
follow-up snrdy, mole than half of fte complainants again said they had received an apology liom the
officer or the Sewice, whereas according to drc AMs' repons, apologies had been given in only one-third
of resolutions over the sirme pe od. Conversely, or y 1l p€I cent of complainaDts said that they had
'accepted fte explanation given', whereas this was the recorded outcome for 37 per ceru of IRs.

ApproximaEly 20 per cent of offrcers in fte first survey indicated that lhey or the Service had given an
apolosr. A tirnher 29 per cent of officers said that there had been no apology given by themselves or the
QPS, but dley had received 'advice or guidance' ftom the AM. In most of these cases, it can be assumed
that there was some acknowledgement of fault by fte officer or tLrc QPS. This fact may have been
informally communicated to drc complainant, who concluded that alr apology had been given. In drc
follow-up suvey around one-fiird of offrcers indicated dtat they or the Service had given an ryology- An
additional 12 [ier cenl of officers said that ftere had be€n no apology given by themselves or the QPS, but
they had received 'advice or guidanc€' fiom the AM. Thus, this factor may expldn \\tty narc than holf
of drc complainants in each of drc surveys dought that ftey had been given an apology.

Procedural improvemetus made to reduce this confusion do not seem to have altered complaifturl
perceptions, although the ofncers' perceptions became more similar to the AM repons, especially in
regards to the proportions of apologies given (see Table 4.3).
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INTORMAL COMPI,AINT RESOLI]TION IN THE QPS: FoLLow.UP EVALUATION

TABLE 3.8 - Ourcol''Is oF INTORMALLY REsoLvED CoMpLdNTs As PERCEITD By
TIIE COMPLAINANTS AND AUTHoRISED MENBERS

Note: Two @nplainants in the fouow up smple dcclined io answer rnis qresrion.

PRESSaRE To AccEpr OurcoMEs

Under IR guidelhres, the AM is not supposed to push panies ro accept an outcome. However, 34.5 per
cenl of lespondenls in d|e first sample and 37 per cent in the follow up sample said lhat they felt under at
least some prcssue to accept the outcome. By conuast, only 10.5 per c€nr of the officen ill the firsl
sanple ard 15 per cent of the officers h rLrc follow-up sample said lhat they felt pressued !o apologise to
the complainant.

T\rE UsE oF MBEnNG9

Under the IR guidelines, AMs may hold a meering if drcy fiink ftat it would help resolve the complaint,
but this option is ruely exercis€d. Or y five per ce of fie comptairafis in the first study and six per cent
in the follow-up study indicated rhat a meering had been held between rhemsetves ard rlrc olher pany.
Similarly, only 5.5 per cent of drc officers in the first study and two per cent in rhe follow up study
reported that a meeting had been held between themselves aIId the complaiMnt.

Of fhe complainanrs who did not have a meeting with the officer, 50.5 per cent in lhe itst study and 60
per cenl in the follow-up suwey said tiat they would have liked a meeting. In both studies, around 20 per
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Follow-up Sanple
Complainants AMReports

(i=r22) (n=441\

Original Sample
Complrinrnt'{ AMReports

(n=245) (n=963)

Corylain nl accepted lle
expianation given by dle AM

CorylaiMnt did trot accept
eq)lanation, but decided it
was trot wontr prrsumg

Officer apologised

AM apologrsed on b€haff
of Service

Officer given advice or
gurdance by AM

AM said be/she would
enqufu€ furher

Agreed to differ

Other

10.7

t'7 _z
28.7

25.4

5 . 7

0.0

9.8

36.1

14.3

1 8 . 3

29.1

1 . 6

1 1 . 0

1 7 . 1

28.6

25.7

'1.3

1 . 6

39.4

14.9

11.4

2.2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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CHAPIER 3

cent of the officers said that they would have preferred it if the IR had included a meeting. In shon, thele
has been no reduction in the desire for meetirgs on fie pan of either complaiMnts or officers.

Su/truARY

This chapter has compared the perceptions of complainants who had experienced a formal investigation
with rhose who had panicipated in an IR. The main findings are:

. Complainalts ir the first sample were generally more satisfied wilh the outcome of the IR, and
the way in which the complaint was handled, ftan werc those in tie follow-up sample.

. In most cases the complainaft felt lial tlrc AM had a 'very' or 'fairly' good understanding of lheir
side of the complai ; how€ver, higher levels of understanding were reported by the first sample.

. Or y 26 per cem of t]le first sample felt lllat fte investigator did not put enough effort iltto the
investigation, whereas about 42 per cent of the complainants in the follow-up sample were
unhappy wilh the AM's effon. h was more comrnon for complainafts in the follow-up sample
to feel that &e investigator ded to talk ftem out of proceeding.

. sevenry€ight per cent of rhe complaiiants in &e first sample felt ttlat ttrcy were kept adequately
informed, comparcd wirh 66 per ceru in lhe follow-up sample.

. The p.oportion of complainarts who rhought they had received an apolog/ was considerably
higher lhar rhe proponion of apologies acrually recorded by AMs. Conversely, a smaller
proportion of complainai$ in fie survey considered that they had 'accepted tlle explanation given
by drc police'. The procedual improvement! made to reduce this confusion seem to have had
little, if any, effecr.

. Approximarely one-dftd ofcomplainants stated dut ftey ielt pressured to accept the outcome, but
only a small percentage of officers stated that felt pressured to apologise to fte complainatu.

. Only six per cent of complainants and officers met wiih each other, aldough half of the
complainants would have apprecialed a face-to-face meeting.
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CHAPIER 4
TIIE VIEWS OF POLICE OITICERS

INTRoDUcTIoN

This chapter presents the key findin{s ftom the surveys of offrcers who were fte subject of complaints.

similar questiomaires to rhose used in the tust study were administered to drc officers hvolved in IRs
completed during fte six monlh follow-up period. The officer questionnaies were distributed via the
internal QPS mailing system with a reorn adakess envelope.

