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I would like to thank the Committee for the opportunity to speak to this matter which by its nature will have a significant impact on the way in which security services are provided in this province. During my thirty years of experience, I have seen first hand an evolution from the days of security being a person with limited skills and training, whose main function was to punch a clock, to an individual who must now respond to more immediate and varied demands or threats in the workplace and in the community. It is essential that appropriate training accompany such a change. 

Many security managers, particularly, but not exclusively, in the proprietary or in-house area, have recognized that for a number of sound business reasons, it makes sense to ensure that properly trained individuals provide the necessary service. We have also watched our relationships with public police at the municipal, provincial and federal levels mature and become more in-depth as a properly trained security team can provide valuable support to those agencies. In many situations, the public police solicit the support of private security not only after the fact, but as partners in proactive initiatives aimed at crime prevention. As private security inherits more responsibility for areas of the community which have been referred to as “ mass private property” or “quasi-public space”, the standard for training and accountability rises as does the expectation of the public to be treated in a respectful and professional manner. It is hoped that this legislation will foster an environment that will lead to a more responsive and responsible relationship between all concerned parties and participants.

My comments today will reflect on the areas of licensing, training, compliance and participation of all industry sectors.

Part II, Section 4 identifies the types of licenses that may be issued. One of these is a license to act as a security guard. This suggests that there is a one size fits all aspect to the security guard function and industry. Such is not the case as there is a wide range of skill levels and services that fit within that very broad description. 

At one end of the scale is the security guard that watches a construction site or unoccupied building overnight or on the weekend. There is a low requirement of skills required to perform these functions. It is basically to sound the alarm if something goes wrong. In addition to guards performing at these levels, there are also companies that choose to serve the limited market that these skills support.

Many of the people who occupy these jobs have limited education and may not be proficient in either of our country’s official languages. However, over time, they have displayed a competency to perform in these limited roles. They provide valuable service to our company and make a positive contribution to our communities. It would unfortunate if they were to be disenfranchised or become unemployed as a result of this legislation. In fairness, we need to address this aspect of the industry as we contemplate change.

At the opposite end of the scale, there are guards who provide security to housing complexes, shopping malls, entertainment centers and government buildings who require a broader range of skills. These people may be called upon to intervene in physical confrontations, provide advanced first aid, enforce by-laws and respond to other calls for assistance as required. In many cases, the first responder will not be police, fire or EMS personnel. It will be security guards on site that will try to deal with the situation until the public services arrive. In order to perform these functions, these people require higher levels of training. In addition, in order to satisfy the requirements of various legislation that affects Occupational Health and Safety, they may need to resort to certain types of equipment, such as batons, that require proper training.

I would ask that the Committee consider the creation of a tiered system of licensing or a system of endorsements to a basic license that would recognize the wide range of skill levels and range of services that can be provided. This type of structure would allow many current employees to continue in their roles provided that they show competency at the basic level.  It would also provide some assurance to the public that guards are qualified in the use of certain types of equipment.

This program could also be used for service providers. This would help to define the marketplace and provide reasonable expectations for the purchasers of security services. A company could restrict its business to either end of the scale or become a full service agency. The purchaser of services would then have a guideline as to what they were paying for and be better positioned to attain important cost efficiencies in their businesses.

A second area of concern revolves around training. There is no doubt that, in order to provide professional and competent security services, a basic curriculum of training needs to be identified. However, we should not allow the legislation to give rise to a cottage industry of trainers who would be uncertified or unregulated themselves. The delivery of training requires the same attention as the content of the training. We must ensure that training programs are properly certified and that, by requiring training as a condition of licensing, we do not expose the industry to those who would use the legislation to turn a quick profit.

In developing our in-house program, we followed the guidelines as set out in Appendix A of the CGSB standard for security guards. We also developed a program for supervisors following Appendix B. The shortcoming we found in the standard was that, although Appendix C identified mechanisms for audit and accountability, there was no agency that would certify that a program was in compliance with the standard.  This certification is essential in order to ensure public confidence in the quality of training provided to security guards. 

As we cross the spectrum of activities in the Province, we find that different areas are also subject to regulation from other legislation. In the entertainment field, the Liquor License Act, the Racing Commission Act, and the Gaming Act also affect us. Hospitals have to deal with the Mental Health Act and companies engaged in power generation and transmission have their own regulation as well. Even without the effect of legislation, art galleries and museums have their own set of standards to follow. Accordingly, even though a basic core curriculum may be identified in the Regulations, there will be additional training required in order for the guard to be fully trained.

Secondly, the delivery of training should not be restricted to what I would refer to as retailers of security training. It should not be a product or service that is sold in the marketplace in the same fashion as automobiles. There should also be a variety of ways in which an individual, or company, can obtain the necessary skills. These would include in-house programs, continuing education programs, distance learning and via the Internet. Training should also be affordable, both for the employee and the employer. We recognize that investment in training is an essential element of doing business, but it should not impose a burden, which may become onerous for the participants.

While the content of the program is important, it is also essential that the candidate’s comprehension of the material is adequately tested. We shouldn’t be satisfied that a person can recite words on a page. We must be satisfied that they fully understand what they have been taught and be able to communicate that understanding. Accordingly, testing should not be limited to written exams but should also provide for oral examination as well.

Over the years, there has been concern within the industry that the Registrar’s Office does not have sufficient resources to fulfil all of its obligations. We have often heard that the bulk of the Registrar’s time is taken up with reviewing licenses and appeals. In order to ensure that there is compliance with the legislation, it is clear that this office will require a greater presence and a more developed infrastructure. This, of course, will require funding. These costs cannot be borne by the industry in the form of license fees or levies.  While it is reasonable to expect that there will be fees to be paid by those involved, the entire program cannot be financed through these means and the Ministry must ensure that adequate funding is provided. Anything less will be seen as a lack of commitment on the part of the Government to ensure that these revisions meet the needs of the public in this area.

The final area I would like to address is the participation of all sectors of the industry in guiding its future. Since 2002, the Law Commission of Canada has examined the relationship between public police and private security and it appears that one of the themes of its report to Parliament will be the need for transparent and accountable participation of the private security industry itself in its own regulation. This concept has also been adopted in the current legislation before the Quebec National Assembly.  In Ontario, we need to ensure that all the voices are heard and that the discussion is not dominated by one group over the others. In reviewing the Private Members’ bills before the Legislature on this topic, it would appear that such a situation has arisen. Clearly, the content of those bills was largely influenced by the various Police associations in Ontario. One might infer, from a reading of section 40 of this legislation, that their influence has been felt here as well. This is not to say that their input in the process has no value. Their experience in developing curriculum and professional standards is valuable to the private security industry. But that is not the only source of knowledge and expertise. All stakeholders need to be heard as a consensus on the future of the industry in this province is achieved. It is also important to recognize that we do not live in a vacuum and that what we do here may affect the ability of companies and individuals to do business in other provinces as well. We should be fully aware of what goes on elsewhere as we move forward.

The creation of a Minister’s Advisory Council is an important step toward achieving these goals. The activities of this group should not be restricted to the review of this legislation but should be an integral part of an on-going policy review going forward. The world we live in is changing at an ever-increasing pace and neither the public interest nor the private security industry will be well served if it takes another forty years to have a meaningful review of the governing legislation.

In conclusion, I would like to thank the Committee for the opportunity to speak to these concerns and assure you of my continued support for your efforts in defining the future of our industry. 
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