
 

 

   Mission Detachment 

DATE:   January 7, 2013 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM:   Inspector Richard Konarski – Officer in Charge, Mission Detachment 

SUBJECT:  Clarification of Mission Detachment False Alarm Protocol 

ATTACHMENT: Original report dated August 20, 2012 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff recommendation accompanies this report 
and Council action is not required. 

 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council and the public with clarification regarding the Mission RCMP 
Detachment’s new False Alarm Policy (Protocol).  

BACKGROUND: 

At the regular Council meeting of August 20, 2012, a report was presented summarizing the Mission RCMP 
Detachment’s new False Alarm Protocol (see attachment). 

The change in operations for response to alarms is intended to better utilize police services in Mission by 
filtering out those service calls that do not require a police presence.  In 2011, Mission RCMP were dispatched 
to 734 alarms.  95% of those alarms were determined to be false. The vast majority of those alarms were 
categorized as non – verified residential alarms.  

False alarms in the past have been attributed to outdated alarm systems which are very basic and which may 
not be monitored, alarms triggered where a resident has inappropriately entered the alarm code, and alarms 
with malfunctioning sensors. In an effort to ensure the most effective use of police resources and to improve or 
enhance police services in other areas of need within Mission, the Mission RCMP is now requiring verification 
of those types of alarms which have proven to be unreliable calls for service.  Alarm verification can be 
accomplished as follows: 

1) The use of a current alarm system with glass-break sensors and/or multi-zone sensors that is monitored 
by an alarm company; 

2) Owner, building occupant, neighbour or other individual reporting suspicious activity or a breach of the 
property.  

 

 

 



 
 

 

As noted previously, this new response Protocol is consistent with similar protocols in Coquitlam, Chilliwack, 
and Langley. When this Protocol was adopted in Coquitlam, the Detachment realized an 82% reduction in 
attendance to false alarms.   

The Mission RCMP, through their Crime Prevention Office, has committed to work with any concerned citizens.  
It should be noted that this change in RCMP alarm response has no impact on the Fire Department’s response 
to smoke and/or heat detection alarms. The Fire Department will continue to respond to these types of alarms.  

 
COMMUNICATION: 

As noted, the Mission RCMP, through their Crime Prevention Office, is committed to communicating and 
working with any concerned citizens in regards to the new Policy.  

 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

 

Inspector Richard Konarski     
Officer in Charge – Mission Detachment 
 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
 
 
 



 

 

   Mission Detachment 

DATE:   August 20, 2012 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM:  Inspector Richard Konarski – Officer in Charge, Mission Detachment 

SUBJECT:  Creation of Mission Detachment False Alarm Policy 
 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff recommendation accompanies this report 
and Council action is not required. 

 
PURPOSE: 

Provide Mayor and Council with background on the creation of the Mission Detachment False Alarm Policy. 

BACKGROUND: 

The RCMP in most jurisdictions spends a considerable amount of time and resources attending to false 
alarms. The District of Mission False Alarm Bylaw 2929-1995 was enacted to impose fines on owners of real 
property where police or fire personnel respond to a false alarm. False alarms attended by the Mission RCMP 
are tracked and the information shared with District of Mission for collection of the appropriate fine.  

In March 2011 a program was enacted by the Mission Detachment making use of the Crime Prevention Office 
Coordinator and Auxiliary Constables to deal with business false alarms. The Auxiliary Constables interacted 
with the businesses and more particularly, those with repeat false alarms, to examine the cause for the false 
alarms in order to eliminate the problem. This resulted in a 19% decrease in business false alarms from 414 in 
2010 to 338 in 2011. In an examination of residential false alarms, there were 820 in 2010 and 734 in 2011. 

In consideration of all the alarms dispatched to police in 2010, 97% were false alarms or cancelled. In 2011 it 
was 95%. Up to April 2012, it was 92%.  To place this all in some context, approximately 10% of our total file 
volume in 2011 was due to false alarm calls. 

To reduce these calls for service, the Mission Detachment False Alarm Protocol has been crafted. The 
procedural guidelines for commercial alarms will have the RCMP attending verified alarms, panic, hold-up, 
multi-zone, two-way voice, and glass-break alarms. If it is a single zone alarm without verification, police will 
not attend. Residential alarms will have the same response criteria with some additions. In addition, responses 
will be made to Domestic Violence Emergency Response System (DVERS) alarms, and homes occupied by 
the elderly, physically challenged, or those with special needs. One additional exception, all school alarms will 
receive attendance. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

Adopting response protocols of this nature are consistent with similar initiatives in Coquitlam, Chilliwack, and 
Langley. This protocol will mean a shift in responsibility to the business and residential home owners to ensure 
they have an adequate alarm system in place to protect their property. This will also encourage owners to 



 
engage with their neighbours to have heightened oversight of their respective property. 

The implementation of this protocol should result in the reduction of calls for service that are wasting police 
resources in the community. When a similar protocol was adopted in Coquitlam, the Detachment realized an 
82% reduction in attendance to false alarms.  
Once the implementation strategy is completed (including communication and education), it is anticipated the 
protocol will become operational in January 2013. 
 
COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:  

This initiative meets Council’s financial sustainability goal and the related objective to: evaluate District 
services and service levels. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no direct financial implications. 
 
COMMUNICATION: 

The communication and education strategy with this protocol will need to be multi-faceted. Both business and 
residential owners must be alerted to the change in the response protocols and they will need to make any 
necessary adjustments to their individual alarm systems.  
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  

The Mission Detachment False Alarm Policy has the potential to further reduce calls for service attributed to 
false alarms.  
 
SIGN-OFFS:  
 
 
Inspector Richard Konarski     

Officer in Charge – Mission Detachment 

 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 

Reviewed. 

 