ARxAs oF SIMILARITY

As wilh dre complaina$ts' surveys, therc were many survey items where no differences between the two
samples were found. These included offrcers' re$poNes to quesdons about:

. their initial expectations that the complaint would be dealt w h fairly

. their views of complaint resolution times

. their perceptions of the AM's understanding of ttrcir side of dle complaint

. whether they felt that the AM had acted more as an investigator or a conciliator

. fteu views regading the level of information provided

. whether $ey were given suffrcie opportuniry !o express views

. satisfactiotr with the process

. their suess ratitrgs dudng the complaint resolution

. how they regarded IR as opposed to format invesdgation.

AxEAs oF DFTRGENCE

Survey iten$ which slDwed significaDt ditrerences betw€en ihe first ard second surveys were those relating
to:

. satisfactioo wilh the outcome

. response of the AM

. the general assessment ofthe complaints system

. the outcomes of complaints

. officers receipt of advice and guidame flom the AM.

23



INFORMAL COMPLAII\'I RESOLUTION IN TIIE QPS: FOLI,OW-UP EyALUATION

Each of these areas of difference is discussed in more detail below.

SATrsFAcrroN wrrH O urcoME

Table 4.1 preseDts data on fte offcers' satisfaction with the outcome of the complaint resolution. As wilh
crrnplainar$, dre tust sanple reponed significamly higher levels of satisfaction than the follow-up sample.
On fie ot€r hard, as indica&d above, there was no change in the officers satisfaclion with the process.

Overall, officers \,ho had been involved in an IR reponed a higher level of satisfaction wiih the outcome
than did the complainants (see Table 3.1).

TABLE 4.1 - OFFTCERS' SATTSFACTIoN WrIH TrrE OTJTCoME oF Ir\FoRMArLy
RESoLITD CoMPLAtrtTS

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Follow-up
Sampl€ %
(n=136)

Original
Sample %
(n=256)

Very sadsfied

Fairly satisfied

Fairly dissaGfied

Very dissatisfied

Never iold of outcome

26.5

33.1

t9.9

19.9

0.7

33.6

42.2

10.5

0.4

Total r00.0 100.0

2.

Th@ offr* in tne follow-up sanple and fre in thc o,igiDl lanplc decliftd lo aswcr this qu.srion.

cbi squaP = 11.59, df4, p < .05.

t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

RESPONSE oF INVESTIGATqR oR AUTHqRISED MEMBER

The majority of officers in both samples felt ftat the investigaror or AM had put enough efforr inro drc
investigadon (Table 4.2). Hodever, the first sample felt significantly more satisfied wih the AM's effolt
than lhe follow-up sarnple. The police respondenls gen-rally were more satisfied with tie effon of drc AM
than were the complain nts (s€€ Table 3.5).
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TABLE 4.2 - OrflcERs' PERcEprroNs oF AuHoRrsED Mff\,GER's EFFoRT

2_

Thr otrEs in lhe fouw-up sapL ard tue in thc origiml srnple dccliftd to ansr th6 qGsdon

ChisquE = 9.93, df 3,p < -05.

GENERAL ASSESSMENT oF THE C0MPLAINTS SYSTEM

Mos! of fte officers indicated that they felt comfonable with the idea of minor complaints being resolved
infonnaly (Table 4.3). However, the level of comfon reported dudng the follow-up study had dropped
significandy since the first snrdy period.

TABLE 4.3 - OFFTCERS' VEws oN INFoRMAT REsoLmoN BEtr{c USED To REsoLvE
MNoR CoMPLANTS

Follow-up
Sample 7,

Origitrd
Sample %
(n=254)

Farly comforrable

Fairly uncomfoftable

Very u{comforable

24.6

60.4

4t.7

48.4

5.5

100.0 100.0

Noles: L Iive oilien in lhe follow-up sample ad even of6e^ in the original enple decliftd to aNer ttis qucstion.

? .  Ch isquae =  11 .7r ,  d f3 ,  p  <  .01 .

Follow-up
Sample %
(n=136)

Original
Sample %
(tr,=256,

Itealy tried bad to get to the bottom of the matter

Did quite a thorough job

Just went tbrough the motions, rDrldng no real effon

Deliberalely went out of the way to avoid tle rurtr

.5

48.5

19.9

5 . 1

2 1 . 1

62.9

14.5

1 . 6

Total 100.0 100.0



IMORMAL COMPI,AINT RESOLmON IN 'rIIE 
QPS: FOLI,W-UP EVALUATION

Officers in both samples were asked how much faid dley had in drc complain$ system after experiencing
IR. As shown in Table 4.4, 41 per cent of the firsr sample said that they now had more faith in the
complaints system, compared with or y 22 per cent ofthe follow-up sampte.

TABLE 4.4 - OFFICERS, FATH IN CoIDLAtr\TS SYSTEM AFTER E)PERIB{CING
I\T.oRMAL RFsoLmoN

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I

Follow-up
Sample %
(n:139)

Oristud
Sanple %
(n:252\

A lot fiorc farth

A litde more fath

A litde less faitl

A lot less faith

18.7

59;l

5.8

12.2

t2.7

28.6

46.4

1.9

Total 100.0 100.0

2.

Nine ofates in tE origiFl ehple delired ro adsr tnis qEsrion

Chi -squaF =  l6 -J l ,d r4 ,p  < .01 .

Ourcouss op CouptArurs

The outcomes of the itformally resolved rnatters, as seen by the officers, are prese ed in Table 4.5. A
large proporlion ofboth samples reported that the complainant had accepted the explanation given by the
AM. Conversely, v9ry few thought there had been an 'agreement to differ'. The officen differed
ma*edly fiom drc cornplainants iII how lhey perceived the outcome of the IR, but lheir views were very
close to the AM reports Gee Chapter 2), especially where officer or Service apologies were concerned.

26



I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

CHAPTER 4

TABLE 4.5 - OLTCoT,ffiS oT INToRMALLY RFSOLltsD COMPLAINTS AS PERCENDD BY
TIIE OFFICER

Follow-up
Sample %
(n=135)

Origiml
Sarmple 7,
(n:25s)

Complaindt accepted &e e&lanation given by AM

Co4lainatrt did mt accept explenatioD,
ht decided it was not wort! pu$uing

Officer apologised direcdy

AM apologis€d otr bebalf of ofnc€r

AM apologtsed otr bebaf of Seffice

AM said he/she would enquirc li]rfter

Agred to ditrer

UnlJlowo/Nor advised

Oiher

39.3

3.0

12.6

18.5

0.1

8 .1

48.6

6 . 1

7.8

1 . 2

6.3

t2.2

100.0 100.0

2.

Fou. ofiiec h the follw-up emple a.d sn ofteF in thc originl snple declircd 10 anMr thh qEltion

Chi -squ le  =  17 .59 ,d f8 .p  < .05 .

ADWCE AND GUIDANoE REoBNED

Thiny-seven per cel|t of officers in the ffst survey said that tiey had received 'advice or guidance' {rom
ihe AM, compared with or y 25 per ceni in the follow-up survey.

FREQUENCY oF OrrrcER ITWoLVEMENT rN IN'F0RMAL RxsolurroNs

According to &e PSU daubase, in fie t&o years ard four monlhs of IR's operation w hin i]le QPS, 1,450
officers w€re involved in one or more lRs. Table 4.6 shows that 392 officers were the subjec! of two or
more IRs during lhis period and ttut 118 had been involved in thr@ or more. One offrcer had been
hvolved in drc IRs.

Our analysis of the ?SU data indicates that those officers who had been involved in multiple IRs had
fiequendy also been t]rc subject of several forrnal complaint investigations. For example, the officer with
nine IRs had also had seven complaifis sirce January 1992 resolved via methods other thar IR. This
officer held lrc rank of s€nior constable ard had over 15 years experierce in fte Service. The bulk ofthe
complaints concemed the behaviour of lhe officer h dealing wirh dle public, wirh no singe complaint
being very sedous. Nore of ftese complaints resultet in any disciplinary actron except a single case of
a corredion or chastisement by way of guidance. In another case, a constable of eight years experience
had been subject to six IRs ard l0 other complaints since January 1992. These ofter complaints were
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often ofa sedous natuie and drc ofncer had received peDalties of a Flrle, a leduction in salary, a suspended
sanction, and thrce corections ol chastisements by way ofguidance. Most ofthe officers who had been
subject to multiple IRs had several yea$ experience in the Service, but one who had accumulated seven
IRs had orily been sworn il for 20 months. These data hdicate dut, for a small proponion of officers,
IR - or for that matter, formal investigation - may not be an effective way of dealing wih allegations of
misbehaviour.

TABLE 4.6 _ NUI/BER oF INFoRMAL RESoLUTIoNS To WHICH OIFICER SI]EIECT
(JuLv 1993 - OcroBER 195)

Number oflRs to
whicb Officer Subject

Number of
offic€rs

1058

214

30

12

4

5

I

I

Tocal 1450

Solre: PSU D21!b.e.

SuNtruARy

This chapter has compared the perceptions of officers who had experienced a formal investigation and
those who had participated in an IR. The main findings repoted were:

. As with complaina{s, officers in the follow-up sample were significantly less sadsfied witl tlrc
outcome of the IR than officers in the first sample.

. ln conmst to the complainant samples, officer satisfaction wfth the way in which the complaint
was handled was similar for both samples.

. Officers iD the follow-up sample reported a higher level of apologies given to complainants and
fewer cases where the 'cornplainaft accepted the explamtion'. This friding is consistent with data
fiom the AM's official reporu.

. A large majority of the otfrcers in boft samples felt thar the investigator had put enough effort into
drc investigation, although fte fust sample reported significandy. higher levels of sarisfaction with
the AM's effort than did the follow-uD samole.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
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I
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CHAPIER 4

A greacr proponion of ofrcers in the fust sample said that trcy had more faift iII the complaints
sysGm.

In a 27 month period, 118 officers were involved in thee or more IRs. Officers involved in
multiple IRs had also ftequendy been the subject of $everal formal complaiDt investigations.
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CHAmER 5

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION AND POLICY ISSUES

INTRoDUcrroN

This fuul chapter:

. summilrises the key findirys of the evaluation

. identifies asp€cts of lhe IR process which couid be improvod

. addresses the issue relating to officers who have been dre subject of multiple complaints.

SuullAny or Kny FNDnIcs

The main findings of t]rc evaluatiol are as follows:

. There was no rcduqion in the time uken to informally resolve complaints since the fllrst suwey.

. Con'plainants in the fust sample were gerErally more satisfied wift lhe outcomes and the way the
crmplaint was handled than were complainants in tle follow-up sample.

. Overal, dE officss in tlle firs1 sample expressed more faiih in fte complaints system thar did fte
officers in ihe follow-up sample.

. There was no reduction in complainant contlsion over outcomes.

. Thirty-seven per c€m of officers in the fust suwey said dley had received advice or guidance ftom
an AM. However. only 25 per cen! in the follow-up sample reponed receiving advice or
guidance.

. There was no reduclion ir the proponion of complainalts who felt pressued m accepted
outcomes.

. There was no increase in the use of meetings.

IMPRoVI\G INFoRMAL RESoLI]TI0N

The evaluation has identified several aspects of the IR process which requfe flrder refineme . ln
particular, as with the first evaluation, steps should be taken to:

. en$re grealer uniformity in the use of lR across the regions

. minimise delay

. ensue that complainants are not pressured into acceptng outcomes

. encourage more meetings between complainants ard office(s

. maintain a role for mediation.
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INFORMAL CoMpI,Alt\"r ltrsou IoN rN TnE QPS: Fol-l,ow-up EVALUATToN t
UNIFORMITY IN THE USE oF INFqRMAL RESoLaTIoN ACR'SS THE REGI'NS

The utilisation rate per region (as showt in Figue 2.1) itlustrates the extent to which different
adminisEatioDs have embraced IR as a means of dealing with minor complaints. It is obvious that IR has
not been consistendy implemented ald that there is scope for some regiorls to increase their utilisation rale
quite substantially. It is also apparent drar the proponion of matters in which a Commissioned Offic€r has
deemed that 'no further action' is required varies significandy between fte regions. At present, very little
guidance is plovidql in dle HRM Manual as to when it is approp ate to use 'no further ac!ion', as opposed
to initiating IR. The findings presented in Figure 2.1 sugges! that more specific guidelines are requied.

MINIMISING DELAYS

The inuoduction of IR has dramatically rcduced ihe time taken to f[ralise complainls. The greater
efficiency of IR has contibuted significantly to increased complainant satisfaction with lhe complaints
process. However, drc average IR srill takes 75 days !o finalise. h should be acknowledged that rhis
measure of completion time is inflated in some respects by delays at (he commencement and finalisation
$ages ofthe IR process, but this time is still much longer ihan should be necessary, especially given that
proc€dures have been s(ean ined and paperwork rcquiremen$ reduced_ Steps should be takeD to identiry
and addrcss factors delaying the completion of IRs.

PRESSURE To AccEpr OarcoMEs

In each survey about one-fiird of complaina{s felt under some pressure to accept the outcome. This
finding suggests that AMs would benefit fiom additional training about lheir role in lhe IR prccess. [n
addilion, as recornmended in the first evaluation repon, it is important that there be regular monitoring
of the IR process to ensure that complainants are no! being pressured to accept outcomes. One way to
accomplish this moniloring would be by the use of regular suweys of complainants, usirg a methodolos/
similar to dral employed in rhis srudy.

THE USE oF MEETINGS

Over halflhe complainaru! i licared they would have liked a meering with the officer who was the subject
of fteir complaim. Around 20 per cetu of the officers indicated that they would have liked a meeting. k
can be concluded liom rhese figures da! in approximalely l0 per cent of cases resolveal by IR Ddt the
officer and the complainam would have prefetr€d a meeting. However, the complainant and officer
suweys indicate fiat meetings were actually held in or y about five per cen! of cases in the ilrst survey and
aboui lwo per cent in the follow up survey. It is apparen! liom informal discussion wilh AMs and other
police that many feel urrcornfonable with dre idea of conducting such meetings. Hence it is likely that AIIS
have done liule to infbrm complainants $at meetings can be afianged or to persuade officers to participate.

The IR procedures state tha! a meeting can or y be held ii both panies are willing to be involved. It is
accepted lhat direction to an unwilling ollicer 10 attend a meeting would be unproductive. However, in
appropriate cases, a meeaing may be the quickest way of cleadng up a misunderstanding or disagreemen!.
Complabants' stisfaction with the pftrcess is also likely rc be enhanced if they feel they have be€n given
the opportunity to express their views directly to the officer concerned. A senior eps officer also
observql that other agencies with similar systems have indicated that meetings between subject members
and complainants are good dererrents to future inappropdate behaviour, especially for younger offrcers.
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CHAPTER 5

Under curlent IR procedures, AMs are informed fiat the preferred approach is to informally resolve
complaints wilhout conductlng meetings. Our previous repoli recommended that these procedures be
amended to provide that AMs slDuld asceruin fiom complainants whether they would like a meeting with
the subject ofEc€r. Of couse, it would also have !o be explained to complaiMnts that drc meetirg camoi
occur withou! the consent of the subject officer. This recornmendadon needs to be conlidered in
conjunction wfth those relating m mediation (see below).

As recommerded in the previous repon, AMs may rced to receive more faining on how to manage face-
ro-face conaq berween complainanb and oflicers.

In the previous rcpon it was reconnnended that the lR guidelines be amended to provide fta!:

. when the AM speak with tlrc complaina[t for dle purpose of obtaining the complainant's consent
to IR being afernpt€d, the AM will ask u,tudrcr tlrc complainad would like to have a meetiog with
the subject offic€r

. iffte complainant indicates a preference for a meeting with the subject offic€r, lhe AM should
explain to trc complainant that there are lwo oplrons for holding such me€dngs a meeling
organised by drc AM or trougi the Commurity Justice Program (see below)

. ir be explained to 1he complaina ar $is time drat a meetiflg will only ute place ifde subject
officer agees 10 panicipate.

The revised guidelircs were not amended as recommended. Inslead, they still state dat 'The preference
of the Service is o resolve drc complaint inftnnauy without conducting meetiry/s betweet the complainant
and lhe subject member^' (QPS 1995, p. 80).

T'IIE FUTaRE oF MEDIATIqN

Since the intoduclion of IR, tie QPS has virtually ceased using mediation to deal with complaints. As
of rhe end of October 1995 a roul of 75 cases involving 104 alegarions have been dealr willl via mediarion,
bul sirEe IR started inJuly 1993, or y l0 complaifis iwolving 18 allegations have beerl mediared. Facrors
which have contribuled to this low take-up rat€ includel

. the difficulties involved in gering both dle complainaff and tle officer to agree m ll|e meeting

. the amouft oftime necessary fot both dle complainant and de officer fo set aside lo conduct de
mediation (approximately 2.5 hours plus travel rime)

. the fact that no advice or guidance call be given to an officer by a supe or officer

. fte lack of police control over the process.

The CJC believes that mediatioo adds flexibiliry to the complaints re$olution process and shoutd be used
in appropriate cases. Mediation slFuld be considered where:

(i) the complaini, though minor, is in the opinion of the assessing Cornmissioned Officer, of a
senslnve naarrei

(iD a meeting of ihe panies is likely 0o rcsult in strong hostrlity between the corrylainanr atrd the
subject memberh: or
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INFORMAL COMPL{NT RESOLUIION TN Tm QPS: FoLLow-UP EVALUATION t
(nD $e conplaint is ihe most recent event in a history ofpoor relailons betlveen the complainant and

ltre panicular member^, siation or establishnent.

The Chairperson oflhe CJC \rTo@ o the Conmissioner ofPolice on 19 October 1994 recommending that,
in addition to the above thrce circumstarces, the following pa$graph be added to the guidelines for when
to use mediation:

(iv) tlle coq)laiiu$ Iras expressed a wish 0o meet wittr the subiect member to diJcuss the conrplaint,
ard dle AM wih nsporsibiliq' of afieryting to itrfomally resolve the complaitu believes thar, itr
the circumstances of ltre case, the rneetings should mt be cotrducttd by a member of the Police
Servic€ 01 tbe coqlairDnt bas rcquested that the meelmg b€ corducted by the Conmudty Justice
Program,

This change was not made to the revised guidelines. The CJC still suppons irs inclusion. An addirional
guidelirc should also be insened indicaring lhar mediation should be considered where:

(v) dje corylaitu is uDrelated to the performa&e of the officer's offrcial duties and is more akitr io a
dispute betweer citizenl.

OFFICERS rr$ SuBJEcr oF MTJLTTPLE CoMpLATNTs

Aller the prcvious evaluation repon was released, the PSU instituted a procedure for ideDrii,ing offrcers
who had received five or more complaints within the prec€ding 12 months. Under this procedure, if fie
allegations tend to be of a similar nature the mo$ rccent allegarion is reassessed for investigation, even if
i! would otherwise have been appropriate for IR.

Arguably, drc€ complaints in 12 months would be a bercr surtiry point for furlher examination, but it
is accepted that adopdon of lhis threshold would impose significant additional workload demands on the
QPS. As shown in Table 5.1, such a change would necessitate examining lhe files of over 400 officers
in a ry?ical year, whereas or y slightly more than 100 officers fall into the five complainrs or above
category. A reasonable compromise would be to institute a policy whereby some managerial action was
autornalically triggered after fouJ complaints had been received wilhin a 12 month period

Regardless of lhe number of complaints which is designated as the $reshold, ir is imponaft th& there is
$me flexibility in approach. For example, some officers may stay below lhe threshold for any one year,
but accumulate a very large number of complaints over several years. There clearly needs to be some
process m place whereby tiese problem cases can be identified and some remedial acdon taken.

In cases wherc alr officer has been the subject of several previous complaints, ii is imponaft that a range
ofoptions be considered rather than simply rcassessing the most recent complaint for investigation. For
example, if the complaiffs sltow a persisien! pattern of rudeness, it may be more appropriate to consider
redeploying the officer to an area where he or she has less co act wilh the public. Another possibllity
would be to look at &e retraining of the offrcer concerned. although this would necessiBte the QpS
developing suitable courses for this purpose.
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TABLE 5.1 _ ESTn,ATED NUMBER oF OITICERS SUBJtrCT OF MULTPLE
CoMPLAnirs PER YEAR

Numb€r of Complaints to Numb$ of
which Officer Subject Officers

3 228

Souc: PSU Darab,e.

Noic: Enimlcs for fie t€ar\ I'Cns pFeded in rhe able weE baed on rh. actual nunbeG of levious conplaint! agriNl ofiers
for rhos mtrplai s lwived b.NEn Augu$ O.tob€r 1995.

RECoNMENDATIoNS

The recomme[dations arisiry ftom this report are as follows:

Recommendation 1. Monitoring of Informal Resolution Across Regions

It is recornmerded tlat lhe utilisation of IR across &e regions be monitored to ensure grealer uniformity
in use. ln addition, it is recommended that guidelines on the use of 'no fifther action' be included iII the
HRM MaIIual.

Recommendation 2. Time Taken to Finalise Informal Resolutions

It is recortunerded lhat steps slrould be taken io identify ard address factors delaying dle completion of IRs.

Recommendation 3. Need for Regular Monitoring of Complainants

It is recnrnrnerded that fte IR process be regularly monitored by the PSU to ensure rhat complaiia s arc
not berng pressured to accept ourcomes and &at accuate informadon has been provided to them about the
outcornes. This monitoring could be done tfuough regular surveys of complainanls, using a methodolos/
siftilar to that employed in this srudy.

Recommerdation 4. Training of Autlorised Members

h is reconunended that AMs be provided wilh additional training on mamging face-to-face contac! between
complainanls and officers. AMs sllould also be advised of the importance of not pressuring complainants
io accept outcomes and of providing clear information to participants regarding the outcome of the IR.
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Reconrnetrdation 5. Guidelines Concerning Meetings

It is recommeflded that Section 18.12.12 of fie HRM Manual be amended by deleting the sentence
reading, 'The preference of the Service is to resolve the complaint informally without conducting
meeling/s between the complainant ad the subject member/s.'

Further, it is recommended that the IR guidelines be amended to provide that:

. when tle AM sp€ak with the complainant to obtain his or her conserf to an IR being afiempted,
the AM stlould a{k whether the complainant would like to have a meeting widr the subject officer

. if lhe complainant indicates a preference for a meaing with the subject officer, the AM should
explain to the complaimnt fut there are two options for holding such meetings - a meeting
organised by drc AM or ftrough the Cornrnunity Justice Program

. it be explained 10 drc complainant at ftis time that a meeting will only take place if drc subjecr
officer agrees to paticipate.

Recommendation 6. Use of Mediatiorr

It is recommended drat mediation continue to be available as an option ?ud used where suitable.
Appropriale officers in [rc regions should be made aware that mediation is available and no longer incurs
a charge by ille Comrnuniry Justice Progam. To rhis end lhe following paragaph should be added ro lhe
guidelines for when m use mediation:

(iv) rhe conplain nt bas expressed a wish to meet with the subjecr member to dlscuss the corplainr.
and:

. lhe Authorised Member responsible for atteDpting 0o infornaliy resolve rtre complaini
tJelieves tbat, in the circussbDces of the case, the meetings should tot be coDduct€d by
a member of rle Police Servicet or

. the corylaimft has requested that the meeting be coduclrd by ihe Cotrmudry Justic€
Program.

An addidonal guidelirc strculd also be ins€rted indicaring ftat mediation should be considered where:

(v) he corplaint is urelaied ro lie performmce of fte offrcert of6cial dr(ies and is more akit to a
dispute between citizens.

Recommendation 7. Identilication of Officers Subject to Multiple Complahts

It is recommended ftat where an officer has been the subject of lour or more complainf,s of ally nature in
a 12 month period, lhe rclevaff region slDuld be notified of lhis fact by dle pSU. In such cases, IR should
not be used to deal with any firther complaints involving the offrcer without prior consultation with the
PSU. ln addition, consideration should be given !o invoking managerial strategies such as reuaining or
redeployment to address the officer's behaviour.
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COMPARISON OF
AND

APPENDIX 1
FORMAL INVESTIGATION, MEDIATION
INT'ORMAL RESOLUTION

Fornal Itrvestigariotr Medratron Itrformal R€solution

Purpose To deterfiine if
disciplirary or criminal
offence coromitted

Resolve coDflict to
panies' m$ul
sa$faction

To eDsure coqlain nt is
satisfiEd tbat corylai0t has beer
dealt with appropriately

Used for Aly allegadons Miror allegatrons only Minor allegadons otrly

Conduct€d by Commissioned Officers.
Senior Sergea$s, or

Neutral mealiators
(Commlmity Jusnce
Program stafD

Authorised Members
(Cordrdssioned Of frcers and
Senior Seryeatrts)

Methods used Standaral police
mvestigative tecbniques

Meduuon Conciliation and explanauon

Outcome Corplaifi subsontiated
or Dot substzntiat€d

If mediation is
successful, a l^rritten or
verbal agreement is

Flexibiliry allowed, hrt mainly
an apologt,'explaDation
accepted" or 'agree to diffef'

Satrdion if
complaint
pmv€d

Various disciplinary
sanctror.s, dependiry on
seriousness of matter

None None, althougb AM may glve
officer advice and guidxnce

Implications
for promotiotrs

Delails of case recorded
on officer\ file

No deuils recorded on
of6cer\ file

No delrils recoded on of6cer's
lile

Involvement of
otricer subjed
oI co',plait'l

Officer's staEment taken
after all oltrer avemres
lnvesdgate(I

CoDsert required for
meebng w1th

Officer involved fiom sl?n of
lhe process; coDJent not
requned

Complainant Coqlain{nt gives initial
staEment and then bas
very li$le funher

Co$ent rquired for
meeting wiih officer
subject io cofiplamt

CoDsent requircd. Several
writteq telephone, art'/or face-
tro-face coniacts with AM are
usually necessary

Pap€rwork
itrvolv€d

All asp€cts of case oo be
ngorously documented

Mhim.al paperwork A5 procedures iave developed,
midrtlal paperwork involving
pro-fomu docurn€ntauon
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APPENDIX 2

APPENDX2
EXECUTIVE ST]MMARY OF FIRST EVALUATION REPORT

(November 1994)

CHAPTER ONE: INTRoDUCTIoN

In July 1993 the Queensiand Police Service (QPS), in conjunction wilh the Official Misconduct Division
of the C minal Justice Cornrnission, insrituted a new metiod for dealing wilh minor complaifii against
polic€, lglowIl as Informal Resolution (IR). This report assesses whether lhe new procedues are faster,
more emcient, aid more q)$ effective fian the investigation of minor matters through the formal system,
ard whether fte process is more sarisrying for the participants, h particular the complairunts. The repon
also makes a number of recommendatrons for inproving tlrc current procedures.

CrnsrrnTwo: INToRMAL RESoLTJTIoN AND TIIE
CoMpLAh'rs IN\DsrrcATIoN PRocEss

IR differs {aom conventional complaints investigation procedures in several ways. In panicular:

. The emphasis is on ensuing ftat fie complain! is resolved ri a maffEr which is satisfacrcry to the
complainant rafier tlan on determiniry if a disciplinary or criminal offence has been committed.
The four possible outcomes are:

- the officer apologises to the comptainant

an apology is rnade lo the complainant on behalf of tlrc QPS

the complaiMnt accepts drc explanation which is offered

- the complainaft 'agrees to differ'.

. IR does oot enlail tfle ifiposition of disciplin ry sanctions, allhough the sedor officer !!,tro haldles
the matter may choose to provide direction or guidance to the officer who was the subject of tlrc
complalnt.

. The senior officer who is rcsponsible for handling the complaint is expected to act primarily as
a conciliaor rather than an investigator.

. IR mvolves less papena'ork and has the potential !o be mmpleted much more quickly lhan a formal
investigalion, padcularly where an expedited procedure lolown as "Desk-Top" IR is employed.

. Since February 199 rnediation has also been atl option for dealing with some comptaints against
police. Ur ike IR, mediation always involves a face-to-face meeting between the complainant and
the officer. The meeting is conducted by two uained, iodependent mediators employed by fte
Communiry Justice Program of the Departrnent of Justice and Attorney-Generat. A total of 73
complaiils have been deaft wirl by mediation since dlis option became rvailable. Since IR started
in July 1993, only eight complaints have been mediated.
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CHAPTERTHREE: TIs FIRST TwEL\ts MONTHS I
B€tween I July 1993 and 30 Juie 1994, 614 complairrs were fnalised by the use of IR. These mmplaints I
involved 963 allegations brought against 808 officers by 652 complainants. A review of f es relaling to 

t&es€ cases slDws that:

as intended, IR appears to have beetr utilised io resolve minor matters, wiih 93 per c€nt of the
complaints involving breaches of disciplift

'behaviour' allegations (mainly incivility, rudeness, ard language) accouIted for almost half of
all IRs conducted

fie utilisalion rat€ appears to have stabilised at aroud 60 p€I cent of 'eligible' breach of disciptine
matters

there was litde use of Desk-Top IR procedures

the most commor y recorded outcome of IR was 'explanation accepted by complaina$' (39% of
all allegations), followed by 'agre€d to differ' (32%)i apotogies were made on behalf of lhe
officer or the QPS in around one-quarter of the cases

officers of lhe rank of Constable were more likely than officers of oiher rank to be the subjecl
of complaims dealt with by IR

t}le average IR took significantly less lime to finalise ftan fte average formal investigarion,
although there would appear to be considerable scope for achieving furdrcr time reducdons.

l
I
I
I
I
I

CIIAPTER FOUR: TrD Sr.,RvEYs

A key component of the evaluation was a series of rnail-back questionnaires seft to a sample of officers
md comptai$rts who had been involved in a formal colrplaim inveldgation or an informal complaint
rcsoludon. The surveys were desigred !o find out what ttrc participants in IR complainants, officers and
Aulho.is€d Members (AMs) - felt about the process, and how their views compared with those who had
participated in a formal investigatiorl

For each sarnple, (he rnlmber of suveys returned in relalion to investigadons or IRs conducted by fie eps

. Complainants involved in forrnal investigation 152 surveyr

. Ofllcers subject to formal investigarion 191 surveys

. Complainants involved iD lR 245 suweys

. Officers involved in IR 261 suveys

. Authorised Members 188 suneys
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The key fiIldirgs in relation to the cha$cteristics of the complainalts and offic€rs who responded to these
suweys were as follows:

. The smples appear to be broadly representative of the populations fiom which they were drawn,
although use of a mail-back methodology may have resulted ill some over sampling of the more
educated complainan$.

. The large majority of complainarts had not previously been a{ested ard had not Feviously made
a complaint against fte police.

. There were no statistical differences between lhe two complainant sarnples in regards to gender,
employme stao$ or age. The gender and age Fo6le of the complainants in both the samples
\ras similar to tiat of the total population of complainants.

. There was no stati$dcal difference between the two officer samples in regards to gender, rank,
or years of service. The profile of the two officer samples was similar to the total population of
officers who had been the subject of a complaint.

. As epected, for botl officers and complainants there were some diffe.ences between the IR and
formal investigarion samples in regards to the subjec! rMtter of the complaint. Specificaly, a
large number of lhe IR complahls relaled to 'behaviour' and very few concened assault
alegations.

CHAPTER FI\E: FoRMAL N1T,srrcATroN VERsus INFoRMAL
RJSoLU"TToN: Tril, VBws oF CoMpLAINANTS

The rnain findings from the two complainant surveys were:

. The majority of complaimnts in both samples were conc€med p marily "to stop it happening to
someone else" and "to let fte officer know how they felt". Irss ftan half the complaiMnts
wanted disciplinary action.

. Most complainants initially expected fie matter to be dealt with in less than two months. The
majoriry of complainants in the formal invesrigation sample considered that tlrc complaim look 'a

little' o! 'much'too long to complete, whereas dle majority of the IR sample felt that the time
taken was 'very quick' or 'reasorlable'.

. the majority of the complairwns in dl€ formal investigation emple (56%) felr rhat lhe investigator
did not put enough effon iffo drc investigation, whereas only about one-quaner of lhe
complainafts in tle IR sample were unhappy wift fte AM's effort. It was uncommon for
complainants in either sampte to feel &at drc investigator tried to talk ttrcm out of proceeding.

. Most of the complainants in the IR sample (78% ) felt dnt dley were kepr adequately informed,
compared wilh or y 26 per c€nt in the formal investigation sample.

. Complainants in the IR sample w€re generally more satisfied with rie outcome of the IR, and the
way in which the complaint was handled, than werc those in the formal investigation sample.

. Despite the high levels of dissatisfaction expressed by complainanas in the formal iwestigation
sample, 80 per ceft said they would complain again if a similar imident occurred. However,
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or y 26 per cent said fiey would be happy for fie complai to be dealt with in the same way
again. By contrast, of fie IR complainants who said ftey would complain again, 53 per cent said
they would be happy for the complaint to be dealt wid| in dle same way.

A substantially larger proponion of complainams in &e lormal investigadon sample (,14%,
compared wilh 26%) said ihat the expedence of complaining had wors€ned their view of the
polic€ service. CorNersely, 23 per cen! of complainants in rhe IR sample said dut they now had
a better opinion of the police compared widr or y nirE per cetu in the formal investigation sample.

CHApTER Srx: FoRMAL INVESTIGATIoN vERsus INToRMAL
RESOLUTIoN: TI|E VIEws oF PoLIcE OFFICERS

The main ftdings ftom the two officer surveys were:

. Three-quafters of offtcrrs in tlrc IR sample considerqi that dte dme taken to process the complaint
was 'very quick' or 'rcasonable', cnmpared with only about one-third of the ofricers in the formal
invesdgation sample.

. A large inajority of $e office$ in bortr sanrples felt itrat the invesrigaror had pu1 enongh effon i o
fte investigadon.

. Most officers who had beer subject to a formal investigation felt that they were not kept
adequacly informed. In conuast, mos! offrcers who had been party to an IR felr rhar they had
be.en kept adequalely inJormed.

. [n contrast to the complainant samples, fiere was little difference betweeo the two officel samples
in terms of the officers' satisfaction with the outcome and the way in which the complaint was
handled.

. Around hall of the officers in the formal invesrigadon sample, but only one-ftird of the officers
in the IR sample, found lhe complaint invesdgalion resolution process to be a stressi! evett.

. Overall, the ofncers in the IR sample expressed more faith in de complaints sysem &an did the
officers in the formal investigation sample.

CHApTER SE\,T,N: OPERATToNAL AspEcrs oF INToRMAL
RESoLUTIoN: FhIDtr.{Gs FRoM TIIE OFFICER
AND COMPLAINANT SI,RVEYS

Key findings relating specifically to $e operation of IR were:

. In most cases tlrc complain nts felt dlat the IR was clearly explained m trcm beforehand, thar the
AM was impanial in handling the case, and thar fte AM had a 'very' or 'fairly' good
understanding of their side of the complaint.

. 71 percent of oflaers feh fiat the AM had a 'very' or 'fairly' good understanding of the ofricer's
side of the complaint.
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65 per cent ofthe officers who had been subjed lo a previous formal hvestigation felt that IR was
a much better process.

Approximaely one-lhird of complainafis staFd ut ftey felt pressued !o accept the outcome, but
only a smalt perceffage of officers stated tlut lhey felt pressured to apologise to the complahant.

Around one-third of ofhcers reported that they had received advice or guidance ftom the AM,
This suggests that IR is being used as a significant managemeot tool for correcling ofEcers'
behaviour.

The proportion of complainams who ftought they had received ar apology was considerably
higher than the proportion of of6cers who Oought tlat ftey had given an apolo$/, or the
proponion of apoloSies actually recorded by AMs.

ooly a very small percentage of complaiDaDts and offrcers met wift each odrcr, although half of
the complainalts would have appreciated a face-to-face meeting.

CHAPTEREIGET: AUTHoRISED MI,NGERS, hRCEPTIONS OF
II\EoRMAL RTSoLUTION

AMs are ihose office.s ofdle QPs trairEd ro coduct tRs. During February 1994, all285 offrcers trained
as AMs were sent a mail-out survey. The rnain findings flom the survey were:

. The reported satisfaction level of lhe AMs with the new procedues was very high (967. ).

. Mosr AMs consideied [Er IR was b€rEficial ard lhat the process had improved police/community
reladons, helped ofric€rs change thet behaviou for the better and encouaged police offrcers to
be more open.

. According to the AMs, most complainants were willing to participa@ h IR: 40 per ceft of lhe
AMs considered complainants tro be 'very willing' and 51 per cent 'fairly willing' to participate
in IR. However, 2? per cent of the AMs repofled having had at least one complainant decline
involveme in IR.

Over 90 per cent of AMs said that both tlrc police and the complainants were satisfied wirh fie
process. However, it should be noted ftat the complainafis and police officers suweyed by the
CJC were less positive in 6eir assessment of the process.

Of the AMs expedenced in bod! formal iNestigations and IR, 89 per cent considered lhe IR
procedue to be 'a lot better' for dealiflg w h mimr complaints. Similarly, 96 per cetu reported
rec€iving more job satisfaction fton undenaking lR &an from conducting formal investigations.

Few AMs reponed experiencing difficulty in acting as a conciliator rathei lhalr all investigaor.

Overall, 43 per cent of &e AMs wih experience in IR reporled having 'a lot more faith' in the
complairns sy$em as a result ofthe new procedues. Or y one officer said that he of she had less
fairh.

A - 7



INFoRMAL coMpLAr\T Rf,solurroN r\ Trc QPs: Fo|-l,ow-up EvALUATIO\

. The great majority of the rcspondents wilh IR experience thought the faimng provided to AMs
was sufficient. The main suggestions were to incorporate more pnctlcal teaching methods,
provide workhops for all police officers and improve the marketing of the IR prccess to police
offrcers-

CHAPTER Ntr\E: CoNcLUSIoN

Overall, evidence gathered Iiom the completed IR files ard jiom tlrc surveys of complainants, officers and
AMs indicates lhat IR has been a very positive initiative. However, several ways of improving IR
procedures have been identified. The key recommendatlons are:

RecoEmendation 1. Information Recorded on Informal Resolution Report

It is recommended that tick boxes be included on the IR leport for the AM to indicate:

. if advice or guidance was given to the officer

. if a meetirg was held between the complaiia{t and the offrcer

The report should also include a possible outcome oprion of 'IR unsuccesstul'. Where ftis option is ticked,
the complainant should be asked to indicate on the form if any turther action is required.

Recommendation 2. Information Contained in Notilication to Officer

It is recommended that dle final notification to the officer be amended to include a section infomins the
officer of the outcome of the [R.

Recommendation 3. Time Taken to Fmalise Informal Resolutions

ft is rccommended that oncr dle new IR guidelines are in place, steps should be uken to defiie and enforc€
more strict time strlldards.

Recourmendation 4. Need for Regular Monitoring of Complainants

I1 is recormetrded that thele be regular monftoring of the IR process to ensure that complainanrs are nor
being plessured to accept outcomes and ihat accurate information has been provided to them about
outcomes. This monitoring could be done through regular suweys of complaiiants, using a methodology
similar to tllat employed in this study.

Recommendation 5. Identification of Officers Subject to Multiple Complaints

It is recornrnended tlut if an officer has been involved in a grealer than expected number of IRs wilhin a
given period, this facl strculd be "flagged" in dle Professional Standards Unit's (PSU) data f e and odrer
relevallt records. Where the officer has been so identified, drcre slDuld be consultation with the PSU
before IR is used to deal with any tunher complaints relathg to that officer.
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Recommendation 6. Training of Authorised Members

It is recDrnrnended tlut AMs be Fovided witi additional trahing on managing face-to-face conta$ between
complaiMnt$ and officers, and be advised of the importrnce of not pressuring complaiiants to acc€pt
outcome$, aDd of providing clear information to participaflts regarding the outcome of the IR.

Recommendation 7. Guidelines Concendng Meetings

It is rccommended that the IR guidelines be amended to provide ftat:

. [tren fie AM speal$ witl tle complainant ro obtain his or her consent to IR being att€mpted, the
.dM should ask whether lhe complainant would like to have a meeting witb fte subject of6cer

. if the complainant indicates a preference for a meeting with the subject officer, the AM strould
explain to the complaina$ thar there are rwo options for holding such meetings, fte fust being a
meeting organised by the AM ard the second a meeting organised lhrough fie Community Justice
Program

. it be explained m fte complaimnt at this time that a meetiry wif only take place if rhe subjecr
officer agrees to participate.

Reconmendation 8. Use of Mediation

It is recommended dlat mediation continue to be available as an opdon and used where appropdate. To
ftis end the following paragaph should be added to drc guidelines concerning mediation:

(iv) the conplaiMnt hrs epressed a wish to meet wth the subject member 0o discuss ttre complaitu,
and 6e AM wi6 rglponsibfiry of afieryting to infomully resolve the coroplaint beLieves thar, in
tle cicun$tances of the case, the meelmgs should not be coDducted by a member of lhe Poiice
Seruice or ibe cofiplaifint bas requ€sGd ftat the meeting be conducod by the Community Justice
Program,
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